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SUMMARY

The Florida Fourth District Court of Appeal affirmed a permanent alimony award, holding that the
dissolution petition was not pending when Florida's amended alimony statute took effect on July 1,
2023, because the final judgment had been entered before that date. The court reversed the
requirement that the former husband maintain life insurance for the former wife because the trial court
made no findings regarding the availability and cost of insurance, ability to pay, or special
circumstances supporting the security requirement. The court otherwise affirmed the rulings on the
amount of alimony and attorney's fees.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Former Husband appealed the final judgment dissolving the parties'
marriage, challenging the permanent alimony award, the requirement
that he maintain life insurance for Former Wife's benefit, and the
award of attorney's fees.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The opinion does not expressly state a standard of review. The
statutory applicability issue was reviewed as a matter of law, and the
life-insurance security requirement was reviewed for legal error based
on the adequacy of the trial court's findings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Florida's amended alimony statute, effective July 1, 2023, applied to the dissolution petition
because the case remained pending while a timely motion for rehearing was unresolved.

2. Whether the trial court erred by requiring Former Husband to maintain Former Wife as beneficiary of a
current or comparable future life-insurance policy without making findings concerning the policy's cost
and availability.

3. Whether the permanent alimony award was supported by competent substantial evidence and was
excessive.

4. Whether the award of attorney's fees based on need and ability to pay was erroneous.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended section 61.08 did not apply. The initial dissolution petition was no longer pending when
the statute took effect because the trial court had entered a final judgment disposing of all issues on June
30, 2023; a timely motion for rehearing did not alter the effective date of the dissolution judgment.

2. The trial court erred in requiring Former Husband to maintain Former Wife as beneficiary of a current or
comparable future life-insurance policy without making specific findings concerning the availability and
cost of insurance, Former Husband's ability to pay, and the special circumstances warranting security for
the alimony obligation.

3. The court affirmed these rulings without further comment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As the June 30, 2023, final judgment disposed of all issues in the initial dissolution petition, and as the
amended final judgment was properly entered nunc pro tunc to June 30, 2023, the initial dissolution petition
was not “pending” on or after July 1, 2023, notwithstanding the filing of Former Husband’s motion for
rehearing.” (4)

“The failure to make the necessary findings in support of the maintenance of life insurance is reversible
error” (5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties married in 2017. In 2018, Former Wife suffered a stroke that rendered her disabled and unable to
work or perform routine activities. She petitioned for dissolution in July 2020 and requested permanent alimony
and life-insurance security. At the April 2023 bench trial, Former Husband had employer-provided life insurance
as part of a severance agreement, but those benefits were to continue for only two additional months.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Former Wife filed a dissolution petition in July 2020 requesting permanent alimony and security for the alimony
obligation through life insurance. After a bench trial in April 2023, the circuit court entered a final judgment on
June 30, 2023, awarding permanent periodic alimony and requiring Former Husband to maintain life insurance
naming Former Wife as beneficiary. Former Husband moved for rehearing, new trial, and to alter or amend the
judgment after Florida's alimony reform statute became effective on July 1, 2023. The trial court denied the
motion in part and entered an amended final judgment nunc pro tunc to June 30, 2023. The Fourth District
affirmed the permanent alimony and attorney's-fee rulings, but reversed the life-insurance requirement and
remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand for the trial court to make specific evidentiary findings regarding the availability and cost of life
insurance, Former Husband's ability to pay, and the special circumstances warranting security for the alimony
obligation.
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