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NOTICE IS GIVEN that W1111am M Wmdsor (“Wmdsor or

» “Plamtlﬂ” or “Appellant”) appeals to the Supreme Court of Florlda
from an Order of the D1str10t Court of Appeal of the State of Florlda
- Fifth ‘D1str1ct in Case No. 5D2 1‘—0904.} The appealed order is the
5/19 / 2021 Order Denying Wirrdsor’s Petition ’for Writ of Marldamus

filed April 14, 2021. [EXHIBIT 3271.]

1. A conformed copy of the orderdesignated in the notice of

appeal is attaehed ih accordanoe‘with Rvule 9f 1 10(d) and 9.‘\160(0). |
. 2. It merely says: “. denied on the merits. See Topps v.
State, 865 So. 2d 1253 (Fla. 2004) 7 [EXHIBIT 2271. ]

3. } The Topps Court ordered “We conclude that it is not
ur1reasonab1e nor does it 1mpo_se an uhnecessary burden upon
cOurts to} require that we all eriter Orders that ‘canvrbe clearly‘
understood in terms of scope’ and 1mpact of the determmatloh
_upon the part1es and to be un1form ‘m our apphcatmn of Florida

llaW'.” ; : . ;
4. In Corcoran . Levenhagen 558 U S 1 (2009) the

Umted States Supreme Court says orders must be eXplamed

S. No,thmg can be understood about saymg “denied on
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the merits,” because Wind}sor believes the Petition was a slam
dunk to be granted by honest appeilate' court jgdgeys. This Panel
violated the very order it cited. | | |
6. The nature of the, vappe}al i‘s.Di_‘screti_Qnary,”sought to
review a decision of the D1str1ctCourt of Appeal that (111)expressly
affect‘ a iclass, of ,chstitutional or state officers; (iv) eXpressly and
directly eonﬂict with a decision of another district court of appeal or
of the supreme tco‘urt,cv)n‘th‘e same qﬁesvtiorijef Ia\éy; (v) pass upon a .
quesﬁtionv e'erti_fied to be :o‘_'f great publie, impeffahce,
7. The order of the Distﬁ.‘ct:C'oi;ft.of,Appeal.ef'the State of
Florida Fifth District is that: R
a. Judge‘s. ido,‘ het haveto set requested hearings promptly
for all parties;
b. Judges may'aeeept‘ all \State;ﬁehts by Attorneys to be
facts despite not being under oath or based upon
~personal knowledge;
c. Judges are not compelled to strike all Orders and
Pleadings that”Were not servedv; |

 'd."Motions and pleadings do not have to be signed;
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e. There is unidentified legai authority to dismiss a DBPR
+ Trial De Novo Appeal;
f. ‘Rule 1.1 IOWdoes apply to a DBPR Trial De Novo |
. Appeal;
g The Rules do not require a Judgment on the Pleadings
& Wh,en ;the\‘Defendaﬂt fails to ,provide evidence or an
s afﬁr;lative 'defensej* 3
~h. The rulesr do not require a Motion. for Partial Summéry
- Judgment to be granted when there is no genuine
~-issue of material fact;
i. Violations and errors by a DBPR *Arbitfa-tor are not
. grounds to overrule the DBPR Arbitrator’s orders in a
' ‘.‘Trial De Novo Appeal; »
-j.The Florida Handbook'on Civil Dis‘covery applies in
) ‘»Floridaf'-State. C,oUrt's;t‘Oi‘ pro se parties; |
k‘»."The"Fl‘orida:'?Rule“s of PrOfesSioﬁa1'~C0'nduCt'étp‘ply to
/Non‘—:Attorneyé.
8. In the alternative, Windsor asks that this Court allow

him to file a‘Petition for Writ-of Mandamus. =~
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Submitted this 29th day of May, 2021,

(Wb () oibes

William M. Windsor
- 100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3
Leesburg, Florida 34748 '
352-577-9988
windsorinmontana@yahoo.com

VERIFICATION

Pursuant to Florida Statute 95.525, under penalties of
perjury, I declare that I have read the foregbing and that all the

facts stated in it are true.

This 29th day of May, 2021,

- William M. Windsor

100 East Oak Terrace Drive,
Unit B3 o
Leesburg, Florida 34748
352-577-9988 ,
windsorinmontana@yahoo.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certlfy that I have served a true and correct copy of

":_‘the foregomg by Electromc Mail;
Coach Houses at Leesburg Condomlmum Assomatlon, Inc.:

c / 0 Chr1st1na Bredahl Glerke and J effrey Partlow

e e COLE SCOTT & KISSANE, P.A.

Tower Place Ste 400, 1900 Summit Tower Blvd Orlando FL 328 10

|  Telephone 321 972-0025, Facsimile 321-972- 0099

. christina.gierke@csklegal.com. jeffrey.partlow@csklegal.com
alhson barkett@csklegal com, k1rb1e caruso@csklegal com .

: Judge James R. Baxley
Lake County Judicial Center, 550 West Mam Street
e Tavares Florlda 32778 ‘

wmﬂu 5”“%4

W:lllam M. Wmdsor
100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3
- Leesburg, Florida 34748 R
352-577-9988
\mndsormmontana@yahoo com

Th1s 29th day of May, 2021

000006



000007



CIN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA
HHHDSﬂmcr |
WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
Pétitioner, |

Y  CASENO. 5D21-0904
- COACH HOUSES AT .
LEESBURG CONDOMINIUM
ASSOCIATION, INC.,

Respondent. B

DATE: May 19, 2021
BY ORDER OF THE COURT |
ORDERED that the Petltlon for ert of Mandamus flled April 14,

o 2021 |s denled on the ments See Topps V. State 865 So 2d 1253 (Fla.

2004)

/ hereby cen‘/fy that the foregomg is
o (a true copy of) the orlgmal Co ‘o:rdgr.

‘.,,;,PanéI:,JUdges S'aSSO; N’arde‘llya and;’Woz_niavk |

CC.

o Chrlstlna Bredahl ~ Jeffrey Partlow ~ William M. Windsor
- Gierke D | | ) '

Hon JarhesR Baxley
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Topps v. State, 865,

(11
[2]

3

4

(5]

[6]
[7]
[8]

[9]

[16]

[11]

[;12]

v, § 3(b)(8), Fla Const

$80.2d 1253 (Fla. 01/22/2004). -
Supremmie Court of Florida

No. §C02-1085.

865 50.201253, 2004.FL.0005367< hitps//www.vetsuslaw.comi> .
| :-Janua;"y 22,2004

i ]MARTHAM TOPPS PETITIONER,
.
; STATE OF FLORII)A RESPONDENT

MarthaMTopps,pro sﬁdl}on‘tthuderdel@, Fl, for::i’eti_tioﬁér. o
No appearance, for Respondent. .

Petltmner Martha M Topps petmons t!ns 'Court for wrxt of mandamus We have Jurlsdlcnon See art.

“As. further dlscussed below, we deny the petmon based o, the apphcatxon of the doctnne of res -
' Judlcata but hold that henceforth, for puiposes of umform1ty, ‘unelaborated denials entered in

connection with:all extraordinary wiit petitions filed in any Florida cotitt shaH not be considered
decisions on the merits which would bar the itigant: from plesentmg the same or'a substannaﬂy
similar issue on appeal or by a subsequent writ pe‘utlon, or by other means; in the same ora dlfferent
Flonda court ' . . :

' On June 12 2001, Martha M Topps ﬁled a petmon for wrxt of mandamus in th1s Court challenglng the

: Stop 'I‘umxng Ou’c Pmsoners Act, which amended. various ‘statutes to require “that inmetes serve. exghty«

five percent of their ciiminal senténces in prison. This was. accomphshed for the most part, by .-

' limiting the amovint of. gain time that could be apphcd to an inmate's sentence to reduce the amount of

time the inmate would actually remain in-prison. See § 944, 275 (4)(b) 3, Fla. Stat. {2001); ch. 95-294,
§ 2, at 2717-18, Laws 6f Fla, Topps: alleged in her: petmon, inter alia,. that the Florida. Leglslature

, should not have been permitted to pass a law reducing the amount of gain time an inmate could .

réceive because, as she argued, the Leglslamre should have accomplished the result through the
mechanism of a constitutional amendment. At that time, we considered all of the arguments presented

in Topps petmon and deemed them to be wzthout merlt However We demed the petmon by snnply

‘ OOOQ1O



[13]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

_.Res judicata (or clalm preclusmn) is. one type of procedural barf.-
. it means "a thing adjudicated.” See Bla
_judicata bats: rehngatl.on ina, subsequent cause of action not only of claims raised, but also claims that
“could have been raised. See Florida Dep't of Transp.v: Juliatio; 801 S0.2d 101, 107 (Fla 2001). The . -
- idea underlylng res judicata is that if a matter has aIready been: decided;:the  petitioner has already had
~ his or her day in court, and for purposes of judicial economy, that matter generally will'notbe |~
reexamined again in any:court (except, of course, for appeals by nght) ‘See Dénson v. State 775 So.2d
288, 2901, 3:(Fla. 2000). The doctrine of res Judlcata applies when four identitie§ are present (1)
~identity of the thing sued for; (2)identity of the cause of action; (3) identity’ of I persons and parties to
 the action; and (4) identity. of the-quality of the petsons: for or against whom the claim is made. See’
McGTegor v. Provident Trust Co.of Ph11adelph1a, 119 Fla“ 718,162 So0..323, 328 ( 1935), Palm AFC .
,gHoldlngs, Inc W Palm Beaeh County, 807 So 2d 703 S

(Fla: 24 DCA. 1977),'

a _Crulses (Bahamas), Ltd:, 531-S0.2d 1036, 1039 n. 3 (F
eertiorars); Pub, Iltnployees Relations: Commnv ‘Dist. Sch

':"-lssumg an’funelabmated order- denymg rehef See Topps V. State 800 So. 2d 617 (Fla 2001) (table) *fnl
L Topps has now: ﬁled another petmon for Wnt of mandamus assertmg the 1dentlcal issue. -

*fnZ Translated *1255 from fhe Latin,
»s_Law Dictioiary 131 {(7th-ed.1999), The-dottrine of res

la_u4th DCA 2002) “

- The- doctnne of coﬂateral estoppel (or 1ssue preclusmn)- also refex:red‘t ‘as estoppel by Judgment isa
‘telated biit: d1fferent concept Ini Flenda, the doctrine’
issues between the same: partles in’ conneotion with'a dlffer
State: Dep't of Envtl. Reg:,:402 S6.2d 456,458 (Fla. 15t DCA'1981) (c1t1ng Gordon v. Gordon, 59
- 8o, 2d 40, 44 (Fla, 1952) (ﬁndmg that "the principle of estoppel by Judgment is apphcable where. the
“two causes of action ate differént, in ‘which case the Judgment in the first action only estops the parties
- from hugatmg inthe second action issues-that i is, 10 say’ pomts and quest10ns~common to both causes
o of acuon and Whlch Were actually adjudlcated in the pnor 11t1gauon")) o :

: ppel bars relitigation of the same
ause’ ‘of aotlon See Clean Water, Inc. v.

Thls Court and other Florlda courts have held that a ru mg must be " on the ments K for an. 1ssue 210
: have txjuly been "decided"” and thus preclude the consideration of an issue on- the basxs of' tes Judlcata
‘SeeKent v, Sutker, 40.50.2d 145, 147 (F la. 1949) (notmg thiat."a Judgment rendered.on any grounds
. whxc do not mvolve the. ments of the

t1on may. not be sed as a basis'for the operanon ‘of the: -
€ : G. Spanos ‘Eniers., Inc.,348 80:2d.920, 922" -
Weltv Rhodes 691 So§2d111 8,/ 1109 (Fla. 4th DCA: 1997) Flonda coutts have.
set forth similar: holdmgs with regard:to specific writ petitions. See Batone v. Scandmavxan World
d:DCA 1988) (petitions for writ of

3d. of DeSoto County, 374 So.2d 1005 :
1010 (Fla..2d DCA1979) {pstitions for:w 1t, of proln on), State: Dep't of Envil, Reg, v. Falls Chase
Special Taxing Dist:;424 S0.2d 787, 790.n.'8 (Fla 1st DCA 1982) (proh1b1t1on petmons) ‘Therefore,

- consistent*1256 w1th our prior decision in'Kent, we, .conclude: ‘that for.a matter to have res Judzcata
effect, the d1spos1t10n of a wnt peﬁuon must be on the: ments + - Lo

Although it is clear that a decision on the merits must bave been made before res judicata becomes
apphcable Florida case law is totally unclear and 111 conﬂ,tct as to vvhether an’ unelaborated demal of
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[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

- rehef related to extraordmary writ petmons should be cons1dered a decxsmn on the merits. For
- example, in Florida, the First, Second, and Fifth District Courts of Appeal have held that with one type

of writ petition (petitions for writ of prohibition), an unelaborated denial will not be deemed a ruling
on the merits-and will not preclude the petitioner from presenting or asserting the issug again on direct
appeal. See Smith v. State, 738 S0.2d 410 (Fla. 5th DCA 1999); Sumner v. Sumner; 707 So.2d 934
(Fla, 2d DCA 1998); State Dep’t of Envtl Reg V. Falls Chase Spec1a1 Taxing Dlst 424 So.2d 787
(Fla. 1st DCA 1982).-

In contrast, the Thxrd and Fourth Dlstrxct Courts of Appeal have: addressed this unce:ttamty by
specifically holding that an unelaborated denial of a petition for a writ of prohibition entered in such
courts will be deemed a ruling on the meétits. See Hobbs v. State, 689 S0.2d 1249 (Fla. 4th DCA
1997); Obanion v. State, 496 So.2d 977 (F la. 3d DCA 1986). The conflict and lack of uniformity is
clear. Further, in Norman v, Smgletary, 698.80.2d 614, 615 (Fla, 1st DCA 1997), the First District
Couirt of Appeal concluded that this Court's denial of a petition for a writ of manddmus in an order

- which did not set forth the basis for the denial did not bar the appellant from subsequently presentmg

an identical claun for relief on appeal from the demal ofa habeas petmon by the mal court.

This instant: case is not the first time that’ we have cons1dered addressmg 'che lack of uniformity among

-the district courts on the issue 'of whether an unelaborated denial of an extraordmary writ petition

should be considered a denial on the merits; In 1998, we addressed the matter through-a proposed

. amendment of Florida Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.100, which is the rule that establishes the
- procedures for the processing of writ petmons filed in the appellate courts. At that time, we proposed a

new subdivision9.100¢ 1), Dispositionof Writ Petxuons Under the proposed subdivision at that time,

* an unelaborated denial would have been considered a decxsmn on the merits.*fn3 The proposed -

"amendments were submitted to The Florida Bar's Appellate Court Riles Committee (committee) for

- consideration. The committee: subsequently presented-this Court with a petition to amend the rules but,
- contrary to the proposal as subfhitted by this Court, the commiittee's proposed amendments totally
‘reversed the’ approach and prowded that an, unelaborated denial of an extraordinary writ petition would
“notbe &’ dems:on on the trerits. This Court at that time denied the committee's petition; rejécted the

committee's- proposal and directed publication of the Court's proposed amendments as originally.

drafted in ‘The Florida Bar News. The records reflect thiat, after reviewing the p1oposals and the -
" comments received related to the Cotut's proposed amendments, none of which were in support:: of the
_ Court's proposed amiendments, this Court determined that it would be better to approach a remedy for

the lack of umformlty in'the district courts *1257 with regard to the effect of an unelaborated denial of

Cawrit petltlon by opmlon when the appropnate case was presented to th1s Court for cons1derat10n *hd

, The umque procedural posture of the mstant case now presents the appropnate case. for us to address -
the issues for clarification of the law. Histoncally, in.most cases, when we have denjed-an -
_w,.extraordmary Writ petition on. the tnerits'we. haye either included mformatxon in'the order mdwatmg
- the basis of our decision; of ‘we have speo1ﬁoally statéd ihat the dendal is "on. the ments" of "with
prejudme " or “without prejudlce " Although the order issued in Topps previouscase was |
 unelaborated, thig Court iritendeéd its-denial to be on the merits. Because the four idéntities set forth in
MoGregor are now present m the mstant case and m Topps‘ pmor case, we- deny the mstant pctl‘clon '

.....

| future legal eﬂ'eet ofan unelaborated demal in extraordmary wr1t petmon cases and to prov1de
_ umformlty in Florlda law; - - R -

As w1th demals of rehef entered in connectmn thh petmons for certiorati in both the c1v11 and
criminal context, other types of extraordmary writ petitions such as petitions for mandarus,
prohlbxtxon all writs, habeas corpus, and quo warranto could certa.lnly have rehef denled based ona -
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[23]

[24] ‘

.Pﬂi;

[26]

[27]

- denials on the merits.*fn6 We concludé that it'is 1
. burden’ upon courts to require that we' ‘all enter orders'that can be elea;rly understood i terms: of scope
“and unpaot of the determmatmn upon Ihe: pames and to, be umform in our apphcatron of Flomda law

. number of reasons. other than the aetual ments of the ¢laim. *fnS Dec1s1ons made n connecuon W1th

extraordinary writ petitions, filed by both represented and pro'se ht1gants follow this rule because
litigants often present a large number of i issues;;not all of which may be ripe for consideration at the

time the petition is filed, Often extraordmary writ petitions are filed with the appellate court before the

trial court has entered a judgment in the proceeding below, and it is not at all clear whether the
appellate court has considered the petition on the merits. See, e.g., Dist..Sch. Bd. of DeSoto Cotmnty,

f _374 80.2d at 1010 (where district court previously issued unelaborated denials of two prohibition -

petmons, court noted on appeal that "[1]t ‘would-be pure speculatlon to-attribute. any particular ,
reasoning to the majority of the two prior panels of this court which decided that PERC's suggestions -
for writ of prohibition should be denied" and that "those demals could have rested on reasons other

than the merits of the jurisdictional questlon posed in'those p pnor proceedmgs") Since the nature of an
extraordinary writ is not of absolute nght the granting of such writ lies within the drscretron ofthe -
court. Therefore, extraordinary writs may: be den rdus and a Vanety ef reasons, some of
which may not be based upon the merrts of the petrtron B v

Thus; we do not intend to foreclose a htlgant from posmble rehef i another court 1f a matter- has not - '

. been deterrmned on the mierits and if it is more appropriate for that later court to determine the merits” -

_of the issue. See generally Bared & Co., Inc. v, McGuire, 670.S0.2d: 153, 156-58 (Fla. 4th DCA- 1996)4 L
~ (noting that certiorati is a drscretlonary writ 'and not grantablé utiless the harm cannot be corrected on :

- *1258 final appeal and, therefore, a simple denial of the petition has a "nonpreeluswe effect"); Keay v -

- City of Coral Gables, 236 'S0.2d 133 135 (Fla 3d: DCA 1970) ("A-denial of & petition-for certiorari . .~
~ cannot be construed as passing upon any. of the issues in the litigation...."). To ensure that all i issues ate . -
umformly given due consideration, henceforth’ unelaborated orders denymg reliefin connection w1th -

call extraordmary writ petitions issiied by Florida courts shall not be deemed to be. decrsrons onthe - -

merits:which-would later bar the Imgant from. prcsentmg the issue under the-doctrines of res Judrcata
or. collateral estoppel unless. thére is a citation to. authomty or other statement that. clearly shows that

the issue. Was consrdered by. the eourt on the ments and rehef was demed -

. We emphamze that out. holdmg today wrll operate only prospeenvely for we do not w1sh to unpose on T
the lower tribunals.a burden of potentially having-to.reconsider the claims presented in any prior.
; extraordmary writ peutron that was’ prev1eusly d1sposed of by ‘an: unelaborated denial. Further our "
holding certainly does not require the’ lower tribunals to i$sue’an opinion in every writ case. ‘When a

- court intends' fo.deny an extraordmary wiit
~ order a'simple phrase sich as "with prejudic
' have been considered and determined and tha : _
Ca phrase to any order which deniés a writ petltron will ensure that lmgants substantive nghts willnot - ¢
be extmgurshed by.an unelaborated: denlal of an extraordmary wnt petmon when the merrts have not -
‘ been the basis of the coutt's ruhng ' SR : . - S

petition on the inerits, the court need enly include in'its - . -
" or,"on the memts" to: mdmate that the merits of the case- SR
- the denial is on the merits. The simple: addition of such . -

Thus, henceforth m thls State, unelaborated dem 1 n extraordmary wnt eases shall not be deemed g

)t unreasonable nor does it impose. an unnecessary

ANSTEAD, C.J,, and WELLS, PARIENTE, LEWIS, QUINCE, CANTERO, and BELL, 11, oneur. - -
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[28]

[29]

- [30]

[311

B
© " orthe appeuate court may deem it more appropnate to: revxew the allegations on direct appeal later.
- While in this Court if we do not grant relief due to prematunty or mootness, we generally d1sm1ss the
: petltlon 1ndlcatmg the bas1s, we have notxced tha ( iti o

[33]

20040122

bpinioh Footnotes

*fnl We. subsequently addressed the Stop Turnmg Out Pnsoners Act and held that it d1d not violate the
single subject requxrement of Florida's Constltutzon See Comer v Mocre, 817 So 2d 784 (Fla.2002).

*h2 At'times some courts have erronecusly used the term ”res Judxcata" and "law of the case"
interchangeably. The cotrect term for writ p /18" Mreg Judlcata " This.distinction was pointed. out

in Public Employees Relations Commission v D1stnct School Board of DeSoto County, 374 So.2d

1005 (Fla. 2d DCA. 1979). The Second District Court of Appeal stated:

" Although the sehool board speaks in terms of the law of the case having been estabhshed on'the

Junsdlcﬁonal point by these previous denials of writ:of prohibition, the applicable doctrine is res |
judicata since proceedings for writs of prohibition are:original proceedings before this court and thus
the denials in those proceedings do not constitute priot rulings by this court in the same case now
before us for review. The doctrines of "aw: of the: case” and res judicata are somewhat s1m11ar but the
latter has a more bmdang effect and the dlstmctlon isa s1gmﬁcant one.

Id. at1010n. 1. . : R LT

*fn3 The proposed rule; d1d more than s1mp1y set forth that an unelaborated denial would be deemed a
denial on the merits. It also set.forth guldehnes for ‘whien a dismissal (as opposed to a denial) would be
more appropnate, as well as settmg forth optlons fc transferrmg writ petmons to. other courts

*fn4 On December 22, 1999, we 1ssued an order declmmg to adopt our proposed amendments to Tule .
Appellate Procedure Rule 9. 100 751 So. 2d 50

9.100. See Inre Amendment to the Florlda Rules o
(Fla 1999) (table) : Con o

*fnS Rehef may not be granted for a number of reasons the rehef sought is either premature or moot

*6 Our deozsmn today is in accord thh that portxon of our. declsmn in Barwwk V. State, 660 So 2d

685, 601 (Fla. 1995), in which we held that an unelaborated dénial ina prohibition petition filed in this -
- Court seekmg review.of a mal ‘court's refusal to grant 3 motton to' dlsquahfy would not constltute a
denial on the merits unless the order stated that it was' Mith pre Judwe # For purposes of umfonmty, we

recede fror that portion of our decision in: Barwick i in'which we approved the Third District's practice

of considering unelaborated denials’in’ prohxbmon cases to be decisions on the merits. See id. To

‘ensure that litigants and courts alike ate clear as to the legal-¢ffect of unclaborated denial orders,

henceforth, if a Flotida‘court denies a-writ petition with the intent that the dénial bé on the ments,
']anguage to. that effect must be mcluded in the order ‘

© 1992-2014 VersusLaw Inc.
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA
FIFTH DISTRICT
WILLIAM M. WINDSOR,
Petitioner,
V. CASE NO. 5D21-0904
COACH HOUSES AT
LEESBURG CONDOMINIUM
ASSOCIATION, INC.,

Respondent.

DATE: May 19, 2021
BY ORDER OF THE COURT:
ORDERED that the Petition for Writ of Mandamus, filed April 14,

2021, is denied on the merits. See Topps v. State, 865 So. 2d 1253 (Fla.

2004).

| hereby certify that the foregoing is
(a true copy of) the original Court order.

SANDRA B. WILLIAMS, CLERK

Panel: Judges Sasso, Nardella and Wozniak
CC:

Christina Bredahl Jeffrey Partlow William M. Windsor
Gierke
Hon. James R. Baxley



SDCA CERTIFICATION

| hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the
instrument(s) filed in this office.

Witness my hand and official seal this _June 1, 2021

Sandra B. Williams, Clerk of the Fifth District Court of Appeal.

By: /s/ __Kathy Palmere




KERRY I. EVANDER
CHIEF JUDGE

JAY P. COHEN

F. RAND WALLIS
BRIAN D. LAMBERT
JAMES A. EDWARDS

ERIC J. EISNAUGLE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL
JOHN M. HARRIS FIFTH DISTRICT
MEREDITH L. SASSO 300 SOUTH BEACH STREET
DAN TRAVER DAYTONA BEACH, FLORIDA 32114
MARY ALICE NARDELLA
CARRIE ANN WOZNIAK (386) 947-1500 COURT
JUDGES (386) 255-8600 CLERK
June 1, 2021

Hon. John A. Tomasino, Clerk
Supreme Court of Florida

500 South Duval Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1927

Re: Windsor Appeal No. 5D21-904
VS Trial Court No: 2020-CA-001647

SANDRA B. WILLIAMS
CLERK

CHARLES R. CRAWFORD
MARSHAL

Coach Houses at Leesburg Condos  Trial Court Judge: HON. JAMES R. BAXLEY

Dear Hon. Tomasino:

Attached is a certified copy of the Notice Invoking the Discretionary Jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court pursuant to Rule 9.120, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, along with a copy of this

Court's opinion or decision relevant to this case.

] The filing fee prescribed by Section 25.241(3), Florida Statutes, was received by

this court and will be forwarded.

] The filing fee prescribed by Section 25.241(3), Florida Statutes, was not received

by this Court.

= Petitioner/Appellant has been previously determined insolvent by this Circuit Court

or our court.
No filing fee is required because:

L] Summary Appeal (Rule 9.141)
] Unemployment Appeals Commission
[] Habeas Corpus
L] Juvenile case
[] Other- Petition
Sincerely,

SANDRA B. WILLIAMS, CLERK
By: /s/ Kathy Palmere

Deputy Clerk
Attachments
cc: William M. Windsor, Christina Bredahl Gierke, Jeffrey Partlow, John Tomasino

FAX NUMBER (386) 947-1562
E MAIL ADDRESS 5dca@flcourts.org
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