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NOTICE IS GIVEN that William M. Windsor ("Windsor" or 

"Plaintiff' or "Appellant") appeals to the Supreme Court of Florida 

from an Order of the District Court of Appeal of the State of Florida 

Fifth District in Case No. 5D21-0904. The appealed order is the 

5/19/2021 Order Denying Windsor's Petition for Writ of Mandamus 

filed April 14, 2021. [EXHIBIT 3271.] 

1. A conformed copy of the order· designated in the notice of 

appeal is attached in accordance with Rule 9.1 l0(d) and 9.160(c). 

2. It merely says:" ... denied on the merits. See Topps v. 

State, 865 So. 2d 1253 (Fla. 2004)." [EXHIBIT 2271.] 

3. The Topps Court ordered: "We conclude that it is not 

unreasonable nor does it impose an unnecessary burden upon 
/ 

courts to require that we all enter orders that can be clearly 

understood in terms of scope and impact of the determination 

upon the parties and to be· uniform in our application of Florida 

law." 

4. In Corcoran v. Levenhagen, 558 U.S. L(2009), the 

United States Supreme Court says orders must be explained. 

5. Nothing can be understood about saying "denied on 
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the merits," because Windsor believes the Petition was a slam 

dunk to be granted by honest appellate court judges. This Panel 

violated the very order it cited. 

6. The nature of the appeal is Discretioncrry, sought to 

review a decision of the Distri~t Court of Appeal that (iii) expressly 

affect a class of constitutional or state ,officers; (iv) expressly and 

directly conflict with a decision of another district court of appeal or 

of the supreme court on the same question of law; (v) pass upon a 

question certified to be of great public importance. 

7. The order of the District Court of Appeal of the State of 

Florida Fifth District is that: 

a. Judges do not hav.e to set requested hearings promptly 

for .all parties; 

b. Judges may accept all statements 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 served; 

d. Motions and pleadings do not have to be signed; 
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e. There is unidentified legal authority to dismiss a DBPR 

Trial De Novo Appeal; 

f. Rule 1.110 does apply to a DBPR Trial De Novo 
1 

Appeal; 

g. The Rules do not require a Judgment on the Pleadings 

when the Defendant fails to provide evidence or an 

affirmative defense; · 

· · h. The rules do not require a Motion for Partial Summary 

Judgment to be granted when there is no genuine 

. issue of material fact; 

1. Violations and errors by a DBPR Arbitrator are not 

grounds to overrule the DBPR Arbitrator's orders in a 

· Trial De Novo Appeal; 

J. The Florida Handbook on Civil Discovery applies in 

Florida State Courts. to. pro se parties; 

k. ·The Florida Rules of Professional Conduct apply to 

Non"'"Attorneys. 

8. In the alternative, Windsor asks that this Court allow 

him to file a Petition for W:rit of Mandamus. 
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Submitted this 29th day of May, 2021, 

William M. Windsor 
100 East Oak Terrace Drive, Unit B3 
Leesburg, Florida 34 7 48 
352-577 -9988 
windsorinmontana@yahoo.com 

VERIFICATION 

Pursuant to Florida Statute 95.525, under penalties of 

perjury, I declare that I have read the foregoing and that all the 

facts stated in it are true. 

This 29th day of May, 2021, 
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William M. Windsor 
100 East Oak Terrace Drive, 
Unit B3 
Leesburg, Florida 34 7 48 
352-577 -9988 
windsorinmontana@yahoo:com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I herepy certify that I have served a true and correct copy of 
, ... '.' 

. the foreg~ing by Electro~ic Mail: 

Coach Houses at Leesburg Condominium Association, Inc.: 

c / o Christina Bredahl Gierke and Jeffrey Partlow 
. COLE, SCOTT & KISSANE, P.A. 

Tower Place, Ste 400, 1900 SummitTowerBlvd, Orlando, FL 32810 
. Telephone 321-972-0025, Facsimile 321-972-0099 

christina.gierke@csklegal.com. jeffrey. partlow@csklegal.com 
· . allison.harkett@csklegal.com, kirbie.caruso@csklegal~com. 

Judge James R. Baxley 
Lake County Judicial Center, 550 West Main Street, 

Tavares, Flori9-a 32778 ·· 

This 29th day of May, 2021, 

William M. Windsor 
100 East OakTerrace Drive, Unit B3 
Leesburg, Florida 34 748 
352-577 -9988 . 
windsorinniontana@yahoo.com 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURTOFAPPEAL OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA 
FIFTH DISTRICT 

WILLIAM M. WINDSOR, 

Petitioner, 

V. GASE NO. 5D21-0904 

COACH HOUSES AT 
LEESBURG CONDOMINIUM 
ASSOCIATION, INC., 

Respondent. 
I ------,----------

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). 

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

Panel: Judges Sasso, Nardella and Wozniak 

cc: 

Christina Bredahl 
Gierke , 
Hon. James R. Baxley 

\ . 

Jeffrey .Partlow . Wil.liam M. Windsor 
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Topps v. State/8~t,~b.2d 1253 .(Fla. 01/22/2004). 

[l] Suprem~ Court of Florida 

[2] No. SC02~1085. 

[3] .· 865 sp:2ciJ253,:200.4.FLi0005367< http://www.;ers~siaw.ybni> 

[4] January 22, 2004 · 

[5] , M;,\RTHA 'M~ TOPPS, PETITION:ERf'.. 
·'v •... 

· STATE OF FLORIDA ·RESPONDENT~ . . . . . . ? . . .. : : . . 

(6) . Mciii:liaM'. Topps; pro ~e; :North Lauderd,ale; Fl, forPetitioit~r . 
. · .. •. . , /·.,. . . . ,\ . ,.. . . . 

[7] . No' app~ararice~ for Re.sl)~nqent. · .. 

[8] 

[9] Petitl<>.~yr IYI~h~ M: To;ps petitj<>ns .this:,Qourtfof writ ofmat1danius. We hl:i~ejurisdiction.See art. 
V. § :3(b)(8) Fla Const · · : · ' , > : · ·- • · ·. · · ··· . .: · · · · . ·. : · · · • · 

[10] 

[UJ 

[12] 
; . 

!I ' ·:. ~ . . • • . . . ·.: . . . . , . . . ,• 
.\ :•,• .. ,, 

As. fµrj;her ;ctiscU:ssed. below,. we deny ,the petition bas~d oh. tiie application of the :doctrine of res · 
. judicata but :ho1d that henceforth/ for pm-poses of uriifonn{ty, unelaborated denials entered in · ·· ·. 
conne6tion: with:an .extrao:tdinary wnf petitions filea h,:ariy J;i.lorida court sltall not be .considered 
decisiotts ~n the merits which wouH b~ th~ litigant:from p~·esenting the same. ot a substantially 
simJlar isstte :ori appeal or by a sul>sequent writ petition;·. pr by' other means; 'iri the same or· a· different 
Florida comi. . . . . . . . . . . . . 

FACTS 

: ::··· . 

. . Oii June 1?,, 2001, fyfattha. ~(. Topps filed a petitio~ for "'~it of mandamus Jn this Court challenging the. 
Sfop. T:timitig O'u.t P:dsoner$ A,ct, vyhich amended ya.:d.ous Gtatut~s t~ i:oqu!r~ that inm;at~ci s~:rv~ ~ighty­
five per~ent oftheir criµiinal sep_tences in prison. This.waa.adcoµipHshed,·.for the :µiosfpart, by .. 
limiting tlie ·a.in,outiio:t:gafo tirtie that couid.be applie4 Jo an ~te1s.sent~1.1ce·to re:duc~ the am()unt of 
time the itnmite woul(actlli;illy remain .in prison. See f 94{~7~ ( 4)(b) 3, Fla. Stat. (2001 ); ch. 95-294, 
§ 2, at 2717-18, Laws 6f Pla: 'Topps\allege'd in her pt'ltition, inter alia, that the.Flor1d::t.Legi&lature 

. should, not have been permitted to pass .. a law reducing .the ·am9ruit9fgain tilll,e an, inriutte cotiJd . 
receive because, as she argued, the· Legislature shoµld ·have acconiplished the result through the 
mechanism of a constitutional am,endm;ent. At that time, we considered all of the arguments presented 
in Topps' petition and deemed them to ·oe without .tnerit. However, we denied the petition. by simply 

. . . '· . . .. ' . . . '• ,. . ., . . : . ~- .. . . .. . .. . . 
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[13] 

.•. )~s0;irtg·a.#)melahorated or~er denyin~ reli~/se~ Topps v .. State, 80(f So.2d :6 l 7 (Fla:ioo 1) (t~ble ). *fnl 
. · Topp~·,h~ now filed another petition,for w.ntof :maridainus ~sserting the identical.issue.· · 

[I 4] ... The· term 1ipfoced.ti!a(b?r'' is .. a.yery I?roadterm esseµtiairy meaning that the c~Se; daim, odssue is 
· pi,ed~<Je:4 fo s0111e rnann.~f fro¾ beirig c9risi<iered on the: :tn~ts. The' notfori that.a claim or an issue 
;:' ca1f pe,'ptpcedufol}y b~f¥{ q;t ''pr~clliq~d';'.by a prior adjudication is: coni.rri()nly expressed.hi the 

·.·. }lOri.qepts·,qf t.eifj~4!cat.aA11d,qqnate~~liil?PPeL \. ·'··· f :. - ·, · <,c, .> <· - · ·. ). '> , · . ·. · . . . · 

. •. '.;.•,,., \, . .. ::/ :• 

[15] .R,~~jp:4ica,ta. (9r ct~in;prQc1µ$ion) is.011§type of p_roG¢4ttralbat.*=fa2 Transl~ted' *1255 froni the Latin, 
... ltme.a.ns II~ thwg.'~djµdicated./'See Bl!l<M~. La\1\7 Dictio.nafy 1312=:(7th-ed. i 9,99). The· doct1+ne of res 
. jud,icata ,b.~i(tel,ipgatioµ. tn a.,s.iibsequerit .. oause ofactioll not .only of claims raised/but also claims that 

could have been ·raised. See FloridaDep'tqf Transp. :v:Juliano~, 80 l so:2d 1.0( 107 (Fla.2001 ). The . · 
· i<l.ea, un9erlying resjudicata i.s that if a matter has ii,lteadYb~e1idecfded; the ~titi~ner)ias aiready had 

his or her day in court, .and for purposes of judi,ciai econottiy, that niattef :genetally wili'not He· • : . 
· ree~amitred again in any:court (e:.x:cept, .of gourse, for appeals by right). See.Denson~. State, 775 So.2d 
. · 288; ~90 ·n. :3(:Fla,2000). The· doctrine ·o.{res judicata applieg·when four idej,itities ·~r¢ present: ( i) · 
identity ofthe. thing sued for;.(2}'idenµty of the cause ,of action; (3) ident).ty\)f persons, and 'parties to 
· the action;: and (4) _identity ~f thequ:ali~ i;,f theper~()nsJo,r 9~against·'IV~om the daim fa made. See · 

·. McGregQrv.P.rovldentTrust•Co. of.P.hlladelph1a; l19Fla, 7}'8;162 So.323, 328(1.935); Palm,AFC 
Holdings,:Inc: v. Palm.Be~~h County/8.07:So,2d 703,, .7Q4JF.l:i)ith DCA.'2062).· . ; : : ., . 

. ' . . .. ·; .-: ····.·. _.. .. . . 

[16] . The doctririe, ofcoll~teralestopp,i(orJssue predus'to11j;.'~~~.~~fen\~4fo;:~s e.Mopp~l byjµd~ent;-is a 
·i'ela~d b.tifdiff~:r;-¢nfconc.ept; ilri J;<'lorida;Jhe .doctriii~· <>t¢~U~ter~· ~.Stoppel b1;1,rs ielitjg~tjon .of the same 

· issues'b¢~eeri the same parties in• corineo#on with-a:,dif.fer~µf paµse of actlqn; .$('e (Jea11. Wiit~r. Inc. v. 

[17] 

[18] 

Stater :Oep'f'of.EnvtL R~g~/ 402 So.2d 456/458 (FU( l$t O.(::A) 981){citing Gordo~ v. Gordo.ii~ 59 . 
. So;7_dA0, 44 (FlaJ952):(tiriding that ''the principle ofe$topp~lb}';tidgnientJs a.pplicahl~ where.the 

.• tw:o c.ause.s of action are different, inwhi9h base t4"ej~d~erid# W,e}jr.sf ~ti~n' on)y; esfopsJ~e .. parties 
· -ft:qm litigating in the $ec()ild actfon i$$i::tes; that i$ to sa)7poirits and qriestio~-c.onunon to both causes 
. of action;~d w1lt~ll were \lcl,:µtliy adjudfoat~pin ·the prioi: litigation''.))'. . . . . . . . . 

• ~- :: • • • • • ~-- ••• i •• :···... '. • • •• • •• ' • .. ; • • • ' • • • • • • • • • 

... . . : .. ·-· 

. ThiiCom.t ~µd pther f.loridtt. cmm,:~ have 4e1~ thata:i;ulihg:111u$tbe,". on tll.~-m~r;its ''.. for an issue to · 
. have t.n:µy heeji 11decid~d'' and thus precl~de the considera~ion pf an iss.-it~ on·th~ basis .of.resjudi.cata. 

.. S.ee Kenfv .. S.utker, 40. S,9.2d 145, 147 (F:la; 1 ~49) (ii.otfug that/ta. j:udgmerit:f~nd~red.· on miy grounds: 
'. \v~ip~,.4.o n0.t:h1voiy~ .. th~ ~eqts t)f.~e.~~tio.P: IIl~}'.:#,9t;:~iAs,cd-=~s ~~fl.Sis''for:$f◊p~ration'of tht, : .. : . . 

doctriri¢ 9frt:sJµcljc(:l,:ta/.')~ citedJn Ca,hiJJ,e(Qr.aft; In.q;)r; A:;f:J.. S.p:arios Eiit~rs., .Jnc;,:}48 S.o.2d 920; 922 · · 
· (Fla. 2d DCA 1977); Weffv, :,Rho.des;, 691 ·So.2d l (08~-110? (Fl'a. Ath: PCA-1997).• ]!;forid~ 'cow.,'~s have. · 
set r.qrtli si111ilar hqldii;ig~ w.ith:regard..to.specific ·"Yrit:petitions~ ;Se'e. Batq1:1e ,v. S~a11dit1llv{.an World . . . . 
. Cruises (Btiliama.s)~ Lt&, 53:1 So.;2d 1036 • .1039 n. 3 ,(J;i'l~-·3dJ)CA 198.8) (peiitfons for writof .· · · · · 
: :certiorari);-Pub; E111pl9yees ·Relations.·C,:0¢.i:n'nV. ·p_i~ti,Scli:<B.d. of De~oto. County; 374 Bo.2d 1 ()05, · 
1010 (Fla,. '2d DCA·l 979) {petitions. for•.yvrit of prohibition):; State Dep't. qf En:vtL Reg;. v; Falls Chase 
Specfal;faxingDist:;424;Sd.2.d787,.79()::n.:8.(Fla>lst·DCA 1982) (prohjbition'petitiom~) .. Therefore, 

. consistentf}256 \:yith .our priol'dec~ii9n inKent; :we.:conctudtHhaffot a m.;:l.rtet to have res judica:ta . 
. effect. 0the dispOsition of.a writ petitj9t.J.rpustbe on the merits·!· .. ' · ·· · . . 

Although it is clear that a decision on the merits must have beei:t made before res judicata becomes. 
~pplicable, Elo,rida C&S~ law, is tota.lly t;Ulctear ~nd. iri Qpnm~tas to :wheth(;r: an unelaborate.d.denial of 

. . : . ·:. ' .... : ...... :·• ... -: ,:.: ... · .• . . . ... '.\·-: ,: · .. ~ .,_ ·• -:. ",' .. :· ...... _. -::; . ,· .. " · .. _ ~ '··.. . . . . . . . 
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[19] 

[20] 

[21] 

[22] 

· · r~lief~¢iaJed to extraordinary writ petitio~s sho~ld.be ·considered a decision on the merits. For 
· example, in Florida, the First, Second, and Fifth District Courts of Appeal have held that with one type 

ofwrit petitioh (petitions for writ of prohibition), ~urielaporated·d~nial will n.ot beAeemed a ruling 
on the .merits·~d will.notpreclude the petitioner frompresenti:hg or asserting the issue again 011 direct 
appeal. See Smith v. State, 738 So.2d 410 (Fla. 5th DCA 1999);·Sumner v. ·Sumner, 707 So;.2d 934 
(Fla. 2d DCA 1998); State Dep't of Erivtl. Reg. v. Falls Chase Special Taxing Dist., 424 So2d 787 
(Fla. lstDCA 1982). · . . . . . 

In contrast, the Third and Fourth District :¢ourts o.f Appeal have. addressed this uncertainty by 
specifically holding that an unelaborated denial of a petition :f()r a: writ of prohibitfon entered in such 
courts will be deemed a ruling on t:he merit:$: See Ho1,bs v. State, 689 So.2d 1249 (Fla. 4th DCA 
1997); Obanion v. State, 496 So.2,!'977 (Fla. 3d"DGA: 1986). The conflict and lack ofuniformity is 
clear. Further, in Norman v. Siriglefary,.69$So.2d614, 615 (Fla:. lstDCA-1997), the First District 
Court of Appeal concluded that this Court's denial of a petition for a writ of mand~mus in an order 
which did not set forth the basis for theden.ial did not bllt the appellant from subsequently presenting 
an identical claim for relief on appeal from· the denial of a habeas petition by the trial court. . 

' . 

' ' 

This·instaritcaseis not the first time that we .have considered addressing the lack of uniformity among 
·.·the district courts. on the. issue· of whether an unelaborated. denial of an extraordinary writ petition 

should be considered a denial oh the merits;· In 1998, we addressed the ::t,natter through-a proposed 
amendment of Florida Rule of Appellate Pl'.ocedure 9.10.0, which fa the rule that. establishes the 
procedures forthe processing• ofwrtt p~titions filed in .the appellate courts. At that time, we proposed a 
new subdivision 9 .100( l ), Disposition.'of-Wrii. Petitions. 1;.Jnder the proposed subdivision at that time, 
an unelaborated- denial would hav~ ~een ~onsidered a .decision on the i,nerits/1:fn~ · The proposed·· 

. · amendments were si1brititted' to The Florida Bar's Appellate Court .Rules Committee {committee) for 
consideratio:i:L The c.ommittee subsequ~1;1t1y:pre$ented'this Court with a petition to amend the rules but, 

· contrary to the prpposal as submitted by: ·th.is .Cqurt,:the committee's proposed amendments totally 
.· reversed the appro:icli and provided tha;t·a:rt\melaborated deni~l of an e:ictraordinaiy writ petition W()Uld 

·. not be a'decision on the.merits; ThisC01.11iatthat·tim.e denied the c9mmittee's petition;rejected the· 
committee's·· proposal~ and. directed publication of tlle .Court's proposed amendm.ents as orig:trially 

· .. 9l'afted in The Florida Bar News. l'he records reflect that, after ·reviewing the proposals· and the.· 
.·· · comnients received 'i:elaiedto tlle Court'~ j;,rbposed amendments, none of which were in support=ot the 
.. Court's proposed an:iendme:n.ts~ this Court determined that it would be better to approach. a remedy for 

th<;i .lack M1.1nif~rtrrity 1µ tile district cciqrts. *1257 with 'reg~d to the effect of an unelaborafed denial .of 
. a writ·petiticin by opiriio;n·when the appropriate case wa:s presented to this Court for·consideration: *fn4 

.. ·• ,. ••' . :. . . . '·. . ... ''•• . . .. ,• . . ,' 

• The. uttique Pl'.OC,edural posture. 6f.th,e,iilstant:'cia~v n.o:w presents ,the appropriate case. for ~s to 'address. 
.the issµ<:is for clarification' of the law. fii~toricaity;:hfm.ost cases, when we have denied·an>· - . · 
· .. extniordinary writ petition on the inerits1we: haye either iJchicled i:nf<>nn,;1,tio11 in:the. order indicating 
· the basis. of Qtµ'. decision;· or\v.e hirve ·speci:fic.aliy s~ted. th~t the denial .is :i, on.the merftsi'. or "with· ·. · 
,· prejudice;'' or 'jwithoutprejudice~"Alth~µghthe or~er,.iss:ued:in 'fopps' .previous ca~ewas· : . · · 
unelaborated; this Court intended its denial to be on.the merits. Because the four identities set foi:111' in 
McGregor are now present in. the fostarit case and.'ifi Topps' prior MSe, we deny the instant petition' 

', upon application Q:fthe doctrine of'resjudicata. Nevertheless; we wntethis opinion today to. clarify the 
future legal .effect of an unela'borated deni~lin exti~ordi1iary writ petition cases and to p~ovide . 

. uniformity in Florida Jaw; · · . . . . .. 

As ~th denials of relief enter~d in conn:ection with petitions for qertiorari in both the ·civil and · ·. 
criminal context, other types of extraordi:nary writpetitions such as petitions fot mandamus, 
prohibition. all writs~ habeas corpus, azj.d.quo :waxranto cquld certainly have reli~f denied based on a 

. .. . . . ' . : . . . ·. 
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[23] 

[24] 

[25] 

[26] 

[27] 

riuniber ofreasons. other than the actualmerits of the claim.*fn5 Decisions made in. connecti~n with.: · 
~x~ao:rdinary writ petitions. filed by bot~ .t~pr~s~nted·and pro ·se litigants follow this rule becatise . . .. 
litigants often present a large munber ofissues,j1ot ·an of which may be ripe for consideration· at the 
time the p.etition is filed. Often extraorditiazy writ petitions are ':filed with the appellate court before the 
trial court has entered a judgment in the proceeding below, and itis not at all clear whether the ·. · · ·. 
appellate court has considered the. P,~ti,tiqn on the me1:fr~; See,. e.g .. , Dist .Sch.' Bd. of DeSoto Cot:mty, 
3 7 4 So .2d at l 0 IO (where di~trict court p.i:eviou.WYissµed unelabor~te¢1 denials of two prohibition · 
petitions, pourt noted on. appeal that _"[i]:f:would ,~¢. pur.i;,_ spectilatio.n.,to attribute ~y particu,lar . · · . · 
reasoning to the majority of the two prior pa~els ofthis,.c,prui which decided that PER C's suggestions 
for writ of prohibition .should be denied"_ arid.thal '1.th_ose d¢nial.s .ccmld have.rested on ·reasons either · 
than the merits _of the jurisdictiqn~l questionpqsedd1:).'thos~ ptfor'pr()C~edirtgsll), Since the nature of an 
extraordinary writ is not of absolute right; Jhe granting ot)u.ch writ lies wfrhin the discretion of the · · . 
court. Therefore, ~xtraordinary writs may be den,1~d (oi· ri1m1~rotls anq.a variety ofr¢asotis, some of .. 
whi<;h 111ay not b~ based upon the merits ofthepetitfon. · , , . . , . . 

... ·:;_ .. :·· ,<. ; . -~· . .. :.~:- ~--

Thmf;. we do not intend to foreclos~ aJitii~~· :fi:ofu ~ossibl~1:elief iri ifuothet h;~ i~ a matter has- not · · · · · 
. been determined on the _merits and if it is more appropriate for that fater court .to deterrriine 'the merits 

ofth~ issue. See generally Bared & Co., Inc. y. McGuire~ 670.So.2d: 153, 156-58 (F:Ici. 4th DCA 199<5) · 
·· . · (rioting. that .certiorari is a discretionary.writ ··and nbt gran~able utiless·the :iiann cann,ot be corrected on ... 

* 1258 fmal appeal and, therefore, a '.simple de;,nial ofthe petition h~s a "nonpreclusive,effect''); Keay v. 
City .ofC()raLGables~ · 236-·so.2d -133·; 1~5 :(Fla; 3-d :b,¢A J.970) (','A·denial ofapetitiotrfot certiorari . . 
cannot be construed. as passing upon' any,ofthe issµes in the litigation .... "). To ensure that all issues are ' 
unifonnly give:n due consideratjon,. hen:cefoi;th_.unelaborated orders denying relief hi copnection with 
all extraordinary'writ petitions· issued by Florida iQurts shall not be deemed. to be·.'dedsiqns on the · . · . 
merits,w~ichwould later bar the Ittiga1.1t frqrri piese~ting·th~. issue underthe.doctrJn,es: of res ju4ica~ .·.. • 
or collatel'al estoppel 1111less there is a citationtoi~uthority or other statement that clearly ·shows that ; .. 

:,tbe:.~ssµe.: w.a~ qpnsidered byJhe coµrfon tlie ·1,11eiits.;and relief-was denied. , . . . . . .. 
. . . . . . '• . . .. ' . . . . , .. 

. W¢ enip.hitsize tliai ou/hol~gtoday ·will oper~te ~~ly prospectivei:Y' for we do not wish to impose 0).1 •' 

the lower: tribun~s a. burd¢n pf p.otenti.ally hayiitg,Jo.reconsi~er ,th,e cl.ainis prese11,t,ed iri anypi:for. . . 
extraqrdiiiaiy :wrifp~titfo:ti that was"previousl,Y di~posed 'bf by a1tunelf)borated denfaL Furt.b.er/ our · 
hold4rig certainly'. d(')es not require ,thelo;weftribwiaJs tq i.ssue all opinion iri every writ _case. Wheri a .. •· 
.9ourt inte11ds to 4~ny. an, exfraordinary ~f p·etitfon or(the:nierits,. the comt need c;mly i11clude in 'it~ :. • · . 
order a simple phrase such as "With pr~j:tldlpeii,or, 11 011. themerits''·to'Jndicate,:thatJhemeiitsofthe:c;:tse 

. have been considl;)r~4.arid <letennine4.arid tlra.ttlie'4ertia~ is on .the merits'. Tlle siri:i.ple a<lditiori ~fsu~h ·: 
· a pl)rase, to'ariy 'otdei: which denies. a writ petitio11 will ensure that litigants_' substantive rights w}ll}l:Ot • · 
.· J>e: eitinguished.by;.an. unelabo:r~fecf denJalofan extraordinary writ pititfon. ~hen the merit$:hitve riot .. •: 

beenthebasisofthe'c~m:rt1snilhig .... ··• ._·_,:'. ··::_ '.. ·. .. -: ...• . .. · ... ··• . 

Thus, 'he~ceforth, in this State, unelabor~ted de~~)s\in extiaordi~atjr writ cas~s shall not he deeni¢d:\ 
denials ~Il the merits.*fh6 We conclride)J:i.at i{isi;iot Up.tea~onable nor. dpes itimpose· an imrtecessarf , 

· .. burden Upon courts to rt;:q:ufre that W(? aH enter ordets'.'that cari he clearly understood fo terms ·_of scop¢. ··• 
··•·and· impact of tlie determination upon J:he ·parties and· to be uniform in oµr application of Florida law,.··.·· 

It is so ord,ered .. 

ANSTEAP, C.J., ~d WELLS, PARIBNT:E, LEWIS, QUINCE, CANTERO, aricl BELt,; JJ,, concµr; · -· 
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[28] 

[29] 

[30] 

[31] 

[32] 

[33] 

()pinion Footnotes. 

kt ..... u ... I. 

*fnl We subsequently,address~ the St~p .Turning OutP~soners Act ~nd heid that it did not violate the 
single subject requirement ·Of Florida's. Constitutio~~See Comer v. Moore, 817 So.2d 784 (Fia.2002) .. 

*fn2 At times some courts have erroneousfy tjsed:•t;lie t~rni "resjudic~fan and "law ofth~ case" 
. ~nterchangeably. The correct term for wrfr p~titloiii/ is .iliiis jud~cata. i.t: T!J._is .. qisdnc~~on )Vfl,S pointed. out 
m Public Employees Relations.Commissionv:'Disti:ict SchoQlBoard ofDeSo,to C~mrity, 374 So.2d 

. 1005, (Fla. 2d DCA r979). The Second District Court of Appeal stated: ·, . . :, \ . 

. · Although the school board speaks in terms of tht; law of the case having been established on the 
jurisdictional point by these previous denials o:fwritof 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 119tconstitute, prior rulings by this co:urt:)n the same case now 
before us for review. The doctrines of ·"law of the J,ase" and: res judicata are somewhat similar, but the 
latter has a more binding effect and the distinction is a significant one. 
Id. at. 101 () n .. 1. . · · · 

*fn3 The pr,opo.~,ed ruleidt4 i;iore thati ~imply s.etforth that an l.m~i~b~r~ted.denial would be deemed a 
denial on thenierits .. It als.o setfortli.gqid~Hne,s·for:Wl:\e.~·~:dismissal (as opposed fo a denial} would be 
more appropriate; as well as se.tti~g forth,pptiomJo.tt.ransf.erringwrit petitions to.other courts. 

*fn4 .011 December.22, l 999, we issued: ari:ord~J,', d~~Ju;fuig. t9.~opt oµr: proposed anien~ents to fule 
9 .100. · See 1n re: Amep.dment to the F.lodda Rules of.Appellate Procecb.tre: Rufo 9 .100, 751 So.2d 50 
(Fla.1999) (tal,le);. . .. . . 

*f~5 ~elief may n~tbe w-anted for a r,iumber,o~ reasons: the relief so~ght is. either- premature or :moot, 
or the app~llate court may .cleem it.more appropriate. to re:yi~w: the aj.l~gatio11s on, direct appeal later. 
While in this Court if we do not ,gran,t relief due t<;> Jfreniaturity ot mootness, we generally dismiss the 
petition indic~ting the basi~, we have noticed that.~onie,.cowt~ .si:t.np,y'd~ny thci petiti9n:i . 
. . . . , . . ', . .. :_ :,:- -:'~; ·.·{;-J:\.: .. \:/ .. ::··:.·--~--- :_>-~ ·.:~ ·: :,:·.:;_· ·:-. ·::_\ ;'.< "/\ -_ ... _.,:, ·1:;,-

. . . . . . 

*fn<5 Qur 4~cistC>P. today is in accordWitlt tbatportion of,our.~ecisic;m in Barwicky. State, 66(). So.2d . 
' . 6:85~ 691. (Fla,; 1995), in which we h~ld thatan un.elaborat~a de.~ial in a. prohi~iti6:n peti~io~ .filed in this 

. . . .. . . . ' .. . . . . . . . . . ' . . . ' .; . . 
Court seeking r~vtew of. a trial. court'~ refusal to gra,nt i(motion to. di~qualify w9u~4 ~ot·co11~titute a . • 
denial. dn)lie merits. unless' the order stated .that i(was'iiwithj:,rejudice. 0 Fof purposes of uniformity, we 
recede. fn:nil that portion. of our decis.ion, inJsarwfok jn which we approved .the Third District's practice 

:· of considering rui~laborated dentals in prohibitio1;1 cases. to ·be decisions on the me1its. ·See .id; To 
. ensure tha,i litigants and. courts alike are, c.lear a$ fo the legal effect ofunel3rborated denial orders, · 

.· 'hencefbrth, 1f aFloridaicourt :denies a,· writ petition wit\ithe inte~t that the-denial be on the inerits, 
language to.that e,ffect must be included ill the order.. · 

. . . . . ' . . ~ :: ·, .. . . . 
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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).

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

Panel: Judges Sasso, Nardella and Wozniak

cc:

Christina Bredahl 
Gierke
Hon. James R. Baxley

Jeffrey Partlow William M. Windsor



5DCA CERTIFICATION 
 

 
I 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 

JOHN M. HARRIS 
MEREDITH L. SASSO 

DAN TRAVER 
MARY ALICE NARDELLA 
CARRIE ANN WOZNIAK 

JUDGES  
 

 
 

DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL 
FIFTH DISTRICT 

300 SOUTH BEACH STREET 
DAYTONA BEACH, FLORIDA 32114 

(386) 947-1500   COURT 
(386) 255-8600   CLERK 

 
 
 
 

SANDRA B. WILLIAMS 
CLERK 

 
 

CHARLES R. CRAWFORD 
MARSHAL 

 

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

 

June 1, 2021 
 
Hon. John A. Tomasino, Clerk   
Supreme Court of Florida 
500 South Duval Street         
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1927        
 
Re:   Windsor 

vs  
Coach Houses at Leesburg Condos 
 

Appeal No. 5D21-904 
Trial Court No: 2020-CA-001647 
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: 
 Summary Appeal (Rule 9.141)   
 Unemployment Appeals Commission 
 Habeas Corpus 
 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 
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