
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA

MARIE ANN GLASS, ) SC CASE NO.: SC17-1387
)

Petitioner, )
)  DCA CASE NO.: 4D15-4561 

vs. )
)  LOWER COURT CASE: 

NATIONSTAR MORTGAGE, et al. ) NO. 502013DR027304 NBFJ
)

Respondent. )
________________________________/

PETITIONER’S RESPONSE TO RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO ACCEPT 
RESPONSE TO PETITIONER’S NOTICE OF SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITY

Petitioner Marie Ann Glass (“Glass”), through undersigned counsel, files this

response in opposition to “Respondent’s Motion to Accept Response to Petitioner’s Notice

of Filing Supplemental Authority, and Response” (the “Motion”) as it is unauthorized under

the rules.  In further opposition to the Motion, Glass states:

1. Glass has filed a brief on the issue of jurisdiction in accordance with Fla. R.

App. P.9.120(d).  Jurisdictional briefs are limited to ten pages pursuant to Fla. R. App. P.

9.210(a)(5)(A).  The rules do not contemplate motion practice in conjunction with

considering  the issue of the Court’s jurisdiction..  

2. Glass filed a notice of supplemental authority, advising the Court of a newly

issued opinion.  This notice was initially stricken due to Glass’s failure to adhere to the form

specified in the rules for filing a notice of supplemental authority.  Glass re-filed its notice

to comply with the form specified in the rules.

3. The rules do not contemplate a response to a notice of supplemental

authority.  Thus, when Respondent Nationstar Mortgage, LLC filed a response, it was

stricken as unauthorized.
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4. Respondent now seeks to circumvent the rules respecting the filing of

supplemental authority by styling its response as a “motion.”   Consistent with its order

striking Respondent’s response, the Court should strike or deny the Motion as the rules do

not contemplate motion practice regarding briefing the issue of jurisdiction or filing

responses to supplemental authority. 

5. Glass was confined to filing a 10 page brief on the issue of jurisdiction that

conformed to and included all the elements of a brief as specified in the rules.  Glass was

confined to complying with the form apposite to filing supplemental authority.  Respondent

should likewise be confined to complying to the rules and prohibited from engaging in

argument not permitted under the rules apposite to briefing the issue of jurisdiction or to

serving notices of supplemental authority.

WHEREFORE, Petitioner Marie Ann Glass respectfully requests that the Court deny

or strike the Motion as unauthorized under the applicable rules.

THE CUNNINGHAM LAW FIRM, P.A.
Counsel for Glass
400 Australian Avenue So. Suite 700
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401
(561) 833-6400

/s/ Amy L. Fischer         
By:__________________________________

F. Malcolm Cunningham, Jr.
Florida Bar No. 307076
fmcunni@cunninghamlaw.com
Amy L. Fischer
Florida Bar No. 890499
afischer@cunninghamlaw.com
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Certificate of Service

I HEREBY certify that the foregoing has been served by E-mail to  Marc James
Ayers, Bradley Arant Boult Cummings LLP, One Federal Place, 1819 Fifth Avenue North,
Birmingham, AL 35203-2104(mayers@babc.com) on this 2nd  day of February, 2018.

              /s/ Amy L. Fischer      
__________________________________

                          Attorney
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