
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

THE FLORIDA BAR, 

Complainant, 

v. 

CHRISTOPHER M. CHESTNUT, 

Respondent. 

Supreme Court Case No. 
SC17-307 

The Florida Bar File Nos. 
2017-00,114(4B), 2017-00,249(4D), 
and 2017-00,306(4D) 

______________________________/ 

T  RESPONSE TO RESPONDENT’S  
MOTION TO REINSTATE APPEAL 

HE FLORIDA BAR’S AMENDED1

                                           
1 Amended to Correct the style of the case.  

COMES NOW, The Florida Bar, and in response to Respondent’s Motion to 

Reinstate Appeal states: 

1. The Bar filed its initial brief on June 21, 2018. 

2. Respondent’s brief was therefore due on or before July 11, 2018. 

3. On July 16, 2018, Respondent requested an extension “to serve a 

reply brief die to exigent circumstances.” 

4. On July 19. 2018, the Bar filed its Objection to Respondent’s Motion 

for Extension of Time to File Reply Brief. 

5. On July 25, 2018, this Court denied Respondent’s Motion for 

Extension of Time. 
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6. On August 20, 2018, this Court dismissed Respondent’s Cross-Notice 

of Intent to Seek Review of the Referee’s Report. 

7. Respondent now seeks to reinstate the appeal arguing that pursuant to 

Florida case-law, dismissal of an appeal without prior warning is a denial of due 

process.  

8. In support of this contention, Respondent cites to Nicaragua Trader 

Corp. v. Alejo Fla. Props., LLC, 19 So. 3d 395 (Fla. 3d DCA 2009); Lindsey v. 

King, 894 So. 2d 1058 (Fla. 1st DCA 2005); Miami-Dade Med. Ctrs., Inc. v. MGA 

Ins. Co., 908 So. 3 2d 1175 (Fla. 3d DCA 2005); United Auto. Ins. Co. v. Total 

Rehab & Med. Ctr., 870 So. 2d 866 (Fla. 3d DCA 2004). 

9. However, all of the cited cases involved the dismissal of the initial 

brief rather than an answer brief which is at issue in this case.  

10. Respondent then argues that a state cannot exclude a person from 

practicing law without due process. 

11. In support of this proposition, Respondent cites to Willner v. 

Committee on Character and Fitness, 373 U.S. 96, 102 (1963) and while that 

precedent is still good law, there has been no denial of due process in the case at 

bar. 

12. And while it is true that in Kaloyios v. Regal Homes of Cent. Fla. 

Inc., 967 So. 2d 1035 (Fla. 5th DCA 2007), the court noted “[d]ismissal of an 
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appeal for the untimely filing of a brief serves only to penalize the client for the 

error of counsel, which is better addressed by the use of other sanctions such as 

fines, costs, reprimand, or contempt,” in this case, Respondent is pro se so the 

failure to file a brief is his own an not attributable to counsel.  

13. The Bar’s previously filed Objection to Respondent’s Motion for 

Extension of Time cited to numerous examples of Respondent’s refusal to obey 

court orders and follow court rules.  

14. Throughout this litigation, and as evidenced in other cases, 

Respondent simply ignores the rules and does exactly what he wants when he 

wants because courts continue to allow him to do so with impunity and without 

sanction thus rewarding his bad behavior. 

15. In the past, Respondent has frequently cited to “exigent 

circumstances” as reasons for missing court deadlines or even failing to timely 

appear at hearings. These include, but are not limited to: “car trouble” which he 

uses frequently; being “the sudden victim of computer hacking,” also used on 

numerous occasions; “never receiving case-pertinent E-mails,” despite all other 

parties receiving the E-mails without issue; “not seeing case-pertinent E-mails,” 

and therefore suggesting that they did not exist, and finally, “Court instructions 

were provided to my attorney, but never made their way to me.”  Respondent 

frequently has used this last “exigent circumstance” adding that if my attorney did 
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not adequately inform me of something important (e.g., a court-issued deadline), 

then it does not exist and it is not important. 

16. In not just this case, but others, Respondent’s history of case 

management is one of delay and refusal to follow applicable rules, followed by 

illusory excuses, rather than actual exigent circumstances.  This conduct is clearly 

evidenced in the underlying discipline cases and his tactics therein. 

17. Moreover, Respondent has a documented history of similar dilatory 

tactics. For example, on June 29, 2018, in an unrelated civil case, the Hon. Donna 

M. Keim issued an Order to Show Cause based on Respondent’s “failure to 

comply with [the] court’s order,” as well as numerous other orders and motions to 

compel.   

18. In a second unrelated civil case, on March 29, 2018, the Hon. William 

Roby issued a Writ of Bodily Attachment for Respondent due, once again, to 

Respondent’s chronic delays and failure/refusal to abide by court-ordered 

deadlines.   

19. Being the absolute highest degree of sanction permissible at law, 

Judge Roby’s Writ of Bodily Attachment only issued after a series of deadlines, 

extensions, more missed deadlines, orders to compel, and yet even more missed or 

ignored deadlines prior to its issuance.   
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20. Based on Respondent’s aforementioned list of common excuses and 

his complete and utter lack of compliance with court directives which has resulted 

in unrelated, but relevant, orders to show cause and for bodily attachment, it should 

come as no surprise that Respondent continues to cause delay and miss deadlines 

by alleging false “exigent” circumstances which have no basis in law or in fact.   

21. Although the facts at bar do not deal with an initial brief, the Third 

District Court of Appel has held that “[i]f dismissal of an appeal is not justified by 

appellant’s failure to timely file its initial brief but sanctionable conduct has 

occurred, then sanctions may be imposed.” United Auto Ins. Co. v. Total Rehab & 

Medical Center, 870 So. 2d 866 (Fla. 3d DCA 2004). 

22. Additionally, courts have consistently held that failure to file an 

appellee brief places an undue burden on the appellate court and demonstrates a 

lack of responsibility. County Place Community Ass’n, Inc. v. J.P. Morgan Mortg. 

Acquisition, 51 So. 3d 1176 (Fla. 2d DCA 2010); Title and Trust Co. of Fla. v. 

Salameh, 407 So. 2d 1035 (Fla. 1st DCA 1981); Carlin v. Carlin, 310 So. 2d 403 

(Fla. 4th DCA 1975). 

WHEREFORE, The Florida Bar respectfully requests that this Court deny 

Respondent’s Motion to Reinstate Appeal. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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Carlos Alberto Leon, Bar Counsel 
The Florida Bar 
651 East Jefferson Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2300 
(850) 561-5845 
Florida Bar No. 98027 
cleon@floridbar.org 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that the foregoing has been e-filed with the Honorable John A. 
Tomasino, Clerk of the Supreme Court of Florida, with copies via the E-Portal to 
Richard Keith Alan II, attyrkaii@timefortrial.com, and to Adria E. Quintela, Staff 
Counsel, The Florida Bar, aquintel@floridabar.org, this 18th day of October 2018. 

 
Carlos Alberto Leon, Bar Counsel 
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