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The trial court granted summary judgment for Appellees Cendant

Mortgage Corporation; the Brown Law Firm; Steven Brown, Individually;
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Vanessa McCaffrey; Jerry C. Bodiford d/b/a Alpha Development Company; and

Jesse Ray Miles d/b/a Alpha Development Company.  Appellant Toni Solano

filed this appeal. 

Appellant filed her original brief on August 5, 2008.  This court sent

Appellant a letter stating that her brief did not comply with the briefing rules

contained in the rules of appellate procedure.  Among other deficiencies, the

brief did not contain a clear and concise argument with appropriate citations to

legal authorities and to the record.2  This court advised Appellant to file an

amended brief that complied with the briefing rules and informed her that

“[f]ailure to do so may result in striking the brief you filed, waiver of

noncomplying points, or dismissal of the appeal.”

Appellant subsequently requested two extensions of time to file an

amended brief, which this court granted.  We denied her third motion for an

extension of time and ordered that the appeal would be submitted with

Appellant’s original brief.

We realize that Appellant prepared her briefs without the assistance of

counsel, but pro se litigants are held to the same standards as licensed
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attorneys with respect to following the applicable rules of procedure.3

Accordingly, we overrule all of Appellant’s issues as inadequately briefed.4  We

also deny Appellant’s pending motion for relief.

Having overruled Appellant’s issues, we affirm the trial court’s judgment.

PER CURIAM
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