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Before LAGOA, EMAS and FERNANDEZ, JJ. 

PER CURIAM.

Appellants seek review of the trial court’s order denying their motion for 

summary judgment, and the final judgment of foreclosure subsequently rendered 



below. We affirm the final judgment of foreclosure entered in this cause, and in 

doing so, determine that the trial court’s denial of Appellants’ motion for summary 

judgment was right but for the wrong reason.1  See Snow v. Wells Fargo Bank, 156 

So. 3d 538 (Fla. 3d DCA 2015) (holding that the bank’s default letter did not 

commence the running of the statute of limitations; the default letter did not 

constitute an exercise of the option to accelerate, but rather placed borrower on 

notice that the bank intended to exercise this option in the future should borrower 

fail to cure the default).  Because we affirm the final judgment (and the trial court’s 

order denying Appellants’ motion for summary judgment), we need not and 

therefore do not reach the other issues raised in this appeal.  

Affirmed.

1 Our determination in this regard is not, strictly speaking, a “tipsy coachman” 
scenario, since Appellee filed a notice of cross-appeal on this issue, contending 
that although the trial court was ultimately correct in denying Appellants’ motion 
for summary judgment, it erred in determining that Appellee’s default letter 
commenced the running of the statute of limitations.
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