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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA

FOURTH DISTRICT, 1525 PALM BEACH LAKES BLVD., WEST PALM BEACH, FL 33401

June 6, 2011

CASE NO.: 4D11-1711
L.T. No.: 10-10412 CF10

DANIEL W. BROWN V. STATE OF FLORIDA
Appeliant / Petitioner(s), Appellee / Respondent(s).
BY ORDER OF THE COURT:

It appearing that petitioner is currently represented by counsel in this criminal
case by attomey James K. Weick, Jr., it is therefore,

ORDERED that the above-styled petition for writ of mandamus is hereby
dismissed. See Logan v. State, 846 So. 2d 472 (Fla. 2003}, Davis v. State, 789 So. 2d
978 (Fla. 2001) (holding that appellate courts in Florida have discretion to deny a
defendant represented by counsel the ability to proceed pro se in appeliate
proceedings); further,

ORDERED that this dismissal is without prejudice to petitioner’s right to file a
motion to discharge counse! should he wish to proceed pro se.

WARNER, CIKLIN and GERBER, JJ.., Concur.
| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true copy of the original court order.

Served:
Daniel W. Brown Attorney General-W.P.B. James K. Weick, Jr.

d

%L%ﬁ BEUFTE!M%PI"ER, Clark

Fourth District Court of Appeal




