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IN THE COUNTY COURT OF THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 
CIVIL DIVISION 

 
        CASE NUMBER: 
CITIBANK, N.A.       
        50-2020-CC-005756-XXXX-MB 
 Plaintiff       
v         
      ADDITIONAL REQUEST FOR A RULING 
EVAN S GUTMAN    ON PLAINTIFF's MOTION 

FOR EXTENSION TO RESPOND TO 
 Defendant    DISCOVERY FILED ON JULY 23, 2021 
 
 
 

 
 Defendant, Evan S. Gutman, submits this Additional Request for a Ruling on Plaintiff's  

Motion for an Extension of Time to Respond to Discovery filed on July 23, 2021 over Two and a 

Half Years ago.   See Florida Rule of Jud. Admin. 2.215(f) requiring a Ruling on all matters 

submitted to a Judge within a "reasonable time."  The Grounds for this Motion are as follows: 

1. Defendant served Requests for Admissions upon Plaintiff, Citibank on or about July 1, 

2021.  Plaintiff's former Counsel, Michael Thiel Debski, Esq. now substituted out of this 

case, filed a Motion for an Extension of Time to Respond to said Discovery on July 23, 

2021, over two and a half years ago (See Exhibit 1 attached).  In that Motion Citibank 

Counsel falsely represented the Motion was not filed for purpose of delay, although 

subsequent events would confirm that was the exact, precise reason why they filed the 

Motion.  Approximately, 7 months after filing their Motion, on February 15, 2022 Citibank 

submitted mostly incomplete discovery, which for the most part was not even 

substantively responsive to the key Requests for Admission made (Exhibit 3).  At that 

time, Citibank had already reaped the benefits of not providing discovery responses by 

obtaining dismissal of Defendant's Counterclaim, even though their Motion for Extension 
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to respond was filed for the purpose of delay and was not yet even ruled upon.  On June 

27, 2022, Defendant filed an Opposition to the Citibank Extension request (still not yet 

ruled upon), notwithstanding the lapse of time (Exhibit 2 attached).  Subsequently,  

Citibank supplemented their discovery responses.  Yet, even then, their Extension 

request was not ruled upon.  To date, this Court has continued to decline to rule on the 

Motion for Extension in any manner despite several additional respectful requests in 

writing and orally for a Ruling as required by Fl. Jud. Adm. Rule 2.215(f).     

 

In the event Citibank's Extension Motion is Denied, all matters presented in the Requests 

for Admissions served by Defendant on July 1, 2021 are legally admitted.  That would 

legally establish fault and liability upon Citibank on virtually all issues, including but not 

limited to filing thousands of Meritless Claims based upon a legally defective Count of 

Unjust Enrichment.   In contrast, if the Court grants Citibank's Motion for an Extension, it 

means the Court has determined a reasonable amount of time is over Two and Half 

years.  The applicable Rule of Judicial Administration 2.215(f) states (emphasis added)  :  

"  (f) Duty to Rule within a Reasonable Time.  Every judge has a duty to rule 
upon and announce an order or judgment on every matter submitted to that judge 
within a reasonable time." 
 
 
 

 Concurrently, Plaintiff Citibank can find no shelter or solace in the recent Per Curiam 

Affirmance regarding the underlying judgment.  (See State v Swartz, 734 So.2d 448,  (Fla. 4th 

DCA) (1999) holding a Summary Per Curiam Affirmance has no precedential value).  Bottom 

line is, at a minimum, assuming without deciding the law is complied with, Defendant is entitled 

to a Ruling one way or the other, on Plaintiff's Extension Motion.     

 Previously, Citibank Counsel Kenneth M.. Curtin, Esq. asserted in error since the 

underlying case been decided, their Extension Motion was now Moot.  The irrationality of Mr. 
































