
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) 

______________________________/ 

THE FLORIDA BAR’S OBJECTION TO RESPONDENT’S MOTION FOR 
EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE REPLY BRIEF 

COMES NOW The Florida Bar and objects to Respondent’s request for an 

extension in which to file his answer brief and states: 

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

2. Respondent’s filing (constituting both his initial brief and his answer 

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. No “reply brief” from Respondent is due. Therefore, to the extent that 

he means his initial brief/answer brief, the Bar objects.  

5. As an initial matter, the right to deny Respondent’s motion to extend 

lies wholly within the discretion of this Honorable Court. See generally, Fla. Bar v. 

Burkich, 2018 WL 904231 (Fla. 2018), Fla. Bar v. Tilton, 145 So. 3d 830 (Fla. 
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2014), Fla. Bar v. Knowles, 99 So. 3d 918 (Fla. 2012), Fla. Bar v. Benito, 64 So. 

3d 1261 (Fla. 2011), and Fla. Bar v. Kivisto, 37 So. 3d 849  (Fla. 2010). 

6. In support of Respondent’s argument that this court grant an extension 

to file due to exigent circumstances, he cites, in part, Martin v. Martin, 118 So. 2d 

649 (Fla. 1960).  The Martin case, although persuasive, is simply not legally 

analogous to the current case at bar.  The Martin Court, while granting extra time 

to file a brief, cited the sudden withdrawal of the appellant’s counsel and the 

“genuine uncertainty” such an occurrence created for the appellant.   

7. In the current matter, Respondent is pro se and there is no counsel to 

withdraw. The only “genuine uncertainty” that could possibly interfere with 

Respondent’s ability to timely file an initial/answer brief in this case is 

Respondent’s own conduct and his documented desire to generate uncertainty with 

unwavering regularity when it comes to meeting court-ordered deadlines. 

8. It is abundantly apparent that Respondent believes that the Rules of 

court do not apply to him and that he should somehow be exempt from their 

strictures which are meant to level the playing field and make litigation fair for all. 

9. Instead, 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.  
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10. 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; “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 not 

adequately inform me of something important (e.g., a court-issued deadline), then 

it does not exist and it is not important. 

11. Respondent also cites Parada Holding Co. v. Sulkin, 126 So. 2d 601 

(Fla. 3d DCA 1961).  In that case, the court denied the appellant’s request for an 

extension to file a brief due to the appellant counsel’s “clerical error.”  The court 

simply stated that a court, when exercising its discretion, may “decline to dismiss 

[an] appeal and allow late filing [of a brief] when good cause is shown for the 

delay.”  The Parada Court did not explain what constituted “good cause.”  The 

court only denied the appellant the right to file a late brief because of a clerical 

error.   



4 

12. By failing to provide controlling case law and when viewed within the 

context of Respondent’s previous conduct when it comes to meeting deadlines, 

Respondent fails to make a compelling case in support of his effort to circumvent 

yet another deadline. 

13. 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. 

14. 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. See, Order to Show Cause attached as Exhibit “A.”   

15. 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. See, Writ of Attachment attached as Exhibit “B.”   

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

Judge Roby’s Writ of Bodily Attachment only issued after a series of deadlines, 
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extensions, more missed deadlines, orders to compel, and yet even more missed or 

ignored deadlines prior to its issuance.   

17. 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.   

WHEREFORE, The Florida Bar requests that this Honorable Court deny 

Respondent’s Motion to extend time. 

Respectfully submitted 

 
Carlos Alberto Leon, Bar Counsel 
The Florida Bar 
651 East Jefferson Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2300 
(850) 561-5845 
Florida Bar No. 98027 
cleon@flabar.org 
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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 provided to 
Respondent, Christopher M. Chestnut, chris.chestnut@chestnutfirm.com, and to 
Adria E. Quintela, Staff Counsel, The Florida Bar, aquintel@floridabar.org, using 
the E-filing portal on this 19th day of July, 2018. 

 
Carlos A. Leon, Bar Counsel 
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