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SUMMARY

The Eastern District of New York grants Defendants’ motion for summary judgment on Robert D.
Zigman’s Fair Debt Collection Practices Act claims. The court holds that property owners’ association
assessments arising from Zigman’s purchase of Pennsylvania building lots were not debts incurred
primarily for personal, family, or household purposes under the FDCPA. The court declines
supplemental jurisdiction over Zigman’s New York General Business Law claim and dismisses it
without prejudice, with leave to refile in state court.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment in an action
asserting claims under the Fair Debt Collection Practices Act and New
York General Business Law § 349. The district court granted
defendants' motion on the FDCPA claims, denied plaintiff's cross-
motion, and declined supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining
state-law claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court construed the facts in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party and required admissible evidence sufficient to create
a genuine issue for trial.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion; persuasive only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the obligations for unpaid property-owners' association assessments arose from transactions
primarily for personal, family, or household purposes and therefore constituted debts covered by the
FDCPA.

2. Whether defendants were entitled to summary judgment on Zigman's FDCPA claims because the record
lacked evidence creating a genuine dispute that the obligations were consumer debts.

3. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Zigman's New York General Business
Law § 349 claim after disposing of all federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The obligations did not qualify as FDCPA debts because Zigman failed to provide evidence from which
a reasonable inference could be drawn that he purchased the underlying lots for personal, family, or
household purposes.

2. Defendants were entitled to summary judgment because Zigman failed to identify admissible evidence
creating a genuine dispute of material fact on the consumer-purpose requirement.

3. The court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the NYGBL claim after dismissing all
claims within its original federal-question jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“whether an obligation is a ‘debt’ depends . . . upon the purpose for which it was incurred.” (Discussion § I)

“it is not enough for Zigman to show that he is an unsophisticated purchaser without some material evidence
tending to show that he purchased the property for a “primarily personal, family, or household” purpose.”
(Discussion § I)

“Having granted summary judgment on the federal claims brought by Zigman for the reasons set forth above,
I decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Zigman’s New York General Business Law claim.”
(Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Zigman purchased several building lots in Pennsylvania associated with Indian Rocks and The Hideout, although
he could not recall the number, location, purchase price, purpose, or even whether he still owned them. He never
resided on or developed the lots and did not pay property-owners' association assessments. Defendants
represented the associations in two New York collection actions that resulted in default judgments against
Zigman for $11,602.72 and $117,364.57; service was made at an address appearing on Zigman's driver's license,



though Zigman testified that he had not lived there for approximately twenty years. Zigman later asserted that
the collection efforts violated the FDCPA and NYGBL because the underlying actions allegedly involved
defective service and misleading documentation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff commenced the action on December 6, 2023. Following discovery, the parties filed cross-motions for
summary judgment. The court determined that the undisputed record did not establish that the obligations
underlying two property-owners' association assessment judgments were consumer debts under the FDCPA,
granted defendants summary judgment on the federal claims, dismissed the NYGBL claim without prejudice and
with leave to refile in state court, and directed the clerk to close the case.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The NYGBL claim was dismissed without prejudice and with leave to refile in state court. The clerk was
directed to enter judgment consistent with the memorandum and order and close the case.
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