Filing # 158557934 E-Filed 10/04/2022 01:36:22 PM

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
IN AND FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA

CIVIL DIVISION
STATE OF FLORIDA
OFFICE OF FINANCIAL REGULATION,
Plaintiff,
V. CASE NO.: 50-2021-CA-008718-XXXX-MB

NATIONAL SENIOR INSURANCE, INC.
D/B/A SEEMAN HOLTZ,

MARSHAL SEEMAN,

CENTURION INSURANCE SERVICES GROUP, LLC,
BRIAN J. SCHWARTZ,

EMERALD ASSETS 2018, LLC,
INTEGRITY ASSETS 2016, LLC,
INTERGRITY ASSETS, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2014-5, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2015-3, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2015-5, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2016-3, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2016-5, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2018-3, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2018-5, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2019-3, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2019-5, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2019-6, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY VI, LLC,

SH GLOBAL, LLC N/K/A PARA LONGEVITY V, LLC,
ALTRAI GLOBAL, LLC A/K/A ALTRATI HOLDINGS, LLC,
VALENTINO GLOBAL HOLDINGS, LLC,
AMERITONIAN ENTERPRISES, LLC,
SEEMAN-HOLTZ CONSULTING CORP.,
CENTURION ISG Holdings, LLC,
CENTURION ISG Holdings IT, LLC,
CENTURION ISG (Europe) Limited,
CENTURION ISG SERVICES, LLC,
CENTURION ISG FINANCE GROUP, LLC,
CENTURION FUNDING SPVILLC,
CENTURION FUNDING SPVII LLC,
GRACE HOLDINGS FINANCIAL, LLC,
PRIME SHORT TERM CREDIT INC,,

Defendants.
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THE ESTATE OF ERIC CHARLES HOLTZ,

SEEMAN HOLTZ PROPERTY AND CASUALTY, LLC

F/K/A SEEMAN HOLTZ PROPERTY AND CASUALTY, INC,,
SHPC HOLDINGS I, LLC,

Relief Defendants.

CORPORATE MONITOR, DANIEL J. STERMER’S MOTION TO DISMISS EDWIN
AND KAREN EZRINE, INTERVENORS. AS PARTIES TO THIS ACTION

Daniel J. Stermer, as Court-appointed Corporate Monitor (the “Corporate Monitor”) for

the property, assets, and business of the thirty-two (32) corporate entities'(the “Consenting

Corporate Defendants”) pursuant to the Agreed Order Granting Plaintiff’s Consent Motion for

Appointment of Corporate Monitor and Related Injunctive Relief, dated September 14, 2021, and
the Agreed Order Granting Corporate Monitor, Daniel J. Stermer’s Unopposed Motion to Expand
Corporate Monitorship Lstate, dated January 6, 2022, respectfully moves for entry of an order
dismissing Edwin and Karen Ezrine, as intervenors, as parties to this action. In support of this
Motion, the Corporate Monitor states as follows:

1. On September 10, 2021, the Plaintiff, State of Florida, Office of Financial

Regulation (the “Plaintiff” or “OFR”) filed a Consent Motion for Appointment of Corporate

! The Consenting Corporate Defendants include: NATIONAL SENIOR INSURANCE, INC. D/B/A SEEMAN
HOLTZ, CENTURION INSURANCE SERVICES GROUP, LLC,EMERALD ASSETS 2018, LLC, INTEGRITY
ASSETS 2016, LLC, INTERGRITY ASSETS, LLC, PARA LONGEVITY 2014-5, LLC, PARA LONGEVITY
2015-3, LLC, PARA LONGEVITY 2015-5, LLC, PARA LONGEVITY 2016-3, LLC, PARA LONGEVITY 2016-
5,LLC, PARALONGEVITY 2018-3, LLC, PARALONGEVITY 2018-5,LLC, PARALONGEVITY 2019-3,LLC,
PARA LONGEVITY 2019-5, LLC, PARA LONGEVITY 2019-6, LLC, PARA LONGEVITY VI, LLC, SH
GLOBAL, LLC N/K/A PARA LONGEVITY V, LLC, VALENTINO GLOBAL HOLDINGS, LLC,
AMERITONIAN ENTERPRISES, LLC, SEEMAN-HOLTZ CONSULTING CORP., CENTURION ISG Holdings,
LLC, CENTURION ISG Holdings II, LLC, CENTURION ISG (Europe) Limited, CENTURION ISG SERVICES,
LLC, CENTURION ISG FINANCE GROUP, LLC, CENTURION FUNDING SPV I LLC, CENTURION
FUNDING SPV II LLC, PARA GLOBAL 2019, LLC, ALLOY ASSETS, LLC, SEEMAN HOLTZ WEALTH
MANAGEMENT, INC. AGENCY ACQUISITION FUNDING, LLC, and AMERICA’S FAVORITE INSURANCE
SERVICES LLC
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Monitor, seeking the appointment of the Corporate Monitor for the property, assets, and business

of the Consenting Corporate Defendants, as well as a temporary injunction against the Consenting

Corporate Defendants and two natural-person Defendants, Marshal Seeman and Brian J. Schwartz

(the “Consenting Individual Defendants”):

2.
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NATIONAL SENIOR INSURANCE, INC. D/B/A SEEMAN HOLTZ,
CENTURION INSURANCE SERVICES GROUP, LLC,

EMERALD ASSETS 2018, LLC,

INTEGRITY ASSETS 2016, LLC,

INTERGRITY ASSETS, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2014-5, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2015-3, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2015-5, LLC,

PARA LONGEVITY 2016-3, LLC,

. PARA LONGEVITY 2016-5, LLC,

. PARA LONGEVITY 2018-3, LLC,

. PARA LONGEVITY 2018-5, LLC,

. PARA LONGEVITY 2019-3, LLC,

. PARA LONGEVITY 2019-5, LLC,

. PARA LONGEVITY 2019-6, LLC,

. PARA LONGEVITY VI, LLC,

. SH GLOBAL, LLC N/K/A PARA LONGEVITY V, LLC,
. VALENTINO GLOBAL HOLDINGS, LLC,
. AMERITONIAN ENTERPRISES, LLC,

. SEEMAN-HOLTZ CONSULTING CORP,,

. CENTURION ISG Holdings, LLC,

. CENTURION ISG Holdings II, LLC,

. CENTURION ISG (Europe) Limited,

. CENTURION ISG SERVICES, LLC,

. CENTURION ISG FINANCE GROUP, LLC,
. CENTURION FUNDING SPVILLC, and

. CENTURION FUNDING SPVII LLC,

On September 14, 2021, the Court entered an Agreed Order Granting Plaintiff’s

Consent Motion for Appointment of Corporate Monitor and Related Injunctive Relief (the

“September 14, 2021 Order™), thereby approving and appointing, infer alia, Daniel J. Stermer as

the Corporate Monitor for the Consenting Corporate Defendants and their affiliates, subsidiaries,

successors and assignees, until further Order of the Court.

11634821-5



3. On January 6, 2022, the Court entered an Agreed Order Granting Corporate
Monitor, Daniel J. Stermer’s Unopposed Motion to FExpand Corporate Monitorship Estate,
thereby expanding the scope of the corporate monitorship created in this case to include the
following five additional entities:

a. Para Global 2019, LLC, a Georgia limited liability company;
b. Alloy Assets, LLC, a Florida limited liability company;
c. Seeman Holtz Wealth Management, Inc., a Florida corporation,;

d. Agency Acquisition Funding, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company;

and
e. America’s Favorite Insurance Services LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company.
INTRODUCTION
4. During the pendency of this case, two separate families of investors have sought to

intervene. First, on April 19, 2022, Dr. Edwin and Karen Ezrine (the “Ezrines”) moved to

intervene (the “Ezrine Intervention Motion”). Their intervention motion was filed in response to

and in connection with the Corporate Monitor’s Motion for Entry of an Order Approving (1) a
Marketing Process to Refinance Existing Secured Debt Obligation or Sell Assets, (1) Bid
Procedures, (I11) the Retention of Maplelife Analytics, LLC and (IV) the Agreement with Teleios,
Including Authorizing Teleios (A) to Commence a Public Foreclosure Process, and (B) to Exercise

Certain Remedies (the “Bid Procedure Motion™).

5. The second investor that sought to intervene was Tom Echolds, who is represented
by the same counsel representing the Ezrines, the Vernon Litigation Group. The Court conducted

a hearing on the Echolds’ Intervention Motion and quickly entered an order denying the motion.
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6. The WHEREFORE clause of the Ezrine Intervention Motion sets forth that the
motion as filed seeks to “allow them to intervene as plaintiffs in the above styled litigation in order
to determine their respective rights and interest in certain collateral that will necessarily be affected
...~ Essentially, the Ezrines’ contended that they had a security interest in a life insurance policy
that was the subject of the Bid Procedure Motion.?

7. The Court, within the Order granting the Bid Procedure Motion, granted the Ezrine
Intervention Motion as to the relief requested therein. Their concern, as set forth in the Ezrine
Intervention Motion, was resolved though paragraphs 19 and 36 of the Order granting the Bid
Procedure Motion which preserved the Ezrines’ rights to any proceeds in the identified life
insurance policies. No other additional limited rights were granted to the Ezrines and counsel
for the Ezrines’ participated in and approved of the language in the Order.

8. The Corporate Monitor has been in consistent communication with counsel for the
Ezrines and Echolds — Mr. Christopher Vernon, Esq and his colleagues. Mr. Vernon has had
numerous discussions with the Corporate Monitor and undersigned counsel during the course of
this case. Most of these discussions have focused on requests for information, documents, and
other data related to the case. The information requested has been broad-based and not generally
related solely to the individual claims of the Ezrines as relates to the specific insurance policy that
they alleged they has a security interest in. The Corporate Monitor and his counsel have tried to
be responsive to Mr. Vernon and his colleagues, but the requests for information grew in intensity
and breadth.

9. On August 2, 2022, the Corporate Monitor filed his Motion to Clarify the

2 Tom Echolds (“Echolds™) filed in the Intervenor Tom Echolds’ Limited Objection to Refinance or Sale of Centurion
Assets and Motion to Intervene and Incorporated Memorandum of Law (the “Echolds’ Intervention Motion™) and his
reply. The Court conducted a hearing on the Echolds’ Intervention Motion and entered an order denying the motion.

5
11634821-5



September 14, 2021 Order Appointing Corporate Monitor (the “Motion”)* in response, inter alia,
to the ever increasing and overreaching demands from the Ezrines and Mr. Vernon to provide
essentially full access to any and all documents records and information that the Corporate Monitor
may have, whether or not the Ezrines are entitled to them or whether or not it is information that
the Corporate Monitor deems privileged or otherwise contradictive to the privacy rights of other
noteholders and investors or obtained pursuant to confidentiality agreement/protective orders. The
Ezrines have tried to use their status as “intervenors” to obtain information they should not have
access to and to disrupt the process by lodging unfounded innuendo, unsupported and factually
inaccurate accusations, improper collateral attacks on the Corporate Monitor, and final orders of
this Court.*

10. On September 6, 2022, this Court held its hearing on the Motion and on September
12, 2022, this Court entered its Order Granting Motion to Clarify the September 14, 2022 Order
Appointing Corporate Monitor wherein the Court ruled:

Paragraph 54 of the September 14, 2021 Order is amended and restated to provide the
following:

The Corporate Monitor shall maintain written accounts, itemizing receipts and expenditures,
describing properties held or managed, and naming the depositories of monitorship funds;
make such written accounts and supporting documentation available to Plaintiff and other
Consenting Corporate Defendants’ investors for inspection, and, within ninety (90) calendar
days of the first report and every ninety (90) calendar days thereafter file with this Court and
serve on the parties a report summarizing efforts to marshal and collect assets, administer the
monitorship estate, and otherwise perform the duties mandated by this Order. The Corporate
Monitor fulfills his obligation to provide documents and information to the Consenting
Corporate Defendants’ investors pursuant to this Order by filing and serving the
quarterly reports referenced above herein. Any request(s) for additional information or
documents by any investor or party, except as provided in Paragraph. 13 EE., shall be in
the form of a motion or requests for discovery filed with this Court, with all objections
thereto preserved.

* Capitalized terms undefined herein shall have the same meaning as they are defined in the Motion.
4 Despite the Court inviting the Ezrines at the hearing on July 26, 2022, to file a motion articulating any grievances
they may have with the Corporate Monitor or this process, the Ezrines’ have filed no such motion.
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11. The Corporate Monitor is very sympathetic to the Ezrines (and all noteholders, their
families, and other creditors) and the position that they find themselves in as creditors/victims in
this case. However, the Ezrines (and/or their counsel) should not be permitted to utilize this case
and their status as “intervenors” to distract the Trustee and his professionals from achieving a
recovery for them and all those similarly situated or to pursue alternative remedies or otherwise
impede the main aspects of this case. Further, the Ezrines should not be able to use their status as
“intervenors” to gain rights above and beyond those of the other 1,200 investors that find
themselves in the same situation. The Corporate Monitor and his professionals are working hard
every day to achieve a recovery for them and all those similarly situated, and no benefit is derived
from the Ezrine’s continued participation in this case as intervenors.

12. As part of his efforts, the Corporate Monitor commenced a Noticing and Claims

Administration Process (with the Claims Bar Date being August 31, 2022) (the “Claims Process”).

The Ezrines have participated in this process and filed claims on August 14, 2022. Since the
Ezrines never produced any evidence of their secured claim, and such issue is now moot, the
Ezrines should respect the court approved process and pursue their claim against the Monitorship
estate through the Claims Process. To the extent the Ezrines have claims against third parties, they
can pursue them in the appropriate forums, outside of this case. There is no longer a justification
to permit the Ezrines’ to intervene in this case as parties thereto. The Ezrines assert themselves as
creditors, as such, further participation in this case should be solely through the Claims Process.

RELIEF REQUESTED

13. “[A]lnyone claiming an interest in pending litigation may at any time be permitted
to assert a right by intervention, but the intervention shall be in subordination to, and in recognition

of, the propriety of the main proceeding, unless otherwise ordered by the court in its discretion.”
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Fla. R. Civ. P. 1.230. In order for a party to intervene, its interest “must be in the matter in litigation,
and of such a direct and immediate character that the intervenor will either gain or lose by the
direct legal operation and effect of the judgment.” Union Cent. Life Ins. Co. v. Carlisle, 593 So.2d

505, 507 (Fla.1992). See Omni Nat'l Bank v. Georgia Banking Co., 951 So. 2d 1006, 1007 (Fla.

Dist. Ct. App. 2007); see also Bondi v. Tucker, 93 So. 3d 1106, 1111 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 2012)

(A court has discretion in imposing any conditions on the intervenor necessary to preserve the
original parties' rights, inasmuch as “the rights of an intervenor are subordinate to the rights of the
parties.”).

14.  While the Ezrines’ asserted an interest in the case, proclaiming that they had a
security interest in one specific life insurance policy (the McDougal Policy ending 1005), they
failed to provide any evidence of their secured status (i.e. documents that would evidence a security
interest and a security interest that was superior to Teleios). The Ezrines never substantively
responded to such requests of the Corporate Monitor (made multiple times) or produced any
documents which would evidence that position, because none exists. That leaves them in the
position of an unsecured creditor in this case, similarly situated with the other investors.

15. To the extent that they asserted an (unfounded) secured claim in the McDougal
policy, their concern was resolved though paragraphs 19 and 36 of the Order granting the Bid
Procedure Motion which preserved the Ezrines’ rights to any proceeds in the identified life
insurance policies. Further, pursuant to the Bid Procedure Motion, which counsel for the Ezrines
participated in preparing, Teleios foreclosed upon the McDougal Policy, thus the limited rights
and remedies the Ezrines and their counsel agreed to is no longer at issue in this case. As
Intervenors, the Ezrines may not inject a new issue into the case that was not raised by the parties.

See Env't Confederation of Sw. Fla_, Inc. v. IMC Phosphates, Inc., 857 So. 2d 207, 211 (Fla. Dist.
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Ct. App. 2003)(Intervention is a dependent remedy in the sense that an intervenor may not inject
a new issue into the case).

16. As such, the Ezrines’ interest in the case is no longer of “direct and immediate
character” and no further purpose is served by their continued intervention. See /d. The remaining
rights of the Ezrines have been preserved through the Court-approved Claims Process which the
Ezrines have already participated in by filing claims on August 14, 2022. The Ezrines’ claim is
preserved against the Monitorship estate through the Claims Process and their claim will be treated
similarly as to all other investors.

CONCLUSION

Through this Motion, the Corporate Monitor while remaining sympathetic to their position
as claimants, is seeking to dismiss the Ezrines’, pursuant to the Ezrine Intervention Motion, from
this case as a party to the extent that the relief they requested in the Ezrine Intervention Motion is
now moot, pursuant to the Order granting the Bid Procedure’s Motion and the foreclosure of the
McDougal policy by Teleios. Any remaining interest of the Ezrines should be pursued and
processed pursuant to the Claims Process as approved by the Court, similarly to all other investors.
To the extent the Ezrines are considered “intervenors” as creditors, pursuant to the Claims Process,
such rights are subordinate to the parties in this action and on equal footing with all other creditors.

WHEREFORE, Daniel J. Stermer, as Corporate Monitor, respectfully requests this Court

enter an order granting the Motion and entering such other and additional relief as the Court deems
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just and proper.

Dated: October 4, 2022
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Respectfully submitted,

BERGER SINGERMAN LLP

Counsel for Corporate Monitor

525 Okeechobee Boulevard, Suite 1250
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

Tel. (561) 241-9500

Fax (561) 998-0028

By: /s/ Brian G. Rich
Brian G. Rich, FBN 38229
brich@bergersingerman.com
Gavin C. Gaukroger, FBN 76489
ggaukroger@bergersingerman.com
Michael J. Niles, FBN 107203
mniles@bergersingerman.com
DRT@bergersingerman.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on October 4, 2022, the foregoing was filed using the Florida
Court’s E-Filing Portal, which served a copy of the foregoing electronically upon all electronic
service parties. 1 further certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served by

electronic transmission upon all parties on the attached Service List.

By: /s/ Brian G. Rich
Brian G. Rich
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SERVICE LIST

A. Gregory Melchior, Esq., Chief Counsel
George C. Bedell, 111, Esq., Chief Counsel
Office of General Counsel

Florida Office of Financial Regulation
200 East Gaines Street

Tallahassee, FL 32309

Greg Melchior@flofr.gov
George.Bedell@flofr.gov

Sharon. Sutor@flofr.gov

Counsel for Plaintiff

Scott Alan Orth, Esq.

Law Offices of Scott Alan Orth

3860 Sheridan Street, Ste. A
Hollywood, FL 33021
scott@orthlawoffice.com
service(@orthlawoftice.com
eserviceSAO@gmail.com

Attorney for Defendant Marshal Seeman,
Twenty-six Defendant Entities

Jeftrey H. Sloman, Esq.

Stumphauzer Foslid Sloman & Kolaya, PLLC
One Biscayne Tower

2 South Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 1600
Miami, FL 33131

jsloman@stslaw.com

Attorneys for Defendants Brian J. Schwartz and
Ameritonian Enterprises, LLC

Daniel J. Stermer, Esq.

Development Specialists, Inc.

500 W. Cypress Creek Road, Suite 400
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309
dstermer@DSIConsulting.com
Corporate Monitor

Susan Yoftee, Esq.

Gary A. Woodfield, Esq.

Nason Yeager Gerson Harris & Fumero, P.A.
3001 PGA Boulevard, Suite 305

Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410
syoffee@nasonyeager.com
gwoodfield@nasonyeager.com
sdaversa@nasonyeager.com

Counsel for The Lstate of Eric Charles Holtz

Victoria R. Morris, Esq.

Andrew C. Lourie, Esq.

Kobre & Kim LLP

201 South Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 1900
Miami, FL 33131
Andrew.Lourie@kobrekim.com
Victoria.Morris@kobrekim.com

Attorneys for Relief Defendant Seeman
Holtz Property and Casualty LLC

David L. Luikart I1, Esq.

Hill, Ward & Henderson, P_A.

101 East Kennedy Boulevard, Suite 3700
Tampa, FL 33602

Dave. luikart@hwhlaw.com
Michelle.armstrong@hwhlaw.com
Attorneys for Prime Short Term Credit, Inc.

Joshua W. Dobin, Esq.

James C. Moon, Esq.

Meland Budwick, P.A.

3200 Southeast Financial Center

200 South Biscayne Boulevard

Miami, FL 33131
jdobin@melandbudwick.com
jmoon@melandbudwick.com
mramos@melandbudwick.com
Attorneys for Teleios LS Holdings V DE,
LLC and Teleios LS Holdings IV DE, LLC
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Bernard Charles Carollo, Jr., Esq.
John J. Truitt, Esq.

William Leve, Esq.

Vernon Litigation Group

8985 Fontana Del Sol Way
Naples, FL. 34109
bcarollo@vernonlitigation.com
jtruitt@vernonlitigation.com
wleve@vernonlitigation.com
nzumaeta(@vernonlitigation.com
Attorneys for Edwin and Karen Ezrine, Intervenors
And Tom Echolds, Interested Party

Gary M. Murphree, Esq.

Brandy Abreu, Esq.

AM Law, LC

10743 SW 104™ Street

Miami, FL 33186
gmm(@amlaw-miami.com
babreu@amlaw-miami.com
mramirez@amlaw-miami.com
pleadings@amlaw-miami.com

Attorneys for Zoe Seijas and Victor Seijas,
Jr., Trustees of Victor Seijas Living Trust

Harris J. Koroglu, Esq.

Shutts & Bowen LLP

200 South Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 4100
Miami, FL 33131

hkoroglu@shutts.com

Attorneys for MCM 301 Yamato LLC

Angela C. Flowers, Esq.

Kubicki Draper

13906 N.E. 20th Avenue, Building 500
Ocala, FL 34470
Af-kd@kubickidraper.com

Attorneys for Pelican Capital Management,
LLC

Adam J. Ruttenberg, Esq.

Argent Fox Schiff, LLP

800 Boylston Street, 32nd Floor

Boston, MA 02199

Adam ruttenberg@afslaw.com

Attorney for Pelican Capital Management, LLC
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