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

CASE NO. 502016CA006963 (AG) 
______________________________________

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
DEPARTMENT OF LEGAL AFFAIRS 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 

 Plaintiff, 

v.

CLIENT EXPERTS CARE, a Florida limited 
liability company formerly known as FIRST 
CHOICE TECH SUPPORT, LLC, a Florida 
limited liability company; CLIENT CARE 
EXPERTS, INC., a Florida corporation; 
MICHAEL SEWARD, an individual; KEVIN 
MCCORMICK, an individual, 

 Defendants. 
_____________________________________/

RECEIVER’S NOTICE OF FILING RECEIVER DANIEL J. STERMER’S  
SECOND REPORT THROUGH OCTOBER 31, 2016 

Receiver Daniel J. Stermer, by and through undersigned counsel, hereby gives notice of 

filing the attached Receiver Daniel J. Stermer’s Second Report through October 31, 2016. 

Dated:  October 31, 2016 Respectfully Submitted, 

BERGER SINGERMAN 
350 East Las Olas Boulevard, Suite 1000 
Fort Lauderdale, FL  33301 
(954) 525-9900  Telephone 
(954) 523-2872  Facsimile 

By: _____________________________________ 
Andrew M. Hinkes., Fla. Bar 17848 
ahinkes@bergersingerman.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on October 31, 2016, a copy of the foregoing was 

electronically filed through the Florida Courts E-Filing Portal which will send electronic 

notification of the above filing to all registered users or as indicated below: 

Michelle Pardoll, Esq. 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
Consumer Protection Division 
110 E 6th Street 
Fort Lauderdale, 33301 
Michelle.pardoll@myfloridalegal.com

Richard W. Epstein, Esq. 
richard.epstein@gmlaw.com
maria.salgado@gmlaw.com
Jennifer B. Hirschberg, Esq. 
jennifer.hirschberg@gmlaw.com
liz.drass@gmlaw.com
GREENSPOON MARDER, P.A. 
200 East Broward Boulevard, Suite 1800 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301 

Ronnie Adili, Esq. 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
Consumer Protection Division 
110 S.E. 6th Street, 10th Floor 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301 
ronnie.adili@myfloridalegal.com

Katherine Kiziah, Esq. 
South Florida Bureau Chief,  
Office of the Attorney General  
Division of Consumer Protection  
1515 N. Flagler Dr., Ste. 900  
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401 
katherine.kiziah@myfloridalegal.com

Genevieve Bonan, Esq. 
Assistant Attorney General  
Office of the Attorney General  
Consumer Protection Division  
1515 N. Flagler Drive, Ste. 900  
West Palm Beach, FL 33401 
Genevieve.Bonan@myfloridalegal.com

s/Andrew Maxwell Hinkes, Esq.   
      Andrew Maxwell Hinkes, Esq. 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
FIFTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND 
FOR PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CASE NO. 502016CA006963 (AG) 
______________________________________

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
DEPARTMENT OF LEGAL AFFAIRS 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 

 Plaintiff, 

v.

CLIENT EXPERTS CARE, a Florida limited 
liability company formerly known as FIRST 
CHOICE TECH SUPPORT, LLC, a Florida 
limited liability company; CLIENT CARE 
EXPERTS, INC., a Florida corporation; 
MICHAEL SEWARD, an individual; KEVIN 
MCCORMICK, an individual, 

 Defendants. 
_____________________________________/

RECEIVER DANIEL J. STERMER’S SECOND REPORT  
THROUGH OCTOBER 31, 2016 

 Pursuant to the Temporary Injunction Order dated June 27, 2016, and Florida Rule of 

Civil Procedure 1.620, Daniel J. Stermer, the Receiver for CLIENT EXPERTS CARE, LLC, 

formerly known as FIRST CHOICE TECH SUPPORT, LLC, and CLIENT CARE EXPERTS, 

INC., and any of their affiliates, subsidiaries, divisions, or telephone sale, technical support or 

customer service operations, wherever located, herein collectively referred to as the “Corporate 

Defendants” (See Exhibit 1) hereby provides the Second Report of the Receiver’s actions and 

investigation through October 31, 2016, and states: 

I. Legal Posture of Matter 

A. Underlying Litigation 
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On June 24, 2016, the Office of the Attorney General, Department of Legal Affairs, State 

of Florida (hereinafter “Plaintiff”) filed a one count Complaint against Client Experts Care, LLC, 

formerly known as First Choice Tech Support, LLC, Client Care Experts, Inc., Michael Seward, 

and Kevin McCormick (collectively “Defendants”).  Plaintiff alleged that Defendants engaged in 

unfair and deceptive acts and practices that led unsuspecting customers into paying millions of 

dollars to Defendants for computer software and technical support services due to pop ups that 

appear on consumers’ computers causing them to think there were issues with their computers, 

including the computer being infected with malware, when the pop ups were, in fact, 

advertisements, and then sold consumers various software packages and services after running 

software against the consumer’s computer, which was characterized as a “diagnostic”. 

Contemporaneous with the filing of the Complaint, the Office of the Attorney General 

filed its Motion for Temporary Injunctive Relief, Asset Freeze Without Notice and Incorporated 

Memorandum In Support of Motion, wherein it sought a temporary injunction preventing the 

continued operation of the Corporate Defendants’ business in a deceptive fashion, sought an 

asset freeze to preserve the assets of the Corporate Defendants for repatriation to injured 

consumers, and sought the appointment of a Receiver. 

On June 27, 2016 at 5:06 p.m., the Court, The Honorable Jeffrey Gillen, entered the 

Temporary Injunction Order wherein the Court found that good cause existed for: (i) the 

appointment of a Temporary Receiver, Daniel J. Stermer; (ii) the freezing of the Defendants’ 

assets; (iii) the issuance of a temporary injunction; and (iv) other ancillary relief. 

On July 5, 2016, the Defendants filed their Motion to Dissolve Ex Parte Injunction Order 

With Asset Freeze and Appointment of a Receiver Or Alternatively, to Modify Injunction Order 

(hereinafter, “Motion to Dissolve”) wherein the Defendants requested the Court to modify the 
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Temporary Injunction Order to unfreeze their assets and to permit the Corporate Defendants’ 

business to resume operations, and sought the removal of the Receiver and/or to limit the 

authority and/or redesignate the Receiver’s role to that of Monitor with limited authority over the 

Corporate Defendants. 

On Thursday, July 14, 2016, the Court commenced its hearing on the Motion to Dissolve 

filed by the Defendants, and received testimony and both live and documentary evidence.  The 

hearing on the Motion to Dissolve was continued on July 15, 2016, July 22, 2016, and concluded 

on July 25, 2016, after the Defendants announced that they had no further evidence and the 

Parties gave their respective Closing Arguments.  Upon the conclusion of the Closing 

Arguments, the Court orally denied in all respects, without prejudice, the Defendants’ Motion to 

Dissolve.1/2  As a result of the denial of the Motion, the Temporary Injunction Order remains in 

1 On August 22, 2016, the Court entered its Order Denying Defendants’ Motion to Dissolve June 27, 2016 
Temporary Injunction Order Without Prejudice wherein the Court made the following Findings of Fact: (i) that the 
evidence and testimony of Plaintiff’s witnesses were credible and convincing (paragraph 5); (ii) Plaintiff’s evidence 
established that Defendants have engaged in acts or practices that violate FDUPTA (paragraph 5); (iii) that evidence 
was convincing that Defendants relied on methods that were misleading and deceiving in order to generate inbound 
consumer calls (paragraph 5); (iv) . . . that consumers were deceptively lured to contact Defendants’ inbound call 
center (paragraph 5); (v) the Lead Generation had the effect of scaring reasonable consumers into believing that they 
must contact the number provided due to purported malware infecting their computers (paragraph 6); (vi) as a result, 
consumers were misled to believe that their computers were severely infected (paragraph 6); (vii) that consumers 
were subjected to the carefully-crafted deceptive sales pitch of sale agents employed by Defendants (paragraph 7); 
(viii) that the sales agents feigned ignorance as to the cause of the Lead Generation (paragraph 7); (ix) Defendants’ 
sales agents used a script that was pre-deterministic, and always concluded with the recommendation that the 
consumer was in need of immediate services and products offered by Defendants, regardless of whether the 
computer actually was in need of service or a software product (paragraph 8); (x) compelling evidence was 
admitted, that, notwithstanding the efficacy of computer software used in the diagnostic, the sales scripts did not 
diagnose computers and were simply a way to drive sales (paragraph 8); (xi) there were several misrepresentations 
that were made during the sales pitch, conducted by Defendants’ employees (paragraph 8); (xii) these 
misrepresentations range from false statements and exaggerations about the status of the consumers’ computers to 
the impact of the number of processes running on a computer to the computer’s performance (paragraph 8); and 
(xiii) Defendants’ violations of FDUPTA occurred up and until Defendants’ were served with this Court’s 
Temporary Injunction Order on June 29, 2016 (paragraph 9).  The Court made the following Conclusions of Law: (i) 
To prevail on an action under FDUPTA, Plaintiff must show that ‘the alleged practice was likely to deceive a 
consumer acting reasonable in the same circumstances.’ The evidence before the Court established that Defendants’ 
practices were likely to deceive a consumer acting reasonably, and did in fact deceive consumers acting reasonably 
(paragraph 16)(citation omitted); (ii) To establish individual liability under FDUPTA, Plaintiff must show that the 
‘individual defendants actively participated in or had some measure of control over the corporation’s deceptive 
practices.’ The evidence before the Court established that Defendants Michael Seward and Kevin McCormick 
directed and controlled, and/or had the ability to control, the acts and practices of the corporate entities (paragraph 
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place without modification, including the cessation of the business operations, the freeze 

imposed over certain assets and bank accounts, and appointment of the Receiver. 

On Tuesday, July 26, 2016, the Receiver filed his Omnibus Motion wherein the Receiver 

sought: (i) authorization to process and pay payroll to employees and consultants who provided 

services to the Corporate Defendants prior to the commencement of the Receivership Estate, 

including payment of employer-related taxes and withholdings; (ii) approval of the wind down 

and discontinuation of operation of the Corporate Defendants; (iii) approval to reject/terminate 

executory contracts and leases and service contracts; (iv) approval to return collateral/security to 

secured parties; (v) approval to abandon property that would be wasteful and/or burdensome to 

the Corporate Defendants; and (vi) to auction assets owned free and clear by the Corporate 

Defendants.

17)(citation omitted); (iii) Given the circumstances, the Court concludes that equity favors preserving frozen assets 
to protect consumers.  The asset freeze requested by Plaintiff must be maintained to preserve the status quo until a 
final hearing on the merits.  Thus, equity favors the injured consumers over Defendants ‘who did the injuring and 
are now suffering the consequences of their conduct.’ (paragraph 19)(citation omitted); (iv) As a matter of law, 
Defendants are responsible for deceptive advertisements made by their agents.  Those who put into the hands of 
others the means by which they may mislead the public, are themselves guilty of a violation of Section 5 of the 
Federal Trade Commission Act. The law is clear that under the FTC Act, a principal is liable for misrepresentations 
made by his/her agents regardless of the unsuccessful efforts of the principal to prevent such misrepresentations 
(paragraph 21)(citation omitted);  (v) As the evidence established that Defendants’ violations of FDUPTA were 
ongoing up and until June 29, 2016, there is good cause to believe that immediate and irreparable harm would result 
unless Defendants are restrained and enjoined by this Court’s June 27, 2016 Temporary Injunction Order.  Further, 
there is good cause to believe that immediate and irreparable damage to this Court’s ability to grant effective final 
relief for consumers, including monetary restitution, rescission, disgorgement or refunds, will occur from the sale, 
transfer, destruction or other disposition of concealment by Defendants of their assets, documents, records or other 
evidence would result unless Defendants’ are restrained and enjoined as provided in this Court’s June 27, 2016 
Temporary Injunction Order (paragraph 23); (vi) Specifically, good cause exists to maintain (a) the appointment of a 
Temporary Receiver over the Corporate Defendants; (b) the freezing of Defendants’ Assets as provided in the June 
27, 2016 Order of Temporary Injunction; and (c) the ancillary relief provided in the June 27, 2016 Order of 
Temporary Injunction (paragraph 24); and (vii) Equity favors the injured consumers over Defendants who did the 
injuring.  Weighing the equities and considering the evidence before the Court which established that there is a 
substantial likelihood of success on the merits and a clear legal right to a temporary injunction and asset freeze, the 
maintenance of this Court’s June 27, 2016 Temporary Injunction Order, including as asset freeze, is in the public 
interest (paragraph 25). 

2 On August 24, 2016, the Court filed its Notice of Filing Supplemental Authority in Support of Court’s Order on 
August 22, 2016 wherein the Court attached a copy of the 4th DCA’s opinion in E-Racer Tech, LLC d/b/a Clean It 
PC v. Office of the Attorney General Department of Legal Affairs, State of Florida, 4D16-346 (Fla. 4th DCA 2016). 
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On August 2, 2016, the Court entered its Order Granting Receiver’s Omnibus Motion

wherein the Court: (i) authorized and instructed the Receiver to process and pay payroll for 

employees and consultants who provided services to Client Experts Care, LLC, formerly known 

as First Choice Tech Support, LLC, Client Care Experts, Inc. and their subsidiaries, affiliates, 

successors, and assigns prior to the commencement of the Receivership Estate, including 

payment of payroll-related taxes and withholdings, and to file any and all payroll related tax 

documents required to facilitate the wind up and discontinuation of the business operations of the 

Corporate Defendants (paragraph 2); (ii) the Receiver has determined, in the exercise of his 

business judgment, including the facts, circumstances, and financial posture of the Corporate 

Defendants, that the business and operations of the Corporate Defendants should be wound 

down, and the Court approves of and affirms that decision (paragraph 3)3; and (iii) the Receiver 

is hereby authorized and instructed to: (a) immediately terminate or reject all executory contracts 

3 A number of consumers have contacted the Receiver to advise that since the cessation of the business of the 
Corporate Defendants they have been contacted by an entity relative to continuing the service previously provided 
by the Corporate Defendants and/or that they would be receiving a refund based upon their purchase with the 
Corporate Defendants.  The Receiver immediately posted the following on the Receiver’s website: 
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of any kind, including leases for real property and personal property; (b) abandon assets, that in 

the Receiver’s judgment, are most efficiently and economically abandoned to avoid undue 

burden upon the Receivership Estate;  (c) return all collateral/security to secured parties as the 

Receiver deems appropriate in the exercise of the Receiver’s business judgment;  (d) auction any 

assets owned free and clear by the Corporate Defendants as the Receiver deems appropriate in 

the exercise of the Receiver’s business judgment; (e) terminate all employees effective June 29, 

2016;  (f) cancel all contracts, subscriptions, and ongoing obligations of the Corporate Defendant 

of any kind as of June 29, 2016;  and (g) file a bankruptcy, assignment for benefit of creditors, or 

other insolvency action, or utilize any statutory wind-down process that the Receiver, in his sole 

business judgment, may deem appropriate, including without limitation an assignment for benefit 

of the creditors with Daniel J. Stermer as Assignee for the Benefit of the Creditors (paragraph 

3).4

 On August 5, 2016, the Receiver filed his Initial Report of Receiver Through July 31, 

2016.  The Receiver incorporates by reference the Initial Report of Receiver as if fully set forth 

herein and will not recite the contents of said Initial Report herein.  Readers can find a copy of 

the Receiver’s Initial Report at:  http://www.receiver-clientcareexperts.com/announcements

 On October 24, 2016, Greenspoon Marder, as counsel for Client Experts Care, LLC, 

formerly known as First Choice Tech Support, LLC, Client Care Experts, Inc., Michael Seward, 

and Kevin McCormick, filed its Notice to Withdraw as counsel for all Defendants.5

II. The Receiver’s Role and Responsibilities 

4 On August 30, 2016, the Court entered its Amended Agreed Order Granting Receiver’s Omnibus Motion wherein 
the Court authorized the Receiver to “auction and/or sell any assets,” as set forth in paragraph 4(d). 

5 Pursuant to the October 25, 2016, Notice of Hearing, Greenspoon Marder has set the Amended Motion to 
Withdraw for hearing on November 8, 2016 at 8:45 a.m. 
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A. Generally 

Pursuant to the June 27, 2016, Temporary Injunction Order, the Court authorized and 

directed the Receiver to, among various duties and responsibilities: (i) “Assume full control of 

the Corporate Defendants. . .” Sec. XV (A); (ii) “Take exclusive custody, control, and possession 

of all Assets and Documents of. . .the Corporate Defendants, wherever situated. . .and assume 

control over Corporate Defendants’ income and profits therefrom and all sums of money now or 

hereafter due or owing to the Corporate Defendants.” Sec. XV (B); (iii) “Take all steps necessary 

to secure and take exclusive custody of each location from which the Corporate Defendants 

operate their businesses” Sec. XV (C); (iv) “Conserve, hold, and manage all Assets of the 

Corporate Defendants, and perform all acts necessary or advisable to preserve the value of those 

Assets in order to prevent any irreparable loss, damage, or injury to consumers or creditors of the 

Corporate Defendants. . .” Sec. XV (D); (v) “Choose, engage, and employ attorneys, 

accountants, appraiser, and other independent contractors and technical specialists, as the 

Receiver deems advisable or necessary in the performance of duties and responsibilities under 

the authority granted by this Order” Sec. XV (H); (vi) “Make payments and disbursements from 

the receivership estate that are necessary . . . for carrying out the directions of, or exercising the 

authority granted by, this Order.” Sec. XV (I); (vii) “Suspend business operations of the 

Corporate Defendants if in the judgment of the Receiver, such operations cannot be continued 

legally and profitably.” Sec. XV (J); (viii) “Prevent the destruction or erasure of any web page or 

website registered to and operated, in whole or in part, by Corporate Defendants.” Sec. XV (K); 

(ix) “Institute, compromise, adjust, appear in, intervene in, or become party to such actions or 

proceedings in state, federal or foreign courts . . . as the Receiver deems necessary and advisable 

to preserve or recover the Assets of the Corporate Defendants . . .” Sec XV. (N); (x) “Open one 
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or more bank accounts as designated depositories for funds of the Corporate Defendants.” Sec. 

XV (Q); (xi) “Maintain accurate records of all receipts and expenditures incurred as Receiver.” 

Sec. XV (R); (xii) “Cooperate with reasonable requests for information or assistance from any 

state or federal law enforcement agency” Sec. XV (U); and (xiii) “File timely reports with the 

Court at reasonable intervals or as otherwise directed by the Court.” Sec. XV (V). 

III.Administration 

A. Inventory6

On July 28, 2016, the Receiver filed his Initial Inventory of assets and has subsequently 

filed updates to the Initial Inventory, including updates as to ESI-related assets.  Since that date, 

no additional property or effects have been discovered or come in to the Receiver’s hands except 

as set forth in this Second Report. 

B. Engagement of Outside Professionals7

Pursuant to the Court’s Temporary Injunction Order, specifically Section XV(H), as 

provided for in paragraph 4 of the Court’s August 3, 2016 Agreed Order Granting Receiver’s 

Omnibus Motion, and the August 16, 2016 Notice of Retention of Auctioneer, the Receiver has 

engaged Michael Moecker & Associates as auctioneer to the Receiver in addition to the 

engagements as set forth in the Receiver’s Initial Report.  

6 Pursuant to the Search and Seizure Warrant served by the United States Postal Inspection Service, the Receiver has 
turned over all of the Corporate Defendants’ hard copy original business records that the Receiver came into 
possession of on June 29, 2016 pursuant to the June 27, 2016 Temporary Injunction Order and has provided copies 
of the electronic data marshaled by the Receiver as requested by the United States Postal Inspection Service. 

7 On August 18, 2016, the Receiver filed his Motion to: (i) Approve, Award, and Authorize the Release of Payment 
of Receiver’s Attorney’s Fees and Receiver’s Outside Professional’s Fees and Costs; And (ii) Approve, Award and 
Authorize Release of Payment of Receiver’s Fees and Costs wherein the Receiver, for the period from inception of 
the matter through July 31, 2016, wherein the Receiver sought the following: (i) Receiver’s fees = $42,300.00 and 
Receiver’s expenses = $1,152.86; (ii) Development Specialists, Inc. fees = $20,945.33 and Development Specialists, 
Inc. expenses = $50.60; (iii) Berger Singerman’s fees = $38,423.50 and Berger Singerman’s expenses = $777.21; 
and (iv) Andrews International’s fees = $42,050.00 and Andrews International’s expenses = $1,620.00.  The 
Receiver’s Motion has not been set for hearing to date.  The Receiver and his professionals will update their 
respective professional fees and expenses prior to setting the Motion for hearing. 
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Michael Moecker & Associates picked up all of the remaining computer equipment and 

peripherals that remained at the former offices of the Corporate Defendants and is preparing 

same for auction and/or bulk sale.  The Receiver had his IT professionals from Andrew 

International wipe electronic data from the computers at issue prior to them being turned over to 

Michael Moecker & Associates for further disposition.  A small number of computers would not 

start and therefore could not be wiped; as such, those computers will not be auctioned and/or 

sold at this time. 

C. Banking Issues 

The Receiver continues to maintain a Commercial Checking and separate Money Market 

account at Sabadell United Bank containing the monies marshaled by the Receiver from 

inception of this matter through the date of this Second Report.   

D. Revenue and Finances8

As of October 31, 2016, the following funds have been marshaled by the Receiver for 

benefit of the Corporate Defendants: 

Sabadell United Bank – Commercial Checking: $13,172.72 

Sabadell United Bank – Money Market:  $312,074.55 

Sabadell United Bank – Total Monies On Hand: $405,029.809

These funds reflect the amounts marshaled by the Receiver as follows: 

TD Bank:       $348,438.44 

Electronic Merchant Systems:    $109,388.47 

8 The Receiver and his professionals continue their investigation into the business affairs of the Corporate 
Defendants in an effort to fully understand what monies may be due to the Corporate Defendants based upon a 
number of executory contracts and/or existing relationships, including with merchant processors.  That investigation 
is ongoing. 

9 The balance does not include interest earned through October 31, 2016. 
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Global Payments, Inc.:    $222,782.53 

E. Payroll

On August 10, 2016, pursuant to the Court’s August 3, 2016 Agreed Order on Receiver’s 

Omnibus Motion, the Receiver prepared and released the payroll to employees and consultants 

that was due for the period through June 25, 2016, either by direct deposit and/or via live check, 

to the former employees and/or consultants of the Corporate Defendants.  The Receiver filed his 

Notice of Release of Payroll on August 10, 2016, and posted information on the Receiver’s 

website relative to said release of payroll.  The outstanding payroll for the period ending June 25, 

2016 totaled $226,613.41.

On August 16, 2016, pursuant to the Court’s August 3, 2016 Agreed Order on Receiver’s 

Omnibus Motion, the Receiver prepared and released the final payroll to employees and 

consultants that was due for the period June 26, 2016 through June 29, 2016 (i.e. the date of 

cessation of business of the Corporate Defendants), either by direct deposit and/or via paper 

check to the former employees and/or consultants of the Corporate Defendants.  The Receiver 

filed his Notice of Release of Final Payroll on August 16, 2016 and posted information on the 

Receiver’s website relative to said release of payroll.  The outstanding payroll for the period 

ending June 29, 2016 totaled $43,510.25. 

F. 3301 Quantum Boulevard, 2nd Floor, Boynton Beach, Florida  33426 

The Receiver and the Landlord, through respective counsel, negotiated the vacating of the 

office space previously utilized by the Corporate Defendants located at 3301 Quantum 

Boulevard, Boynton Beach, Florida 33426. 

Pursuant to those negotiations, the Receiver vacated and returned the premises to the 

Landlord effective September 6, 2016, leaving said premises empty and in broom-clean 
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condition, with the Landlord accepting said return after inspection of the premises.  Pursuant to 

the negotiations, the Receiver and Landlord agreed that Landlord would retain possession of the 

Security Deposit it maintained in full and complete satisfaction of any further monetary 

obligation pursuant to the Office Lease Agreement effective September 6, 2016. 

G. Tax Documents and Returns 

The Receiver will prepare and distribute all necessary year-end tax returns to former 

employees and/or consultant by the appropriate due dates. 

H. Forensic Accounting 

The Receiver and his professionals are reviewing the books and records of the Corporate 

Defendants and is investigating the disbursements from the Corporate Defendants accounts, 

including those previously closed, including distributions to Insiders and/or entities 

owned/controlled by Insiders, and will take action, as necessary, to try to recover transfers and/or 

distributions that the Receiver believes are due to the Corporate Defendants. 

IV.  Cooperation 

 The Receiver and his professionals have met with and/or spoken with the all parties to 

this matter in addition to a number of individuals and professionals relative to this matter.  The 

Receiver has, and intends to continue to seek the voluntary cooperation and assistance of 

individuals and professionals who may have been engaged by and/or are knowledgeable about 

the affairs of the Corporate Defendants.

 The Receiver reserves the right, should it be necessary, to utilize the discovery provisions 

as contained in Sec. XV(P)of the June 27, 2016 Temporary Injunction Order should any 

individual and/or professional not voluntarily cooperate as required by Sec. XVIII of the June 27, 

2016 Temporary Injunction Order.





EXHIBIT 1 
TEMPORARY INJUNCTION ORDER 

JUNE 27, 2016 
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