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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

(Palm Beach Division) 
 

Case No. 9:19-CV-80633-ROSENBERG 
 
 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION, 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
NATURAL DIAMONDS INVESTMENT CO.,  
et al., 
 

Defendants, 
 
H.S. MANAGEMENT GROUP LLC, et al., 
 
 Relief Defendants. 
______________________________________________/ 
 

RECEIVER’S UNOPPOSED MOTION FOR JUDICIAL DETERMINATION 
REGARDING OWNERSHIP OF FOURTEEN DIAMONDS IN THE RECEIVER’S  

POSSESSION; INCORPORATED MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
 

Jeffrey C. Schneider, not individually, but solely in his capacity as the Court-appointed 

Receiver (the “Receiver”) for Natural Diamonds Investment Co. (“NDIC”), Eagle Financial 

Diamond Group, Inc. (“Eagle”), and Argyle Coin, LLC (“Argyle”) (collectively, the “Receivership 

Entities” or “Receivership Estate”), moves the Court for an Order determining the ownership of 

14 diamonds and/or pieces of jewelry that were located on Receivership property or that the 

Receiver has otherwise come into possession of, but which appear to be owned by individuals who 

did not invest those diamonds with the Receivership Entities.   

As set forth more fully below, the Receiver has conferred with counsel for the SEC, Amie 

Riggle Berlin, who consents to the relief recommended herein by the Receiver, and all other 

Defendants and Relief Defendants (except for Jose Aman) have since settled with the SEC and 

Case 9:19-cv-80633-RLR   Document 264   Entered on FLSD Docket 11/04/2020   Page 1 of 11



 

2 

had consent judgments entered by the Court.  Mr. Aman has also consented to a settlement with 

the SEC, but the terms of it will be finalized only after his sentencing in his criminal case. 

BACKGROUND 

1.  Introduction 

In every receivership, there are assets that get caught in the net of the proverbial 

receivership, but that do not really belong there.  Here, there are pieces that individual defendant 

Jose Aman (“Aman”) evidently sold, loaned, or consigned to Relief Defendant Gold 7 of Miami, 

LLC (“G7”), individual defendant Harold Seigel, the American Institute of Diamond Cutting, LLC 

(“AIDC”) (a buyer and seller of diamonds with Eagle), and 125 Worth Partners LLC (Eagle’s 

landlord), but it appears that the diamonds were stolen from individuals that placed their diamonds 

with the individual defendants to be appraised, certified, stored and/or auctioned, and not because 

they invested those diamonds with any of the Receivership Entities.1   

Prior orders of this Court, and the recently-executed Settlement Agreement [DE 252-1] 

between the Receiver and G7, authorize the Receiver to sell all diamonds in the Receivership 

Estate, but because of the unique nature of the diamonds discussed herein, the Receiver seeks the 

Court’s determination as to the ownership and disposition of the diamonds of these non-parties 

before selling these particular diamonds.  Indeed, for the reasons stated below, the Receiver 

recommends that these pieces not be considered to be part of the Receivership Estate, and thus not 

sold to be distributed to the victims of the fraud; instead, these pieces should be carved out of the 

Receivership Estate and returned to the individuals who own them. 

  

 
1 The Receiver has also learned that Aman apparently stole other diamonds owned by these (and 
other) individuals, but the Receiver has been unable to locate the other diamonds. 
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2. Eight Diamonds from G7 

On June 4, 2019, the Court issued the Order Imposing Asset Freeze and Other Relief as to 

Relief Defendant Gold 7 of Miami, LLC (the “G7 Asset Freeze”) [DE 55].  The G7 Asset Freeze 

included 53 diamonds and jewelry pieces possessed and unsold by G7 in the list attached as Exhibit 

1 to the Settlement Agreement (collectively, the “53 Diamonds/Jewelry”).  Since this proceeding 

began, the Receiver has learned that eight of the 53 pieces are actually owned by five individuals.2  

The eight G7 pieces are highlighted in the document attached as Exhibit A.  Four of these five 

individuals have contacted the Receiver and have satisfactorily provided documentary proof of 

their ownership of their specific pieces.  One individual has not contacted the Receiver, but the 

Receiver has independently confirmed this person’s interest in one of the pieces.3      

The Receiver recently filed a Motion to Approve the G7 Settlement Agreement [DE 252].  

To eliminate any duplication between the filings, the Receiver incorporates the “Background” 

section of that Motion into this Motion.  The relevant G7/Receiver settlement terms regarding 

these eight diamonds provide that (a) certain individuals have claimed that their diamonds are 

among the 53 Diamonds/Jewelry; (b) the Receiver shall address that issue by separate motion (i.e., 

this motion); and (c) such pieces will be removed from the universe of pieces to be immediately 

sold – while that issue is being addressed by the Court – so as to not delay liquidating the remaining 

pieces. 

  

 
2  For privacy purposes, the Receiver will not be disclosing the identity of these individuals. 
 
3  One person owns four diamonds, and four people own the other four diamonds. 
 

Case 9:19-cv-80633-RLR   Document 264   Entered on FLSD Docket 11/04/2020   Page 3 of 11



 

4 

3.  Three Diamonds from AIDC 

As part of his duties while Corporate Monitor for two of the Receivership Entities (NDIC 

and EFDG) in Case No. 9:18-civ-81151 that was pending before Judge Middlebrooks, the Receiver 

obtained possession of three diamonds that had been transferred to AIDC by either the 

Receivership Entities or Aman.  To date, the Receiver continues to hold those diamonds as part of 

the Receivership Estate.  The Receiver has identified three diamonds from the group transferred 

to the Receiver by AIDC that belong to two individuals: GIA numbers 14933242, 15114587, and 

2155112349.  One has provided satisfactory proof of ownership of two of the three diamonds, and 

the Receiver has independently confirmed the interest of the other person in the other diamond.  

4.  Two Diamonds from Harold Seigel 

Harold Seigel (“Seigel”) was holding two cut yellow diamonds.  Shortly after the 

Receiver’s appointment as Corporate Monitor, he learned that these two diamonds had been 

provided by Aman to Seigel’s counsel (in the Corporate Monitor Action) as potential security for 

the payment of legal bills.  The diamonds had been returned by Seigel’s counsel to Seigel (through 

Aman’s sister) almost immediately before Eagle’s and NDIC’s decision to stipulate to the 

Receiver’s appointment as Corporate Monitor in the Corporate Monitor action.  The Receiver was 

not initially advised by the Seigels or their then counsel of these diamonds or this transfer (which, 

again, immediately preceded his appointment).  When the Receiver learned about it, given these 

circumstances, the Receiver demanded that the two diamonds be turned over to him.  The next 

day, Seigel delivered the two diamonds to the Receiver with GIA certificates bearing GIA numbers 

2105851842 and 17207398.  Again, the individual who owns these two diamonds has provided to 

the Receiver satisfactory proof of ownership.   
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5. One Diamond from 125 Worth Partners LLC 

Apparently, the landlord for the Receivership Entities’ business premises, 125 Worth 

Partners LLC, had been holding diamonds given to him by Aman as a sign of good faith for making 

future rent payments.  The Receiver sent the landlord a series of demand emails requesting the 

turnover of the diamonds.  The landlord complied and turned over five diamonds to the Receiver; 

one is owned by an individual who has provided to the Receiver satisfactory proof of ownership.  

The diamond bears GIA number 2135394395.   

The fourteen diamonds referenced above are being stored in the Receiver’s safe deposit 

box and not being marketed while the Court addresses the issue of ownership raised herein so as 

to not delay selling the remaining pieces.  For the reasons discussed below, the Receiver 

recommends returning all fourteen diamonds to their rightful owners, whom, again, the Receiver 

has identified and confirmed.  To the extent the Receiver is able to locate any other diamonds 

claimed by these individuals or others, the Receiver would similarly recommend an order broad 

enough to authorize the Receiver to also return those diamonds to their owners without having to 

file another motion.  Toward that end, contemporaneous with the filing of this motion, the Receiver 

has posted a request on the receivership website, asking all individuals who may have provided a 

diamond or jewelry to anyone associated with the defendants for any reason other than investment 

in one of the Receivership Entities to contact the Receiver immediately with proof and details of 

ownership. 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

As stated above, the Receiver came into possession of the above pieces through the means 

described above.  Nearly all of these people have contacted the Receiver regarding this issue and 

have satisfactorily provided documents to prove their ownership interest.  These people have also 
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stated that they did not authorize the individual defendants, Receivership Entities, or anyone else 

to take their diamonds to G7, AIDC or 125 Worth Partners LLC for any purpose.    

The Court’s power to supervise an equity receivership and determine the appropriate action 

to be taken in the administration of the receivership is extremely broad.  SEC v. Elliott, 953 F.2d 

1560, 1566 (11th Cir. 1992); SEC v. First City Fin. Corp., 890 F.2d 1215, 1230 (D.C. Cir. 1989). 

The Court’s wide discretion derives from the inherent powers of an equity court to fashion relief. 

Id. at 1566 (citing SEC v. Safety Fin. Serv., Inc., 674 F.2d 368, 372 (5th Cir. 1982)).  Without 

question, the Court is empowered to determine the subject issue on equitable grounds.   

The Receiver recommends that these above-identified pieces not be part of the 

Receivership Estate, and thus not sold pursuant to the G7/Receiver Settlement Agreement or any 

sale order by this Court for multiple related reasons.   

First, the victims of this proceeding invested large sums of money with the Receivership 

Entities for purported large investment returns.  However, the subject victims did not use these 

diamonds as payment or collateral for making any investments with the Receivership Entities, nor 

did they sell these diamonds to the Receivership Entities.  Rather, as stated above, these people 

had these diamonds stored in and/or sent to the Receivership Entities’ offices for purposes of a 

future potential auction, resale, certification by GIA, and/or safekeeping.  Therefore, the 

Receivership Entities came into possession of these pieces through other means.  In other words, 

these pieces were not “invested” with the Receivership Entities and these victims did not invest 

these pieces in the Receivership Entities.  The Receivership Entities or the Individual Defendants 

merely possessed them for other reasons (i.e., auction, resale, certification by GIA, etc.). 

In addition, these diamonds are segregated, identifiable assets.  These diamonds are not 

“cash” that is subject to commingling.  These diamonds were separately identified and can be 
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easily returned by the Receiver to their rightful owners.  One can imagine Aman borrowing a car 

from his neighbor.  When the Court issued its initial freeze orders, the car would be captured in 

the ambit of the freeze and the Receiver would take possession of the car, but that does not mean 

that the car belongs in the Receivership Estate, or that the Receiver has legal title, because the 

neighbor is not similarly situated to the many investors that invested in the Receivership Entities.  

Returning these diamonds to their rightful owners is thus no different than returning the neighbor’s 

car. 

The Receiver is sensitive to the argument under SEC v. Elliott, 953 F.2d 1560 (11th Cir. 

1992) that these diamonds were stolen from these victims, not unlike monies were stolen from 

victims that invested in the Receivership Entities, and that these items were swept into and 

ultimately commingled with the underlying scheme.  The Receiver is also sensitive to the argument 

under SEC v. Elliott that returning these diamonds to their owners would give them a priority over 

the victims in the Receivership Estate who lost all or most of their investment money with the 

Receivership Entities.   However, the analysis under Elliott involves assets for which ownership 

had transferred to the Receivership Entities or which were otherwise fungible (such as money).  

Here, the facts are distinguishable from Elliott.  Ownership was not transferred to the Receivership 

Entities – only possession was – and the diamonds here are not fungible and are easily identifiable.   

Similar to how the Receiver has entrusted his bank to hold the Receivership diamonds for 

his benefit, but has not transferred control of them, these individuals unfortunately chose to entrust 

some or all of the individual defendants with their diamonds for resale, certification, or 

safekeeping.  Therefore, notwithstanding the potential arguments under Elliott, the Receiver 

believes that the most equitable result is to return these diamonds to their owners for the above 

reasons.  Because their property would be returned to them, they would not be making claims in 
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the Receivership later, unless they also invested money with one of the Receivership Entities, so 

claims against the Receivership Estate would be reduced by returning these items.  Respectfully, 

although the Receiver has shared his opinions herein, the Receiver acknowledges that it is for the 

Court to make the ultimate determination, not the Receiver.      

The Expenses Associated with this Undertaking 

Should the Court determine that the 14 diamonds should be returned, then the Receiver 

proposes, after consultation with the SEC, that the expense associated with this endeavor not be 

taxed on the other investors of the Receivership Estate.  To accomplish this, the Receiver will 

identify the time entries related to this effort and divide that time by 14 and make that amount a 

cost to the owners to get their diamonds back.  As with the ownership issue, this is also just the 

Receiver’s suggestion and the ultimate determination is the Court’s.  The Receiver believes, 

however, that this is a fair approach that allows the subject investors/nonparties to get their pieces 

back for a relatively nominal expense while also eliminating any expense on the investors of the 

Receivership Estate associated with this effort. 

  The Receiver will be serving a copy of this Motion on the subject investors/nonparties for 

whom he has email addresses, as well as posting this Motion on the receivership website for all 

investors and victims to review so that anyone potentially affected has notice of this Motion and 

an opportunity to be heard.  The Receiver will also file any and all responses that he receives from 

any individuals. 

CERTIFICATION WITH COUNSEL 

 Pursuant to Local Rule 7.1(a)(3), the Receiver hereby certifies that he has conferred with 

counsel for the SEC, Amie Riggle Berlin, who has advised that she consents to the relief 

recommended herein by the Receiver.  All Defendants and Relief Defendants (except for Jose 
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Aman) have settled with the SEC and have had consent judgments entered by the Court.  Mr. 

Aman has also consented to a settlement with the SEC, but the terms will be finalized after his 

sentencing in the criminal case.  The Receiver has consulted with Mr. Aman and he, too, does not 

oppose the recommended contained herein.     

CONCLUSION 

 The Receiver respectfully requests that this Court grant this Motion, issue the proposed 

Order attached as Exhibit B, and provide such other relief as is just and proper. 

Dated: November 4, 2020 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 LEVINE KELLOGG LEHMAN  
SCHNEIDER + GROSSMAN LLP  
201 South Biscayne Boulevard  
Citigroup Center, 22nd Floor  
Miami, FL 33131  
Telephone: (305) 403-8788  
Facsimile: (305) 403-8789  
 
By: s/Stephanie Reed Traband 
STEPHANIE REED TRABAND 
Florida Bar No. 0158471 
srt@lklsg.com 
ar@lklsg.com 
 
Counsel for the Receiver 
 
     -and-        

 SALLAH ASTARITA & COX, LLC 
Co-counsel for the Receiver 
3010 North Military Trail, Suite 210 
Boca Raton, FL 33431 
Tel.: (561) 989-9080 
Fax: (561) 989-9020
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on November 4, 2020, I electronically filed the foregoing document 

with the Clerk of the Court using CM/ECF.  I also certify that the foregoing document is being 

served this day on all counsel of record or pro se parties identified on the attached Service List in 

the manner specified, either via transmission of Notices of Electronic Filing generated by CM/ECF 

or in some other authorized manner for those counsel or parties who do not receive such.  

By: /s/ Stephanie Reed Traband 
STEPHANIE REED TRABAND 

 
SERVICE LIST 

 
Counsel for Securities and Exchange Commission: 
Amie Riggle Berlin, Esq. 
Senior Trial Counsel  
Linda S. Schmidt, Esq. 
Senior Trial Counsel 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
801 Brickell Avenue, Suite 1800 
Miami, Florida 33131 
Email: berlina@sec.gov 
     
Counsel for Harold Seigel, Jonathan Seigel, and H.S. Management Group LLC: 
Ellen M. Kaplan, Esq. 
Law Office of Ellen M. Kaplan P.A. 
9900 W Sample Rd Fl 3 
Coral Springs, Florida 33065  
Email: ellenkaplanesq@aol.com  
 
Counsel for Gold 7 of Miami, LLC: 
Aaron Resnick, Esq. 
Law Offices of Aaron Resnick, P.A. 
100 Biscayne Boulevard, Suite 1607 
Miami, Florida 33132 
E-mail: aresnick@thefirmmiami.com 
 
Counsel for Winners Church, Frederick Shipman, and Whitney Shipman: 
Carl Schoeppl, Esq. 
Terry A.C. Gray, Esq. 
Schoeppl Law, P.A. 
4651 North Federal Highway 
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Boca Raton, Florida 33431 
Email: carl@schoeppllaw.com 
            tgray@schoeppllaw.com 
 
Via Email 
 
Jose Aman, pro se  
E-mail: joseaman123@gmail.com  
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

 
Case No. 9:19-CV-80633-ROSENBERG 

 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION, 
 
 Plaintiff,     
v.       
 
NATURAL DIAMONDS INVESTMENT CO., 
EAGLE FINANCIAL DIAMOND GROUP INC. 
a/k/a DIAMANTE ATELIER, 
ARGYLE COIN, LLC, 
JOSE ANGEL AMAN, 
HAROLD SEIGEL, & 
JONATHON H. SEIGEL, 
 
 Defendants, 
 
H.S. MANAGEMENT GROUP LLC, 
GOLD 7 OF MIAMI, LLC, 
WINNERS CHURCH INTERNATIONAL INC. 
OF WEST PALM BEACH, FLORIDA, 
FREDERICK D. SHIPMAN, & 
WHITNEY SHIPMAN, 
 
Relief Defendants. 
_______________________________________/ 
 

 

ORDER GRANTING RECEIVER’S UNOPPOSED MOTION FOR  
JUDICIAL DETERMINATION REGARDING OWNERSHIP  

OF FOURTEEN DIAMONDS IN THE RECEIVER’S POSSESSION 
 

THIS CAUSE came before the Court upon the Receiver’s Unopposed Motion for Judicial 

Determination Regarding Ownership of Fourteen Diamonds in the Receiver’s Possession (the 

“Motion”) [DE ___].  The Court has reviewed the Motion, the record, and being otherwise advised 

in the premises, it is hereby ORDERED and ADJUDGED that: 

1. The Motion is GRANTED.   
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2. For the reasons stated in the Motion, the fourteen diamonds identified in the Motion 

are not part of the Receivership Estate.   

3. The Receiver shall return the fourteen diamonds to their owners whom the Receiver 

has identified.  As part of that process, the Receiver shall segregate the fees incurred by his 

professionals and him on this issue, divide the total fees by fourteen, and require the owners of 

those diamonds to pay 1/14 of those fees in order to obtain their respective diamond. 

4. Should the Receiver come into possession of or learn of any additional diamonds 

that were similarly provided to Harold Seigel or his companies, but not as an investment in the 

Receivership Entities, the Receiver is authorized to follow the same protocol set forth herein 

without the need for further motion. 

DONE and ORDERED in Chambers at West Palm Beach, Palm Beach County, Florida 

on this ___ day of _________________, 2020.      

      ____________________________  
       ROBIN L. ROSENBERG 

      UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
 
Copies to Counsel of Record 
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