
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SIXTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
IN AND FOR PINELLAS COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CIVIL DIVISION 
 
STATE OF FLORIDA,  
OFFICE OF FINANCIAL REGULATION, 
 

Plaintiff,   
 

vs.        CASE NO.: 2014-001695-CI  
 
TRI-MED CORPORATION, 
TRI-MED ASSOCIATES INC.,   
JEREMY ANDERSON,  
ANTHONY N. NICHOLAS, III,   
ERIC AGER, 
IRWIN AGER, 
TERESA SIMMONS BORDINAT, a/k/a   
TERESA SIMMONS, 
and ANTHONY N. NICHOLAS, JR., 
 
 Defendants, 
 
TMFL HOLDINGS, LLC, 
 
 Relief Defendant 
_________________________________/ 

 
OFR’S SUPPLEMENTAL OPPOSITION TO MOTION SEEKING RELIEF 

FROM INJUNCTION FOLLOWING DISCOVERY OF DEFENDANTS’ ROLE 
 IN BANKRUPTCY RELATED MOTIONS 

AND REQUEST FOR ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
 

1. Plaintiff, State of Florida, Office of Financial Regulation (“OFR”), files this 

supplement to its filing of February 17, 2015, which was in opposition to the “Unaffiliated 

Creditors” motion seeking relief from injunction.  The OFR also requests an Order to Show 

Cause in light of the facts set forth below.  

2. The OFR’s suspicions about how the Defendants and their agents have misled six 

investors - “unaffiliated creditors” into affiliating with the Defendants and their agents by 

engaging bankruptcy counsel, aligning themselves in a purported joint defense agreement with 
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the unregistered sales agent A.J. Brent (“Brent”), who is responsible for selling these fraudulent 

securities to them in the first place, and by agreeing to further sacrifice their financial well-being 

by likely unknowingly agreeing to be responsible for attorney fees (Exhibit I, Page 9-12).  The 

OFR’s suspicions have increased with the discovery of the following facts (described in more 

detail with supporting Exhibits beginning at page 5 below):  

a. Evidence indicating Defendants Jeremy Anderson and Irving Ager are 

directly soliciting and misleading Tri-Med investors to join in the bankruptcy, in 

violation of the injunction;   

b. Evidence indicating the investors are being misled about the total assets 

held in the receivership estate; 

c. Evidence that the investors are being told that they will receive all of their 

investment with interest if a bankruptcy is filed; 

d. Evidence that Defendant Jeremy Anderson is funding attorney fees for 

bankruptcy counsel Anthony & Partners (hereinafter “bankruptcy counsel”) through 

Interventional Pain Center, PLLC (“IPC”), an entity and its affiliates that received 

$960,000 in Tri-Med funds; 

e. Evidence that Anderson’s conduit for these attorney fees is Tri-Med sales 

agent A.J. Brent, who in deposition denied knowledge of how bankruptcy counsel was 

being paid, despite having received wires of funds to a personal account and issuing 

corresponding checks to bankruptcy counsel through a different business account at a 

different bank; 

f. Evidence that Defendant Jeremy Anderson may be funding attorney fees 

for Brent’s separate counsel, Jennis & Bowen, PL, through Rejuva Medical Center, LLC; 

and,    
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g. Evidence of forged signatures being attached to Joinder Motions 

submitted to the court by bankruptcy counsel in February 2015. 

 3. The above behavior is consistent with how Defendants operated Tri-Med as 

established by the OFR in the October 23, 2014 injunction dissolution hearing, including: 

a. Forging law firm opinion letters and attorney signatures; 

b. Creating fictitious Letters of Protection on forged attorney letterhead;   

c. Misrepresenting the use of various attorneys for advice and a CPA for 

audited financial statements, that each investment was backed by a major insurance 

company, that all investor funds would be held in trust by an attorney for purchase of 

medical receivables, and the existence of a letter of credit guaranteeing the investments. 

4. The Defendants when given the opportunity to address the OFR’s case in chief in 

depositions asserted their 5th Amendment privilege. 

 5. The Defendants when given the opportunity to address these allegations in the 

Injunction dissolution hearing asserted their 5th Amendment privilege or failed to participate. 

 6. As summarized above and as set forth in more detail below, the Defendants 

continue to conceal their activities that are in furtherance of their investment scheme.    

 7. Defendant Anderson is attempting to circumvent the factual inconsistency that he 

created when he maintained, in a one page filing with the Court early in the proceeding (Exhibit 

II) and later to investors, that Tri-Med is solvent and able to meet its obligations, while 

simultaneously attempting to move the allegedly solvent and liquid entity to bankruptcy, where 

it would be operated by Defendant Anderson’s chosen manager, Bill Parkhurst, or returned to 

Anderson as Tri-Med’s original president, in the role of a “debtor in possession” in a 

reorganization.   

8. Sales agents like Brent and John Parker, whose recent misleading and fraudulent 
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activities promoting a bankruptcy are further addressed below, are driven by several self-serving 

motives, including their hope to avoid civil and criminal liability for the sale of unregistered 

securities by replacing the Receiver, who has gathered records evidencing their illicit 

transactions and has sued them for the return of commissions in excess of $150,000.    

 9. This has resulted in Defendant Anderson, Defendant Irvin Ager, and sales agents 

Brent and John Parker joining forces to orchestrate a bankruptcy filing disguised as a selfless act 

on behalf of investors, but which perpetuates their fraudulent conduct and the permits them to 

continue to attempt to avoid justice.     

Background Preceding OFR’s Additional Discovery of Evidence  

10. On February 19, 2015, bankruptcy counsel for the self-described “Unaffiliated 

Creditors” filed two pleadings with the Court titled Unaffiliated Creditors’ Notice of Filing 

Joinders.  These two filings identified a total of 11 Tri-Med additional investors who appear 

desirous of joining in an effort to obtain relief from the injunction in order to file a bankruptcy 

petition.  Each investor appeared to have signed Joinder Motions prepared by bankruptcy 

counsel “as a courtesy.”  Eleven Joinder Motions purportedly executed by each investor were 

attached to two Notice of Filings. (Exhibit III and IV)     

11. As indicated in the OFR’s previously filed Opposition to Motion Seeking Relief 

from Injunction (filed 2/19/15), the OFR maintained its right and need to participate in 

depositions that were the subject of the Receiver’s Motion to Compel Depositions.  The Motion 

to Compel was opposed by bankruptcy counsel.  Separately, undersigned counsel was conscious 

that the attorney-client relationship between these six investors and bankruptcy counsel might be 

offended by having OFR Investigators directly initiate interviews with these six investors.  The 

OFR’s initial opposition filing further identified its concerns as to whether the six investors were 

being re-victimized by being misled about the merits of a bankruptcy, as well as by becoming 
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responsible for attorney fees (as indicated in the Engagement Letter submitted to the Court by 

bankruptcy counsel), and maintained as follows:   

…the OFR maintains that deposition enquiries at a minimum should be allowed to 
address whether preliminary discussions were initiated by Brent unilaterally with each 
individual investor outside of the presence of counsel prior to the November 5, 2014 
Engagement Letter, and/or prior to the January 2, 2015 Joint Defense Agreement, and to 
address the substance of each communication.  Such unilateral communications by Brent 
outside the presence of counsel possibly covering such topics as identifying details about 
the investors’ need for legal representation, making enquires about the investors’ interest 
in participating, providing explanations about the merits of a bankruptcy in comparison 
to the receivership, describing the terms and costs of an engagement of counsel, or the 
need for a joint defense agreement would appear well beyond the scope of protection that 
a subsequently entered joint defense agreement that was entered after consultation with 
counsel would prospectively provide.  Such enquiry is relevant to a determination of 
whether this Court’s injunction order was or is being circumvented to the detriment all 
investors. 
 
12. Given that bankruptcy counsel maintained he was not representing the 11 

investors who filed the Joinder Motions (hereinafter “Joinder investors”), OFR Investigators 

interviewed several Joinder investors during the week of February 23, 2015.   

 Forged Execution of Joinder Filing for Investor Pamela Buzzell 
and Involvement of Defendants Irwin Ager  

and Jeremy Anderson in Buzzell’s Joinder Solicitation 
 

13. Joinder investor Pamela Buzzell is 65 years old.  Ms. Buzzell’s Joinder filing   

indicates she invested $40,000 in the Tri-Med investment program and appears to reflect the 

signature of Ms. Buzzell.  (Exhibit IV, Pages 6 and 7)  Ms. Buzzell was interviewed and 

provided a sworn statement which was recorded.  (Exhibit V)  A summary of additional 

comments made by Mr. Buzzell prior to the recording was documented by OFR Investigators in 

a brief report along with an e-mail provided by Ms. Buzzell with attachments.  (Exhibit VI, 

Pages 2 and 23 - 27)   

14. Ms. Buzzell indicated she was approached about a bankruptcy filing by her Tri-

Med sales agent, Defendant Irwin Ager, who “…assured me that when they got to bankruptcy, if 
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that was approved, then they would be giving the money back to the investors.”  (Exhibit V, 

Page 3)  Ms. Buzzell also indicated Defendant Ager had also instructed her not to tell anyone he 

had spoken with her as he was not allowed to speak to investors.  (Exhibit VI, Page 2)       

15. After indicating to Defendant Ager that she was interested in the return of her 

funds, Ms. Buzzell received a call from “Scott,” who was to provide more details.  Following 

discussions with “Scott,” Ms. Buzzell received an e-mail from “Scott” dated February 6, 2015.  

(Exhibit VI, Pages 23-27) 

16. The e-mail was sent from the e-mail address takebackmylife14@gmail.com.  

(Exhibit VI, Page 24, 24a and 24b)  This e-mail address takebackmylife14@gmail.com is a 

known address for Defendant Jeremy Anderson and has been used by Anderson in a recent 

February 13, 2015, filing in this matter.  (Exhibit VII)  This filing contains an executed signature 

for Jeremy Anderson that appears on a signature line above a three line signature block that 

includes the same e-mail address as used by Scott:  

   ______________________ 
Jeremy Anderson 
takebackmylife14@gmail.com 
Pro Se Defendant.        

 17. The e-mail to Ms. Buzzell included a Joinder Motion for execution by Ms. 

Buzzell and a copy of background information about Bill Parkhurst (Exhibit VI, Page 27), a 

non-party whose name and background had previously been provided to several investors as the 

person proposed to manage Tri-Med in bankruptcy.  As the court has been advised by the 

Receiver, the earlier mailing was previously circulated to several investors in late summer 2014  
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and was falsely attributed to investor McClellan.1        

 18. Ms. Buzzell further indicated in her interview that following receipt of the e-mail 

from “Scott,” she was unable to print and execute the Joinder Motion.  In a subsequent phone 

conversation with “Scott,” Ms. Buzzell indicated she “…gave them permission [to sign the 

Joinder Motion] because I had trouble with my printer, and then I was going for eye surgery and 

I didn’t have time to mail it….”  (Exhibit V, Pages 2 and 3)    

19. Absent from this authorization was any attempt by “Scott” to obtain a valid 

power of attorney appointment pursuant to Chapter 709, Florida Statutes, which contains 

specific requirements for the creation and execution of a power of attorney (in writing, 

notarized, witnessed) and imposes numerous fiduciary duties upon any agent who authorized to 

act with a power of attorney.  Moreover, Chapter 709, Florida Statutes, does not authorize an 

agent rightfully holding power of attorney to execute a principal’s signature.  Certainly, 

additional scrutiny would have followed if Ms. Buzzell’s signature had been signed:  Pamela 

Buzzell by Scott at takebackmylife14@gmail.com, who does not hold Power of Attorney.      

20. When asked by the OFR Investigator as to whether Ms. Buzzell was “familiar 

with the way that the bankruptcy proceeding works,” Ms. Buzzell replied “not really.” (Exhibit 

V, Page 3) 

21. When Ms. Buzzell was asked if she knew how much of her money was invested 

into Tri-Med letters of protection, she replied “100%.”  When the Investigator informed her that 

40% had been used immediately by Tri-Med for administrative expenses, Ms. Buzzell was 

surprised, asked the Investigator to repeat what had just been said, and then replied, “Well if I 

                                                           
1 Mr. McClellan denies initiating the mailing.  Mr. McClellan has indicated that he was told  that 
Mr. Parkhurst was going to manage Tri-Med in bankruptcy.  Mr. McClellan is now a member of 
the Creditors Committee established by the Receiver and no longer seeks a bankruptcy filing, 
after learning more details about the detriments of a bankruptcy.      

mailto:takebackmylife14@gmail.com
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had known that, I would have never given them money.”  (Exhibit VI, Page 2)  

Forged Execution of Joinder Filing by Robert J. Waidler 

22. Joinder Investor Robert J. Waidler is 89 years old and blind.  Mr. Waidler’s 

Joinder filing indicates he purchased a $20,000 interest in the Tri-Med investment program.   

Mr. Waidler and his wife were interviewed at their mobile home in Sebring, FL.  (Exhibit VIII) 

The Waidlers also provided a sworn statement, which was recorded.  (Exhibit VI, Page 1)  

During the recording, Mr. Waidler had problems remembering the name of the street where he 

lived.  (Exhibit VIII, Page 2)  The Waidlers were shown a copy of the Joinder Motion 

purportedly signed by Mr. Waidler.  (Exhibit III, Joinder Motion at Pages 7 and 8)  The 

Waidler’s indicated they had not discussed this matter with anyone who had sought their consent 

to join a bankruptcy.  (Exhibit VIII, Page 3and 4)  Additionally, the Waidlers stated that the 

signature on the Joinder Motion did not belong to Mr. Waidler; that Mr. Waidler typically does 

not sign his signature as he is blind; and that when his signature is needed, it is Mrs. Waidler 

who signs via a power of attorney.  In those instances Mrs. Waidler explained that she signs 

using her own name and signature, not his.  (Exhibit VIII, Pages 3, 4 and 5)  The Waidlers 

further provided that they do not understand what occurs in a bankruptcy.  (Exhibit VIII, Page 5)    

Joinder Investor Rasmussen 

23. OFR Investigators interviewed Joinder investor Eleanor Rasmussen.  (Exhibit VI, 

Page 1 and 14 – 22)   Ms. Rasmussen is 89 years old and invested $10,000 in the Tri-Med 

scheme as indicated in her Joinder Motion.  Ms. Rasmussen advised that she signed the Joinder 

Motion after being approached by her Tri-Med sales agent John Parker (“Parker”).  (Exhibit VI, 

Page 1)  Ms. Rasmussen advised that she has relied on Parker to update her as to the Tri-Med 

receivership and expected to talk to Parker later that day.  Ms. Rasmussen advised that Parker 

told her that there was plenty of money to repay all of the investors, that all the money was 
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frozen, and that bankruptcy would be the best way for the investors to get all their money back 

as opposed to proceeding through an expensive receiver.  (Exhibit VI, Page 1)  Ms. Rasmussen 

advised that she wanted her money back, so she signed the Joinder Motion.  Ms. Rasmussen 

further advised she did not understand the bankruptcy process.   (Exhibit VI, Page 1)   

24. Ms. Rasmussen also provided the OFR Investigators with an e-mail from Parker 

that forwarded a February 17, 2015 e-mail from takebackmylife14@gmail.com - Defendant 

Jeremy Anderson.  (Exhibit VI, Pages 15 - 22).  The original e-mail indicates it was forwarded 

to Parker by sales agent Brent on February 18, 2015, and Parker forwarded it to eight investors 

including Mr. Rasmussen the same day.  (Exhibit VI, Page 15)   

25. The original e-mail contains a misleading evaluation of the Receiver’s analysis of 

the value of medical accounts receivable purchased by Tri-Med as contained in the Receiver’s 

Supplemental Report to the Court on February 17, 2015.  (Exhibit VI, Page 15)  The complete 

version of the Receiver’s Supplemental Report, which was not attached to the e-mail, references 

“face value” at Page 11 of the Report. (A Complete copy of Receiver Supplemental Report date 

2/17/15 is attached as Exhibit IX.)  The version of the Receiver’s Report attached to the e-mail 

was missing pages 1 through 11 of the report, and included an illegible copy of page 12 as well 

as legible copies of pages 13 to 15.  (Exhibit VI, Pages 16-22)   

26. The e-mailed evaluation from Defendant Anderson was misleading in that it 

referenced the “cash value” of receivables rather than the “face value” of receivables, and 

further provided, “…the receiver has reconfirmed my numbers as to the cash value of the a/r in 

this filing, actually it is more than I actually state in the file I sent you….”  (Exhibit VI, Page 15) 

27. The version of the Receiver’s Report attached to the e-mail did not contain Page 

1-11 of the Report.  These actual portions of  the Report summarized the fraudulent nature of the 

Tri-Med scheme, set out the actual use of investor funds (only approximately $4 million of $16+  

mailto:takebackmylife14@gmail.com


10 
 

million investor funds were used to purchase accounts receivable), identified suits initiated 

against Brent and Parker, and contained the Receiver’s important observation about the “face 

value” of Receivables at Page 12, Fn. 3:  “…It is common practice for the receivables to be paid 

at significantly less than face value, if indeed they are ever paid, for a number of reasons….”   

(Exhibit IX)  

Joinder Investor McChesney 

 28. OFR Investigators interviewed Joinder investor David McChesney.  (Exhibit VI, 

Pages 2 and 3 - 13)  Mr. McChesney is 72 years old and invested $20,000 in the Tri-Med 

scheme.  Mr. McChesney advised that he signed the Joinder Motion after being approached by 

his Tri-Med sales agent Parker .  Mr. McChesney advised that he has not followed the 

Receiver’s website but has relied on Parker to update him as to the Tri-Med receivership.  

(Exhibit VI, Page 2)  Mr. McChesney said that Parker told him there was over $16,500,000 in 

accounts receivable, and that the Receiver was not doing anything to get the money back other 

than using the monies for fees.  (Exhibit VI, Page 2)  Mr. McChesney advised that he trusted 

Parker and Parker told him that bankruptcy would allow all of the investors to get all of their 

money back with interest.   (Exhibit VI, Page 2)    

29. Mr. McChesney also provided OFR Investigators with e-mail updates he received 

from Parker.  (Exhibit VI, Pages 3 - 13)  One e-mail dated November 12, 2014 was titled 

“Jeremy Anderson’s response to Receiver.”  (Exhibit VI, Pages 4-6)  The e-mail from Parker 

was forwarded to McChesney and to several other persons who appear to be investors.  This e-

mail contained a two page attachment (Exhibit VI, Pages 5 and 6), which was a misleading 

analysis of the Receiver’s Verified Second Interim Report filed in July 2014.  In addition, Parker 

failed to address the outcome of the October 23, 2014 dissolution hearing, which had occurred 

merely 20 days prior.  This e-mail was misleading for a number of reasons including the 
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following:      

a. #6 addressing page 6 of the Receiver’s Report, Anderson provided:  
 

… Why then did these “forensic accountants” not know exact numbers?  
Again, all they had to do is contact our CPA firm Kingerly Crouse and get 
audit [sic] financials on our company….  

 
 
The OFR notes that subpoenas by the Receiver to Kingerly Crouse indicate the 

accounting firm performed bookkeeping work only and did not prepare audited financial 

statements.  Moreover, no submission of audited financial statements by the Defendants 

in this matter has ever occurred, despite the Defendant’s obligation to turn over all 

records belonging to the entities in receivership.     

b.  #8 addressing page 8, number 9 of the Receiver’s Report, Anderson 

provided:  

… Defendants told investors Tri Med purchased LOPS from hospitals 
operated by HCA………..Again, I think we have proven this to be 
false….”   
 

The OFR notes that it submitted evidence to the Court in its initial filings on 

March 4, 2014 from HCA, indicating HCA did not do business with Tri-Med.  (Exhibit 

X)  Moreover, the Defendants have not established any facts concerning Tri-Med’s 

dealings with HCA before the October 23, 2014 dissolution hearing, during the hearing 

or after the hearing.  

Brent’s Payment of Bankruptcy Counsel’s Fees on Two Occasions Coinciding 
With Receipt of Funds Provided by Defendant Anderson  

 
30. The OFR has discovered that in November 2014 sales agent Brent wrote two 

checks to bankruptcy counsel for the six Joinder investors in the amount of $10,000 and $7,500, 

despite Brent’s attempt in deposition to deny he was aware of who was paying the fees.  Brent 

also failed in the deposition to explain the source of the funds, despite the fact that he received 
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funds (via depositing a check and receiving a wire from Minnesota banks) in the same amounts 

immediately before writing the checks.  The connection of Defendant Jeremy Anderson to these 

funds is explained below.     

31. By way of background, questions regarding who was paying bankruptcy 

counsel’s fees were raised in the deposition of sales agent Brent on February 5, 2015.  Brent 

denied knowing who was paying the fees and specifically denied contributing to the fees 

(Exhibit XI, Brent Deposition at 224- 226): 

16 Q Do you know who is paying the 
17 Anthony & Partners fees for them to represent the 
18 six creditors? 
19 A Not exactly. 

 
20 Q You say "not exactly." That means there's 
21 something more than no. What information do you 
22 have relevant to that? 
23 A I'm not sure if certain people 
24 contributed, you know, to the fees. 

 
25 Q In terms of people who would have   (end of page 224)  
1 contributed to the fees, who do you think has 
2 contributed to the fees? 
3 A Maybe some of the other salespeople. 
 
4 Q Have you contributed to the fees? 
5 A No. 

 
6 Q And the other salespeople, do you know  
7 anyone who has contributed to the fees? 
8 A I don't have personal knowledge of it. 

 
9 Q Do you have any knowledge? 
10 A Hmm? 
 
11 Q The fact that you believe that others may 
12 have contributed to the fees, what's that based 
13 upon? 

` 14 A I don't believe that other people. Other 
15 people may have. 

 
16 Q What do you base that on? What gives you 
17 the feeling that others may have contributed to the 
18 fees? 
19 A Nothing specific. Just -- 
 
20 Q Who do you believe -- I'm sorry. Finish 
21 answering the question. 
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22 A I don't know what else to say. 
 
23 Q Who do you believe may have contributed to 
24 those fees? 
25 A I don't know.  (end of page 225)  

1 Q Do you know if Anderson has contributed to 
2 the fees in any way? 
3 A Has he? 
 
4 Q Yes. 
5 A He may have. 
 
6 Q Okay. What do you base that on? 
7 A Because I believe he was trying to raise 
8 money from some of the other salespeople. 

 
9 Q Do you know if he contributed some of his 
10 own -- did you have a discussion with 
11 Jeremy Anderson about that? 
12 A About what? 

 
13 Q Anything relating to raising monies to pay 
14 for legal fees. 
15 A Yes. He said that he would try to get 
16 some of the other people to contribute to the fees. 

 
17 Q Okay. And did he say who specifically? 
18 A He didn't say specifically who. 

 
19 Q Did he -- was he talking about 
20 salespeople? 
21 A Yes. I believe he was. 

 
22 Q Did he say whether he was contributing any 
23 money? 
24 A He may have, but -- you know, he didn't 
25 have much money, but he may have contributed. 

32. In contrast to Brent’s sworn testimony, Brent had issued check #4406 in the 

amount of $7,500 to bankruptcy counsel - “Anthony & Partners.”   The check was dated 

November 20, 2014, and indicated “TRI MED” on the “For” section of the check.  (Exhibit XII)  

This check was issued on Brent’s business checking account held at Regions Bank in the name 

Premier Financial Trust LLC.  (Exhibit XIII)    

 33. In contrast to Brent’s sworn testimony, Brent had deposited a check in the 

amount of $7,500 on the same day (11/20/14) into a separate personal checking account held by 
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Brent at Regions Bank.  The check was issued on an account held at a Minnesota bank by an 

entity named Interventional Pain Center (“IPC”).  (Exhibit XIV)    

34. IPC is a medical clinic located in Minnesota at 10653 Wayzata Blvd, #200, 

Minnetonka, Minnesota.  (Exhibit XV)   

35. The Receiver’s analysis of outgoing funds from Tri-Med accounts has 

determined that IPC received over $950,000 in Tri-Med funds.  (Exhibit XVI) 

36. Defendant Jeremy Anderson is closely affiliated with IPC, although he is not a 

medical doctor and therefore not permitted  to own a medical clinic, is closely affiliated with 

IPC.  Defendant Anderson’s role in IPC has been summarized by the former owner of IPC in a 

police report filed in Minnesota.  (Exhibit XVII)  The report, filed by Dr. Michael Mai, alleges  

Anderson recruited Mai in Summer 2013 to form IPC because Anderson’s entity, Tri Med 

Management, Inc., a Minnesota entity operated by Anderson (Exhibit XVIII), was not doing 

well financially.  Mai indicated in the report that Dr. Stephen Kazi also had an ownership 

interest with Mai in IPC, and that an individual named Chad Hill also worked at the clinic.  Mai 

maintained in the police report that his name had been forged since September 2013.  

37. Dr. Stephen Kazi has provided records establishing Tri Med Management’s 

“management” agreement with IPC.  (Exhibit XIX)  Defendant Jeremy Anderson signed the 

agreement on behalf of Tri Med Management, Inc., and Chad Hill signed on behalf of IPC.  . 

38. This same signature of Defendant Jeremy Anderson appears on numerous checks 

issued by Defendant Tri-Med Corporation  to IPC as well as to Tri Med Management.  In some 

instances that checks were deposited in Minnesota on the same day the checks were written 

against Defendant Tri-Med’s Florida bank accounts.  (See Exhibit XX for examples)  Defendant 

Anderson’s signature is also contained on a Tri Med Management Inc. bank account application.  

(Exhibit XXI)   



15 
 

39.  Bank records also indicate Defendant Anderson’s familiarity with the use of wire 

transfers.  For example, bank records indicate Defendant Anderson initiated two wires totaling 

$50,000 from a Minnesota IPC bank account to a friend’s Grow Financial bank account in 

Tampa.  (Exhibit XXII)        

40. In attempts to trace the disposition of funds provided by Defendant Tri-Med to 

IPC, the Receiver subpoenaed IPC in Minnesota.  This has led to the identification in a 

Minnesota subpoena enforcement proceeding of the names of two parties currently associated 

with IPC,  Dr. Chad Hill and Tony In.  Hill and In characterize themselves as the current Clinic 

Director and the current Manager of IPC, respectively.  (Exhibit XXIII)       

41. Based on the above recited relationships, an additional payment of $10,000 in 

attorney fees by Brent to bankruptcy counsel, which occurred 14 days prior to the $7,500 

payment summarized above, is summarized below and is at odds with Brent’s testimony.     

42. Brent issued a check in the amount of $10,000 to “Anthony & Partners” on 

November 6, 2015.  (Exhibit XXIV)  “TRI- MED Case” was indicated on the “For” section of 

the check.  This check was also issued on Brent’s business checking account held at Regions 

Bank in the name Premier Financial Trust LLC.      

43. In contrast to Brent’s testimony, Brent had received a wire of $10,000 on 

November 5, 2014, the day before the issuance of the $10,000 check.  (Exhibit XXV)  The wire 

originated from a Minnesota bank account held in the name of Tony In, the current manager of 

IPC.  (Exhibit XXIII)  The funds were directed to a third bank account held by Brent at Chase 

Bank, an account opened on March 6, 2014, the day after the Court’s issuance of its initial Order 

Imposing Temporary Injunction, Appointment of Receiver, and Other Statutory and Ancillary 

Relief.  (Exhibit XXVI)   

44. An additional wire transfer of funds from IPC to Brent’s Chase account was 
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made in July 2014 in the amount of $5,000.  (Exhibit XXVII). 

45. Given the fund transfers and checks described above, Brent’s denials of 

knowledge concerning contributions to payment of bankruptcy counsel are not credible. 

Brent’s Payment of Attorney Fees for His Bankruptcy Counsel Representation 
followed by Receipt of Funds Designated “For Jeremy Anderson” 

 
 46. In light of the above facts, Brent’s testimony with respect to whether Jeremy 

Anderson was paying Brent’s separate fees for the engagement of separate bankruptcy counsel - 

Jennis & Bowen is also in question. 

47. Brent received a wire transfer of $4,000 on February 18, 2015, from a Minnesota 

bank account in the name of Rejuva Medical Center.  The funds were wired to Brent’s Chase 

Bank personal checking account.  (XXVIII).   

48.  Rejuva Medical Center, LLC (“Rejuva”) is a Minnesota entity registered with the 

Minnesota Secretary of State on February 17, 2015, the day before the wire.  (Exhibit XXIX) 

49. Rejuva’s corporate filing lists Tony In as its Registered Agent.  (Exhibit XXIX) 

50. Rejuva’s corporate filing indicates a registered office address of 10652 Wayzata 

Blvd., Minnetonka, Minnesota (Exhibit XXIX).  The address of 10652 Wayzata Blvd., however, 

is not listed as a property address on the Minnetonka Property Appraiser’s website.  (Exhibit 

XXX)   

51. This address is one digit different than the registered address of IPC which is 

listed as 10653 Wayzata Blvd., #200.  (Exhibit XV)  This address is also listed on IPC’s 

website.  (Exhibit XXXI)  

52. The $4,000 wiring instructions contain the reference “For Jeremy Anderson.”  

(Exhibit XXVIII). 

53. Brent issued a check in the amount of $3,000 dated January 17, 2015, to his 



17 
 

separate bankruptcy counsel, Jennis & Bowen, on Brent’s Regions Bank checking account held 

in the name of Premier Financial Trust.  (Exhibit XXXII).  This check was deposited on 

February 4, 2015, the day before Brent’s deposition in this matter. 

54. During the deposition, Brent was asked about the source of funds used to pay 

Jennis & Bowen and responded as follows (Exhibit XI, Brent Deposition at 224):   

Q Who is paying your legal fees to have the 
14 Jennis & Bowen firm represent you? 
15 A I do. 

 55. Read in conjunction with Brent’s deposition testimony set forth above at 

Paragraph 31, this additional sworn testimony demonstrates Brent’s failure to fully respond to 

questions as to whether Jeremy Anderson contributed to the payment of Brent’s legal fees. 

Conclusion and Request for Order to Show Cause 
 

56. As bankruptcy counsel, Mr. Anthony is an officer of the Court, and it is assumed 

that, prior to this filing, he was not aware that Defendant Jeremy Anderson was contacting 

investors, providing misleading documents indicating all the funds and interest were available to 

investors in bankruptcy, and funding attorney fees through Brent via an entity that had received 

$960,000 from Tri-Med.  It is also assumed that bankruptcy counsel was unaware that he could 

be aiding Defendant Anderson’s scheme by filing two Joinder Motions containing forged 

signatures.      

 57. Defendants Anderson and Irvin Ager and sales agents Brent and Parker should 

not be allowed to circumvent the Court’s injunction and obstruct this Court proceeding by 

manipulating bankruptcy counsel, manipulating the six investors, and manipulating the Joinder 

investors to act as surrogates in their efforts to obtain a lifting of the injunction.  The six 

investors’ right to file bankruptcy is not what is at issue:  the issue is whether Defendants 

Anderson and Ager and sales agents Brent and Parker will be allowed to continue the 
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manipulative scheme to mislead investors for their own continued benefit.   

 58. Either the Motion for Relief from Injunction should be denied outright based on 

the misconduct and obstruction of justice described above, or the Court should permit 

depositions of the six “unaffiliated creditors” along with depositions of any other parties 

associated with this most recent aspect of this ongoing scheme.  Following depositions, the OFR 

suggests that counsel and the parties will then be in a position to provide the facts to the Court 

for the Court’s further evaluation of the scope of this obstruction of justice, before the Court 

rules on the merits of the motion to lift the injunction.       

 59. Based on the above facts, the OFR maintains Defendants Anderson and Irvin 

Ager and sales agents Brent and Parker have taken actions resulting in the obstruction of justice 

and have violated this Court’s injunction contained in the Court’s Order Imposing Temporary 

Injunction, Appointment of Receiver, and Other Statutory and Ancillary Relief dated March 5, 

2014, by engaging in a continued scheme to defraud investors in violation of the following 

Sections of the Injunction: 

a. Section I a., enjoining further violations of Section 517.301, Florida 

Statutes;  

b. Section I d., enjoining any other act or acts in furtherance of or in direct 

violation of Chapter 517, Florida Statutes; 

c. Section VIII, conferring on the Receiver the obligation to marshal, 

hold, safeguard, and manage the Receivership Entities’ assets until further order from the 

Court; 

d. Section VIII, prohibiting “any act or thing whatsoever …. to interfere 

with the possession of or management by the Receiver of the property and assets 

owned, controlled, or in the possession of the Receivership Entities, or in any way 



19 
 

to interfere with said Receiver, or interfere in any manner during the pendency of 

this proceeding with the exclusive jurisdiction of this Court over the Receivership 

Entities; and 

e.  Section VIII n., which exclusively vests in the Receiver “all rights, power 

and authority over corporate governance of the Receivership Entities, including all 

rights, power and authority otherwise held by shareholders, members or directors 

of the Receivership Entities and specifically including the authority to file a 

voluntary petition under Title 11 of the United States Code.  

 60. Defendants Anderson and Irving Ager and sales agents Brent and Parker were 

served with the Order Imposing Temporary Injunction, Appointment of Receiver, and Other 

Statutory and Ancillary Relief dated March 5, 2014.  (Exhibit XXXIII)  These individuals have 

also demonstrated they are aware of its contents given the steps taken to circumvent its terms 

and conditions.     

 61. The OFR requests that this Court issue an Order to Show Cause why these parties 

should not be held in contempt for violating this injunction. 

   

      /s/ A. Gregory Melchior  
      A Gregory Melchior 
      Assistant General Counsel    
      Fla. Bar No. 407290 

State of Florida 
Office of Financial Regulation 

      1313 Tampa Street, Suite 615 
      Tampa, Florida 33602-3394 

(813) 218-5327 
Greg.Melchior@flofr.com 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:Greg.Melchior@flofr.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing with exhibits has 

been furnished by using the Florida Courts E-Filing Portal to the below parties and non-parties, 

and to John Leo Parker by U.S. Mail and by e-mail service, this 6th day of March, 2015. 

Luke Lirot, Esq      Jeremy Anderson 
2240 Belleair Rd. Suite 190     The Hotel Ivey 
Clearwater, FL 33764      201 South 11th Street, Suite #1502 
luke2@lirotlaw.com      Minneapolis, MN 55403 
ryan@lirotlaw.com      takebackmylife14@gmail.com 
jimmy@lirotlaw.com      Pro Se Defendant 
Attorney for Defendants Eric Ager and Irwin Ager 
 
Edwin Kagan, Esq.      Anthony Nicholas, Jr. 
2709 N. Rocky Point Dr., Suite 102    3520 Woodbridge Parkway 
Tampa, FL 33607      Palm Harbor, FL 34684 
ebkagan@earthlink.net     anj1957@gmail.com 
livingston22@live.com     Pro Se Defendant 
Attorney for Defendant Teresa Simmons Bordinat 
 
Gianluca Morello, Esq.     Anthony Nicholas, III 
Michael Lamont, Esq      3520 Woodbridge Parkway 
Wiand Guerra King P.L.     Palm Harbor, FL 34684 
5505 W. Gray St      anthonynicholas2@gmail.com 
Tampa, FL 33609      Pro Se Defendant 
gmorello@wiandlaw.com 
mlamont@wiandlaw.com 
Attorneys for Burton Wiand as Receiver of  
Tri-Med Corporation and Tri-Med Associates, Inc. 
 
John A. Anthony, Esq.     Eric D. Jacobs, Esq. 
Anthony & Partners, LLC     Jennis & Bowen, P.L. 
201 North Franklin Street     400 North Ashley Drive 
Suite 2800       Suite 2540 
Tampa, FL 33602      Tampa, FL 33602 
janthony@anthonyandpartners.com    mpalmer@jennisbowen.com 
vcisco@anthonyand partners.com    eservice@jennisbowen.com 
eservice@anthonyandpartners.com    kfoley@jennisbowen.com 
Attorney for Non-Party     Attorney for Non-Party A.J. Brent 
“Unaffiliated Creditors” 

mailto:uke2@lirotlaw.com
mailto:yan@lirotlaw.com
mailto:jimmy@lirotlaw.com
mailto:ebkagan@earthlink.net
mailto:livingston22@live.com
mailto:eservice@anthonyandpartners.com
mailto:kfoley@jennisbowen.com
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John Leo Parker 
231 NE 28th Ave., Apt. 306 
Ocala, FL 34470 
jparker4468@yahoo.com 
Pro Se Non-Party 
 
 
      /s/A. Gregory Melchior  

A. Gregory Melchior 
      Assistant General Counsel 

mailto:jparker4468@yahoo.com
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