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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF OKLAHOMA COUNTY JUN 26 2023
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Oklahoma Department of Securities
ex rel. Melanie Hall, Administrator,

Plaintiff,
Case No. CJ-2022-5066

Judge Don Andrews

V.

Premier Global Corporation, et al.

Defendants.

DEFENDANT RICHARD DALE DEAN’S EMERGENCY MOTION
FOR SATISFACTION OF PAYMENT ORDERS

Defendant Richard Dale Dean moves the Court for an order directing the Receiver (a) to
comply with the Court’s three Monthly Fee Orders authorizing Mr. Dean’s first, second, and third
requests for payment of defense fees, and (b) to pay the receivership fees to which no objection

was timely lodged. To date, Mr. Dean’s defense counsel have received no payment for their

services, including a substantial amount of services provided at the request of the Receiver

and for the benefit of the Receivership estate. Where the Court has directed that payment be

made, the Receiver’s efforts to undermine Mr. Dean’s ability to defend himself against the charges
brought by the Oklahoma Department of Securities (“ODS”) should not be countenanced. Mr.
Dean further requests that the Court direct that the Receiver not be permitted to withhold further
payment of Defense Fees or Receivership Fees based on any purported failure to provide

information or cooperation without seeking and obtaining leave of Court.

1. On December 15, 2022, Mr. Dean filed an Emergency Motion for Partial Lifting of
Asset Freeze to Permit Payment of Legal Fees. Mr. Dean identified a single bank account -- which
contained a portion of the funds to which Mr. Dean was entitled by virtue of his membership
interest in the WL Mclntyre life settlement -- as a source of “untainted” funds which could be used

for his legal fees (“the McIntyre Account”).



2 Following two hearings and the submission of detailed financial information by Mr.
Dean, the Court indicated that $245,000 would be set aside from the McIntyre Account and made
available for the potential payment of legal fees incurred in Mr. Dean’s defense (“Defense Fees™).
The Court also indicated that counsel could separately apply for reimbursement of fees incurred
in assisting the Receiver in marshaling and preserving assets, such as the various life settlements
in which Premier Global was an investor (“Receivership Fees”). On March 14,2023, aftera further
hearing, the Court entered an Order setting forth the procedures by which Mr. Dean could apply
for payment of legal fees. See Exhibit 1 (“the Unfreeze Order”).

The Approved Defense Fees.

L3 As to Defense Fees (i.e., fees incurred in defending Mr. Dean against the claims
brought by the ODS), the Order directed counsel to file monthly fee and expense statements to the
Court and the Receiver by the 10" day of each month, beginning April 10, 2023. The Receiver
would have ten business days to review and submit a recommendation to the Court as to the
allowance of the requested fees, which would include the submission of a proposed order. “Upon
entry of and pursuant to the terms of the Monthly Fee Order, the Receiver is authorized to pay the
Personal Fee Expenses from the Segregated Legal Fund.” Exh. 1 at 4(3)(c).

4. Counsel submitted their first request for Defense Fees to the Court and the Receiver
on March 24, 2023," their second request on April 10, 2023, and their third request on May 10,
2023. The Receiver submitted recommendations to the Court approving Defense Fees in the

amounts of $170,726%; $14,295.50; and $1,147.50. Pursuant to the Order, the Receiver was also to

I Counsel was permitted to file an initial application immediately for fees incurred from October
1, 2022, through March 23, 2023.

2 Because Crowe & Dunlevy had received a $50,000 retainer from Mr. Dean which was to be
applied to this fee application, the amount of approved fees to be paid by the Receiver pursuant to
this Order was only $120,726.



submit proposed orders with its recommendations. Upon information and belief, despite the Court
having informed the parties that email was not appropriate for the submission of documents to the
Court, the Receiver submitted the proposed monthly fee orders by email. Also, upon information
and belief, the Receiver failed to execute the monthly fee orders.

31 [t was not until the Receiver hand-delivered signed copies of the orders in June --

more than two months after defense counsel’s first request had been filed and only following

numerous emails and calls from defense counsel -- that the Court executed the Monthly Fee Orders

on June 7, 2023. The Monthly Fee Orders signed by the Court permitted payment of Defense Fees
to counsel in the total amount of $136,169. As described more fully below, the Receiver has not
complied with the Monthly Fee Orders.

The Approved Receivership Fees.

6. As to the Receivership Fees, the Unfreeze Order provides that counsel may submit
monthly fee statements to the Receiver and Plaintiff by the 10™ day of each month beginning on
April 10, 2023. If neither party objects in writing within ten business days, counsel’s fees and
expenses are authorized to be paid. Exh. 1 at 3.

s Counsel submitted their first request for Receivership Fees on April 10, 2023
($10,091), and their second request on May 10, 2023 ($3,069). No written objections have been
filed. Therefore, counsel’s Receivership Fees were authorized to be paid in the total amount of
$13,160. As described more fully below, the Receiver has not provided any payment of
Receivership Fees.

No Payment of Approved Defense Fees or Receivership Fees Has Been Received.

8. Despite approving counsel’s fee submissions (or omitting to file objections), and

despite Court’s orders approving counsel’s fees, the Receiver refuses to issue payment. The




Receiver justifies his failure to comply with the Court’s orders by stating that Mr. Dean has not
submitted information required by the Unfreeze Order. See Exhibit 2 (5/30/2023 email). Further,
he indicated that he had not receiveci any bank statements required by the Court’s April 20, 2023,
modification of the Unfreeze Order. See Exhibit 3 (“April Unfreeze Order”). The relevant portion
of the Unfreeze Order states that payment is conditioned upon “the full cooperation of the Dean
Defendants with the Receiver,” including the following: (1) providing copies of all errors and
omissions and/or general liability insurance policies held by the Dean Defendants; (2) providing
an explanation of the use of Mr. Dean’s home equity line of credit for the past 12 months; (3)
providing the completed Form DA; (4) providing all information requested regarding the Life
Settlement Policies; (5) identifying email accounts used by Mr. Dean, along with passwords; (6)
providing an accounting of all money paid to the Dean Defendants by Premier Global or any of
the Premier Factoring entities. See Exh. 1 at 7, 1-2.

9. The Receiver is greatly mistaken. In fact, Mr. Dean provided the majority of the
information listed in the Unfreeze Order by email dated March 31, 2023. See Exhibit 4 (3/31/23
email) (providing information regarding insurance policies, home equity line of credit, and email
accounts).

10, Mr. Dean has also provided all available bank statements for all bank accounts he
controls. Mr. Dean has provided a report regarding all Life Settlement Accounts in a timely
manner. Mr. Dean submitted his report for the months of February and March on April 14, 2023.

Statements for April, May, and June 2023, as the Receiver knows, will be limited or nonexistent



due to the actions of Kanza Bank.? But the Order does not require Mr. Dean to produce account
statements to which he does not have access.

11, The sole item listed in the Unfreeze Order with which Mr. Dean has been unable to
comply is the Form DA and the accounting of funds from Premier Global and the Premier
Factoring entities. Mr. Dean has informed the Receiver in numerous phone calls and emails that it
is not possible for Mr. Dean to provide this information without the assistance of his accountant.
The Receiver is well-aware from numerous phone calls and emails that Mr. Dean’s accountant
refuses to provide any financial information until he receives payment for his services.* Counsel
for Mr. Dean discussed the difficulty of obtaining this information without the accountant’s
assistance beginning in April, as reflected in several email exchanges and in the original extension
to May lst to provide such information to the Receiver. Counsel has continued repeatedly to
discuss these issues with the Receiver on telephone calls and again in email on May 26. Until the

accountant is paid and Mr. Dean can utilize his services, Mr. Dean can continue to provide

3 Kanza Bank, where the accounts were previously kept, closed the accounts in April due to this
litigation. Mr. Dean (assisted by the Receiver) has been working with Kanza Bank since April to
get the funds released and new accounts opened with Chase Bank. Initially, Kanza closed the
accounts and sent the proceeds to the wrong mailing address. Subsequently, Kanza made the
checks payable to Mr. Dean’s counsel, individually. While Mr. Dean attempted to work with Chase
Bank to open the accounts, Chase Bank’s fraud department ultimately rej ected the checks because
they were made out to a third party and returned those checks to Mr. Dean. Mr. Dean then had to
return the checks to Kanza Bank to be reissued i1 the name of the entities owning the funds. Kanza
Bank took more than two weeks to get the checks reissued and sent out. Even then, two of these
checks were not made payable to correct or full entity name and have had to be returned yet again
to Kanza Bank to be reissued. As a result of this, there are not many bank statements for May or
June to be provided. All other available statements have been provided. The Receiver is fully aware
of these issues. See Exh.2 at 5.

4 To determine how much to pay Mr. Dean’s accountant following a May 10th call, the Receiver
requested copies of the CPA’s invoices, which Mr. Dean provided the very next day. The Receiver
advised that he would talk to the CPA about the financial information requested of Mr. Dean, both
personally as relating to the other entities. Mr. Dean relies on CPA for all financial matters,
particularly now that he has had to close his insurance business due to the freezing of all of his
assets, which left him with no staff or support to help gather any information. See Exh. 2 at 2-3.

5



documentation of his expenses — as he has done consistently — but he remains unable to provide

any income numbers or more specific financial information. The Receiver has repeatedly indicated

that he is considering the request for payment of the accountant, that he is reaching out to the

accountant, or that he is otherwise actively working to evaluate the request, but he has apparently

taken no action to date. Certainly, he has not provided the promised update to Mr. Dean on this

request. See generally Exh. 2 at 2-3.

12.  Notably, however, Mr. Dean previously submitted to the Court and the Receiver a
detailed financial statement of his assets and liabilities. See Exhibit 5. Mr. Dean has also provided
the Receiver with documentation of his monthly living expenses. Further, Mr. Dean continues to
cooperate with the numerous and frequent requests from the Receiver for information,
documentation, or assistance with the Life Settlement LLCs.

13.  The Receiver’s failure to issue the payments required by the Monthly Fee Orders
should not be tolerated. Neither should the Receiver’s failure to issue the payments for the

Receivership Orders. The failure to pay is particularly outrageous inasmuch as the Receiver

continues to call on counsel to provide assistance with Receivership matters. In_May alone,

counsel performed 66 hours of service at the request of the Receiver and/or for the benefit

of the Receivership Estate. See Exhibit 6.

14.  The Receiver’s refusal to pay Monthly Fee Orders that both he and the Court have
approved is jeopardizing Mr. Dean’s ability to defend himself against the false and outrageous
claim that he is the “mastermind” of a $500 million Ponzi scheme.

15.  Mr. Dean has previously raised to the Court his concern that the Receiver has
entered into a “common interest agreement” with Plaintiff Oklahoma Department of Securities.

The existence of such an agreement indicates that the Receiver does not view himself as a “neutral”



acting solely on behalf of the Court. Rather, it reflects an understanding by and between the
Receiver and Oklahoma Department of Securities that their legal interests are “identical.” See, e.g.,
10x Genomics, Inc. v. Celsee, Inc., 505 F.Supp.3d 334, 337 (D. Del. 2020) (holding that, for
common interest doctrine to be applicable, the interests the parties claim to hold in common must
be “identical, not similar, and legal”). Mr. Dean expressed his concern that this agreement indicates
that the Receiver shares the Department’s view that Mr. Dean should already be considered guilty
and that the Court proceedings are simply for the purpose of liquidating his assets. Ata minimum,
a common interest agreement between the Receiver and the Department gives rise to an appearance
of bias against Mr. Dean and in favor of the Plaintiff Oklahoma Department of Securities.

16. Mr. Dean’s concern about the Receiver’s bias is borne out by the Receiver’s failure
to issue payment in accordance with the Monthly Fee Orders and the procedures for payment of
Receivership Fees. It is also concerning that the Receiver submitted its proposed Monthly Fee
Orders to the Court improperly, causing substantial delays in the Court’s execution of the orders.
Clearly, the Receiver has no intention of paying Mr. Dean’s defense fees but intends to continue
to exploit the services of counsel for the benefit of the Receivership Estate without compensation.

17. [t is noteworthy that the Receiver has paid his own invoices promptly. And when it
was necessary to engage counsel to defend the appeal of a judgment in favor of Settlements of
Texas, a company owned by Mr. Dean, in Tarrant County Texas, the Receiver filed an emergency

motion to authorize payment and had it set in less than a week. It is only Mr. Dean’s defense fees

that go unpaid in this litigation. Every other attorney is getting compensated promptly.

18. It is clear that the Receiver is taking the position that Mr. Dean has already been
found guilty of the allegations in the ODS Petition and his job is simply to liquidate Mr. Dean’s

assets. That is not the case. Unlike Steve Parish, who apparently absconded with more than $50




million in investor funds while under investigation by the ODS and has defaulted in this case, Mr.
Dean is before the Court and intends to defend himself against the ODS’s allegations. The

Receiver’s job is to be an unbiased, disinterested arm of the Court; it is not to work on behalf of
the ODS to deny Mr. Dean a defense in this case.

WHEREFORE, Mr. Dean respectfully requests that the Court enter an order directing the
Receiver immediately to issue payment to the undersigned counsel in the amount of $149,329
representing the total amount of the Monthly Fee Orders executed by the Court, as well as the total
amount of the Receivership Fees for which no objection was filed. Mr. Dean further requests that
the Court direct that the Receiver not be permitted to withhold further payment of Defense Fees or
Receivership Fees based on any purported failure to provide information or cooperation without

first obtaining leave of Court.
Dated this 26th day of June, 2023.

Respectfully submitted,
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Tara A./LaClair, OBA #21903
Bruce W. Day, OBA #2238
Mary H. Tolbert, OBA #17353
Steptoe & Johnson, PLLC
101 N. Robinson Avenue, Suite 500
Oklahoma City, OK 73102
Telephone: (405) 930-5151
Facsimile: (405) 212-5843
tara.laclair@steptoe-johnson.com
bruce.day @steptoe-johnson.com
molly.tolbert@steptoe-johnson.com

ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANTS RICHARD
DALE DEAN AND DDI ADVISORY GROUP,
LLC


































































































































































