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L&N Consulting Group, LLC (“L&N”), Super Sol Ltd. (“SSL”), Supersol 661

Amsterdam, LLC, Lawrence Garber (“Mr. Garber”) and Norman Lampert (“Mr. Lampert”)

(collectively, the “Objecting Parties”), through their undersigned counsel, hereby object to the

Debtors’ Application for an Order, Pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr. P. 2004, Authorizing the Debtors

to Examine: (I) L&N Group Consulting, LLC a/k/a L&N Consulting Group, LLC, (II) Lawrence

Garber, (III) Norman Lampert, (IV) Super Sol Ltd., (V) Supersol 661 Amsterdam, LLC, (VI)

Supersol of Queens, LLC and (VII) Supersol of Westchester, Inc., dated March 19, 2019 [Docket

No. 296] (the “Rule 2004 Motion”), filed by the above-captioned debtors and debtors in

possession (the “Debtors”), and respectfully represent as follows:

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1. Certain of the Debtors acquired the original four stores that grew into the Seasons

chain from certain of the proposed examinees (“Supersol”) nine years ago. The Debtors would

proceed to borrow against the original stores to finance their expansion such that most of the

value that was in the Debtors’ estates, which they liquidated for an aggregate price of roughly

$17 million, directly and indirectly derived from the assets they acquired from Supersol.

2. However, the Debtors never paid most of the agreed purchase price. Instead, they

annually diverted millions of dollars of cash and other value to or for the benefit of insiders,

which eventually became a substantial cause of Seasons’ empty-shelved collapse into

bankruptcy. No one appears to be investigating the many millions of dollars of insider transfers

or the individuals who participated in them.

3. The Rule 2004 Motion concedes that the Debtors only paid approximately $5.5

million of the purchase price, leaving a principal balance due of approximately $8.5 million, plus

prepetition post-judgment interest. These amounts, and the circumstances giving rise to them,
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have been litigated twice and are res judicata as well as protected by the Rooker-Feldman

doctrine. The Debtors have stipulated to them as well.

4. The matters alluded to in the Rule 2004 Motion first were the subject of a

protracted binding arbitration before the Beth Din of America (the “Beth Din”), resulting in an

arbitration award in favor of Supersol, annexed hereto as Exhibit A, as amended by Exhibit B

(together, the “Arbitration Award”). By 2015, the Debtors were failing to make payments owed

to Supersol, among other breaches. (Ex. A at 1-2.) In or about October 2016, Supersol

commenced the Beth Din arbitration to enforce its rights in accordance with the dispute

resolution clause in the parties’ agreements. (Id.) On February 22, 2017, a three-person

arbitration panel held an evidentiary hearing at which all parties were represented by counsel and

presented testimony and documents. (Id. at 1, 2.) Following the hearing, each party made

additional written submissions. (Id. at 1.) Thereafter, the Beth Din issued the Arbitration

Award.

5. The Debtors and two of their insiders then attempted to upend the Arbitration

Award and relitigate the decided matters in the Supreme Court of the State of New York, New

York County (the “State Court”). L&N and SSL filed a petition pursuant to New York CPLR

§ 7510 to confirm the Arbitration Award and obtain entry of a judgment by the State Court (L&N

Consulting Grp., LLC, et al. v. Bloom, et al., Index No. 650632/2018). The Debtors not only

opposed the petition, they moved to vacate the Arbitration Award.1 They were unsuccessful. A

copy of the resulting State Court judgment confirming the Arbitration Award is annexed hereto

as Exhibit D (the “Judgment”). The Debtors then appealed from the Judgment to the Appellate

1 A copy of the docket of the State Court proceeding is annexed hereto as Exhibit C.
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Division. The appeal was dismissed. (See Ex. C, (Docket Nos. 63, 65).) The Debtors had

multiple bites at Supersol’s apples.

6. Subsequent to these proceedings, on or as of May 23, 2018, the Debtors entered

into (and then breached) a forbearance agreement, annexed hereto as Exhibit E, in which they

stipulated as follows:

WHEREAS, a judgment was entered on May 1, 2018, in the
Supreme Court for the State of New York, County of New York,
whereby the Seasons Group, jointly and severally, owe
$8,356,907.91 to Supersol (the “Judgment”) and

WHEREAS, the Seasons Group acknowledges that such amount
(minus the “Store Credit” noted below), plus 9% interest running
from May 1, 2018, is currently due and payable to SuperSol, and
that the Seasons Group is in default of its payment obligations to
SuperSol under the Judgment, and that, other than as set forth below,
it has no defenses or other claims that can or may be asserted to
offset SuperSol or to offset its payment obligations under the
Judgment . . .

. . . .
The Seasons Group acknowledges and confirms that they,
individually and collectively, do not have any valid offset or
defense to the Judgment. In consideration of the accommodations
set forth herein, as of the date hereof, the Seasons Group expressly
and forever waives and relinquishes (i) any and all offsets and
defenses to the Judgment existing as of the date hereof . . . (ii)
any and all claims or causes of action against SuperSol existing
as of the date hereof, (iii) any and all rights or theories on which
to invoke or obtain legal or equitable relief, whether injunctive
relief or otherwise, in order to abate, postpone, or terminate
enforcement by SuperSol of payment of the Judgment existing as of
the date hereof; and (iv) any defense to the reinstatement of the
Restraints (or issuance of new restraining notices) in the event of a
Forbearance Default.

(Ex. E at 1, 2, ¶ 2(a) (emphasis added).)

7. There is nothing for the Debtors to examine. The Rule 2004 Motion is bereft of

any indication as to what claims the Debtors would or could investigate if they were given leave

to do so. They cannot relitigate the existence or amount of their liability to Supersol, which in
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any event appears likely to receive a distribution of only pennies on the dollar. Too, the Debtors

and their State Court counsel already have the materials they purport to seek through the Rule

2004 Motion, as a result of the prior litigation. There is no good faith basis to make the proposed

examinees incur the substantial cost of providing the Debtors with duplicate copies of

information they already have, especially since the Debtors have not articulated (and it is

impossible to guess) any legitimate need for it. This is pure harassment – and we suspect it is

being perpetrated for bad faith purposes relating to L&N’s membership on the Official

Committee of Unsecured Creditors (the “Creditors Committee”), which is challenging

prepetition insider liens. It also is not in the best interest of any creditors for the Debtors to be

dissipating their razor thin net sale proceeds on an examination that cannot reasonably be

expected to benefit anyone other than professionals. Indeed, the Debtors’ recent operating

reports indicate they may become administratively insolvent.2

8. Regrettably, the Rule 2004 Motion attempts to make the situation appear more

complex than it actually is by alluding to a 2013 restructuring among the parties that provided

the Debtors lower payments and a longer time to pay their outstanding indebtedness in exchange

for increasing the amount of total indebtedness. Perhaps improvidently, the restructuring utilized

the form of a consulting agreement to do so. But references to the 2013 restructuring are just

obfuscation. The economic benefits the 2013 restructuring afforded Supersol were voided by the

Beth Din on the grounds that they constituted a form of interest prohibited by Biblical

injunctions. (See Ex. A at 4-5.) The Beth Din also ruled – consistent with New York law – that

2 The Debtors’ most recent monthly operating report, for February 2019, reflects that they have only $300,000 of
cash remaining after paying professional fees of $1,382,000. (See [Docket No. 298], at 16.) More fees already have
accrued (id.), there may be other priority claims such as taxes, and the Debtors still have more work to do before
they can exit bankruptcy.
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the superimposition of a consulting agreement form would be disregarded and the transaction

would be treated as a sale in accordance with its economic substance. (See id. at 2-4.)3 Again,

all these matters were raised in the prior proceedings.

9. The Debtors had their day(s) in court and even achieved a significant victory

when they obtained relief from the additional “interest” imposed by the 2013 restructuring.

There are no hypothetical claims to investigate today – the Rule 2004 Motion does not aver

otherwise. The Debtors already have access to whatever information they might need if there

were. Furthermore, while the Rule 2004 Motion should be denied in its entirety, should the

Court otherwise be inclined to grant some discovery, the Objecting Parties object to specific

aspects of the scope and timing of the proposed examination, as set forth below.

OBJECTION

10. The Court should deny the Rule 2004 Motion because (a) the Debtors have failed

to meet their burden to show good cause, (b) the Debtors filed the Rule 2004 Motion for

improper purposes, and (c) the discovery requests the Debtors would have the Court so-order are

unduly broad and burdensome.

A. The Rule 2004 Motion Should be Denied Because
it was Not Filed for Any Good Faith Purpose.

11. “The party seeking Rule 2004 discovery has the burden to show good cause for

the examination it seeks[.]” In re AOG Entm’t, Inc., 558 B.R. 98, 108-09 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y.

2016). “A party seeking to conduct a Rule 2004 examination typically shows good cause by

establishing that the proposed examination is necessary to establish the claim of the party

3 The parties dispute which side had initially requested the use of a consulting form of agreement. While
Supersol does not appreciate the dispersions being cast upon it, which it maintains are false, the issue of who asked
first and who consented is totally immaterial, particularly given that the Beth Din ruled that the transaction’s
substance as a sale would control.
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seeking the examination, or denial of such request would cause the examiner undue hardship or

injustice.” Id. at 109 (quotation marks and ellipses omitted). “In evaluating a request to conduct

a Rule 2004 examination, the Court must balance the competing interests of the parties, weighing

the relevance of and necessity of the information sought by examination.” Id. (quoting In re

Drexel Burnham Lambert Grp., Inc., 123 B.R. 702, 712 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1991)). “Rule 2004

examinations are not boundless. They may not be used for the purposes of abuse or harassment,

and cannot stray into matters not relevant to the basic inquiry.” In re Orion Healthcorp, Inc.,

Nos. 18-71748 (AST), et al., 2019 Bankr. LEXIS 164, at *17 (Bankr. E.D.N.Y. Jan. 24, 2019)

(quotation omitted).

12. Thus, courts properly deny Rule 2004 motions where, as here, the movant

articulates no valid basis for the proposed discovery. See AOG Entm’t, 558 B.R. at 110 (denying

Rule 2004 examination due to “the speculative nature of the claim” and “posture of the chapter

11 cases”); Sec. Inv’r Prot. Corp. v. Bernard L. Madoff Inv. Sec. LLC, Nos. 08-01789 (SMB),

09-11893 (SMB), 14-01840 (SMB), 2014 Bankr. LEXIS 4603, at *8-9 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. Oct. 30,

2014) (rejecting Rule 2004 examination where, although the requested discovery implicated the

acts and conduct of the debtor, the discovery had no bearing on administration of the estates); In

re Enron Corp., 281 B.R. 836, 844 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2002) (finding no bankruptcy purpose for

the examination sought); In re Cont’l Forge Co., 73 B.R. 1005, 1007 (Bankr. W.D. Pa. 1987)

(denying debtor’s desired examination because “[e]ven under the broader reach of Bankruptcy

Rule 2004, the requested information is not relevant to any conceivably legitimate issue”).

13. Here, the Debtors have not even articulated a pretext for the Rule 2004 Motion,

cryptically positing only that “substantial amounts paid by the Seasons Entities” and “L&N’s

substantial claims against the Seasons Entities” require them to “examine the validity of any
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claims of L&N and Super Sol, Ltd. against the Seasons Entities.” (Rule 2004 Motion, ¶¶ 12, 21.)

This is meritless, for many reasons.

14. First, the Debtors do not need to “examine the validity” of “L&N’s substantial

claims against the Seasons Entities” (id. ¶ 12), after having spent years litigating the claims

through final award and judgment, let alone spend estate funds to do so. As for the Judgment

indebtedness, the Debtors already are deeply informed about its basis after having gone through

two contested proceedings before the Beth Din and the State Court. Additional “discovery” of

known information would be an unjustified burden on the Objecting Parties as well as a waste of

the estates’ dwindling cash. See In re First Conn. Consulting Grp., Inc., No. 02-50852 (JJT),

2017 Bankr. LEXIS 1990, at *7-8 (Bankr. D. Conn. July 19, 2017) (denying debtor’s Rule 2004

motion where debtor sought “to dredge up old disputes in an effort to advance misleading and

unsupportable claims,” because there would be “no utility” and “such inquiry poses the obvious

risk of harassing the [examinees] . . . and creating unnecessary expenses . . .”).

15. Second, even if the Debtors were not already fully familiar with the parties’ prior

dealings, there is no reason for a purported investigation because the Rooker-Feldman doctrine

insulates the State Court Judgment from review or reconsideration in this Court. See In re Lake

Charles Retail Dev. LLC, Nos. 13-01477 (NHL), 13-44093 (NHL), 2014 Bankr. LEXIS 4161, at

*22-23 (Bankr. E.D.N.Y. Sept. 30, 2014) (Lord, J.) (dismissing debtor’s adversary complaint for

lack of jurisdiction under Rooker-Feldman where complaint was predicated on a request that a

state court order not be given effect).

16. Third, in addition to the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, the amounts of the Judgment

and Supersol indebtedness are res judicata. “[R]es judicata and collateral estoppel operate as a

bar not only to actual relitigation but also to discovery which can only lead to relitigation of
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closed matters.” In re Wilcher, 56 B.R. 428, 440 (Bankr. N.D. Ill. 1985) (denying Rule 2004

motion on this basis) (emphasis added).

17. Fourth, the Debtors’ rank speculation about claims against Supersol is incoherent.

The Debtors fail to even identify what they are investigating. Despite already having ample

knowledge of the Supersol transactions from (a) having participated in them and (b) having

litigated over them in two venues, they have articulated no legal or factual theory that

hypothetically could support claims against the Objecting Parties. “Good cause” required under

Rule 2004 is absent. See In re Strecker, 251 B.R. 878, 883 (Bankr. D. Colo. 2000) (refusing to

approve Rule 2004 motions “unless there is, at least, some recital of some fact(s)” supporting

examiners’ theories) (emphasis in original).

18. Fifth, the Debtors’ additional, vague remark that an examination is “necessary in

order to fully investigate the Debtors’ financial affairs” (Rule 2004 Motion, ¶ 21) does not move

the ball. This is merely a bare paraphrasing of the language of Rule 2004, not a showing of

cause. The Debtors are already familiar with their own financial affairs, and to the extent they

are not, Supersol, which sold them four stores nine years ago, is hardly the address for them to

learn anything more. “While it is true, in some instances, that creditors may possess information

relative to the debtor’s business and conduct which the debtors do not possess, this would be the

exception.” In re GHR Energy Corp., 33 B.R. 451, 455 (Bankr. D. Mass. 1983). The Rule 2004

Motion does not, and cannot, explain why the Debtors purportedly require discovery from their

judgment creditors to learn about their own financial affairs (because they do not).

19. Sixth, and finally, while the Rule 2004 Motion appears merely pointless on its

face, there is possibly a worrisome explanation for it: an improper attempt to influence the

Creditors Committee’s challenge to SKNY LLC’s (“SKNY”) prepetition liens (Adv. Proc. No.
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18-01128 (NHL)). SKNY controls an entire class of the Debtors’ equity interests, complete with

board rights, received millions of dollars of payments prepetition, selected and financed the

retention of the Debtors’ professionals, and primed existing creditors on the eve of bankruptcy

with new putatively secured loans. SKNY also is part of the consortium that purchased most of

the Debtors’ assets. L&N is the only member of the Creditors Committee that is not in the

kosher food business and susceptible to a natural conflict between its fiduciary duties and a need

to do continuing business with Seasons. L&N has been pressured to abandon its duties as a

Creditors Committee member with respect to the lien challenge, and has reason to believe that

the Rule 2004 Motion is a component of that campaign.

20. Although Rule 2004 is broad, an examination should be denied where the

circumstances support a conclusion that examination is sought to harass the putative examinee.

See Martin v. Schaap Moving Sys., No. 97-5042, 1998 U.S. App. LEXIS 15255, at *6-7 (2d Cir.

Apr. 21, 1998) (“Significantly, courts may limit, condition or even forbid the use of Rule 2004

where it is used to abuse or harass.”) (quotation and ellipses omitted); In re Duratech Indus., 241

B.R. 283, 290 (E.D.N.Y. 1999) (concluding “the bankruptcy court did not commit error in

denying [appellant’s] application for a Rule 2004 examination” where the would-be examiner

“was merely attempting to harass and abuse [putative examinee] under the pretext that it was

committed to proposing a plan of reorganization for the benefit of creditors”); Enron, 281 B.R. at

840 (“Courts have imposed limits on the use of Rule 2004 examinations where the purpose of the

examination is to abuse or harass . . .”). The Rule 2004 examination sought here would impost

substantial burdens and expenses upon the examinees, while the Debtors have failed to carry

their burden of demonstrating good, or any, cause. The Court easily can conclude from the

context here that the Rule 2004 Motion was filed to harass Supersol.
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B. The Debtors’ Specific Rule 2004 Demands are Inappropriate and Unreasonable.

21. In the event the Court does grant a Rule 2004 examination, any order entered

should preserve the Objecting Parties’ rights to object to specific discovery requests, and reject

the oppressively compressed timeframe proposed by the Debtors. The scope of a Rule 2004

inquiry is not without limits. See Official Comm. of Unsecured Creditors v. Eagle-Picher Indus.

(In re Eagle-Picher Indus.), 169 B.R. 130, 134 (Bankr. S.D. Ohio 1994); In re Symington, 209

B.R. 678, 687 (Bankr. D. Md. 1997) (“[A] bankruptcy court might need to limit the normally

broad inquiry under Rule 2004 . . . to prevent overly-broad, oppressive or unfair inquiries into

topics that are irrelevant to a review of the conduct and assets of debtors.”); Drexel Burnham

Lambert, 123 B.R. at 711 (although Rule 2004 is referred to as a fishing exhibition, “the net, in

the discretion of the Court, can be carefully stitched to limit its catch”).

22. The proposed order submitted by the Debtors with the Rule 2004 Motion (the

“Proposed Order”) would so-order not just an examination and its general scope, but the specific

discovery requests the Debtors seek. Those requests are unduly broad and burdensome. The

Objecting Parties respectfully suggest that if the Court is inclined to grant any Rule 2004

discovery, it should not so-order any specific discovery requests, but leave it to the parties to

meet and confer over scope, manner and locations of production, appropriate witnesses (if any),

and timing. To preserve their rights, the Objecting Parties specifically object to the following:

(a) The document requests in the Proposed Order are overbroad and unduly

burdensome. For example, the Debtors seek all communications, about anything, between

Messrs. Bloom, Gold, or their counsel, on the one hand, and Messrs. Garber, Lampert, or their

counsel, on the other hand, for a seven-year period that begins nine years in the past (2010), as

well as all documents “concerning” any such communications.
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(b) The Debtors seek voluminous documents from the Objecting Parties that

the Debtors or their counsel already possess. To wit, the Debtors demand that the Objecting

Parties produce all documents presented to the Beth Din by any party to the arbitration. Having

themselves been parties to the arbitration, the Debtors cannot credibly argue that the Objecting

Parties should undertake to gather materials that the Debtors can obtain from their own

prepetition counsel.

(c) There is no need for the Debtors to depose multiple Supersol witnesses (if

any), as the Rule 2004 Motion apparently contemplates. One Rule 30(b)(6) witness should be

more than adequate for the Debtors to obtain any information for which they can demonstrate a

need (if they meet their burden of showing a need to expend estate resources deposing anyone at

all).

(d) Regardless of the number of authorized depositions, Mr. Lampert is

medically unable to be examined.4 Moreover, certain of the proposed corporate examinees do

not exist. Having ceased doing business almost a decade ago, they dissolved long before anyone

envisioned these chapter 11 cases or the Rule 2004 Motion.

(e) Consistent with a design to harass, the Rule 2004 Motion requests the

Court to order full document production on just fourteen days’ notice. This is entirely uncalled

for. The Debtors are not operating. The Debtors are not making visible progress towards

proposing and confirming a plan. The bar date has not yet occurred, such that the Debtors

cannot perform their claims reconciliation process. Furthermore, the Debtors have nearly

eighteen months until the two-year anniversary of their petition date, when certain (as yet

4 Detail is omitted from this public filing out of respect for Mr. Lampert and his family, but could be provided to
the Court on reasonable notice, if required.
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unidentified and hypothetical) claims could become time barred. There is plainly no basis for

forcing an expedited examination.

(f) No Rule 2004 discovery should be permitted of Supersol or other third

parties until the Debtors have first sought the information they claim to want from their own

present and former professionals, officers and employees. Third parties should not be burdened

with the expense of producing information that the Debtors can obtain with a phone call.

(g) Any confidential information of Supersol should be protected from public

disclosure by a suitable confidentiality stipulation.

23. The Objecting Parties reiterate the Debtors have not shown cause for the Court to

grant the Rule 2004 Motion. Any relief that may be granted, however, should be tailored to

resolve the preceding specific objections.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, the Objecting Parties respectfully request that the Court

deny the Rule 2004 Motion in its entirety or, failing that, appropriately limit the scope of inquiry

to matters as to which the Debtors can show a legitimate need to investigate through the

Objecting Parties, and decline to enter any order containing specific discovery requests unless

and until the parties have met and conferred and proven unable to resolve such mattes among

themselves.
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Dated: April 15, 2019
New York, New York

KASOWITZ BENSON TORRES LLP

By: /s/ Robert M. Novick
Robert M. Novick (rnovick@kasowitz.com)
Michele L. Angell (mangell@kasowitz.com)

1633 Broadway
New York, New York 10019
Telephone: (212) 506-1700

Counsel for L&N Consulting Group, LLC,
Supersol 661 Amsterdam, LLC, Super Sol Ltd.,
Lawrence Garber and Norman Lampert
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Sincerely, 

Rabbi ShI 

Director 

Weissmann 

1.1' lig: !; 	S. 

Ft, 

'71 	 72'1 '71; 

T"Irvri 	"' 

August 2, 2017 

Via Certified Mail, Regu Iar Mail and Email 

Kenneth Rubinstein, Esq. 

Cohen Tauber Spievack & Wagner P.C. 
420 Lexington Ave., Suite 2400 
New York NY 10170-2499 

ballbilltitc:111:4,CIS NV laW.001.11 

Evan Newman, Esq. 
Newman Law, PC 

377 Pearsall Avenue. Suite C 

Cedarhurst, NY 11516 

enewinan,a nee man laNN pk.7.com  

Re: L&N Consulting v Bloom 

Dear Mr. Rubinstein and Mr. Newman: 

Please see the enclosed award from the Beth Din of America. 

Rule 31 of the Beth Din's Rules and Procedures states: 

(a) On written application of a party to the Beth Din within twenty (20) days after delivery of the award to the 
applicant, the Beth Din may modify the award if (a) there was a mathematical miscalculation; or (b) a mistake in the 
description of any person. thing or property referred to in the award; or (c) the award is upon an issue not submitted 
to the Beth Din and the award may be corrected without affecting the merits of the decision upon the issues 
submitted; or (d) the award is imperfect in a matter of form not affecting the merits of the controversy; or (e) the Ar 
Beth Din determines that a provision of the Award is contrary to Jewish Law. 

(b) Copies of such application shall be all concurrently served (by personal service or registered or certified 
mail) upon other parties to the arbitration. Any party objecting to such modification shall submit written objections 
to the Beth Din. with copies to all other parties to the arbitration, within 10 days of receipt of such application. The 
Beth Din shall dispose of any application made under this section in writing. Such writing shall be signed by the Av 
Beth Din within 40 days after the application for modification. The parties may consent in writing to extend the 
time for such disposition either before or after its expiration. 

Please note that pursuant to the arbitration agreement signed by the parties. this award may be confirmed 

in court. Please be aware that there may be statutory deadlines applicable to this confirmation process. 
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August 2, 2017

Via Certified Mail, Regu lar Mail and Email

Kenneth Rubinstein, Esq.

Cohen Tauber Spievack 4 Wagner P.C.

420-I20 Lexington Ave.. Suite 2400

New York NY 10170-2499

krubinsteinýctswlaw.com<I

Evan Newman, Esq.
Newman Law, PC

377 Pearsall Avenue. Suite C

Cedarburst. NY 11516
enewman a new manlaw p .commrm..'.pi>nI

Re: L&N Consulting v Bloom

Dear Mr. Rubinstein and Mr. Newman:

Please see the enclosed award from the Beth Din of America.

Rule 31 of the Beth Din's Rules and Procedures states:

(a) On written application of a party to the Beth Din within twenty (20) days after delivery of the award to the
applicant, the Beth Din may modify the award if(a) there was a mathematical miscalculation; or (b) a mistake in the
description of any person. thing or property referred to in the award; or (c) the award is upon an issue not submitted
to the Beth Din and the award may be corrected without affecting the merits of the decision upon the issues
submitted: or (d) the award is imperfect in a matter of form not affecting the merits of the controversy: or (e) the Av
Beth Din determines that a provision of the Award is contrary to Jewish Law.

(b) Copies of such application shall be all concurrently served (by personal service or registered or certified

mail) upon other parties to the arbitration. Any party objecting to such modification shall submit written objections
to the Beth Din. with copies to all other parties to the arbitration, within 10 days of receipt of such application. The
Beth Din shall dispose of any application made under this section in writing. . Such writing shall be signed by the Av
Beth Din within 40 days after the application for modification. The parties may consent in writing to extend the
time for such disposition either before or after its expiration.

Please note that pursuant to the arbitration agreement signed by the parties. this award may be confirmed
in court. Please be aware that there may be statutory deadlines applicable to this confirmation process.

Sincerely,

Ralibi Shl m 1 Alcissnlanll
I'ectol'IDirectorD
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Psak Din (Decision): L& IV Group C'onsulling, 1.1.(', el. vi. v Bloom, et. al. 

The Beth Din of America (the "Beth Din"), having been chosen by the parties as arbitrators pursuant to 

arbitration provisions in (i) that certain Amended Agreement of Sale, dated as of May i , 2013, among 

Super Sol, Ltd., Supersol Lawrence. Supersol New York and Supersol Westchester (collectively, 

"Supersol") and Zvi Bloom, Mayer Gold, Blue Gold Equities, LLC. Central Ave. Market, LLC, Lawrence 

Supermarket, LLC. Amsterdam Ave. Market. LLC. Upper West Side Market. LLC, Wilmot Road Market, 

LLC and Scarsdale Supermarket. LLC (collectively, "Defendant"), (ii) that certain Promissory Note, 

dated May 1, 2013, by Zvi Bloom, Mayer Gold and Blue Gold Equities, LLC in favor of Super Sol, Ltd. 

(the "Note") and (iii) that certain Consulting Agreement, dated as of May 1, 2013, among L&N 

Consulting Group. LLC I  ("Consulting"; Consulting and Supersol hereinafter referred to collectively as 

"Plaintiff') and Defendant. and having heard all parties testify as to the facts of disputes and differences 

arising from those contracts, having read their material submissions, and having given said matters due 

consideration, hereby decides as follows: 

PROCEEDINGS 

A hearing was held at the offices of the Beth Din of America on February 22, 2017. Kenneth Rubinstein, 

Esq. represented Plaintiff at the hearing, and was accompanied by Robert Feig, Lawrence Garber, 

Norman Lampert and Mark Fries. Evan Neumann, Esq. represented Defendant at the hearing, and was 

accompanied by Zvi Bloom, Mayer Gold and Brian Struni. Following the hearing, each party made 

follow up written submissions. 

FACTS AND CLAIMS 

This case concerns the enforcement of the terms of the Amended Agreement of Sale, the Note, and the 

Consulting Agreement. Those agreements (the "2013 Agreements") memorialize the restructuring in 

2013 of existing debt owed by Defendant to Plaintiff-', which arose from the 2010 sale by Plaintiff to 

Defendant of a chain of kosher supermarkets in the New York area. The 2013 Agreements provided, 

among other things, for periodic payments to be made by Defendant to Plaintiff. Beginning in 2014. 

Defendant sought to renegotiate the debt. By late 2015 Defendant began to miss payments. resulting 

1  The actual agreement lists this party as "L&N Group Consulting, LLC, a limited liability company 
organized under the laws of the State of New York." L&N Consulting Group, LLC claims that it was the 
intended party to this document, and that the words "Group" and "Consulting" were accidentally 
transposed in a drafting error. 

2  Not all of the entities that comprise Defendant and Plaintiff were involved in the original sale and debt. 
The terms Plaintiff and Defendant are used loosely in this psak, and are meant to refer to specific entities 
associated with Plaintiff and Defendant, respectively, as the case may be. 
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August 2, 2017

Psak Din (Decision): L&NLd'rO'
Group Consulting, LLC et. al. v Bloom, et. al.

The Beth Din of America (the "Beth Din"), having been chosen by the parties as arbitrators pursuant to

arbitration provisions in (i) that certain Amended Agreement of Sale, dated as of May 1, 2013, among
Super Sol, Ltd., Supersol Lawrence. Supersol New York and Supersol Westchester (collectively,

"Supersol") and Zvi Bloom, Mayer Gold, Blue Gold Equities, LLC, Central hvc. Market, LLC, Lawrence

Supermarket, LLC. Anasterdam Ave. Market. LLC. hipper West Side Market, LLC, Wilmot Road Market,

LLC and Scarsdale Supermarket. LLC (collectively, "Defendant"), (ii) that certain Promissory Note,

dated May 1, 2013, by Zvi Bloom, Mayer Gold and Blue Gold Equities, LLC in favor of Super Sol, Ltd.

(the "Note")
"Note""Note" and (iii) that certain Consulting Agreement, dated as of May 1, 2013, among L&N

Consulting Group. LLC'I L4 ("Consulting";
("('

Consulting and SupersoI hereinafter referred to collectively as
'
"Plaintiff") and Defendant, and having heard all parties testify as to the facts of disputes and differences

arising from those contracts, having read their material submissions, and having given said matters due

consideration, hereby decides as follows:

PROCEEDINGS

A hearing was held at the offices of the Beth Din of America on February 22, 2017. Kenneth Rubinstein,
Esq. represented Plaintiff at the hearing, and was accompanied by Robert Feig, Lawrence Garber,
Norman Lampert and Mark Fries. Evan Neumann, Esq. represented Defendant at the hearing, and was

accompanied by Zvi Bloom, Mayer Gold and Brian Struni. Following the hearing, each party made

follow up written submissions.

FACTS AND CLAIMS

This case concerns the enforcement of the terms of the Amended Agreement of Sale, the Note, and the

Consulting Agreement. Those agreements (the "2013 Agreements") memorialize the restructuring in

2013 of existing debt owed by Defendant to Plaintiff2, which arose from the 2010 sale by Plaintiff to

Defendant of a chain of kosher supermarkets in the New York area. The 2013 Agreements provided,

among other things, for periodic payments to be made by Defendant to Plaintiff. Beginning in 2014,

Defendant sought to renegotiate the debt. By late 2015 Defendant began to miss payments, resulting

1 The actual agreement lists this party as "L&N Group Consulting, LLC, a limited liability company
organized under the laws of the State of New York."
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ultimately in this arbitration. Plaintiff claims that Defendant owes $93,750 under the Amended 
Agreement of Sale and the Note and $2,833,330 under the Consulting Agreement. and that an additional 
$11,866,666 will continue to accrue in the future under the Consulting Agreement. 

Defendant essentially raises two defenses to Plaintiff's claims. First, the Consulting Agreement is not a 
validly binding agreement because of inconsistencies regarding the formalities of the Consulting 
Agreement. Specifically, (i) Consulting, an intended party, is mistakenly referred to as "L&N Group 
Consulting, LLC" (rather than L&N Consulting Group. I IC) and (ii) Consulting was formed in July 
2013, "months after the [Consulting Agreementl was executed." Second. the payment obligations should 
be set aside or reduced because they arose as consideration for Defendant's purchase of the supermarkets 
in 2010, and the sellin4 entities significantly misrepresented the financial health of the supermarkets at the 
time of the sale. Defendant presented testimony and documentation detailing the extent of this 
misrepresentation. 

Defendant also argues that the amounts claimed by Plaintiff are subject to .slunitah. the seven-year-cycle 
debt amnesty that is mandated by the Torah', and that the passage of shmitah year 5775 (beginning in 
September 2014) cancelled the debt. 

Plaintiff, citing case law, argues that under New York law a mere scrivener's error in the drafting of a 
party's name on an agreement does not warrant setting aside the agreement. Regarding the timing of the 
formation of Consulting and the execution of the agreement, Plaintiff notes that the Consulting 
Agreement was actually signed in September and October of 2013, after Consulting has already been 
formed, even though the recitals to the Consulting Agreement state that it is made "effective as of May I, 
2013" to reflect effective date of the adjustments to the payment schedule provided for in the agreement. 
Plaintiff also maintains that Defendant never previously raised issues with its purchase of the 
supermarkets or the sellers' representations relating to such purchase, and only does so now as a pretense 
for avoiding its debt obligations. 

DISCUSSION 

I. 	Enforceability of Consulting Agreement 

The Consulting Agreement is enforceable, notwithstanding the arguments advanced by Defendant arguing 
that it be set aside on the basis of defects in the formalities of the document. As Plaintiff noted in its post-
hearing submissions, a contract is valid under New York law if a corporate party to the contracts existed 
at the time of its execution.4  In addition, a mere error in the name of a corporate entity to a contract does 
not free parties from liability under the contract.' 

3  See Devarim 15:2. 
4  See Decatur Street, LLC v. Spheres Realty, Inc., 14 A.D.3d 535 (2d Dep't 2005); 183 Holding Corp v. 
183 Lorraine St. Assoc., 251 A.D.2d 386 (2d Dep't 1998); Foxen Co. v. Irish Pub, Inc., 13 Misc. 3d 
1211(A) (Sup. Ct. Nassau County 2006). 

5  See Skyline Enters. Of N.Y. Corp. v. Amuram Realty Co., 288 A.D.2d 292 (2d Dep't 2001); Assos 
Const. Corp. v. 1141 Realty LLC, 120 A.D.3d 1151, 1151-52 (1st Dep't 2014). "The rule that a slight 
variance in a party's name in a contractual document does not permit the party to avoid the contract is 
rooted in common sense." Prescient Acquisition Grp., Inc. v, MJ Pub. Trust, 2006 WL 2884402, at 
*2(S.D.N.Y. Oct. 6, 2006). 
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sellers'sellers'sellers representations relating to such purchase, and only does so now as a pretense
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DISCUSSION

1. Enforceability of Consulting Agreement

The Consulting Agreement is enforceable, notwithstanding the arguments advanced by Defendant arguing
that it be set aside on the basis of defects in the formalities of the document. As Plaintiff noted in its post-

hearing submissions, a contract is valid under New York law if a corporate party to the contracts existed

at the time of its execution 4 In addition, a mere error in the name of a corporate entity to a contract does

not free parties from liability under the contract.5

3 See Devarim 15:2.
4 See Decatur Street, LLC v. Spheres Realty, Inc., 14 A.D.3d 535 (2d Dep't 2005); 183 Holding Corp v.
183 Lorraine St. Assoc., 251 A.D.2d 386 (2d Dep't 1998); Foxen Co. v. Irish Pub, Inc., 13 Misc. 3d
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5 See Skyline Enters. Of N.Y. Corp. v. Amuram Realty Co., 288 A.D.2d 292 (2d Dep't 2001); Assos
Const. Corp. v. 1141 Realty LLC, 120 A.D.3d 1151, 1151-52 (1st Dep't 2014). "The rule that a slight
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Defendant's other defenses arise from the relationship between the payment obligations set forth in the 
Consulting Agreement and their predecessor transaction. the 2010 supermarket purchase. 

We reject Defendant's arguments that it should not be obligated to pay the amounts due under the 
Consulting Agreement because of the financial condition of the supermarkets and alleged breaches of 
Plaintiff's representations in the 2010 purchase agreement. 

To begin with, from 2010 through 2015, Defendant made its payments and never formally complained 
about the supermarkets or sought any offsets or other remedies pursuant to the 2010 purchase documents. 
Even after it stopped making payments, Defendant did not raise complaints about the purchase. The 
record of correspondence between the parties is replete with Plaintiffs demands for payment and 
Defendant's promises that it would pay. There is no mention in any of this back and forth of any defenses 
relating to the 2010 purchase. This course of dealing constitutes an admission by Defendant that it was 
obligated to make the payments under the Consulting Agreement and the debt instruments that preceded 
it, and that it was not entitled to any setoffs as a result of breaches of representations.' As a matter of 
secular law, the lapse of time between the 2010 purchase and Defendant's realization that representations 
had been breached (Defendant acknowledged that it recognized the true financial condition of the assets 
early on) means that its claims were time barred by statute.' 

But more fundamentally, under the terms of the Consulting Agreement its payment obligations are 
independent of any other prior transactions and defenses related to those transactions. Section 13 of the 
Consulting Agreement expressly states that. 

"This Agreement sets forth the entire agreement of the parties hereto with respect to the subject 
matter contained herein and supersedes any and all prior agreements, promises, covenants, 
arrangements, understandings, communications, representations or warranties, whether oral or 
written, by any officer, employee or representative of any party hereto. Any prior agreement by 
the parties hereto with respect to the subject matter of this Agreement is hereby terminated and 
canceled as of the date hereof." 

6  See Pischei Choshen, Hilchos Edus 8:24, citing Shulchan Aruch, Choshen Mishpat 45:16 that an 
obligor's payments constitute a hodaas beat din (admission) that estops the obligor from raising technical 
defenses that seek to undermine the enforceability of the agreement. 

' Contract claims are subject to a six year statute of limitations in New York. See N.Y. C.P.L.R. § 213. 
See also Deutsche Bank Nat'l Trust Co. v. Quicken Loans Inc., 2014 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 106710 (S.D.N.Y. 
Aug. 4, 2014) (applying the six year statute of limitations to claims brought against the seller of mortgage 
loans for breach of representations made in the sale agreement regarding the quality of the loans). 
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obligor's payments constitute a hodaas baal din (admission) that estops the obligor from raising technical
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7 Contract claims are subject to a six year statute of limitations in New York. See N.Y. C.P.LR. § 213,
See also Deutsche Bank Nat'I Trust Co. v. Quicken Loans Inc., 2014 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 106710 (S.D.N.Y.
Aug. 4, 2014) (applying the six year statute of limitations to claims brought against the seller of mortgage
loans for breach of representations made in the sale agreement regarding the quality of the loans).
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Even if no argument could be made that Defendant waived its breach of representation claims from the 
2010 sale, this language in the Consulting Agreement makes clear that the payment obligations in that 
agreement arc independent of any other claims that a party might raise in an effort to avoid them. 

2. Prohibited Interest 

Moving past the basic enforceability of the Consulting Agreement. we turn to the amount collectable 
thereunder. We also consider Plaintiff's claim for $93,750 due and owing under the Amended Agreement 
of Sale and the Note. 

The Torah prohibits Jews from charging and collecting interest to and from one another.' The 
prohibition, at its most basic level, applies to pure loans where funds are advanced in return for a promise 
to repay the principal plus interest (ribbis ketzutza).9  In contrast, interest collected on a deferred payment 
in the context of a purchase transaction is prohibited on a rabbinic level (arak rabbis).1°  Therefore, in this 
case, the interest contemplated by the sale documents and accompanying debt, as originally structured in 
2010, qualified as rabbinically prohibited interest. 

The 2013 restructuring of the debt arguably made things worse from a Jewish law perspective, at least 
with respect to tile amounts owing under tile Consulting Agreement. As noted above, the prohibition 
against charging interest on purchase money is rabbinic when the interest is negotiated at the time of the 
sale. But a number of early authorities hold that interest charged under a later agreement to further defer 
the repayment obligation constitutes ribbis ketfutza, interest prohibited on a Torah level.' 

3. Shmiuss Kesafiui 

Under Torah law, debts are cancelled every seven years (shmitas kesafim).12 The pruzbul, a document 
signed by a lender to nominally assign his or her debts to a beth din, operates to shield debts from the 
effect of shmitah." According to many halachic authorities, shmitas kesfaim is operative on a rabbinic 
level nowadays." Nevertheless, a significant number of authorities hold that it is inoperative, and that a 

8  Vayikra 25:36. 

9  Baba Metziah 61b. 

10  Shach, Yoreh Deah, 173:4. 

11  Shulchan Aruch, Yoreh Deah, 166:2 cites two views on this matter in the context of free rent offered to 
a lender, a benefit that is regarded as interest. Rama, ad. loc., notes that the same analysis applies to 
ordinary interest payments as well, The first view cited, that of Rambam, is that the interest remains 
rabbinic in nature because the original extension of credit took place at the time of the purchase. The 
second view cited, that of Rashi, Raaved and others, is that since the restructuring of the debt is removed 
in time from the purchase transaction, the interest converts to ribbis ketzutza. See Bris Yehuda, Chapter 
3, notes 15 and 16, who notes that normative halacha follows the stringent view. 

12  See Devarim 15:2. 

13  Gittin 36a. 

14  Shulchan Aruch, Choshen Mishpat 67:1. 
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against charging interest on purchase money is rabbinic when the interest is negotiated at the time of the

sale. But a number of early authorities hold that interest charged under a later agreement to further defer

the repayment obligation constitutes ribbis ket:utza, interest prohibited on a Torah level.

3. Shmitas>A/1)ninLv Kesafim

Under Torah law, debts are cancelled every seven years (shmitas kesafim))2 The pruzbu/, a document

signed by a lender to nominally assign his or her debts to a beth din, operates to shield debts from the

effect of shmitah.D
According to many halachic authorities, shmitas kesfaim is operative on a rabbinic

level nowadays."
Nevertheless, a significant number of authorities hold that it is inoperative, and that a

B Vayikra 25:36.

9 Baba Metziah 61b.

¹°
Shach, Yoreh Deah, 173:4.

'' Shulchan Aruch, Yoreh Deah, 166:2 cites two views on this matter in the context of free rent offered to
a lender, a benefit that is regarded as interest. Rama, ad. loc., notes that the same analysis applies to

ordinary interest payments as well, The first view cited, that of Rambam, is that the interest remains
rabbinic in nature because the original extension of credit took place at the time of the purchase. The
second view cited, that of Rashi, Raaved and others, is that since the restructuring of the debt is removed
in time from the purchase transaction, the interest converts to ribbis ketzutza. See Bris Yehuda, Chapter
3, notes 15 and 16, who notes that normative halacha follows the stringent view.

12 See Devarim 15:2.

's'3 Gittin 36a.

'" Shulchan Aruch, Choshen Mishpat 67:1.
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creditor may recover debts that would ordinarily be subject to shmitas kesqf im.15  As a matter of 
normative practice, it is customary to enter into a pruzbul nowadays, but a creditor is not precluded from 
collecting a debt if he or she fails to enter into a pruzbul. 16 

DECISION 

Based on the foregoing, we find Defendant jointly and severally liable to Consulting in the amount of the 
original debt of $14,200.000 that was the basis for the payment consideration set forth in the Consulting 
Agreement, minus $1,775,000 for amounts already paid, for a current balance owed of $12,425,000. 
Although Consulting is not entitled to interest, it should also not be required to wait for payment for the 
entire duration of the extension of payment terms negotiated in 2013. Therefore, $9,600,000 of the 
balance is due by no later than April 30, 2018. The remaining balance of $2,825,000 shall be paid off 
over the following year in equal monthly installments, with payment in full due no later than April 30, 
-1019.17  

In addition, we find Defendant jointly and severally liable to Supersol for the $93,750 unpaid balance 
arising from the Amended Agreement of Sale, minus the interest component of that amount ($62,500), for 
a current balance owed of $31,250.18  This balance shall he paid within thirty (30) days of the date hereof. 

All other claims are hereby denied. Any request for modification of this award by the arbitration panel 
shall be in accordance with the rules and procedures of the Beth Din of America, the provisions set forth 
herein, and the arbitration agreement of the parties. The obligations set forth herein shall be enforceable 
in any court of competent jurisdiction, in accordance with the rules and procedures of the Beth Din of 
America and the arbitration agreement. Any provision of this agreement may be modified with the 
written consent of both parties. Except as otherwise indicated, all of the provisions of this decision shall 
take effect immediately. 

15  Rama, Choshen Mishpat 67:1 and Truffles HaDeshen 1:304. 

16  See Rama, ibid. and Igros Moshe, Choshen Mishpat 2:15. 

17  These dates are meant to approximate the payment terms of the original deal, in an effort to partially 
roll back the transaction terms to those that existed before additional interest was added. We recognize 
this is an unscientific endeavor because these are approximations and, significantly, even the original 
payment terms were predicated upon an interest component that we are cutting back. In the end, this 
psak represents our best effort to achieve an equitable result, consistent with our mandate to decide the 
case based on peshara kerova lidin (equity rooted in the law). 

18  It is possible that some of the payments already made on the amounts owing under the Amended 
Agreement of Sale were attributable to interest. In theory, that fact could give rise to an argument that 
our decision to subtract the full $62,500 amounts to an order to disgorge interest already paid. While 
ribbis ketzutza must be refunded (yotzei bidayanim), a lender is not obligated to refund interest that is 
only rabbinically prohibited (Shuichan Aruch, Yoreh Deah 161:2). To the extent it may be argued that 
these payments were only rabbinically prohibited, a matter subject to the analysis set forth above in note 
10, this would mean that Plaintiff is entitled to retain the $62,500 already paid. However, halacha 
recognizes amounts already paid as repayments of principal rather than interest payments to the greatest 
extent possible. See Rabbi Yisroel Reisman, The Laws of Ribbis, Chapter 20 at notes 6, 7 and 34. 
Accordingly, we have subtracted the full $62,500 from the amount owed. 
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creditor may recover debts that would ordinarily be subject to shmitas kesafim? As a matter of

normative practice, it is~ customary to enter into a pruzbul nowadays, but a creditor is not precluded from

collecting a debt if he or she fails to enter into a pru:bu/

DECISION

Based on the foregoing, we find Defendant jointly and severally liable to Consulting in the amount of the

original debt of $14,200,000 that was the basis for the payment consideration set forth in the Consulting

Agreement, minus $1,775,000 for
f'

amounts already paid, for a current balance owed of $12,425,000.

Although Consulting is not entitled to interest, it should also not be required to wait for payment for the

entire duration of the extension of payment terms negotiated in 2013. Therefore, $9,600,000 of the

balance is due by no later than April 30, 2018. The remaining balance of $2,825,000 shall be paid off

over the following year in equal monthly installments, with payment in full due no later than April 30,
2019

In addition, we find Defendant jointly and severally liable to Supersol for the $93,750 unpaid balance

arising from the Amended Agreement of Sale. minus the interest component of that amount ($62,500), for

a current balance owed of $31,250.33$31 This balance shall be paid within thirty (30) days of the date hereof.

All other claims are hereby denied. Any request for modification of this award by the arbitration panel

shall be in accordance with the rules and procedures of the Beth Din of America, the provisions set forth

herein, and the arbitration agreement of the parties. The obligations set forth herein shall be enforceable

in any court of competent jurisdiction, in accordance with the rules and procedures of the Beth Din of

America and the arbitration agreement. Any provision of this agreement may be modified with the

written consent of both parties. Except as otherwise indicated, all of the provisions of this decision shall

take effect immediately.

15
Rama, Choshen Mishpat 67:1 and Trumas HaDeshen 1:304.

'S See Rama, ibid. and (gros Moshe, Choshen Mishpat 2:15.

17 These dates are meant to approximate the payment terms of the original deal, in an effort to partially
roll back the transaction terms to those that existed before additional interest was added. We recognize
this is an unscientific endeavor because these are approximations and, significantly, even the original
payment terms were predicated upon an interest component that we are cutting back. In the end, this
psak represents our best effort to achieve an equitable result, consistent with our mandate to decide the
case based on peshara kerova (idin (equity rooted in the law).

'8 It is possible that some of the payments already made on the amounts owing under the Amended
Agreement of Sale were attributable to interest. In theory, that fact could give rise to an argument that
our decision to subtract the full $62,500 amounts to an order to disgorge interest already paid. While
ribbis ketzutza must be refunded (yotzei bidayanim), a lender is not obligated to refund interest that is

only rabbinically prohibited (Shu{chan Aruch, Yoreh Deah 161:2). To the extent it may be argued that
these payments were only rabbinically prohibited, a matter subject to the analysis set forth above in note
10, this would mean that Plaintiff is entitled to retain the $62,500 already paid. However, halacha
recognizes amounts already paid as repayments of principal rather than interest payments to the greatest
extent possible. See Rabbi Yisroel Reisman, The Laws of Ribbis, Chapter 20 at notes 6, 7 and 34.

Accordingly, we have subtracted the full $62,500 from the amount owed.
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Rabbi Kenneth Auman 
Dayan 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we hereby sign and affirm this Order as of the date written above. 

/  
Rabbi Dani Rapp 	 Rabbi h\omo Weissmann 
Dayan 	 Dayan 
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the date written above.affirm this Order as ofm WITNESS WHERE OF, we hereby sign
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Dayan

Rabbi Kenneth Auman
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January 10, 2018 

Via Certified Mail, Regular Mail and Email 
Kenneth Rubinstein, Esq. 
Cohen Tauber Spievack & Wagner P.C. 
420 Lexington Ave., Suite 2400 
New York NY 10170-2499 
krubinstein(iktswlaw.com  

Evan Newman, Esq. 
Newman Law, PC 
377 Pearsall Avenue, Suite C 
Cedarhurst, NY 11516 
eium  man(ikewman awpc .com 

Re: L&N Consulting v Bloom 

Dear Mr. Rubinstein and Mr. Newman: 

Please see the enclosed decision from the beth din. 

Sincerely, 

P:\" 

Jordana Mondrow, Esq. 
Administrative Attorney 
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January 10, 2018

Via Certified Mail, Regular Mail and Email

Kenneth Rubinstein, Esq.

Cohen Tauber Spievack & Wagner P.C.
420 Lexington Ave., Suite 2400

New York NY 10170-2499

krubinstein@ctswlaw.com

Evan Newman, Esq.
Newman Law, PC
377 Pearsall Avenue. Suite C

Cedarburst, NY 11516
enewmananewmanlawpe,com .corn

Re: L&N Consulting v Bloom

Dear Mr. Rubinstein and Mr. Newman:

Please see the enclosed decision from the beth din.

Sincerely,

iJ~

Jordana Mondrow, Esq.

AdministrativeAdministrative AttorneyAttorney
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January 10, 2018 

Modified Psak Din - L&N Group Consulting, LLC, et. al. v. Bloom, et. al. 

On August 2, 2017, the undersigned issued a decision (the "Psak") in the case referenced above. On 
October 24, 2017, Rabbi Yona Reiss issued a decision (the "Request for• Modification Decision") pursuant 
to Section 31 of the Rules and Procedures of the Beth Din of America modifying the Psak. Capitalized 
terms used herein without definition have the meanings ascribed to them in the initial decision. 

The Request for Modification Decision remanded the case back to the undersigned, to determine whether 
the Psak should be modified to deduct amounts previously paid from the amount due. We circulated some 
follow up questions to the parties, to \N hich they responded in letters dated December 21, 2017 and 
December 22, 2017. 

Upon a review of the Psak, the Request for Modification Decision, and the record of the case, the Psak is 
hereby modified to deduct the amount of $4,100,000 from the amount Defendant is ordered to pay Plaintiff, 
so that the amount due to Consulting is $8,325,000 (in addition to the $31,250 owed to Supersol that was 
not subject to the remand), payable by no later than April 30, 2018. 

The obligations set forth herein shall be enforceable in any court of competent jurisdiction, in accordance 
with the rules and procedures of the Beth Din of America and the arbitration agreement. Any provision of 
this agreement may be modified with the written consent of both parties. 
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January 10, 2018

Modified Psak Din - L&N Group Consulting, LLC, et. al. v. Bloom, et. al.

On August 2, 2017, the undersigned issued a decision (the "Psak") in the case referenced above. On

October 24, 2017, Rabbi Yona Reiss issued a decision (the "Request for Modification Decision") pursuant

to Section 31 of the Rules and Procedures of the Beth Din of America modifying the Psak. Capitalized

terms used herein without definition have the meanings ascribed to them in the initial decision.

The Request for Modification Decision remanded the case back to the undersigned, to determine whether

the Psak should be modified to deduct amounts previously paid from the amount due. We circulated some
follow up questions to the parties, to which they responded in letters dated December 21, 2017 and

DecemberL/M VIIIVW 22,) 2017.CV I I ~

(Jpon a review of the Psak, the Request for Modification Decision, and the record of the case, the Psak is

hereby modified to deduct the amount of $4,100,000 from the amount Defendant is ordered to pay Plaintiff,
so that the amount due to Consulting is $8,325,000 (in addition to the $31,250 owed to Supersol that was

not subject to the remand), payable by no later than April 30, 2018.

The obligations set forth herein shall be enforceable in any court of competent jurisdiction, in accordance

with the rules and procedures of the Beth Din of America and the arbitration agreement. Any provision of

this agreement may be modified with the written consent of both parties.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF. we hereby sign and affirm this Order as of the date written above. 

frA 
Rabbi Kenneth Auman 
Dayan 

Rabbi Dani Rapp 	 Rabbi S omo Weissmann 
Dayan 	 Dayan 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, . we hereby sign and affirm this Order as of the date written above.

Rabbi Kenneth Auman Rabbi Dani Rapp Rabbi S T omo Weissmann

Dayan DDayan cavanDayanDayan lyan D
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EAtm 	New York State Unified CourtSystem 
r.  

4/1/2019 	 WebCivil Supreme - eFiled Documents Detail 

S7d COURT§ 
Web Civil Supreme - eFiled Documents Detail 
Court: 
Index Number: 
Case Name: 
Case Type: 
Track: 

New York Supreme Court 
0650632/2018 
L&N CONSULTING GROUP, LLC vs. BLOOM, ZVI 
CD-EARTICLE 75 
Complex 

Document List - Click on the document name to view the document 
Document 
# 

Date 
Received/Filed Document Descriptioi 

Motion 
# 

Filing 
User 

1 02/08/2018 PETITION Verified Petition to Confirm Arbitration Award KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

2 02/08/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Exhibit 1 of Petition - August 2 decision and award KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

3 02/08/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Exhibit 2 of Petition - January 10 modified decision and 
award 

KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

4 02/08/2018 NOTICE OF PETITION Notice of Petition to Confirm Arbitration Award 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

5 02/08/2018 RJI -RE: NOTICE OF PETITION --none-- KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

6 02/08/2018 ADDENDUM - COMMERCIAL --none-- KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

DIVISION (840C) 

7 02/08/2018 AFFIRMATION/AFFIDAVIT OF Affidavit of Service of Verified Petition to Confirm Arbitration 
Award 

001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

SERVICE 

8 02/28/2018 NOTICE OF CROSS-MOTION --none-- 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

9 02/28/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Affirmation in Opposition and in Support of Cross-Motion 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION 

AND IN SUPPORT OF CROSS- 
MOTION 

10 02/28/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Affirmation in Opposition and in Support of Cross-Motion 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION 

AND IN SUPPORT OF CROSS- 
MOTION 

11 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Notice of Claim 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

12 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Consulting Agreement 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

13 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Amended Agreement of Sale 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

14 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) August 2010 Agreement of Sale 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

15 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S). November 2010 Agreement of Sale 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

16 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Agreement for paying remaining $14.2 million 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

17 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Original Award with Addendum 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

18 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Arbitrator's Appellate Decision 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

19 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Verified Petition to Confirm Arbitration Award 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

20 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Verified Answer 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

21 02/28/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN Memorandum of Law in Opposition to Petition to Confirm 
Arbitration Award and in Support of Cross-Motion to Vacate 
Award 

001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN OPPOSITION 

22 	 02/28/2018 ANSWER IN SPECIAL Verified Answer to Petition 	 001 	EVAN M 
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Document 
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Date 
Received/Filed Document Descriptioi 
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# 

Filing 
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1 02/08/2018 PETITION Verified Petition to Confirm Arbitration Award KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

2 02/08/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Exhibit 1 of Petition - August 2 decision and award KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

3 02/08/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Exhibit 2 of Petition - January 10 modified decision and 
award 

KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

4 02/08/2018 NOTICE OF PETITION Notice of Petition to Confirm Arbitration Award 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

5 02/08/2018 RJI -RE: NOTICE OF PETITION --none-- KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

6 02/08/2018 ADDENDUM - COMMERCIAL --none-- KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

DIVISION (840C) 

7 02/08/2018 AFFIRMATION/AFFIDAVIT OF Affidavit of Service of Verified Petition to Confirm Arbitration 
Award 

001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

SERVICE 

8 02/28/2018 NOTICE OF CROSS-MOTION --none-- 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

9 02/28/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Affirmation in Opposition and in Support of Cross-Motion 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION 

AND IN SUPPORT OF CROSS- 
MOTION 

10 02/28/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Affirmation in Opposition and in Support of Cross-Motion 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION 

AND IN SUPPORT OF CROSS- 
MOTION 

11 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Notice of Claim 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

12 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Consulting Agreement 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

13 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Amended Agreement of Sale 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

14 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) August 2010 Agreement of Sale 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

15 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S). November 2010 Agreement of Sale 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

16 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Agreement for paying remaining $14.2 million 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

17 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Original Award with Addendum 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

18 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Arbitrator's Appellate Decision 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

19 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Verified Petition to Confirm Arbitration Award 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

20 02/28/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Verified Answer 001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN 

21 02/28/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN Memorandum of Law in Opposition to Petition to Confirm 
Arbitration Award and in Support of Cross-Motion to Vacate 
Award 

001 EVAN M 
NEWMAN OPPOSITION 

22 	 02/28/2018 ANSWER IN SPECIAL Verified Answer to Petition 	 001 	EVAN M 

https://iapps.courts.state.ny.us/webcivil/FCASeFiledDocsDetail?coun  y_code=cLyQ5Y3E85_PLUS jGU2044n7oA%3D%3D&txtIndexNo=kdI1VUiNmp... 1/4 

Case 1-18-45284-nhl    Doc 308-3    Filed 04/15/19    Entered 04/15/19 14:45:56



4/1/2019 	 WebCivil Supreme - eFiled Documents Detail 

PROCEEDING NEWMAN 
23 03/07/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN Petitioners' Memorandum of Law in Further Support of Their 

Motion to Confirm Arbitration Award and in Opposition to 
Respondents' Motion to Vacate 

001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

OPPOSITION TO CROSS- 
MOTION AND IN FURTHER 
SUPPORT OF MOTION 

24 03/07/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Kenneth J. Rubinstein's Reply Affirmation in Further Support 
of Motion to Confirm Arbitration Award and in Opposition to 
Motion to Vacate 

001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

IN OPPOSITION TO CROSS- 
MOTION AND IN FURTHER 
SUPPORT OF MOTION 

25 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S). Verified Petition (without exhibits) 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

26 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Consulting Agreement 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

27 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S), Amended Agreement of Sale 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

28 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S), Psak Din 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

29 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Modified Psak Din 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

0 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Petitioners' post-hearing submission dated June 7, 2017 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

31 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Respondents' post-hearing submissions dated June 14 and 
September 28, 2017 

001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

32 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Respondents' December 22, 2017 letter to the Beth Din 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

33 03/26/2018 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE ( --none-- 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

PROPOSED ) 

34 03/26/2018 AFFIDAVIT Affidavit of Laurence Garber 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

35 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Verified Petition to Confirm Arbitration Award 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

36 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Psak Din 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

37 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Modified Psak Din 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

38 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Affidavit of James Goldstick 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

39 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Respondents' Liens 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

0 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S) 3/8/18 Letter to Respondents' Counsel 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

41 03/26/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN --none-- 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

SUPPORT 

42 03/28/2018 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE --none-- 002 Nancy A 
Horowitz 
court user 

43 03/28/2018 AFFIRMATION/AFFIDAVIT OF --none-- 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

SERVICE 

44 04/09/2018 LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE Letter to Judge Bransten requesting a modified schedule for 
the Attachment Motion 

KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

TO JUDGE 

45 04/17/2018 LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE Letter to Judge Bransten enclosing the April 12 transcript of 
the Motion to Confirm an Arbitration Award 

KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

TO JUDGE 

46 04/17/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION --none-- 002 ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN IN OPPOSITION TO ORDER TO 

SHOW CAUSE 
47 04/17/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Original Award with Addendum 002 ABRAHAM S. 

BEINHORN 
48 04/17/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Modified Arbitration Award 002 ABRAHAM S. 

BEINHORN 
49 04/17/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Credits 002 ABRAHAM S. 

BEINHORN 
50 04/17/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Correspondence in re Credits 002 ABRAHAM S. 

BEINHORN 
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PROCEEDING NEWMAN 
23 03/07/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN Petitioners' Memorandum of Law in Further Support of Their 

Motion to Confirm Arbitration Award and in Opposition to 
Respondents' Motion to Vacate 

001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

OPPOSITION TO CROSS- 
MOTION AND IN FURTHER 
SUPPORT OF MOTION 

24 03/07/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Kenneth J. Rubinstein's Reply Affirmation in Further Support 
of Motion to Confirm Arbitration Award and in Opposition to 
Motion to Vacate 

001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

IN OPPOSITION TO CROSS- 
MOTION AND IN FURTHER 
SUPPORT OF MOTION 

25 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S). Verified Petition (without exhibits) 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

26 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Consulting Agreement 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

27 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S), Amended Agreement of Sale 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

28 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S), Psak Din 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

29 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Modified Psak Din 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

0 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Petitioners' post-hearing submission dated June 7, 2017 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

31 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Respondents' post-hearing submissions dated June 14 and 
September 28, 2017 

001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

32 03/07/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Respondents' December 22, 2017 letter to the Beth Din 001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

33 03/26/2018 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE ( --none-- 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

PROPOSED ) 

34 03/26/2018 AFFIDAVIT Affidavit of Laurence Garber 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

35 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Verified Petition to Confirm Arbitration Award 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

36 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Psak Din 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

37 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Modified Psak Din 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

38 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Affidavit of James Goldstick 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

39 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Respondents' Liens 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

0 03/26/2018 EXHIBIT(S) 3/8/18 Letter to Respondents' Counsel 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

41 03/26/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN --none-- 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

SUPPORT 

42 03/28/2018 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE --none-- 002 Nancy A 
Horowitz 
court user 

43 03/28/2018 AFFIRMATION/AFFIDAVIT OF --none-- 002 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

SERVICE 

44 04/09/2018 LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE Letter to Judge Bransten requesting a modified schedule for 
the Attachment Motion 

KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

TO JUDGE 

45 04/17/2018 LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE Letter to Judge Bransten enclosing the April 12 transcript of 
the Motion to Confirm an Arbitration Award 

KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

TO JUDGE 

46 04/17/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION --none-- 002 ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN IN OPPOSITION TO ORDER TO 

SHOW CAUSE 
47 04/17/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Original Award with Addendum 002 ABRAHAM S. 

BEINHORN 
48 04/17/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Modified Arbitration Award 002 ABRAHAM S. 

BEINHORN 
49 04/17/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Credits 002 ABRAHAM S. 

BEINHORN 
50 04/17/2018 EXHIBIT(S).  Correspondence in re Credits 002 ABRAHAM S. 

BEINHORN 
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51 04/17/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN --none-- 002 ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN OPPOSITION 

52 04/17/2018 AFFIRMATION/AFFIDAVIT OF --none-- 002 ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN SERVICE 

53 04/20/2018 DECISION + ORDER ON --none-- 001 Kim Martin 
court user MOTION 

54 04/20/2018 NOTICE OF ENTRY Notice of entry of order granting petitioner's motion to 
confirm arbitration award and denying respondent's cross- 
motion 

001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

55 04/25/2018 BILL OF COSTS (PROPOSED) Petitioners' Proposed Bill of Costs KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

56 04/25/2018 Document Deleted 
57 05/01/2018 JUDGMENT --none-- Jasper 

Catalano 
court user 

58 05/01/2018 NOTICE OF ENTRY Notice of Entry of Judgment entered on May 1, 2018 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

59 05/18/2018 LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE Letter to Judge Bransten regarding the withdrawal of 
Petitioners application for an order of attachment 

002 JACKSON 
SIDNEY 
DAVIS 

TO JUDGE 

60 05/18/2018 NOTICE OF APPEAL --none-- ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN 

61 05/18/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Exhibit A - Notice of Entry With Order and Decision ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN 

62 05/18/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Exhibit B - Pre Argument Statement ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN 

63 05/18/2018 AFFIRMATION/AFFIDAVIT OF --none-- ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN SERVICE 

64 05/21/2018 DECISION + ORDER ON --none-- 002 Celia 
Rodriguez 
court user 

MOTION 

65 05/25/2018 LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE --none-- ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN TO JUDGE 

66 08/31/2018 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE ( --none-- 003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

(PROPOSED) 

67 08/31/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN Memorandum Of Law In Support Of Judgment Creditors 
Motion For Contempt 

003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

SUPPORT 

68 08/31/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Affirmation Of Robert M. Novick In Support Of Judgment 
Creditors Motion For Contempt 

003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSED 
OSC/EXPARTE APP 

69 08/31/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Judgment entered May 1, 2018 003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

70 08/31/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Notice of Subpoena and Judgment Enforcement Subpoenas 003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

71 08/31/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Affidavits of Service 003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

72 08/31/2018 EXHIBIT(S) July 2018 Emails 003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

73 09/05/2018 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE --none-- 003 Nancy A 
Horowitz 
court user 

74 09/13/2018 AFFIRMATION/AFFIDAVIT OF Affidavit of Service of Order to Show Cause and Supporting 	003 
Documents 

ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

SERVICE 

75 09/17/2018 SUBSTITUTION OF ATTORNEY --none-- Avrum J. 
Rosen (POST RJI) 

76 09/21/2018 CONSENT TO CHANGE --none-- Jordan 
Pilevsky ATTORNEY (PRE RJI).  

77 09/21/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN --none-- 003 Avrum J. 
Rosen OPPOSITION 

78 09/24/2018 ORDER ( PROPOSED) --none-- Jordan 
Pilevsky 

79 09/28/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Affirmation of Robert M. Novick in Further Support of 
Judgment Creditors' Motion for Contempt 

003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

IN REPLY 

80 09/28/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION --none-- 003 Jordan 
Pilevsky IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION 

81 09/28/2018 ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF --none-- 003 Jordan 
Pilevsky SERVICE 

82 10/01/2018 STIPULATION - SO ORDERED --none-- 003 Michael E 
()Connor 
court user 

83 10/05/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Affirmation of Danielle R. Gill in Further Support 003 DANIELLE 
RUTH GILL 

84 11/19/2018 
I
f 
 IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 
LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE In re: Hearing, dated October 17, 2018 DANIELLE 
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51 04/17/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN --none-- 002 ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN OPPOSITION 

52 04/17/2018 AFFIRMATION/AFFIDAVIT OF --none-- 002 ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN SERVICE 

53 04/20/2018 DECISION + ORDER ON --none-- 001 Kim Martin 
court user MOTION 

54 04/20/2018 NOTICE OF ENTRY Notice of entry of order granting petitioner's motion to 
confirm arbitration award and denying respondent's cross- 
motion 

001 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

55 04/25/2018 BILL OF COSTS (PROPOSED) Petitioners' Proposed Bill of Costs KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

56 04/25/2018 Document Deleted 
57 05/01/2018 JUDGMENT --none-- Jasper 

Catalano 
court user 

58 05/01/2018 NOTICE OF ENTRY Notice of Entry of Judgment entered on May 1, 2018 KENNETH 
JASON 
RUBINSTEIN 

59 05/18/2018 LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE Letter to Judge Bransten regarding the withdrawal of 
Petitioners application for an order of attachment 

002 JACKSON 
SIDNEY 
DAVIS 

TO JUDGE 

60 05/18/2018 NOTICE OF APPEAL --none-- ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN 

61 05/18/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Exhibit A - Notice of Entry With Order and Decision ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN 

62 05/18/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Exhibit B - Pre Argument Statement ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN 

63 05/18/2018 AFFIRMATION/AFFIDAVIT OF --none-- ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN SERVICE 

64 05/21/2018 DECISION + ORDER ON --none-- 002 Celia 
Rodriguez 
court user 

MOTION 

65 05/25/2018 LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE --none-- ABRAHAM S. 
BEINHORN TO JUDGE 

66 08/31/2018 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE ( --none-- 003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

(PROPOSED) 

67 08/31/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN Memorandum Of Law In Support Of Judgment Creditors 
Motion For Contempt 

003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

SUPPORT 

68 08/31/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Affirmation Of Robert M. Novick In Support Of Judgment 
Creditors Motion For Contempt 

003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSED 
OSC/EXPARTE APP 

69 08/31/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Judgment entered May 1, 2018 003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

70 08/31/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Notice of Subpoena and Judgment Enforcement Subpoenas 003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

71 08/31/2018 EXHIBIT(S) Affidavits of Service 003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

72 08/31/2018 EXHIBIT(S) July 2018 Emails 003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

73 09/05/2018 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE --none-- 003 Nancy A 
Horowitz 
court user 

74 09/13/2018 AFFIRMATION/AFFIDAVIT OF Affidavit of Service of Order to Show Cause and Supporting 	003 
Documents 

ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

SERVICE 

75 09/17/2018 SUBSTITUTION OF ATTORNEY --none-- Avrum J. 
Rosen (POST RJI) 

76 09/21/2018 CONSENT TO CHANGE --none-- Jordan 
Pilevsky ATTORNEY (PRE RJI).  

77 09/21/2018 MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN --none-- 003 Avrum J. 
Rosen OPPOSITION 

78 09/24/2018 ORDER ( PROPOSED) --none-- Jordan 
Pilevsky 

79 09/28/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Affirmation of Robert M. Novick in Further Support of 
Judgment Creditors' Motion for Contempt 

003 ROBERT 
MARK 
NOVICK 

IN REPLY 

80 09/28/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION --none-- 003 Jordan 
Pilevsky IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION 

81 09/28/2018 ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF --none-- 003 Jordan 
Pilevsky SERVICE 

82 10/01/2018 STIPULATION - SO ORDERED --none-- 003 Michael E 
()Connor 
court user 

83 10/05/2018 AFFIDAVIT OR AFFIRMATION Affirmation of Danielle R. Gill in Further Support 003 DANIELLE 
RUTH GILL 

84 11/19/2018 
I
f 
 IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 
LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE In re: Hearing, dated October 17, 2018 DANIELLE 
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TO JUDGE RUTH GILL 
85 12/17/2018 LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE Letter addressed to Justice Bransten, dated December 17, 

2018, on behalf of petitioners-judgment creditors to update 
the Court in further to our letter dated November 19, 2018, 
as directed by Michael Ahern's November 20 e-mail. 

DANIELLE 
RUTH GILL TO JUDGE 

86 12/20/2018 DECISION + ORDER ON --none-- 003 Celia 
Rodriguez 
court user 

MOTION 

87 12/24/2018 NOTICE --none-- Ann Spillane 
court user 

Close 
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TO JUDGE RUTH GILL 
85 12/17/2018 LETTER / CORRESPONDENCE Letter addressed to Justice Bransten, dated December 17, 

2018, on behalf of petitioners-judgment creditors to update 
the Court in further to our letter dated November 19, 2018, 
as directed by Michael Ahern's November 20 e-mail. 

DANIELLE 
RUTH GILL TO JUDGE 

86 12/20/2018 DECISION + ORDER ON --none-- 003 Celia 
Rodriguez 
court user 

MOTION 

87 12/24/2018 NOTICE --none-- Ann Spillane 
court user 

Close 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK 

X 
L&N CONSULTING GROUP, LLC, and SUPER SOL, 
LTD., 

Index No.: 650632/2018 
Petitioners, 

-against- 	 JUDGMENT 

ZVI BLOOM, MAYER GOLD, BLUE GOLD EQUITIES, 
LLC, CENTRAL AVE. MARKET, LLC, LAWRENCE 
SUPERMARKET, LLC, AMSTERDAM AVE. MARKET, 
LLC, UPPER WEST SIDE MARKET, LLC, WILMOT 
ROAD MARKET, LLC, and SCARSDALE 
SUPERMARKET, LLC, 

Respondents. 
X 

Petitioners L&N Consulting Group, LLC and Super Sol, Ltd. (collectively "Petitioners"), 

having applied to this Court for an Order pursuant to CPLR 7510 confirming an arbitration 

award issued by the Beth Din of America on August 2, 2017, and modified on January 10, 2018 

(the "Award"); 

NOW, upon the Decision and Order of Justice Eileen Bransten of the Supreme Court of 

the State of New York, County of New York, dated April 19, 2018, and entered on April 20, 

2018, granting Petitioners' Motion to Confirm the Award and directing entry of judgment, and 

cro  
denying Respondents' Motion to Vacate the Award, it is hereby, Lel- Al 	f 	 (f LLC 

11111111111110 , ADJUDGED, 	 that, Petitioner Ahave judgment and recover 

from Respondents Zvi Bloom, Mayer Gold, Blue Gold Equities, LLC, Central Ave. Market, 

CD 
LLC, Lawrence Supermarket, LLC, Amsterdam 

(;) 
Ave. Market, LLC, Upper West Side Market, 

LLC, Wilmot Road
0  

Market, LLC, and Scarsdale Supermarjcet, LLC, jointly and severally, the 
. 02... s—, 000. 00 )  A, in cc ,. T-5 4... 1 et* s L r 5 et4, e.--T-5-  0,-S 1—k_ K- el 

sum of 47-3-5452-5400, iilk 	• '‘, 	. . ., 	41,1 

/ o r—  # ( 32- C13  " .9  ti t9.1 	e 	r-fG 64— 	32- .1 c 
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smoiimplimeniimineimimimmiliiiiiiipmp, and that the Petitioner has execution therefor; 

and it is further 

1111~111111, ADJUDGED 11111011.8111111111.18 that, Petitioner have judgment and recover 

from Respondents Zvi Bloom, Mayer Gold, Blue Gold Equities, LLC, Central Ave. Market, 

LLC, Lawrence Supermarket, LLC, Amsterdam Ave. Market, LLC, Upper West Side Market, 

LLC, Wilmot Road Market, LLC, and Scarsdale Supermarket, LLC, jointly and severally, the 1  f i 
; i  2,... s—o . o o ) Ai ;r1 Co s T-5 4-4--- eld I 5 b" 4̀".eo" el-T-5  

eniume -' •  -1 j ' '' ' 	' • t in the amount of $65+00,  
)(a.  I-4_ Ice_  4 t ste 71, e c( e_e—tc. cf - 44 3 7 g 1 C" -; c---e.,-- o, Ti -r-a,.. f , .e.-- 0 3/ I s--7 g  .1 5--- 

am. and that the Petitioner has execution therefor. 

Clerk" 

FILED 
MAY - 1 2010 

COUNTY CLERKS OFFICE 
NEW YORK 

{00355975.DOCX; 1} 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK 

X 
L&N CONSULTING GROUP, LLC, and SUPER SOL, LTD., 

Petitioners, 	 Index No.: 650632/2018 

-against- 

ZVI BLOOM, MAYER GOLD, BLUE GOLD EQUITIES, LLC, 
CENTRAL AVE. MARKET, LLC, LAWRENCE 
SUPERMARKET, LLC, AMSTERDAM AVE. MARKET, LLC, 
UPPER WEST SIDE MARKET, LLC, WILMOT ROAD 
MARKET, LLC, and SCARSDALE SUPERMARKET, LLC, 

Respondents. 
X 

AFFIRMATION OF KENNETH J. RUBINSTEIN  

Kenneth J. Rubinstein, an attorney duly admitted to practice law in the State of New 

York, hereby affirms the following: 

L 	I am a member of Cohen Tauber Spievack & Wagner, P.C, attorneys for 

Petitioners L&N Consulting Group, LLC ("L&N") and Super Sol, Ltd. (collectively, 

"Petitioners"). I submit this affirmation to provide information responsive to a request received 

from the Judgment Clerk (Jasper Catalano) on May 1. 

2. No amount has been received by Petitioners towards the $8,325,000 that was 

owed to L&N by April 30, 2018, that was confirmed by Judge Bransten in the April 19, 2018 

Decision and Order (or to satisfy the $31,250 award to SuperSol that was confirmed by the 

Court). 

3. The business addresses for the Petitioners are: 

L&N Consulting Group, LLC 
557 Central Avenue 
Lawrence, New York 11559 

FILED: NEW YORK COUNTY CLERK 05/01/2018 11:08 AM INDEX NO. 650632/2018
NYSCEF DOC. NO. 57 RECEIVED NYSCEF: 05/01/2018

3 of 8

Case 1-18-45284-nhl    Doc 308-4    Filed 04/15/19    Entered 04/15/19 14:45:56



Super Sol, LTD. 
922 Mayfield Road 
Woodmere, New York 10598 

4. Upon information and belief, the business addresses for the corporate Respondents are: 

Blue Gold Equities, LLC 
68-18 Main Street 
Flushing, New York 11367 

Central Ave. Market, LLC 
330 Central Avenue 
Lawrence, New York 11559 

Lawrence Supermarket, LLC 
68-18 Main Street 
Flushing, New York 11367 

Amsterdam Ave. Market, LLC 
509 Cedar Hill Road 
Far Rockaway, New York 11691 

Upper West Side Market, LLC 
661 Amsterdam Avenue 
New York, New York 10025 

Wilmot Road Market, LLC 
1128 Wilmot Road 
Scarsdale, New York 10583 

Scarsdale Supermarket, LLC 
68-18 Main Street 
Flushing, New York 11367 

5. 	Upon information and belief, the home addresses for the individual parties are: 

Zvi Bloom 
509 Cedar Hill Road 

lJ 	Far Rockway, New York 11691 

Mayer Gold 
917 Plainview Avenue 
Far Rockaway, New York 11691 

{00356614,DOCX; 1} 	 2 
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Dated: May 1, 2018 

FILED 
- 1 Zi111 

cout\ay CLERKS OffiGe 
NO YORK 

{00356614,DOCX; 1} 
	

3 

FILED: NEW YORK COUNTY CLERK 05/01/2018 11:08 AM INDEX NO. 650632/2018
NYSCEF DOC. NO. 57 RECEIVED NYSCEF: 05/01/2018

5 of 8

Case 1-18-45284-nhl    Doc 308-4    Filed 04/15/19    Entered 04/15/19 14:45:56



    

Blusibsicelslor, Publisher, NYC 10013 

www.blumberg.com  

 

ruirbugs 

 

156 -Bill of Costs (with CPLR sections) Blank Court: 1-95 

 

6.546111W 

  

COSTS 
Costs before note of issue 

CPLR §8201 subd. 1 
Costs after note of issue 

CPLR §8201 subd. 2 
Trial of issue 

CPLR §8201 subd. 3 . 
Allowance by statute 

CPLR §8302(a),(b) 
Additional allowance 

CPLR §8302(d) --
Motion costs 

CPLR §8202 
Appeal to Appellate Term 

CPLR §8203(b) 
Appeal to Appellate Division 

CPLR §8203(a) 
Appeal to Court of Appeals 

CPLR §8204 
Costs upon frivolous claims 

and counterclaims 
CPLR §8303-a 

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE 
ADJUSTED THIS BILL OF COSTS AT 

6 	. q /  

14)18 
rt 	- 

42 0 0 

Index No. 650632/2018 

Plaintiff(s) 

CLERK 

COOtA Of Petitioners 

Defendant(s) 

DISBURSEMENTS 
Fee for index number CPLR §8018(a) 
Referee's fees CPLR §8301(a)(1), 8003(a) _.____—________ 
Commissioner's compensation CPLR §8301(a) (2) ___._..______—
Clerk's fee, filing notice of pond. or attch. CPLR §8021(113(M) _ 
Entering and docketing judgment CPLR §8301(a)(7), 8016(a)(2) 
Paid for searches CPLR §8301.(a)(10) 
Affidavits & acknowledgments CPLR §8009 --------------
Serving copy summons & complaint CPLR §8011(h)(1), 8301(d) 
Request for judicial intervention ____________________ 
Note of issue CPLR §8020(a) 
Paid referee's report CPLR §8301(a)(12) _______________ 
Transcripts and filing CPLR §8021 
Certified copies of papers CPLR §8301(a)(4) 
Satisfaction piece CPLR §5020(a), 8021 	 -- 
Certified copy of judgment CPLR §8021 ___________. 
Postage CPLR §8301(a)(12) _____._.._______________ 
Jury fee CPLR §8020(c) 
Stenographers' fees CPLR §8002, 8301 _________________ 
Sheriffs fees on execution CPLR §8011, 8012 ________.. 
Sheriffs fees, attachment, arrest, etc. CPLR §8011 
Paid printing cases CPLR §8301(a)(6) . 
Clerk's fees Court of Appeals CPLR §8301(a)(12)_________ 
Paid copies of papers CPLR §8016(a)(4) ______________ 
Motion expenses CPLR §8301(b) 
Fees for publication CPLR §8301(a)(3). 
Serving subpoena CPLR §8011(h), 8301(d) _________—_____ 
Paid for search CPLR 88301(a)(10) . 

Referee's Report 
Attendance of Witnesses CPLR §8001(a)(b)te), 8301 (a)(1) 

FILED 

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF New York 

L&N CONSULTING GROUP, LLC, and SUPER SOL, 
LTD . , 

4 

agwnsl 

ZVI BLOOM, MAYER GOLD, BLUE GOLD EQUITIES, 
LLC, CENTRAL AVE. MARKET, LLC, LAWRENCE 
SUPERMARKET, LLC, ET AL. 

$2 1 0 y 

(07-11,  

$95 1' 

petr- 

$45 '/ 

TOTAL 

MAY - 1 2018 

COUNTY CLERK'S OFFICE 
NEW YORK 

$ 65i.i1 - 

COSTS 	  S 	$2 0 0 

DISBURSEMENTS 	 r.45-1.1/ 
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Execution Version 

FORBEARANCE AGREEMENT 

This FORBEARANCE AGREEMENT (the "Forbearance Agreement"), is dated as of 

May 23, 2018, and is entered into by and among,LAN Consulting Group, LLC and SuperSol 
Ltd. (collectively, "SuperSol", unless otherwise noted), on the one side, and Zvi Bloom, Mayer 

Gold, Blue Gold Equities, LLC, Central Ave. Market, LLC, Lawrence Supermarket, LLC, 
Amsterdam Ave. Market, LLC, Upper West Side Market, LLC, Wilmot Road Market, LLC, and 
Scarsdale Supermarket, LLC (collectively, the "Seasons Group") on the other. 

WHEREAS, a judgment was entered on May I, 2018, In the Supreme Court for the State 

of New York, County or New York, whereby the Seasons Group, jointly and severally, owe 
58,356,907.91 to SuperSol (the "Judgment"); and 

WHEREAS, the Seasons Group acknowledges that such amount (minus the "Store 
Credit" noted below), plus 9% interest running from May 1, 2018, is currently due and payable 

to SuperSol, and that the Seasons Group is in defauk of its payment obligations to SuperSol 
under the Judgment, and that, other than as set forth below, it has no defenses or other claims 

that can or may be asserted to offset SuperSol or to offset its payment obligations under the 
Judgment; and 

WHEREAS, SuperSol has taken steps to restrain bank accounts held by the Seasons 
Group as a result of their failure to satisfy the Judgment (the "Restraints") and there are hinds 

held in various Seasons Group bank accounts (as well as in accounts held by Seasons Express 
Inwood, LLC) that are subject to the Restraints (the "Restrained Funds"); and 

WHEREAS, the Seasons Group has requested that SuperSol release the Restraints and 
the Restrained Funds and &Mew on eflbrts to collect on the Judgment under the terms and 

conditions set forth in this Futheorance Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, SuperSol has agreed to release the Restraints and the Restrained Funds and 
forbear on efforts to collect on the Judgment under the terms and conditions set forth in this 

Forbearance Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, to date, there is an account held by SuperSol with certain Seasons Group 

stores in the amount of $436,719 (the "Store Credit"); 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the fiaregoing, and the respective agreements, 
warranties, and covenants contained herein, SuperSol and the Seasons Group, agree as follows:. 

I. 	Thaorheigenee retio1,1.  Subject to the conditions set forth herein, SuperSol 
agrees to forbear from exercising, or causing the exercise of. its rights and remedies to enforce 

and collect on the Judgment for the period commencing on the date hereof and ending on the 
earlier of October 3, 2018 or payment. in full, of the Judgment, plus any interest, costs, and fees 

Case 1-18-45284-nhl    Doc 308-5    Filed 04/15/19    Entered 04/15/19 14:45:56



due thereon Os set forth below) (the "Forbearance Period"), in-in-idea, lawgiver. that there has 
been no "Forbearance Default" (as defined below). 

If any Forbearance Default (as defined below) occurs, the Forbearance Period and the agreement 
of SuperSol 10 forbear shall automatically and without further action terminate and be of no force 
and effect; it being expressly agreed that the effect of such termination will be to permit 
SuperSol to exercise any and all rights and remedies immediately, without any further notice, or 
passage of time. 

The payment due from the Seasons Group to Supersol at the end of the Forbearance Period shall 
be: (i) the Judgment vninus the Store Credit), (ii) plus 9% interest from May 1, 2018, (iii) plus 
any and all fees and expenses. including attorneys' fees, incurred by SuperSol in connection with 
the Judgment and enforcement thereof, which includes. without limitation, those incurred from 
April 16, 2015 until the date of payment by the Seasons Group in Connection with the Judgment, 
the enforcement thereof, the Forbearance Agreement, and any related agreements or 
documentation, such amount not to exceed SI 25,000.00, (iv) minus the $50,000.00 payment 
noted in Section 2(c) below (the "Payment Amount"). 

2. 	among Gump Acksinwledgement. OblimisMs. end Redricilom 

(a) The Seasons Group acknowledges and confimas that they, individually and 
collectively, do not have any valid offset or defense to the Judgment. In consideration ofihe 
accommodations set forth herein, as of the date hereof, the Seasons Group expressly and forever 
waives and relinquishes (i) any and all offsets and defenses to the Judgment existing as of the 
date hereof (aside from the Store Credit which is effective immediately), (ii) any and all claims 
or causes ofaction against SuperSol existing as of the date hereof, (iii) any and all rights or 
theories on which to invoke or obtain legal or equitable relief, whether injunctive relief or 
otherwise, in order to abate, postpone, or terminate enforcement by SuperSol of payment of the 
Judgment existing as of the date hereof; and (iv) any defense to the reinstatement of the 
Restraints (or issuance of new restraining notices) in the event of a Forbearance Default, 

(b) During the forbearance Period, the Seasons Group agrees to use only those 
accounts which have been identified to SuperSol as part of the Seasons Crroup's response to the 

finmation Subpoenas (noted below antitor to be provided with the responses to the Infitmunion 
Subpoenas as per Section 2(g) below), and acknowledges and agrees that without the prior 
written consent of SuperSol, the Seasons Group will not utilize any other accounts during the 
Forbearance Period or open any new accounts. The accounts identified in response to the 
Information Subpoena are: (i) Rank United account numbers: 9854034331, 9854372164, 
9854034005, 9854033653, and 95540335M, and (ii) Chase Hank account numbers: 955450421, 
958450447. 958450454, and 673157967, 

(c) Within one ( I) business day of the release of the Restrained Funds, the Seasons 
Group will make a payment, by wire transfer to an account provided by SuperSol, of 550,000.00 
to SuperSol to cover fees and expenses previously incurred by SuperSol in connection with the 
Judgment, the Restraints, and other legal proceedings between the parties. 

toot: N, 	 2 
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(d) Once released, the Restrained Funds (with the exception of funds in Bloom and/or 
Gold personal accoturts), as well as all other revenues of the Seasons Group subject to the 
Judgment, may only be used by the Seasons Group to pay usual and customary operating 
expenses of the Seasons' stores located in Queens, Lawrence, Manhattan, or Scarsdale, Released 
Funds (with the exception of funds in Bloom and/or Gold personal accounts) may not be used to 
pay any other indebtedness of the Seasons Group. 

(e) During the Forbearance Period, the Seasons Group OM including transactions by 
Bloom andfor Gold that do not involve their interest in any Seasons entity) will not be permitted 
to incur any new debts, liens, security, or otherwise encumber any assets without SuperSol's 
prior wrinen consent and will not be permitted to sell, transfer, or assign any interest held in any 
of the entities that own and operate any ante stores that encompass the Seasons Group, 
provided, however, that the Seasons Group will he permitted to enter into a transaction with 
South Ferry Building Company, 1.I .0 ("SF", or an entity affiliated with SF) so long as SF's 
rights and interests are subordinate to SuperSol's rights and interests and the proceeds of such 
transaction are used to pay down the Judgment. For the sake of clarity, the restrictions within 
this sub-section will not apply to payment of historical, usual and customary debts incurred in the 
usual and customary operation oldie business, as well as for debts that may be incurred to pay 
the Judgment. 

(I) 	During the Forbearance Period, upon request, SuperSol (and any of its advisors) 
will be provided with, and will have access to, the daily, weekly, and monthly financial reports 
that arc generated by and for the Seasons Group, as well as "Seasons Corporate LLC and 
Subsidiaries," and will he granted complete and unfettered access to the books and records of the 
Seasons Group and "Seasons Corporate LLC and Subsidiaries". 

(g) 	Within live (5) business days of the date of execution of this Forbearance 
Agreement, the Seasons Group will provide full and complete responses to the Information 
Subpoenas which were served on them on or about May 2, 20 IS. 

(I) 	Within five (5) business days of the date of execution of this Forbearance 
Agreement, the Seasons Group will take any and all steps as may be necessary to withdraw the 
Notice of Appeal oldie judgment filed in the Supreme Court for the State ofNew York, County 
of New York, and the Seasons Group agrees to not take any steps to appeal the Judgment before 
any tribunal. 

3-S0B.C1S010blisalielitaudirotkalstpunitissynuill. Upon execution of the 
Forbearance Agreement, SuperSol will immediately take any steps as may be necessary to cause 
the Restraints to be released, which Restraints may be reinstated by SuperSol, without prior 
notice, in the event of a default or breach oldie Forbearance Agreement. 

By entering into this Forbearance Agreement, SuperSol has not waived, and is not waiving. any 
of its rights or remedies (other than during the Forbearance Period). which may have occurred or 
which may hereafter Occur. 

taVits ia WC: qi 
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4. 	Forbearance Default. The occurrence orally one of more of the following events 

shall constitute a "Forbearance Default': 

(a) 	failure to make the Payment Amount, in full, by the end of the 
Forbearance Period; 

(h) 	failure to make the payment noted in Section 2(e) above; 

(e) 	any failure of or by the Seasons Group to perform any obligations under 

this Fotbearanee Agreement; 

(d) any material breach of a contract that the Seasons Group is a party to 
with any of its lenders or landlords that exists or occurs during the Forbearance Period that 
results in legal action (i.e., a lawsuit or other legal proceeding); or 

(e) a filing by any member of the Seasons Group for protection under the 

Bankruptcy Code or a filing by creilitorts) of any member of the Seasons Group under the 
Bankruptcy Code (and in the event of any such filing, the Seasons Group agrees that SuperSol 
shall he entitled, at all times, to relief from the automatic slay under Section )62 of the. United 
States Bankruptcy Code, any stay or other form of creditor restraint imposed under Section 105 

or any other section if the United States Bankruptcy Code, or any other stay or creditor restraint 
imposed under any other proceeding, any of which would adversely impact the rights and 
remedies that are available to SuperSol under this Agreement or applicable law). 

(t) 	The occurrence orally Forbearance Default shall immediately, without 

further notice, constitute an event of default under this Forbearance Agreement and SuperSol 
shall have no obligation to forbear in exercising any of its rights or remedies, including, without 

limitation, reinstatement of the Restraints (or the issuance of new restraining notices). In the 
event of a Forbearance Default, the Seasons Group waives any and all defenses regarding the 
Restraints (or the issuance of new restraining notices), including pursuant to CPLR § 5222. 

5. 	Additional Consideration for Agreement. As additional security, within 10 
business days of the slate this Forbearance Agreement is executed by the So-seons Group, Bloom, 
and Gold agree to execute any documents as may be necessary to pledge their respective 

interests in any of the Seasons Group entities, as well as in Seasons Corporate LLC, Seasons 
Express Inwood LLC, Seasons Clifton, LLC, Seasons Lakewood, LLC, Seasons Maryland., LLC, 

and Seasons Property Management, LLC, to SuperSol (or its designee). 

O. 	Authority ist Bind, Each member of the Seasons Group represents and warrants 

that it (a) understands fully the terms of this Forbearance Agreement and the consequences of the 
execution and delivery of this Forbearance Agreement, (h) has been afforded an opportunity to 

have this Forbearance Agreement reviewed by, and to discuss this Forbearance Agreement and 
documents executed in connection herewith with, such attorneys and other persons as each may 
wish, and (r) has entered into this. Forbearance Agreement and executed and delivered all 
documents in connection herewith of its own free will and accord and without threat, duress or 
other coercion of any kind, 

OM: 	 4 
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7. 	Noticet. All notices required to be made under this Forbearance Agreement shall 
be effective if made by electronic mail and overnight mail to: 

For Supersol: 

Kenneth J. Rubinstein, Esq. 
Cohen Tauber Spievack lr Wagner P.C. 
420 Lexington Avenue, Suite 2400 
New York, New York 10170 
krubinstein@ctawlaw,com 

For The &MOILS Group: 

Evan M. Newman, Esq, 
Jacobowita Newman Tversky LLP 
377 Pearsall Avenue, Suite C 
Codarhurst, New Yolk 11316 
enevananWntllp.com  

S. 	tiuccc 	slid Assigns This Forbearance Agreement shall be binding on and 
inure to the benefit of the parties hereto and their respective successors and permitted assigns, 
provided, however, that no member of the Seasons Group may assign any of its rights or 
obligations under this Forbearance Agreement without the prior written consent of SuperSol. 

9. 	(.3ov tatting Law and dispute Resolution. This Agreement is governed by, and is 
to be construed and enforced in accordance with, the laws of the State of New York, without 
regard to principles of conflicts of laws. Each party expressly agrees, consents and submits to 
the personal puisdiction and venue of the Supreme Court for the State of New York, County of 
New York for adiudicarion or my and all disputes Arising from or related to this Agreement. 
which shall be the exclusive jurisdiction for any such disputes. Each party waives any and all 
rights, under law or in equity, to object or contest the jurisdiction and venue of said tribunal. The 
prevailing party in any legal proceeding shall be entitled to recover the costs and expenses 
incurred in any such proceeding, including attorneys' fees. 

10, 	}attire Agrecine rd. This Agreement sets forth the entire agreement of the parties 
hereto with respect to the subject matter contained herein and supersedes any and all prior 
agreements, promises, covenants, arrangements, understandings, communications, 
representations or warranties, whether oral or written, by any officer, employee or representative 
of any party hereto. Any prior agreement by the parties hereto with respect to the subject matter 
of this Agreement is hereby terminated and canceled as of the date hereof. This Agreement may 
not be amended, modified, or waived unless such amendment or modification is agreed to in 
writing and signed by all parties to the Agreement. 

This Agreement may he executed in counterparts, each of which shall be deemed to be an 
original but all of which together will constitute one and the same instrument. Electronic 
signatures shall be considered as originals. 

10017462 DIX% 9 
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Mayer Gold, ceo 

By: 	 By: 
e. 	 ne: 

tie: 	 l Hie: 

Mayer Gold, ceo 

)011157492 DOC) 9) 6 

Upper West Sid Wilmot Read SlArkrr. 

By: _ 
N 

Myer Gold, ceo 

.M5yer Gold, ceo 

By: 	  
Name: 

Miler Gold, ceo 

Amsterdam Ave. :t 

By: 
N : 
Title: 

Mayer Gold, ceo 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Forbearance Agreement has been duly executed and delivered 
as of the day and year first above written. 

L&N Consulting Group, LLC 	 SuperSol Ltd. 

By: 	  
Name: 
	

Name: 
Title: 
	

Title: 

Zvi El an 
	 ►1 ayyf Gold 

Blue Gold Equities, I 	 Central 	. larkel, LOX 
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11110# rrvers w ;haw portion.' of she Agreement that referrncr 
Sramms Curporarr U, C: 

riiiayer Gold, ceo 

180)17962,000;91  

Ma9t.  Gold, ceo 
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