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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF MECKLENBURG 

IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE 
SUPERIOR COURT DIVISION 

CASE NO. 17-CVS-15265 
 
STONE STREET PARTNERS, LLC f/k/a Siskey 
Capital, LLC; PAUL G. PORTER; and DAWN  E. 
KING, 
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
F. LANE WILLIAMSON, ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR THE ESTATE OF RICHARD C. SISKEY; 
DIANE M. SISKEY; METROPOLITAN LIFE 
INSURANCE COMPANY; MSI FINANCIAL 
SERVICES, INC. f/k/a MetLife Securities, Inc.; 
TSI HOLDINGS, LLC; WSC HOLDINGS, LLC; 
SOUTH PARK PARTNERS, LLC; and SISKEY 
INDUSTRIES, LLC, 
 
 Defendants. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT 
(Jury Trial Demanded) 

 
 Plaintiffs, complaining of the Defendants, state the following claims for relief: 

 1. All allegations made in this Complaint are based upon information and belief, 

except those allegations that pertain to the named Plaintiffs, which are based upon personal 

knowledge.  The allegations regarding the activities of the named Defendants are primarily the 

result of the Plaintiffs’ inquiries and investigations conducted after December 12, 2016. 

INTRODUCTION 

 2. There is no doubt that during the 15 years leading up to his December 2016 

suicide, Richard. C. Siskey (“Siskey” or “Rick Siskey”) operated a massive Ponzi scheme which 

defrauded investors of over $35 million.  Although not investors in Siskey’s Ponzi scheme, 

Plaintiffs are nonetheless victims.  As a result of Siskey’s financial crimes, and the concealment 

of his illegal activities, Plaintiffs have suffered substantial monetary losses, as well the loss of 

their businesses and professional reputations.   
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 3. Siskey recruited the individual Plaintiffs, Dawn King and Paul Porter, to join 

Plaintiff Siskey Capital, a legitimate equity investment business in which Siskey was a principal.  

Both left lucrative and prestigious professional practices in reliance on Siskey’s representations 

of business acumen and success.  In making these pitches, Siskey conveniently forgot to mention 

his Ponzi entities and the millions he was busily defrauding from his customers.  Instead, Siskey 

touted his reputation and success as a MetLife broker and his status as a philanthropist and pillar 

of the Charlotte community.  No sane person would have joined Siskey Capital had they known 

of Siskey’s ongoing criminal enterprise.  

 3. Siskey exploited Siskey Capital, LLC (“Siskey Capital”), a legitimate investment 

company, by recruiting its investors into his Ponzi scheme entities and using Siskey Capital as a 

cloak of legitimacy.  Although Siskey Capital, now known as Stone Street Partners, LLC, had 

audited financials and acted in the best interests of its investors, the taint of Siskey’s fraud 

caused a loss of client confidence that effectively destroyed the Company.     

 4. Siskey did not operate in a vacuum.  His cover-up was facilitated by Defendants 

Metropolitan Life Insurance Company and MSI Financial Services, Inc. f/k/a MetLife Securities, 

Inc. and Siskey’s wife, Diane Siskey, who was integrally involved in the operation, finances and 

day-to-day management of all Siskey’s enterprises, both legal and illegal.  Diane Siskey and 

MetLife both had much to gain by protecting Siskey’s misdeeds from exposure. MetLife was 

reaping millions of dollars from Siskey’s sale of its financial and insurance products.  To protect 

these revenues, MetLife turned a blind eye to Siskey’s repeated brushes with regulators and 

unorthodox business practices which should have alerted it the frauds being carried out under its 

very nose, and under MetLife umbrella.   
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 5. For instance, in 2004, the National Association of Securities Dealers (“NASD”) 

disciplined Siskey for selling more than $8.7 million in high-risk promissory notes issued by two 

of what were later determined to be Ponzi entities, without disclosing his own participation in 

these outside securities transactions.  Siskey’s affiliation as a registered representative with 

MetLife Securities was terminated, and he was suspended from association with any NASD 

member securities firm for a period of two years.  Yet, MetLife continued its business 

relationship with Siskey, later restoring his status as a registered representative.  MetLife 

doubled down on their protection of Siskey by appointing his wife, Diane Siskey, to oversee his 

regulatory compliance despite the apparent conflict. 

 6. In March 2011, following an investigation, the United States Department of Labor 

found that Siskey and Wall Street Capitol (MetLife’s assumed trade name for a business 

operated by Siskey) had violated the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 

(“ERISA”) by investing the assets of employee benefit plans (non-accredited investors) into the 

same Ponzi entities that Siskey used in the earlier NASD investigation.  Siskey and Wall Street 

Capitol were fined and Siskey was permanently banned from acting in a fiduciary capacity on 

behalf of any employee benefit plan covered by ERISA. 

 7. Any serious financial services company would have smelled a rat and 

investigated.  Not MetLife.  It simply ignored the red flags and allowed Siskey to operate under 

its imprimatur in order to protect its substantial revenues flowing from Siskey’s operations. 

 8.  Diane was a primary beneficiary of the fraud that funded the Siskeys’ lavish 

lifestyle.  She was hardly an innocent or naive bystander.  Diane worked hand in glove with 

Siskey in all his business endeavors.  Diane, who held multiple securities licenses, served as the 

Chief Compliance Officer of Siskey’s MetLife-life related businesses.  She attended strategy 
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meetings and advised Siskey Capital on business matters.  Siskey touted her as the “brains” and 

“secret weapon” behind his financial success, as she skillfully created a relationship of trust and 

confidence with principals, employees and investors in Siskey Capital.  Incredibly – 

notwithstanding the millions of dollars that flowed through her personal bank accounts – Diane 

now feigns ignorance of Siskey’s most lucrative business, his Ponzi scheme.    

 9. The entities that Siskey used to perpetrate his Ponzi scheme were Defendants TSI 

Holdings, LLC, WSC Holdings, LLC, South Park Partners, LLC, and Siskey Industries, LLC 

(collectively, the "Ponzi Entities").  The Ponzi Entities were completely dominated and 

controlled by Siskey, as described herein, and they had no legitimate business purpose or any 

legitimately acquired assets or investments.  The Ponzi Entities were merely instrumentalities 

used by Siskey solely to perpetrate his fraudulent Ponzi scheme.  As such, the Ponzi Entities 

were a legal fiction and are jointly and severally liable for Siskey's misdeeds. 

 10. By this Second Amended Complaint, Plaintiffs seek to recover the substantial 

financial damages caused by the Defendants' willful misconduct and gross negligence. 

PARTIES 
 
 11. Plaintiff Stone Street Partners, LLC, formerly Siskey Capital, LLC, is a limited 

liability company organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of North 

Carolina, with its principal office and place of business located in Mecklenburg County, North 

Carolina.  Stone Street Partners, LLC is engaged in the business of assisting experienced 

management teams in growing their businesses, and investing in those businesses and providing 

leverage and experience to create significant value for the shareholders of those businesses. 

 12. Plaintiff Paul G. Porter (hereafter “Porter”) is a citizen and resident of 

Mecklenburg County, North Carolina.  From early 2015 until April 1, 2017, Porter was a 
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managing director, business advisor and consultant to Stone Street Partners, LLC.  Currently, 

Porter is a solo practicing lawyer. 

 13. Plaintiff Dawn E. King (hereafter “King”) is a citizen and resident of Gaston 

County, North Carolina.  King is the chief financial officer of Stone Street Partners, LLC. 

 14. Defendant F. Lane Williamson (“Williamson”) is a citizen and resident of Union 

County, North Carolina, and is the duly appointed Administrator for the Estate of Richard C. 

Siskey (hereafter, the “Siskey Estate”).  On or about March 24, 2017, the Siskey Estate was 

opened by the Clerk of Superior Court of Mecklenburg County, North Carolina, and Letters of 

Administration were issued to Williamson.  Since then, Williamson has been and continues to be 

the Administrator of the Siskey Estate.  Plaintiffs bring this action against Williamson solely in 

his capacity as the Administrator of the Siskey Estate, and not against him personally. 

 15. Defendant Diane M. Siskey is a citizen and resident of Union County, North 

Carolina. 

 16.  Defendant Metropolitan Life Insurance Company (hereafter “MetLife”) is a 

corporate entity organized and existing under the laws of the State of New York, with its 

principal office and place of business located in New York, New York, and with an office 

located in Mecklenburg County, North Carolina.  MetLife is authorized to do business and is 

doing business in North Carolina as an issuer of life insurance policies and other financial 

services products. 

 17. Defendant MSI Financial Services, Inc., f/k/a MetLife Securities, Inc. (hereafter 

“MetLife Securities”) is a corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of 

the State of Delaware, with its principal office and place of business located in Springfield, 

Massachusetts, and with an office located in Mecklenburg County, North Carolina.  MetLife 

Case 17-30132    Doc 199-4    Filed 03/23/18    Entered 03/23/18 16:31:48    Desc Exhibit
 C to Affidavit of James C. Smith    Page 6 of 42



6 
NPCHLT1:1270197.1  

Securities is a wholly owned subsidiary of MetLife.  MetLife Securities is registered with the 

Securities and Exchange Commission (the “SEC”) as a broker-dealer under Section 15(b)(1) of 

the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and is a registered investment advisor under N.C. Gen. Stat. 

§ 78C-2. 

 18. Defendant TSI Holdings, LLC ("TSI") is a North Carolina limited liability 

company with its principal office and place of business located in Mecklenburg County, North 

Carolina.  TSI is currently the debtor in a Chapter 7 bankruptcy case pending in the U.S. 

Bankruptcy Court for the Western District of North Carolina, Charlotte Division, entitled In re:  

TSI Holdings, LLC, Debtor, Case Number 17-30132. 

 19. Defendant WSC Holdings, LLC ("WSC") is a North Carolina limited liability 

company with its principal office and place of business located in Mecklenburg County, North 

Carolina.  WSC is currently the debtor in a Chapter 7 bankruptcy case pending in the U.S. 

Bankruptcy Court for the Western District of North Carolina, Charlotte Division, entitled In re:  

WSC Holdings, LLC, Debtor, Case Number 17-30338. 

 20. Defendant South Park Partners, LLC ("SPP") is a North Carolina limited liability 

company with its principal office and place of business located in Mecklenburg County, North 

Carolina.  SPP is currently the debtor in a Chapter 7 bankruptcy case pending in the U.S. 

Bankruptcy Court for the Western District of North Carolina, Charlotte Division, entitled In re:  

South Park Partners, LLC, Debtor, Case Number 17-30339. 

 21. Defendant Siskey Industries, LLC ("SI") is a North Carolina limited liability 

company with its principal office and place of business located in Mecklenburg County, North 

Carolina.  SI is currently managed by Lane Williamson in his capacity as the Administrator of 

the Siskey Estate. 
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

 22. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter and the parties to this action, 

pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 1-75.4 and 7A-240. 

 23. Venue is proper in this judicial district, pursuant to N.C. Gen. State. §§ 1-79, 1-80 

and 1-82, in that all Plaintiffs reside in this judicial district and the acts complained of herein 

occurred in this judicial district. 

FACTS 

 A. Facts Relating to Rick Siskey and the MetLife Defendants. 

 24. In the mid-1980s, Richard C. Siskey (“Siskey” or “Rick Siskey”) moved to 

Charlotte, North Carolina, where he engaged in the business of selling insurance and other 

financial products.  From the mid-1980s until the late 1990s, Siskey worked as an insurance 

broker for a company named Consolidated Planning, Inc., where he assembled a “Siskey Team” 

that included his wife and business partner, Defendant Diane Siskey, his personal longtime 

assistant Denise Rhodes, insurance agent Ben Lowder, and others.  Rick Siskey’s mantra was 

“delegate everything except for genius.”  Rick Siskey relied heavily upon his Siskey Team, and 

most importantly his wife Diane Siskey, whom he called his "secret weapon," to implement his 

business decisions and activities.  During this period, Siskey developed a reputation in Charlotte 

as a highly successful insurance broker and financial advisor. 

 25. In the late 1990s, Siskey severed his ties with Consolidated Planning and 

commenced an employment relationship with MetLife and MetLife Securities as an insurance 

agent, securities broker and financial advisor.  Siskey transferred numerous life insurance 

policies to MetLife and transferred numerous annuities to MetLife Securities.  In exchange, 

MetLife and MetLife Securities employed Siskey and his team members, and MetLife and 
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MetLife Securities provided invaluable assistance to Siskey in relocating his operations to a new 

building location at 4521 Sharon Road in Charlotte (the "Sharon Road Property"). 

 26. MetLife and MetLife Securities agreed to become the anchor tenants in a new 

building that Siskey and others planned to construct at the Sharon Road Property, and MetLife 

entered into a lease of the fourth floor of the new building.  Using MetLife’s financial strength, 

assets and lease as his foundation, Siskey and others formed an entity named Bissell Porter 

Siskey, LLC, to purchase the Sharon Road Property and construct a 126,692 square foot, four 

story building thereon with a tax value of over $10 million.  The building was completed in 

2000, and shortly thereafter Siskey and his team relocated to the new building. 

 27. The support of MetLife and MetLife Securities was essential to the establishment 

of Siskey’s new business operations.  Not only had MetLife provided Siskey with the lease at the 

Sharon Road Property that allowed Siskey to finance construction, MetLife furnished Siskey 

with luxurious offices that included an extravagant lobby, offices, furniture, fixtures and 

equipment.  MetLife also provided Siskey with an entire staff of MetLife employees to assist 

Siskey and his team.  But MetLife and MetLife Securities provided much more than that.  

MetLife and MetLife Securities provided Siskey with the established and trusted MetLife brand.  

As evidenced by its publicized Code of Conduct, attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated 

herein by reference, Metlife held itself out to the public as a reputable and trustworthy 

organization that demanded the same integrity of its employees.  The signage within the Siskey 

offices identified it as a MetLife office, Siskey and his team were able to use MetLife stationery, 

business cards and other marketing materials, and they were authorized to sell MetLife insurance 

policies, annuities and other MetLife products.  Moreover, through MetLife, Siskey was able to 

access clients with the capital he needed to finance his Ponzi schemes.  Simply put, the MetLife 
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brand gave Siskey’s operation stature and credibility throughout the Charlotte insurance and 

financial services marketplace, and provided him access to the investors he needed for his Ponzi 

schemes. 

 28. After Siskey relocated to the new offices at the Sharon Road Property, he began 

to operate under the name and aegis of Metropolitan Life Insurance and MetLife Securities d/b/a 

Wall Street Capitol.  “Wall Street Capitol” was not an actual business entity; it was an assumed 

trade name that MetLife and MetLife Securities registered and used to make it appear that Siskey 

and his team were an independent insurance brokerage house, when in fact they were all MetLife 

employees selling MetLife products.  MetLife and MetLife Securities used this “Wall Street 

Capitol” trade name because they knew that “independent” agents and brokers had more 

marketplace credibility than MetLife employees would when they recommended MetLife 

products to their customers. 

 29. After Siskey began work for MetLife and MetLife Securities, he formed a series 

of limited liability companies, which he used to establish and implement several elaborate Ponzi 

schemes.  The entities involved in the Siskey Ponzi schemes included The Premier Fund, LLC, 

Premier II, LLC, OST Trust, South Park Partners, LLC, Siskey Companies, Inc., WSC Holdings, 

LLC, TSI Holdings, LLC, Siskey Industries, LLC and possibly others (hereafter collectively, the 

"Ponzi Entities").  Siskey enticed many of his clients, including MetLife customers, to invest 

their money with these fraudulent entities, by falsely promising them fixed rates of return from 

safe, asset-backed investments that could be liquidated whenever the customer desired.  In this 

fashion, Siskey induced many of his clients to invest huge amounts of cash, as well as funds 

from their individual retirement accounts, employee benefit plans, life insurance proceeds and 
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policy cash values, and inheritances.  The total amount Siskey’s clients invested in his Ponzi 

schemes is estimated to be over $35 million. 

 30. In fact, Siskey did little or no actual investing of the funds placed in the Ponzi 

Entities.  Instead, Siskey shuffled investor money between the bank accounts maintained by the 

Ponzi Entities and personal bank accounts controlled by Rick and Diane Siskey.  Funds 

transferred to the Siskeys' personal accounts were used to pay for the Siskeys' lavish personal 

lifestyle, to pay Rick Siskey's huge gambling debts, and to pay other investors when they sought 

the return of their money.  Simply put, Siskey operated a series of classic Ponzi schemes, over at 

least a 15-year period between 2001 through 2016. 

 31. Rick Siskey actively concealed his Ponzi scheme operation from everyone except 

his Siskey Team members.  Siskey had his own private office (complete with a walk-in shower 

and bathroom), and he and his team members occupied offices that were located in a separate 

section of the MetLife offices on the fourth floor of the Sharon Road Property.  Siskey 

maintained the files relating to the Siskey Ponzi schemes in locked cabinets housed in the office 

of his assistant Denise Rhodes.  As a result of this careful secrecy, Plaintiffs had no knowledge 

or reason to suspect that Siskey and his team were operating a Ponzi scheme.  In fact, Plaintiffs 

did not even discover Siskey’s Ponzi files or learn of the existence of Siskey’s Ponzi scheme 

until after the FBI investigation into the Siskey Ponzi schemes went public in December 2016. 

 32. In or about August 2004, following an investigation, the National Association of 

Securities Dealers (“NASD”) disciplined  Siskey  for selling high risk promissory notes issued 

by The Premier Fund, LLC and Premier II, LLC (two of the Siskey Ponzi Entities) without 

disclosing his participation in these outside securities transactions, as required under then-NASD 

Conduct Rules 2110 and 3040.  The transactions involved more than $8.7 million in securities 
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sold to 43 customers.  As a result, Siskey’s affiliation as a registered representative with MetLife 

Securities was terminated, and he was suspended from association with any NASD member 

securities firm for a period of two years. 

 33. MetLife and MetLife Securities were well aware of Siskey’s violation of NASD 

rules and the termination of his registered representative affiliation with MetLife Securities.  

Despite this knowledge, MetLife and MetLife Securities did not conduct any investigation into 

Siskey’s outside securities transactions involving The Premier Fund, LLC and Premier II, LLC, 

even though a straightforward examination of those entities’ bank statements and financial 

statements would have revealed that these entities were being operated as a Ponzi scheme.  

Instead, MetLife and MetLife Securities allowed Siskey to continue to work from the MetLife 

office at the Sharon Road Property, continue to interact with the MetLife employees who worked 

there, and continue his everyday business activities at the MetLife office, even though MetLife 

and MetLife Securities knew or should have known Siskey was engaged in “side deals” and was 

illegally acting as an investment advisor to MetLife customers.  MetLife and MetLife Securities 

turned a blind eye to Siskey’s illegal activities because he was a star sales performer who was 

generating significant profits for MetLife and MetLife Securities. 

 34. In or about March 2011, following an investigation, the United States Department 

of Labor found that Siskey and Wall Street Capitol (MetLife’s assumed trade name) had violated 

the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (“ERISA”) by investing the assets of 

employee benefit plans (non-accredited investors) into The Premier Fund, LLC and Premier II, 

LLC, the same Ponzi Entities involved in the earlier NASD investigation.  As a result, Siskey 

and MetLife's Wall Street Capitol were fined over $240,000.00, and Siskey was permanently 
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banned from acting in a fiduciary capacity on behalf of any employee benefit plan covered by 

ERISA. 

 35. Again, MetLife and MetLife Securities were well aware of Siskey’s violations of 

ERISA.  Again, MetLife and MetLife Securities failed to conduct any meaningful investigation 

into the activities of the Premier Fund, LLC and Premier II, LLC, even though this was the 

second Siskey violation of law involving those same two Ponzi Entities.  Instead, MetLife and 

MetLife Securities continued to turn a blind eye to Siskey’s illegal activities, and allowed Siskey 

to work in the MetLife office, interact with MetLife employees, and continue his business 

activities as if nothing had happened. 

 36. Siskey’s ERISA violations provided a clear warning to MetLife and MetLife 

Securities that Siskey was a rogue broker, because the ERISA violations involved Siskey taking 

money from non-accredited investors (employee benefit plans) and putting it into two of 

Siskey’s Ponzi scheme entities, The Premier Fund, LLC and Premier II, LLC.  If MetLife and 

MetLife Securities had maintained proper internal controls and conducted a proper investigation 

into Siskey’s activities after the NASD and ERISA violations came to light, Siskey's Ponzi 

scheme would have been detected and stopped.  However, MetLife and MetLife Securities, 

which were more interested in protecting their profits than their clients, failed to maintain proper 

internal controls, and failed to investigate Siskey’s illegal activities, and as a result, those 

activities continued unabated. 

 37. After Siskey’s ERISA violations came to light, Siskey told his investor clients 

that he had "rolled over" the funds they had invested in The Premier Fund, LLC and Premier II, 

LLC into other and newer entities he had established, including WSC Holdings, LLC, TSI 

Holdings, LLC, South Park Partners, LLC, and possibly others.  In fact, no investor funds were 
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transferred from the Premier entities.  Siskey engaged in this charade in order to continue his 

Ponzi schemes and avoid detection. 

 38. Despite all of the above-described Siskey violations and clear indications that he 

was a rogue broker who had engaged in prohibited outside transactions involving the Ponzi 

Entities, in 2013 MetLife and MetLife Securities reinstated Siskey as a MetLife affiliated broker 

and entered into a brokerage contract with him.  On his MetLife Affiliated Broker Contract, 

Siskey listed his wife Diane Siskey’s email address, dsiskey@aol.com, as his email address.  

 39. In the Spring of 2015, a MetLife fraud investigator opened an internal 

investigation into the insurance activities of Rick and Diane Siskey.  The MetLife investigator 

discovered that the Siskeys were holding tens of millions of dollars of insurance policies on the 

lives of other individuals, some of whom were existing clients of MetLife.  The MetLife fraud 

investigator began visiting these clients, to inquire whether they were aware that the Siskeys 

were holding multi-million dollar insurance policies on their lives.  In response, Rick and Diane 

Siskey went over the head of the MetLife fraud investigator and demanded to MetLife executives 

that the investigation be terminated.  Shortly thereafter, MetLife terminated the investigation. 

 40. After Siskey’s December 2016 death, Plaintiffs learned that Siskey actively 

solicited clients with existing insurance policies written by other agents, and offered them a deal 

they could not refuse.  For instance, a client who had an existing policy with a $1 million death 

benefit might be offered a $10 million MetLife whole life insurance policy paid for by Siskey.   

However, only $2 million of the death benefit would be paid to the clients' beneficiaries.  The $8 

million balance would be paid to Siskey. This appeared to be a very good deal for the client, 

whose beneficiaries would receive an amount equal to twice the death benefit of his existing 

policy, and the client would be relieved from any obligation to pay premiums.  It was an even 
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better deal for Siskey who not only pocketed the substantial sales commissions paid on the 

policies,  but used investor funds from the Ponzi Entities to pay the massive premiums on the 

policies.    

 41. In order to take out insurance policies on his clients’ lives, Siskey had to show 

that the client consented to the issuance of the policy and that Siskey had an “insurable interest” 

in the client.  In many cases, Siskey had no such insurable interest.  Undeterred, Siskey simply 

created a fictitious insurable interest which was then rubber-stamped by Diane Siskey as 

MetLife’s head of compliance in MetLife’s Charlotte office.  Diane Siskey, as Managing 

Director of MetLife’s Wall Street Capitol organization, received overrides on Rick Siskey’s 

fraudulently obtained insurance commissions. 

 B. Facts Relating to Defendant Diane Siskey 

 42. From 2001 until late 2016, Diane Siskey was employed by MetLife and MetLife 

Securities.  During the period from 1998 to 2003, Diane Siskey obtained her insurance producer 

license and her Series 6, 7, and 63 securities licenses, all of which she held until late 2016.  In 

October 2003, Diane Siskey qualified for her Series 24 "General Securities Principal" license, an 

extremely high-level certification by FINRA that binds the holder to a rigorous code of ethics, 

including a duty to warn of any wrongdoing by others.  Diane Siskey held her Series 24 license 

from October 2003 until December 2016.  During this 2003-2016 period, Diane Siskey was a 

Managing Director of Wall Street Capitol and MetLife’s Managing Director of the Carolinas, she 

managed the MetLife office at the Sharon Road Property, and she was responsible for MetLife 

regulatory compliance functions at that office and throughout North and South Carolina.  Simply 

put, Diane Siskey was and is a highly intelligent, educated and sophisticated business person. 
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 43. Despite the facts that Diane Siskey was the manager and compliance officer 

responsible for MetLife’s Charlotte office, and that she was fully aware of her husband Rick 

Siskey’s illegal outside activities and his violations of NASD rules and ERISA regulations, 

Diane Siskey and the MetLife Defendants wholly failed to implement proper internal controls to 

restrict and prevent Rick Siskey’s illegal and fraudulent activities.  Under Diane Siskey’s watch 

as MetLife’s Charlotte office manager and compliance officer, Rick Siskey was allowed to 

continue working at the MetLife office, interact with the MetLife employees, and continue on 

with his everyday business activities, even after he was censured and suspended by the NASD 

and by the Department of Labor for serious violations of law and regulations.  In fact, Diane 

Siskey was actively involved in Rick Siskey’s defense of the securities and ERISA charges 

brought against him by the NASD and the Department of Labor, and she also was centrally 

involved in the settlement of those charges. 

 44. Because Rick Siskey was her husband, Diane Siskey had an obvious conflict of 

interest in the performance (or non-performance) of her duties as the MetLife manager and 

compliance officer responsible for MetLife’s Charlotte office.  Because of that conflict of 

interest, and the benefits she reaped from her husband's illegal activities, Diane Siskey, like 

MetLife and MetLife Securities, turned a blind eye to her husband’s illegal activities and rogue 

broker behavior. 

 45. In fact, Diane Siskey did far more than turn a blind eye, she actively participated 

in her husband's schemes and the Ponzi Entities, including The Premier Fund, LLC, Premier II, 

LLC, South Park Partners, LLC, Siskey Companies, Inc., WSC Holdings, LLC, and TSI 

Holdings, LLC.  Among other things, Diane Siskey actively participated in the defense of the 

ERISA investigation, even though as MetLife's manager and the compliance officer for 
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MetLife's Charlotte office she was fully aware of her husband's activities.  Diane Siskey rubber-

stamped documents reflecting Siskey's fictional “insurable interest” as a beneficiary of policies 

on third party insureds.  She signed a $500,000.00 promissory note made payable to a Charlotte 

businessman to secure the repayment of his $500,000.00 investment in her husband’s Ponzi 

scheme entity WSC Holdings, LLC.  She was personally involved in the formation of TSI 

Holdings, LLC, a Ponzi entity.  She signed multiple notes, well in excess of $1 million, payable 

to a Charlotte homebuilder to secure the repayment of various loans he made to Ponzi entity TSI 

Holdings, LLC.  And she personally guaranteed $3 million in promissory notes payable from 

“Premier One, LLC” to that same Charlotte homebuilder.   

 46. In 1999, Rick and Diane Siskey formed Siskey Companies, Inc.  Both Rick and 

Diane Siskey were named officers, directors and signatories on its bank account.  Siskey 

Companies, Inc. was active from late 2001 through late 2006, with $1.9 million in transfers with 

WSC Holdings, Inc., a Ponzi entity.  Siskey Companies, Inc. itself was a Ponzi entity; it had no 

investments or legitimate business activities, and no way to repay its investors.  Rick Siskey 

ultimately merged the defrauded investors in Siskey Companies, Inc. into WSC Holdings, Inc., 

in order to continue the Siskey Ponzi schemes.  

 47. The principal characteristic of a Ponzi scheme is the movement of large sums of 

money back and forth between bank accounts that are participating in the scheme.  During the 

period from early 2010 to late 2016, there were over 150 transactions in excess of $10,000.00 

into or out of bank accounts maintained by Diane Siskey alone, or jointly maintained by Rick 

Siskey and Diane Siskey.  Those transactions accounted for over $18 million deposited into 

accounts owned and controlled by the Siskeys, and over $15 million transferred out of those 

accounts.  During the period from early 2010 to late 2016, there were over 40 such transactions 
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over the amount of $10,000.00 deposited into or withdrawn from bank accounts maintained 

solely by Diane Siskey—over $6 million in deposits and over $4 million in withdrawals.  Some 

of these transactions were direct payments to or deposits from Siskey Ponzi entities, including 

South Park Partners, LLC, WSC Holdings, LLC, and TSI Holdings, LLC. 

 48. Diane Siskey personally benefited hugely from Rick Siskey’s Ponzi schemes.  

She lived in a mansion located at 3545 Sharon Road in Charlotte, which was paid for in part 

using funds invested by victims of Rick Siskey’s Ponzi schemes.  She received over $700,000.00 

worth of jewelry from her husband, paid for by the proceeds of the Siskey Ponzi schemes.  She 

received millions of dollars in deposits into her personal bank account, derived from the 

proceeds of the Siskey Ponzi schemes.  And she lived a lavish lifestyle for 15 years, a lifestyle 

the Siskeys could never have afforded without the ill-gotten gains provided by the Siskey Ponzi 

schemes.   Diane Siskey, who oversaw Rick Siskey's MetLife insurance and securities 

businesses, knew that the Siskeys’ legitimate business income could not support their lavish 

lifestyle, and that their spending far outstripped their legitimate income.   

 49. On December 5, 2016, only days before the FBI investigation became public, 

Diane Siskey resigned her securities licenses and retired from MetLife Securities. 

 C. The Genesis and Organization of Siskey Capital.  

 50. Martin Sumichrast established and operated a family investment and advisory 

business located in Charlotte, North Carolina, a business which he continued to own and operate 

until 2013. 

 51. In the Spring of 2013, Rick Siskey invited Sumichrast to lunch.  At this meeting, 

Siskey described his personal background and his many business accomplishments.  Siskey 

described his arrangement with MetLife and MetLife Securities, and told Sumichrast that 
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MetLife had funded his Wall Street Capitol venture, which he said had “shot a cannonball down 

Main Street in Charlotte,” and had put Rick and Diane Siskey on the map as power players in the 

Charlotte insurance, business and financial community.  Siskey told Sumichrast that he and 

Diane had built Wall Street Capitol into the largest independent MetLife insurance operation in 

the country, with 252 employees and 194 representatives in 16 locations in four states.  Siskey 

told Sumichrast that he managed over $1.5 billion in client assets, selling them insurance, doing 

their estate planning, tax planning, retirement plans, and other business assistance, including 

buy-sell agreements, business successor planning and money management.   

 52. Throughout the meeting, Rick Siskey emphasized that his wife Diane was his 

business partner and an essential part of the entire business operation he had established with the 

backing of MetLife.  Siskey described Diane as his "secret weapon.”  Siskey explained that 

Diane was MetLife’s Managing Director of the Carolinas and the head of compliance at Wall 

Street Capitol, and she held all of Wall Street Capitol’s insurance and securities licenses. 

 53. Siskey also told Sumichrast that he was wading into an area of business that he 

was less familiar with – the Wall Street deal world.  According to Siskey, he had invested some 

of his clients’ money in several small publicly traded companies, the investments were failing, 

his clients were losing money, and that was very distressing to him.  Siskey said he knew 

Sumichrast was experienced in the Wall Street deal world, and he invited Sumichrast to the Wall 

Street Capitol office, to review Siskey’s deals and perhaps help his clients improve their 

positions. 

 54. A few weeks later, Sumichrast accepted Siskey's invitation. Siskey gave 

Sumichrast a tour of the MetLife offices, which were palatial and impressive, and introduced 

Sumichrast to members of the Siskey Team, including Diane Siskey.   
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 55. Sumichrast was impressed with Rick and Diane Siskey and the MetLife operation 

they had built in Charlotte.  He was impressed by the fact that Rick Siskey seemed to be 

genuinely concerned about his clients’ personal and financial welfare.  And he was impressed by 

the fact that the Siskey operation was backed by MetLife and MetLife Securities, a trillion dollar 

FINRA member with what was reputed to be one of the most comprehensive compliance and 

regulatory departments in the United States.   

 56. During all of his meetings and conversations with Sumichrast, Siskey never said 

anything about his ongoing Ponzi scheme or the Ponzi Entities he utilized to perpetrate his 

frauds, and as a result Sumichrast was entirely unaware of Siskey’s fraudulent and illegal 

activities.  In fact, Sumichrast did not know anything about Rick Siskey’s illegal activities or 

Siskey’s Ponzi Entities until the FBI investigation became public news in mid-December 2016. 

 57. In the late Summer of 2013, Rick Siskey approached Sumichrast and suggested 

that they go into business together as partners.    Siskey said that with Sumichrast’s experience 

and expertise in the worlds of venture capital and investment banking, and Siskey’s access to 

clients with many millions of dollars in potential investor funds, the two of them would be a very 

effective partnership to establish and develop a private equity firm with a management 

consulting component.  Sumichrast, who was completely unaware of Siskey’s illegal activities, 

agreed to go into business with Siskey as his business partner. 

 58. On or about October 21, 2013, Siskey and Sumichrast established Siskey Capital, 

LLC ("Siskey Capital"), for management consulting and private equity investment. Siskey and 

Sumichrast were the Class A members and managers of Siskey Capital, each holding a 25% 

ownership in the entity.  The other 50% was held by investors who invested $11.7 million to 

fund the operations of that entity. 
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 59. On December 10, 2014, Siskey Capital executed a five-year lease with Bissell 

Porter Siskey, LLC, the owner of the Sharon Road Property (the “Lease”).  Under the Lease, 

Siskey Capital leased office space on the fourth floor of the Wall Street Capitol Building.  

During negotiations, Rick and Diane Siskey asked Plaintiff Sumichrast to sign a $500,000.00 

personal guaranty of Siskey Capital’s payment obligations under the Lease.  Sumichrast initially 

refused to sign the requested guaranty, but Diane Siskey assured Sumichrast that he would never 

have to pay under the guaranty because the Siskeys controlled the building.  Acting in reliance 

upon Diane Siskey’s assurances, and still totally in the dark on the Siskey Ponzi schemes, 

Sumichrast signed the guaranty. 

 60. Over the next three years, Siskey Capital evolved into a very successful business, 

with controlling ownership interests in several venture capital funds and portfolio companies, 

and a thriving business advisory and consulting operation.  Siskey Capital was and still is a 

legitimate business, with real assets, real investments, audited financial statements, and an honest 

business purpose. 

 61. Diane Siskey was actively involved in the business operations of Siskey Capital.   

Diane Siskey was actively involved in the day-to-day management of Siskey Capital from its 

inception; she handled all of its leasing and insurance matters, and much of its administrative 

operations; and she was actively involved in all aspects of Siskey Capital's interactions with its 

investors.  Although Diane Siskey held no officer or director position within Siskey Capital, she 

played an integral and essential role in that company's activities and operations.  Virtually all 

major decisions regarding the corporate governance of Siskey Capital had to be approved by 

Diane Siskey.  In fact, the operating agreement for Siskey Capital specifically provided that if 

Case 17-30132    Doc 199-4    Filed 03/23/18    Entered 03/23/18 16:31:48    Desc Exhibit
 C to Affidavit of James C. Smith    Page 21 of 42



21 
NPCHLT1:1270197.1  

Rick Siskey ceased to be a member, Diane Siskey would automatically be substituted as a 

member in Rick's place. 

 62. Diane Siskey also played an active role with respect to Siskey Capital's financial 

activities and operations.  She regularly attended meetings with Rick Siskey, Marty Sumichrast 

and Dawn King to review and analyze the company's financial reports and prepare for upcoming 

discussions with existing and prospective investors.  She also attended meetings with companies 

seeking to have Siskey Capital invest in their businesses.  Simply put, Diane Siskey was a key 

member of the Siskey Capital management team. 

 63. In early 2015, Rick Siskey hired Plaintiff Dawn King (“King”) as chief financial 

officer of Siskey Capital.  At that time, King was an accountant with a thriving solo accounting 

practice in Charlotte, North Carolina.  When King became the CFO of Siskey Capital, she closed 

her accounting practice because it was expressly understood and agreed by and between King 

and Siskey that her affiliation with Siskey Capital would be a permanent one, and because the 

full-time demands of her CFO position at Siskey Capital made it impossible for her to take on 

additional work. 

 64. In early 2015, Rick Siskey also hired Plaintiff Paul Porter (“Porter”) as managing 

director and counsel for Siskey Capital.  At that time, Porter was a partner in the firm of 

McGuireWoods LLP, where he practiced law as a corporate transactional attorney.  When Porter 

joined Siskey Capital, he left behind at McGuireWoods his book of business which exceeded $1 

million in value.  When Porter joined Siskey Capital, it was expressly understood and agreed 

between Porter and Siskey that his affiliation with Siskey Capital would be a permanent one. 

 65. When Rick Siskey interviewed Plaintiffs King and Porter for their positions at 

Siskey Capital, he regaled them with his many accomplishments as a business person and his 
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relationships with MetLife and MetLife Securities, much as he had done with Sumichrast 

(described above).  Siskey concealed and made no mention of his Ponzi scheme activities, and as 

a result Plaintiffs King and Porter were totally unaware of Siskey’s illegal and fraudulent 

activities.  In fact, Plaintiffs King and Porter did not learn anything about Siskey’s illegal 

activities until the FBI investigation went public in December 2016. 

 D. The Siskey Ponzi Scheme is Exposed. 

 66. On or about December 12, 2016, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (“FBI”) 

suddenly seized Rick Siskey’s assets.  The government filed in the U.S. District Court in 

Charlotte an affidavit stating that Rick Siskey had been running a Ponzi scheme for several 

years, using several different companies (not Siskey Capital) to perpetrate his frauds.  On 

December 28, 2016, Rick Siskey committed suicide. 

 67. Plaintiffs and Sumichrast were completely blindsided by the revelations of 

Siskey’s fraudulent Ponzi scheme activities, which immediately became front-page news in the 

Charlotte media.  Plaintiffs and Sumichrast had no knowledge that Siskey was engaged in any 

illegal or fraudulent activities, much less a Ponzi scheme, and Plaintiffs and Sumichrast had no 

knowledge of or access to any of the books and records that Siskey secretly kept for his Ponzi-

related entities and activities. 

 68. On December 12, 2016, just prior to his suicide, Rick Siskey came into the office, 

calm and collected, and advised that all of the Ponzi investors would be repaid in full.  Siskey 

claimed that the investigation was a minor technical issue involving some missing paperwork. 

Incredibly, Rick Siskey continued to bring potential investors into his office in an effort to 

persuade them to invest in his Ponzi scheme entities.   
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 69. On December 13, 2016, Diane Siskey telephoned Sumichrast about Rick Siskey’s 

financial interest in Siskey Capital, LLC.   Sumichrast demanded that Rick Siskey resign 

immediately as a managing member of Siskey Capital.  Diane Siskey was adamant that Rick 

Siskey would not resign if that meant he would have to relinquish his 25% interest in Siskey 

Capital.    

 70. On December 14, 2016, Rick Siskey resigned as a managing member of Siskey 

Capital.  On December 15, 2016, Diane Siskey sent the following text message to Sumichrast:  

“This is to confirm our conversation on Tuesday, December 13, 2016, at 9:22 p.m.  That 

regardless of any changes in the company, Rick Siskey retains his ownership in Siskey Capital 

and all related investments.” 

 71. After Rick Siskey died, Diane Siskey contacted Sumichrast and demanded that 

Siskey Capital pay her health and auto expenses, “just like her husband.”  Sumichrast refused. 

 72. The Siskeys left Siskey Capital with over $1 million in lease payment obligations 

for the office space it leased on the fourth floor of the Wall Street Capitol Building.  When 

Sumichrast contacted Diane Siskey and sought to obtain rent payments from Wall Street Capitol 

for the office space it had subleased but immediately vacated after the FBI’s Ponzi scheme 

investigation became public, Diane Siskey falsely responded, “I have nothing to do with Wall 

Street Capitol.” 

 73. During her conversations with Sumichrast, described above, Diane Siskey never 

expressed any concern or empathy for the investors defrauded by the Siskey Ponzi schemes.  Her 

only expressed concern was to preserve and protect her ill-gotten wealth. 

 74. On December 21, 2016, Special Agent Timothy D. Stutheit with the Charlotte 

Field Office of the FBI filed a redacted affidavit (the “FBI Affidavit”) which was made public 
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and which detailed the results of the FBI’s investigation into Rick Siskey’s fraudulent Ponzi 

scheme activities.  A true copy of the FBI Affidavit is attached to and made a part of this 

Complaint as Exhibit B. 

 75. The FBI Affidavit contained the following information about Siskey’s activities: 

  A. From January 2011 through November 2015, Siskey deposited a total of 

approximately $31 million into the TSI Holdings, LLC bank account at Bank of America 

(hereafter the “TSI Account”).  Approximately $23.5 million of those deposits were funds Siskey 

fraudulently procured from the people he induced to invest in TSI Holdings, LLC.  During this 

same January 2011 through November 2015 time period, approximately $32 million was 

withdrawn from the TSI Account.  Of this $32 million in total withdrawals, approximately $16 

million in withdrawn funds from the TSI Account were deposited into Siskey’s personal bank 

account at Community One Bank (hereafter the “Siskey Personal Account”), and approximately 

$10 million were used to pay individual investors who demanded and received the return of their 

invested funds. 

  B. During the nearly five-year period from January 2011 through November 

2015, approximately $64 million in funds were deposited into the Siskey Personal Account, and 

approximately $64 million in funds were withdrawn during that same time period. Personal 

expenses funded by the Siskey Personal Account during that four-year period included the 

following: 

   (a) Over $1 million paid to American Express; 

   (b) Over $800,000.00 paid to RL Liquid Assets, a high-end wine 

business in California; 
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   (c) Over $700,000.00 paid to Diamonds Direct; 

   (d) Over $500,000.00 paid to Bentley Charlotte, Foreign Cars Italia, 

Motorama Classic Cars, Mercedes Benz and others for numerous luxury automobiles, including 

a 2014 Bentley Continental GT, a 2013 Bentley Mulsanne, a 2013 Ferrari, a 2011 Mercedes 

Benz SLS AMG, a 2007 Mercedes Benz S65 AMG, and other vehicles; 

   (e) Over $400,000.00 paid to a local builder for improvements to the 

Siskey personal residence located to 3545 Sharon Road in Charlotte; and 

   (f) Over $15 million paid to casinos to cover Siskey’s gambling debts. 

 76. The Siskeys also secreted funds offshore, in the Bahamas and possibly elsewhere.  

During the six-year period from 2008 through 2013, the Siskeys transferred over $6 million to a 

Bahamian entity in approximately 25 transactions.  After Rick Siskey’s death, numerous victims 

of Siskey’s Ponzi schemes told Plaintiffs that Siskey bragged he had offshore trusts in the 

Bahamas, and that he would take large amounts of cash onto private airplanes and deposit those 

funds offshore.  Siskey showed one investor a statement, marked “OST,” that showed deposits 

made and interest earned in the Siskeys’ offshore trust.  Diane Siskey told one couple that she 

and Rick had sold their beach house at Kiawah Island because they visited the Atlantis resort in 

the Bahamas so often it had “become their second home.” 

 77. Plaintiffs are informed and believe that Diane Siskey is hiding significant funds 

offshore, in the Bahamas and possibly elsewhere, and that some of those offshore funds are ill-

gotten gains from the Siskey Ponzi schemes. 
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 E. The Fallout Suffered by Plaintiffs. 

 78. Plaintiffs have been threatened, falsely accused of running a criminal enterprise 

along with Siskey, and even accused of embezzling funds.  Plaintiff Porter was asked and agreed 

to resign as a member of the Board of Directors of a NASDAQ public company within days after 

the Siskey Ponzi scheme fraud became public news.  Plaintiffs King and Porter spent their entire 

careers carefully establishing their reputations in private equity, public equity, accounting and 

legal matters.  Those years of reputation building were destroyed as the news of the Siskey Ponzi 

scheme spread like wildfire through the city.  Guilt by association may not be admissible in a 

courtroom, but it is well accepted in Charlotte’s business community.  

 79. After the Siskey Ponzi schemes became public knowledge in December of 2016, 

and for many months thereafter, Plaintiffs were literally besieged day and night with inquiries 

from a huge number of individuals who had invested very large sums of money (in many cases, 

their life savings) in the Siskey Ponzi schemes.  Unfortunately, because Plaintiffs knew nothing 

about Siskey’s Ponzi scheme activities and had no knowledge of or access to the books and 

records of the companies Siskey secretly used to perpetrate his Ponzi scheme, Plaintiffs were 

unable to provide the defrauded investors with any information about what Siskey had done with 

their invested funds.  

 80. Some of the investors defrauded by Siskey’s Ponzi schemes were also investors in 

Siskey Capital.  When Plaintiffs interviewed those persons after Rick Siskey died, Plaintiffs 

learned for the first time that when these investors met with Siskey and Sumichrast to discuss 

their investments in Siskey Capital and other related investments, afterward Rick Siskey secretly 

took them aside to his private office and persuaded them to invest part of their funds in his Ponzi 

scheme entities instead of investing all of their funds in Siskey Capital. As a result, investor 
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funds that would have been invested in Siskey Capital, a legitimate business, were instead 

diverted to Siskey’s Ponzi scheme entities, where those funds disappeared. 

 81. As a direct and proximate result of Rick Siskey’s fraudulent Ponzi scheme 

activities, the Plaintiffs’ present and future business prospects have been devastated.  Siskey 

Capital has been renamed Stone Street Partners, LLC ("Stone Street Partners"), in an effort to 

remove the taint of the Siskey name, but a mere name change cannot undo the damage Rick 

Siskey’s fraudulent activities have caused to Stone Street Partners.  As a direct result of the 

Siskey Ponzi schemes, Stone Street Partners is no longer able to generate new business 

consulting fees or asset management fees, and Stone Street Partners is no longer able to raise 

additional capital, which is the lifeblood of any private equity company.  Trust and integrity are 

absolutely essential to the success of any private equity firm, and even though Plaintiffs had no 

knowledge of or involvement in any of the Siskey Ponzi scheme activities, Stone Street Partners 

will always be tainted by its association with Rick Siskey, the Ponzi schemer. 

 82. As a direct result of the Siskey Ponzi scheme activities, the business of Stone 

Street Partners has been destroyed, and that business is being wound up and its existing 

investments are being distributed to repay its investors to the extent possible. 

 83. Plaintiff King’s personal and professional reputation has been devastated by her 

unfortunate association with Rick Siskey.  Even though King had no knowledge of or 

involvement in the Siskey Ponzi scheme activities, King’s reputation and employability in the 

Charlotte business and professional accounting communities have been greatly damaged as a 

direct result of Siskey’s illegal activities.  Because Stone Street Partners is being wound up and 

distributed, King’s position as its CFO will soon end and she will need to seek other 

employment, saddled with the stain of her prior association with Rick Siskey. 

Case 17-30132    Doc 199-4    Filed 03/23/18    Entered 03/23/18 16:31:48    Desc Exhibit
 C to Affidavit of James C. Smith    Page 28 of 42



28 
NPCHLT1:1270197.1  

 84. Plaintiff Porter’s personal and professional reputation also has been devastated by 

his association with Rick Siskey.  Even though Porter had no knowledge of or involvement in the 

Siskey Ponzi scheme activities, Porter’s reputation and his employability in the Charlotte 

business and legal communities have been irretrievably damaged as a direct result of the Siskey 

Ponzi scheme.  As a result, Porter cannot find other employment in the private equity industry or 

with a corporate law firm because of the taint of his prior association with Rick Siskey. 

 85. As a direct, foreseeable and proximate result of the Siskey Ponzi schemes and 

their consequences, Plaintiffs have been severely damaged, in amounts to be determined at trial 

but in any event in excess of $25,000.00. 

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Negligence) 

(All Plaintiffs vs. Diane Siskey and MetLife Defendants) 
 

 86. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference herein the allegations of 

paragraphs 1 through 85 of this Complaint. 

 87. MetLife, MetLife Securities, and Diane Siskey as the MetLife manager and 

compliance officer for the MetLife Charlotte office, owed a duty to the Plaintiffs, to protect them 

from the illegal, fraudulent and rogue behavior engaged in by Rick Siskey, all as described 

above. 

 88. MetLife, MetLife Securities and Diane Siskey had a duty and the ability to 

effectively supervise and control the activities of Rick Siskey to ensure that he complied with the 

rules and regulations of MetLife and MetLife Securities, and to ensure that he complied with the 

laws applicable to him as an agent and broker working for MetLife and MetLife Securities. 

 89. MetLife, MetLife Securities and Diane Siskey were well aware of the business of 

Siskey Capital and its direct association with Rick Siskey, and it was entirely foreseeable to 
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MetLife, MetLife Securities and Diane Siskey that Plaintiffs would suffer serious and 

irreversible damage if Rick Siskey were allowed to engage in such illegal and fraudulent 

activities. 

 90. As MetLife agents and employees, the knowledge and conduct of Rick and Diane 

Siskey are directly imputed and attributable to MetLife and MetLife Securities.   

 91. MetLife and MetLife Securities had a special relationship with its agent and 

employee, Rick Siskey, and knew or had reason to know of his dangerous propensities, which 

imposed upon MetLife and MetLife Securities a duty to control Siskey's conduct and to protect 

others, including Plaintiffs, from harm resulting from the Siskey's illegal activities engaged in 

under the MetLife aegis. 

 92. By virtue of her roles as Rick Siskey's supervisor and wife, Diane Siskey had a 

special relationship with Rick Siskey and knew of his dangerous, fraudulent propensities, which 

imposed upon Diane Siskey a duty to control Rick Siskey’s conduct and to protect others, 

including Plaintiffs, from harm resulting from Siskey's illegal activities engaged in under the 

MetLife aegis. 

 93. Diane Siskey also had a special relationship with Siskey Capital, LLC, which 

imposed upon her a duty to protect Siskey Capital and its principals from harm resulting from 

Rick Siskey's illegal activities engaged in under the MetLife aegis. 

 94. MetLife, MetLife Securities, and Diane Siskey flagrantly breached their duties of 

care by turning a blind eye toward and failing to investigate and prevent Rick Siskey's illegal and 

fraudulent conduct, as described above. 

 95. As a direct, foreseeable and proximate result of MetLife’s, MetLife Securities’ 

and Diane Siskey’s wholesale failure to adequately supervise Rick Siskey’s activities, and their 
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failure to properly investigate Rick Siskey’s violations of law, as described above, the Plaintiffs 

have suffered and continue to suffer serious and irreversible damage. 

 96. By reason of the foregoing, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover from Defendants 

MetLife, MetLife Securities and Diane Siskey, jointly and severally, compensatory and punitive 

damages, in amounts to be determined at trial. 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Breach of Fiduciary Duties) 

(Plaintiff Stone Street Partners, LLC vs. Siskey Estate and Diane Siskey) 
 
 97. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference herein the allegations of 

paragraphs 1 through 96 of this Complaint. 

 98. Rick Siskey, as a managing member of Siskey Capital (now Plaintiff Stone Street 

Partners, LLC), stood in a fiduciary relationship with Siskey Capital in connection with the 

development, operation and management of its business.  Siskey Capital reposed its trust and 

confidence in Rick Siskey to manage and operate its business honorably, in good faith, and with 

due regard for its interests.  Siskey owed to Siskey Capital a duty of loyalty regarding the 

operation and management of its business. 

 99. As a fiduciary, Rick Siskey had a duty to deal openly, honestly and fairly with 

Siskey Capital.  Siskey was obligated to consider Siskey Capital’s welfare and not merely his 

own in connection with the operation and management of the business of Siskey Capital.  Siskey 

had a duty not to exploit his management position at Siskey Capital for his own personal benefit 

and to its detriment. 

 100. The misconduct of Rick Siskey, as described above, constituted a flagrant breach 

of his fiduciary obligations and his duties of loyalty owed to Siskey Capital.  Siskey stole 

corporate opportunities from Siskey Capital, he interfered with Siskey Capital’s economic 
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relationships with its clients, and he perpetrated a Ponzi scheme, knowing full well that his 

fraudulent and illegal actions would cause great harm to Siskey Capital and its clients. 

 101. Diane Siskey also was a central member of the Siskey Capital management team, 

and as such she also stood in a fiduciary relationship with Siskey Capital in connection with the 

development, management and operation of its business.  Siskey Capital put its trust and 

confidence in Diane Siskey to manage and operate its business honorably, in good faith, and with 

due regard for its interests.  Diane Siskey owed a duty of loyalty to Siskey Capital, and she had a 

duty not to exploit her management position at Siskey Capital for the Siskeys' personal benefit 

and to Siskey Capital's great detriment. 

 102. The misconduct of Diane Siskey, as described above, constituted a flagrant breach 

of her fiduciary obligations and her duty of loyalty owed to Siskey Capital.  Diane Siskey 

participated in and personally benefitted from Rick Siskey's Ponzi scheme, knowing that their 

fraudulent and illegal actions would cause great damage to Siskey Capital. Diane Siskey caused 

Siskey Capital to enter into its lease of space in the Sharon Road Property with Bissell Porter 

Siskey, LLC, an entity in which the Siskeys held (and still hold) a substantial ownership interest.  

Diane Siskey also caused Siskey Capital to sublease a portion of its space to MetLife's Wall 

Street Capitol, an organization in which Diane Siskey was Managing Director and Compliance 

Officer.  Each of these lease transactions constituted unlawful self-dealing on the part of Rick 

and Diane Siskey, in that the Siskeys caused Siskey Capital to enter into these transactions, 

which benefitted the Siskeys personally, without disclosing to Siskey Capital the obviously 

material fact that they were actively engaged in running a Ponzi scheme.  When the Siskey Ponzi 

scheme became public news, Wall Street Capital immediately vacated its subleased premises and 
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Siskey Capital (now Stone Street Partners) was left holding the bag with over $1 million in lease 

payment obligations. 

 103. As a direct and proximate result of the Siskeys’ misconduct, as described above, 

Plaintiff Stone Street Partners has suffered and will continue to suffer substantial actual damages, 

in an amount to be determined at trial. 

 104. By reason of the foregoing, Plaintiff Stone Street Partners is entitled to recover 

compensatory damages from the Siskey Estate and from Diane Siskey, jointly and severally, in 

an amount to be determined at trial. 

 105. The Siskeys' misconduct, as described above, was willful, wanton and malicious, 

and evidenced a complete disregard for the rights and interests of Stone Street Partners. 

 106. By reason of the foregoing, Plaintiff Stone Street Partners is entitled to recover 

punitive damages from Diane Siskey in an amount to be determined at trial. 

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Constructive Fraud) 

(Plaintiff Stone Street Partners, LLC vs. Siskey Estate and Diane Siskey) 
 

 107. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference herein the allegations of 

paragraphs 1 through 106 of this Complaint. 

 108. Rick Siskey and Diane Siskey each stood in a confidential and fiduciary 

relationship with Siskey Capital (now Plaintiff Stone Street Partners) in regard to the 

development, operation and management of Siskey Capital.  Siskey Capital put its trust and 

confidence in the Siskeys to manage and operate its business honestly, in good faith and with due 

regard for its interests.  As fiduciaries, Rick and Diane Siskey had a duty not to exploit their 

management positions for their own personal benefit and to the detriment of Siskey Capital. 
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 109. The Siskeys’ misconduct, as described above, constitutes actionable constructive 

fraud, in that a confidential or fiduciary relationship existed between the Siskeys and Siskey 

Capital, and the Siskeys took advantage of their positions of trust, to the Siskeys’ personal 

benefit and to Siskey Capital’s great detriment and damage. 

 110. As a direct and proximate result of the Siskeys’ constructive fraud, as described 

above, Plaintiff Stone Street Partners is entitled to recover compensatory damages from the 

Siskey Estate and from Diane Siskey, jointly and severally, in an amount to be determined at 

trial. 

 111. The Siskeys' misconduct was done in willful and wanton disregard for the rights 

and property interests of Plaintiff Stone Street Partners, and consequently Plaintiff Stone Street 

Partners is also entitled to recover punitive damages from Diane Siskey in an amount to be 

determined at trial. 

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Aiding and Abetting Breach of Fiduciary Duty) 

(Plaintiff Stone Street Partners, LLC vs. Diane Siskey and MetLife Defendants) 
 
 112. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference herein the allegations of 

paragraphs 1 through 111 of this Complaint. 

 113. Diane Siskey had knowledge of, participated in, and benefitted from the Siskey 

Ponzi scheme activities.  She knowingly aided and abetted Rick Siskey in his flagrant breaches 

of his fiduciary obligations owed to Siskey Capital (now Plaintiff Stone Street Partners), all as 

described above. 

 114. Diane Siskey’s knowledge of, participation in, and failure to properly investigate 

the Siskey Ponzi scheme are directly attributable to MetLife and MetLife Securities because her 
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acts and omissions occurred while she was the manager and compliance officer for the MetLife 

Charlotte office. 

 115. Additionally, MetLife and MetLife Securities knew of Rick Siskey’s improper 

conduct with respect to MetLife and MetLife Securities’ customers’ funds and refused to 

investigate Rick Siskey’s illegal and fraudulent activities, instead willfully turning a blind eye 

toward Siskey’s activities, all as alleged above.  In so doing, MetLife and MetLife Securities 

directly aided and abetted Rick Siskey’s breaches of his fiduciary duties owed to Siskey Capital 

(now Stone Street Partners). 

 116. As a direct and proximate result of the misconduct of Defendants Diane Siskey, 

MetLife and MetLife Securities, as described above, Plaintiff Stone Street Partners has suffered 

and will continue to suffer substantial actual damages, in an amount to be determined at trial. 

 117. These Defendants’ conduct, as described above, was willful and wanton, and 

evidenced an utter disregard for the rights and interests of Stone Street Partners. 

 118. By reason of the foregoing, Plaintiff Stone Street Partners is entitled to recover 

from Defendants Diane Siskey, MetLife and MetLife Securities, jointly and severally, 

compensatory and punitive damages, in amounts to be determined at trial. 

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Breach of Contract) 

(Plaintiff Stone Street Partners, LLC vs. Siskey Estate) 
 

 119. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference herein the allegations of 

paragraphs 1 through 118 of this Complaint. 

 120. On or about October 21, 2013, Rick Siskey and Martin Sumichrast entered into 

and executed the Limited Liability Company Agreement of Siskey Capital, LLC (hereafter, the 

“LLC Agreement”), as Class A Members and as Managers. 
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 121. The LLC Agreement constitutes a valid, binding and legally enforceable contract 

between Siskey, Sumichrast and Siskey Capital.  Sumichrast and Siskey Capital have performed 

all of their obligations under the LLC Agreement. 

 122. Under the LLC Agreement, Rick Siskey promised and agreed to act as a manager 

of Siskey Capital in good faith and with due care, and he agreed to perform his duties as manager 

diligently and faithfully for the benefit of Siskey Capital. 

 123. Rick Siskey’s misconduct, as described above, was done in bad faith, involved 

intentional misconduct and knowing violations of law, and constituted numerous material 

breaches of the LLC Agreement. 

 124. As a direct and proximate result of Rick Siskey’s breaches of the LLC 

Agreement, as described above, Plaintiff Stone Street Partners, LLC (f/k/a Siskey Capital, LLC) 

has sustained substantial damages, in an amount to be determined at trial. 

 125. By reason of the foregoing, Plaintiff Stone Street Partners, LLC is entitled to 

recover compensatory damages from the Siskey Estate, in an amount to be determined at trial. 

SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Fraud) 

(Individual Plaintiffs vs. Siskey Estate) 
 
 126. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference herein the allegations of 

paragraphs 1 through 125 of this Complaint. 

 127. The conduct of Rick Siskey, as described above, constitutes actionable fraud 

perpetrated against each of the individual Plaintiffs, Dawn E. King ("King") and Paul G. Porter 

("Porter"). 

 128. Rick Siskey fraudulently induced Plaintiffs Porter and King to leave their secure 

prior positions and become affiliated with Siskey Capital, by falsely holding himself out to them 
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as a legitimate and honorable businessman and by actively concealing the fact that he was 

engaged in running fraudulent Ponzi schemes.  Siskey’s misrepresentations and concealments 

made to King and Porter were calculated to deceive and were made with the specific intent to 

deceive them into leaving their secure positions and becoming affiliated with Siskey and Siskey 

Capital.  King and Porter reasonably relied on Siskey’s false portrayal of himself as an honest 

and legitimate business person and his concealment of his illegal conduct, and they were in fact 

deceived by Siskey’s misrepresentations and concealments.  King and Porter reasonably believed 

that Siskey was the legitimate businessman he held himself out to be, and they had no knowledge 

or reason to believe that Siskey was engaged in any fraudulent or illegal activity.  If Porter and 

King had had any knowledge, belief, inkling or suspicion that Siskey was engaged in any 

fraudulent or illegal activity, they would never have agreed to become affiliated with Siskey or 

Siskey Capital.  Unfortunately, however, King and Porter were in fact deceived by Siskey, and 

they became affiliated with Siskey and Siskey Capital, to their great detriment and damage. 

 129. By reason of the foregoing, Plaintiffs King and Porter are each entitled to recover 

compensatory damages from the Siskey Estate, in amounts to be determined at trial. 

SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

(Unfair and Deceptive Trade Practices) 
(Individual Plaintiffs v. Siskey Estate) 

 
 130. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference herein the allegations of 

paragraphs 1 through 129 of this Complaint. 

 131. Section 75-1.1 of the North Carolina General Statutes prohibits unfair or 

deceptive acts or practices in or affecting commerce. 

 132. Rick Siskey’s misconduct, in fraudulently inducing Plaintiffs King and Porter to 

leave their established and secure positions and become affiliated with Rick Siskey and Siskey 
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Capital, as described above, constitutes a violation of N.C. Gen. Stat. §75-1.1 and entitles those 

Plaintiffs to recover their actual damages in amounts to be determined at trial. 

 133. By reason of the foregoing, Plaintiffs King and Porter are entitled to recover from 

the Siskey Estate treble damages, pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. § 75-16, and their reasonable 

attorneys’ fees and costs, pursuant to N.C. Gen. Stat. § 75-16.1. 

EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Interference with Prospective Economic Relations) 

(Plaintiff Stone Street Partners, LLC vs. Siskey Estate) 
 

 134. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference herein the allegations of 

paragraphs 1 through 133 of this Complaint. 

 135. The misconduct of Rick Siskey, as described above, including but not limited to 

his misappropriation and diversion of funds that clients originally intended to invest in Siskey 

Capital, constitutes wrongful interference with Siskey Capital’s valuable economic relationships 

with its investor clients. 

 136. On numerous occasions, Rick Siskey, maliciously and without justification, 

wrongfully induced Siskey Capital’s investor clients not to invest their funds with Siskey 

Capital, or to invest less than they had originally intended to invest with Siskey Capital, in order 

to direct Siskey Capital’s investor client funds into his illegal Ponzi scheme. 

 137. But for Rick Siskey’s interference, as described above, those investor clients 

would have invested their funds with Siskey Capital.  Instead, Rick Siskey persuaded those 

clients to invest their funds with his Ponzi scheme, to their detriment and the detriment of Siskey 

Capital. 

 138. As a fiduciary to Siskey Capital, Rick Siskey’s interference with Siskey Capital’s 

relationships with its prospective investors was not a legitimate exercise of his rights. 
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 139. As a direct and proximate result of Rick Siskey’s interference with Siskey 

Capital’s economic relationships with its investor clients, Plaintiff Stone Street Partners, LLC 

(f/k/a Siskey Capital, LLC) has sustained actual damages, in an amount to be determined at trial. 

NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
(Reverse Piercing the Corporate Veil) 

(All Plaintiffs v. TSI, WSC, SPP and SI) 
 

 140. Plaintiffs reallege and incorporate by reference herein the allegations of 

paragraphs 1 through 139 of this Complaint. 

 141. Rick Siskey completely dominated and controlled the activities of TSI Holdings, 

LLC ("TSI"), WSC Holdings, LLC ("WSC"), South Park Partners, LLC ("SPP") and Siskey 

Industries, LLC ("SI"), such that none of these entities had any separate mind, will or existence 

of its own.  Rick Siskey treated each of these entities like his own personal pocketbook, routinely 

shuffling funds between these entities and his own personal accounts.  None of these entities had 

any legitimate business purpose or any legitimately acquired assets or investments.  Rather, these 

entities were merely instrumentalities that Rick Siskey utilized to operate his Ponzi schemes. 

 142. Rick Siskey was the sole owner and manager of TSI, WSC, SPP and SI.  There 

were no boards of directors or managers to oversee Siskey's activities with TSI, WSC, SPP or SI.  

There were no corporate minutes of meetings or other corporate resolutions adopted after the 

initial formation of these entities.  TSI, WSC, SPP and SI were never adequately capitalized, 

because the funds invested into these entities were immediately moved into accounts controlled 

by Rick and Diane Siskey.  These entities never maintained proper corporate records or financial 

records; indeed, the only financial records were entirely fictitious, designed to defraud the 

persons who invested in these entities.  The Siskeys routinely utilized the funds invested in TSI, 

WSC, SPP and SI to pay their personal expenses. 
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 143. Rick Siskey used his control of TSI, WSC, SPP and SI in order to commit fraud 

and other wrongs against numerous victims of his unlawful Ponzi schemes, including Plaintiffs. 

 144. As a direct and proximate result of the misconduct of Rick Siskey and his 

corporate instrumentalities TSI, WSC, SPP and SI, Plaintiffs have been damaged, as described 

above. 

 145. Plaintiffs are entitled to have this Court disregard the separate corporate 

existences of TSI, WSC, SPP and SI, and instead to treat all of these entities as one and the same 

and as alter egos or instrumentalities of Rick Siskey, such that all of the allegations of 

wrongdoing stated hereinabove against Rick Siskey and the Siskey Estate shall apply with equal 

force and effect to TSI, WSC, SPP and SI. 

 146. By reason of the foregoing, TSI, WSC, SPP and SI are jointly and severally liable 

to Plaintiffs under their Second, Third, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh and Eighth Claims for Relief, in 

amounts to be determined at trial. 

 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray the Court to enter judgment against the Defendants, 

jointly and severally, as follows: 

 1. Awarding to Plaintiffs from the Defendants, jointly and severally, compensatory 

damages in amounts to be determined at trial; 

 2. Awarding to Plaintiffs from the Defendants (except the Siskey Estate), jointly and 

severally, punitive damages in amounts to be established at trial; 

 3. Awarding to the individual Plaintiffs from Defendant Siskey Estate treble 

damages and their reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs of this action; 

 4. Granting to Plaintiffs a trial by jury of all issues so triable of right; and 
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 5. Granting to Plaintiffs such other and further relief as the Court deems just. 

 This ___ day of March, 2018. 

        NEXSEN PRUET PLLC 

        
       By: /s/ James C. Smith    
              James C. Smith 
              N.C. State Bar No. 8510 
              227 West Trade Street 
              Suite 1550 
              Charlotte, NC 28202 
              Telephone:  704.339.0304 
              Email: jsmith@nexsenpruet.com 
              Attorneys for Plaintiffs  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing Second Amended 

Complaint was electronically filed pursuant to Rule 3.9 of the General Rules of Practice and 

Procedure for the North Carolina Business Court, using the North Carolina Business Court’s 

electronic filing and service system, and that notice was sent to all counsel of record. 

Respectfully submitted, this the ___ day of March, 2018. 

 
 
 
 

 /s/ James C. Smith  
James C. Smith 
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