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ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION
I.
On October 27, 2006, we issued an opinion finding that Philip A. Lehman, former
president and sole shareholder of a registered broker-dealer and investment adviser, violated the
antifraud provisions of federal securities laws (the “October 27, 2006 Opinion”). 1/ Lehman now
seeks reconsideration of the portion of the opinion that found that he had not demonstrated an
inability to pay the $55,000 penalty we imposed. As discussed below, Lehman’s motion affords
no basis for reconsideration of the October 27, 2006 Opinion.
II.
We review Lehman’s motion to reconsider under Rule 470 of our Rules of Practice. 2/
Rule 470 permits us to reconsider our decisions in exceptional cases. 3/ This extraordinary
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remedy is intended to correct manifest errors of law or fact or to permit the presentation of new
or newly-discovered evidence. 4/
The October 27, 2006 Opinion found that Lehman engaged in a fraudulent scheme that
purported to make high-yield, riskless-principal investments. The October 27, 2006 Opinion also
found that it was in the public interest to bar Lehman from association with any broker, dealer, or
investment adviser and to impose a $55,000 civil money penalty. Lehman claimed an inability to
pay the penalty. Based on the record evidence, however, our opinion concluded that Lehman had
not demonstrated an inability to pay. Our opinion also held that even if Lehman had demon
strated an inability to pay, his recidivism and our view that his misconduct was egregious
warranted no reduction or waiver of the penalty.
The October 27, 2006 Opinion found that Lehman is a member of Cundiff Investments
LLC (“Cundiff”), a limited liability company that owns two properties on North Main Street in
Dayton, Ohio (“Cundiff Properties”). The opinion also found that, although the record was
unclear as to whether Lehman was the sole member of Cundiff during the period at issue, he did
not indicate at any time during the proceeding that any of the values associated with Cundiff did
not accurately reflect his ownership interest. In his request for reconsideration, Lehman claims
that we erred in determining that the net value of the Cundiff Properties should be considered at
$170,400.25. Lehman also claims that the Commission improperly “used Respondent’s failure
to list the Cundiff Properties in his Sworn Financial Statements as grounds to reject his testimony
as to the value of certain other assets (the Lexington Properties and the Byers Note) as being un
credible.”
A. The October 27, 2006 Opinion found that the value of the Cundiff Properties should
be considered at $170,400.25 based on the figures set forth in evidence that the opinion
determined to be adequate and credible. That evidence includes (1) an undated local county
property summary that lists the combined tax-assessed value of the Cundiff Properties as an asset
worth $655,690 and (2) two promissory notes, each entered into by Cundiff on April 1, 2002,
that are secured by mortgages granting the lender a security interest in the Cundiff Properties and
whose original principal amounts equal a liability worth ($485,289.75). Lehman challenges this
finding, and, in support, seeks to adduce additional evidence in the form of a summons, dated
August 24, 2006, accompanied by a foreclosure complaint, dated August 23, 2006, that names
Cundiff as a defendant. This complaint seeks judgment against Cundiff in the sums of
$2,299,600.47 and $1,007,082.89 in connection with Cundiff’s alleged default on the mortgage
payments associated with each of the two promissory notes. Lehman argues that this evidence
demonstrates that the Cundiff Properties “have negative equity in excess of $3,000,000.00,” and
that, “[t]herefore, there is no equity in the Cundiff Properties which could be used to satisfy the
assessed civil penalty.”
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This is not new evidence that appropriately may be submitted as part of a motion for
reconsideration. 5/ Rather, it is evidence that was available to Lehman before the October 27,
2006 Opinion issued, but that Lehman presented to us only after our opinion issued. We will not
adduce, or incorporate into our opinion, this new evidence, which comes too late. There are
fairness as well as efficiency concerns that would be implicated were we to accept the material at
this point. 6/ For example, counsel for the Division of Enforcement has not had the opportunity
to address the contents of the summons and foreclosure complaint.
Even if we did grant the motion to adduce, the evidence is inconsequential. The
summons and foreclosure complaint provide no basis to conclude that the Cundiff Properties
have negative equity. Lehman has not provided any indication as to whether any determination
has been made with respect to the status of the complaint (e.g., whether Lehman is contesting the
case or whether a judgment has been rendered). Nor is there any indication that the plaintiffs
filing the complaint have the right to recover against Lehman personally in the event that a
foreclosure sale of the Cundiff Properties does not satisfy the judgment amount. A lack of
personal liability would reduce the impact of the Cundiff Properties on Lehman’s net worth to
zero, not a negative amount. The October 27, 2006 Opinion found that Lehman’s net worth is at
least $274,007.25 based, in part, on the finding that the net value of the Cundiff Properties
should be considered at $170,400.25. Subtraction of the net value of the Cundiff Properties from
Lehman’s net worth would leave a net worth of $103,607. This amount still substantially
exceeds the amount of the penalty.
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In any event, the October 27, 2006 Opinion found that Lehman’s recidivism and the
egregiousness of his misconduct warranted no reduction in the amount of the penalty even if he
had demonstrated an inability to pay. 7/ Thus, even if we accept Lehman’s assertions about the
negative value of Cundiff, such assertions provide no basis for reconsideration.
B. Lehman argues that his failure to list the Cundiff Properties in his 2005 sworn
financial statement “should not have been used as a basis to reject Respondent’s testimony”
regarding the value of the Lexington Avenue Properties and the Byers Note. 8/ The October 27,
2006 Opinion makes no such attribution to Lehman’s failure to include the Cundiff Properties in
his 2005 sworn financial statement. The October 27, 2006 Opinion did consider and reject
Lehman’s argument that his testimony, standing alone, was sufficient to establish the value of the
Lexington Avenue Properties and the Byers Note. Our opinion found that Lehman’s testimony
about the value of the Lexington Avenue Properties and the Byers Note was contradicted by
adequate, credible evidence, some of which Lehman himself provided. To the extent that
Lehman’s argument could be construed as an attempt to re-argue the credibility of his testimony
regarding the value of the Lexington Avenue Properties and the Byers Note, it is well established
that a respondent may not use motions for reconsideration to reiterate arguments previously
made. 9/
Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that the motion for reconsideration filed by Philip A.
Lehman be, and it hereby is, DENIED.
By the Commission.

Nancy M. Morris
Secretary
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