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" UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA I
R | FILED BY_ N . D.C.
CASE NO.: 20-CV-81205-RAR ‘

| 3 o 1 MAY 07202
SECURITIES ANDEXCHANGE COMMISSION‘, - - ANGELAE. NOBLE

1‘. ) CLERK U.S. DIST. CT.
S. D. OF FLA. - MIAM|

Plaintiff V.
COMPLETE BUSINESS SOLUTIONS GROUP, INC d/b/a PAR FUNDING, et al.
' Defendants | - ‘ I

/ [

RESPONSE AND OBJECTION OF CERTAIN INVESTORS IN C$2000 TO THE
- RECEIVER’S MOTION TO APPROVE THE BROPOSED TREATMENT OF CLAIMS'
AND.FOR DETERMINATION OF APONZI , . J
'SCHEME T ] | |
, _

Rob Gile (“Gile”) (Claim # 20145) submits his Response and Objection t‘o the Receiver’s -

Motlon to Approve the Proposed Treatment of Clalms and for the Determination ofa 'Pon'zi.

Scheme and states the foIIowmg
STATEMENT' OF FACTS RELEVANT TO CUMMS OF Rob Gilé:

Gile is-an inveStor in Capital Source 2000 (“CSZOOO”) Gile timely submitted a vaIid claimto .
the Recelver on January 28, 2023, denominated by] the Recelver as Clalm Number_'20145 ,

_ vaccordlng to the clalms process established by the Recelver

._ On November 21 2023 Gile received his Notice of Receiver’s Determin: a.tlon"of Your Claim.
Accordmg to the Notlce Gile’s claim was class1ﬁed as a “Clalm Subject to Disallowance.”
Exhibit C to the Nouce was entitled “Summary of jche Re_ce1ver s Determination of Your Claim.”

. However, under the Summary’s heading “Detenniilation Reason,’-’ the onIy explanaﬁon given for

the Dét_‘emﬁnation was to refer to the claim as a “General No Liability Claim.”

No further details or expla.natlon were provxded in the Notice to support the Recelver s

Determmatlon nor was there any- attempt to define a “General No L1ab1hty Clalm” Exhibit C to
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the Notlce contalned one. comment: "Clarmant has a potent1a1 claim aga1ns|t Caprtal Source 2000

. Inc which isnota Rece1versh1p Entity” Desplte the Rece1ver E Determ1

' ﬁled an. ObJecnon to the Receiver S Determlnatlon of his clalm 20205 He

thls comment made by the Recerver and Gile’s knowledge that CS 2000 h;

- tlmely claims to the Receiver, Glle believed that the Receiver would prote

hation, GﬂC s tlmely :
DWever, based upon .
ad also subnntted :

ct their interest by -

- . determimng the clalms submrtted by CSZOOO

B Gile received- a copy of the, Rece_iv_er’s Motion to-A‘pprove Proposed Treatlment of Clairns and for
led that the claim of
_ CS2000 be- the claims of 1nd1v1dua1 1nvestors in CSZOOO who filed Objections to their -

Determinations be disallowed ostensibly because “to the extent these 1nd1v1dua1 mvestors have

, 'Determination of PonZi' Scheme. In that Motion thie Receiver recommend

- clalms those claims would be agalnst CS2000, which isno longer a Recel vershlp Entlty

Moreover, CS2000 ‘has submitted its claim agamst CBSG to recover the ﬁmds it invested w1th
~CBSG under its syndication arrangements ” :
~ The Receivet’s Motion recommended that C82000's claim be approved in
o $8 130,039.00. Nevertheless and desplte the valid clalms of Gile and other individual CS2000

" investors, the Receiver placed a caveat on the recommended approval of the CSZOOO claim that

| the amount of .

the Receiver “reserves the right, as part of the dlstributlon process or otherwrse-, to chall_enge

- €82000° sability to receive a distribution in this _cdse. o
OBJECTION TO THE RECEIVER’S MOTION: -

Gile finds himself i‘n the same position as when he’ filed his original Objec’t'ion Gile contends o

_ 'that erther his onginal claim against Par Fundmg or a claim against CS2000 must be valid. Gile
is told that his cla1m is solely against CSZOOO Further the Recelver has
of CSZOOO’S claim for $8 130,039. 00 a sum that could be made available to address the claims

of CS2000°s 1nd1v1dual 1nvestors Yet, the Recelver has not explained what unspecified action

recommended approval

may cause-the Receiver to challenge that d1str1but10n and what would become of the

recornmcnded claim _ainount if the distribution to CS2000 is challenged.

 Gile has been depnved of the use.of a considerable surn of money that she has no way of

" replacing. The Recelver tells him that they rn_ust look to CSZOOO as the <,ole source to satlsfy o
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thelr cla.lm Now, he is told CSZOOO may receive a’s1zeable d1stnbut10n from the Rece1versh1p
but that the Recelver may ult1mately choose to challenge that d1str1but1on All the while, the
‘remammg assets of CSZOOO contmue to be frozen a‘nd unava:llable to 1nd1v1dual;1nvestorsyhke the
G1le TInits Mot10n the Rece1ver c1tes precedent for the proposition that the distribution of ‘assets
ina recelvershlp be “falr and equ1table” and that s1n11laly situated investors shoald:be treated - |
alike because “equahty is equ1ty ” The treatment that the Gile’s claim rece ives from the .

' Recelver cannot be characterlzed as fau' or equltable by any deﬁmtlon
WHEREFORE G11e asks that The Rece1ver s Motlon to Approve Proposed Treatment of Claims

and Determ1nat10n of Ponzi Scheme be denled

Date: May 3,:.2024 =

| Respec.tﬁllly submitted,

R A

 RobGile. SRR

¢ |

" CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on May 06, 2024, 1 dep081ted the precedmg Re sponSe and«Objeetion .
' addressed fo the Clerk of the Court for ovem1ght ma1l1ng by U.S. Mail.

- Rob Glle
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