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RESPONSE AND OBJECTION OF CERTAIN

AND FOR DETERMINATION OF A PONZI ‘
SCHEME _ |

1
1

ING, et dl.

INVESTORS IN CS2.000 TO THE
- RECEIVER’S MOTION TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED TREATB

/IENT OF CLAIMS

' Rob Gile CPALLC Proﬁt Sharmg Plan- (“RGPSP”) (Claim # 20032) submits its Response and

Obj ection to the Receiver’s Motlon to Approve the

Determ1nat10n of a Ponzi Scheme and states the followmg

STATEMENT OF FACTS RELEVANT TO CEAIMS OF Rob Gile ¢
‘Sharing Plan: : |

RGPSP is an investor in Capital Source 2000 (“CSQOOO”) RGPSP t1me1*
claim to the Receiver on January 28, 2023, denomllnated by the Recelver

20032 accordmg to the claims process estabhshed by the Rece1ver

Proposed Treatment of Claims and for the

CPA LLC Profit

v submitted a valid

as Claim Number

- On November 21, 2023, RGPSP received its N’o_tic‘e, of Receiver’s Deterrnination of Your Claim.

According to.the Notice; RGPSP’s claim was classified as a “Claim Subj

- Exhibit C to the Notice was entitled “Summary of the-Receiver’s Determi

' . However, under the Summary’s heading “Determination Reason,” the on

.~ the Determination was to refer to the claim aé:a “General No Liability Cl;

im.

ect to Disallowance.”

nation of Your Claim.”

ly explanation given for -

2
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No further deta11s or explanation were prov1ded in t]he Notlce to support the Receiver’s

Determmatlon, nor was there any attempt to deﬁne a “General No L1ab111ty Clalm ? Exh1b1t C to

the Notice contained one comment "Clalmant has a potentlal claim aga1n<t Capital Source 2000

Inc., which i isnota Recelvershlp Entlty” Desp1te the Rece1ver s Deterrmnatlon RGPSP filedan

Objection to the Rece1ver 'S Determmauon of its clalm 20232 ina timely manner. However,-

‘ .
based upon th1s comment made by the Recelver and RGPSP’s knowledge that CS 2000 had also -

| submitted tlmely claims to the Recelver RGPSO beheved that the Recelve r would protect their
' lnterest by: determmmg the clalms submltted by CSZOOO

. | . .
- RGPSP received a copy of the Receiver’s Motion td Approve Proposed Treatment of Claims and

for Determ1nat1on of Ponzi Scheme In that Mot1on the Receiver recomm‘ended that the cla1m of

i
CS2000 be the claims of individual investors in €S2000 who filed Objections to their

Determinations be dlsallowed ostens1bly because “tP the extent these 1nd1v1dua1 1nvestors have
- claims, those claims would be against CS2000, Wthh is no. longer a Receivership Entlty
Moreover; CSZOOO_ has submitted its clatm against CBSGto recover the funds it invested with

. CBSG under its ’syndicatien arrangements,”

. The Recelver s Motion recommended that CS2000‘5 cla1m be approved for $8,130, 039'00 _ .
Nevertheless, and desplte the valid cla1ms of RGPSP and other 1nd1v1dua1 CS2000 1nvestors the | .
‘RCCCIVCI' placed a caveat on the recommended approval of the CS2000 claim that the Recelver .

' ffreserves the right, as part of the d1str1b_ut10n process or otherwise, to chal],enge CS2000°s ability

.10 recei_ve a distribution in this case....”
OBJ_ECTIONT(_); THE RECEIVER’S MOTION:

RGPSP finds itself indthe same position as when the original objection was filed. RGPSP -

: contends that either 1ts ongmal claim agalnst Par Fundmg or a claim again st CS2000 must be

_valid. RGPSP is told that its claim i is solely agalnst CS52000. Further the Receiver has
recommended approval of CSZOOO’S claim for $8, 130 039.00, a sum that could be made
avallable to address the clalms of CSZOOO’S 1nd1v1dua1 investors. Yet, the Receivef hasnot - -
explained what unspeclﬁed action may cause the Recelver to challenge that dlstnbutlon and what

would become of the- recommended claim amount if the distribution to CS 2000 is challenged
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RGPSP has been deprived of the use of a cons1derable sum of money that it has no way of
replacmg The Receiver tells RGPSP they must loo‘k to CS2000 as the sole source to satlsfy their
" claim. Now, RGPSP is told CS2000 may recelve a smeable distribution from the RGCGIVCI‘Shlp

but that the Recelver may ultimately choose to chall

enge that d1str1but10n All the while, the

remaining assets of CSZOOO continue to be frozen and unavailable to md1v1 duel investors like the

RGPSP. In 1ts Motion, the Recelver cites precedent'for the proposition that the distribution of |

assetsina r_eoelvershlp be “fair .and equitable” and that similarly situated investors should be

treated alike beeause' ‘fe’quality is equity.” The treatrfnent that the RGPSP’s

the Receiver cannot he -characterized as fair or equiteble hy any definition.

claim receives from -

WHEREFORE RGPSP asks that The Receiver’s Motlon to Approve Proposed Treatment of

Clalms and Determmatlon of Ponzi Scheme be demed

Date: May 4,2024

Respectfully submltted

?«6 M

Rob Glle (Rob Gﬂe CPALLC Proﬁt Shanng Plan, Trustee)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

'
I
'
!

1

IHEREBY CERTIFY that, on May 06, 2024 I deposrted the preceding, Response and Objection

addressed to the Clerk- of the Court: for ovemrght ma111ng by U.S. Mail.

Rob Glle - , i ]
. : .




Case 9:20-cv-81205-RAR

- E
Documer

FLSD Docket 05/07/2024 Page 4 of 4

- ‘Align top of FedEx Express® shipping label here.

. o [
p Q’qﬂ (asin 70 ae0-4653 “‘“m i e g
A . . b ‘ » \‘ %ﬁ'} GIE . BH-\- mn cARD "hl
. B 1570
4 L“E;q Qv %g Lo R “s ()FF\GE %Eg
K | 0 WILKE D sx £t (m cLER S
' | %g\u““mu MIAM AVE §
1
'1 AN FL W

(g 623510

) \m\\\\\“‘“‘“‘\ oy peggx
Envelo i &_ , .& B
Recycée Ee

\,

R

o sang
e PPSE & RS

Y






