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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, Case No. 2:24-CV-07660-SPG-JPR

Plaintiff, FINAL REPORT AND
ACCOUNTING OF RECEIVER,
v. STEPHEN J. DONELL

ASCEND CAPVENTURES INC,, et al., | [Notice of Motion and Motion;
emorandum of Points and Authorities;
Defendants. Declaration of Stephen J. Donell; Final
Fee Application; and [Proposed] Order
submitted concurrently herewith]

Date: February 25, 2026

Time: 1:30 p.m.

Ctrm: 5C .

Judge Hon. Sherilyn Peace Garnett
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TO THIS HONORABLE COURT AND ALL INTERESTED PARTIES:
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT Stephen J. Donell (the "Receiver"), the

NN
B~ W

Court-appointed receiver for defendants Ascend Capventures Inc., Ascend Ecom

LLC, ACV, ACV Partners, Accelerated Ecommerce Ventures; Ascend

DN
AN W

Distribution LLC (California), Ethix Capital, ACV Nexus, Ascend Ecommerce Inc.,

\]
~

Ascend Administration Inc., Ascend Distribution LLC (Texas), and their collective

28 | dbas, subsidiaries, and affiliates, including Global Marketing Development, Inc.,
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Eaglemont Capital, Paradyme Capital Inc., and AC Ventures Global Inc.

(collectively, the "Receivership Entities" or "Entities"), hereby submits this Final

Report and Accounting of Receiver, Stephen J. Donell (the "Final Report") in
accordance with Local Rule 66-6 and this Court's September 13, 2024 Order on
Plaintiff's Ex Parte Application for (1) Temporary Restraining Order and Order to
Show Cause Why a Preliminary Injunction Should Not Issue; (2) Waiver of Notice
Requirement; (3) Appointment of a Temporary Receiver, Freezing of Assets, and
other Equitable Relief (the "Initial Appointment Order") [ECF No. 30], as extended
and reaffirmed by this Court's December 3, 2024 Order Granting Stipulation for

Court to Enter Preliminary Injunction (the "Preliminary Injunction") [ECF No. 82].

This Final Report, submitted in connection with the concurrently submitted
Motion of Receiver, Stephen J. Donell, for Order: (1) Approving Final Report and
Accounting; (2) Authorizing Payment of Final Fee Application of Receiver and
Professionals; (3) Establishing Reserve for Costs of Closing Receivership;

(4) Authorizing Transfer of Receivership Assets to Plaintiff Federal Trade
Commission; (5) Authorizing Abandonment or Destruction of Records, and
(6) Closing Receivership Case and Discharging and Releasing Receiver (the "Wind-

Down Motion"), summarizes the actions and efforts undertaken by the Receiver

during the pendency of the present receivership, through December 30, 2025, with
particular attention to recent developments and information, including matters of

direct relevance to the Wind-Down Motion.

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.

As reflected in the Initial Appointment Order and Preliminary Injunction, the
Receiver's duties in this matter included, among other things, assuming control over

the Receivership Entities and their assets ("Receivership Assets" or "Assets");

recovering all available books and records relating to or concerning the Entities'

business and financial activities; performing an analysis of those business and

4902-7750-5923.5 2-
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financial activities; and marshaling available Assets for the benefit of the
receivership estate (the "Estate").

As reported in prior submissions to the Court, the Receiver previously
concluded that: (a) the pre-receivership business operations of the Receivership
Entities were consistent with a fraudulent enterprise; (b) the Receivership Entities
could not, in his reasonable business judgment, continue as a going concern,
individually or collectively; (c) millions of dollars obtained from the Entities'
customers were diverted to or for the benefit of the Receivership Entities' alleged
principals, affiliated entities under their control, or other affiliated persons; (d) such
diverted funds were used to purchase real properties against which the Estate had a
claim (meaning such assets constituted Receivership Assets). As previously
reported to the Court, the Receiver assumed control over certain of these properties
pursuant to orders of this Court, subsequently generating hundreds of thousands of
dollars for the benefit and administration of the Estate from their recovery or
disposition.

As detailed further herein, the Receiver now believes that he has fulfilled all
of his obligations under this Court's Initial Appointment Order and Preliminary
Injunction to the fullest extent possible, and that maintaining the existence of the
instant receivership beyond this point would not yield a net benefit to the Estate. As
such, and as reflected in the concurrently filed Wind-Down Motion, the Receiver
believes it is appropriate to wind down and conclude the receivership, and discharge
and release the Receiver from his duties and obligations under the Court's orders.

As of this Final Report, the Receiver has recovered approximately
$1 million in Assets for the benefit and administration of the Estate, comprised
largely of (1) the proceeds of the Receiver's sale of a real property Asset;

(2) turnovers of funds from the Receivership Entities' bank accounts; and (3) sale
proceeds recovered by the Receiver as a result of his successful freezing of funds in

the post-receivership period, after individual defendants William Basta and Jeremy

4902-7750-5923.5 -3-
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Leung (collectively, the "Individual Defendants") concluded a sale of a real property

Asset purchased with Entity funds, in violation of the Initial Appointment Order.

As of the submission of this Final Report, the Receiver holds approximately
$572,000 for the benefit and administration of the Receivership Entities and their
Estate. Critically, while the recoveries summarized herein reflect meaningful value
recovered and preserved for the benefit of the Estate, total Asset recoveries were
materially eroded by costs and delays resulting from a lack of available
information — sometimes basic information — relating to Receivership Assets,
specifically with respect to the status and condition of real property Assets
ultimately turned over to the Receiver for disposition, and notably including the
Individual Defendants' failures to make critical disclosures to the Receiver of
information exclusively within their possession. These omissions required the
Receiver to incur fees and expenses to contend with, among other things, real
property foreclosures commenced in violation of this Court's orders and
unauthorized occupants at the properties baselessly claiming — and litigating —
leasehold interests allegedly granted by one or both Individual Defendants, to say
nothing of those occupants' own misconduct, including unlawful subletting and
construction efforts. As further detailed herein, the Receiver and his Professionals
were forced to devote substantial additional time and resources to, among other
things, identifying and engaging the secured lenders, halting ongoing foreclosure
proceedings, and obtaining Court relief confirming and protecting the Receiver's
possessory interest in the subject properties. Moreover, during the pendency of the
Receiver's efforts, additional third party expenses — notably including approximately
$100,000 in additional debt due and payable in connection with the subject
properties — continued to accrue. As a result of these unforeseen issues, the Estate
encountered well over $100,000 in unanticipated costs.

In addition to these unavoidable third party expenses, the Receiver and his

Professionals incurred thousands of dollars in administrative fees and other costs

4902-7750-5923.5 -4-
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associated with related motion practice (including motions to effectuate the removal
of the unauthorized occupants), negotiating payoff discounts with the secured
lenders, and selling one of the properties for a net benefit to the Estate of
approximately $165,000. As more particularly described below, the Receiver
ultimately determined that the accrued secured debt and anticipated further costs of
administration associated with a second property were too great to result in a sale
yielding any net benefit to the Estate, and he was therefore compelled to abandon
that second property, as permitted by the Court.

At a minimum, the Receiver estimates that the lack of critically important
Asset-related information, including Individual Defendants' omissions, and the
resulting delay in stabilizing and monetizing the Venice properties, imposed
incremental additional costs upon the Estate in the amount of approximately
$150,000.

The Receiver and his Professionals are mindful that these additional costs,
while attributable to the conduct of others, nonetheless reduced the total funds
available for administration of the Estate. In recognition of that reality, and
following consultation with and at the behest of the plaintiff FTC, the Receiver and
his Professionals have agreed to apply an additional 5% discount — over and above
the significant discounts and write-offs already applied — to their respective fees
sought in their concurrently filed Final Fee Application of Receiver, Stephen J.
Donell, and His Professionals (the "Final Fee Application"), as further detailed

therein.'

To date, the Court has approved the payment of the Receiver and his
professionals' fees and expenses in the total amount of $319,946.11. By way of
the concurrently submitted Final Fee Application, the Receiver, on behalf o
himself and his counsel, Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallorg & Natsis, LLP
"Allen Matkins"), his forensic accounting firm, SLBiggs, a division of Singer
ewak E"SLBl s"), and local counsel Ross & Smith, PC ("RS", and together
with Allen Matkins and SLBiggs, the "Professionals"), has requested apgroval of
the fees earned and expenses incurred for the period from November 1, 2024,
through November 30, 2025, in the agﬁreﬁate amount of $508,457.61. In
addition, in the Wind-Down Motion, the Receiver has requested authority to

4902-7750-5923.5 -5-
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Assuming that the Court grants the Final Fee Application, and authorizes the
establishment of the Reserve, and after their deduction from the cash on-hand, the
Receiver would hold cash Assets in the amount of at least $50,000. The Estate's
financial information, and more, is detailed in the Receiver's accounting summary

(the "Final Accounting"), attached hereto as Exhibit 1. As addressed in the Wind-

Down Motion, the Receiver has conferred extensively with the plaintiff Federal
Trade Commission ("FTC") concerning the best means of making the recovered
Assets available for equitable relief, and has concluded that, under the unique facts
of the present receivership, and given the costs attendant to a Receiver-administered
claims and distribution process, remitting all remaining Assets to the FTC for its
discretionary application, after the payment of the fees and expenses requested in
the Final Fee Application and the establishment of the Reserve, is the most
appropriate and cost-effective solution. The Receiver therefore respectfully requests
that this Court approve and accept this Final Report and the attached Final
Accounting, grant the Final Fee Application, and authorize the wind-down and
termination of the receivership as requested herein.

II. GENERAL BACKGROUND.

In addition to the documents referenced in his July 7, 2025 Third Interim
Report and Petition for Instructions (the "Third Interim Report") [ECF No. 113-1],

the Receiver invites the Court and all interested parties to review the following
materials for a more detailed summary of developments relevant to the receivership
during the Reporting Period:

e Second Interim Report and Petition for Instructions of Receiver,

Stephen J. Donell [ECF No. 88, et seq.], filed on February 21, 2025;

establish a $13,000 reserve (the "Reserve") to cover the minimal fees and
expenses expected to be incurred after November 30, 2025 in connection with
the wind-down and termination of the receivership.

4902-7750-5923.5 -6-
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Order Granting Stipulation: (1) Authorizing Turnover of Sales
Proceeds by Granite Escrow and Settlement Services, (2) Authorizing
Receiver to Manage, Market, and Sell Residential Real Properties, and
(3) Releasing Defendants' Claims to Proceeds Held or Recovered by
Receiver [ECF No. 92] (the "Turnover Order");

Amended First Interim Application for Payment of Fees and
Reimbursement of Expenses of Receiver, Stephen J. Donell, and his
Professionals (the "Amended First Fee Application") [ECF No. 93, et
seq.], filed on March 13, 2025;

Supplement to Second Interim Report and Petition for Instructions of
Receiver, Stephen J. Donell [ECF No. 96], filed on March 20, 2025;
Supplemental Report and Petition for Instructions of Receiver, Stephen
J. Donell Re: Real Properties Subject to Turnover Order [ECF

No. 100, et seq.], filed on April 29, 2025;

Ex Parte Application of Receiver, Stephen J. Donell, for Order: (1) to
Show Cause Why Tia Fouroohi and Berlin Lu Should Not Be Held in
Contempt for Failure to Comply with this Court's Orders; and

(2) Affirming Receiver's Exclusive Control and Authority Over
Residential Real Properties [ECF No. 101, ef seq.], filed on

May 14, 2025;

Supplemental Brief of Receiver, Stephen J. Donell, Re: Court's
Authority to Issue a Writ of Possession for Receivership Real Property
[ECF No. 109, ef seq.], filed on June 12, 2025;

Second Supplemental Report and Petition for Instructions of Receiver,
Stephen J. Donell Re: Real Properties Subject to Turnover Order [ECF
No. 120, et seq.], filed on October 30, 2025; and

Supplemental Submission in Support of Second Supplemental Report
and Petition for Instructions of Receiver, Stephen J. Donell Re: Real
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Properties Subject to Turnover Order [ECF No. 123, et seq.], filed on
November 25, 2025.

The FTC's September 9, 2024 Complaint for Permanent Injunction, Monetary
Judgment, and Other Relief [ECF No. 1] alleges that the Defendants (as defined in
the Preliminary Injunction) used deceptive earnings claims to induce consumers to
pay tens of thousands of dollars to invest in purported risk-free e-commerce
business opportunities on platforms such as Amazon and Walmart, promising
substantial passive income that rarely materialized. Instead, consumers allegedly
suffered significant losses, while Defendants purportedly used a web of entities and
transactions to divert and dissipate consumer funds that were used, among other
things, to fund a luxurious lifestyle for the Individual Defendants and to purchase
real property Assets.

As detailed below, in order to determine the nature of the Receivership
Entities' business and financial activities, and to trace as many of the funds they
raised as possible, the Receiver engaged in an extensive discovery and document
analysis effort. Based upon his review and analysis of relevant materials relating to
the business and financial activities of the Entities, the Receiver materially agreed
with the FTC's allegations, and further concluded that the Entities could not be
operated as a viable going concern. In addition, the Receiver determined that
significant Assets (largely real properties) were purchased with funds raised by the
Entities from defrauded consumers and diverted for the benefit of the Entities, their
principals (the Individual Defendants), or affiliated entities under their control. As
detailed further below, the Receiver was successful in designating certain of these
properties as Receivership Assets? and, with Court approval, successfully recovered

the net value of two of those properties for the benefit of the Estate. Having

2 Pursuant to an agreement reached between Individual Defendant William Basta

and the FTC, Mr. Basta was permitted to retain ownership of real property in
Florida, which real property the Receiver concluded, in his reasonable business
judgment, was of no net value to the Estate.

4902-7750-5923.5 -8-
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recovered the sale proceeds from those real property Assets capable of yielding a
material benefit to the Estate, the Receiver has determined that he has exhausted all
appropriate and reasonable efforts to recover and monetize those Estate Assets
which could justifiably be pursued given the cost-benefit calculus applicable to the
performance of the Receiver's duties. As such, and as noted above and in the Wind-
Down Motion, the Receiver believes it is now appropriate to wind down and
terminate the receivership, and discharge and release the Receiver from his duties
and obligations under the Court's orders.

III. SUMMARY OF RECEIVER'S ACTIVITIES AND EFFORTS.

As reflected in the Receiver's prior reporting to this Court [see, e.g., ECF
Nos. 34, 60, 77, 80, 88, 96, 100, 113, 120, and 123] (collectively, the "Reports"),
during the pendency of the receivership, the Receiver focused the bulk of his efforts
on the following key areas:

A. Investigation and Analysis Regarding the Operations of the

Receivership Entities.

Over the course of the receivership, the Receiver sought and obtained relevant
documents and other information relating to the business and financial activities of
the Entities from a variety of sources, including the Entities' customers, banks,
escrow companies, payment processors, domain registrars, cloud-hosting platforms,
and other third parties believed or suspected to have conducted business with the
Receivership Entities. The Receiver's discovery efforts proved successful, resulting
in the production of tens of thousands of pages of documents, the extensive review
of which enabled the Receiver to better understand how the Entities raised funds
from defrauded consumers, and how, and in what amounts, those funds were
diverted for purposes unrelated to the advertised operations of the Entities.

As previously reported in the Receiver's Reports, the Receiver has concluded
that, while the Receivership Entities may have provided limited e-commerce

services to certain customers, the information he obtained and reviewed reflects

4902-7750-5923.5 -O-
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fundamental operational and financial irregularities inconsistent with a legitimate
commercial enterprise. Specifically, the information reflects, among other things,
the receipt of millions of dollars in apparent consumer funds that were commingled
among numerous accounts and entities without regard to corporate purpose,
transmitted to Entity affiliates, and diverted in substantial amounts for purposes
apparently unrelated to any legitimate business operations, including to fund luxury
international travel and to acquire real property assets solely for the benefit of the
Individual Defendants. In light of these deficiencies and diversions, and the absence
of reliable records and indicia of ordinary business practices, the Receiver
concluded that the Entities did not operate a wholly legitimate business and are not
viable as a going concern.

B. Asset Recovery and Liquidation.

As noted above, as of the date of this Final Report, the Receiver has
recovered over $1 million for the administration and benefit of the Estate.

The Receiver's recoveries to date are set forth in the following table:

Source Net Recovery Amount
Bank Balance Turnovers $304,646.24
Sales Proceeds $811,450.10
Rent Payments $31,800.00
Accrued Interest $10,359.46
TOTAL: $1,158,255.80

1. Real Properties

As discussed in Section I11.B above, the Individual Defendants diverted
millions of dollars in Entity funds to purchase real properties located at the
following addresses: (1) 2010 Linden Ave, Venice, California 90291 ("Linden 2");
(2) 2012 Linden Ave, Venice, California 90291 ("Linden 1"); (3) 25 Brooks Ave,
Unit 2, Venice, California 90291 ("Brooks"); (4) 5604 7th St. SE, Lakeland,

4902-7750-5923.5 -10-
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Florida 33812 ("Lakeland"); and (5) 2304 119th Street, Largo, Florida 33778
(collectively, with the preceding property, the "Real Properties"). The disposition of

the Real Properties is discussed below:
(a)  Brooks Property
The Receiver's asset identification efforts revealed that the Individual
Defendants purchased Brooks in May 2022 for a total purchase price in excess of
$2.5 million, taking title in their own names, personally, and financed the purchase

with $724,200.00 in funds diverted from the Receivership Entities. Accordingly,

O o0 9 N N B~ WD =

the Receiver determined that any equity remaining in Brooks was a Receivership

—_—
-

Asset. The Receiver entered into a stipulation with the Individual Defendants to

[—
[S—

facilitate the turnover and ultimate sale of the Brooks property, among other Assets,

—
[\

resulting in the Turnover Order.

[a——
(O8]

After the Turnover Order was entered, the Individual Defendants belatedly

—
N

disclosed — and only in response to the Receiver's turnover demands — that Brooks

—
(9]

was purportedly subject to a "long-term tenant," while continuing to withhold basic

[
N

information (such as the identity of the occupant), thereby forcing the Receiver to

[a—
~

incur additional expense and delay in investigating and establishing control of the

—_—
o0

property. In short order, the Receiver uncovered further complications stemming

—
O

from the Individual Defendants' omissions, including that (i) Brooks was occupied

\®]
e

by Mr. Leung's former fiancée, Tia Fouroohi, who asserted a facially invalid "lease"

[\
[E—

at a fraction of market rent, refused to cooperate with the Receiver, and failed to

N
[\

vacate the premises until the Receiver completed the costly process of seeking

N
W

contempt and related relief against her before this Court; and (i1) the Individual

[\
NN

Defendants had not disclosed (and did not identify the relevant parties for) a

[\
()}

pending non-judicial foreclosure commenced in violation of the Court's orders,

[\
N

requiring the Receiver to incur further fees and expenses, and delay, to identify,

\]
~

locate, and engage with the lender/foreclosure trustee to halt the pending

28 | foreclosure. The Receiver was successful in halting the foreclosure.
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Concurrently with securing possession of Brooks after Ms. Fouroohi vacated
the property, the Receiver confirmed that she had been unlawfully subletting the
unit. The Receiver subsequently reached an arrangement with the subtenant to
remain in the property on a month-to-month basis and pay market rent
($10,600/month) while the Receiver retained a broker and marketed the property for
sale. Ultimately, notwithstanding the continuing accrual of secured debt during the
period required to unwind the occupancy and foreclosure issues, the Receiver
caused the subtenant to vacate the property, negotiated a $100,000 payoff discount
with the secured lender (without which a sale would not have produced a material
net recovery for the Estate), and closed a sale on September 25, 2025, generating
approximately $165,000 in net proceeds for the benefit of the Estate.

(b)  Linden 2 Property

As with Brooks, the Receiver's asset identification and tracing efforts revealed
that the Individual Defendants acquired Linden 2 using funds traced to Receivership
Entity consumers. The Receiver therefore determined that any remaining equity in
Linden 2 was a Receivership Asset subject to turnover and administration.
Consistent with that determination, the Receiver entered into the stipulation that
resulted in the Turnover Order, which was intended to facilitate the Receiver's
prompt assumption of control over Linden 2 so it could be stabilized and marketed
for sale, if practicable.

After the Turnover Order was entered, the Individual Defendants disclosed —
for the first time — that Linden 2 had purportedly been "repossessed," and claimed
that they lacked access to documents associated with the property, omitting critical
information regarding the identity of a foreclosing lender and the status of then-
pending foreclosure proceedings. As a result, the Receiver was forced to undertake
a weeks-long effort to identify the lender, during which the Receiver confirmed,
through counsel, that Linden 2 was the subject of a non-judicial foreclosure

commenced 1n violation of the Court's orders and in contravention of the Receiver's

4902-7750-5923.5 -12-
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recorded lis pendens. The Receiver was ultimately successful in halting the
foreclosure (including securing rescission of the then-pending Notice of Default)
and obtaining initial access to the property.

Once access was obtained, the Receiver confirmed that Linden 2 was in
substantial disrepair and uninhabitable, including due to significant mold
contamination requiring remediation — circumstances that materially impaired the
Receiver's ability to market the property in a commercially reasonable manner and
raised concerns that any equity was rapidly eroding as secured debt continued to
accrue. The Receiver also verified that illegal tenant improvements had been
completed and the City of Los Angeles issued a stop order in connection with any
additional construction. Compounding these issues, the Receiver discovered
another problem not disclosed by the Individual Defendants: an unauthorized
occupant, Berlin Lu, claimed a leasehold interest arising from a "lease" purportedly
negotiated with Mr. Leung. Mr. Lu restricted access to the property (including by
changing locks and posting threatening notices after the Receiver had gained access
and changed the locks), thereby requiring further motion practice and Court
involvement in order to secure and protect the Receiver's possessory rights to
Linden 2.

Concurrently with Mr. Lu's ultimately vacating Linden 2, the Receiver, as
previously mentioned, discovered that substantial work had been performed on the
property, without proper permitting, which ultimately resulted in enforcement
activity from the city of Los Angeles that would need to be disclosed to prospective
buyers, tied to improvements undertaken by Mr. Lu — work the Receiver determined
would require costly and time-consuming efforts to bring into code compliance and
obtain retroactive permits.

Notwithstanding these obstacles, the Receiver continued efforts to maximize
Linden 2's value for the Estate, including by halting foreclosure activity and

negotiating extensively with the secured lender in an effort to obtain a discounted

4902-7750-5923.5 -13-
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payoff sufficient to create a margin adequate to both remediate and sell the property
for a net benefit to the Estate. Ultimately, however, after weeks of negotiation and
an in-person site visit by lender personnel to confirm the Receiver's concerns
regarding Linden 2's condition, the lender declined to agree to a discounted payoff,
leading the Receiver to conclude, in his reasonable business judgment and after
consultation with his real estate professionals, that Linden 2's market value was less
than the amount of secured debt on the property, to say nothing of associated
remediation costs. The Receiver therefore regretfully concluded that the property
represented a net liability to the Estate. Accordingly, the Receiver determined that
Linden 2 could not be successfully sold for a net benefit and subsequently
abandoned the property, in accordance with his authority under Section IV(D) of the
Court's Order Granting Stipulation for Court Order Entering Permanent Injunction
and Monetary Judgment as to Ascend Capventures Inc., Ascend Ecommerce, Inc.,
Ascend Administration, Inc., Ascend Ecom LLC, William Michael Basta, and
Jeremy Kenneth Leung [ECF No. 117].
(c)  Turnover of Proceeds from Sale of Linden I Property

As with Brooks and Linden 2, the Receiver's asset identification and tracing
efforts revealed that the Individual Defendants acquired Linden 1 using funds traced
to Receivership Entity consumers. The Receiver therefore determined that the
property, and any proceeds derived therefrom, constituted Receivership Assets
subject to turnover. Unfortunately, the Receiver also learned that the Individual
Defendants had sold the Linden 1 property after entry of the Initial Appointment
Order, in violation of the asset freeze, without notice to or authorization from the
Receiver or the Court.

Upon discovering the post-receivership sale, the Receiver promptly
investigated the status of the transaction and confirmed that net proceeds from the
sale remained in escrow. Given the unauthorized nature of the sale and the risk that

the proceeds would promptly be dissipated beyond the Receiver's reach, the
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Receiver, through counsel, took immediate steps to provide the escrow holder with
notice of the Initial Appointment Order and to freeze any further disbursement of
funds pending an order from the Court. As with the Individual Defendants'
disclosure omissions regarding other real property Assets, the Receiver was forced
to discover the unlawful sale of Linden 1 on his own, after the fact, which in turn
increased the cost and complexity of securing the sale proceeds for the benefit of the
Estate.

Consistent with the Receiver's duties under the later-superseded Initial
Appointment Order, the Receiver sought and obtained authority under the Turnover
Order requiring the escrowed sale proceeds from Linden 1 to be turned over to the
Receiver as property of the Estate. Pursuant to the order, approximately $400,000 in
escrowed funds were ultimately remitted to the Receiver, preserving value for the
Estate that otherwise would have been dissipated as a result of the Individual
Defendants' unauthorized post-receivership conduct.

(d)  Florida Properties

In the course of his asset identification and tracing efforts, the Receiver
identified two (2) Florida real properties associated with the Individual Defendants
and undertook an investigation to determine whether those properties constituted
Receivership Assets or otherwise reflected a source of recoverable value for the
Estate. That investigation included reviewing available title and financing records,
assessing the manner in which the properties were acquired and maintained, and
evaluating whether any equity could be preserved or monetized for the benefit of the
Estate.

Based on that review, the Receiver determined that the Florida properties
were either fully encumbered or subject to secured debt and carrying costs that
exceeded their market value, such that any theoretical equity was illusory or rapidly
eroding. In addition, the Receiver identified practical and economic impediments to

administration of the properties, including the accrual of interest and maintenance
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obligations, which would have required the Estate to incur ongoing expenses
without a corresponding likelihood of recovery. With respect to the Lakeland
property in particular, the Receiver also understood that a family member of one of
the Individual Defendants was residing at the property, and that the defendant has
asserted a homestead exemption in the property — circumstances that would have
required additional motion practice, delay, and expense to challenge the exemption
and, if successful, to regain possession.

After weighing the anticipated costs of administration against the absence of
meaningful net value, and exercising his reasonable business judgment under the
authority granted by the Court, the Receiver concluded that the Florida properties
did not present a viable opportunity for recovery and would not yield a material
benefit to the Estate. Accordingly, the Receiver determined that further pursuit or
administration of the Florida properties was unwarranted and that they should not be
treated as assets of the receivership Estate. The Receiver understands that the
Florida properties were later addressed in an agreement by and between the
Individual Defendants and the FTC.

(e)  Third Party Claims Relating to the Real Properties

In addition to the Receiver's efforts to identify, recover, and monetize the
Real Properties, the Receiver also evaluated third-party claims asserted in
connection with Brooks and Linden 1. At present, two such claims remain pending:
(1) a claim by an agency, Special Group, relating to a security deposit purportedly
paid in connection with the Brooks property, and (i1) a claim asserted by a third-
party real estate brokerage firm, The Agency, arising from services allegedly
performed in connection with Linden 1. Each is addressed in turn below.

(1)  Special Group

As noted above, a residual issue relating to the Brooks Property concerns a

claim asserted by Special Group, a former tenant of Brooks, seeking return of a

$26,000 rental security deposit (the "Deposit") purportedly owed under a pre-
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receivership, arms-length lease. In connection with the parties' negotiations over
turnover of the Brooks and Linden 2 properties and the Linden 1 sale proceeds, the
Individual Defendants conditioned their agreement to the stipulation underlying the
Turnover Order upon the Receiver's agreement to remit the Deposit to Special
Group. After meeting and conferring with the FTC, the Receiver agreed to that
condition in order to secure the expected prompt turnover of Brooks and Linden 2
and proceed with efforts to monetize the Assets for the benefit of the Estate. As
noted in prior Reports, the Receiver's agreement was made in reliance on the
Individual Defendants' representations and with the understanding that turnover
would permit immediate marketing and sale of the subject properties — an
understanding that was significantly undermined by the Individual Defendants'
deliberate omissions regarding unlawful tenancy and foreclosure issues that
materially increased costs and delays to the Estate. Accordingly, and because as
detailed below, the Receiver does not believe that the value of the Estate is
sufficient to underlie a Receiver-administered claims process, the Receiver does not
anticipate undertaking a separate claims determination process with respect to
Special Group's asserted claim. Any potential disposition of that request, if any,
should be addressed outside of this receivership claims process, and the Receiver
takes no position vis-a-vis Special Group's rights, if any, to pursue damages under
its contract with the Individual Defendants.
(11))  The Agency

Separately, the Receiver has received a claim asserted by The Agency, a
third-party real estate brokerage, arising from a pre-receivership agreement and/or
sale-related services tied to the Individual Defendants' post-receivership sale of
Linden 1. As previously noted, the Linden 1 sale was transacted after the
receivership commenced, without notice to or authorization from the Receiver, and
in violation of the Initial Appointment Order. Moreover, the agreement underlying

the Agency's claim was made by and between The Agency and the Individual
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Defendants; that is, it is not a receivership obligation. Accordingly, and consistent
with the Receiver's position as expressed in the Wind-Down Motion, the Receiver
does not consider The Agency's claim for payment to be a valid claim against the
Estate.

2. Receivership Entity Bank Accounts.

Immediately upon his appointment, the Receiver transmitted notice of the
Initial Appointment Order (including the asset freeze and turnover provisions
thereof) to numerous banks and financial institutions, requesting the turnover of any
accounts maintained by, in the name of, or for the benefit of the Receivership

Entities (the "Estate Accounts"). As a result, the Receiver successfully established

control over the Estate Accounts and recovered an aggregate amount of
$1,158,255.80 in cash for the benefit of the Estate.

C. Notifications to Consumers and Efforts to Prevent Further Harm.

From the outset of the receivership, the Receiver and his staff devoted
significant time and effort to mitigating ongoing consumer harm and preventing
further improper consumer solicitations from third parties apparently associated
with the Individual Defendants or the Receivership Entities. Consistent with that
effort, and recognizing that consumer protection is a core component of the
Receiver's duties, the Receiver endeavored to contact and engage with affected

consumers through a dedicated webpage — https://fedreceiver.com/case/federal-

trade-commission-v-ascend-capventures-inc-et-al/ — which provided consumers with

regularly updated information, frequently asked questions and answers, and urgent
warnings regarding continued solicitations, and created an online document portal
for consumers to upload materials to assist the Receiver's performance of his duties.

In parallel, the Receiver contacted internet hosting providers and other
platforms to disable websites used to solicit consumers and investigated (and issued
preservation and access-restriction demands to) the Entities' principal

communication platforms to preserve evidence and prevent continued consumer
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contact by the Defendants or their affiliates. Although the Individual Defendants
represented that they no longer had access to these platforms, the Receiver has been
unable to independently verify those representations, and the Receiver's access to
the platforms was impeded by two-factor authentication protocols tied to the
Individual Defendants' pre-receivership accounts, which authentication information
the Individual Defendants claimed not to possess.

Nonetheless, the Receiver's efforts to mitigate consumer harm have been
successful. During the receivership period, the Receiver confirmed that overseas
personnel affiliated with the Entities continued to solicit additional payments from
consumers — often directing deposits to new bank accounts and falsely representing
that the Entities continued to operate notwithstanding the Receiver's appointment.
Upon learning of such reports, the Receiver acted promptly to investigate the
underlying communications, confirm the nature of the solicitations, and work
directly with affected consumers to help them avoid further payments and to identify
and preserve relevant materials for the Receiver's review. The Receiver similarly
engaged with consumers as new solicitation attempts arose, both to mitigate
immediate harm and to deter continued outreach by the Entities' affiliates. Indeed,
the Receiver believes that overseas personnel affiliated with the Entities continue to
solicit consumers to this day, and the Receiver has cautioned certain consumers
regarding this ongoing activity.

IV. RECEIVERSHIP WIND-DOWN RECOMMENDATIONS.

As reflected herein, the Receiver has concluded, in his reasonable business
judgment, that he has fulfilled his obligations under the Court's orders to the fullest
extent possible under the circumstances and, in the process, undertaken all
reasonable efforts to recover and monetize those Estate Assets which could
justifiably be pursued given the cost-benefit calculus applicable to the Receiver's
performance of his duties. At present, the Receiver does not believe there are any

remaining tasks to complete arising in accordance with the Initial Appointment
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Order and Preliminary Injunction. Accordingly, the Receiver recommends that the
Court authorize him to commence the wind-down and termination of the instant
receivership, as set forth below and in detail in the Wind-Down Motion.
Specifically, the Receiver's recommendations are as follows:

A. Payment of Fees and Expenses of Receiver and his Professionals.

The Receiver, on behalf of himself, Allen Matkins, SLBiggs, and RS, has
filed his Final Fee Application requesting approval of: (1) fees earned and costs
incurred by the Receiver and his Professionals during the period from November 1,
2024 through November 30, 2025; and (2) the establishment of the Reserve.
Detailed billing invoices and narrative summaries of the work performed by the
Applicants are set forth in the concurrently submitted Final Fee Application.
Consistent with prior practice, the Receiver requests authorization to pay the
Applicants all fees and expenses requested in the Final Fee Application, out of the
Assets presently on-hand.

B.  Establishment of the Reserve.

The Receiver, Allen Matkins, and SLBiggs will incur and have incurred fees
and expenses, beyond those requested in the Final Fee Application, beginning
December 1, 2025 and running through the end of the receivership, as they attend to
the wind-down tasks necessary to bring the receivership to a close after the
submission of this Final Report, the Wind-Down Motion, and the Final Fee
Application. The Receiver recommends that the Court authorize him to set aside an
amount not to exceed $13,000 (again, the "Reserve") in order to cover such minimal
fees and expenses, to be paid without further order of the Court. Any portion of the
Reserve remaining after all wind-down tasks have been completed will be remitted
to the FTC in accordance with those turnover instructions governing the Receiver's

recommended turnover of Receivership Assets.
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C.  Turnover of Receivership Assets to the FTC.

Based on the results of the Receiver's discussions with the FTC regarding the
best means of making recovered funds available for equitable relief, the Receiver
has concluded that the most cost-effective method is to turn over to the FTC all
Assets remaining after the payment of the Applicants' fees and expenses, and the
establishment of the Reserve, concurrent with the wind-down and termination of the
receivership. In the Receiver's reasonable business judgment, and under the facts of
this case, such a course of action would be superior, on a cost-benefit basis, to the
alternative of a Receiver-administered claims and distribution process, with its
attendant additional expense — an expense that the Estate can ill afford.

Therefore, the Receiver respectfully requests that the Court authorize him to
transfer all Receivership Assets, less the Reserve and the fees and expenses
requested in the Final Fee Application, to the FTC in accordance with whatever
turnover instructions they may provide to him. As of the date of this Final Report,
the Receiver estimates that he will be able to turn over tens of thousands of dollars
to the FTC.

D. Abandonment or Destruction of Records.

The Receiver is in possession of records obtained during his administration of
the Estate, either at the outset of the receivership or recovered from third parties
during his investigation into the affairs of the Receivership Entities, some of which
are maintained in paper form. Many of these documents contain personal financial
information or other sensitive information. Accordingly, the Receiver proposes that,
within 91 days after the entry of an order granting the Wind-Down Motion, the
Receiver should be authorized to destroy any documents containing private
information, and further that he be authorized to abandon or destroy the balance of
the records in his possession relating to the Receivership Entities and the present

receivership.
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E. Discharge and Release of Receiver.

As noted above, the Receiver believes that it is now appropriate to present
this Final Report, along with the Final Fee Application and Wind-Down Motion,
and to request the Court to terminate the receivership pending his completion of the
wind-down tasks set forth herein. Therefore, in order to best preserve limited
receivership resources and further limit the cost of administering the Estate, the
Receiver recommends that the Court accept this Final Report and require no further
reporting in connection with this receivership, instead requiring him to file only a
declaration attesting to the completion of the wind-down tasks, and respectfully
requests that the receivership be deemed terminated, without further Court order,
upon such filing, as detailed further in the Wind-Down Motion.

V. CONCLUSION.

Based on the information presented above, the Receiver respectfully requests
that this Court enter an order accepting this Final Report, including the appended

Final Accounting, and approving the recommendations presented herein.

Dated: January 27, 2026 ALLEN MATKINS LECK GAMBLE
MALLORY & NATSIS LLP
JOSHUA A. DEL CASTILLO
MATTHEW D. PHAM
ALPHAMORLAI L. KEBEH

By: /s/  Alphamorlai L. Kebeh

ALPHAMORLAI L. KEBEH
Attorneys for Receiver
STEPHEN J. DONELL
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CASH RECEIPTS:
Seized Funds
26 Brooks Rent
Sales Proceeds
Interest
Total Receipts

CASH DISBURSEMENTS

Bank Fees

Closing Costs

Computer/Software

Court filing fees

Electricity - Occupied Unit

Fire Life & Safety

Funds turned over to FTC

Gas

HOA Dues

Interest Expense

Locks/Keys

Maintenance Supplies

Misc. Repairs & Maintenance

Pest Control

Property Taxes

Professional Fees per 1st Fee Application
Receiver Fees
Receiver Expenses
Allen Matkins Fees
Allen Matkins Expenses
SL Biggs Fees
RS Fees
RS Expenses
MRTH Fees

Other Consultant Fees

Trash Removal

Other Administrative Expenses

Water/Sewer
Total Disbursements

(Decrease)/Increase in Cash
Cash-Beginning of period
Cash-End of period

Estimated Costs to Close:

Professional Fees per Final Fee Application
Receiver Fees
Receiver Expenses
Allen Matkins Fees
Allen Matkins Expenses
SL Biggs Fees
SL Biggs Expenses
RSB Fees
RSB Expenses

Estimated Professional Fees to Close
Receiver
Allen Matkins
Singer Lewak

Estimated Cash-End of Period

30:

3

81

1
1,15

10

13

)
6
14

7
2

58

57

57

9
27

1
"

5

4,646.24
1,800.00
1,450.10
0,359.46
8,255.80

363.37
0,252.45
72.11
70.85
650.23
195.00
901.30
355.64
4,815.83
3,701.70
1,035.87
372.98
1,047.50
250.00
2,318.27

9,897.15
2,982.85
5,013.85
7,587.29
0,337.00
0,317.50

810.47
3,000.00
3,342.50
2,020.00
4,044.28

288.84
6,044.83

2,210.97

2,210.97

2,908.62
60.69
6,606.18
5,977.59
5,630.68
48.47
6,880.38
345.00

6,500.00
4,000.00
2,500.00

0,753.36
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