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Introduction and Background 

Introduction 

1. This third report (the “Third Report” or “this Report”) of Deloitte Restructuring Inc. (“Deloitte”) in 
its capacity as trustee (the “Proposal Trustee”) of Catalx CTS Ltd. (“Catalx” or the “Debtor”) is 
provided in support of the Proposal Trustee’s discharge hearing (the “Discharge Hearing”). An 
objection to the final statement of receipts and disbursements dated February 5, 2026 (the “Final 
SRD”) and Discharge Hearing was filed by Amer Ghouleh (the “Objecting Creditor”) on March 16, 
2026 (the “Objection”), pursuant to Section 152(6) of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, RSC 1985, 
c B-3 as amended (the "BIA"). 

2. The Proposal Trustee made an application for a taxation hearing on May 14, 2026 (the “Taxation 
Hearing”), wherein, among other things, the Honourable Justice C.D. Simard granted an Order 
declaring that the Objection was dismissed. A copy of the Order granted is attached hereto as 
Appendix “A”. 

3. This Report provides a summary of further developments following the Taxation Hearing, and the basis 
upon which the Proposal Trustee is seeking permission to proceed with its discharge. 

4. Background information with respect to Catalx and the proposal administration, including the 
Objection, are outlined in detail in the Second Report of the Proposal Trustee, a copy of which is 
attached hereto as Appendix “B”. 

5. Documents related to both the receivership and proposal proceedings are posted on the Proposal 
Trustee’s website at https://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/en-ca/Pages/Catalx.aspx. 

6. Unless otherwise stated, all other capitalized terms not defined in this Report are as defined in the 
Proposal, the Proposal Trustee’s First or Second Report, or the First or Second Report of the Court 
Appointed Receiver of Catalx and Catalx Management Ltd. 

Purpose 

7. The purpose of this Report is to: 

a. Provide a summary of events subsequent to the Taxation Hearing; 

b. Respectfully seek an Order: 

i. Discharging the Proposal Trustee or, in the event funds have not cleared the Proposal Trustee’s 
trust account, adjourning the Discharge Hearing indefinitely, with leave for the Proposal 
Trustee to proceed to its discharge on an ex-parte basis once all funds have cleared its trust 
account; and 

ii. Granting such further and other relief that the Court considers just and appropriate in the 
circumstances.   

Terms of Reference 

8. In preparing this Report, the Proposal Trustee has relied upon unaudited financial information prepared 
by the Debtor’s management and agents (collectively “Management”), the Debtor’s books and 
records, and discussions with Management. The Proposal Trustee has not audited, reviewed, or 
otherwise attempted to verify the accuracy or completeness of the information in a manner that would 
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wholly or partially comply with Generally Accepted Assurance Standards pursuant to the Chartered 
Professional Accountants Canada Handbook and, accordingly, the Proposal Trustee expresses no 
opinion or other form of assurance in respect of the information. The Proposal Trustee may refine or 
alter its observations as further information is obtained or brought to its attention after the date of this 
Report. 

9. The Proposal Trustee assumes no responsibility or liability for any loss or damage occasioned by any 
party as a result of the circulation, publication, reproduction, or use of this Report. Any use, which any 
party makes of this Report, or any reliance or decision to be made based on this Report, is the sole 
responsibility of such party. 

Currency 

10. All dollar amounts in this Report are in Canadian dollars, unless otherwise indicated. 

Notice of Discharge Hearing 

11. On February 12, 2026, the Final SRD was approved by the estate inspector and filed with the Office of 
the Superintendent of Bankruptcy (the “OSB”) for comment. On March 5, 2026, the Proposal Trustee 
received a positive comment letter from the OSB and made an ex-parte application for the taxation of 
the Final SRD. 

 
12. On March 9, 2026, the Proposal Trustee served notice of final dividend and the application for the 

Discharge Hearing on all proven creditors, advising that a final dividend would be paid following the 
expiration of fifteen (15) days, and that the Proposal Trustee would seek its discharge on July 23, 
2026. 

13. On March 16, 2026, the Objecting Creditor filed an Objection with the Proposal Trustee and the 
Registrar. In summary, the grounds for the Objection were:  

a. The reasonableness of professional fees; 

b. The status of Investigation Funds; and 

c. The disproportionate loss to creditors. 

14. On May 14, 2026, the Proposal Trustee made an application for the Taxation Hearing wherein the 
Honourable Justice C.D. Simard granted an Order declaring (i) the Objection be dismissed; (ii) the 
Proposal Trustee’s fees and disbursements in relation to the Taxation Hearing, including legal costs, 
were approved and taxed; and (iii) at the expiry of all appeal periods, the Proposal Trustee shall 
proceed with issuing an amended statement of receipts and disbursements (the “Amended SRD”). 
 

15. A copy of the transcript from the Taxation Hearing (the “Transcript”) is attached hereto as 
Appendix “C” in order to provide context for the reasons the Objection was dismissed, and to 
provide greater clarity on the quantum of fees the Proposal Trustee has voluntarily written off in order 
to provide a recovery to unsecured creditors. 
 

16. As reflected in the Transcript, the Proposal Trustee’s counsel addressed the circumstances facing 
creditors in this estate, including that many creditors were victims of Unauthorized Withdrawals that 
led to a disproportionate loss to creditors. The Transcript further reflects concerns raised by creditors, 
including frustration and dissatisfaction with recoveries which were considered in the context of the 
Taxation Hearing.  
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Introduction and Background 

Introduction 

1. This second report of the Proposal Trustee (the “Second Report”) is provided in support of a taxation
hearing (the “Taxation Hearing”), as an objection to the final statement of receipts and
disbursements (the “Final SRD”) and application for discharge of trustee was filed by Amer Ghouleh
(the “Objecting Creditor”) on March 16, 2026 (the “Objection”) pursuant to Section 152(6) of the
Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, RSC 1985, c B-3 as amended (the "BIA").

2. The Taxation Hearing is brought by Deloitte Restructuring Inc. (“Deloitte”) in its capacity as trustee
(the “Proposal Trustee”) of Catalx CTS Ltd. (“Catalx” or the “Debtor”).

3. This Second Report provides background on Deloitte’s involvement and the basis upon which it seeks
the Objection be dismissed and the taxation of its fees and expenses in relation to the Taxation
Hearing.

Background 

4. Catalx, formerly Catalx Exchange Inc., operated an internet-based platform for the trading of crypto
assets, which enables customers to buy, sell, hold, deposit, and withdraw crypto assets such as
Bitcoin, Ether, and anything commonly considered to be a crypto asset, digital or virtual currency, or
digital or virtual token (collectively, “Crypto”).

5. Catalx Management Ltd. (together with Catalx, the “Companies”) provided business administration
and management services exclusively to Catalx, including but not limited to administrative,
management, regulatory, finance, information technologies support, and corporate communication
functions.

6. Catalx operated its platform for Crypto trading in reliance on certain liquidity, custodial, and
technology services provided by its platform-support supplier, Bittrex Global GMBH and its affiliates
(“Bittrex Global”). In addition to other services provided to Catalx, Bittrex Global processed trades
for Catalx’s clients and served as custodian for the Crypto assets held by Catalx’s customers.

7. On November 20, 2023, Bittrex Global publicly announced its decision to wind-down its operations and
cease the provision of all trading services effective as of December 4, 2023. The Companies
determined it was therefore not feasible to continue and operations ceased.

8. In addition to the wind down of Bittrex Global, Catalx had several other factors contribute to its operations
being ceased including, but not limited to:

On or around November 24, 2023, Catalx ceased allowing withdrawals of customer deposits due
to liquidity constraints;

The Companies' financial obligations were not being met as they became due;

Extraordinary events, including a suspected security breach and alleged misappropriation
resulting in the loss of a significant portion of the Crypto assets held by Catalx on behalf of its
customers; and

Customer complaints filed with the Alberta Security Commission (“ASC”) which led to the ASC
opening an investigation against Catalx and issuing a Cease Trade Order on December 21, 2023.
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9. On January 19, 2024, Deloitte was appointed by an Order of the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta (the
"Court") as receiver-manager (the “Receiver”) without security, of the property of the Companies
including, without limitation, all of the Companies’ current and future assets, undertakings, and
properties of every nature and kind whatsoever, and wherever situate, including all proceeds thereof.

10. The Receiver conducted an investigation of the allegations regarding the misappropriation of Crypto
assets owned and/or held by Catalx on behalf of its clients and has realized on all assets of the
Companies.

11. On June 20, 2025, the Court granted an Order Discharging Receiver, and concurrently approved the
Proposal filed by Catalx as further detailed below.

12. On May 14, 2025, Catalx filed a Proposal pursuant to the provisions of Part III Division I of the BIA,
and Deloitte consented to act as Proposal Trustee.

13. On May 14, 2025, the Proposal Trustee’s Report to Creditors (the “First Report”) was filed in order to
provide creditors background information with respect to the Debtor, summarize the Proposal terms,
and provide a comparative analysis between the Proposal versus an assignment in bankruptcy, which
would result in no recoveries to unsecured creditors. A copy of the First Report is attached hereto as
Appendix “A”.

14. As detailed in the Proposal and further outlined in the First Report, the Proposal provided three (3)
funding sources including:

a. $210,000 from Mr. Jae Park (the “Proposal Sponsor”) and other former directors of Catalx (the
“Proposal Proceeds”);

b. Funds remaining from the receivership estate (the “Receivership Proceeds”); and

c. All proceeds, if any, received or recovered by the Receiver, Proposal Trustee, Catalx, ASC, Royal
Canadian Mounted Police (“RCMP”), or any other regulatory or law enforcement agency as a
result of the ongoing investigations against Catalx and/or its former director and Chief Financial
Officer, Mr. Jae Ho Lee within six (6) months of the implementation date of the Proposal (the
“Investigations Funds”).

15. On June 2, 2025, the Office of the Superintendent of Bankruptcy (the “OSB”) chaired the First Meeting
of Creditors (the “FMOC”) whereby the Proposal Trustee’s appointment was affirmed, Alessandro
Tirone was appointed as estate inspector (the “Inspector”), and the Proposal was approved by the
required majority of creditors.

16. During the FMOC the Proposal Trustee presented the Proposal and provided additional information with
respect to the limited recoveries available to creditors and the status of undertaken investigations,
among other things.  A copy of the minutes of the FMOC are attached hereto as Appendix “B”.

17. As at the date of the FMOC, proven claims totaled approximately $3.2 million with the bulk of the
claims being submitted and proven after the FMOC. The Objecting Creditor did not attend or vote on
the Proposal at the FMOC.

18. The Proposal was fully performed by Catalx and a certificate of full performance was issued with an
effective date of January 22, 2026.

19. On February 12, 2026, the Final SRD was approved by the Inspector and filed with the OSB for
comment.  The Final SRD, provided detailed note disclosures summarizing both the receivership and
Proposal administrations, including but not limited to, comments regarding the Investigation Funds and
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the increased proven claims and professional fees from those amounts previously estimated in the 
First Report.  

20. On March 5, 2026, the Proposal Trustee received a positive comment letter from the OSB and made an
ex-parte application to Court for the taxation of the Final SRD. A copy of the taxed Final SRD is
attached hereto as Appendix “C”.

21. On March 9, 2026, the Proposal Trustee served the notice of final dividend and application for
discharge of Trustee on the Proposal Sponsor, proven creditors, and the OSB advising the Proposal
Trustee intended on paying a final dividend after the expiration of fifteen (15) days and proceeding to
its discharge on July 23, 2026.

22. On March 16, 2026, the Objecting Creditor filed its Objection with Court and served on the Proposal
Trustee in accordance with Section 152(6) of the BIA.  A copy of the Objection is attached hereto as
Appendix “D”.

23. As at the date of this Second Report, the Proposal Trustee has not received any further Notices of
Objection from any other creditor.

24. Documents related to both the receivership and Proposal proceedings are posted on the Proposal
Trustee’s website at https://www.insolvencies.deloitte.ca/en-ca/Pages/Catalx.aspx.

25. Unless otherwise stated, all other capitalized terms not defined in this Second Report are as defined in
the Proposal or the Proposal Trustee’s First Report.

Purpose 

26. The purpose of this Second Report is to:

a. Provide information in response to the Objection;

b. Respectfully seek an Order:

i. Dismissing the Objection;

ii. Taxing the Proposal Trustee’s fees and expenses in relation to the Taxation Hearing; and

iii. Granting such further and other relief that the Court considers just and appropriate in the
circumstances.

Terms of Reference 

27. In preparing this Second Report, the Proposal Trustee has relied upon unaudited financial information
prepared by the Debtor’s management and agents (collectively “Management”), the Debtor’s books
and records, and discussions with Management. The Proposal Trustee has not audited, reviewed, or
otherwise attempted to verify the accuracy or completeness of the information in a manner that would
wholly or partially comply with Generally Accepted Assurance Standards pursuant to the Chartered
Professional Accountants Canada Handbook and, accordingly, the Trustee expresses no opinion or
other form of assurance in respect of the information. The Proposal Trustee may refine or alter its
observations as further information is obtained or brought to its attention after the date of this Second
Report.
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28. The Proposal Trustee assumes no responsibility or liability for any loss or damage occasioned by any
party as a result of the circulation, publication, reproduction, or use of this Second Report. Any use,
which any party makes of this Second Report, or any reliance or decision to be made based on this
Second Report, is the sole responsibility of such party.

Currency 

29. All dollar amounts in this Second Report are in Canadian dollars, unless otherwise indicated.

Objection 

30. On March 16, 2026, the Objecting Creditor filed their Objection with the Registrar. In summary, the
grounds for the Objection are:

a. The reasonableness of professional fees;

b. The status of Investigation Funds; and

c. The disproportionate loss to customers.

31. On March 18, 2026, the Proposal Trustee acknowledged receipt of the Objection and provided the
Objecting Creditor with additional information to address their concerns. The Proposal Trustee further
advised that, should a Taxation Hearing proceed, there would be delays in issuance of final dividend
payments to creditors and that creditor recoveries would be negatively impacted as a result of
additional professional fees being incurred. The Proposal Trustee provided the Objecting Creditor an
opportunity to withdraw their Objection at any time to mitigate additional costs being incurred. A copy
of the Proposal Trustee’s response to the Objecting Creditor is attached hereto as Appendix “E”.

32. As at the date of this Second Report, the Proposal Trustee has not received any further response from
the Objecting Creditor.

33. The Proposal Trustee provides the following comments in relation to the grounds for objection.

Reasonableness of Professional Fees 

34. As detailed in the First Report, the Proposal Trustee initially estimated professional fees, including
Proposal Trustee fees and legal fees (the “Professional Fees”) to be approximately $177,500 (plus
GST and disbursements) resulting in approximately $111,500 being available for distribution to
unsecured creditors (including levy).

35. Professional Fees incurred were significantly higher than anticipated due to several factors, including
but not limited to the following:

a. The Proposal Trustee’s original fee estimate was based on the Receiver’s anticipated interactions
with creditors. The Receiver corresponded with approximately 190 individuals holding claims
totaling approximately $3.8 million. However, upon finalizing the claims process through the
Proposal proceedings, the Proposal Trustee received 1,000 claims totalling approximately $23.1
million. The Proposal Trustee devoted a significant amount of time assisting claimants, including,
but not limited to, explaining the Proposal administration, the claims and voting process,
completing claim forms, preparing statements of account, and responding to creditor inquiries
regarding the conduct of Catalx, allegations of fraud, and the status of ongoing investigations.
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b. Considerable efforts were made by the Proposal Trustee during the claims review process,
including verifying supporting documentation from claimants and reconciling this information to
Catalx records; and

c. Issuing notices of disallowance where applicable.

36. As a result, Professional Fees, including estimated costs to complete, total approximately $462,100
(plus GST and disbursements).  In an effort to provide a recovery to the unsecured creditors, the
Proposal Trustee voluntarily absorbed a loss of approximately $232,100 (plus GST) on its fees
representing 57.6% of its cumulative fees, in order to provide approximately $78,000 for distribution
to unsecured creditors (including levy).

37. The services performed by the Proposal Trustee and its staff were required for the proper
administration of the estate. The services performed were done by a level of staff appropriate for the
specific tasks at hand, and there was no duplication in work performed. It is the Proposal Trustees
view that the rates charged by the Proposal Trustee and its staff are reasonable under the
circumstances.

38. Furthermore, the Professional Fees have been approved by the Inspector, the OSB, and previously
taxed by this Honourable Court in the normal course of these Proposal proceedings.

Status of Investigation Funds 

39. At the onset of the Proposal, investigations into the allegations regarding the misappropriation of
Crypto assets owned and/or held by Catalx had been undertaken by the Receiver, ASC, and potentially
the RCMP. Notably, under the Proposal, the Proposal Trustee is not responsible to pursue the
misappropriated Crypto.

40. Findings of the Receiver’s forensic investigation are outlined in the First Report of the Receiver. Due to
funding constraints in the receivership proceedings, the Receiver was unable to advance its
investigation; however, the Receiver briefed and provided the ASC with its findings.

41. The ASC opened an investigation against Catalx and issuing a Cease Trade Order on December 21,
2023. As at the date of this Second Report the ASC proceedings remain ongoing; however, it is not
anticipated to result in any recoveries to the estate. The next ASC hearing is currently scheduled for
November 2026. All public information related to the ASC investigation is posted on the ASC’s website
at https://www.asc.ca/en/Enforcement/ASC-Proceedings/Status-of-Current-
Proceedings/2025/07/CatalX-CTS-Ltd.

42. With respect to the RCMP investigation, the Proposal Trustee contacted the RCMP for any available
information relating to Catalx and received no response. The Proposal Trustee is unaware of any open
investigation by the RCMP or any other regulatory or law enforcement agency.

43. As previously outlined in this Second Report, the Proposal provided for Investigation Funds received
within six (6) months of the implementation date of the Proposal to be included in the distribution to
creditors. The Proposal did not attribute any value to the Investigations Funds.

44. Upon the expiration of the six (6) month deadline, being January 22, 2026, no Investigation Funds
were received in the Proposal.

Disproportionate Loss to Customers 

45. At the FMOC and in the First Report, the Proposal Trustee confirmed that the Proposal only ever
contemplated very limited recoveries for creditors, with distributions expected to be minimal.
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46. Proven claims in these Proposal proceedings totalled approximately $23.1 million, representing a
616% increase from the claims filed at the FMOC. The significant increase in claims diluted the
estimated distribution to creditors.

47. The Proposal Trustee is of the view, notwithstanding the quantum of proven claims, the recovery to
creditors in the Proposal remains more advantageous than a bankruptcy assignment given there would
have been no recovery to unsecured creditors. A comparative summary is as follows:

Proposal Trustee’s Remuneration 

48. As previously outlined in this Second Report, the Proposal Trustee has absorbed a significant loss on its
fees in the Final SRD to maximize recoveries to unsecured creditors. Additionally, legal counsel to the
Proposal Trustee stopped recording time on this matter months ago.

49. The Proposal Trustee has incurred additional costs not contemplated in Final SRD in responding to the
Objecting Creditor and preparing for the Taxation Hearing and is therefore seeking payment for its fees
and disbursements (the “Additional Costs”) as summarized below and attached hereto as Appendix
“F”.

50. If the Proposal Trustee is successful in having its Additional Costs taxed, the Proposal Trustee will
issue an amended statement of receipts and disbursements (the “Amended SRD”), reducing the
amounts available for distribution to unsecured creditors (and subject to levy).

$CAD
 Original Proposal 

Scenario 
 Proposal Scenario
January 22, 2026 

 Bankruptcy
Scenario 

Receipts

Surplus from receivership 95,000  108,587  95,000  

Proposal Proceeds 210,000  210,000  -  

Investigation Funds -  -  -  

Interest 1,411  2,181  475  

Total Receipts 306,411  320,768  95,475  

Disbursements

Professional fees (177,500)  (179,091)  (50,000)  

Service fees (7,796)  (59,496)  (3,898)  

GST paid (9,265)  (3,007)  (2,695)  

Filing fees paid to Official Receiver (180)  (180)  (180)  

Fees paid to registrar (150)  (150)  (150)  

Fees paid to Court -  (40)  -  

Miscellaneous -  (590)  -  

Inspector Fees -  (120)  -  

Total Disbursements (194,891)  (242,674)  (56,923)  

Estimated funds available for distribution 111,520  78,093  38,552  
Payments to secured creditor N/A N/A 38,552  

Estimated funds available for distribution to unsecured creditors 111,520  78,093  - 
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From:

Subject: RE: [EXT] BANKRUPTCY FILING – 25-3223290 – NOTICE OF OBJECTION – AMER GHOULEH
Date: Wednesday, March 18, 2026 12:15:00 PM

We confirm receipt of your notice of objection to the Final Statement of Receipts and Disbursements
and the Proposal Trustee’s discharge.

Your objection has been filed in accordance with section 152(6) of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency
Act (BIA). Creditors have fifteen (15) days to file objections with the Registrar and Proposal
Trustee, ending March 25, 2026. After this period, the Proposal Trustee must apply to the Court to
address all objections raised by unsecured creditors of the Proposal Trustee’s fees and
disbursements. This application will be in addition to the discharge application scheduled for July
23, 2026, and all objecting creditors will be notified of the hearing. Please note that the filing of an
objection will result in a delay of the final dividend distribution. Additionally, the Trustee and its
legal counsel will incur further costs to attend Court for the objection application which will impact
creditor recoveries. Creditors who have submitted objections have the option to withdraw their
objection at any time, which may help avoid these additional delays and expenses.

Your stated grounds for objection are:
1. Reasonableness of Fees
2. Status of Investigation Funds
3. Disproportionate Loss to Creditors

Although the Proposal Trustee is not required to respond, we want to address your concerns given
the limited recoveries in this administration and our commitment to creditors.

1. Reasonableness of Fees: Professional fees were higher than anticipated due to: (i) a
high volume of creditor claims; (ii) increased efforts by the Trustee to review claims and
respond to numerous creditor queries; and (iii) the issuance of notices of disallowance
where applicable. Despite these factors, to enable distributions to unsecured creditors, the
Proposal Trustee absorbed a loss of $232,061 (plus GST), representing 57.6% of its
cumulative fees. As noted above, additional Court applications to address objections will
incur further fees, which will impact creditor recoveries.

 
2. Status of Investigation Funds: The Proposal anticipated potential “Investigation
Funds” from various agencies, but no such funds were recovered within six months of the
Implementation Date, and no dollar value was attributed to the recovery of Investigation
Funds in the Proposal Trustee’s Report to Creditors. With respect to ongoing investigations,
the Proposal Trustee made efforts to contact the RCMP for updates but did not receive any
response. Additionally, the Proposal Trustee has provided the Alberta Securities Commission
(ASC) with all findings to date; however, the ASC’s investigation is still underway, and no
further updates have been provided to us at this time. The ASC hearing is currently
scheduled for November 2026.

 
3. Disproportionate Loss to Creditors: The Proposal Trustee has already received a
positive comment letter from the Office of the Superintendent of Bankruptcy and taxation
from the Court prior to sending notice of final dividend and application for discharge of
Trustee. The Proposal maximizes creditor recovery compared to the alternative of
bankruptcy, which would have resulted in nil distributions. Distributions are lower than
expected because of the higher than anticipated number of creditors with proven claims.
The larger pool of creditors reduced the proportion each creditor receives.

 
If you require any further information, the Proposal Trustee would be willing to discuss this matter
with you or your legal counsel.
Kind regards 
DELOITTE RESTRUCTURING INC.
solely in its capacity as 
Proposal Trustee of the Estate of
Catalx CTS Ltd.
and not in its personal or corporate capacity.
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APPENDIX “F” 







District of: Alberta
Division No. 02 - Calgary
Court No. B301-223290
Estate No. 25-3223290

Date Copies Pages Total Pages Page Fee Postage GST Total
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Proceedings taken in the Court of King’s Bench of Alberta, Courthouse, Calgary, Alberta 1 

2 
May 14, 2026  Morning Session 3 
 4 
The Honourable    Court of King's Bench of Alberta 5 
Justice C.D. Simard   6 
 7 
D. LeGeyt (remote appearance) For the Proposal Trustee Deloitte Restructuring 8 

Inc. 9 
C. Poon    For the Proposal Trustee Deloitte Restructuring 10 

Inc. 11 
J. Stopforth     Court Clerk 12 

13 
 14 
MR. LEGEYT:   Good morning. 15 
 16 
THE COURT CLERK:  Good morning, Sir. 17 
 18 
MR. LEGEYT:   Oh, you may be muted, Justice Simard.  19 
 20 
THE COURT CLERK: Justice Simard, if - it might be on your end. 21 

You’re not showing as muted on the Webex. No, Sir, we still can’t hear you.  22 
 23 
THE COURT:   You still cannot hear me.  24 
 25 
THE COURT CLERK: Oh -- 26 
 27 
MR. LEGEYT:   We can now. 28 
 29 
THE COURT CLERK: -- there we are.  30 
 31 
THE COURT:   Okay. Good. Good. Sorry, that was a glitch on 32 

my end failing to turn on my headset. Morning, Mr. LeGeyt. 33 
 34 
MR. LEGEYT:   Good morning, Sir. You can hear me all right? 35 
 36 
THE COURT:   I can, yes. Go ahead. 37 
 38 
MR. LEGEYT:   Thank you. For the record, LeGeyt, initial D, 39 

appearing today as counsel to Deloitte Restructuring Inc. who is the proposal trustee in 40 
these proceedings. I can advise that the proposal trustee is represented by Ms. Cassie Poon 41 
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who is present -- 1 
 2 
THE COURT:   Okay. 3 
 4 
MR. LEGEYT:   -- in court today. We are lacking a respondent, 5 

Sir.  6 
 7 
THE COURT:   Yes. 8 
 9 
MR. LEGEYT:   The respondent is a Mr. Ghouleh. 10 
 11 
THE COURT:   M-hm. 12 
 13 
MR. LEGEYT:   He was served with the application materials on 14 

April 21st. He is not here. I can confirm we have not had any response or communication 15 
from him since we served him.  16 

 17 
THE COURT:   Okay. 18 
 19 
MR. LEGEYT:   And Ms. Poon has emailed me just minutes ago 20 

confirming that nor has the trustee heard from Mr. Ghouleh, so. 21 
 22 
THE COURT:   And - and has he -- I seen the affidavit of service, 23 

has he appeared before during the proceedings or is his objection just in writing? 24 
 25 
MR. LEGEYT:   The - the latter, Sir. 26 
 27 
THE COURT:   Okay.  28 
 29 
MR. LEGEYT:   There - there were a few creditors who appeared 30 

at the sanction hearing. I don’t believe he -- 31 
 32 
THE COURT:   Yes. 33 
 34 
MR. LEGEYT:   -- was one of them.  35 
 36 
THE COURT:   Okay. And his - his notice of opposition came 37 

from the same email that he was served at? 38 
 39 
MR. LEGEYT:   Absolutely, Sir. So, it’s - it’s contained at Exhibit 40

D, as in David, to the trustee’s second report -- 41 
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 1 
THE COURT:   Okay. 2 
 3 
MR. LEGEYT:   -- and at the very bottom of his objection is his 4 

email address and that is the one we used.  5 
 6 
THE COURT:   Okay. I am just pulling that up to confirm. Yes. 7 

Okay. Well, I am satisfied he was served on April 21st. That is almost 3, 4 - over 3 weeks 8 
ago, so service is in order. He was the only party, I think, who had raised opposition to this 9 
matter, so I am prepared to proceed in his absence.  10 

 11 
Submissions by Mr. LeGeyt 12 
 13 
MR. LEGEYT:   Okay. Thank you, Sir. I have completed the 14 

introductions, and it appears we’ve spoken to service. So -- 15 
 16 
THE COURT:   Right. 17 
 18 
MR. LEGEYT:   -- the materials are the application of the trustee 19 

and the second report of the trustee. I believe you have those.  20 
 21 
THE COURT:   I have and I have read them both, yes.  22 
 23 
MR. LEGEYT:   Thank you. And we sent our proposed form of 24 

order, I believe, Monday this week. Certainly earlier -- 25 
 26 
THE COURT:   Yes, I -- 27 
 28 
MR. LEGEYT:   -- this week.  29 
 30 
THE COURT:   -- saw that and the only change was to add the 31 

additional amounts that have been incurred or the precise amounts that have been incurred 32 
in dealing with - with this hearing.  33 

 34 
MR. LEGEYT:   Exactly. Thank you. 35 
 36 
THE COURT:   Yes, I have those.  37 
 38 
MR. LEGEYT:   Okay. So, I think, it makes sense to first describe 39

Mr. Ghouleh’s objections -- 40 
 41 
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THE COURT:   Okay. 1 
 2 
MR. LEGEYT:   -- because I’m - I’m going to then talk about the 3 

proposal and the history of the case and to provide some context.  4 
 5 
THE COURT:   Okay. 6 
 7 
MR. LEGEYT:   So, they’re summarized at paragraph 30 of the 8 

report, but the actual text is at Exhibit D. I will summarize them, but first he objects to the 9 
reasonableness of the professional fees. Secondly, the status of the investigation funds and 10 
I’ll inform the Court a little bit about that. And third, what he calls the disproportionate 11 
loss to customers that is the very, very, very small recovery that he expects to experience 12 
here.  13 

 14 
 Starting though, Sir, some time ago with the background and I can advise we - we were 15 

counsel to Deloitte during the receivership of Catalx --  16 
 17 
THE COURT:   Yes. 18 
 19 
MR. LEGEYT:   -- which predated the -- 20 
 21 
THE COURT:   Yes. 22 
 23 
MR. LEGEYT:   -- proposal proceedings. And so, I’ll touch on 24 

that just for the benefit of the Court. Catalx is -- was what I refer to as a online exchange 25 
where customers could keep and trade in crypto currency and also fiat currency. And there 26 
were about 9,000 customers when Catalx experienced trouble in November of 2024. At 27 
that time it advised its customers that it was no longer allowing customer withdraws.  28 

 29 
 At that time there were two directors. A Mr. Park who we will speak about as he is the 30 

individual who sort of stayed with the company. He sponsored the receivership and he 31 
largely sponsored the proposal. Refer to him as a responsible director. There was also a 32 
second director named Mr. Lee and all of the evidence would indicate that Mr. Lee is a 33 
rogue and he has absconded with all of the crypto and last we heard he was in Korea.  34 

 35 
 So, November 2024 the company ceased allowing withdrawals. December 2024 an ASC 36 

investigation was launched and a cease trade order was made. January of 2025 the company 37 
itself, Catalx, applied to have itself and - and a sister company put into receivership and 38 
that was at the behest of Mr. Park who in fact funded the receivership, as well.  39 

 40 
 The receivership ran its course and there was very little recovery. Perhaps the low six 41 
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figures of crypto was obtained and monetized, but there was never any distribution to 1 
creditors. And so, as time went on the receivership concluded and the receiver advised it 2 
was going to seek its discharge.  3 

 4 
 At that time Mr. Park who remained a director had the idea that Catalx should do a proposal 5 

in order to identify creditors and compromised claims and get a limited release for directors 6 
and things like that. So, at around the time the receiver was being discharged the proposal 7 
proceedings are started and those were the proceedings we are in today.  8 

 9 
 So, the proposal itself was always going to be - to - to put it informally, very, very skinny. 10 

The -- there were three sources of income or value in the proposal. First, Mr. Park and the 11 
other directors put in $210,000. Secondly, the funds remaining in the receivership were 12 
contributed to the proposal trustee. That was about a hundred -- maybe 110,000. And 13 
thirdly, there was a idea that if there were any recoveries from Mr. Lee in the 6 months 14 
following the implementation of the proposal, that third piece of value would be available 15 
to creditors.  16 

 17 
 So, the directors kicked in about 210, the receiver kicked in about 100. Unfortunately, there 18 

were no recoveries from Mr. Lee and so we had about 305 or $310,000 which stacked up 19 
against tens of millions of dollars of claims. So, that’s two orders of magnitude, Sir, 20 
meaning that creditors were always anticipated to get about 1 cent on the dollar or 21 
something like that. So, a skinny, skinny proposal nonetheless better than a bankruptcy. 22 

 23 
 Deloitte acted as the proposal trustee and as the Court is well aware the BIA imposes a 24 

number of positive duties on the trustee. So, there is simply -- and I’m turning now to the 25 
- the fee aspect of the matter, Sir. There are things that the trustee simply has to do and did 26 
do in this case and that requires time and effort and - and results in fees.  27 

 28 
 In this case, of course, we helped the company develop the proposal, draft the proposal. 29 

The trustee, of course, had to write its report on the proposal and those documents along 30 
with the meeting materials, the voting materials, the ballots, all had to be delivered to about 31 
9,000 potential creditors in this case. So, that takes a lot of time and a lot of effort and is 32 
costly. We were able to do most of it by email, but there is still time and cost.  33 

 34 
 The trustee received about 1,000 proofs of claims, Sir, and that -- the review and 35 

adjudication of those claims, which is required by the BIA, obviously was very labour 36 
intensive. As an illustrative example and - and these are just numbers I made up, but if - if 37 
it takes a half an hour to review a proof of claim and if there’s 1,000 claims, well that’s 38 
500 hours. And even at a - a low rate of say $300 an hour, that gets you to 150,000 in fees. 39 
Just for that one review of the claims aspect of the proceeding.  40 

 41 
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 In addition, of course, the trustee received and responded to numerous claims and calls. 1 
The creditors in this case had a lot of questions. And I - I should -- I’ll - I’ll maybe divert 2 
just for a moment and - and confirm for the record that - that trustee - the trustee and counsel 3 
we - we have tremendous sympathy and empathy for the creditors here. They - they have 4 
been defrauded. There has been a lot of anger, a lot of very high emotion in this file and a 5 
lot of frustration. Unfortunately, that is sometimes directed at the court officer which in our 6 
respectful submission is - is misplaced, but nonetheless that is the - the sort of temperature 7 
which is characterized in these proceedings.  8 

 9 
 Turning back to the fees though, Sir, it was a very labour intensive proposal and it is 10 

probably best summarized at paragraphs 36, 37 and 38 of the second report on page 7. I’ll 11 
- I’ll summarize those. Paragraph 36 the trustee states that the professional fees including 12 
an estimate to complete totalled approximately 462,000 and then the next two lines are 13 
very important. In an effort to provide a recovery to the unsecured creditors, the proposal 14 
trustee voluntarily absorbed a loss of about $232,000 on its fees which allows about 15 
$78,000 to remain available for the unsecured. So, no doubt the trustee has recognized the 16 
situation of creditors here and has frankly shared the pain with them to a significant extent.  17 

 18 
 Similarly, if you turn down to paragraph 48 the statement is that a legal counsel to the 19 

proposal trustee, so that’s us, stopped recording time on this matter months ago. So, I - I 20 
don’t have an estimate for you, Sir, but - but, again, recognizing that the recoveries were 21 
going to be limited we just stopped recording time on this matter. And so, have contributed 22 
not - not nearly as much as our client, but contributed somewhat to the situation.  23 

 24 
 Paragraph 37. The services performed by the trustee and its staff were required for the 25 

proper administration of the estate. Again, the BIA imposes duties on the trustee. And I 26 
should mention the most junior members at Deloitte, of course, are not the LITs, so some 27 
things must be done by Ms. Poon or her partner Mr. Keeble. They have higher rates, but 28 
nonetheless the - the LIT is required to do some or - or lots of the work. And the last 29 
sentence of 37 is important. It is the proposal trustee’s view that the rates charged by the 30 
trustee and its staff are reasonable under the circumstances.  31 

 32 
 Paragraph 38. The fees have basically passed three levels of scrutiny already, Sir. They 33 

have been approved by the inspector who is, of course, the creditor closest to the workings 34 
of the estate. The OSB who has commented on the statement of receipts and disbursements 35 
and taxed by Registrar R. Park and, I believe, we provided those documents to you.  36 

 37 
 So, in our respectful submission all of that adds up to the fees being reasonable. We 38 

understand that based on the proposal, you know, as - as the fee number goes up the recover 39 
to creditors go down. Recovery to creditors go down, but that’s simply the way the proposal 40
is drafted and - and there’s not much we can do about the arithmetic.  41 
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 1 
 Those were my submissions on fees. The second objection has to do with the investigation 2 

funds. What the proposal said, and I’ll repeat myself a bit, was that if - if the ASC or the 3 
RCMP or Catalx itself were able to extract any money from Mr. Lee that would be available 4 
to the creditors. Again, it was a 6 month window following the implementation of the 5 
proposal. That window has closed and there is nothing we can do to reopen it and no funds 6 
were recovered. I - I think the Court can infer that, you know, Mr. Lee has committed 7 
himself to a life of crime and he’s not answering any phone calls and he’s not writing any 8 
cheques to anyone, so there were no recoveries.  9 

 10 
 The final objection was the disproportionate loss to customers. Again, with tremendous 11 

sympathy to Mr. Ghouleh and the other creditors it was always anticipated that it would be 12 
1 cent or thereabouts. It is better than a bankruptcy. The creditors in their wisdom did vote 13 
in favour of this proposal meaning they surpassed the double majorities required by the 14 
BIA. And the Court in its wisdom, Justice Neufeld after a contested hearing, did sanction 15 
the proposal and the recoveries are -- well, it’s a function of arithmetic, Sir. It’s - it’s the 16 
dollars in less the professional fees divided by the proven claims. It is a small recovery, we 17 
understand that, but - but that in our respectful submission is not appropriate grounds to 18 
object to the statement of receipts and disbursements.  19 

 20 
 So, I’ll - I’ll just keep going. We did also ask the Court to tax the professional fees today. 21 

The Deloitte number is $4,606.76. Counsel’s fees are $4,200. Those were in the form of 22 
order we provided to you. And happy to take any questions, if there are any, otherwise 23 
those were our submissions. 24 

 25 
Decision 26 
 27 
THE COURT:   Okay. Thank you, Mr. LeGeyt. No, I did not have 28 

any questions. I will grant your order for the following reasons. I do understand from the 29 
trustee’s report the background of this proposal. I see Mr. Ghouleh’s March 16th - March 30 
14th objection in which he raised three grounds to object to the approval of the final 31 
statement of receipts and disbursements and the application for the discharge of the trustee 32 
and I will address each of those. 33 

 34 
 The first was the reasonableness of the professional fees. This was a 9,000 creditor estate. 35 

There were 1,000 proofs of claim. As Mr. LeGeyt has submitted there are simply a number 36 
of things that a trustee a must do under the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act to deal with a 37 
proposal property - properly and that includes assessing all of those 1,000 proofs of claim. 38 
In this case, the proposal trustee took the extraordinary step of reducing its fees by about 39 
57 percent to ensure that the creditors received a dividend and their legal counsel also just 40 
stopped charging the trustee at a certain point in time.  41 
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 1 
 Having considered the context of this - of this proposal and this estate I find that the fees 2 

are reasonable and appropriate. The fees would have been reasonable and appropriate even 3 
without the discounts voluntarily offered by the professionals. They had to do this work. 4 
They did it reasonably and appropriately. I am satisfied that they did not - they did not do 5 
things they did not have to do and they did not overcharge for the things they had to do. 6 
So, certainly considering the significant voluntarily reductions they made, no doubt - no 7 
doubt in recognition of - of the difficulties faced by creditors, I find that the - those - those 8 
fees and disbursements are entirely reasonable, and I do not have any hesitation in 9 
approving them. 10 

 11 
 Mr. Ghouleh’s second objection was as to the status of the investigation funds. The 12 

proposal did say that any - any funds that were recovered by Mr. Lee, who based on the 13 
evidence is the wrongdoer here who absconded with some or all of the assets of the 14 
company and - and the crypto assets and or cash assets - assets of the creditors, he was and 15 
may still be under investigation by the ASC and the RCMP and the proposal said that any 16 
monies that came in over the - over the following 6 months would be included in a dividend 17 
to creditors. There were no monies that came in. That is just a function of - of how things 18 
have played out.  19 

 20 
 The - the proposal trustee did not take on any obligation to independently pursue Mr. Lee 21 

or pursue investigations on its own. So, when a creditor has approved the proposal and 22 
when the Court sanction the proposal these - this contingency was known and Mr. Ghouleh 23 
is no doubt disappointed by that result, but that result can’t be - can’t be held to the account 24 
of the proposal trustee and it is certainly not a valid reason to not discharge the trustee or 25 
approve their - approve their fees and disbursements.  26 

 27 
 Similarly with his third complaint which was a disproportionate loss to customers the 28 

recovery for creditors is - is very minimal in this case, but, again, that was something that 29 
was known. There would not have been any recovery at all but for the efforts of Mr. Park 30 
and - and then the efforts of the professionals to defer payment of their own fees for work 31 
that they - they validly did to allow a recovery.  32 

 33 
 So, again, that is - it is disappointing because it is a disappointing result to everyone, but it 34 

is not something that is the proposal trustee’s or its legal counsel’s fault nor is it something 35 
that would in any way justify not paying what is now a very modest request for their fees 36 
and disbursements. So, I - I - I find that all three grounds of Mr. Ghouleh’s objection do 37 
not have merit and so for those reasons I - I approve - approve the trustee’s fees and 38 
disbursements.  39 

 40 
 Also, the fees and disbursements related to today’s application are about $4600 for the 41 
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proposal trustee and $4200 for their counsel. I find to be reasonable and -- reasonable and 1 
appropriate so I will - I will approve those, as well, to come out of the estate.  2 

 3 
 So, I have your form of order here, Mr. LeGeyt. I will sign that. And was this matter -- did 4 

you upload this on CCM? I think maybe you did and I can upload it over there. 5 
 6 
MR. LEGEYT:   I believe so.  7 
 8 
THE COURT:   Okay. Yes. I will have -- 9 
 10 
MR. LEGEYT:   Yeah. 11 
 12 
THE COURT:   -- I will sign the order and have it uploaded to 13 

CCM so you can access it there, okay? 14 
 15 
MR. LEGEYT:   Very good. Thank you, Sir. 16 
 17 
THE COURT:   Okay. Thank you very much for attending today. 18 

Thank you. Good day.  19 
 20 

21 
 22 
PROCEEDINGS CONCLUDED 23 
 24 

25 
 26 
 27 
 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 
 32 
 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
  41 
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Certificate of Record 1 
 2 
I, John Stopforth, certify that this recording is the record made of the evidence in the 3 
proceedings in the Court of King’s Bench, held in courtroom 1702 at Calgary, Alberta, on the 4 
14th day of May, 2026, and that I was the court official in charge of the sound-recording 5 
machine during the proceedings. 6 
 7 
 8 
 9 
 10 
 11 
 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
 26 
 27 
 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 
 32 
 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
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Certificate of Transcript 1 
 2 
I, Debra Gagné, certify that 3 
 4 
(a) I transcribed the record, which was recorded by a sound-recording machine, to the best of 5 

my skill and ability and the foregoing pages are a complete and accurate transcript of the 6 
contents of the record, and  7 

 8 
(b) the Certificate of Record for these proceedings was included orally on the record and is 9 

transcribed in this transcript. 10 
 11 
Gagné Transcription Services  12 
Order Number: TDS-1112022 13 
Dated: June 9, 2026 14 
 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 
 19 
 20 
 21 
 22 
 23 
 24 
 25 
 26 
 27 
 28 
 29 
 30 
 31 
 32 
 33 
 34 
 35 
 36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
 40 
 41 
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Deloitte Restructuring Inc.
700, 850 - 2 Street SW 
Calgary AB  T2P 0R8
Canada

Tel: 403-267-1700 
Email: calgaryrs@deloitte.ca
www.deloitte.ca

June 8, 2026

To the proven creditors

Dear Sir or Madam: 

Re: In the matter of the proposal of CatalX CTS Ltd. 
Estate No. 25-3223290 

As you are aware, CatalX CTS Ltd. filed a proposal on May 14, 2025, pursuant to the provisions of Part 
III Division I of the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act, RSC 1985, c B-3 as amended (the “BIA”), and 
Deloitte Restructuring Inc. was duly appointed Licensed Insolvency Trustee (the “Proposal Trustee”) 
of the estate. 

Further to our letter dated March 9, 2026, notice of final dividend and application for discharge of trustee 
(the “Final SRD”) was served on all proven creditors, advising that in accordance with Section 152(6) 
of the BIA, any proven creditor may object to the Final SRD by serving notice of their objection with the 
registrar and serving a copy of the notice with the Proposal Trustee. 

The Proposal Trustee received an objection from a creditor and was therefore required to attend Court 
for a taxation hearing on May 14, 2026 (the “Taxation Hearing”). 

At the Taxation Hearing, the Court ordered that the objection be dismissed, the Proposal Trustee’s fees 
and disbursements in relation to the Taxation Hearing and legal costs were approved, and that at the 
expiry of all appeal periods, the Proposal Trustee shall issue an amended statement of receipts and 
disbursements (the “Amended SRD”). 

We enclose for your records the Amended SRD, the Order granted at the Taxation Hearing, and our 
cheque representing your pro-rata portion in the final distribution to unsecured creditors. 

All payments must be deposited August 10, 2026  
to the Office of the Superintendent of Bankruptcy.  

Should you have any further questions, please contact our team at calgaryrs@deloitte.ca. 

Yours truly, 

DELOITTE RESTRUCTURING INC. 
In its capacity as 
Proposal Trustee of the Estate of  
CatalX CTS Ltd. 
and not in its personal or corporate capacity 

Enc. 
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Doney, James

Subject: FW: [EXT] RE: [EXT] Re: Estate of CatalX CTS Ltd. (Estate No. 25-3223290) � Creditor's Request for 
Information Prior to Trustee's Discharge Hearing

Attachments: Catalx - Fee Summary - Trustee & Receiver Fees.pdf; Catalx - Fee Summary - Legal Fees.pdf; Catalx - 
Fee Summary - Forensic Investigation.pdf

From:   
Sent: May 30, 2026 5:39 PM 
To:  
Cc:  

 
 of CatalX CTS Ltd. (Estat

to Trustee's Discharge Hearing 

Dear  

I am responding to your email below. 

But, before I do that, as a preliminary matter, please appreciate that the Receivership proceedings 
and the Proposal proceedings are different and separate legal proceedings, and Deloitte has different 
roles in each.  Furthermore, the account for fees between the two proceedings is separate as well. 

More specifically, the Receivership has run its course, and Deloitte was discharged as Receiver by 
the court in June of 2025.  So the Receivership ended about a year ago, and Deloitte is no longer the 
Receiver of Catalx. 

In May of 2025 Deloitte became Proposal Trustee under the Proposal of Catalx.  As you are aware, 
that Proposal was approved by the creditors and the court, and Deloitte has implemented the 
Proposal in accordance with its terms.  There is nothing left for the Proposal Trustee to do other than 
seek its discharge from the Court, which will be done in the near future. 

Having said all that, here are our answers to your questions below. 

Response to your first questions about the investigation 
 The Forensic Investigation and its results are outlined in the First Report of the Receiver and the 

Second and Final Report of the Receiver. 
 Due to funding constraints in the Receivership proceedings, the Receiver was unable to 

advance its investigation; however, the Receiver briefed and provided the Alberta Securities 

had commenced on December 21, 2023. 
 The ASC proceedings remain ongoing; however, this will not result in any recoveries to the 

https://www.asc.ca/en/Enforcement/ASC-Proceedings/Status-of-Current-
Proceedings/2025/07/CatalX-CTS-Ltd 

 A point of clarity in respect of your email below 
 You state that the creditors funded the Investigation and deserve to understand what it 

ultimately produced.  This is incorrect as the investigation was not funded by 
creditors.  Instead, the Investigation, along with all other activities of the Receiver, was 





3

Dear Mr. LeGeyt and Mr. Algar,  
 
I am , writing as a recognized unsecured creditor in the above matter. I am self-represented and do 
not have a lawyer.  
 
I understand that Deloitte Restructuring Inc. ("Deloitte") has applied to the Court for its discharge as Trustee, and 
that a hearing is scheduled for July 23, 2026. I plan to attend that hearing.  
 

king up unnecessary court time with questions that could 
equest that Deloitte voluntarily provide clarification on three matters before 

the hearing. I believe that addressing these points ahead of time would assist the Court and demonstrate the 
transparency that creditors expect from a court-appointed officer.  
 
1. The forensic investigation: What was achieved and why was it stopped?  
Deloitte's First Report (May 2024) stated that the investigation into the approximately USD $13.8 million shortfall 
was only "preliminary" and ongoing. The Second Report (June 2025) stated that the investigation had ceased.  
I respectfully request a brief explanation, in plain language, of:  

 What the investigation actually achieved beyond the preliminary findings, if any. 
 Why the decision was made to stop the investigation. 
 Whether any effort was made to secure additional funding to continue it. 

According to the First Report, as of May 9, 2024, the combined costs of the forensic investigation and receivership 
administration totaled approximately $465,474 (excluding GST). Creditors funded this work and deserve to 
understand what it ultimately produced.  
 
2. The Park Security: Was the conflict of interest ever assessed? 
Mr. Hyuk Jae Park held two roles simultaneously: (a) he provided the $750,000 receivership funding (the "Park 
Security"), and (b) he was the Proposal Sponsor who received a comprehensive release from personal liability 
through the Proposal. 
I respectfully request confirmation as to: 

 Whether Deloitte ever conducted an internal legal assessment of whether the Park Security constituted a 
conflict of interest. 

 Whether Deloitte ever considered seeking alternative funding sources for the receivership. 
 Whether this dual role was ever disclosed to the Court as a potential conflict. 

I note that on January 9, 2026, Justice Simard ruled that the release provisions do not bar the Alberta Securities 
Commission's regulatory proceedings against Mr. Park. This ruling raises questions about the scope of the release 

 
3. The fee discrepancies: Why do the numbers not match?  
The fee figures in Deloitte's own reports appear inconsistent:  
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Doney, James

Subject: FW: [EXT] Re: proof of claim form

  
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2026 12:47 PM 

 
Subject: [EXT] Re: proof of claim form 

Hi, 

Thank you for your response and the detailed explanation regarding the distribution. 

I have reviewed the information provided, including the admitted claim amount of $ and the 
stated recovery rate of approximately 0.30%. However, I do not accept this outcome as it was not clearly 
communicated at the outset that the anticipated recovery would result in such a minimal payment. 

Throughout this process, the communications referenced my full claim amount and provided repeated 
timelines for payment, which reasonably led me to expect a meaningful distribution in line with the 
admitted claim. 

Given the significant discrepancy between the claim amount and the final payment of $ , I am 
formally disputing this outcome and do not accept it as a fair or adequately communicated resolution. 

At this stage, I will be reviewing my legal options and considering further avenues available to me 
regarding this matter. 

Please also confirm in writing that this is considered the final distribution and that my file is now closed. 

Kind regards, 
 

On Mon, Jun 15, 2026 at 2:26 PM wrote: 

Hi  

  

Your claim for $4,884.73 was admitted into the Proposal on November 11, 2025, and this was communicated to you. 
In that email, we stated that a small final distribution would be paid to proven creditors in or around February 2026 
(anticipated)
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Proven creditors received an initial notice with respect to the final dividend on March 09, 2026. Enclosed within the 
notice, the Proposal Trustee provided a statement of receipts and disbursements, which set out the realizations and 
payments in the Proposal (attached to this email). This letter stated that, based on proven claims, recovery to 
unsecured creditors will be approximately 0.34% (equivalent to 0.0034 cents on the dollar).

  

For the avoidance of doubt, the Proposal, dated May 14, 2026, also set out the anticipated assets to be realized for 
the benefit of creditors.  

  

The Proposal Trustee issued a second notice on June 08, 2026, which included an amended statement of receipts and 
ASRD

the total available to distribute amounts to $69,286, across total proven creditors amounting to $23,111,520.58. The 
recoveries to unsecured creditors, based on proven claims, was revised down to 0.30% (equivalent to 0.0030%) 
(which includes a 5% levy payable to the Office of the Superintendent of Bankruptcy). 

  

There will not be another distribution. 

Kind regards  

DELOITTE RESTRUCTURING INC.  

solely in its capacity as   

Proposal Trustee of the Estate of 

Catalx CTS Ltd. 

and not in its personal or corporate capacity. 

  

  

  

  

  

From:   
Sent: Monday, June 15, 2026 11:26 AM 
To:  
Subject: [EXT] Re: proof of claim form 

  

Hi, 

I am having difficulty understanding this explanation. 
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I hope you are well. I wanted to find out if you have an update on the claim. Thank you 

On Fri, Nov 7, 2025 at 12:11 PM wrote: 

Great news, thanks for the update.  

  

On Thu, Nov 6, 2025 at 10:54 AM wrote: 

Hi  

 

Further to our correspondence below, your unsecured claim for $  has been admitted in the Proposal.  

 

We anticipate a small final distribution to be made to unsecured customers, with proven claims, in or around 
February 2026.

Kind regards  

DELOITTE RESTRUCTURING INC.  

solely in its capacity as   

Proposal Trustee of the Estate of

Catalx CTS Ltd.

and not in its personal or corporate capacity.  
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