Robb Evans & Associates LLC
Temporary Receiver of The Gordon Law Firm P.C.,
Division One Investment and Loan, Inc. and Processing Division, LLC, and
Affiliates or Subsidiaries by Whatever Names Each Might be Known et al.
REPORT OF TEMPORARY RECEIVER'S ACTIVITIES
JULY 19, 2012 THROUGH JULY 30, 2012
This report covers the activities of the Temporary Receiver1 since the inception of the
temporary receivership. This is the first report to the Court on the progress of the
temporary receivership. It does not constitute an audit of financial condition and is intended
only to provide information for use by the Court in assessing the progress of the
receivership.

Custody, Control and Possession
On July 19, 2009 the Temporary Receiver met with the property manager and served him a
copy of the Temporary Restraining Order (Order). The Temporary Receiver had been
advised that some of the Corporate Defendants may have vacated one or more of the office
suites identified in the Order at 5455 Wilshire Boulevard. After speaking with counsel for
the property manager, the Temporary Receiver was able to identify ten suites currently being
occupied by the Corporate Defendants and their affiliated entities. The Corporate
Defendants had vacated suites 1814 and 2010. The Corporate Defendants were currently
occupying the other suites identified in the Order (2005, 2012, 2025 and 2122) as well as
suites 915, 2011, 2105, 2111, 2118 and 2134.
The Temporary Receiver entered each of the ten suites. After confirming that neither of the
individual defendants was present the Temporary Receiver asked to talk with the senior
person in each suite to discuss the provisions of the Order and take exclusive custody,
control and possession of premises, assets and documents. The Temporary Receiver also
visited the office at 5757 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 636. The Temporary Receiver learned
from the property manager that Mr. Gordon vacated suite 636 years earlier.
Several of the suites at 5455 Wilshire Boulevard were not occupied when the Temporary
Receiver entered. Most employees that were present were located in suites 2005 and 2025.
Of the approximately 55 employees working at the premises, just three were cooperative
with the Temporary Receiver and most of the employees refused to complete employee
questionnaires provided by the Temporary Receiver.
1

Reference to the Temporary Receiver in this report means the Temporary Receiver, the Temporary Receiver’s deputies,
its staff, and its counsel.
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The Temporary Receiver was told that the individual defendant, Abraham Michael Pessar,
was traveling out of the country.
The Temporary Receiver located a handgun in Mr. Gordon’s office and asked the Los
Angeles County Police Department to take possession of the weapon.

Mr. Chance Gordon’s Behavior
At approximately 12:00 p.m. Mr. Gordon entered Suite 2005. Mr. Gordon was shouting
when he walked through the main door in the large area saying “get out”, “you have no right
here,” “do you have a warrant, this is a government conspiracy,” and “this is an unfair
government action”.
One of the Temporary Receiver’s deputies stated the Temporary Receiver did not have a
warrant but would get him a copy of the Order. The Temporary Receiver’s Deputy rose
from the desk in a smaller office of the main office to get the Order out of his laptop bag.
Mr. Gordon was behind him when he stood up to get the document. Mr. Gordon grabbed
the Deputy's right shoulder and shoved him out of the small office into the main office. The
Temporary Receiver’s Deputy explained to Mr. Gordon that he just had surgery on that
shoulder. Mr. Gordon again shoved the Temporary Receiver’s Deputy into a desk in front
of the door in the main room. The Temporary Receiver’s Deputy hit the desk and fell on
the floor.
Mr. Gordon then proceeded to confront another of the Temporary Receiver’s deputies again
demanding a warrant and telling the Deputy to get out. Mr. Gordon then accepted a copy of
the Order and began to read it. Mr. Gordon then calmed down. Shortly thereafter, a Los
Angeles Police Officer arrived at the premises to secure Mr. Gordon’s handgun. The
Temporary Receiver informed the Police Officer about the aggressive behavior of Mr.
Gordon and the Police Officer agreed to remain at the premises until Mr. Gordon left.
Under Tab 1 is a copy of Mr. Gordon’s Facebook page dated July 25, 2012. On this page he
is expressing anger and threats toward the government and the Temporary Receiver. At
page 3 of his Facebook page, Mr. Gordon begins a discussion of Crystal Sumner, Esq. that
included her home address2. Under Tab 2 is a partially redacted communication Mr.
Gordon sent to four of his staff members in May, 2011. In the communication Mr. Gordon
uses large capital letters, many exclamation marks, and specific and explicit expletives to
express his anger and frustration about legal deadlines or requirements that were not met or
completed.

The Temporary Receiver has redacted the home address of Consumer Financial Protection Bureau attorney Crystal
Sumner.
2
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Due to Mr. Gordon’s pre-receivership and post-receivership behavior, the Temporary
Receiver arranged for armed guard service at the Wilshire Blvd. location and at the
Temporary Receiver’s office in Sun Valley, CA.

Summary of the Temporary Receiver’s Analysis, Observations, & Conclusions
The report that follows discusses and provides detail about the organization and entities
comprising the Corporate Defendants and the status of practices, operations, and issues:
The sales and marketing operation improperly presents itself as a consumer advocacy
organization but operates in a high-pressure direct sales environment;
Consumers are sold a legal service for $3,000 or more that provides three form
documents prepared and forwarded by non-legal staff, and a free loan modification
service.
The staff dedicates all its activities to trying to obtain loan modifications for the
consumers, with no evidence legal services are provided. The processing area
struggles to keep current, and organization and case management are substandard;
In the past two years the Corporate Defendants’ statistics reveal 42% of the paying
consumers did not receive a completed loan modification. Very few received any
refund;
Consumers complain to the defendants and to authorities about not receiving
modifications and a lack of regular contact;
The defendants periodically change public names and contact information to avoid
detection by the Better Business Bureau and others.

Business Systems and Operations
The Temporary Receiver determined the sales and marketing activities were concentrated in
one room and loan modification processing, accounting, and other activities were located in
the remaining suites. The sales and marketing area included about 29 desks for telephone
solicitors, three desks for administrative support and a desk in a shared office for defendant
Abraham Michael Pessar. Except for Mr. Pessar, each desk was occupied when the
Temporary Receiver entered the room. After the Temporary Receiver announced the terms
of the Order all personnel, except for the sales supervisor, left the room and declined to
complete an employee questionnaire.
Sales and Marketing Operations
The Temporary Receiver discussed the sales and marketing operation with the sales
supervisor and collected and reviewed handbooks, scripts and other materials located in the
area. The information revealed that about 80% of the marketing activity was responding to
inbound telephone calls generated from weekly mailings and Internet advertising. The
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outbound telephone calls followed up online inquiries furnished by an independent lead
service.
Among materials that the Temporary Receiver reviewed were recaps of some Friday staff
meetings conducted between November, 2010 and July 13, 2012. The examples, directions,
and exhortations appear to be more suitable for a high-pressure direct sales environment
than a consumer advocacy organization promoting government-related and other mortgage
relief programs.
Prepared 6/4/12
“APP, APP, APP + PITCH, PITCH, PITCH, + CLOSE DEALS = GET PAID
ASK FOR THE MONEY. Gain consumer confidence then CLOSE. DON'T
FORGET TO CLOSE!”
Prepared 5/7/12
“The first thing you should be doing on ever (sic) initial call is qualifying. You can do
this by asking qualifying questions such as, are you behind on your mortgage?...If you
are taking an hour on the intake and options you are only hurting yourself because
you could be pitching 3-4 people in that timeframe instead of one.

WE DON'T GET PAID TO TALK, WE GET PAID TO CLOSE”

Prepared 4/23/12
“ASK FOR THE MONEY. Gain consumer confidence then CLOSE. DON'T
FORGET TO CLOSE!”
The marketing scripts and information direct the telephone solicitors to state they are Intake
Analysts and are calling in reference to the Making Homes Affordable program. They were
also instructed to identify the organization calling as The Relief Network, although the
identifying name was apparently changing when the Order was issued. The organization was
further described as a consumer advocate and evaluating association that pre-qualifies
homeowners for mortgage relief programs. A prepared rebuttal answer states that “The
Relief Network is a consumer advocate membership organization funded by its
members, private investors, and lobbyists working against the large banking industry
who have issued predatory and illegal loans."
After opening an application during a telephone call, including finding out how much money
the person has in the bank and in his or her 401(k), and the amount of available credit on
credit cards, the telephone solicitor states he or she will forward the application to the
compliance department. The telephone script further directs the telephone solicitor to state
that if the compliance department approves the application, the consumer will have 72 hours
to make a decision because: "We have mass amounts of homeowners needing help."
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According to the marketing guide and script, the telephone solicitor calls the consumer the
next day and offers congratulations for qualifying and being approved. The actual product is
then described and presented as the Pre-Litigation Monetary Claims Program. The caller
explains that the program includes an agreement with a law firm "in our network," defendant
Resource Legal Group. The Pre-Litigation Agreement includes the law firm providing three
things: a Demand Letter addressed to the consumer's lender, a Qualified Written Request
addressed to the consumer's lender demanding copies of all loan documents and loan details,
and a draft lawsuit that will "display legal claims against the lender that you could file in the
state court."
The agreement does not include any appearances in court or at settlement conferences, filing
the draft complaint or filing answers in response to any summons or complaint, or overall
representation in any foreclosure action. The agreement does state that "Resource Legal
Group can assist you in finding representation for these services at an additional cost." The
marketing script directs the telephone solicitor to quote a price for the legal services between
$3,000 and $6,000.
Concurrently, the telephone solicitor arranges to forward the Pre-Litigation Agreement and
with it an Attorney/Client Pro Bono Legal Agreement. This additional agreement includes
the following terms:
For no fee, cost or charge whatsoever, CLIENT retains and employs ATTORNEY
to perform legal services in the following Matter: Attempt to negotiate with
CLIENT'S current lenders regarding modifying, restructuring, and/or reducing
CLIENT’S residential real estate loan in a way that may allow CLIENT to achieve
and maintain financial stability.
This report discusses below in greater detail that a review of a representative sample of the
customer files revealed the legal processing staff dedicates substantially all of its time to tasks
for modifying and restructuring real estate loans, including contacting lenders to negotiate
restructuring terms and to prevent or postpone foreclosures.
These files contain one or more of the three documents described in the Pre-Litigation
Agreement. These documents appear to be identical in each file except for the name of the
borrower and the lender. These documents are stored in and printed from the database
program SX-3, and are not printed or further reviewed by an attorney.
The Temporary Receiver has discovered substantial discrepancies, confusion, and
contradictions about whether the defendants advise homeowners to stop making payments
to their home loan lenders. The marketing handbook passed out to telephone solicitors
includes a section (Tab 3) providing the following statement and suggested wording:
Statement: "Our office will not tolerate any sales agent telling a homeowner to miss
their mortgage payments.
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Suggested Wording: “I cannot tell you to miss your mortgage payment. I will be
fired."
However, immediately following in the same section of the marketing handbook is the
wording:
"You, as a homeowner, have to ask yourself; Should I continue to put money towards
a loan that I'm falling behind on or should I hire an attorney to fix it?"
A script for “call number three” (Tab 3) includes the following:
"Most of my clients cannot afford the attorney service and pay their mortgage at the
same time. Legally, I cannot tell you to miss your mortgage payments but I will tell
you that about 90% of our clients strategically fall behind on their mortgage payments
to afford the attorney service and once this is settled all the late fees will either be
wiped off completely or put at the back end of your loan. Does that make sense?”
A page labeled Rebuttals (Tab 3) includes the following two statements:
"A homeowner must show a hardship in order to receive assistance and being current
on the mortgage loan is not a good display of the need of hardship assistance."
"If you make your (mortgage) payments while you are paying the law firm it will be
difficult for the law firm to display your hardship. The lender will be willing to help
you if you are behind. This doesn't necessarily mean you need to be in foreclosure.
It simply means financial hardship needs to be displayed."
Telephone solicitors are currently hired by the defendant Qualification Intake Department
and are classified as Affiliates and Independent Contractors. The commission rate for
completed and collected sales ranges from 15% for a $2,000 sale to 30% for a sale of $3,000
or more.
Legal Processing Operations
The legal processing activities were completed in two rooms with a total of 21 desks and an
overflow room with two additional desks. The Temporary Receiver reviewed the
organization and content of the files, studied and discussed the use, content, and structure of
the SX-3 database with employees, and observed the organization and management of
workflow. The Temporary Receiver concluded that, despite the intentions of the employees
and the supervisors, the legal processing operation was constantly struggling to keep up with
the volume of new modification agreements.
During the period January 1, 2012 through June 30, 2012, the database statistics show 872
new case files were opened. The Closing Count report documents 526 case files were
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closed, creating an increase of 346 open files and leading to a current inventory of 828 case
files. A Friday Meeting Recap Dated 4/9/12 includes the statement: "Processing is trying to
keep up to the best of their abilities…. I am having them work more hours to ensure we
don't bottleneck. Please do what you can to assist them until they are caught up."
The Temporary Receiver observed numerous files stacked on and around each desk and
stored in desk drawers. Some files were kept in file cabinets. Most desks also included
numerous loose papers, documents, and letters from both borrowers and financial
institutions. Many of the files were greatly overfilled and contained far too many papers and
documents. Consequently, the excess amount of documents could not be properly inserted
in file binders and remained loose and out of the defined stacking order in the file. The
Temporary Receiver believes the appearance demonstrates that the work pace is hectic and
chaotic and there is not enough time or personnel to complete orderly organization and case
management duties.
The Temporary Receiver did confirm that available individual and property details for new
files were properly entered into the SX-3 database and the processing employees consistently
entered information and conversations into the file note section. The processing staff was
unable to properly use and take advantage of the file management software in the database
system. The Temporary Receiver determined, and the legal processing employees agreed,
the SX-3 database was only partially and ineffectively used and did not produce accurate
information about the status of open files or the ultimate resolution of closed files.
The SX-3 database currently lists 2,304 Active Cases. However, many cases appear to be in
categories that would identify them as closed or inactive cases. The manager and another
employee attempted to print a list by processor identifying actual active cases. The
Temporary Receiver reviewed the printed list, eliminated about 52 duplicate cases, and
determined as of about July 15, 2012 the inventory of open and active files was 828, about
1,476 less than the number recorded in the database.
The database includes the ability to record follow-up dates for several different situations,
including foreclosure sale dates, returning calls to customers, and following up with lenders.
The Temporary Receiver reviewed the follow-up portion of the database and determined
that the system shows follow-up dates outstanding from October 2011. It appeared from
reviewing the files that the scheduled follow-up activity was probably completed at some
time in most cases.
However, the database integrity was not maintained and the status of the case inventory and
follow-up system were effectively rendered useless. The manager told the Temporary
Receiver that he and the employees relied on customers calling to complain about a lack of
contact or completed activity as the final fail-safe monitoring system.
The Temporary Receiver observed several schedules attached to walls, cubicle dividers and
desks attempting to list upcoming scheduled foreclosure sale dates. There did not appear to
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be a single master schedule. Several of the schedules listed inconsistent foreclosure sale
dates. The Temporary Receiver discovered at least one completed foreclosure sale that was
not included on any list of scheduled foreclosures. It was apparent the manager and the
employees were not confident that the foreclosure follow-up dates in the database were
consistent or accurate, and an unreliable and inconsistent hand-made system emerged as a
substitute.
Files were labeled as closed on the database system without selecting appropriate description
codes to designate whether a customer’s loan was successfully modified, whether the lender
refused to modify a loan, whether the customer elected to pay additional legal fees to further
pursue a denied modification or to file bankruptcy, or whether the customer's home was
sold at a foreclosure sale.
To overcome the inconsistent and missing descriptions in the database, the manager of the
legal process section completed a monthly Excel schedule (titled Closing Count) describing
the results of the closed files. The Temporary Receiver has analyzed that schedule and
below provides comments on the apparent results of the processing activities.
Volume of Legal Assistance and Volume of Modification Activity
As part of the review and analysis of the legal processing activities, the Temporary Receiver
determined that the legal processing staff dedicates substantially all of its time to tasks for
modifying and restructuring real estate loans, including contacting lenders to negotiate
restructuring terms and prevent or postpone foreclosures.
The reviewed files revealed they contain one or more of the three documents described in
the Pre-Litigation Agreement. These documents appear to be identical in each file except
for the name of the borrower and the lender. These documents are templates and are stored
in and printed from the database program SX-3. The templates are populated by
information and details from the database. The three documents are printed by employees
of the processing staff, and are not printed or further reviewed by an attorney. The
documents may be printed with the names of the following law firms:
National Legal Source
Resource Legal Group
Resource Law Center
Resource Law Group
Copies of the Demand Letter include the signature block of one of the listed law firms,
without an individual name or signature. The Qualified Written Request is prepared for the
signature of the borrower. The Draft Complaint is prepared in a draft format with each
page imprinted with the watermark "DRAFT" and with the name of one of the listed law
firms in the caption area. In the middle of July, 2012 the sales and marketing department
began using the name Empire Law Group, with a New York address as the law firm for the
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Pre-Litigation Agreement, although that entity name has not yet been installed in the
database program.
Review and Evaluation of Results Reported in the Closing Count Schedule
Staff members of the Temporary Receiver that are experienced certified public accountants
analyzed and categorized the 2,100 line item entries in the Closing Count schedule covering
the period from July, 2010 through July, 2012. The descriptions in the column containing
closing details were quantified into 247 different categories. After additional study and
review, the 247 categories were further refined into 16 categories of closed files.
After completing the analysis and review, the Temporary Receiver further divided the 16
categories into eight categories of Successful Completions and eight categories of Not
Successful Completions.
The Temporary Receiver has concluded that 57.8% of the Completions can be categorized
as Successful Completions, and 42.2% of the completions should be categorized as Not
Successful Completions. Defendants The Gordon Law Firm, P. C, and Chance Gordon
have filed statements with the District Court and on other public domains claiming 91% of
the completions are categorized as Successful.
The Temporary Receiver believes its analysis and conclusion that 57.8% of the completions
are Successful Completions is the correct evaluation of the results of closed cases and 42.2%
of the consumers with closed cases do not receive a Successful Completion in the form of a
loan modification.
Following on the next page is a summary table of the Temporary Receiver's analysis of the
conclusions detailed in the Closing Count schedule.
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Successful Completions
HAMP
MHA
Fannie Mae
FHA
Forbearance
Trial
Modification
Settlement

80
128
13
20
64
358
439
99

3.8%
6.2%
0.6%
1.0%
3.1%
17.2%
21.1%
4.8%

1201

57.8%

Not Successful Completions
Repayment
Short Sale
BK
Litigation
Forbearance
Client Cancellation
Decline
Others

322
43
85
269
52
12
24
71

15.5%
2.1%
4.1%
12.9%
2.5%
0.6%
1.2%
3.4%

Total Not Successful Completions

878

42.2%

2079

100.0%

Total Successful Completions
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

16

Totals

After evaluating the written details of completions on the Closing Count schedule, the
Temporary Receiver elected to include 64 forbearance arrangements as Successful
Completions and 52 as Not Successful Completions. A prepared rebuttal answer in the
marketing guide and script states that neither a forbearance nor a deferment is a
modification. However, the Temporary Receiver determined there were sufficient elements
of a modification in the 64 forbearance arrangements to qualify them as Successful
Completions.
The Temporary Receiver classified 322 repayment arrangements as Not Successful
Completions. Repayment arrangements are not modifications but are merely temporary
arrangements for borrowers to repay delinquent payment amounts over a period of time.
The temporary arrangement does not include a permanent change in the contractual
monthly payment or the interest rate on the home loan. During a repayment arrangement
the borrower typically pays a monthly amount greater than the contractual amount.
Borrowers typically can directly arrange repayment arrangements with lenders quickly and
fairly easily without external representation.
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The Temporary Receiver also classified 269 litigation referrals as Not Successful
Completions. In these situations, efforts of the processing division failed to persuade a
lender to modify the borrower's home loan. The borrowers then paid additional fees to an
in-house affiliated law firm, or perhaps to an outside law firm, to get the legal assistance not
provided in the Pre-Litigation Agreement to stop a foreclosure or to continue to pursue a
modification.
The Policy and Procedure Manual includes an evaluation of a file closing because of
bankruptcy or litigation that clearly states such a resolution is not considered a Successful
Closing:
"Just because the client was advised to file a bankruptcy or move forward with
litigation does not mean it will be considered a qualified close….REMEMBER, the
clients are paying us for a service, not to be referred out to another attorney because
it is a difficult file. They pay us to insure (the service) is done correctly and to obtain
the best, most favorable results. YOU ARE BEING PAID FOR YOUR SKILL
SET, not to refer clients to other firms."
Repayment arrangements and litigation referrals, which are both failures to obtain a
promised home loan modification, comprise about 67% of the 878 Not Successful
Completions. The financial records and results, discussed below, provide very little
information about refunds to consumers. The available records indicate that very few of the
consumers with failed loan modifications received any refund of the fees paid for the PreLitigation Agreement and the Pro Bono Litigation Agreement.
Consumer Complaints
The Temporary Receiver reviewed numerous consumer complaints. The consumer
complaints were comprised of 40 complaints filed by consumers with the California State
Bar, 56 complaints filed with the Los Angeles Better Business Bureau (BBB), dozens of
complaints located in the Defendants’ offices, inquiries from several state agencies, including
Idaho, Wisconsin, Oregon and Florida, small claims actions filed by consumers and an
arbitration ruling as a result of a filing by a petitioner from New York.
The majority of consumer complaints contain several recurring themes such as:
I paid for a loan modification and no work was done.
I was told to quit paying my mortgage payments and not talk to the lender.
The Defendants would not return my calls after repeated attempts and failed to keep
me updated.
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I requested a refund and have not received one.
Inquiries from various state agencies from Idaho, Wisconsin, Oregon and Florida included
questions on behalf of consumer complainants and at least two allegations that the
Defendants were practicing law without a license in their state or failed to properly register
their loan modification business in their state.
The Temporary Receiver reviewed the website for the Los Angeles area BBB. The BBB has
given the Gordon Law Firm an “F” rating. There were 56 consumer complaints reported on
the BBB website relating to the Defendants. The BBB summarized the consumer
complaints as follows:
Most complainants allege the company fails to complete loan modifications as agreed.
Clients indicate they were solicited by mail or telephone with offers to reduce their
monthly mortgage payments or stop foreclosure. Consumers state they pay in
advance for loan modification services which are never performed, and the company
does not communicate with them regarding the status of their case. Some clients
received the run-around when they requested refunds. The company responds to
some complaints by offering refunds. Some complaints are unresolved meaning the
company failed to properly address the complaint allegations or their response was
inadequate.
The BBB reported that “on May 8, 2012 we wrote to this company asking them to verify
compliance with SB 94’s prohibition on collecting advance fees for loan mods. We also
asked the company to point out where they were advertising the required disclaimers
concerning paying third parties for loan mods. The company was given 10 days to respond.
To date we have not received a response.”
The 40 consumer complaints filed with the California State Bar contain allegations similar to
those described above. A number of these files have been resolved because Mr. Gordon
agreed to refund the fees collected from the consumer. In these instances, the State Bar
would mark the file as “no further action indicated” and close the case. Several consumers
reported to the California State Bar that they were told not to pay their mortgage payments.
One consumer reported that, after paying an initial retainer of $500, when he told the intake
agent that he could not afford to pay the remaining $2,500 due, the intake agent told him
specifically to skip the next two mortgage payments so he could pay the remaining amount
due toward the retainer.
On July 19 the Temporary Receiver discovered a certified letter in the processing area. A
borrower described receiving a telephone solicitation in January 2012 to get her home loan
interest rate reduced to 2.0%. The letter further described paying $3,000 to the Resource
Law Center, and receiving four or five status calls over the next three months from the
processors instead of a promised call every week. Finally, the borrower realized Resource
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Law Center would not obtain a mortgage modification, asked for at least part of the $3,000
fee to be returned, and received in the mail a draft lawsuit against the lender. The borrower
had never been delinquent, refused to accept the draft lawsuit, and terminated the services of
Resource Law Center without receiving any refund.
On July 30, 2012 a customer of the Gordon Law Firm forwarded an e-mail message to the
Temporary Receiver's office and detailed the following (condensed) lack of performance and
resolution by the defendant.
“I hired the Gordon Law Firm to help us get a modification on our mortgage loan…
and sent them three payments of $1000 each in June and July and August of 2011.
We didn't get the help we paid for, our home ended up in foreclosure in June of 2012
and our contact at the Gordon Law Firm was trying litigation with Nation Source (an
affiliate) to keep us in our home. We sent them $1,250 and another payment of $750
to get the litigation started. The very same day that I made the deposit our lender
offered us a modification on our loan. I called our lender’s loan specialist and she
had not talked to anyone at Gordon Law Firm or Nation Source. My husband and I
are out a lot of money and they didn't help us with this problem. I'm not sure if it's
possible to get any kind of a refund, but it would be great if it is possible. Thank
you.”
A consumer from the State of New York filed a Petition for Arbitration in Los Angeles.
The hearing was conducted telephonically. A copy of the Statement of Decision and Award
is attached under Tab 4. The Petitioner signed a Fee Agreement containing a “100% Service
Guarantee” which stated, among other things, that “we guaranteed these service results
100% for the client. The Gordon Law Firm will provide a plan that works for your situation
and the lender’s criteria.” The Petitioner paid $2,500 as a retainer. The Fee Agreement
stated that the retainer “is considered earned upon receipt.”
The parties also executed a “Retainer Agreement for Pro-Bono Legal Services – Loan,” of
the same date, under which Respondent undertook to seek modification of the Petitioner’s
loan at no cost to Petitioner. Under the Narrative Discussion portion of the Statement of
Decision and Award, the arbitrator concluded:
Nothing submitted by Respondent indicates that any of the services described in the
Fee Agreement were actually performed. Substantially all of the services evidenced
by the over 250 pages of documents submitted by Respondent prior to the hearing
record communications between Respondent’s non-attorney staff and the lender
concerning modification of Petitioner’s existing loan. Those services are to be
performed at no fee to Petitioner, under the Pro-Bono Agreement. The voluminous
filing of documents by Respondent also contain Petitioner’s tax returns and bank
records, which would be needed in connection with an effort to obtain modification
of Petitioner’s loan.
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The arbitrator then made the following finding:
In response to the Arbitrator’s request, Respondent agreed to submit, after the
hearing, a copy of the legal memorandum setting forth his findings, which was to be
prepared by Respondent under Fee Agreement as part of the services to be
performed by Respondent. Instead of a memorandum, Respondent’s post-hearing
submission was a copy of a Complaint apparently prepared for filing in the United
States District Court for the Central District of California. The Complaint wholly
consists of boiler-plate allegations that various federal statutes were violated and
further alleges, incorrectly, that venue is proper in the California District Court
because “a substantial part of the events” referred to therein occurred within the
jurisdiction of the California District Court. The complaint submitted by Respondent
is in no way the legal memorandum which was to be provided under the Fee
Agreement. Further, the complaint fails to allege any breach of New York law which
would be applicable to Petitioner’s loan.
And then finally, the Arbitrator wrote:
There is no evidence that Respondent performed any of the other services required
under the Attorney Obligations section of the Fee Agreement. While it appears that
his non-attorney staff communicated with Chase in a failed attempt to obtain a loan
modification for Petitioner, those services were to be performed at no cost under the
Pro-Bono agreement. The evidence further shows that the Federal Complaint was
prepared to be sent to Chase in a further attempt to induce Chase to agree to modify
the loan. Respondent informed Petitioner that he would be required to pay
additional fees if the Complaint was filed.
The Arbitrator found in favor of the Petitioner and awarded him the $2,500 he paid as a
retainer to the Respondent.
Changes to the Public Identity of the Marketing and Processing Entities
The Temporary Receiver has previously described that the defendants operate under the
names of several entities. In the past two years the defendants have instructed telemarketers
to present the names of at least eight law firms to the public:
The Gordon Law Firm, P. C.
National Legal Source
Resource Legal Group
Resource Law Center
Resource Law Group
Resource Legal Team
Nationsource
Empire Legal Group
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The telemarketers also introduced themselves as representing different qualifying
organizations including the Relief Network, the Qualification Intake Department and, as of
July 17, 2012 the United Consumer Advocacy Network.
Comments in several of the Friday Meeting Recap sheets discuss the need to avoid scrutiny
or detection by the BBB by using new or different names.
"… You are free to use Resource Law Center at your discursion (sic)…. does not
come up on the BBB."
"Relief Network is no longer associated with Gordon & Associates on the
BBB….but I would still refrain from using a name as much as you can…”
4/2/12 "Resource Legal Group is up and running. Please make not [sic] of the new
address, website and phone number. 7/16/12 Resource Legal Group is now on the
BBB so we need to change the name to Resource Legal Team to buy some
time….have all your clients just start making the checks out to Resource Legal."

Financial Information
A Member of the Temporary Receiver, who is also a certified public accountant with
extensive experience as a chief financial officer, reviewed and analyzed all known
QuickBooks accounting records. The accounting records were maintained in 14 separate
QuickBooks files for seven different receivership entities, most of which were located on
Mr. Pessar’s computer. The Temporary Receiver prepared a schedule eliminating
intercompany transactions, including an adjusting entry to properly balance the transactions
(Tab 5).
The financial records cover the period from January 1, 2010, or the date when an entity
began operating if it began operating later than January 1, 2010, to July, 2012. After
eliminations, the records indicate the combined entities collected $10.7 million.
Commissions of $4.6 million are listed as the primary cost of goods sold, indicating a gross
profit of $6.1 million.
Scheduled expenses totaled $4.4 million producing a net income of $1.7 million. Major line
item expenses were auto expense $180,000; dues and subscriptions $338,000; marketing
$751,000; postage and delivery $135,000; professional fees $1.5 million; rent $224,000; travel
and entertainment $244,000; and other $267,000. The Temporary Receiver is still reviewing
the details of these line item expenses.
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The indicated profit of $1.7 million for the period ending in July, 2012 is not consistent with
the cash located by the Temporary Receiver, or with other assets listed on the individual and
combined balance sheets. The Temporary Receiver has located and obtained control of
about $420,000. Although the Temporary Receiver has located and controls checks dated
pre-receivership and post-receivership from consumers totaling about $790,000, the
Temporary Receiver has determined the Order does not allow these checks to be deposited.
Of these checks, approximately $250,000 were dated prior to the inception of the temporary
receivership. According to Mr. Pessar, these checks generally are from consumers who
cancelled their program.
The Temporary Receiver reviewed minutes of a staff meeting dated January 9, 2012. Those
minutes, in part, state “With over $5,000,000.00 of revenue generated between these walls in
2011…”
The Temporary Receiver discussed the QuickBooks files with Mr. Pessar. Mr. Pessar told
the Temporary Receiver that he is not a trained accountant or bookkeeper, but he was
attempting to record the receipts and disbursements to the best of his ability. Mr. Pessar
also told the Temporary Receiver that the QuickBooks files were not accurate. However, he
did confirm that he thought about $5,000,000 in revenue was generated in 2011.
Foreclosure Sales
The Temporary Receiver determined it was in the best interests of the consumer customers
of the defendants to postpone or cancel scheduled foreclosure sales pending further
direction from the District Court. The Temporary Receiver hired some of the experienced
modification processing staff to make contact with and deliver the postponement requests to
the lenders.
The Temporary Receiver directed the staff to access the SX-3 Loan Modification System to
identify case files with scheduled foreclosure sale dates through August 20. Some of the
identifying information could be queried but other details were located manually. The
Temporary Receiver determined there were 61 scheduled foreclosure sale dates posted on
the system. Additionally, a borrower reported a scheduled foreclosure sale date that was not
posted in the system.
The Temporary Receiver directed the staff to contact lenders and trustees and request that
foreclosure sales be postponed. The staff faxed or e-mailed the Order along with a request
from the Temporary Receiver to postpone the sale to a combination of lenders and trustees.
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Of the 62 scheduled foreclosure sales:
One foreclosure sale completed before the Temporary Receiver learned of the sale
date.
The Temporary Receiver was able to postpone or confirm foreclosure sales were
suspended or cancelled for 22 case files.
The Temporary Receiver confirmed 19 borrowers took control over their case file
because the borrower retained counsel, or because the lender did not respond to the
Temporary Receiver’s request for postponement.
The staff continues to pursue lenders and trustees of 18 borrowers to postpone
foreclosures.
The Temporary Receiver learned two files were closed prior to the Order but the
system was not updated.
Preliminary Schedule of Assets
Under Tab 6 is a preliminary schedule of assets that have been identified by the Temporary
Receiver. The schedule shows that about $421,500 in liquid assets and about $125,000 in
illiquid assets have been identified.
Temporary Receiver’s Reports
Section XIX of the Order requires the Temporary Receiver to report on specific items to the
Court. To the extent those items are not addressed above, the following will address the
items by the numbers delineated in the Order.
(3) the sum of all liabilities of the Receivership Defendants
The Temporary Receiver did not locate any accounts payable files in the offices. This
fact, combined with Mr. Pessar’s assessment of the accounting records, has prevented
the Temporary Receiver from determining the liabilities of the Receivership
Defendants.
(4) the steps the Temporary Receiver intends to take in the future
The Temporary Receiver will continue to contact lenders and trustees in an effort to
postpone foreclosure sales to a future date which should provide consumers the
necessary time to deal with their individual situations.
If the Court does not issue a Preliminary Injunction, the Temporary Receiver will
immediately turn control of the premises back to the Receivership Defendants.
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If the Court does issue a Preliminary Injunction, the Temporary Receiver will send a
letter to all consumers with open accounts suggesting they contact their lender or
contact an appropriate government agency that assists consumers with mortgage
issues. In addition, the Temporary Receiver will seek permission from the Court to
auction the office furniture and equipment and abandon the office premises which
will reduce expenses. When the Temporary Receiver abandons the office premises,
all consumer and other records will be moved to a secure facility.
The Temporary Receiver has not yet been able to determine if receivership assets are
being held by third parties. Mr. Pessar has pledged his cooperation with the
Temporary Receiver and this topic will be addressed with him in the near future.
(5) the Temporary Receiver’s assessment of whether the business can be operated in
compliance with this order
In addition to the problems identified in this report, Section III of the Order states in
part that the defendants “are hereby restrained and enjoined from asking for or
receiving payment before consumers have executed a written agreement between the
consumer and the loan holder or servicer that incorporates the offer obtained by the
Defendants.”
The intense sales calls discussed above generated the funds to pay overhead,
including rent and commissions. Mr. Pessar advised the Temporary Receiver that
there was generally a three to six month lag time between signing up a new client and
obtaining a loan modification from the lender. The monthly rent for the office space
is about $10,751 and the commission payments average about $227,000 per month.
Either the receivership estate would be insolvent in less than two months by
continuing to operate the business while making these payments or if the
commissions were not due to be paid until there was a successful loan modification, it
would be extremely unlikely that the business could retain sufficient staff to continue
regular business operations.
In addition, the Temporary Receiver believes the sales script would need a number of
revisions, including disclosing to consumers that the historic success rate has been
about 58%. This disclosure would undoubtedly have a negative impact on the level
of sales.
Respectfully submitted,
/s/
Robb Evans & Associates LLC
Temporary Receiver
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