
IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

 
In re: 
 
FTX TRADING LTD., et al.,1 
  
 Debtors. 

Chapter 11 
 

    Case No. 22-11068 (KBO) 
 

(Jointly Administered) 
 
Hearing Date:  October 20, 2026 at 9:30 a.m. ET 
Response Deadline:  October 2, 2026 at 4:00 p.m. ET 
 

 
FTX RECOVERY TRUST’S TWO HUNDRED THIRD (SUBSTANTIVE)  

OMNIBUS OBJECTION TO CERTAIN PROOFS OF CLAIM  
WITH REJECTED KYC (CUSTOMER CLAIMS) 

THIS OBJECTION SEEKS TO DISALLOW AND EXPUNGE CERTAIN CLAIMS. 
CLAIMANTS RECEIVING THIS OBJECTION SHOULD CAREFULLY REVIEW 

THIS OBJECTION AND LOCATE THEIR CLAIMS ON SCHEDULE 1, SCHEDULE 
2, SCHEDULE 3 AND SCHEDULE 4 OF EXHIBIT A ATTACHED TO THIS 

OBJECTION AND, IF APPLICABLE, FILE A RESPONSE BY THE RESPONSE 
DEADLINE FOLLOWING THE INSTRUCTIONS SET FORTH HEREIN. 

The FTX Recovery Trust (the “Trust”)2 hereby submits this two hundred third 

omnibus claims objection (the “Objection”) 3 for entry of an order, substantially in the form 

attached hereto as Exhibit A (the “Order”), pursuant to sections 105 and 502 of title 11 of the 

United States Code, 11 U.S.C. §§ 101 et seq. (the “Bankruptcy Code”), and rules 3001 and 3007 

of the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure (the “Bankruptcy Rules”), disallowing and 

expunging in its entirety each Objection Claim (as defined below) set forth in Schedules 1, 2, 3, 

 
1 The last four digits of FTX Trading Ltd.’s and Alameda Research LLC’s tax identification numbers are 3288 and 

4063 respectively.  Due to the large number of debtor entities in these Chapter 11 Cases, a complete list of the 
Debtors and the last four digits of their federal tax identification numbers is not provided herein.  A complete list 
of such information may be obtained on the website of the Debtors’ claims and noticing agent at 
https://cases.ra.kroll.com/FTX. 

2  The Trust (a/k/a the Consolidated Wind Down Trust) was established through the Debtors’ confirmed Second 
Amended Joint Chapter 11 Plan of Reorganization of FTX Trading Ltd. and Its Debtor Affiliates [D.I. 26404-1] 
(the “Plan”), which became effective on January 3, 2025 [D.I. 29127]. 

3  Capitalized terms used but not otherwise defined herein shall have the meanings ascribed to them in the Plan. 
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and 4 (the “Schedules”) attached to the Order.  In support of the Objection, the Trust submits the 

Declaration of Michael S. Leto in Support of the FTX Recovery Trust’s Two Hundred Third 

(Substantive) Omnibus Objection to Certain Proofs of Claim with Rejected KYC (Customer 

Claims) (the “Leto Declaration”), attached hereto as Exhibit B.  In further support of this 

Objection, the Trust respectfully states as follows: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1. Soon after the Petition Date, it became clear to the Debtors that a material 

number of customers of the FTX.com exchange (“Exchange”) were not who they claimed to be, 

were involved in criminal activity, and/or were subject to sanctions or residing in sanctioned 

regions.  As it is now well documented, the Exchange lacked basic anti-money laundering 

(“AML”), counter-terrorist financing (“CTF”), and know-your-customer (“KYC”) procedures, 

leaving it vulnerable to misuse and exploitation by malefactors.  These deficiencies presented a 

significant challenge for the postpetition Debtors—and now the Trust—who took on the critical 

task of verifying the identity of each claimant seeking a distribution from the estate.  Valid creditor 

recoveries would be diminished, potentially substantially, if the Trust were to blindly pay 

Customer Entitlement Claims without verifying the identity of each customer as of the Petition 

Date (each, an “Original Holder”).  Such an unregulated process could result in the Trust paying 

the wrong claimant, facilitating money laundering or other illicit activities, and incurring liability 

by violating sanctions regimes in the United States and abroad. 

2. To address this challenge, the Debtors sought and received approval from 

the Court to:  first, collect KYC information (“KYC Information”) from Original Holders in 

connection with every Customer Entitlement Claim; second, disallow and expunge Customer 

Entitlement Claims where Original Holder KYC Information was not provided; and third, review 

Original Holder KYC Information to determine if, ultimately, the Trust would object to a claim 
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based on the KYC Information provided.  The Plan made explicit—and put all creditors on 

notice—that, based on the findings from the Trust’s review of KYC Information, the Trust could 

object to Customer Entitlement Claims on the basis of KYC Information provided. 

3. The Debtors’ efforts to collect and review KYC Information—which have 

been continued and expanded by the Trust—have been overwhelmingly successful.  To date, the 

Trust has accepted KYC Information for approximately 99% of claims for which all required KYC 

Information was submitted.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 19.)  In the vast majority of these cases, the Trust has 

accepted the KYC Information provided without the need for further dialogue with the purported 

Original Holder.  Even when follow-up questions were required, the Trust was typically able to 

work productively with Original Holders to resolve its concerns and accept their KYC Information. 

4. This Objection relates to a subset of the claims (the “Objection Claims,” 

filed by the “Claimants”)4 for which KYC Information was rejected during the Trust’s KYC 

collection and review process.  These Objection Claims are listed in the Schedules and fall into 

four generalized fact patterns: 

• The Trust identified a mismatch between the prepetition 
KYC Information and the postpetition KYC Information 
and, when the Trust contacted the Claimant to resolve the 
mismatch, the Claimant has consistently failed to respond; 

• The Trust lacked prepetition KYC Information for an 
Original Holder so, to test whether a Claimant actually 
owned the customer account for which it filed an Objection 
Claim, the Claimant was asked certain security questions 
based on the customer account, but the Claimant answered 
the security questions incorrectly; 

• The Trust flagged the postpetition KYC submission as 
needing source of funds documentation and, when the Trust 
requested such documentation from the Claimant, the 

 
4  Claimants are the current Holder of the Claim, which can be either the Original Holder or a subsequent Transferee 

of the Claim. 
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Claimant has consistently refused to provide it; and 

• The Claimant formally withdrew its KYC application and no 
longer wished to continue the KYC process mandated by the 
Court. 

5. For each of these Objection Claims, the Trust requested basic information 

from the Claimants to support their KYC applications and the Claimants failed to provide that 

basic information.  The Trust was left with no choice but to reject the Claimants’ KYC Information. 

6. The Trust cannot delay objecting to these Objection Claims any longer.  

Nearly four years after the Petition Date, the persistence of these Objection Claims only further 

delays distributions to legitimate creditors who are who they claim to be and are able to provide 

sufficient documentation establishing their claim ownership.  See Boyle v. PMA Med. Specialists, 

LLC, 754 F. App’x 93, 95 (3d Cir. 2019) (“One of the principal purposes of bankruptcy law is to 

secure within a limited period the prompt and effectual administration and settlement of the 

debtor’s estate.” (cleaned up)).  Further, if these Objection Claims were allowed, they would pose 

material risks to the Trust, including paying the wrong claimants and/or exposing the Trust to strict 

liability under relevant sanctions laws. 

7. The Objection Claims are patently unenforceable and should be disallowed 

and expunged under section 502(b)(1) of the Bankruptcy Code.  First, several categories of the 

Objection Claims are not prima facie valid because the Claimants have failed to prove their 

ownership of the relevant customer accounts on which their Objection Claims are based.  Many of 

the Claimants submitted KYC Information with material discrepancies from that of the Original 

Holders that initially opened the relevant customer accounts on the Exchange, then never offered 

any explanation for such discrepancies.  Other Claimants failed to correctly answer basic questions 

about the customer accounts over which they asserted ownership.  For each Objection Claim, the 

Claimant’s deficient KYC Information means that they cannot establish a prima facie entitlement 
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to distributions from the Trust on account of such Objection Claim. 

8. Second, several categories of Objection Claims are not prima facie valid 

because the Claimants have continuously failed to respond to basic questions or follow-up requests 

regarding their KYC Information.  This failure to respond provides an independent basis to 

disallow and expunge the Objection Claims, particularly because the lack of adequate KYC 

Information poses material legal and regulatory risks to the Trust. 

9. Third, the Objection Claims are unenforceable under the operative contract 

between the Claimants and FTX—the Terms of Service of the Exchange.  As this Court has held, 

the assets sought by the Claimants are property of the Trust.  Any entitlement to such assets 

asserted by the Claimants is ultimately based on their contractual relationship with the Exchange 

as governed by its Terms of Service.  That contract expressly conditioned any customer’s right to 

payment on compliance with AML, CTF, and KYC requirements, and granted FTX broad 

authority to suspend accounts and freeze assets where those requirements are not satisfied.  The 

Claimants’ failure to provide accurate, verifiable KYC Information renders the Objection Claims 

unenforceable. 

10. For these reasons, the Objection Claims should be disallowed and expunged 

in their entirety.5 

 
5  For the avoidance of doubt, this Objection does not affect the rights of claimants or Original Holders whose KYC 

Information was also rejected but whose claims are not listed in the Schedules to this Objection, nor the rights of 
the claimants or Original Holders whose KYC Information remains under review.  The Trust expressly reserves 
its rights with respect to all such claims and all other claims. 
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BACKGROUND 

I. Anti-Money Laundering and Counter-Terrorist Financing Regulatory 
Framework 

11. The Office of Foreign Assets Control of the U.S. Department of the 

Treasury (“OFAC”) administers and enforces economic sanctions against targeted foreign 

countries and regimes, terrorists, international narcotics traffickers, and those engaged in threats 

to U.S. national security.  OFAC publishes lists of Specially Designated Nationals (“SDNs”), 

individuals and companies owned or controlled by, or acting for or on behalf of, sanctioned 

countries as well as individuals, groups, and entities, such as terrorists and narcotics traffickers 

designated under various sanctions programs.6  Assets subject to OFAC sanctions are “blocked,” 

and U.S. persons—like the Debtors and now the Trust—are generally prohibited from dealing with 

them.  U.S. sanctions laws apply to both U.S. and non-U.S. persons when there is a U.S. connection 

to their conduct.  OFAC is explicit that sanctions apply to “anyone engaging in virtual currency 

activities in the United States, or that involve U.S. individuals or entities.”7  Enforcement of OFAC 

sanctions is based on a strict liability standard, with substantial penalties for violations. 

12. The Money Laundering Control Act of 1986 (the “AML Act”) prohibits 

certain financial transactions connected to unlawful activity.  Among other provisions, money 

laundering laws make it a crime to knowingly conduct a financial transaction that involves the 

proceeds of “specified unlawful activity” with one of four specific intents or to knowingly engage 

 
6  See Specially Designated Nationals and Blocked Persons List, U.S. Dep’t of the Treasury, Office of Foreign 

Assets Control (Aug. 24, 2026), https://www.treasury.gov/ofac/downloads/sdnlist.pdf; Specially Designated 
Nationals (SDNs) and the SDN List: Frequently Asked Questions, U.S. Dep’t of the Treasury, Office of Foreign 
Assets Control (last updated June 29, 2026), https://ofac.treasury.gov/faqs/topic/1631. 

7  See Sanctions Compliance Guidance for the Virtual Currency Industry, U.S. Dep’t of the Treasury, Office of 
Foreign Assets Control, at 6 (Oct. 2021), https://ofac.treasury.gov/media/913571/download?inline. 
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in a monetary transaction in property derived from specified unlawful activity with a value greater 

than $10,000.8 

13. An effective KYC program is essential to ensuring compliance with and 

mitigating the risks inherent in failing to comply with this regulatory framework.  Through an 

effective KYC program, entities obtain information about customers during onboarding and 

throughout the lifecycle of the customer relationship, and use such information to conduct due 

diligence sufficient to mitigate potential regulatory violations and sanctions-related risk.  A robust 

KYC program is indispensable to preventing an entity’s inadvertent facilitation of money 

laundering and the financing of terrorist activities.  In addition, the primary means of preventing 

OFAC violations is the identification and screening of customers, relationships, and transactions 

that pose a sanctions risk.9  For example, OFAC’s sanctions compliance guidance specifically 

notes that through the implementation of a KYC program, an entity should collect information 

from customers and use such information “in the sanctions screening process to prevent 

violations.”10 

II. The FTX Terms of Service 

14. Prepetition, all prospective customers who signed up for an account on the 

Exchange agreed to be bound by the Terms of Service of the Exchange,11 the contract that governs 

 
8  18 U.S.C. §§ 1956(a)(1), 1957(a); see also 31 C.F.R. § 1022.210(a).  Under the U.S. AML laws, a “financial 

institution” includes money service businesses and “currency exchange[s] or . . . business[es] engaged in the 
exchange of . . . value that substitutes for currency or funds.”  31 U.S.C. § 5312(a)(2). 

9  See Sanctions Compliance Guidance for the Virtual Currency Industry, U.S. Dep’t of the Treasury, Office of 
Foreign Assets Control (Oct. 2021), https://ofac.treasury.gov/media/913571/download?inline. 

10  Id. at 14. 
11  The version of the Dotcom TOS discussed herein became effective on May 13, 2022.  This version of the Dotcom 

TOS also applied to all customers who logged onto and used the Exchange on or after that date.  (Dotcom TOS 
§ 22.2 (“If you do not agree with any amendments to the Terms, your sole and exclusive remedy is to terminate 
your use of the Services and close your Account.”).) 
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the relationship between these customers and FTX.12  (See Leto Decl., Ex. 1 (“Dotcom TOS”) at 1 

(“By registering for a[n Exchange] account or using the Services . . . you acknowledge and agree 

that you will be bound by and comply with the Terms.”).) 

15. While it became clear after commencement of these Chapter 11 Cases that 

the prepetition Debtors failed to effectively implement basic KYC procedures (see infra Section 

III), the Dotcom TOS laid out detailed KYC requirements with which customers were 

contractually obligated to comply, as described below.  If a customer failed to comply with these 

KYC requirements, the Dotcom TOS granted FTX expansive rights including, among other things, 

the right to freeze (temporarily or permanently) assets and terminate customers’ accounts. 

A. KYC Requirements 

16. Section 5 of the Dotcom TOS set out specific KYC requirements, requiring 

all customers to “provide complete, accurate, up-to-date and not misleading information for all 

required elements on the registration page, including your full legal name.”  (Dotcom TOS § 5.1.)  

Customers also agreed, “on an ongoing basis,” to provide “any additional information” requested 

by FTX “for the purposes of identity verification and the detection of money laundering, terrorist 

financing, fraud, or any other financial crime.”  (Id.)  Such additional information could include, 

without limitation, “a copy of your government-issued photo ID or evidence of residency such as 

a lease or utility bill” (id.) and “information about yourself, your business, your source of wealth 

or your transactions” (id. § 5.2).  Customers represented that any KYC Information they provided 

was “complete, accurate, up-to-date, and not misleading in any respect” and, if any of their KYC 

Information changed, they agreed “it [was their] obligation to update such information as soon as 

 
12   The preamble to the Dotcom TOS made clear that a customer should “not proceed with registering for an 

Account, or using the Services, if you do not understand and accept the Terms in their entirety.”  (Dotcom TOS 
at 1.)  
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possible.”  (Id. § 5.3; see also id. § 13.1.2 (“In connection with your use of the Services, you agree 

that you will not: . . . provide false, inaccurate, incomplete, out-of-date or misleading 

information”).)   

B. AML and CTF Requirements 

17. The Dotcom TOS made clear to customers that it was FTX’s “policy to take 

the necessary steps that we believe appropriate to prohibit fraudulent transactions, report 

suspicious activities, and actively engage in the prevention of money laundering and terrorist 

financing, any related acts that facilitate money laundering, terrorist financing or any other 

financial crimes.”  (Dotcom TOS § 3.2.)  And a customer’s “access to and use of [its] Account and 

the Services . . . is subject to [its] continued compliance with all Applicable Laws, including the 

rules and directions of any applicable Regulatory Authority and, without limitation, all applicable 

tax, anti-money laundering . . . and counter-terrorist financing . . . laws and regulations.”  (Id. 

§ 3.1.2.) 

18. By agreeing to the Dotcom TOS, customers represented that they were, and 

would continue to be, in compliance with all “Applicable Laws” as long as they maintained their 

customer accounts on the Exchange.13  (See Dotcom TOS § 3.1.1 (“You agree and understand that 

by opening an Account and using the Services in any capacity, you shall act in compliance with 

all Applicable Laws.”), § 13.1.1 (“In connection with your use of the Services, you agree that you 

will not:  violate or assist in violating any Applicable Laws”).)  Customers also agreed they would 

not “engage in any illegal activity, including without limitation illegal gambling, money 

 
13  Applicable Laws are defined in the Dotcom TOS to be “all laws, including rules of common law, principles of 

equity, statutes, regulations, directives, proclamations, ordinances, by-laws, rules, regulatory principles and 
requirements, mandatory codes of conduct, writs, orders, injunctions, judgments and any awards of other 
industrial instruments, which are applicable to the provision, receipt or use of the Services or any products or 
other deliverables provided, used or received in connection with the Services.”  (Dotcom TOS, Schedule 1 § 1.1.) 
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laundering, fraud, blackmail, extortion, ransoming data, the financing of terrorism, other violent 

activities or any prohibited market practices” (id. § 13.1.4); not “engage in any behavior which is 

unlawful, violates the Terms, or is otherwise deemed unacceptable by FTX Trading in its sole 

discretion” (id. § 13.1.14); and not “assist, facilitate or encourage any third party in undertaking 

any activity otherwise prohibited by the Terms” (id. § 13.1.15).   

19. Further, customers were warned that “[i]n order to be eligible to open an 

Account or use the Services,” they must have not “violated; been fined, debarred, sanctioned, the 

subject of economic sanctions-related restrictions, or otherwise penalised under; received any oral 

or written notice from any government concerning actual or possible violation by you under; or 

received any other report that you are the subject or target of sanctions, restrictions, penalties, or 

enforcement action or investigation under, any Applicable Law (including but not limited to AML, 

CTF, anti-corruption, or economic sanctions laws).”  (Dotcom TOS § 4.1.3.)  And they must also 

not be a “Restricted Person” (id. § 4.1.5)—defined to be “a member of any sanctions list or 

equivalent maintained by the United States government, the United Kingdom government, the 

European Union, the Singapore government, or The Bahamas government” (id. § 3.3.1(B)).  

Customers were also not eligible to create or use an account if they would “be using the Services 

for any illegal activity.”  (Id. § 4.1.6.) 

C. FTX Remedies for a Customer’s Failure to Comply with KYC and 
AML Requirements 

20. The Dotcom TOS granted FTX expansive rights to prevent or respond to 

violations of the AML and CTF laws and FTX’s KYC process.  If a customer submitted any KYC 

Information which was not, or FTX suspected was not, “complete, accurate, [or] up-to-date” or 

which was “misleading in any respect,” or the customer “fail[ed] to provide updates to any 

information that you have provided to us to ensure that it is complete, accurate, up-to-date, and not 
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misleading in any respect on a timely basis,” then Section 5 of the Dotcom TOS granted FTX the 

power to “suspend [the customer’s] ability to use the Services or close [the customer’s] Account 

at [its] discretion.”  (Dotcom TOS § 5.5.)  Further, Section 5 of the Dotcom TOS warned customers 

that their “access to the Services and the limits that apply to [their] use of the Services may be 

altered as a result of information collected about [them] on an ongoing basis.”  (Id. § 5.4.)   

21. Section 3.1 of the Dotcom TOS also granted FTX the ability to “suspen[d]” 

and “clos[e]” a customer’s account if the customer failed to comply with any Applicable Laws, 

including the AML and CTF laws (Dotcom TOS § 3.1), and Section 3.3.2 granted FTX the power, 

at its “sole discretion,” to “restrict access to and use of the Services” should an account risk FTX’s 

non-compliance with any applicable sanctions (id. § 3.3.2).  Section 4.2 further granted FTX the 

“discretion” to “suspend” or “close” a customer’s account if the customer failed to meet the 

eligibility requirements detailed elsewhere in Section 4 of the Dotcom TOS.  (Id. § 4.2.)   

22. Section 2.6 of the Dotcom TOS allowed FTX “in its sole discretion” to 

“‘blacklist’ certain addresses and freeze associated Assets (temporarily or permanently) that [FTX] 

determines . . . are associated with illegal activity or activity that otherwise violates the Terms.”  

(Dotcom TOS § 2.6.1.)  And, if FTX determined it was “necessary to report such suspected illegal 

activity,” a customer could “forfeit any rights associated with your Assets, including the ability to 

redeem or exchange your Digital Assets.”  (Id. § 2.6.2.) 

23. Section 12 of the Dotcom TOS reiterated FTX’s broad rights “in its sole and 

absolute discretion and at any time, without liability to you or any third party” to “suspend” or 

“terminate” a customer’s account (Dotcom TOS § 12.1) if:  (i) FTX could not “positively identify” 

a customer (id. § 12.3.1); (ii) the customer violated the Applicable Laws or Terms (id. § 12.3.2); 
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or (iii) FTX “believe[d] that a transaction is suspicious or may involve fraud, money laundering, 

terrorist financing or other misconduct” (id. § 12.3.3). 

24. Ultimately, if a customer account was “suspended or closed by [FTX] in 

accordance with the Terms” or allowing a withdrawal “would be prohibited by Applicable Laws” 

or FTX determined a customer’s assets “were obtained fraudulently” or a customer had “not 

completed the required identity verification procedure,” then the Dotcom TOS were explicit that 

FTX had the “right” to “refuse to permit withdrawals from [the customer’s] Account.”  (Dotcom 

TOS § 12.8.) 

III. Compliance Failures 

25. On November 11 and November 14, 2022, the Debtors filed with the Court 

voluntary petitions for relief under the Bankruptcy Code.  It immediately became clear to the 

Debtors’ new management and advisors that the prepetition Debtors operated without basic 

management, governance, and organizational structures.  (See First Interim Report of John J. Ray 

III to the Independent Directors on Control Failures at the FTX Exchanges [D.I. 1242-1], at 7.)  

The prepetition Debtors were tightly controlled by a small group of insiders—principally Samuel 

Bankman-Fried, Nishad Singh, and Gary Wang—who exercised near-total authority without 

meaningful oversight or independent controls.  (Id. at 7-8.)  These insiders commandeered nearly 

every significant operational and financial decision for the Exchange.  (Id.)  Necessary 

organizational characteristics such as formal policies and reliable reporting systems were either 

nonexistent, hastily assembled, or ignored in practice.  (Id. at 7-8, 11.)  Rather than operating as a 

mature financial institution entrusted with billions of dollars in customer assets, the prepetition 

Debtors functioned as a disorganized, unaccountable group of entities, steered almost exclusively 

by a handful of inexperienced individuals.  (Id. at 7-8.) 
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26. These systemic control failures extended to the Debtors’ compliance and 

risk management processes, including their AML, CTF, and KYC obligations.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 8.)  

Prepetition management consistently failed to collect adequate KYC Information for all customers, 

perform basic due diligence on customers, and collect reliable information concerning the source 

of funds deposited onto the FTX platform.  (Id.)  These failures were compounded by the broader 

absence of financial reporting and risk management controls.  (Id.)  In short, the prepetition 

Debtors routinely operated without the safeguards necessary to ensure basic AML and CTF 

compliance, which exposed the platform to a heightened risk of fraud, sanctions violations, and 

criminal misuse of customer accounts and funds.  Following extensive postpetition efforts to 

reconstruct the Debtors’ books and records, the Debtors and their advisors were able to collect 

prepetition KYC Information for certain customers.  (Id. ¶ 9.)  The KYC Information that the 

Debtors and the Trust were able to recover is generally limited to (i) photos of customers’ 

government-issued IDs; (ii) photos of customers holding their IDs; and (iii) the customers’ legal 

names, countries of residence, and email addresses.  (Id.) 

IV. Customer Bar Date Motion and Order 

27. In light of the risks posed by the prepetition Debtors’ AML, CTF, and KYC 

compliance failures, the Debtors sought to implement KYC procedures in their motion to establish 

a bar date for filing customer proofs of claim.  (Motion of Debtors for Entry of an Order (I)(A) 

Establishing Deadlines for Filing Customer Proofs of Claim, (B) Approving Procedures for 

Submitting Proofs of Claim and (C) Approving the Form and Manner of Notice Thereof and (II) 

Granting Related Relief [D.I. 1635] (the “Customer Bar Date Motion”).)  Only through such 

procedures could the Debtors “mitigate the risk that the Customer Claims process could be used 

to facilitate money laundering, fund terrorism or result in violations of economic sanctions, limit 

regulatory risks and [ ] help ensure a legitimate claims trading market.”  (Id. ¶¶ 13-14.)  As part of 
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the procedures for submitting proofs of claim, the Customer Bar Date Motion requested that all 

claimants submit KYC Information of the Original Holder for proofs of claim.  (Id.) 

28. As explained in the Customer Bar Date Motion, the proposed procedures 

for collecting and validating KYC Information were “needed” to implement the regulatory 

“controls” that were lacking, if not entirely absent, prepetition.  (Customer Bar Date Motion ¶ 14.)  

Without the KYC procedures, the Debtors argued that they faced a material risk that Customer 

Entitlement Claims and related distributions could be used to fund terrorism and/or violate 

economic sanctions administered and enforced by OFAC.  (Id. ¶¶ 41, 43.)  The absence of such 

procedures also created a risk that the claims process could be exploited to launder criminal 

proceeds in violation of U.S. AML laws.  (Id. ¶¶ 42-43.)  The Debtors proposed that the KYC 

procedures—which, through their vendors, verified customer identities, screened customers 

against sanctions lists, and assessed whether funds transferred to the Debtors appeared to be the 

proceeds of crime—were the most effective means to mitigate these AML, CTF, and KYC risks 

and ensure compliance with applicable laws and regulations.  (Id. ¶ 43.) 

29. On June 28, 2023, the Court entered the Order (I)(A) Establishing 

Deadlines for Filing Customer Proofs of Claim, (B) Approving Procedures for Submitting Proofs 

of Claim and (C) Approving the Form and Manner of Notice Thereof and (II) Granting Related 

Relief [D.I. 1793] (the “Customer Bar Date Order”).  The Customer Bar Date Order authorized, 

among other things, the Debtors to collect Original Holder KYC Information for every Customer 

Entitlement Claim.  (Id. ¶ 16.)   

30. Under the Customer Bar Date Order, Customer Entitlement Claims for 

which the Original Holders did not submit the requested KYC Information by the Customer Bar 

Date would be deemed “unverified” (such claims, “Unverified Claims”).  (Id. ¶ 18.)  The Customer 
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Bar Date Order then authorized the Debtors “in their sole discretion” to “object to the allowance 

of such Customer Entitlement Claims’ proofs of claim and scheduled claims on an omnibus basis, 

on notice to all such holders, including, among other bases, of insufficient documentation, and 

request such holders submit the requested KYC Information.”  (Id.) 

31. Notice of the Customer Bar Date Order was served on each known claimant 

via email and, if applicable, postcard, in accordance with this Court’s order [D.I. 2431].  Notice of 

the Customer Bar Date was also published in The New York Times and CoinDesk.  (See Customer 

Bar Date Order ¶ 19; [D.I. 2243].)  Each of these notices contained information regarding the KYC 

submission process and how claimants might commence that process [D.I. 2243].  Additionally, 

although not required by the Customer Bar Date Order, Original Holders received multiple notices 

from the Debtors’ Claims Agent.  (Declaration of Kumanan Ramanathan in Support of Debtors’ 

One Hundred Thirtieth (Non-Substantive) Omnibus Objection to Unverified Customer Entitlement 

Claims [D.I. 28227] (the “Ramanathan Declaration”) ¶ 12.)  The Debtors also published several 

posts on X (f/k/a Twitter) to remind customers to submit their KYC Information by the bar date.  

(Leto Decl. ¶ 11.) 

V. The Plan 

32. On October 7, 2024, the Court confirmed the Plan and, on October 8, 2024, 

entered the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order Confirming the Second Amended 

Joint Chapter 11 Plan of Reorganization of FTX Trading Ltd. and Its Debtor Affiliates 

[D.I. 26404] (the “Confirmation Order”).  The Plan defined an “Unverified Customer Entitlement 

Claim” to be “a Customer Entitlement Claim in respect of which (a) the Original Customer or 

Holder of such Customer Entitlement Claim has failed to submit KYC Information of the Original 

Customer by a date determined by the Debtors and approved by order of the Court or (b) an 

objection by the Debtors to the KYC Information of the Original Holder has been sustained by 
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order of the Court.”  (Plan § 2.1.197.)  Pursuant to the Plan, Unverified Customer Entitlement 

Claims are not “allowed” claims (“Allowed Claims”), which are “any Claim or Interest [in which] 

the amount, priority and/or classification of such Claim or Interest has been . . . listed in the 

Schedules as not disputed, not contingent, not unliquidated with respect to amount, secured status 

or priority . . . [and] such Claim is not an Unverified Customer Entitlement Claim.”  (Plan § 2.1.8 

(emphasis added).)  

33. The Plan contemplates that, where applicable, the Trust will “object[] . . . 

to the KYC Information14 of the Original Holder” submitted by a claimant.  (Plan § 2.1.197.)  

When such an objection is sustained, the proof of claim becomes an Unverified Customer 

Entitlement Claim and, necessarily, cannot be an Allowed Claim under the Plan.  (Plan 

§ 2.1.8(c)(iv) (defining an “Allowed Claim” to be one which is “not an Unverified Customer 

Entitlement Claim”).) 

VI. The Collection of KYC Information and the Trust’s Review of the KYC 
Information 

34. With the authorization of the Court in the Customer Bar Date Order, the 

Debtors established—and the Trust continues to execute—a reliable KYC review process through 

which (i) holders of claims could submit Original Holder KYC Information through an online 

customer claims portal (the “Customer Claims Portal”) and (ii) the Trust could, with the assistance 

of trusted vendors, review that KYC Information.  (Leto Decl. ¶¶ 11-12.)  To determine the KYC 

Information required from each Original Holder, the Debtors reviewed the customer due diligence 

requirements and recommendations promulgated by the United States, Cyprus, Japan, Singapore, 

 
14  “KYC Information” was defined by the Plan to be “the know-your-customer information requested by the 

Debtors.”  (Plan § 2.1.129.) 
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Turkey, and the Financial Action Task Force15 and identified KYC Information sufficient to 

comply with each set of requirements and recommendations.  (Id. ¶ 12.)  The KYC Information 

collection and review framework adopted varying procedures depending on whether the Original 

Holder was an individual or an institution.  (Id. ¶¶ 13-17.)  The Debtors also retained KYC vendors 

Sum and Substance Ltd. (“Sumsub”), BitGo, Inc. (“BitGo”), and Integreon, Inc. (“Integreon”) to 

assist with the review of KYC Information and manual outreach to claimants, as applicable.  (Id. 

¶ 12.)   

A. Individual Original Holders 

35. The Debtors required individual Original Holders to provide KYC 

Information including, among other things, their full name including any alias, date of birth, proof 

of address, identification and identification-related documents, nationality, email address, 

occupation, and, for U.S. citizens, Social Security number.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 13.)  In addition, the 

Debtors required individual Original Holders to undergo a facial liveness check (typically through 

a range of head movements through an electronic device camera) to ensure a match between the 

person claiming to be the Original Holder and the postpetition identification document provided.  

(Id.) 

36. After an individual Original Holder submitted all requested KYC 

Information, Sumsub, one of the Debtors’ KYC vendors, performed an automated validation and 

screening process.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 14.)  The automated screening process flagged an individual 

Original Holder for manual review if (i) the Original Holder was assessed to be a high-risk 

customer due to their nationality, residency, or occupation, (ii) Sumsub could not verify the 

 
15  The Financial Action Task Force is an international policy-making body that sets global standards for combating 

money laundering, terrorist financing, and other financial crimes.  See Financial Action Task Force, U.S. Dep’t 
of the Treasury, https://home.treasury.gov/policy-issues/terrorism-and-illicit-finance/financial-action-task-force 
(last visited Aug. 27, 2026). 
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individual Original Holder’s documentation, (iii) the individual Original Holder’s KYC 

Information did not match the Debtors’ prepetition records (where available), and/or (iv) the 

Original Holder received an AML screening hit, including because the Original Holder was a 

sanctioned party, a politically exposed person (a “PEP”), or the subject of adverse media attention.  

(Id.) 

37. For each category of flagged applications, a manual reviewer from the KYC 

vendor Integreon analyzed the submitted KYC Information and, where applicable, contacted the 

Original Holder to request additional documentation or an explanation for discrepancies between 

their submitted KYC Information and the Debtors’ records.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 15.) 

B. Institutional Original Holders 

38. The Debtors required institutional Original Holders to provide KYC 

Information including, among other things, their company name, registration information, tax 

identification number, principal business address and phone number, business email address, 

information on the nature of the business and principal business activity, entity size, annual 

revenue and profit, authorized signer, identities of ultimate beneficial owners (“UBOs”), identities 

of directors and/or members of management, and, for any UBOs, directors, or members of 

management, similar identification information and records as are collected for individual Original 

Holders.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 16.) 

39. All institutional Original Holder KYC Information was manually reviewed 

by the KYC vendor BitGo.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 17.)  Institutional Original Holders and their related 

persons first underwent AML screening to determine whether any were sanctioned parties, PEPs, 

or the subjects of adverse media attention.  (Id.)  BitGo then manually reviewed every institutional 

Original Holder’s KYC Information to confirm that all documents and information could be 

successfully verified.  (Id.)  If a manual reviewer determined an institutional Original Holder was 
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a high-risk entity due to its place of incorporation, business activity, or industry, its application 

was subject to an enhanced due diligence (“EDD”) process.  (Id.)  This process typically included, 

but was not limited to, requesting and reviewing additional documents pertaining to the Original 

Holder’s source of wealth and funds, such as bank statements, audited financial statements, tax 

filings, and approvals of account openings or transactions.  (Id.) 

VII. The Implementation of the Trust’s KYC Review 

40. Through this review, the Trust determined whether to “accept” a purported 

Original Holder’s KYC Information and designate the relevant claim an Allowed Claim, or to 

“reject” a purported Original Holder’s KYC Information and designate the relevant claim an 

Unverified Claim, subject to objection by the Trust.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 18.) 

41. In total, the Debtors and now the Trust have been faced with resolving 

approximately 642,000 Customer Entitlement Claims.16  (Leto Decl. ¶ 19.)  Of these Customer 

Entitlement Claims, approximately 440,000 have already been expunged by the Court pursuant to 

the Order Sustaining Debtors’ One Hundred Thirtieth (Non-Substantive) Omnibus Objection to 

Unverified Customer Entitlement Claims [D.I. 29464] (the “130th Order”). 17   Approximately 

6,846 additional claims have been disallowed and expunged under the Order Sustaining FTX 

Recovery Trust’s Two Hundredth (Non-Substantive) Omnibus Objection to Unverified Customer 

 
16  This number excludes the 1.2 million de minimis claims separately addressed in the Plan.  (Ramanathan Decl. 

¶ 6.) 
17  Pursuant to the 130th Order, the Unverified Claims of Original Holders who (i) did not commence the KYC 

submission process by March 1, 2025, or (ii) did not submit all requested KYC Information by June 1, 2025, 
would be disallowed and expunged in their entirety.  (130th Order ¶¶ 2-3.)  The Court also provided that the 
Debtors retained all rights in the event that KYC Information submitted by the established deadlines could not be 
validated or was otherwise rejected, i.e., the KYC Information for the Original Holder was rejected.  (Id. ¶ 8.) 
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Entitlement Claims [D.I. 35557] (the “200th Order”). 18   The Trust has approved the KYC 

Information for approximately 192,000 Customer Entitlement Claims.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 19.)   

FACTS SPECIFIC TO THE OBJECTION 

42. The Objection Claims comprise 616 claims, representing roughly $4.5 

million in claim value.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 20.)  These Objection Claims fall into four categories.   

43. Prepetition Data Mismatch and Verification Failure.  Prepetition, the 

Debtors attempted to collect KYC Information (such as name, gender, and date of birth) from 

Original Holders, typically at the creation of their customer accounts.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 21.)  As part 

of the reconstruction of the books and records after the Petition Date, the postpetition Debtors and 

their advisors were able to recover and organize certain prepetition KYC Information.  (Id.) 

44. 488 Objection Claims (the “Verification Failure Claims”) were filed by 

Claimants (the “Verification Failure Claimants”) who purported to be the Original Holders of 

certain customer accounts but submitted KYC Information that did not match the prepetition KYC 

Information for the Original Holders of those customer accounts.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 22.)  In most cases, 

there were discrepancies with respect to the names.  (Id.)  The Trust has no evidence that the 

customer accounts at issue or the Verification Failure Claims were transferred to the Verification 

Failure Claimants, nor did the Verification Failure Claimants affirmatively provide any such 

evidence.  (Id.)  Due to this fundamental mismatch regarding the identity of the Original Holders 

and the Verification Failure Claimants, the KYC applications for these Verification Failure Claims 

were rejected.  (Id.)  Despite the initial mismatch, to facilitate the resolution of these Objection 

Claims, the KYC vendors have repeatedly reached out to the Verification Failure Claimants to 

 
18  Pursuant to the 200th Order, the Unverified Claims of Original Holders who did not submit all requested KYC 

Information by June 30, 2026 would be disallowed and expunged in their entirety.  (200th Order ¶ 2.)  The Trust 
also retained all rights in the event that KYC Information submitted by the established deadline could not be 
validated or was otherwise rejected.  (Id. ¶ 6.) 
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allow them to cure any discrepancies.  (Id.)  The Verification Failure Claimants, however, have 

consistently failed to respond to these inquiries or resolve the discrepancies.  (Id.) 

45. Deficient Prepetition Data and Security Questionnaire Failure.  As part 

of the books and records reconstruction and reconciliation process, the Debtors identified a subset 

of customer accounts that lacked or had incomplete prepetition KYC Information.  (Leto Decl. 

¶ 23.)  The records show that these customers’ accounts lacked the customers’ names.  (Id.)  To 

bridge this information gap, the Debtors created a security questionnaire that claimants associated 

with these customer accounts were required to complete and pass in addition to the standard KYC 

process.  (Id.)  The security questionnaire included questions on the date and time the account was 

opened, the phone number or email address associated with the account, whether the account had 

a withdrawal password, and whether the account had enabled certain specific trading activities 

(such as enrollment in the FTX Earn program or its spot margin trading program).  (Id.)  Only 458 

claims were associated with such customer accounts, and the majority of claimants who received 

the security questionnaire completed and passed it.  (Id. ¶ 24.) 

46. 116 Objection Claims (the “Security Questionnaire Failure Claims”) were 

filed by Claimants (the “Security Questionnaire Failure Claimants”) who failed the security 

questionnaire.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 25.)  As a result of the failure to correctly answer basic questions 

about their purported customer accounts, the KYC submissions were rejected for these Security 

Questionnaire Failure Claims, absent another way to positively verify account ownership.  (Id.) 

47. Unwillingness to Provide Source of Funds (“SOF”) Documentation.  For 

certain claims with a balance over $1,000 where the Original Holders were in a high-risk industry 

and/or jurisdiction, the Trust requested that Original Holders submit documentation proving that 

they had a legitimate source for the funds in their customer accounts.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 26.)  In most 
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instances, customers provided paystubs, tax returns, and brokerage and account statements 

showing that the SOF documentation was commensurate with their balances on FTX.  (Id.) 

48. Ten Objection Claims (the “SOF Failure Claims”) are associated with 

Claimants (the “SOF Failure Claimants”) who have refused to provide SOF documentation in 

response to the KYC vendors’ repeated outreach.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 27.)  Because the SOF Failure 

Claimants refused to provide information regarding their finances, the KYC submissions were 

rejected for the SOF Failure Claims.  (Id.) 

49. KYC Application Withdrawn.  Two Objection Claims (the “KYC 

Withdrawn Claims”) were filed by Claimants (the “KYC Withdrawn Claimants”) who informed 

the KYC vendors that they no longer wished to complete the KYC process and formally withdrew 

their KYC applications.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 28.) 

50. For the reasons described above, the Trust rejected the KYC applications 

associated with the Objection Claims.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 29.)  Shortly thereafter, the Customer Claims 

Portal was updated to describe the status of the KYC applications as “Failed.”  (Id.) 

JURISDICTION 

51. The Court has jurisdiction over this Objection pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 157 

and 1334 and the Amended Standing Order of Reference from the United States District Court for 

the District of Delaware, dated as of February 29, 2012.  This matter is a core proceeding within 

the meaning of 28 U.S.C. § 157(b)(2).  Venue is proper in this district pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

§§ 1408 and 1409.  The statutory bases for the relief sought are sections 105 and 502 of the 

Bankruptcy Code, and rules 3001 and 3007 of the Bankruptcy Rules.  Pursuant to rule 9013-1(f) 

of the Local Rules of the United States Bankruptcy Court for the District of Delaware (the “Local 

Rules”), the Trust confirms its consent to entry of a final order by the Court in connection with 
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this Objection if it is later determined that the Court, absent consent of the parties, cannot enter 

final orders or judgments consistent with Article III of the United States Constitution. 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

52. By this Objection, the Trust seeks entry of the Order disallowing and 

expunging the Objection Claims in their entirety.  

ARGUMENT 

53. While a properly filed proof of claim is prima facie evidence of the 

claim’s allowed amount, when an objecting party presents evidence to rebut a claim’s prima facie 

validity, the claimant bears the burden of proving the claim’s validity by a preponderance of the 

evidence.  See In re Allegheny Int’l, Inc., 954 F.2d 167, 173-74 (3d Cir. 1992) (“Initially, the 

claimant must allege facts sufficient to support the claim.  If the averments in his filed claim meet 

this standard of sufficiency, it is ‘prima facie’ valid.”).  The burden of persuasion with respect to 

the claim is always on the claimant, id. at 174, and the failure to allege facts and to provide 

adequate support for a claim eliminates the claim’s prima facie validity, see, e.g., In re Jorczak, 

314 B.R. 474, 481-82 (Bankr. D. Conn. 2004) (discussing the evidentiary requirements and burden 

of proof with respect to the allowance of claims). 

54. Section 502(a) of the Bankruptcy Code provides that “[a] claim or interest, 

proof of which is filed under section 501 of [the Bankruptcy Code], is deemed allowed, unless a 

party in interest . . . objects.”  11 U.S.C. § 502(a).  Once an objection to a claim is filed, the Court, 

after notice and a hearing, shall determine the allowed amount of the claim.  11 U.S.C. § 502(b).  

Section 502(b)(1) of the Bankruptcy Code provides that a claim may not be allowed to the extent 

that it “is unenforceable against the debtor and property of the debtor, under any agreement or 

applicable law.”  11 U.S.C. § 502(b)(1).  To determine whether claims are enforceable for 

bankruptcy purposes, section 502(b)(1) may rely on applicable non-bankruptcy law.  In re 
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Combustion Eng’g, Inc., 391 F.3d 190, 245 n.66 (3d Cir. 2004), as amended (Feb. 23, 2005).  A 

claim against the bankruptcy estate, therefore, “will not be allowed in a bankruptcy proceeding if 

the same claim would not be enforceable against the debtor outside of bankruptcy.”  Id. (quoting 

United States v. Sanford, 979 F.2d 1511, 1513 (11th Cir. 1992)).  Ultimately, the effect of section 

502(b)(1) is “to provide a bankruptcy trustee with the same rights and defenses to claims as held 

by the debtor prior to bankruptcy.”  In re Combustion Eng’g, 391 F.3d at 245 n.66 (citations 

omitted). 

I. The Verification Failure Claims, the Security Questionnaire Failure Claims, 
and the KYC Withdrawn Claims Should Be Disallowed and Expunged Under 
Section 502(b)(1) Because the Claimants Cannot Verify Their Identities or 
Prove Ownership of the Underlying Customer Accounts. 

55. To have a valid Customer Entitlement Claim, a claimant (or the Original 

Holder if the claimant is a transferee) must establish that they (or the Original Holder) actually had 

a customer account on the Exchange.  (Plan § 2.1.47 (defining “Customer Entitlement Claim” to 

be “any Claim . . . that compensates the Holder of such Claim for the value as of the Petition Date 

of Cash or Digital Assets held by such Person or Entity in an account on any FTX Exchange” 

(emphasis added)).)  Without a customer account on the Exchange, a claimant cannot be a 

“Customer” under the Plan.  (Plan § 2.1.45 (defining a “Customer” to be “a Person or Entity that 

maintained an account on an FTX Exchange” (emphasis added)).) 

56. Courts have routinely recognized that the lack of sufficient documentation 

establishing a claimant’s ownership of a claim is a valid basis for disallowance.  See In re O’Brien, 

440 B.R. 654, 662, 668 (Bankr. E.D. Pa. 2010) (it is not enough “that the debtor owes someone 

money; the issue is whether the debtor (and hence the bankruptcy estate) owes it to the party filing 

the proof of claim” (quoting In re King, 2009 WL 960766, at *5 (Bankr. E.D. Va. 2009))).  This 

makes sense:  an “objection based upon insufficient documentation proving that [a claimant] is the 
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holder of the claim is a defense that would be available to a debtor in a suit on the claim and is 

therefore a valid basis for disallowance of a claim under § 502(b)(1).”  In re Joslin, 344 B.R. 146, 

152 (Bankr. D. Kan. 2006); see also Autovest, L.L.C. v. Weatherly, 2019 WL 1308126, at *3 (Del. 

Com. Pl. Mar. 21, 2019) (holding for defendant because plaintiff failed to establish at trial that 

they own the at-issue debt); Midland Funding, LLC v. Hanby, 2015 WL 738060, at *5 (Del. Com. 

Pl. Feb. 23, 2015) (same). 

57. Verification Failure Claims.  The Verification Failure Claimants submitted 

KYC Information inconsistent with the prepetition KYC Information associated with the customer 

accounts on which they base their Objection Claims.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 22.)  As a result, the 

Verification Failure Claimants do not, and cannot, establish ownership of their respective customer 

accounts and thus do not have a prima facie claim.  See In re O’Brien, 440 B.R. at 662, 667-68 

(discussing purported assignee’s failure to establish ownership over the claim due to the lack of 

sufficient documentation of claim assignment).  The Debtors and the Trust, through their KYC 

vendors, have repeatedly provided the Verification Failure Claimants ample opportunity to address 

these discrepancies, but the Verification Failure Claimants have failed to do so.  (Leto Decl. ¶ 22.)  

For these reasons, the Verification Failure Claims should be disallowed and expunged under 

section 502(b)(1).   

58. Security Questionnaire Failure Claims.  Like the Verification Failure 

Claims, the Security Questionnaire Failure Claims should be disallowed and expunged because 

the Claimants cannot establish ownership of the respective customer accounts on which they base 

their Objection Claims.  Because the Trust could not locate sufficient prepetition data related to 

these customer accounts in the books and records, it needed additional information from these 

Security Questionnaire Failure Claimants to verify and corroborate the data it did have.  (Leto 
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Decl. ¶ 23.)  As a result, the security questionnaire that each of these Claimants received included 

basic questions to allow the Trust to accurately corroborate the Security Questionnaire Failure 

Claimants’ customer account ownership.  (Id.)  By failing the security questionnaire, the Security 

Questionnaire Failure Claimants failed to meet this minimum requirement and thus do not have a 

prima facie valid claim.  See In re O’Brien, 440 B.R. at 662, 667-68.  The Security Questionnaire 

Failure Claims should therefore be disallowed and expunged under section 502(b)(1). 

59. KYC Withdrawn Claims.  Finally, by formally withdrawing from the 

KYC process, the KYC Withdrawn Claimants have refused to provide prima facie evidence that 

they own the customer accounts on which they base their KYC Withdrawn Claims.19  Accordingly, 

the KYC Withdrawn Claims should be disallowed and expunged under section 502(b)(1). 

II. The Verification Failure Claims, the SOF Failure Claims, and the KYC 
Withdrawn Claims Should Be Disallowed and Expunged Under Section 
502(b)(1) Because the Claimants Failed to Respond to the Trust’s Requests for 
Information. 

60. “[A] claimant must supply the underlying documents [establishing claim 

ownership] upon request.”  In re Pursley, 451 B.R. 213, 233 (Bankr. M.D. Ga. 2011) (emphasis in 

original).  Indeed, a debtor can meet its burden of production and overcome a proof of claim’s 

prima facie validity “by demonstrating that the claimant has not responded to formal or informal 

requests for documentation or other evidence supporting the amount, reasonableness or other 

factors relevant to the validity of the charges at issue.”  In re Sacko, 394 B.R. 90, 100-01 (Bankr. 

E.D. Pa. 2008) (emphasis in original).  A creditor’s lack of adequate response to the debtor’s 

information request “itself may raise an evidentiary basis to object to the unsupported aspects of 

the claim[,] thereby coming within Section 502(b)’s grounds to disallow the claim.”  Id. at 101 

 
19  The KYC Withdrawn Claims do not differ materially from the Unverified Claims that have been disallowed and 

expunged under this Court’s 130th Order and 200th Order.  The only distinction is that these Claimants formally 
withdrew their KYC applications.  Because of this noncompliance, their KYC applications were formally rejected. 

Case 22-11068-KBO    Doc 36197    Filed 09/01/26    Page 26 of 34



-27- 

(quoting In re Campbell, 336 B.R. 430, 436 (B.A.P. 9th Cir. 2005)); see also In re FBI Wind Down, 

Inc., 2015 WL 1181890, at *1 (Bankr. D. Del. Mar. 3, 2015) (expunging and disallowing 

insufficient documentation claims); In re Exide Techs., 2013 WL 12579684, at *1 (Bankr. D. Del. 

Mar. 7, 2013) (same). 

61. Verification Failure Claims.  The Verification Failure Claims should be 

disallowed and expunged because the Verification Failure Claimants failed to respond to repeated 

outreach from the KYC vendors once a mismatch between the Verification Failure Claimants’ 

prepetition and postpetition KYC Information was identified.  This failure to provide “underlying 

documents” goes directly to the validity of the claims filed by the Verification Failure Claimants, 

and thus falls squarely within the scope of information that the courts in In re Pursley and In re 

Sacko found created “an evidentiary basis to object.”  See 451 B.R. at 231, 233; 394 B.R. at 101. 

62. SOF Failure Claims.  The SOF Failure Claimants did not provide SOF 

information in response to reasonable requests from the KYC vendors for information.20  This 

failure to provide the requested “underlying documents” is relevant to the “reasonableness” of the 

SOF Failure Claims, so again falls squarely within In re Pursley and In re Sacko.  See 451 B.R. at 

233; 394 B.R. at 101.  The SOF Failure Claims should also be disallowed and expunged for the 

additional reason that the absence of adequate SOF documentation presents material legal risks.  

Without adequate evidence that these customers legally possess the funds that enabled their 

deposits and trading activities on the Exchange, the Trust cannot adequately assess whether the 

accounts associated with the SOF Failure Claims were used as a conduit for money laundering or 

 
20  The KYC vendors requested that Claimants provide documentation supporting the value of the SOF Failure 

Claimants’ customer accounts from one of six categories:  bank statements; salary or income slips; tax statements; 
investment/securities account statements; loan agreements; or other documents such as proofs of sale, inheritance, 
etc.  Where documentation was obviously insufficient, the KYC vendors would ask for additional documentation.  
The SOF Failure Claimants did not respond to initial requests or, where applicable, refused to provide 
documentation on follow-up requests.   

Case 22-11068-KBO    Doc 36197    Filed 09/01/26    Page 27 of 34



-28- 

a pass-through entity for the proceeds of illegal activities.  As a result, the Trust cannot make 

distributions to the SOF Failure Claimants without the material risk of violating the AML Act. 

63. KYC Withdrawn Claims.  The KYC Withdrawn Claims present material 

risks similar to those posed by the Verification Failure Claims and SOF Failure Claims, including 

the risks of violating OFAC sanctions and the AML Act.  The KYC process approved by this Court 

seeks information designed to help the Trust mitigate such risks, and the Trust cannot do so here 

without a complete KYC record for the KYC Withdrawn Claims.  Affirmatively refusing to 

participate in the KYC process is an obvious red flag.  These Objection Claims should likewise be 

disallowed and expunged under section 502(b)(1). 

III. The Objection Claims Should Be Disallowed and Expunged Under Section 
502(b)(1) Due to the Claimants’ Failure to Comply with the Dotcom TOS. 

64. The Objection Claims should also independently be disallowed and 

expunged because they would never have been enforceable against FTX under the Dotcom TOS 

and applicable English law.  In re Combustion Eng’g, 391 F.3d at 245 n.66 (noting that a claim 

“will not be allowed in a bankruptcy proceeding if the same claim would not be enforceable against 

the debtor outside of bankruptcy”); see also 4 Collier on Bankruptcy ¶ 502.03[2][b][ii] (16th ed. 

2026) (“Generally applicable nonbankruptcy law determines the validity of claims.”). 

65. This Court has already found that “[t]he factual record establishe[d] that all 

Digital Assets and Cash held by the FTX Exchanges on or after the Petition Date . . . are property 

of the Debtors’ Estates within the meaning of section 541 of the Bankruptcy Code.”  (Confirmation 

Order ¶ 20.)  Thus, the Objection Claims—like all Customer Entitlement Claims—are not 

premised on any ownership right held by the Claimants in the assets associated with their customer 

accounts.  Rather, these Objection Claims flow from the contractual relationship between the 
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Claimants and FTX, as found in the Dotcom TOS, and the right of FTX customers to the 

withdrawal of assets from the Exchange.  (See Plan § 2.1.47; Dotcom TOS §§ 8.2.6(C), 8.3.7.) 

66. But that withdrawal right is expressly qualified by FTX’s “policies.”  

(Dotcom TOS §§ 8.2.6(C), 8.3.7.)  No fewer than seven independent sections expressly grant FTX 

the right to limit a customer’s control of the assets associated with its account due to the customer 

failing to comply with FTX’s AML, CTF, and KYC policies.  Such sections include: 

• Section 2.6:  Permitting FTX “in its sole discretion” to 
“freeze” a customer’s assets, cause a customer to “forfeit” 
any rights associated with the customer’s assets, and 
“terminate” a customer’s account if it is associated with 
“illegal activity.”  

 
• Section 3.1:  Permitting FTX to “suspen[d]” and “clos[e]” a 

customer’s account if there was a violation of the Applicable 
Laws, including the AML and CTF laws. 

 
• Section 3.3:  Permitting FTX at its “discretion” to “suspend” 

and “close” a customer’s account if the customer is subject 
to sanctions.   

 
• Section 4:  Permitting FTX at its “discretion” to “suspend” 

and “close” a customer’s account if the customer failed 
FTX’s eligibility standards. 

 
• Section 5:  Permitting FTX at its “discretion” to “suspend” 

or “close” a customer’s account if it failed to provide 
sufficient KYC Information.   

 
• Sections 12.1 and 12.3:  Permitting FTX “in its sole and 

absolute discretion and at any time, without liability to [the 
customer] or any third party,” to “terminate” a customer’s 
account if there is a KYC and AML violation. 

• Section 12.8:  Permitting FTX to “refuse to permit 
withdrawals” where a customer account was suspended or 
closed, the withdrawal would be prohibited by Applicable 
Laws, FTX determined that the customer’s assets were 
obtained fraudulently, or the customer failed to provide 
sufficient KYC Information. 
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67. Where a contract has been reduced to writing, under English law principles 

of contractual interpretation, “[t]he court’s task is to ascertain the objective meaning of the 

language which the parties have chosen to express their agreement.”  Wood v. Capita Insurance 

Services Ltd. [2017] UKSC 24, [10].  To ascertain this objective meaning, an English court will 

determine what a reasonable person, with all the background knowledge that would reasonably 

have been available to the parties when they entered the contract, would have understood the 

language of the contract to mean.  An English court will consider the contract as a whole, placing 

particular emphasis on the plain meaning of the contract if it is a standard form agreement—which 

the Dotcom TOS are. 

68. The plain meaning of the Dotcom TOS is clear:  FTX had no obligation to 

pay a customer anything if that customer failed to comply with the AML, CTF, and KYC 

obligations customers expressly agreed to under the agreement.  (Dotcom TOS § 12.8.)  This right 

was not only explicitly granted to FTX, but was also wholly consistent with other provisions in 

the Dotcom TOS:  FTX repeatedly represented to customers that it took AML, CTF, and KYC 

obligations “seriously” (see, e.g., id. § 3.2); customers repeatedly represented to FTX that “any 

and all” KYC Information they provided was “complete, accurate, up-to-date and not misleading” 

(see, e.g., id. § 5.3), and they were in compliance with “all Applicable Laws” (see, e.g., id. § 3.1.1). 

69. Such contractual provisions are common in terms of service for banks and 

cryptocurrency exchanges, and courts in the United States have routinely enforced service 

providers’ unqualified rights to suspend withdrawals where, as here, they are authorized to do so 

under the relevant terms of service.  See, e.g., In re Bittrex, Inc., 2024 WL 2347311, at *18 (Bankr. 

D. Del. May 22, 2024), aff’d, 674 B.R. 271 (D. Del. 2025) (sustaining objection to an Iranian 

customer’s tort claim premised on the prepetition debtor’s refusal to permit the customer to 
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withdraw cryptocurrencies because the terms of service allowed the debtor to suspend services to 

customers at its sole discretion); Banco San Juan Internacional, Inc. v. Fed. Rsrv. Bank of New 

York, 700 F. Supp. 3d 86, 93, 100 (S.D.N.Y. 2023) (allowing the Federal Reserve Bank of New 

York to suspend a customer’s account “at any time,” because that customer failed to maintain 

adequate diligence records of its high-risk customers); Zepeda v. PayPal, Inc., 777 F. Supp. 2d 

1215, 1219-20 (N.D. Cal. 2011) (allowing PayPal, “in its sole discretion,” to suspend a customer 

account even if the customer never engaged in “restricted activities”); Griffin v. Bank of Am. Corp., 

2010 WL 11598055, at *3-5, *9 (N.D. Ga. Sept. 17, 2010) (allowing Bank of America to freeze 

funds in customer accounts if it suspected the account was being used in connection with 

fraudulent activity).  

70. The Objection Claims are not supported by complete, accurate, and up-to-

date KYC Information and, as a result, the Trust is unable to positively identify the relevant 

claimants.  Thus, the Claimants could not have asserted an enforceable right of withdrawal against 

prepetition FTX under the Dotcom TOS and applicable English law due to:  (i) the express 

authorization in the Dotcom TOS for FTX to “suspend” and “close” the relevant customer accounts 

(Dotcom TOS §§ 5.4, 5.5) and the express limitation of FTX’s withdrawal obligation (and liability) 

in connection with such a decision (id. §§ 12.1, 12.3, 12.8); and (ii) the material breach of the 

Dotcom TOS by the Claimants through their failure to comply with the AML, CTF, and KYC 

requirements set out in Sections 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 13.1.2 of the Dotcom TOS.  Lacking any claim 

to the value associated with the Claimants’ customer accounts, the Objection Claims are subject 

to disallowance and expungement under section 502(b)(1). 

RESERVATION OF RIGHTS 

71. This Objection is limited to the grounds stated herein.  Accordingly, it is 

without prejudice to the rights of the Trust to object to any claim on any grounds whatsoever.  The 
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Trust expressly reserves all further substantive or procedural objections.  Nothing contained herein 

is intended or should be construed as:  (i) an admission as to the validity of any claim against the 

Trust; (ii) a waiver of the Trust’s rights to dispute any claim on any grounds; (iii) a promise or 

requirement to pay any claim; (iv) an implication or admission that any particular claim is of a 

type specified or defined in this Objection or any order granting the relief requested by this 

Objection; (v) an approval or assumption of any agreement, contract or lease under section 365 of 

the Bankruptcy Code; or (vi) a waiver of the Trust’s rights under the Bankruptcy Code or any other 

applicable law. 

SEPARATE CONTESTED MATTERS 

72. To the extent a response is filed regarding any Objection Claim listed in this 

Objection and the Trust is unable to resolve the response, the objection by the Trust to such 

Objection Claim shall constitute a separate contested matter as contemplated by Bankruptcy Rule 

9014.  Any order entered by the Court regarding an objection asserted in this Objection shall be 

deemed a separate order with respect to each Objection Claim subject thereto. 

LIMITED WAIVER OF LOCAL RULE 3007-1 

73. The Trust acknowledges that Local Rule 3007-1(d)(iii) requires that the 

Schedules attached to the Order contain, at a minimum, the (i) name of the Claimant; (ii) Objection 

Claim number; (iii) Objection Claim amount; and (iv) reason for disallowance.  However, pursuant 

to this Court’s Ninth Order Authorizing the Continued Redaction or Withholding of Certain 

Confidential Information of Customers [D.I. 34287], the Trust has withheld the customer names 

from the Objection Claims and has instead listed the unique customer code associated with each 

Objection Claim on the Schedules. 

74. In addition, the Trust has not listed the amounts (including the type and 

quantity of each digital asset) associated with each Objection Claim, because such amounts are not 
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relevant to the grounds underlying this Objection, and it would be unduly burdensome to do so.  

The Trust submits that not including the Objection Claim amounts promotes judicial efficiency 

and reduces the Trust’s costs and administrative burden.  

75. Subject to the foregoing, to the best of the Trust’s knowledge and belief, 

this Objection and all related exhibits and schedules comply with Local Rule 3007-1.  To the extent 

this Objection does not comply in all respects with the requirements of Local Rule 3007-1, the 

undersigned believes that such deviations are not material to the relief requested and respectfully 

requests that any such requirement be waived. 

NOTICE 

76. Notice of this Objection has been provided to: (a) the U.S. Trustee; (b) the 

Securities and Exchange Commission; (c) the Internal Revenue Service; (d) the United States 

Department of Justice; (e) the United States Attorney for the District of Delaware; (f) each Original 

Holder of an Objection Claim and any subsequent transferee; and (g) to the extent not listed herein, 

those parties requesting notice pursuant to Bankruptcy Rule 2002.  The Trust submits that, in light 

of the nature of the relief requested, no other or further notice need be provided. 

CONCLUSION 

77. For the foregoing reasons, the Trust respectfully requests that the Court 

enter the Order disallowing and expunging the Objection Claims in their entirety. 
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Dated: September 1, 2026                          
            Wilmington, Delaware 
 

LANDIS RATH & COBB LLP 
 
 /s/ Matthew R. Pierce                  
Adam G. Landis (No. 3407) 
Matthew B. McGuire (No. 4366) 
Kimberly A. Brown (No. 5138) 
Matthew R. Pierce (No. 5946) 
919 Market Street, Suite 1800 
Wilmington, Delaware 19801 
Telephone: (302) 467-4400 
Facsimile: (302) 467-4450 
E-mail: landis@lrclaw.com 

 mcguire@lrclaw.com 
           brown@lrclaw.com 
           pierce@lrclaw.com 
 
-and- 
 
SULLIVAN & CROMWELL LLP 
Andrew G. Dietderich (admitted pro hac vice) 
James L. Bromley (admitted pro hac vice) 
Brian D. Glueckstein (admitted pro hac vice) 
Alexa J. Kranzley (admitted pro hac vice) 
125 Broad Street 
New York, NY 10004 
Telephone: (212) 558-4000 
Facsimile: (212) 558-3588 
E-mail: dietdericha@sullcrom.com 

 bromleyj@sullcrom.com 
 gluecksteinb@sullcrom.com 

             kranzleya@sullcrom.com 
 
Counsel for the FTX Recovery Trust 
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IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

 
In re: 

FTX TRADING LTD., et al.,1 

Debtors. 

Chapter 11 
 

    Case No. 22-11068 (KBO) 
 

(Jointly Administered) 
 
Ref No. ___ 

ORDER SUSTAINING FTX RECOVERY TRUST’S TWO HUNDRED THIRD 
(SUBSTANTIVE) OMNIBUS OBJECTION TO CERTAIN PROOFS OF CLAIM  

WITH REJECTED KYC (CUSTOMER CLAIMS) 

Upon the objection (the “Objection”)2 of the FTX Recovery Trust,3 for entry of an 

order (this “Order”) sustaining the Objection and disallowing and expunging in their entirety from 

the claims register the Objection Claims set forth in Schedules 1, 2, 3, and 4 (the “Schedules”) 

attached hereto, and this Court having jurisdiction to consider the Objection pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

§§ 157 and 1334 and the Amended Standing Order of Reference from the United States District 

Court for the District of Delaware, dated February 29, 2012; and this Court being able to issue a 

final order consistent with Article III of the United States Constitution; and venue of these Chapter 

11 Cases and the Objection in this district being proper pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1408 and 1409; 

and this matter being a core proceeding pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 157(b); and this Court having 

found that proper and adequate notice of the Objection and the relief requested therein has been 

 
1 The last four digits of FTX Trading Ltd.’s and Alameda Research LLC’s tax identification numbers are 3288 and 

4063 respectively.  Due to the large number of debtor entities in these Chapter 11 Cases, a complete list of the 
Debtors and the last four digits of their federal tax identification numbers is not provided herein.  A complete list 
of such information may be obtained on the website of the Debtors’ claims and noticing agent at 
https://cases.ra.kroll.com/FTX. 

2  Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein are to be given the meanings ascribed to them in the Objection. 
3  The FTX Recovery Trust (a/k/a the Consolidated Wind Down Trust) was established on January 3, 2025, the 

effective date of the Debtors’ confirmed Second Amended Joint Chapter 11 Plan of Reorganization of FTX 
Trading Ltd. and Its Debtor Affiliates [D.I. 26404-1]. 
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provided in accordance with the Bankruptcy Rules and the Local Rules, and that, except as 

otherwise ordered herein, no other or further notice is necessary; and responses (if any) to the 

Objection having been withdrawn, resolved or overruled on the merits; and a hearing having been 

held to consider the relief requested in the Objection and upon the record of the hearing and all of 

the proceedings had before this Court; and this Court having found and determined that the relief 

set forth in this Order is in the best interests of the FTX Recovery Trust; and that the legal and 

factual bases set forth in the Objection establish just cause for the relief granted herein; and after 

due deliberation and sufficient cause appearing therefor; 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: 

1. The Objection is SUSTAINED as set forth herein.  

2. The Objection Claims listed on the Schedules are disallowed and expunged 

in their entirety, with prejudice. 

3. Kroll Restructuring Administration LLC, as the FTX Recovery Trust’s 

claims and administrative agent, is authorized and directed to update the claims register maintained 

in these Chapter 11 Cases to reflect the relief granted in this Order. 

4. The FTX Recovery Trust has provided a notice to Claimants bringing the 

Objection Claims listed on the Schedules that complies with the notice and service procedures set 

forth in the Bankruptcy Rules and the Local Rules. 

5. Notwithstanding the relief granted in this Order and any actions taken 

pursuant to such relief, nothing in this Order shall be deemed:  (i) an admission as to the validity 

of any claim against the FTX Recovery Trust; (ii) a waiver of the FTX Recovery Trust’s rights to 

dispute any claim on any grounds; (iii) a promise or requirement to pay any claim; (iv) an 

implication or admission that any particular claim is of a type specified or defined in the Objection 
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or any order granting the relief requested by the Objection; (v) an approval or assumption of any 

agreement, contract, or lease under section 365 of the Bankruptcy Code; or (vi) a waiver of the 

FTX Recovery Trust’s rights under the Bankruptcy Code or any other applicable law. 

6. Should one or more of the grounds of objection stated in the Objection be 

dismissed or overruled, the FTX Recovery Trust’s right to object on any other grounds that the 

FTX Recovery Trust discovers is preserved. 

7. To the extent a response is filed regarding any Objection Claim, each such 

Objection Claim, and the Objection as it pertains to such Objection Claim, will constitute a 

separate contested matter as contemplated by Bankruptcy Rule 9014.  This Order will be deemed 

a separate order with respect to each Objection Claim.  Any stay of this Order pending appeal by 

any Claimants whose Objection Claims are subject to this Order shall only apply to the contested 

matter that involves such Claimants and shall not act to stay the applicability and/or finality of this 

Order with respect to the other contested matters listed in the Objection or this Order. 

8. Notwithstanding Bankruptcy Rule 6004(h), the terms and conditions of this 

Order are immediately effective and enforceable upon its entry. 

9. The FTX Recovery Trust is authorized to take all actions necessary to 

effectuate the relief granted in this Order. 

10. The Court retains exclusive jurisdiction with respect to all matters arising 

from or related to the implementation, interpretation, and enforcement of this Order. 

 

Dated:  ___________________ 
Wilmington, Delaware 

 

The Honorable Karen B. Owens 
Chief United States Bankruptcy Judge 
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*  Indicates the claim was previously modified by order of the Court. 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

00151250 6837353 
00151277 7449952 
00153270 7451621 
00155225 80393 
00157684 7455793 
00159132 7447450 
00161337 7637442 
00162874 7446417 
00162897 7453034 
00163952 7339090 
00164905 70842 
00164968 7170138 
00166308 7269721 
00170392 5312987 
00170654 25428 
00171417 7303172 
00171944 7452013 
00172488 80335 
00172507 7106892 
00172919 27907 
00172925 7227168 
00173942 81415 
00174845 52885 
00175245 82047 
00175534 5322547 
00177411 84164* 
00182912 7355509 
00182979 7206298 
00183582 7419992 
00184999 7269742 
00190360 10122* 
00190822 7296940 
00192314 84201 
00193202 7232348 
00193217 7188994 
00196307 7434946 
00196377 6725456 
00198161 5887157 
00203354 7455808 
00210734 6407978 
00224077 16405 

 
1 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

00226990 5513116 
00227879 5568118 
00228693 7278521 
00229348 43924 
00241268 57832 
00247357 7120390 
00249412 5564719 
00253103 7119116 
00254856 5330238 
00256003 7449148 
00258332 7392891 
00258532 7288548 
00258593 7075503 
00264232 20000* 
00265494 7447802 
00267044 10911 
00267893 7094547 
00269913 7457994 
00273096 48704* 
00280047 89197 
00283924 45109 
00284203 7450260 
00284296 6798410 
00285259 7184976 
00285496 7263638 
00286987 22564 
00288000 73606 
00288521 7291623 
00291934 10632* 
00294384 60654 
00294961 7153486 
00295571 73024 
00295639 73122 
00297011 81164 
00300920 11756 
00301036 6133078 
00303991 66272 
00305333 71077 
00306833 7374230 
00308435 7116631 
00314128 34796* 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

00315562 17038 
00316351 7356999 
00317494 7434735 
00322713 7204259 
00328785 7446440 
00328994 6754997 
00329327 7384703 
00332607 7216574 
00332834 86855 
00334147 7321037 
00336740 7152645 
00339821 82358 
00340671 51352 
00341029 7082308 
00343526 7137606 
00345183 6669036 
00345250 7260536 
00346642 7130559 
00347472 7445429 
00349957 7576237 
00353984 7448366 
00354086 7460264 
00355368 7289497 
00357227 6650332 
00359572 12768 
00366365 7319502 
00372592 7391168 
00381564 5569199 
00382490 62399 
00392057 51670* 
00395231 46122 
00396864 7239418 
00399068 7391205 
00403793 7198370 
00404280 6182949 
00404581 7062596 
00404651 156291 
00404929 5713941 
00405505 6721373 
00408585 7443822 
00413863 26394* 

Claim 15629 is adjourned on the Debtors’ One Hundred Twenty-Third (Substantive) Omnibus Objection to 
Certain Fully or Partially Unliquidated Proofs of Claim [D.I. 27179]. 
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*  Indicates the claim was previously modified by order of the Court. 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

00416933 6829967 
00422267 7128033 
00425427 7073418 
00427579 7451270 
00430960 7455870 
00432749 5311582 
00436185 7366621 
00440192 91467* 
00448489 70813 
00449771 76822* 
00457361 5405533 
00463702 7199275 
00465341 7426516 
00475943 6345527 
00476082 7091499 
00490409 7316248 
00500542 7173442 
00517567 7454850 
00520609 7374041 
00520765 5342936 
00522949 7455842 
00531057 7401492 
00531448 36823 
00545618 5344270 
00554729 7192893 
00573587 52728 
00597780 7098647 
00602552 88465 
00623348 7234751 
00626779 6017020 
00637814 7132476 
00637828 6241159 
00640704 7415794 
00644945 7459801 
00650890 7223610 
00654342 7092971 
00655415 7442387 
00658253 7454767 
00668206 7430361 
00668476 7447872 
00673883 7185769 
00675772 43776* 
00684921 7305524 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

00699488 33505 
00702536 60963 
00712087 7267786 
00721427 72803 
00735219 5821893 
00738087 7157107 
00753127 7245914 
00755416 7102783 
00762287 11735 
00767663 7455874 
00775759 50286 
00779177 7154371 
00793948 5522373 
00815474 7160267 
00817108 7325405 
00834866 7288170 
00849045 62180 
00853122 7449020 
00853297 6387898 
00862368 7123020 
00864832 72977 
00868728 52854 
00881291 6749105 
00897860 7287987 
00898056 7357469 
00907989 7431262 
00912489 7448053 
00919869 7117829 
00922627 83919* 
00923827 6430452 
00926321 7231626 
00935747 6131229 
00939056 5328560 
00944053 7444857 
00948870 6765029 
00952360 5328588 
00959845 6109253 
00964350 6717347 
00964597 6387855 
00973703 7448390 
00980469 7184753 
00982023 19345 
00995928 7436034 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

01003424 6433459 
01005305 7215888 
01026977 7172265 
01033465 44350 
01047257 5354032 
01048532 7115750 
01048757 83998* 
01056781 5648445 
01057691 5580366 
01059119 83981 
01064037 34535 
01064233 34521 
01064285 34516 
01068709 7433351 
01069981 7073633 
01073946 20718 
01075740 7138638 
01081164 5441264 
01088854 7420232 
01091203 7350669 
01115053 7358169 
01121472 56953* 
01122046 7227495 
01122224 88972 
01129096 7360902 
01133956 6411380 
01137590 7444717 
01144530 33507* 
01151575 6518450 
01154206 37980* 
01155226 7425711 
01155458 7418309 
01164150 5321483 
01181446 6432227 
01186074 83450* 
01187122 7404964 
01189097 6525850 
01189957 7449356 
01192987 5963083 
01196033 7451514 
01216917 7425654 
01221443 5928981 
01223032 5913086 
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*  Indicates the claim was previously modified by order of the Court. 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

01230080 7148078 
01237222 7446874 
01243907 7248121 
01252410 30352 
01261212 7208882 
01263415 72524 
01272528 7199426 
01274247 6198971 
01286090 7150863 
01324945 7365238 
01326809 7407535 
01333277 5747316 
01336493 59029* 
01336746 7316887 
01346978 7100274 
01375117 20864 
01388375 6442545 
01394774 14650 
01402039 7215355 
01448936 6380407 
01453334 7235020 
01456362 5333342 
01486181 78112 
01489285 58457 
01494673 76536 
01557861 6719153 
01567352 35105 
01568738 6394306 
01572148 7067868 
01579574 7217915 
01598645 7358581 
01600394 31457 
01605498 7424667 
01611131 5404939 
01627483 29431* 
01636888 70313* 
01638645 7385484 
01648101 5951384 
01660769 6599360 
01662788 7456913 
01685657 6845434 
01693592 6424911 
01717163 7089182 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

01729017 6122641 
01740672 7074163 
01744391 5323856 
01752207 5342295 
01773090 81455 
01774999 7452309 
01835833 96894 
01837322 9305* 
01868387 6822993 
01891256 6452316 
01892962 6452343 
01905120 7205553 
01909072 70263 
01923890 6215122 
01992531 7272483 
01999184 69589 
02001620 7452696 
02003766 5537887 
02023809 7398257 
02024027 7283591 
02035157 7367772 
02055728 6066997 
02082143 7103318 
02083292 6452113 
02083331 51800 
02094675 7418591 
02109973 7266219 
02124062 7441303 
02130758 7378221 
02155324 90558 
02156891 6088349 
02179093 6821743 
02201098 77977 
02208486 7549592 
02237986 7111569 
02256987 39580 
02264714 51413 
02319225 5368326 
02329619 7444500 
02358910 7361272 
02364602 6076011 
02391608 7442566 
02402638 5946673 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

02404318 12263 
02445224 5762088 
02449445 6265627 
02462011 7122943 
02474300 7254232 
02498075 23133* 
02518401 73802* 
02550787 7070712 
02562006 7575979 
02572613 7210716 
02604147 49296 
02608215 7282670 
02651620 7453640 
02687699 43981 
02693228 6186233 
02700318 5448684 
02751374 5396619 
02757710 6819211 
02767673 65750 
02789002 7381974 
02790790 6253722 
02796671 70679 
02815500 6142077 
02830234 6307146 
02843899 5330990 
02843916 5498594 
02857315 5545685 
02902036 6659159 
02905814 6212793 
02911845 5317507 
02917013 7370265 
02923008 6332383 
02955900 6488512 
02958267 6810741 
03000354 7377489 
03001822 6213323 
03010691 17777* 
03117832 7453969 
03145820 6257307 
03158266 6438965 
03158268 6040111 
03160687 5861195 
03161516 36384 
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*  Indicates the claim was previously modified by order of the Court. 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

03165821 5845853 
03217287 6715321 
03245438 40552 
03261070 84541 
03261757 5480927 
03264280 6115796 
03290913 6178508 
03296298 6329143 
03297635 5960304 
03298187 6760396 
03298760 6391142 
03301049 6224635 
03324507 6493666 
03341114 6799134 
03364523 10407 
03371249 51509* 
03399934 6794837 
03419121 5766856 
03437498 78494* 
03447824 14905 
03503941 6778527 
03510434 5515144 
03536868 6085674 
03556617 6204826 
03594466 5400959 
03666477 35723 
03668542 24419 
03761591 6618827 
03990159 74417 
04026219 5567957 
04029269 6463605 
04110080 7435887 
04166660 5339177 
04264647 83397* 
04271457 70317* 
04293504 5895666 
04302620 6791206 
04312943 53153 
04384983 6028059 
04387418 5594281 
04416791 6776139 
04445507 5594288 
04445724 5331564 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

04504649 6152489 
04597944 6846463 
04605194 77642 
04627556 5595035 
04646719 6156196 
04679228 6104610 
04711509 5888568 
04714239 6779494 
04757051 6402370 
04801364 5617238 
04886885 5600797 
04891905 7535816 
04929488 6770294 
04947604 6385000 
05008088 5689707 
05054566 5559366 
05104843 63034 
05136174 6598185 
05154621 6369301 
05180130 5970832 
05202093 5344384 
05260558 7579068 
05410642 84835* 
05523753 5661692 
05538848 6361434 
05540951 5600881 
05579874 5734588 
05860263 6508663 
06133353 6626541 
06312718 5998902 
06361059 6469656 
06393742 6429639 
06430282 5320168 
06462096 5334002 
06542393 5320238 
06611281 6640655 
06630719 5572947 
06701165 5844444 
06719819 6586582 
06797170 6192144 
06800593 6185265 
06800676 6006435 
06810776 88584 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

06814273 5782911 
06837077 5527701 
06849131 6047234 
06880547 56373* 
06895008 6136019 
06915433 5967641 
06943537 42885* 
06949109 6300984 
06957493 6561231 
06989731 5497254 
06993714 5843781 
07028901 5712528 
07033492 5861398 
07045388 6297306 
07067736 23299* 
07079311 5622422 
07090798 5422574 
07118704 6672361 
07137046 6640745 
07152057 6101590 
07162250 6697179 
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* Indicates the claim was previously modified by order of the Court. 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

00152641 79445 
00155400 7143782 
00159903 7110972 
00164751 7217276 
00164901 7160533 
00167910 80714 
00168988 7375233 
00171507 7183502 
00180539 7093903 
00182761 7194268 
00210980 7213173 
00250968 5330226 
00251272 7172044 
00269594 50064* 
00277143 92288* 
00288398 7172128 
00311836 7104282 
00313981 5377942 
00315844 7424984 
00321913 7117198 
00322201 7231478 
00329692 7359809 
00330537 7171803 
00342908 5378142 
00365363 7129448 
00398943 7091313 
00415075 32148 
00421713 7187725 
00423047 7259953 
00428309 7397068 
00433280 7297643 
00444640 7254471 
00447106 7257328 
00452778 7290599 
00469421 7246769 
00488676 7127378 
00508780 7433024 
00511485 7195946 
00528240 7311683 
00533889 61747* 
00537146 7174336 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

00542741 5315178 
00599612 7446360 
00610137 7445103 
00620012 7316010 
00621989 7123770 
00628569 57326* 
00628653 7088742 
00633122 7140670 
00635180 7148976 
00642237 7352145 
00651938 7422424 
00672677 7227624 
00676871 7310053 
00682850 7097038 
00689934 7143745 
00690030 7163476 
00705611 5373907 
00730575 96418 
00754423 35983* 
00795054 7225959 
00796165 7159298 
00813832 7408789 
00826658 7421358 
00832339 7160280 
00839354 7408808 
00841652 7445804 
00848497 7125214 
00851436 7259663 
00875419 15030 
00884512 7394445 
00886743 7388369 
00891105 7285402 
00892598 5326445 
00893763 7409686 
00904799 69064* 
00917486 7228398 
00920640 7103172 
00928056 7140818 
00942874 7308688 
00952764 7215052 
00954861 7431406 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

00972205 7207804 
00973993 7293280 
00983434 7228600 
00986331 93882* 
00994631 7283146 
01036647 7399136 
01067460 7430412 
01076594 7251708 
01077366 7142520 
01102071 7387337 
01115836 7267860 
01122634 7183812 
01132303 7323923 
01133203 7227509 
01135008 7116891 
01157917 5359324 
01166986 7442491 
01181524 5372494 
01205909 7073944 
01214964 5367800 
01233417 7123926 
01279414 7445324 
01282295 5376661 
01303574 5381675 
01374889 7128886 
01406418 7257963 
01422008 7207492 
01496424 7256848 
01694648 7348069 
01741017 83673 
01890073 7157359 
02090682 7117803 
02100016 7410183 
02808449 7327678 
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* Indicates the claim was previously modified by order of the Court. 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

00184256 3007 
00318224 89285 
01774176 6632424 
01848269 7445262 
02048708 37847 
02636915 80297 
02706982 5578948 
02840001 92230 
02882376 6638111 
04379481 6678711 
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* Indicates the claim was previously modified by order of the Court. 

Customer 
Code 

Claim # 

00936870 7103184 
02100221 7566503 
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#25004303v1 

IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

 
In re: 
 
FTX TRADING LTD., et al., 1 
  
 Debtors. 
 

Chapter 11 
 

    Case No. 22-11068 (KBO) 
 

(Jointly Administered) 
 
Hearing Date: October 20, 2026 at 9:30 a.m. (ET) 
Response Deadline: October 2, 2026 at 4:00 p.m. (ET) 

 
NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

 
TO: (a) the U.S. Trustee; (b) the Securities and Exchange Commission; (c) the Internal Revenue 

Service; (d) the United States Department of Justice; (e) the United States Attorney for the 
District of Delaware; (f) each Original Holder of an Objection Claim and any subsequent 
transferee; and (g) to the extent not listed herein, those parties requesting notice pursuant 
to Bankruptcy Rule 2002. 

 
On September 1, 2026, counsel to the FTX Recovery Trust2 filed the FTX Recovery Trust’s 

Two Hundred Third (Substantive) Omnibus Objection to Certain Proofs of Claim With Rejected 
KYC (Customer Claims) (the “Objection”). 
 

Responses, if any, to the relief requested in the Objection must be filed with the United 
States Bankruptcy Court, 824 North Market Street, 3rd Floor, Wilmington, Delaware 19801, on or 
before October 2, 2026 at 4:00 p.m. (ET). 

At the same time, you must also serve a copy of the response upon the undersigned counsel 
so as to be received no later than 4:00 p.m. (ET) on October 2, 2026. 
 

A HEARING ON THE OBJECTION WILL BE HELD ON OCTOBER 20, 2026 AT 9:30 
A.M. (ET) BEFORE THE HONORABLE KAREN B. OWENS, CHIEF UNITED STATES 
BANKRUPTCY COURT JUDGE, IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT FOR 
THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE, 824 NORTH MARKET STREET, 6TH FLOOR, 
COURTROOM 3, WILMINGTON, DELAWARE 19801. 
 
 

 
1 The last four digits of FTX Trading Ltd.’s and Alameda Research LLC’s tax identification numbers are 3288 and 

4063 respectively.  Due to the large number of debtor entities in these Chapter 11 Cases, a complete list of the 
Debtors and the last four digits of their federal tax identification numbers is not provided herein.  A complete list 
of such information may be obtained on the website of the Debtors’ claims and noticing agent at 
https://cases.ra.kroll.com/FTX. 

2  The FTX Recovery Trust (a/k/a the Consolidated Wind Down Trust) was established on January 3, 2025, the 
effective date of the Debtors’ confirmed Second Amended Joint Chapter 11 Plan of Reorganization of FTX 
Trading Ltd. and Its Debtor Affiliates [D.I. 26404-1]. 
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IF YOU FAIL TO RESPOND IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS NOTICE, THE COURT 
MAY GRANT THE RELIEF REQUESTED IN THE OBJECTION WITHOUT FURTHER 
NOTICE OR HEARING. 

 
Dated: September 1, 2026                          
            Wilmington, Delaware 
 

LANDIS RATH & COBB LLP 
 
 /s/ Matthew R. Pierce                   
Adam G. Landis (No. 3407) 
Matthew B. McGuire (No. 4366) 
Kimberly A. Brown (No. 5138) 
Matthew R. Pierce (No. 5946) 
919 Market Street, Suite 1800 
Wilmington, Delaware 19801 
Telephone: (302) 467-4400 
Facsimile: (302) 467-4450 
E-mail: landis@lrclaw.com 

 mcguire@lrclaw.com 
           brown@lrclaw.com 
           pierce@lrclaw.com 
 
-and- 
 
SULLIVAN & CROMWELL LLP 
Andrew G. Dietderich (admitted pro hac vice) 
James L. Bromley (admitted pro hac vice) 
Brian D. Glueckstein (admitted pro hac vice) 
Alexa J. Kranzley (admitted pro hac vice) 
125 Broad Street 
New York, NY 10004 
Telephone: (212) 558-4000 
Facsimile: (212) 558-3588 
E-mail: dietdericha@sullcrom.com 

 bromleyj@sullcrom.com 
 gluecksteinb@sullcrom.com 

             kranzleya@sullcrom.com 
 
Counsel for the FTX Recovery Trust 
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