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890] be treated as unopposed, subject to the Receiver’s proposed increase in GTG’s allowed non-

priority general claim.

CLAIMANTS’ RECITALS 

1. On May 11, 2026, the Receiver’s Motion for Order in Aid of Receivership Allowing

and Disallowing Claims [ECF No. 890] was filed, which proposed the allowance and disallowance 

of Claimants’ asserted claims, among others (the “Motion”). 

2. On May 26, 2026, the Claimants filed their Joint Response of Province LLC,

Province Fiduciary Services LLC, and Garman Turner Gordon LLP to Receiver’s Motion for 

Order in Aid of Receivership Allowing and Disallowing Claims (the “Response”) and the 

supporting declarations of Gregory Garman and Peter Kravitz [ECF Nos. 900-902], seeking to 

improve the treatment of their respective claims. 

3. In an effort to be efficient, the Response was filed as a joint response from

Claimants. GTG received substantive draft points and authorities from Province’s legal team 

(“Province’s Counsel”). GTG combined a subset of the points and authorities provided by 

Province’s Counsel with GTG’s response brief to create a single pleading, which combined 

pleading was the filed joint Response.  

4. On June 2, 2026, the Receiver filed the Receiver’s Reply to Joint Response of

Province LLC, Province Fiduciary Services LLC, and Garman Turner Gordon LLP to Receiver’s 

Motion for Order in Aid of Receivership Allowing and Disallowing Claims (the “Reply”) [ECF 

Nos. 907 and 908], which proposed increasing GTG’s claim to be an allowed non-priority general 

claim of $199,945.34, with $43,437.00 of GTG’s claim being disallowed. 

5. The Reply further expressed that the Receiver was concerned that certain citations

in the Response were inaccurate, or otherwise the product of Artificial Intelligence ("AI"), 

including so-called AI hallucinations and similar quotation or attribution errors.   

6. GTG immediately investigated the Receiver’s stated concerns. GTG maintains

internal procedures and safeguards to comply with its ethical and professional obligations and 

expectations to verify the accuracy of its briefs and work-product. Here, GTG and its procedures 
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failed in that GTG relied upon the accuracy of the points and authorities of Province’s Counsel 

and did not satisfy GTG’s independent obligation to review their cited authority with the care and 

diligence that is required of GTG.   

7. GTG has determined that the authorities provided by Province’s Counsel were the

product of both human and AI work, and that the citations identified by the Receiver were indeed 

inaccurate. GTG acknowledges its failure to review the accuracy of the citations and apologizes to 

the Receiver and the Court for its failure to independently review the offending authority cited in 

the Response brief.  GTG is revising its internal procedures to ensure that going forward it not 

only reviews its own work-product but that of co-counsel and in-house counsel.  

8. Province assumed that GTG would review its authorities for accuracy. Province

similarly apologizes to the Receiver and the Court for its failure to independently review the cited 

authority. Province will ensure its internal policies are in place requiring all legal briefs prepared 

using AI be checked for accuracy by a lawyer and apologizes to the Receiver and the Court for its 

failure to independently review the authority cited in its brief. 

9. As counsel who filed the brief, GTG failed in its obligation to review Province’s

Counsel’s legal analysis. While GTG had reviewed the authority in its own work-product, which 

does not contain AI-based inaccuracies, GTG failed to independently review the authority 

provided to it.  

10. Upon realizing the error, GTG promptly contacted the Receiver on behalf of the

Claimants and advised of what had occurred and proposed that the Response be withdrawn from 

the record and that the Receiver’s Motion proceed unopposed. The Receiver graciously agreed. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing, it is stipulated and agreed that 

the Response and supporting declarations (ECF Nos. 900-902) be withdrawn from the record and 

the Receiver’s Motion proceed and treated in all respects as unopposed, inclusive of the Receiver’s 

revised proposed allowance and disallowance for GTG’s claim as set forth in the Receiver’s Reply. 

. . . 

. . . 
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