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DECLARATION OF LASHANDA L. FREEMAN 
 

(Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746)  
 

 I, Lashanda Freeman, hereby state that I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 

below and am competent to testify as follows: 

1. I am a United States citizen and am over 18 years of age. I am employed by the Federal 

Trade Commission (“FTC” or “the Commission”) as a Senior Investigator in the Division 

of Enforcement, Bureau of Consumer Protection. My office address is 600 Pennsylvania 

Ave., NW, CC-9528, Washington, D.C. 20580.   

2. My duties as an investigator include investigating possible violations of the laws and 

regulations the FTC enforces and possible violations of orders obtained by the 

Commission.  

3. A number of documents are attached to this declaration. In accordance with FTC 

procedures and this Court’s rules, information from these documents has been redacted in 

order to protect sensitive information, such as financial account numbers and personally 

identifiable information. Information that would reveal undercover identities and 

accounts used and controlled by the FTC has also been redacted. 

DESCRIPTION OF INVESTIGATIVE TOOLS AND SOURCES OF EVIDENCE 

4. In my duties as an investigator, I engage in discovering, reviewing, and capturing website 

content; making undercover calls and purchases; preserving evidence; and analyzing data 

as it relates to the investigations I am assigned. As part of this investigation, I utilized 

numerous resources and tools, which I describe in detail below.  

5. Google Chrome Full Page Screen Capture Extension. This tool preserves webpages and 

websites as they existed on the days of the captures by converting them into PDF files.    
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6. Camtasia. Some website captures and videos were made using the program Camtasia, 

which records the display on the computer screen. I immediately converted Camtasia 

files into mp4 or wmv files, which are commonly used formats for video and audio files. 

7. To collect and preserve evidence in this investigation, I utilized the FTC’s Virtual 

Internet Lab environment that has secure VPN connections and is not connected to the 

FTC’s main network.  

8. For undercover investigations, I utilize fictitious consumer identities with a date of birth, 

address, and first and last names that are not associated with an actual person. I also 

created an email address for my undercover identity to use exclusively for this 

investigation.   

NEW SANCTUARY OWNERS WEBSITE 

9. On March 3, 2021, using the FTC’s Virtual Lab environment, I utilized the Camtasia 

recording program to record my computer screen during the process of navigating 

through the “New Sanctuary Owners Site” located at https://newsanctuary.space/owners-

plan-form/. I also simultaneously took captures of the website and subpages while 

navigating using the Google Chrome Full Page Screen Capture Extension. 

10. I launched the Google Chrome browser on my computer and I typed the URL 

“newsanctuary.space/owners-plan-form/.” I was directed to the landing page of the 

website, which stated “New Sanctuary Owners Site” with a box “Owners Plan Form” 

with fillable fields for name, city, state, country, number of lots owned, Belize Consumer 

Committee & Owners Redress Plan Compensation Model Option, day of the month, and 

email address. A copy of the landing page is attached hereto as Attachment A.  

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 3 of 92



Page 3 of 6 
 

11. I clicked on the “Home” link at the top of the landing page. I was redirected to a subpage 

which displayed “FTC Redress Plan.” A capture of the “Home” subpage is attached 

hereto as Attachment B.  

12. Under the text “FTC Redress Plan” was a post dated February 20, 2021, which stated, 

“On January 21, 2021, The FTC release their plan for the future of “New Sanctuary”. Not 

surprisingly, it is underwhelming, discriminatory and deliberately withholds information. 

Nobody but the Federal Government would have the temerity to release such a document 

and [….]” with a link to “Read More.”  

13. I clicked on the “Read More” link and was redirected to the “FTC Redress Plan” 

subpage. The subpage contained the continuation of the February 20, 2021, statement 

posted by pulchrum08@gmail.com. The full statement read as follows, “On January 21, 

2021, The FTC release their plan for the future of “New Sanctuary”. Not surprisingly, it 

is underwhelming, discriminatory and deliberately withholds information. Nobody but 

the Federal Government would have the temerity to release such a document and try to 

convince you they are doing the right thing by you. They are not……....and you do not 

have to accept their plan. Time is short and we will need support if we are to go the [sic] 

judge and stop this diabolical plan coming into fruition. In the coming days, many owners 

who have contributed to a better plan will release that plan on this site. You will have the 

chance to read it, give your input and decide which on [sic] is better for you. More 

information will follow shortly…” A copy of the FTC Redress Plan subpage is attached 

hereto as Attachment C. 

14. I clicked on the “Filing (Doc 1137)” link at the top of the website and was redirected to a 

downloadable PDF of ECF No. 1137, “Memorandum sent to Counsel of Record and Pro 
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Se Parties,” from Judge Peter J. Messitte dated February 19, 2021. A copy of the PDF 

that I downloaded from the subpage is attached hereto as Attachment D.  

15. I clicked on the “Filing (Doc 1175)” link at the top of the website and was redirected to a 

downloadable PDF of ECF No. 1175, which is a letter dated February 25, 2021, 

addressed to The Honorable Judge Peter J. Messitte from the Consumer Committee 

members and owners. A copy of the PDF that I downloaded from the subpage is attached 

hereto as Attachment E.  

16. I clicked on the “Belize Owners Redress Plan” link at the top of the website and was 

redirected to a downloadable PDF of a 9-page document. A copy of the PDF that I 

downloaded from the subpage is attached hereto as Attachment F.  

17. I clicked on the “Objections to the FTC Redress Plan” link at the top of the website and 

was redirected to a downloadable PDF of a 17-page document. A copy of the PDF that I 

downloaded from the subpage is attached hereto as Attachment G.  

18. I clicked on the “Sign Owners Plan” link at the top of the website and was redirected 

back to the landing page I had previously arrived at when I entered the URL 

“newsanctuary.space/owners-plan-form/” (see Attachment A) in the Google Chrome 

browser.   

19. To ensure I had navigated to all areas on the New Sanctuary Owners website, I clicked on 

the “Know More” icon located under the “FTC Redress Plan” box on the right side of the 

landing page. After I selected the “Know More” icon under the “FTC Redress Plan” box, 

I was redirected to the FTC Redress plan subpage I had previously arrived at from the 

link on the “Home” subpage (see Attachment C).   
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20. I navigated back to the landing page containing the fillable fields, and using the 

information associated with my undercover profile, I filled out the name, city, state, 

country and email address fields. I selected “1” for number of lots owned and “Option A” 

in the Belize Consumer Committee & Owners Redress Plan Compensation Model 

Option, and selected “3” in the day of the month field. After I had completed all of the 

fields, I clicked the “Sign Declaration Form” icon. A copy of the landing page with the 

fields I completed is attached hereto as Attachment H.  

21. After clicking the “Sign Declaration Form” icon, a message “Thank you. Declaration 

Being Created” was displayed at the bottom of the page. After a few seconds, I was 

redirected to a subpage that displayed a declaration with prepopulated statements, which I 

was unable to edit. A banner was displayed at the bottom of the page which stated, “I 

agree to be legally bound by this agreement and eSignature” with an icon “Agree & 

Sign.” A copy is attached hereto as Attachment I.  

22. I clicked on the signature box section of the page. A popup box appeared which stated, 

“Please confirm full name and signature” and gave the choice to draw signature or type in 

signature. I selected draw signature and drew a large “X” using my cursor. At the bottom 

of the popup box was text that stated, “I agree that I am [undercover name] and I agree 

this is a legal representation of my signature for all purposes just the same as a pen-and-

paper-signature.” After drawing the “X,” I was able to select the icon “Insert Signature” 

in the popup.  

23. After I selected the “Insert Signature” icon, I was directed back to the page where the 

“X” appeared in the signature box section and a small banner appeared at the bottom of 

the page stating, “Agree & Sign Below. Click on ‘Agree & Sign’ to legally sign this 
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document and agree to the WP E-Signature Terms of Use. If you have questions about 

the contents of this document, you can email the document owner.” The “document 

owner” text was hyperlinked, so I hovered my cursor over it and the email address 

newsanctuaryowners@gmail.com was displayed.  

24. I clicked on the icon “Agree & Sign” at the bottom of the page and was redirected to a 

subpage that displayed the text “You’re done signing!” with a large green checkmark. 

There was a banner at the bottom of the page which gave the option to “Print Document” 

and “Save As PDF.” I selected “Save As PDF.” A copy of the PDF that I saved is 

attached hereto as Attachment J.   

25. On March 3, 2021, I logged into the undercover email account I used. The undercover 

email account received an email from “New Sanctuary Website” at 

newsanctuaryowners@gmail.com with the subject “28-USC-Owners-Plan-[Undercover 

Name] has been signed” with a copy of the declaration attached. A copy of the email is 

attached hereto as Attachment K.   

26. On March 10, 2021, I logged into the undercover email account I used. I confirmed that 

no additional email correspondence had been received by the email account.  

 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on the 

10th day of March 2021 in Washington, D.C.  

 
 

  Lashanda L. Freeman 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF MARYLAND 

        PETER J. MESSITTE    6500 CHERRYWOOD LANE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE   GREENBELT, MARYLAND 20770 

301-344-0632 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Counsel of Record & Pro Se Parties 

From: Judge Peter J. Messitte 

Re: In re Sanctuary Belize Litigation 
Civil No. PJM 18-3309 

Date: February 18, 2021 

******** 

The Court has received the attached submissions from Craig Hibbert, who advises that he 
represents the Consumer Committee and its members. In addition to stating various objections to 
the FTC’s proposed redress plan, Mr. Hibbert requests an extension of tomorrow’s deadline, as 
well as additional time to file a competing redress plan. The Court will GRANT a one (1) week 
extension of the current deadline to oppose the FTC’s proposed plan. Thus, any comments or 
“alternative plans” must be submitted on or before February 26, 2021. The FTC’s deadline to reply 
will remain March 12, 2021.   

The Court has also received communications from unrepresented parties that wish to comment on 
the FTC’s proposed plan. Those parties are hereby advised that any future correspondence with 
the Court must be filed with the Clerk of Court.  

Despite the informal nature of this ruling, it shall constitute an Order of the Court and the Clerk is 
directed to docket it accordingly. 

        /s/ 
Peter J. Messitte 

United States District Judge 

CC: Court File 
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February 18, 2021 
 
 
The Honorable Peter J. Messitte 
U.S. District Court 
District of Maryland, Southern Division 
6500 Cherrywood Lane, Suite 475A 
Greenbelt, Maryland  20770 
 
 

RE: In re Sanctuary Belize Litigation, No. 18-cv-3309-PJM (D. Md.) 
 

Dear Hon. Peter J. Messitte, 

Seven (7) out of the ten (10) Consumer Committee members would like to register their               
discontent and frustrations with the FTC plan and the apparent disregard of Consumer Committee input.               
We have taken this seriously and put a lot of time and effort into this process, and genuinely worked to                    
represent all of the consumers the best that we could. When you signed the order creating the Committee,                  
we anticipated it being a real opportunity for all owners to have input and be heard. Unfortunately, upon                  
review of the FTC’s proposed Redress Plan, which was presented to us hours before it was released to the                   
masses, it is apparent that is not what happened and our time and effort were all for naught. The attached                    
four-page summary highlights significant shortcomings with the FTC’s plan, which we had no hand in               
developing. Though the FTC presents the plan as “equitable,” it is not.  
 

The FTC first presented their proposed Redress Plan to the Consumer Committee during the              
January 28, 2021, Consumer Committee meeting. During that meeting, the Consumer Committee            
members had many questions and concerns and asked for additional details, including an explanation of               
the “seller deceptive price” used in their scenarios. The FTC declined to provide further information               
during the meeting and said they would send examples. They did not send those examples until two (2)                  
weeks later, which is only one (1) week before the deadline to file responses to the court (reference Case                   
1:18-cv-03309-PJM, Document 1132-1, Filed 02/11/21, “Explanation Concerning Lot Price         
Formula”). Consequently, two-thirds of the response time afforded to the owners was lost waiting for the                
FTC to provide additional information. Also, due to weather emergencies across North America, some of               
the owners have been without utilities such as power and water and unable to contribute to the final stages                   
of an owner rebuttal to the FTC’s plan.  

 
Therefore, we are requesting that the court afford a two (2) week extension for the owner's                

responses. Owners are presently discussing better alternatives and collaborating on what they believe will              
be more equitable plans. They would appreciate the court allowing three (3) full weeks to complete the                 
plan development rather than the one (1) week we have now. We hope that our voices can finally be heard                    
and that your honor will grant us an opportunity to present our ideas regarding a more equitable plan. 
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Respectfully yours,  
 
 
____________________ _____________________ 
Craig Hibbert Michele Weslander Quaid 
Sanctuary Representative Kanantik Representative 
 
 
CC: Consumer Committee members who signed the letter 

Shawna Arop 
Lisa Daniels 
Larry Grice 
Linda Osminkowski 
James Slocum 
 
All counsel and pro se parties (via email) 

 
 
Enclosure: Letter from 7 of 10 Consumer Committee members 
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1:18-cv-03309-PJM Notice has been electronically mailed to: 
 
James Bradford McCullough     jbmccullough@lerchearly.com 

Joseph Dowell Edmondson, Jr     jedmondson@foleylaw.com 

Barry Joel Pollack     bpollack@robbinsrussell.com, vwilliams@robbinsrussell.com 

Steven Hale Levin     slevin@rosenbergmartin.com, tmckinley@rosenbergmartin.com 

Todd Michael Reinecker     treinecker@milesstockbridge.com, jcosby@milesstockbridge.com 

Gary Owen Caris     gcaris@btlaw.com, monica.martinez@btlaw.com, rynita.sutton@btlaw.com, 

slmoore@btlaw.com 

C Justin Brown     brown@cjbrownlaw.com 

Jonathan A Cohen     jcohen2@ftc.gov, cdorsey@ftc.gov, sjeong@ftc.gov 

Charles Neilson Curlett, Jr     ccurlett@rosenbergmartin.com, tgrace@rosenbergmartin.com, 

tmckinley@rosenbergmartin.com 

Cheryl Feeley     cheryl.feeley@hklaw.com, deborah.peters@hklaw.com 

Denise Elizabeth Giraudo     dgiraudo@sheppardmullin.com, cbrooks@sheppardmullin.com 

James E Van Horn     jvanhorn@btlaw.com 

Lee C Douthitt     ldouthitt@proskauer.com, lee-douthitt-7794@ecf.pacerpro.com 

Benjamin Theisman     btheisman@ftc.gov 

Patrick Bradford (Terminated)     pbradford@piercebainbridge.com 

Dietrich Snell     dsnell@proskauer.com 

Peter P Hardin     phardin@ggtriallaw.com 

Joshua Michael Robbins     jrobbins@ggtriallaw.com 

Kevin C Driscoll, Jr     kevin.driscoll@btlaw.com 

Elizabeth Jeker Averill     eaverill@ftc.gov 

Claire Elizabeth Carroll     ccarroll@munsch.com, tsmith@munsch.com 

Ross H Parker     rparker@munsch.com, tsmith@munsch.com 

Christopher J Erickson     cerickson@ftc.gov 

Charles L Kreindler     ckreindler@sheppardmullin.com 

Bruce Hamilton Searby     bruce.searby@gmail.com 

Andris Pukke     ekkup@msn.com 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF MARYLAND 

TO: THE HONORABLE PETER J. MESSITTE, UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE,          

TO THE PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL, AND OTHER PARTIES IN INTEREST: 

On 08/23/2019, Judge Messitte signed Document 559 approving the formation of a            

“Consumer Committee” consisting of eight consumers chosen to represent different categories           

of Sanctuary Belize Lot Owners; the Committee was officially expanded on 01/12/2021 to             

include two Kanantik Belize Lot Owners. 

The Consumer Committee members have donated hundreds of hours of work in the name              

of this project since its inception, with a lot of attention and detail being placed on the Articles of                   

Association, the Restrictive Covenants, Conditions and Easements (RCC&Es), the HOA,          

Assessments and who would own the common land. It was a plethora of work and was done with                  

the genuine belief that we were making a difference and that our efforts would be rewarded with                 

a redress plan that would lead to an equitable outcome for all lot owners. Though we often                 

disagreed, we worked together to execute our charter.  

1 
 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
ECOLOGICAL FOX, LLC, et al 
 

Defendants.  
 
__________________________________ 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 
 
Civil Action No. 18-cv-3309-PJM 
 
 
 

 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS LETTER TO THE COURT RE: REDRESS PLAN 
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With that in mind, you can imagine our utter dismay to find out that this entire process                 

appears to have been nothing more than an elaborate charade, designed and executed to give               

owners the false impression that they had a voice in this saga. The FTC Redress Plan was                 

developed without any real consultation and input from the Consumer Committee, leading us to              

believe that our concerns were ignored and disregarded. The Consumer Committee members            

were only made aware of the final redress plan contents hours before it was released to the                 

masses. The result is a plan that does not present equitable restitution to all categories of lot                 

owners. Furthermore, the plan is devoid of critical information and does not resolve major              

foundational issues that factor heavily into the consequential final decisions that must be made              

by lot owners. 

We have conveyed to the FTC and the Receiver, and now want to convey to the court,                 

that we had no part in this plan and do not support this plan, and we do not believe any rationally                     

minded lot owner would support the plan either. It is mind-boggling to us how the FTC can                 

attempt to operate in a similar fashion as the defendants and expect the court and owners to                 

accept it. There is more information being withheld from the consumers now than at any time                

prior to their involvement. The FTC expects and is enticing owners to make a choice as to                 

whether to “opt-in” or “opt-out” without providing the owners with any of the following: 

● Articles of Association - Restrictive Covenants, Conditions and Easements 

● A definitive answer regarding who owns the land a particular owner’s lot is on and who                

owns  the common land around it 

● Information regarding whether the Sittee River Wildlife Reserve (SRWR), a Belizean           

nonprofit association comprised of all lot owners within the SRWR, which is charged             

2 
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with the operation, maintenance, and governance of the Sanctuary Belize development           

and community, will survive this process and what role it will play 

● Details around the amount or scope of the Homeowners Association (HOA). Where will             

the HOA be incorporated? What are the terms? All rules, regulations, fees, assessments,             

and any caps on those assessments, and whether they will be the same for everyone, and                

how the monies will be used must be determined and disclosed as all these factors will                

result in consequential legal and financial obligations to all lot owners 

● Details around what happens if no buyer is found within a specified amount of time, what                

have the people who opted in agreed to? How long can the project last?  

● Information regarding what happens if a person has an unencumbered lot now – are they               

forced to sign a new contract and take the terms of the new arrangement without knowing                

them?  

● What happens if all 474 “fully paid” lot owners from Sanctuary, plus the 101 “fully paid”                

lot owners from Kanantik, decide to keep the land that they have paid for in full and                 

“opt-out” of the redress plan for whatever reason, can New Sanctuary survive with half              

the lot owners opting out?  

These above-listed items are basic, fundamental tenets of any real estate transaction. No             

one can make a truly educated and informed decision whether to "opt-in" or "opt-out" without               

these details. If the FTC is allowed to continue with this plan, they would be enticing the owners                  

who are victims of the original fraud into a further potential financial abyss (e.g., financial               

hardship, bankruptcy, and/or destitution). This is contrary to what the FTC championed when             

they initiated legal action against the defendants.  

3 
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If this is the best they can do, perhaps laissez-faire would have been the best remedy for                 

the owners as this redress plan does not render any real value for the collective. Other plans will                  

emerge that afford better solutions.  

Conclusion 

Given the major impact of the redress plan on the futures of hundreds of injured               

consumers, we hope that the court will reject the FTC’s redress plan as currently written, and                

demand full disclosure of all the missing information to the consumers forthwith such that they               

can all make informed decisions. Ignoring the voices and direction of the Committee—when it              

was created for precisely that reason—evidences the FTC’s motives to push through its plan as               

opposed to creating a plan that is equitable for all classes of aggrieved lot owners. The court,                 

and all owners should reject the FTC’s plan, require full disclosure, and allow all lot owners to                 

have input and options moving forward. The court should compel the FTC to engage in               

meaningful dialog with the Committee to achieve an equitable plan for all lot owners. It is the                 

lot owners’ money that is being spent to fund the Receiver. The lot owners should be heard, their                  

input considered, and their concerns heeded—that is what equity dictates.  

  

4 
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Respectfully Submitted, 

 

5 
 

Consumer Committee Member Signature 

Shawna Arop  

Lisa Daniels  

Larry Grice  

Craig Hibbert  

Linda Osminkowski  

James Slocum  

Jodi Vance  Michele Weslander Quaid
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF MARYLAND 

TO: THE HONORABLE PETER J. MESSITTE, UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE, 

TO THE PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL, AND OTHER PARTIES IN INTEREST: 

INTRODUCTION 

We believe that the FTC’s proposed redress plan lacks critical information and is not              

equitable. For example, the FTC is not clear regarding whether the percentage cash back for               

redress will be the same or different for Kanantik and Sanctuary owner-claimants. The FTC’s              

plan omits basic, fundamental tenets of any real estate transaction. An owner-claimant must             

commit to a “New Sanctuary” contract to get these details and then determine how they are                

personally impacted. Not providing these details renders any decision regarding what to do a              

flawed process. How are owner-claimants supposed to make an informed decision under these             

mysterious and restrictive conditions? It is impossible to make an informed choice when critical              

information upon which your choice should be based is not disclosed.  
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An owner-claimant must make a decision to continue with New Sanctuary (and sign a              

new contract) or withdraw from New Sanctuary (relinquish their lot and receive a percentage              

cash payment based on their investment to date and leave for good). Furthermore, the FTC’s               

plan unequivocally favors a portion of the “partially-paid” lot owners at the expense of others               

who have paid over 65% or more of their contract price, which include some “partially-paid” and                

all “fully-paid” lot owners.  

For example, with the FTC plan assume a $100k lot price in all instances and an                

owner-claimant’s agreement to continue on in New Sanctuary and not resell the lot for 5 years.                

Under the FTC plan, the lot qualifies for a 35% discount, resulting in a new lot price of $65,000.                   

Now consider the following owner-claimant situations: 

A. Owner A has paid $65,000 toward the original contract price and the new discounted              

lot price is now $65,000, so they have now effectively paid in full. 

B. Owner B has paid $90,000 toward the original contract price and the new discounted              

lot price is now $65,000, so they have now effectively overpaid by $25,000, but they               

will not get any “overpayments” back.  

C. Owner C has paid $100,000 toward the original contract price and the new discounted              

lot price is now $65,000, so they have now effectively overpaid by $35,000, but they               

will not get any “overpayments” back. 

In this case, all owners got a lot valued at $100k, but Owner A paid $65,000, Owner B paid                   

$90,000, and Owner C paid $100,000. Should they wish to sell their lots after 5 years, Owner A                  

could sell for $65,000 and break even. If Owner B and Owner C sold for that price they would                   

take losses of $25,000 and $35,000 respectively. In summary, someone who receives a bigger              

discount can undersell those who get little to no discount. 
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A TRULY EQUITABLE OWNERS’ PLAN 

A truly unbiased and equitable approach would be to create a model that gives the same                

compensation to all owner-claimants based on their investment in the project to date. There is               

much supposition regarding the true value of a lot. The only tangible, consistent, and              

acceptable form of valuation is the price the consumer paid for the lot. That was the fair                 

value to each owner-claimant at the time of purchase or they would not have made their                

purchase, but the FTC ignores this. The fraud the FTC sought to correct by bringing this action is                  

the same for all, and so should the terms of the redress.  

Under the Owners’ Plan, we consider two different owner-claimant compensation          

models. Option A is a straight percent cash back based on an owner-claimant’s investment in the                

project. Option B is a mixture of compensation options and the owner-claimant can choose the               

most beneficial one for them. The Owners’ Plan caps the maximum discount for any lot at 25%                 

off the original contract price for if lots are discounted too much, the project will be unattractive                 

to a developer due to insufficient receivables. In addition, we understand that the maximum cash               

back amount is limited by the money available for redress and, per the FTC’s estimation, is                

expected to be no more than about 15% of what an owner-claimant has invested in the project.  

The FTC and Receiver must fully disclose the current state of affairs and their intentions               

regarding Kanantik Belize before Kanantik lot owners are required to make a decision. All              

Kanantik Belize lot owners must be provided with the details of Sanctuary Belize in advance as                

this is an entirely different community, and they need full disclosure regarding that project so               

that they can decide which option is best for them. 
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We believe the Owners’ Plan is more equitable for all owner-claimants. It requires the              

following steps. (Note that some specific actions are only in regard to Sanctuary Belize because               

we lack sufficient information from the FTC and Receiver to address Kanantik Belize): 

1. Compensate the owner-claimants via Option A  or Option B (described below) 

2. Consolidate 100% of the original approximately 14,000 acres, including Sanctuary Caye           

but minus the lots that have been sold and paid in full, deeded to Sittee River Wildlife                 

Reserve (SRWR).  

3. Register the update of the SRWR Articles of Association (AOAs) with the Government             

of Belize (GOB). 

4. Register the Restrictive Covenants, Conditions and Easements (RCC&Es) against all          

SRWR owned real estate, including lots that have not been paid in full. 

5. Publish a Request For Proposals (RFP) to send to prospective developers. The RFP must              

identify minimum requirements for completing the infrastructure and a prioritized list of            

amenities. 

6. Select and contract with one developer for the project. It may be beneficial to subcontract               

to other developers for different aspects of the development and the bridge. 

7. After all of the above is completed, each owner-claimant will be offered the opportunity              

to continue with New Sanctuary or withdraw from New Sanctuary. 

a. Owners that have not yet paid in full who choose to withdraw will have no further                

obligations with respect to New Sanctuary and will not receive further           

distributions beyond what was received per #1 above. 

b. Existing “titled” lot owners that elect not to continue with New Sanctuary and do              

not become SRWR members, will not have access to any SRWR amenities and             

services, not be subject to the RCC&Es, nor will they receive any possible future              

distributions. 
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c. Owners that have not yet paid in full who elect to continue with lot payments in                

New Sanctuary, will resume making payments (interest-free for 10 years),          

become full and equal SRWR members, be subject to the SRWR RCC&Es, and             

be eligible to receive any possible future distributions. 

d. Owners who have paid in full, who may or may not have the title to their land,                 

that elect to continue with New Sanctuary, will become full and equal SRWR             

members, and be subject to the SRWR RCC&Es, and be eligible to receive future              

distributions. 

e. Once the developers are on contract and construction has resumed, New           

Sanctuary will fully transition out of receivership and will then be under the             

oversight of the elected SRWR Board of Directors in accordance with the SRWR             

AOAs. 

COMPENSATION OPTION A 

Divide the resources currently held by the Receiver as described in the FTC’s redress              

plan. Specifically, distribute the FTC’s estimated percentage (~15%)1 cash back to all lot owners              

based on the dollars they have invested to date in the project (including lot payments, interest,                

GST, etc.), but with no requirement to continue with New Sanctuary. 

COMPENSATION OPTION B 

Option B enables a partially-paid lot owner to enjoy cost avoidance in the form of a                

discount of up to 25% off the original contract price. It is also more equitable to partially-paid                 

and fully-paid lot owners who are unable to benefit from cost avoidance in the form of a discount                  

on their contract price.  

1 Note that 15% is the FTC’s estimate for the amount of cash back that will be paid to owner-claimants based on                      
their individual investments in the project, but the actual percentage could vary depending on the amount of cash                  
available to make redress payments to owner-claimants. The FTC has admitted that the amount could be $0.                 
Furthermore, the FTC has not clarified whether this would be the same or different for Kanantik and Sanctuary                  
owner-claimants. Regardless, this will be referred to “FTC’s estimated percentage.” 
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The contract discount an owner qualifies for is based on the number of years the owner                

agrees to retain their lot. 

● 1 year:    5% 

● 2 years: 10% 

● 3 years: 15% 

● 4 years: 20% 

● 5 years: 25% 

Accordingly, each owner is afforded one of the following options: 

1. Full Contract Discount / No Percentage Cash Back 

a. Contract Discount: maximum; the owner takes the full contract discount to avoid            

paying money 

b. Cash Back: none; the owner does not get any cash back because they get the               

benefit of tens of thousands of dollars in cost avoidance 

2. Partial Contract Discount / Partial Percentage Cash Back  

a. Contract Discount: partial; the owner takes less than the maximum possible           

discount on their lot to avoid paying money 

b. Cash Back: partial; for every 5% the owner gets in a contract discount, the              

amount of the FTC’s estimated percentage cash back decreases by ⅕  

c. Example: A 5 year commitment entitles the owner to up to 25% discount on their               

lot price. If they apply only a 10% discount to the lot price, instead of the full                 

25% they were entitled to (based on a 5 year commitment), they will get ⅗ of the                 

FTC’s estimated percentage cash back on what they have invested in the project. 

3. No Contract Discount / Full Percentage Cash Back 

a. Contract Discount: none; an owner cannot benefit from any discount on their lot             

because they have already paid in full or, the new discounted lot price results in               

an overpayment situation. 

b. Cash Back: 
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i. The owner gets the full amount of the FTC’s estimated percentage cash            

back on what they paid in to the project  

ii. In addition, the owner gets ½ of the FTC’s estimated percentage cash back             

on the delta between what they have already paid in compared to what             

would have been the new discounted contract price per the model 

c. Example: A 5 year commitment entitles the owner to up to 25% discount on their               

lot price. If that owner already paid $100k toward the lot and the new discounted               

price would be $75k, they will get ½ of the FTC’s estimated percentage cash back               

(e.g., ½ of 15% is 7.5%) on the delta of $25k ($1,875) 

4. Release Lot Back to Inventory with No Further Obligation / Full Percentage Cash Back 

a. Contract Discount: none 

b. Cash Back: the owner gets the full amount of the FTC’s estimated percentage             

cash back on what they have invested to date in the project  

SUMMARY 

This Owners’ Plan acknowledges the loss of all owner-claimants and provides a more             

equitable solution to those in a variety of situations. It also recognizes that we want the                

development to be as attractive as possible to a future developer, who will want more lots to                 

resell and will not want severely discounted lots (reduced receivables). Option A recognizes that              

the developer should be the one to decide how much lots are discounted as they are the ones who                   

must adhere to the court-ordered requirements and stipulations. If there were to be significant lot               

discounts given now, the pool of potential interested developers would be significantly depleted.  

If Option B wins out, we have provided an equitable approach for disbursements of the               

receivables and substantial discount to the partially-paid group to incent them to stay in the               

project. Though we have reduced the discount offered to the partially-paid group (compared to              

the FTC’s plan), they still receive the best deal out of all of owners via a significant cost                  
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avoidance. This is done in order to ensure that the development has a higher chance of                

completion. It is pointless to have people choosing to retain a highly discounted lot in the project                 

if there is nothing left to attract a developer to finish the project.  

REQUIRED DISCLOSURES 

There are many things the FTC and Receiver have not disclosed and have not agreed to                

disclose before requiring owner-claimants to make the decision to continue with or withdraw             

from New Sanctuary (and whatever option may be available for Kanantik). Much of what is               

being withheld is critical to making an informed decision. There must be full disclosure before               

owner-claimants are required to make a decision that has significant financial consequences. 

There must be full disclosure by the FTC and Receiver regarding the state of Kanantik               

Belize and their plans for Kanantik and the options available to Kanantik lot owners in advance.                

Many Kanantik owner-claimants would prefer to keep their lot(s) in Kanantik and have that              

property developed, but it is not clear whether that is a viable option. In addition, all information                 

about Sanctuary Belize must be provided to Kanantik lot owners given the FTC’s proposal is to                

incentivize Kanantik lot owners to “swap” their Kanantik lot for a Sanctuary lot. Kanantik lot               

owners must know what type of lots they would be offered in Sanctuary, to include size and                 

location, and whether there would be any increase in price for a Sanctuary lot before they are                 

required to make a decision regarding what is best for them. 

The Receiver’s fees need to be reined in. An allowance of $500k should be set aside for                 

them to assist with the monitoring and enforcement of the plan designed by the owners and                

consultants and executed by a future developer. Those restrictions will not be burdensome or              

overly restrictive so as not to deter a potential buyer. 
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All additional expenditures, including but not limited to HOA fees, dues, assessments,            

levies, taxation (outside government stated taxes) and any other cost that, if undisclosed, could              

have a negative impact on the wellbeing and future endeavors of the owners, must be disclosed                

prior to any decision being made. The Receiver has been paid handsomely to run the property for                 

two years so the numbers should be known and must be disclosed.  

Once all data is disclosed, each owner-claimant should be able to make a more informed               

decision.  

CONCLUSION 

We trust that the court recognizes that though the owners were given incomplete             

information and a very limited time to respond in opposition to the FTC’s proposed redress plan,                

we have nonetheless worked to provide a framework for a plan that is more equitable to all                 

owner-claimants. As more data is disclosed by the FTC and the Receiver, we will be able to                 

refine the Owners’ Plan based on that additional information. We appeal to the mercy of your                

honor to approve the Owners’ Plan and to allow the owner-claimants to have a say in how the                  

consumer redress is carried out and the future direction of the development in Belize. We will                

require and look forward to a true collaboration with the FTC and Receiver to do so. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF MARYLAND 

TO: THE HONORABLE PETER J. MESSITTE, UNITED STATES DISTRICT 

JUDGE, TO THE PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL, AND OTHER PARTIES IN 

INTEREST: 

Introduction 

Several members of the Consumer Committee as well as many owners from Kanantik             

and Sanctuary who offer several different perspectives have had input to this response to the               

FTC’s Redress Plan (Document 1117). This is a collective set of objections made by all               

concerned. While this is only a subset of the problems with the FTC’s plan, for there are too                  

many to address, it is perhaps some of the most egregious. 

“Equitable But Not Perfectly Equal Treatment” (page 3 of 14) 

The FTC Redress Plan does not emphasize that consumers’ opportunities for recovery            

correlate with their injury. Instead, the FTC contrives mathematical hypotheticals and creates            

artificial numbers such as “seller deceptive price” in an attempt to sell the flawed plan to this                 
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Court. The only number that matters in any consistent redress calculation is the actual amount of                

money a consumer paid into the project per their original lot contract . The owners disagree with                

the FTC that “perfect equity is impossible.” Paying consumers a percentage of their actual              

investment in the development makes the most sense.  There is nothing more equitable than that.  

 

B. Defendants’ Malfeasance Limits Redress Possibilities. (Page 4 of 14) 

The FTC has known the scope of the losses since day one. It was broadcast at the press                  

conference on 11/08/2018. Bemoaning those losses now and blaming the defendants does not             

alter the fact the FTC’s plan is decidedly biased, inequitable, and damaging to certain classes of                

owners. The FTC states, “This ‘limited fund’ exacerbates the problem facing the Court and FTC               

in many ways; for instance, it means that increasing the recovery of any particular lot purchaser                

or class of lot purchasers necessarily decreases the recovery another lot purchaser or class of               

lot purchasers will enjoy .” In their plan the FTC is redistributing the funds others paid and is                 

using those funds as a discount vehicle to incentivize “partially-paid” lot owners to adopt their               

plan -- effectively buying votes with other owners’ money and hurting the chances of completing               

the development.  

 

II. The Redress Plan Involves Informational, Election, and Implementation Phases 

B. During the Election Phase, Lot Purchasers Will Have a Clear Choice           

Between Remedies. (Page 5 of 14) 

● The FTC plan does not present a “Clear Choice.” The Committee has identified             

many items critical to owners making informed decisions that are not present in the FTC’s plan.                

There must be full disclosure.  
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● Additionally, see the footnote on page 5, “Pro rata distribution means eligible            

consumers will recover cash proportional to their lot payments relative to other eligible             

consumers. ” Distributions should not be determined relative to “other eligible consumers''. The            

only accurate and consistent metric for redress is the actual amount of money a consumer paid                

into the project to date. What “Consumer X” paid for their lot has no bearing on what “Consumer                  

Y” paid. Mixing the two culminates is a redistribution of assets, which is by no means equitable.                 

Another way to look at this is every dollar an owner paid in should be treated like a share, and                    

each owner should receive a dividend according to the amount of shares they have." 

 

● No Downside To Participation. (Page 8 of 14) 

“The FTC strongly recommends that lot purchasers participate” by opting in to the             

FTC’s proposed Redress Plan. This is the only way their plan can “work”, take value from the                 

“fully paid” class of owners and redistribute it to another group. How has the fraud been                

mitigated for the “fully paid” owners in this model? This is in no way equitable. Furthermore, the                 

FTC does not account for the possibility of the “fully paid” group opting out and keeping their                 

land anyway.  That could be 575 lots. 

 

IV. The Redress Plan Contains Additional Features That Address Certain Difficult Issues 

● Constructive Trust (Page 9 of 14) 

Footnote 10 states, “The Redress Plan is broader because it includes significant            

additional assets the FTC and Receiver have recovered from other Defendants and Relief             

Defendants.” 

The vast majority of the recovered assets in this matter are from Atlantic International              

Bank (AIB). The point of these monetary recoveries is to benefit the victims. The victims with                
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the most to lose are the “fully-paid” consumers for they have paid the most and lost the most and                   

are the most at risk. The FTC states that the “fully-paid” owners are “misguided” for               

understanding the FTC plan to be detrimental to them. The real numbers show that owners’               

feelings are very accurate (see Appendix A). Furthermore, despite what may have been good              

intentions by the FTC, their action against AIB actually harmed consumers they intended to help.               

Many owners have reported losing up to 50% of their assets as a result of the FTC action against                   

AIB. Those owners (in both Sanctuary and Kanantik) were victimized by the fraud perpetrated              

by the defendants. As a result of the FTC action against AIB, those owners were victimized                

again by losing 50% of their holdings in the bank. If that was not bad enough, they were                  

victimized a third time with the FTC Redress plan, which harms “fully-paid” owners.  

 

V. The Redress Plan Properly Prioritizes Actual Loss Over Percentage Paid. (Page 10            

of 14)  

The title of this section is a misnomer and the arguments disingenuous. The FTC plan               

revolves around the percentage paid in, until you reach the point of diminishing returns. It is vital                 

that consumers understand that it is not just those who have fully paid that are removed from the                  

compensation formula. Those who have paid in more than the amount of the new discounted lot                

price also fail to receive any additional benefit.  

In excluding the duration of the investment, inflation against the purchase value and lost              

income revenue (in the form of an opportunity cost), it is the FTC that is misguided in failing to                   

comprehend the basic fundamentals of investment principles and provide a truthful perspective            

to the court of what they are really doing. The “Time Value of Money” is used in all investment                   

models, mortgages, speculation, present value of a future asset, bond purchases with the yield              
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discounted from par, leasing, even the state of MD uses time value of money for lump sum                 

lottery calculation payouts, yet this most basic principle in the finance world is conspicuously              

absent from the FTC model. Providing that detail (as the owners have done) exposes the FTC’s                

gaps and presents a more accurate representation of the damage being done to the “fully paid”                

group. (See Appendix A models - “How Much Have You Really Lost By Fully Paying?”) 

 

(Page 11 of 14) – “Second, focusing on those consumers that partially-paid for their lots ignores                

the corresponding risk such consumers may have to assume—many such consumers will have to              

invest additional money without any guarantee. “ 

● That “corresponding significant risk” has unequivocally been suffered by the          

“fully-paid” group, in some cases more than a decade ago. They have had the highest               

exposure for the longest time and have lost the most (a legitimate fear articulated by the                

FTC’s own statement)  “Assuming the lots are worthless – which is possible”  

 

“Third, a proposal that links compensation to a percentage-paid analysis creates arbitrary            

results. This is because the fraud tainting the defendants’ original contract prices rendered those              

prices untethered to anything beyond amounts the defendants thought they could collect. “ 

 

● This is how business works. Items are sold for the most the seller thinks they can                

get for their product. Those owners agreed to pay that amount for their lot(s) and this is the only                   

constant in play. It had nothing to do with what others paid at the time of purchase and it has                    

nothing to do with what the lots are valued at today. The issue here is equitable compensation                 

based on the amount of money a lot owner actually put into the project.  

5 
 

Attachment G at 5

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 70 of 92



(FTC notation 11, (Document 1117 Page 11) The costliness of risk is demonstrated by the fact                

that riskier investments, compared to less risky investments, typically sell for a lower price or               

offer a higher average rate of return. 

 

● If anything, “fully-paid” owners should get a higher percentage of recovery           

because of the greater investment and associated risk they take. The FTC’s plan suggests that               

risk is higher for the “partially-paid” group. How can that be? The fraud has supposedly stopped,                

and the “partially-paid” owners have not invested as much money as the “fully-paid” consumers              

have. The “partially-paid” owners have a choice to continue whereas the “fully paid” owners do               

not. The “partially-paid” will also avoid having to pay the full purchase price due to the FTC                 

offering significant discounts as incentives with other owners’ money. The FTC argument is             

unsubstantiated and without merit. Common sense and basic math do not support the FTC’s              

capricious statements. 

 

● Under the FTC plan, the “partially-paid” owners benefit far more than anyone            

else because they get the same percentage cash distribution (as “fully-paid”), plus up to an               

additional 35% discount on the lot with a 10-year interest-free payment plan. The FTC offers               

these incentives in an attempt to get partial consumers to “opt-in” and unfairly prioritize a               

section of the “partially-paid” owners at the expense of others.  

 

Fourth, although there are theoretical, unlikely scenarios in which a fully-paid consumer will             

fare worse than a partially-paid neighbor with an identical lot, there are also theoretical              

scenarios in which the same fully-paid consumer will fare better than a neighbor who owes a                
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balance on an identical lot. It simply depends on how much Defendants charged for the               

(theoretical) identical lot, which is arbitrary: 

 

● The FTC’s hypothetical examples and explanations around Arthur, Bertha, and          

Cristobal ignore the fact that Arthur has borne the most risk for the longest time, has a fully                  

sunken cost, and has already effectively “opted-in” (by being “fully paid”). Arthur has the              

greater potential loss which is significantly greater than either Bertha or Cristobal who will have               

lost a fraction of the money Arthur has if they chose to leave. Arthur, Bertha, and Cristobal all                  

agreed to pay the price they did for the lot. Regardless of the model the FTC wants to invoke                   

now, no one forced them to either buy at all or to buy at those prices. Maybe Cristobal bought                   

five (5) years after Arthur. Maybe Arthur and Bertha are better negotiators than Cristobal.              

Maybe the fact that Arthur and Bertha paid in full got them the discount which would explain the                  

difference in price. The redress plan needs to focus on compensating actual monies invested, not               

perceived ones. Furthermore, if Cristobal had paid in full, the loss would have been more               

devastating and would not support the FTC’s argument. (See ‘Key Mathematical Data Points Not              

Considered By FTC’ on page 10) 

 

FTC Footnote – page 12 - 13 - Importantly, various conceptual ways to reduce this particular                

theoretical imbalance will necessarily make remaining in New Sanctuary a less attractive option             

for non-fully paid lot purchasers, which is a result that strongly cuts against lot purchasers’               

collective welfare.  
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● The “fully-paid” owners, who experienced the same fraud as the “partially-paid”           

owners, should not have to foot the bill to keep some of the “partially-paid” owners engaged in                 

the project. In the Belize Consumer Committee and Owners Redress Plan , filed with the court               

the “partially-paid” lot owners still receive heavier discounts and incentives beyond any other             

class of owner but it is not at the expense of the other groups in contrast to the FTC plan.  

 

AREAS SUPPORTING DISCRIMINATION AGAINST FULLY PAID OWNERS 

 

● The FTC’s plan targets a single classification of owners that it deems (incorrectly)             

are wealthy enough to withstand another financial blow in this protracted saga. Clearly, this is a                

re-distribution of monies from one group to another and executed under the guise of an equitable                

solution. This would result in an unequitable burden not shared by any other classification of lot                

purchaser. It is the antithesis of the FTC’s claim of “not favoring one group over another.” 

● The FTC stated during the trial that “owners were buying lots as far back as               

2010.” The “Time Value of Money” becomes a factor here -- monies invested in Kanantik and/or                

Sanctuary were done so at the opportunity cost of other investment vehicles. Conversely, other              

groups who could not afford or chose not to pay off their lots were able to retain their assets and                    

draw revenue from them.  

● It is the "fully-paid" group that took the most risk and, thus, should not be               

punished for simply adhering to the terms of their deal. This class of lot owners had the                 

wherewithal or otherwise found a way (e.g., using savings or liquidating other assets) to pay for                

their commitment—this financial sacrifice should not be used as a sword against them or be a                

tool the FTC now uses to exclude "fully-paid" owners from compensation they are rightly due. 
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● At the suggestion of the defendants, “Self Directed 401Ks” were used as an             

option to fund the purchase of lots. Those retirement monies are gone and those lot purchasers                

were potentially subjected to taxable penalties. The other groups may have exposure to this              

method but the losses are likely limited as compared to the burden carried by the “fully-paid"                

group.  

● The FTC has asserted to the consumers numerous times that “unless the purchase             

price was lowered or all amenities were provided, the fraud would continue.” The FTC’s plan               

results in the “fully-paid” class of lot owners being punished twice—defrauded by the defendants              

and now excluded by the FTC.  

● The FTC admits that any "pro-rata distribution" may be nothing because there            

may be no funds to distribute in the end. If that is the result, the "fully-paid" group will see no                    

compensation at all and the only group that would get any compensation would be some of the                 

“partially paid” group via a cost avoidance. 

● The "fully-paid" group does not share in any of the benefits yielded from             

negotiations and protections the FTC has arranged with the Government of Belize, yet those              

owners are expected to pay for it. Requests have been made to standardize the taxation on lot                 

purchases and not artificially inflate the valuation of the land (which has happened to fully paid                

members). This is a positive move by the FTC. However, many in the "fully-paid" group have                

already suffered that burden alone, paying tens of thousands of dollars more in taxation in               

excessive land evaluations, far more than what was paid for the lot. This is another burden                

incurred by the "fully-paid" and “titled” group not shared by the others. 

● The "fully-paid" group has lost the assistance provided by the FTC on obtaining             

titles, many of us spending thousands of dollars over several years to obtain them.  
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KEY MATHEMATICAL DATA POINTS NOT CONSIDERED BY FTC 

 

The objective mathematical data is clear and does not require an analysis of contrived              

metaphors or a color glossy brochure to sell it to the populus.  

Sanctuary has 474 “paid-in full” lots1 yielding $77,346,642.82 in revenue. That is an             

average lot cost of $163,179. The inflation for the last decade was recorded as 1.75% (not                

subjective). The average ‘blended asset classes portfolio’ rate of return of the last 5 years was                

0.0752%  and for the last 10 years 0.0915%  (see JP Morgan Data in Appendix A)  

As stated above, these elements are essential in calculating any investment that has             

“time” associated with it. When these two metrics are considered, there is another $14,787              

additional loss in inflation and a staggering loss in interest income of $88,990 over a 5-year                

period to a “fully-paid” owner who purchased a single lot in 2016 at the average price point. That                  

means the average price of $163,179 is really $252,170 for a “fully-paid” owner. The cost is                

more if you take into account that the asset (the lot, in this case) has depreciated in value from                   

the purchase price as most would agree they have.  

There are tectonic differences in the actual price paid by two different groups of owners               

with the same lot price. This is not equitable. 

 

 

 

1 Data provided by Robb Evans on February 2nd, 2021. In full disclosure, these numbers were 
reported as “not perfect” based upon the defendants recording keeping (or lack thereof).  
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In a specific real life example (image below), an owner purchased a lot in 2006 (15 years ago)                  

and paid $72,100. 15 years later, that owner has a loss of $232,302.10 when you consider                

inflation and lost interest income. This model does not take into consideration any depreciation              

of the lot value, which is surely the case. 
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Group Type Avg Lot Price FTC Discount Total Cost - Owner 

Partially Paid $163,179 35% $106,066 

Fully Paid $163,179 0% $252,170 
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That gross revenue number, $77,346,642.82, represents 77.3% of the money the FTC alleges was              

the subject of the defendants’ fraud. That money came from the people the FTC has targeted to                 

receive no discount on the lot purchase price of their land. It could be argued that the                 

“fully-paid” group should be entitled to 77.3% of receivables and split that money between them.               

However, because that result would not be equitable, the “fully-paid” group of lot owners is not                

requesting that. This exercise demonstrates the inequity of the FTC’s approach and highlights             

the fact that the owners can arrive at a more equitable plan on their own (reference the Belize                  

Consumer Committee and Owners Redress Plan). People with nothing invested in this project             

should not be telling the people who have millions invested what is best for them. The FTC’s                 

plan ignores the fact that providing no lot discount compensation to a group of aggrieved lot                

owners that are responsible for 77.3% of the total amount taken in by the defendants’ fraud is                 

also inequitable.  

Conclusion 

Ignoring the voices and direction of the Committee—when it was created for precisely             

that reason—evidences the FTC’s motives to push through its plan as opposed to creating a plan                

that is equitable for all classes of aggrieved lot owners. The Court, and all owners should reject                 

the FTC’s plan, require full disclosure, and allow all lot owners to have input and options                

moving forward. The Court should compel the FTC to engage in meaningful dialog with the               

Committee to achieve an equitable plan for all lot owners. The information being withheld by the                

FTC should be released to the owners such that they can all make informed decisions. It is the                  

lot owners’ money that is being spent to fund the Receiver. The lot owners should be heard, their                  

input considered, and their concerns heeded—that is what equity dictates.  
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APPENDIX A - Financial Model 

How Much Have You Really Lost Over 5 years 
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Average Lot Price  
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Blended Asset Classes Portfolio - Rate of Return 

Source - J.P Morgan Chase - Guide to the Market - 
https://am.jpmorgan.com/us/en/asset-management/adv/insights/market-insights/guide-to-the-ma

rkets/
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APPENDIX B - FTC Redress Plan Omissions 

● Disclosures concerning the terms for the Sanctuary Restrictive Covenants, Conditions          

and Easements (RCC&Es). The FTC’s plan minimizes the RCC&Es and lacks any discussion of              

them.  
● Disclosures concerning the Sanctuary Articles of Association, the governing document          

regarding the land itself yet the FTC omits them entirely. 

● Details concerning the intended amount or scope of HOA dues. What will they be used               

for? Who must pay them and to whom are they paid? When and how are they collected? Where                  

will the HOA be incorporated? 

● Details concerning “Assessments'' or the caps of those assessments. What will these            

monies be used for” Who pays them and to whom are they paid? Are they the same for                  

everyone? Do they differ based on the location of your property? 

● Consideration of what happens if no buyer (for Kanantik and/or Sanctuary) is found?             

What, exactly, have the owners who opted in agreed to? How long can the project last?  

● Consideration of what happens if an owner has an unencumbered lot now – are they               

forced to take the terms of the new arrangement without knowing them? 

● Consideration of what happens if all “474 fully paid” lot owners from Sanctuary, plus the               

101 “fully paid” lot owners from Kanantik decide to leave (there is no incentive to stay) and                 

keep the land they have paid for in full (and have or will get title) and “opt-out”. They still own                    

their lots, just deciding not to accept a “yet to be determined” set of covenants? Can Sanctuary                 

survive with half the lot owners opting out?  

● The state of Kanantik Belize, plans for Kanantik, and options available to Kanantik lot              

owners. Many Kanantik owner-claimants would prefer to keep their lot(s) in Kanantik and have              

that property developed, but it is not clear whether that is a viable option. In addition, all                 

information about Sanctuary must be provided to Kanantik lot owners given the FTC’s proposal              

is to incentivize Kanantik lot owners to “swap” their Kanantik lot for a Sanctuary lot. Kanantik                

lot owners must know what type of lots they would be offered in Sanctuary, to include size and                  

location, and whether there would be any increase in price for a Sanctuary lot. 

17 
 

Attachment G at 17

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 82 of 92



Attachment H 

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 83 of 92



Attachment H at 1

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 84 of 92



Attachment I 

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 85 of 92



Attachment I at 1

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 86 of 92



Attachment J 

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 87 of 92



Attachment J at 1

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 88 of 92



A
ttachm

ent J at 2

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 89 of 92



Attachment K 

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 90 of 92



3/3/2021 Gmail - 28-USC-Owners-Plan -  has been signed

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=24072e7674&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1693240640354384046&simpl=msg-f%3A16932406403… 1/2

28-USC-Owners-Plan - has been signed 
1 message

New Sanctuary Website <newsanctuaryowners@gmail.com> Wed, Mar 3, 2021 at 2:35 PM
To:

Sign Legally Binding Documents using a WordPress website 

Document has been signed

Document Name: 28-USC-Owners-Plan -
Document ID: (f0e1e08885e4b39a76a32069ba30ebca6cfe6fa7)

From:New Sanctuary Website (newsanctuaryowners@gmail.com)

Hi

All signees have signed this document. 
Audit Trail Serial#: 83aea3ee505faa159455fbb5604f0a05

View Signed Document

Warning: Do not forward this email to others or else they will have access to your
document (on your behalf).

What is WP E-Signature?
WP E-Signature by Approve Me is the fastest way to sign and send documents
using WordPress. Save a tree (and a stamp). Instead of printing, signing and
uploading your contract, the document signing process is completed using your
WordPress website. You have full control over your data - it never leaves your
server.  
No monthly fees - Easy to use WordPress plugin. Learn more
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3/3/2021 Gmail - 28-USC-Owners-Plan - has been signed
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28-usc-owners-plan _215_03-Mar-2021.pdf 
75K

Attachment K at 2

Case 1:18-cv-03309-PJM   Document 1182-3   Filed 03/12/21   Page 92 of 92


	PXC Slipsheets.pdf
	PXA

	Freeman Declaration.pdf
	PXC Slipsheets
	Att. A- landing page.pdf
	PXC Slipsheets
	Att. B- home subpage.pdf
	PXC Slipsheets
	Att. C- FTC redress plan subpage.pdf
	PXC Slipsheets
	Att. D- 1137-MEMORANDUM-ORDER.pdf
	show_temp.pdf
	1show_temp.pdf
	2show_temp.pdf

	PXC Slipsheets
	Att. E- 1175-Correspondence re Response to FTC Redress Plan.pdf
	show_temp.pdf
	1show_temp.pdf
	2show_temp.pdf
	3show_temp.pdf

	PXC Slipsheets
	Att. F-Belize Consumer Committee and Owners Redress Plan.pdf
	PXC Slipsheets
	Att. G-Consumer Committee Owner Response To FTC-Redress Plan.pdf
	PXC Slipsheets
	Att. H- Owners Plan Form with Info_Redacted.pdf
	PXC Slipsheets
	Att. I- Declaration Confirmation_Redacted.pdf
	PXC Slipsheets
	Att. J- Signed Declaration_Redacted.pdf
	PXC Slipsheets
	Att. K- March 3 2021 Gmail_Redacted.pdf



