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- IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO
Criminal Case No. 12-cr-00039-RBJ
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
V.
1. ROGER KEITH HOWARD,

Defendant.

PLEA AGREEMENT

The United States of America (the government), by and through Assistant United
States Attorneys Suneeta Hazra and Thomas M. O’'Rourke, and the defendant Roger
Keith Howard, personally and by counsel, Lisa M. Wayne, submit the following Plea
Agreement pursuant to D.C.COLO.LCrR 11.1.

I. AGREEMENT

The defendant agrees to plead guilty to four counts of the Indictment: Counts 1,
17, and 19, each charging a violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1343,
and Count 21, charging a violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1957(a)
and 2. The defendant also agrees to admit the forfeiture allegation in the Indictment.

The defendant agrees that in computing the United States Sentencing Guide-
lines, the court will consider not only the conduct directly relating to the counts of con-

viction but also relevant conduct, as set out below.

The defendant agrees to forfeit to the United States immediately and voluntarily m——
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any and all assets and property, or portions thereof, subject to forfeiture under Title 18,
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United States Code, Section 981(a)(1)(C), and Title 28, United States Code, Section
2461(c). The defendant also consents to a money judgment in the amount of the pro-
ceeds that he obtained as a result of the violations charged in Counts 1, 17, and 19 of
the Indictment.

The defendant agrees that the forfeiture described herein is not excessive and
that the conduct described below provides a sufficient factual and statutory basis for the
forfeiture of the assets and property described above.

The defendant agrees that he will not object to this court entering a preliminary
order of forfeiture pursuant to Rule 32.2(b)(2)(A) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Pro-
cedure. The defendant consents pursuant to Rule 32.2(b)(4)(A) of the Federal Rules of
Criminal Procedure that the preliminary order of forfeiture shall be final as to him at the
time it is entered notwithstanding the requirement that it be made a part of the sentence
and be included in the judgment.

The United States Attorney’s Office for the District of Colorado agrees to make
its best efforts to convert, by the remission and/or restoration processes, the proceeds
of forfeited assets to restitution for victims identified in a restitution order in this case.
The United States Attorney’s Office for the District of Colorado agrees that it will recom-
mend to the Attorney General of the United States the restoration of forfeited funds to
any person who is named in a restitution order in this case and who qualifies as a victim
pursuant to the applicable regulations or to recommend remission to any such person
who submits a petition for remission, provided that the petition and the person comply
with, and qualify under, the appropriate regulations. In the event that the Attorney Gen-

eral refuses to grant any such petitions that may be filed by the victims in this case, for-
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feiture of the defendant’s assets shall not be treated as satisfaction of any fine, restitu-
tion, cost of imprisonment, or any other penalty that this court might impose in this
case.

The government agrees that at the time of sentencing it will move to dismiss
Counts 2 through 13, 15, 18, and 20 as those counts relate to this defendant.

This is an agreement pursuant to Rule 11(c)(1)(A) of the Federal Rules of Crim-
inal Procedure.

Il. ELEMENTS OF THE OFFENSES

The parties agree that the elements of the offenses to which these pleas are
being tendered are as follows:

A. Counts 1, 17, and 19

1. The defendant knowingly devised, intended to devise, or participated in a
scheme to defraud or to obtain money by means of false or fraudulent pretenses, rep-
resentations, or promises.

2. The defendant acted with specific intent to defraud or to obtain money by
means of false or fraudulent pretenses, representations, or promises.

3. The defendant used or caused the use of interstate wire communications
facilities for the purpose of carrying out the scheme.

4. The scheme employed false or fraudulent pretenses, representations, or
promises that were material.
10th Cir. Crim. Jury Instr. 2.57 (2011); United States v. Caldwell, 560 F.3d 1214, 1218

(10th Cir. 2009), quoting United States v. Turner, 551 F.3d 657, 664 (7th Cir. 2008).
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B. Count 21
“The essential elements of a § 1957 violation are that (1) the defendant engage
or attempt to engage (2) in a monetary transaction (3) in criminally derived property (4)
knowing that the property is derived from unlawful activity, and (5) the property is, in
fact, derived from ‘specified unlawful activity.” United States v. Lovett, 964 F.2d 1029,
1041 (10th Cir.), cert. denied, 506 U.S. 857 (1992), quoting 18 U.S.C. § 1957(a).

lll. STATUTORY PENALTIES

Counts 1, 17, and 19: The maximum statutory penalty for each violation of Title

18, United States Code, Section 1343, as charged in Counts 1, 17, and 19, is: Not more
than twenty years’ imprisonment; a fine of not more than $250,000, or not more than
the greater of twice the gross pecuniary gain or twice the gross pecuniary loss resulting
from the offense, or both a fine and imprisonment; not more than three years super-
vised release; a $100 special assessment fee; plus restitution.

Count 21: The maximum statutory penalty for the violation of Title 18, United
States Code, Section 1957(a), as charged in Count 21, is a term of imprisonment of not
more than ten years, a fine of not more than $250,000, or twice the value of the prop-
erty involved in the transaction, whichever is greater, or both a fine and imprisonment; a
term of supervised release of not more than three years; a $100 special assessment
fee; and restitution.

The Court will impose a separate sentence on each count of conviction and may,
to the extent permitted by law, impose such sentences either concurrently with or con-

secutively to each other.
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If probation or supervised release is imposed, a violation of any condition of pro-
bation or supervised release may result in a separate prison sentence and additional
supervision.

IV. COLLATERAL CONSEQUENCES

The convictions may cause the loss of civil rights, including but not limited to the
rights to possess firearms, vote, hold elected office, and sit on a jury.

V. STIPULATION OF FACTS

The parties agree that there is a factual basis for the guilty pleas that the de-
fendant will tender pursuant to this plea agreement. That basis is set forth below. Be-
cause the Court must, as part of its sentencing methodology, compute the advisory
guideline range for the offenses of conviction, consider relevant conduct, and consider
the other factors set forth in Title 18, United States Code, Section 3553, additional facts
may be included below which are pertinent to those considerations and computations.
To the extent the parties disagree about the facts set forth below, the stipulation of facts
identifies which facts are known to be in dispute at the time of the execution of the plea
agreement.

This stipulation of facts does not preclude either party from hereafter presenting
the Court with additional facts which do not contradict facts to which the parties have
stipulated and which are relevant to the Court's guideline computations, to other Sec-
tion 3553 factors, or to the Court's overall sentencing decision.

The parties agree that the date on which relevant conduct began is on or about

July 19, 2006. The parties agree as follows:
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A. Background
In 2006 and 2007, the defendant Roger Keith Howard devised' and participated

in three similar but separate mortgage-fraud schemes. The first scheme involved the
sales of twenty-six town homes in a development known as Oliveglen Villas on East
Princeton Place, Aurora, Colorado. The second scheme involved the sale of a resi-
dence in Castle Rock, Colorado, and the third a house in Denver, Colorado.

During the relevant times, Howard operated under two business names: (1)
Spring Creek Mortgage and Real Estate Services, a limited liability company that he
created in May 2006, and (2) Open Range Developm>ent LLC, which he registered on
July 19, 2006. Howard controlled bank accounts in the names of both companies.

Also at the relevant time, Howard’s co-defendant, Oai Luong, worked for a com-
pany that processed mortgage loan applications on behalf of potential home buyers.
Both Howard and Luong had offices in the same building in Centennial, Colorado.

B. Oliveglen Villas

By the middle of 2006, the developer of Oliveglen Villas had accumulated an
inventory of unsold town homes. At that time, two real estate agents attempted to ob-
tain the right to buy some of the town homes, but they were unsuccessful because they
were unable to make a required $250,000 escrow payment. The agents then were re-
ferred to Howard, who told them that he could arrange for individuals, whom he de-
scribed as investors, to purchase the properties.

In August 2006, Luong obtained $250,000, using funds loaned by another

'"Howard contests that he devised the scheme.

6
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individual. A few days later, the real estate agents’ com- pany and the developer

entered into a contract allowing the agents’ company to assign the rights to buy the
town homes to third-party purchasers. The contract listed a “Min- imum Price” and a
lower “Wholesale Price” for each property, the former being the min- imum amount for
which a house could be sold. The contract provided that, for each sale, the developer
(who was the seller of the properties) authorized the payment of a “service fee” to Open
Range Development. The fee would equal the difference be- tween the “Wholesale
Price” and the sales price.

Howard persuaded seventeen individuals, his so-called investors, to purchase
the town homes. Several of the individuals earlier had bought other properties through
Howard, some had heard him speak at seminars, and one received a “cold call” from
Howard’s assistant. Others were referred by word-of-mouth.

Howard promised these individuals that he would find renters for the town
homes, that he would manage the properties, and that he would pay any differences
between the rental incomes and the buyers’ mortgage payments. Howard explained to
the individuals that he would assist their renters in improving their credit ratings so that
the renters later could purchase the properties. Howard persuaded the individuals to
buy the town homes by assuring them that they would not be required to bring any
money to the closings and by promising that after the closings they would be paid,
usually $25,000 per home.

Between September 14, 2006, and March 20, 2007, the seventeen individuals
used the proceeds of mortgage loans to purchase the twenty-six town homes. The

prices ranged from $445,000 to $565,000. (Some individuals bought more than one

7
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home. Two of them, a married couple, jointly bought two homes.) Each sale price was
above the “minimum” stated in the contract with the developer.

Howard arranged for the individuals to obtain the mortgage loans, and in doing
so he knowingly caused the applications for those mortgages to include false or mis-
leading information or omit material information.

Many of the applications overstated borrowers’ monthly incomes, often claiming
incomes were more than double the actual amounts. (Many of the loans were “stated
income” loans, meaning mortgage brokers or lenders did not verify the income amounts
that were stated on the applications.) For example, in February 6, 2007, applications
for loans to fund K.M.’s purchases of two town homes stated that her monthly income
was $15,057. As Howard knew, however, K.M.’s only income was what she and her
husband received from their business, which in 2006 and 2007 was between $60,000
and $80,000 per year. K.M.’s applications also stated falsely that she had gross rental
income of $12,650 per month.

Loan applications also contained false information about borrowers’ assets,
usually bank account balances. As part of the mortgage application process, a bor-
rower obtained from his or her bank a form known as a Request for Verification of De-
posit (VOD), which verified the balance of an account. The VODs accompanied the
applications when they were sent to lenders, and the account balances were stated on
the applications. In this case, VODs were misleading because Howard and others
working at his direction arranged for bank account balances to be inflated temporarily;

that is, money was deposited into the accounts and, after the balances were verified
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and the VODs were completed, the money was withdrawn. In one instance?, Howard
told a borrower, whose initials are M.M., that he (M.M.) did not have enough money in
his bank account to qualify for a mortgage. M.M. and Howard then met outside M.M.’s
bank, where Howard gave M.M. a $15,000 check and told him to deposit it into his ac-
count and get a verification of the balance. After making the deposit, M.M. delivered
the VOD and his own $15,000 check to Howard, who had been waiting outside the
bank. When M.M. asked Howard if what he did at the bank was legal, Howard re-
sponded, “Yes. | do it all the time.”

Another borrower who did not have a large enough bank account balance to
qualify for a mortgage was K.M. When Howard realized this, he asked Luong to obtain
$55,000. Knowing that the money would be used to assets on a loan application,
Luong borrowed that amount, receiving it in the form of two checks each payable to
K.M.’s business. Following Howard’s instruction, K.M. deposited the checks into her
business account and obtained a VOD, which verified the balance in her account was
$75,424. Later, K. M., again acting at Howard’s direction, returned the money by writing
a check payable to Spring Creek Mortgage. Howard then wrote a Spring Creek Mort-
gage check payable to a company controlled by the persons who loaned the money to
Luong.

The income amounts stated on the loan applications were material as was the
other false information provided to the lenders and the facts that were not disclosed to
them. The VODs were important because lenders required that borrowers had enough

cash on hand to make several months of mortgage payments.

’Howard disputes that this incident involving M.M. occurred.

9
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All of the town-home sales prices were supported by appraisals, most of which
were done by Z.W. Howard not only told Z.W. the appraisal amounts he wanted, but
he also misrepresented that the monthly rents for three comparable Oliveglen Villas
town homes were $3,000, $3,300 and $3,400, knowing that Z.W. would base his ap-
praisals in part on that information. As Howard knew, two of the three homes were
being rented for about $1,500 each and the other home was vacant.

All of the loan applications were approved, and all of the town-home purchases
were funded at the closings. The lenders caused their banks to wire-transfer the loan
proceeds to closing agents in Colorado.®

For each closing, the closing agent prepared a Settlement Statement, reflecting
that the disbursements of loan proceeds included a payment “from Seller's Funds at
Settlement” to Open Range Development. These payments were the “service fees”
mentioned in the contract with the developer; they ranged from $85,700 to $117,204.
After the closings, Howard used some of that money to make payments to all but one of
the buyers, but those payments were not disclosed to the lenders or their underwriters
and they were not disclosed on the Settlement Statements at the closings.* If the lend-
ers had known that loan proceeds were being used to make these payments, they
would have realized that the borrowers did not need the full loan amounts to buy the

homes. The lenders consequently would have required that the sales prices be re-

® A notification of the wire transfer described in Count 1 was transmitted from
outside Colorado to an account of the closing agent, Security Title Guaranty Company,
at Centennial Bank in Colorado.

4 The loan application of the borrower who was not paid was false in that it over-
stated her income and the value of her assets.

10
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duced by the amounts of the payments or they would not have made the loans.

Howard for a time wrote checks payable to the borrowers to cover the differ-
ences between rental incomes and mortgage payments, but he stopped doing so on
April 19, 2007. A few borrowers thereafter used their own money to make mortgage
payments, but eventually all of the mortgages went into default and the lenders fore-
closed. At that point, there were about twelve different lenders holding the mortgages
on the town homes, and they lost approximately $7,609,729.31.

C. McClure Lane

After Luong told him that a house at 5046 McClure Lane in Castle Rock, Colo-
rado, was for sale, Howard suggested to M.A. that he buy it. Howard represented to
M.A. that the house was being sold at a discount and that properties in the area would
appreciate twenty percent per year. Howard also told M.A. that he could refinance the
property after he bought it and thereby receive enough money to make the mortgage
payments for two years.

Howard was aware, however, that M.A. had ins‘ufficient assets to qualify for a
mortgage. So, he and Luong arranged for M.A.’s father to transfer $304,000 from a line
of credit to M.A.’s and his brother’s business account, raising the balance in that ac-
count to $332,220.47. On the same day, the bank prepared a VOD verifying that bal-
ance, and three days later, $304,000 was transferred out of the brothers’ account and
was used to pay down the father’s line of credit.

The fraudulent VOD was submitted to a lender along with M.A.’s application for a
mortgage. The application included the false statement that M.A.’s assets included a

bank account with a balance of $332,220.

11
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On the day of the closing, May 29, 2007, the lender caused its bank to make two
wire transfers of loan proceeds to the account of the closing agent, Security Title Guar-
anty Company, at Centennial Bank in Colorado — one in the amount of $1,209,399.52
and the other $239,532.71.° At the closing, Security Title distributed $254,433,54 of
those proceeds to the seller, who then transferred virtually all of those funds —
$253,433.54 — to Spring Creek Mortgage’s bank account. The seller was willing to
forfeit this money in order to get the property sold.

On June 1, 2007, one day after the $253,433.54 was deposited into the Spring
Creek Mortgage account, Howard transferred most of that money — $177,400 — to
M.A''s father’'s bank account, thereby reimbursing the father for funds he had advanced
to M.A. for closing costs. Howard retained the difference, just over $76,000.

Howard and Luong omitted to tell the lender that someone other than the buyer
had paid the closing costs and that loan proceeds were used to reimburse that person.
These were material omissions.

M.A. was unable to refinance as Howard had suggested, and he eventually failed
to make the mortgage payments. When the lender foreclosed, it lost $731,727.27.

D. South Fillmore Street

In March 2006, J.A. bought a house on South Fillmore Street in Denver, Colo-
rado, intending to “flip” it, that is, re-sell it quickly at a profit. By early 2007, however, he
had been unable to sell the property, and, facing default, he asked Roger Howard to

help him. Howard arranged for another man, R.B., to fraudulently obtain a mortgage

5 An interstate wire transmission of a notification of the transfer of the former
amount is charged in Count 17.

12
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and buy the house. Oai Luong acted as the loan processor.

Howard and Luong caused R.B.’s mortgage loan application to be submitted to a
lender, knowing that it included the following false statements: (1) that R.B.’s assets in-
cluded $175,577 in a Bank of America account, (2) that the house on South Fillmore
Street would be R.B.’s primary residence, (3) that R.B. was self-employed at a custom
motorcycle business, and (4) that R.B.’s gross monthly income was $23,850.

The statement about the Bank of America account was false because of an ar-
rangement among Howard, R.B., and J.A.’s father. Howard told the father that R.B. did
not have enough money in the bank to qualify for a mortgage and suggested that R.B.
be added to one of the father’s bank accounts. After the father agreed, Howard bought
an airline ticket that R.B. used to travel to Massachusetts on June 11, 2007. When
R.B. arrived, he and J.A.’s father visited a Bank of America branch where R.B. signed a
bank signature card giving him shared authority with the father over an account. On the
same day, the father transferred $173,500 from a line of credit to that account and
Bank of America prepared a VOD stating that the account balance was $175,557.
Luong then submitted to a lender the VOD with the inflated amount as well as R.B.’s
loan application, which included the same amount listed as R.B.’s assets. He did so
knowing that R.B. had been added to the Bank of America account and that funds had
been deposited into the account on a temporary basis.

On June 14, 2007, J.A.’s father returned $173,000 from the Bank of America
account to his line of credit, and R.B.’s name later was removed from the account.

Luong was aware that because R.B.’s loan application listed him as being self-
employed, a lender would require a statement by a certified public accountant purport-

13
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ing to verify that employment. After Luong mentioned this to Howard, Howard paid a
CPA $1,000 to prepare a letter, which then was used to support R.B.’s application. The
letter, dated June 20, 2007, contained the following false statement:

Based upon the information provided by [R.B.] for the 2005

and 2006 income tax returns (including Schedule C); [R.B.]

has had self-employment income, in the same line of work

for the last two years. His business is still open and active

and [R.B.] is the owner of [B.’s] Cycle.
R.B. did not have his own business, but he had worked in another person’s motorcycle
shop for three or four months in 2007, earning about $3,000 a month.

Howard arranged for J.A.’s father to provide funds that R.B. used to pay his clos-
ing costs. On June 21, 2007, one day before the closing, the father moved $115,000
from his line of credit to R.B.’s bank account. The next day, R.B. wrote a $118,664.57
check on that account for closing costs.

R.B.’s loan application was approved, and the closing was held on June 22,
2007. On the same day, the lender made two wire transfers of loan proceeds from
outside Colorado to the Security Title account at Centennial Bank in Colorado. One
was in the amount of $885,979.80 and the other $110,429.45.°

A portion of the loan proceeds, $163,607, was paid to the seller, J.A., and that
money was deposited into his and his brother’s business account. On June 26, 2007,
the brother instructed their bank to transfer most of those funds — that is, $158,607 — to

another bank account that his father controlled. The father used $115,000 of that

amount to repay his line of credit, and, at Howard’s direction, he transferred another

& An interstate wire transmission of a notification of the transfer of the former
amount is charged in Count 19.

14
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$43,607 to the Spring Creek Mortgage account in Colorado.’

7 Count 21. The Spring Creek Mortgage account was at Liberty Savings Bank,
the deposits of which were insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

15
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Howard had promised to pay R.B. for buying the house, but he failed to do so.
For his part, R.B. failed to make the mortgage payments on the property, and that re-
sulted in foreclosure. The lender lost $573,830.36.

VI. ADVISORY GUIDELINE COMPUTATION AND 3553 ADVISEMENT

The parties understand that the imposition of a sentence in this matter is govern-
ed by Title 18, United States Code, Section 3553. In determining the particular sen-
tence to be imposed, the Court is required to consider seven factors. One of those fac-
tors is the sentencing range computed by the Court under advisory guidelines issued by
the United States Sentencing Commission. In order to aid the Court in this regard, the
parties set forth below their estimate of the advisory guideline range called for by the
United States Sentencing Guidelines. To the extent that the parties disagree about the
guideline computations, the recitation below identifies the matters which are in dispute.

A. The counts of conviction should be grouped into a single group. U.S.S.G. §
3D1.2(c); § 2S1.1, comment. (n.6). The offense level for the group should be calcu-
lated according to the wire-fraud guidelines because those guidelines produce a higher
offense level than do the guidelines for the Section 1957(a) count. U.S.S.G. §
3D1.3(a).

B. The base guideline, therefore, is Section 2B1.1(a)(1), with a base offense

level of 7.

16
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C. The government'’s position is that the offense level should be increased by 20
levels because the loss exceeded $7,000,000 (but not $20,000,000). U.S.S.G. §
2B1.1(b)(1)(K).® The defendant reserves the right to contest the amount of loss.

D. The government'’s position is that the offense level should be increased by 2
levels because the offense involved 10 or more victims. U.S.S.G. § 2B1.1(b)(2)(A). The
defendant reserves the right to contest the application of this enhancement.

E. The government’s position is that the offense level should be increased by 2
levels because the defendant was an organizer, leader, manager, or supervisor of
criminal activity. U.S.S.G. § 3B1.1(c). The defendant reserves the right to contest the
application of this enhancement.

F. The offense level should be decreased by 3 levels because the defendant
clearly has demonstrated acceptance of responsibility for his offenses and has assisted
authorities in the prosecution of his own misconduct by timely notifying authorities of his
intention to enter pleas of guilty, thereby permitting the government to avoid preparing
for trial and permitting the government and the court to allocate their resources efficient-
ly. U.S.S.G. § 3E1.1. The resulting offense level, according to the government'’s calcu-
lations, would be 28.

G. The parties understand that the defendant's criminal history computation is

tentative. The criminal history category is determined by the Court based on the de-

® The government determined the loss amount by subtracting the amounts re-
covered through sales of the properties from the loans’ unpaid principal amounts. See
United States v. Washington, 634 F.3d 1180, 1184 (10th Cir.), cert. denied, 132 S.Ct.
300 (2011). The result is $8,915,286.94, which is the total of $7,609,729.31 (Oliveglen
Villas), $731,727.27 (McClure Lane), and $573,830.36 (South Fillmore Street).

17
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fendant's prior convictions. Based on information currently available to the parties, it is
estimated that the defendant's criminal history category would be Category IlI.

H. The career offender, criminal livelihood, and armed career criminal adjust-
ments would not apply.

I. The advisory guideline range resulting from these calculations is 97 months to
121 months. However, in order to be as accurate as possible, with the criminal history
category undetermined at this time, the offense levels estimated above could con-
ceivably result in a range from 78 months (bottom of Category I) to 175 months (top of
Category VI). The guideline range would not exceed, in any case, the cumulative statu-
tory maximums applicable to the counts of conviction.

J. Pursuant to guideline § 5E1.2(c)(3), assuming the estimated offense level
above, the fine range for this offense would be $12,500 to $125,000, plus applicable
interest and penalties.

K. Pursuant to guideline § 5D1.2(a)(1), if the Court imposes a term of super-
vised release, that term would be at least two years, but not more than five years.

L. The government’s position is that the defendant should be ordered to pay res-
titution in the amount of approximately $$8,915,286.94. See U.S.S.G. § 5E1.1.

The parties understand that, although the Court will consider the parties' esti-
mate, the Court must make its own determination of the guideline range. In doing so,
the Court is not bound by the position of any party.

No estimate by the parties regarding the guideline range precludes either party
from asking the Court, within the overall context of the guidelines, to depart from that
range at sentencing if that party believes that a departure is specifically authorized by

18
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the guidelines or that there exists an aggravating or mitigating circumstance of a kind,
or to a degree, not adequately taken into consideration by the United States Sentencing
Commission in formulating the advisory guidelines. Similarly, no estimate by the parties
regarding the guideline range precludes either party from asking the Court to vary en-
tirely from the advisory guidelines and to impose a non-guideline sentence based on
other Section 3553 factors.

The parties understand that the Court is free, upon consideration and proper
application of all Section 3553 factors, to impose that reasonable sentence which it
deems appropriate in the exercise of.its discretion and that such sentence may be less
than that called for by the advisory guidelines (in length or form), within the advisory
guideline range, or above the advisory guideline range up to and including imprison-
ment for the statutory maximum term, regardless of any computation or position of any
party on any Section 3553 factor.

VIl. ENTIRE AGREEMENT

This document states the parties' entire agreement. There are no other prom-

ises, agreements (or "side agreements"), terms, conditions, understandings, or assur-

ances, express or implied. In entering this agreement, neither the government nor the
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defendant has relied, or is relying, on any terms, promises, conditions, or assurances

not expressly stated in this agreement.

Date: oég,zéézm - h{ﬁ;z//ﬁ /;4\'
Date: &%’J% =
//

Date: (Q 'Zl \s >2

Date: é,/) ( /'/?

Defe

Lisa M. Wayne
Attorney for Defendant

Thomas M. O’Rourke
Assistant United States Attorney
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