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Plaintiffs Rhonda Henderson, Roberta Faulks, Rachel Church, Teaha Jackson,
and Chelsea Pobur, on behalf of themselves and all others similarly situated
(collectively, “Plaintiffs™), bring this civil rights class action against Defendants
Vision Property Management, LLC (“VPM”) and its affiliated entities, (collectively,
“Vision”); FTE Networks, Inc. and US Home Rentals, as successor organizations;
and Atalaya Capital Management LP and the Inmost Defendants (described below),
for violations of the Fair Housing Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 3601 et seq.
(“FHA”), the Equal Credit Opportunity Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1691 et seq. (“ECOA”), the
Truth in Lending Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1601 (“TILA”), and the Real Estate Settlement
Procedures Act, 12 U.S.C. § 2601 (“RESPA™).

L. INTRODUCTION

1. This action arises out of Vision’s discriminatory targeting of Black
homebuyers for abusive credit terms in home purchase transactions. Promising these
prospective homebuyers the American dream of homeownership, Vision ensnared
residents in predominantly Black Detroit-area communities in predatory and
discriminatory contracts that were structured to fail. Despite Vision’s promises, few
prospective homebuyers actually achieved homeownership. Instead, Vision’s
practices have fueled evictions in the Detroit area.

2. Vision’s practices require prospective homebuyers to take on all of the
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obligations of homeownership with none of the rights. Vision sells properties in
extremely poor condition to these would-be homeowners, who invest thousands of
dollars and countless hours of their own labor making the home habitable, only to
lose all of that investment and all of the money paid under the contract in the event
of a default. Unlike a homeowner with a mortgage, who is entitled to keep the benefit
of their labor and financial investment in a home, Vision’s purchasers do not accrue
that benefit or build any equity. And unlike a homeowner with a mortgage, who is
entitled to the protections of the foreclosure process in the event of default on their
loan, Vision’s purchasers are often removed through summary eviction proceedings,
which Vision frequently threatens in the event of late payments.

3. Vision induced prospective homebuyers to sign its contracts based on
a false promise of homeownership. In reality, Vision’s practices gave prospective
homebuyers almost no chance of success. Vision misrepresented the nature of the
transaction, failed to disclose the cost of credit in its alternative financing
arrangement, failed to disclose significant problems with the condition of the home
despite having detailed inspection reports about each property, and attempted to reap
enormous profits from its false promise of homeownership.

4. Vision has engaged and continues to engage in harmful and
discriminatory housing and lending practices that have a disparate impact on Black

homebuyers. Its property acquisition practices in southeastern Michigan—
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specifically, its reliance on bulk sales of real estate owned (“REO”)! properties in
predominantly Black neighborhoods in the greater Detroit area—cause Black
homebuyers to be disproportionately subject to its abusive and deceptive contracts.

5. Vision also intentionally targeted Black homebuyers for its predatory
home purchase scheme. The locations of Vision’s properties skew heavily toward
Black neighborhoods. On information and belief, this skew was caused by deliberate
decisions to target predominantly Black neighborhoods for property acquisition.

6. In Michigan, Vision targeted majority Black neighborhoods by
purchasing 126 properties from the treasurer of Wayne County, which has by far the
highest Black population in the state (nearly 40%), while purchasing homes from no
other counties. Further, by advertising primarily through yard signs in Black
neighborhoods, Vision marketed its home scam in a localized manner intended to
reach almost exclusively Black homebuyers. Vision targeted Black neighborhoods
in order to attract Black potential homebuyers, due to their actual or perceived lack
of other available options for homeownership. Plaintiffs Henderson and Faulks, and
others like them, have been injured by the intentionally discriminatory targeting of

Vision’s abusive and deceptive contracts to Black potential homebuyers.

' Real estate owned, or REOQ, is a term used to describe a class of property owned by
a lender—typically a bank, government agency, or government loan insurer—after
a foreclosure auction.
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7. For these reasons, Plaintiffs seek class-action relief under the FHA and
ECOA. Plaintiffs also raise class claims under TILA, for high-cost loan origination
violations and VPM’s failure to send periodic statements while servicing their loans.
Plaintiffs further allege that VPM is liable under RESPA based on its improper
handling of their escrow accounts for the payment of property taxes and insurance.

II. JURISDICTION AND VENUE

8. Jurisdiction is conferred on this Court by 42 U.S.C. § 3613(a), 15
U.S.C. § 1691e(f), and 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1367.

9. Venue is proper in this District and Division pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
§ 1391 because the claims arose in this District, the Defendants do business in this
District, and the events giving rise to this action occurred in this District.

III. PARTIES

Plaintiffs

10.  Plaintiff Rhonda Henderson is a resident of Inkster, Michigan. She is
Black. At all times relevant to her allegations herein, Ms. Henderson was a resident
of Inkster in Wayne County. Ms. Henderson entered into a home purchase contract
with Defendant Kaja Holdings 2, LLC in 2014.

11.  Plaintiff Roberta Faulks is a resident of Inkster, Michigan. She is Black.
At all times relevant to her allegations here, Ms. Faulks was a resident of Inkster in

Wayne County. Ms. Faulks entered into a home purchase contract with Defendant
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Kaja Holdings 2, LLC in 2016.

12.  Plaintiff Rachel Church is a resident of Mt. Morris, Michigan. At all
times relevant to her allegations here, Ms. Church was a resident of Mt. Morris in
Genesee County. Ms. Church entered into a home purchase contract with Defendant
Kaja Holdings 2, LLC in 2015.

13.  Plaintiff Teaha Jackson currently is a resident of Ypsilanti, Michigan.
She is Black. At all times relevant to her allegations, Ms. Jackson was a resident of
Inkster in Wayne County. Ms. Jackson entered into a home purchase contract with
Defendant Kaja Holdings 2, LLC in 2016.

14.  Plaintiff Chelsea Pobur currently is a resident of Wayne, Michigan. At
all times relevant to her allegations here, Ms. Pobur was a resident of Westland,
Wayne County, Michigan. Ms. Pobur entered into a home purchase contract with
ACM Vision V, LLC in 2016.

Defendants

15. Defendant VPM is a Delaware limited liability company that regularly
engages in the business of home purchase lending and home purchase transactions
and does substantial business in the State of Michigan. VPM’s principal address is
16 Berryhill Road, Suite 200, Columbia, South Carolina 29210. VPM is not
registered to do business in Michigan.

16. VPM at all times coordinated with Atalaya and the Affiliate Defendants
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and directly engaged in the conduct described in this Complaint. In consultation with
Atalaya, VPM decided which properties to acquire for its predatory lease with option
to purchase scheme (which it called, in shorthand, its “LOP” program). VPM was
the entity that interfaced with all members of the Class. VPM implemented the terms
of the transactions that had been agreed to with Atalaya, drew up the LOP documents
using the form that had been discussed with Atalaya, and serviced the loans and
escrows on behalf of all of the members of the joint venture.

17.  VPM, along with its officers and employees, managed and controlled a
large number of affiliated limited liability corporations, including Defendants Kaja
Holdings, LLC,; Kaja Holdings 2, LLC; MI Seven, LLC; IN Seven, LLC; RVFM 4,
LLC; ACM Vision V, LLC; DSV SPV 1, LLC; DSV SPV 2, LLC; DSV SPV 3,
LLC; Boom SC; Alan Investments III, LLC; Arnosa Group, LLC; and Mom Haven
13, LP (collectively the “Aftfiliate Defendants™).

18.  The Affiliate Defendants were created by VPM and the Szkaradeks to
hold legal title to the properties acquired for Vision’s predatory LOP scheme. At the
time they were created, each of the Affiliate Defendants was owned 49.5% by Alex
Szkaradek, 49.5% by Antoni Szkaradek, and 1% by VPM Holdings, except for ACM
Vision V, whose ownership structure is described below.

19. VPM’s officers and employees also frequently acted as officers and/or

employees of the Affiliate Defendants. The business affairs of the Affiliate
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Defendants were conducted out of a single location, the principal office of VPM,
and under the direction and control of Alex and Antoni Szkaradek who controlled
the sales, purchases, investment portfolios, marketing, and finances of the Affiliate
Defendants.

20. The Affiliate Defendants each hold title to properties in Michigan and
therefore are named in the contracts with homebuyers, are named in eviction filings
seeking to remove those homebuyers, and receive notices of building code violations
as the record title holder.

21. At all times VPM and the Affiliate Defendants acted in concert with
each other to carry out the practices described in this Complaint.

22.  On information and belief, Alex and Antoni Szkaradek and VPM at
times bought, sold, and transferred properties between the various Affiliate
Defendants without any consideration changing hands. On information and belief,
the Affiliate Defendants are merely shell corporate structures, and are alter egos of
Defendants VPM.

23. Defendant Kaja Holdings, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company
registered with Michigan’s Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs to
transact business in Michigan and is located at 40600 Ann Arbor Road E, Suite 201,
Plymouth, Michigan 48170. Its principal place of business is 1112 Price Avenue,

Columbia, South Carolina 29210. Defendant Kaja Holdings, LLC is managed and
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affiliated with VPM and is under the direction and control of Alex Szkaradek and
Antoni Szkaradek.

24. Defendant Kaja Holdings 2, LLC is a Delaware limited liability
company registered with Michigan’s Department of Licensing and Regulatory
Affairs to transact business in Michigan and is located at 40600 Ann Arbor Road E,
Suite 201, Plymouth, Michigan 48170. Its principal place of business is 16 Berryhill
Road, Suite 200, Columbia, South Carolina 29210. Defendant Kaja Holdings 2, LLC
is managed and affiliated with VPM and is under the direction and control of Alex
Szkaradek and Antoni Szkaradek.

25. Defendant MI Seven, LLC is a South Carolina limited liability
company registered with Michigan’s Department of Licensing and Regulatory
Affairs to transact business in Michigan and is located at 40600 Ann Arbor Road E,
Suite 201, Plymouth, Michigan 48170. Its principal place of business is 1112 Price
Avenue, Columbia, South Carolina 29201. Defendant MI Seven, LLC is managed
and affiliated with VPM and is under the direction and control of Alex Szkaradek
and Antoni Szkaradek.

26. Defendant IN Seven, LLC is a South Carolina limited liability company
registered with Michigan’s Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs to
transact business in Michigan and is located at 40600 Ann Arbor Road E, Suite 201,

Plymouth, Michigan 48170. Its principal place of business is 1112 Price Avenue,
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Columbia, South Carolina 29201. Defendant IN Seven, LLC is managed and
affiliated with VPM and is under the direction and control of Alex Szkaradek and
Antoni Szkaradek.

27. Defendant RVFM 4 Series, LLC is a South Carolina limited liability
company registered with Michigan’s Department of Licensing and Regulatory
Affairs and is located at P.O. Box 30054, Lansing, Michigan 48090. Its principal
place of business is 16 Berryhill Road, Suite 200, Columbia, South Carolina 29210.
Defendant RVFM 4, LLC is managed and affiliated with VPM and is under the
direction and control of Alex Szkaradek and Antoni Szkaradek.

28. Defendant DSV SPV 1, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company
with a principal place of business at 16 Berryhill Road, Suite 200, Columbia, South
Carolina 29210. Defendant DSV SPV 1, LLC is managed and affiliated with VPM
and 1s under the direction and control of Alex Szkaradek and Antoni Szkaradek.

29. Defendant DSV SPV 2, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company
with a principal place of business at 16 Berryhill Road, Suite 200, Columbia, South
Carolina 29210. Defendant DSV SPV 2, LLC is managed and affiliated with VPM
and 1s under the direction and control of Alex Szkaradek and Antoni Szkaradek.

30. Defendant DSV SPV 3, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company
with a principal place of business at 16 Berryhill Road, Suite 200, Columbia, South

Carolina 29210. Defendant DSV SPV 3, LLC is managed and affiliated with VPM
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and 1s under the direction and control of Alex Szkaradek and Antoni Szkaradek.

31. Defendant Boom SC is a South Carolina limited liability company with
a principal place of business at 16 Berryhill Road, Suite 200, Columbia, South
Carolina 29210. Defendant Boom SC is managed and affiliated with VPM and is
under the direction and control of Alex Szkaradek and Antoni Szkaradek.

32. Defendant Alan Investments III, LLC is a Delaware limited liability
company with a principal place of business at 16 Berryhill Road, Suite 200,
Columbia, South Carolina 29210. Defendant Alan Investments III, LLC is managed
and affiliated with VPM and is under the direction and control of Alex Szkaradek
and Antoni Szkaradek.

33. Defendant Arnosa Group, LLC is a New lJersey limited liability
company with a principal place of business at 4 Roosevelt Avenue, Pennington, New
Jersey 08534. Defendant Arnosa Group, LLC is managed and affiliated with VPM
and 1s under the direction and control of Alex Szkaradek and Antoni Szkaradek.

34. Defendant Mom Haven 13, LP, is a Texas limited liability company
with a principal place of business at 1112 Price Avenue, Columbia, South Carolina
29201. Defendant Mom Haven 13, LP is managed and affiliated with VPM and is
under the direction and control of Alex Szkaradek and Antoni Szkaradek.

35. Defendant Atalaya Capital Management, LP (“Atalaya™) is a foreign

limited partnership organized under the laws of Delaware and is not registered to do

10
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business in Michigan. Its principal place of business is 780 Third Avenue, 27th
Floor, New York, New York 10017. As described in more detail below, Atalaya
funded and substantially participated in the design of the home purchase lending
business of VPM.

36. Atalaya provided significant financing to VPM and the Affiliate
Defendants in order to operate the LOP scheme at issue in this case. VPM
approached Atalaya in 2012 to be a potential lender to help fund its acquisition of
properties for its LOP program, including properties in Michigan. Atalaya consulted
with VPM regarding the terms and structure of the LOP form agreement, received
financial records that showed the way VPM was tracking its contracts in a manner
similar to a land contract, and participated in decisions regarding individual
properties and contracts that were in default.

37. Based on its review of the LOP form agreement and VPM financial
records and other due diligence on and engagement with VPM, Atalaya knew or
should have known that Vision was engaged in an illegal, predatory mortgage
lending business in the guise of its LOP program.

38. Defendant ACM Vision V, LLC 1s a Delaware limited liability
company registered with Michigan’s Department of Licensing and Regulatory
Affairs to transact business in Michigan and is located at 40600 Ann Arbor Road E,

Suite 201, Plymouth, Michigan 48170. It used an office address of 16 Berryhill

11
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Road, Suite 200, Columbia, South Carolina 29201. Atalaya, Vision’s principal
funder, formed and controlled ACM Vision V, LLC. ACM Vision V is 98% owned
by an investment fund managed by Atalaya and 1% each owned by Alex and Antoni
Szkaradek. ACM Vision V owned properties located in the greater Detroit area and
was the counterparty on active LOP contracts associated with those homes.

39. Defendant FTE Networks, Inc. (“FTE”) is a Nevada corporation that
bought VPM and its affiliated assets and companies in December 2019. FTE’s
principal address is 237 West 35th Street, Suite 806, New York, New York, 10001.
FTE purchased all or substantially all of the assets of VPM and all or substantially
all of the equity, assets, and liabilities of Defendants Kaja Holdings, LLC; Kaja
Holdings 2, LLC; MI Seven, LLC; IN Seven, LLC; RVFM 4, LLC; DSV SPV 1,
LLC; DSV SPV 2, LLC; DSV SPV 3, LLC; Boom SC; and Alan Investments III,
LLC, which included more than 3,000 residential real estate properties in 46 states.
According to FTE’s website and public announcement of the merger, “Vision’s
management team...continue[d] as senior executives...and major shareholders” of
FTE.

40. Defendant US Home Rentals, LLC is a Delaware limited liability
company and is a wholly-owned and controlled subsidiary of FTE and was the
“acquisition sub” in the purchase of VPM and its business in December 2019. On

information and belief, US Home Rentals, LLC, as subsidiary of FTE, is the

12
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successor owner of all or substantially all of VPM’s assets and all or substantially
all of the equity, assets, and liabilities of Defendants Kaja Holdings, LLC; Kaja
Holdings 2, LLC; MI Seven, LLC; IN Seven, LLC; RVFM 4, LLC; DSV SPV 1,
LLC; DSV SPV 2, LLC; DSV SPV 3, LLC; Boom SC; and Alan Investments III,
LLC, including the properties which the Class members currently are purchasing
through active contracts. VPM’s management team, including the founders of
Vision, Alex and Antoni Szkaradek, now operates US Home Rentals and are owners
of FTE stock.

41. In FTE’s December 2020 Form 8-K disclosure to the U.S. Securities
and Exchange Commission, FTE stated: “In in 2021, FTE plans to take the name of
our principal subsidiary US Home Rentals, LLC (“USHR”) as a major owner and
operator of single-family rental (“SFR”) homes across the United States. . . USHR
is overhauling its portfolio of approximately 3,000 homes . . ..” FTE and US Home
Rentals are referred to herein as the “Successor Defendants.”

42.  Atthe time the Successor Defendants purchased Vision’s equity, assets,
and liabilities, Vision’s unfair and deceptive practices had been well documented
through news stories as well as publicly filed lawsuits brought by the attorneys
general of Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, and New Y ork.

43. Because VPM; Kaja Holdings, LLC; Kaja Holdings 2, LLC; MI Seven,

LLC; IN Seven, LLC; RVFM 4, LLC; DSV SPV 1, LLC; DSV SPV 2, LLC; DSV

13
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SPV 3, LLC; Boom SC; and Alan Investments III, LLC merged with and are now
wholly owned by FTE and US Home Rentals through a sale of stock and cash, the
Successor Defendants are liable for the violations carried out by Vision and the
Affiliate Defendants, including claims alleged herein as they were not excluded in
the purchase agreement signed by the parties on December 20, 2019.

44. Defendant Inmost Partners, LLC (“Inmost” or the “Noteholder Agent™)
is a foreign limited liability company that acted as agent and attorney-in-fact for and
on behalf of holders of notes issued by DSV SPV1 LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company (“SPV1”), DSV SPV2 LLC, a Delaware limited liability company
(“SPV2”), and DSV SPV3 LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (“SPV3” and
collectively with SPV1 and SPV2, the “DSV SPVs”). Inmost has a principal office
address at 1500 Broadway, Suite 704, New York, New York 10036. Inmost may be
served through its registered agent for service of process, Corporation Service Co.,
80 State Street, Albany, New York 12207-2543.

45. Defendant DS Agent LLC (“DS Agent” or the “Noteholder Agent”) is
Inmost’s successor and current agent and attorney-in-fact for and on behalf of the
holders of notes issued by the DSV SPVs under the NIPAs (as defined below). DS
Agent is a Delaware limited liability company and has a place of business at 1500
Broadway, Suite 704, New York, New York 10036.

46. Defendant Kookmin Bank (“Kookmin Bank™) is a holder of one or

14
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more notes issued by one or more of the DSV SPVs, including that certain
$6,119,000 Class S Secured Promissory Note issued on August 8, 2017, by and
between DSV SPV2, as issuer, and Kookmin Bank, as trustee of Discovery US
Residential Senior Note Fund No. 7. Kookmin Bank is a corporate entity organized
under the laws of South Korea and a subsidiary of KB Financial Group. Kookmin
Bank has an office address of 84, Namdaemun-ro, Jung-gu, Seoul 04534, South
Korea.

47. Defendant Samsung Securities Co., Ltd. (“Samsung” and together with
Kookmin Bank, the “Issuer Noteholders”) is a holder of one or more notes issued by
one or more of the DSV SPVs, including that certain $5,921,000 Class S Secured
Promissory Note issued on July 10, 2019, by and between DSV SPV1, as issuer, and
Samsung, as trustee of KClavis US Residential Senior Note Fund No. 1. Samsung is
a foreign business corporation with a principal office address of 405 Lexington Ave.,
50th floor, New York, New York 10174. Samsung may be served through its
registered agent for service of process, CT Corporation System, 28 Liberty Street,
New York, New York 10005. Inmost, DS Agent, Kookmin Bank, and Samsung are
referred to collectively herein as the Inmost Defendants.

48. The promissory notes described in paragraphs [3] and [4] hereof were
issued pursuant to certain Note Issuance and Purchase Agreements (the “NIPAs”)

by and among the DSV SPVs, as issuers, the initial and future purchasers of issuer

15
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notes thereunder (including the Issuer Noteholders), Inmost, as Noteholder Agent,
and Fleming Financing Services P.C., as Administrative Agent, for purposes of
purchasing lease assets and underlying properties under certain asset purchase
agreements (the “APAs”, and together with the NIPAs, the “Financing Documents™)
between each of the DSV SPVs, as purchaser, and Dobry Holdings LLC, a Delaware
limited liability company (“Dobry Holdings”), as seller.?

49. The DSV SPVs granted to the Noteholder Agent, for the benefit of the
Issuer Noteholders, a security interest in, and continuing lien upon all of the assets
of the DSV SPVs and agreed to cause each of their members to pledge their
membership interests in the DSV SPVs to the Noteholder Agent for the benefit of
the Issuer Noteholders. NIPAs § 4.01, 4.04.

50. As a condition to the sale and purchase of LOP contracts under
the APAs and the financing of such purchases under the NIPAs, the DSV SPVs and
VPM agreed that VPM would be responsible for the collection and administration
of the assets purchased by the DSV SPVs in accordance with certain Servicing
Agreements by and between the DSV SPVs and VPM (the “Servicing Agreements”).

51. Defendant Statebridge Company, LLC (“Statebridge”) is a limited

liability company organized under the laws of Michigan. Statebridge has acted as

2 Until December 2019, VPM Holdings, LLC was the direct parent of Dobry
Holdings. Since December 2019, US Home Rentals has been the direct parent of
Dobry Holdings.

16
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the servicer of the LOP contracts since at least early 2021. Statebridge may be served
through its registered agent, InCorp Services, Inc., 6061 South Willow Drive, Suite
300, Greenwood Village, Colorado 80111.

52.  Defendant HOMI Holdings, LLC (“HOMI Holdings”) is a limited
liability company organized under the laws of Delaware. HOMI Holdings has been
created to hold title to the Michigan properties until the relief agreed to in the
settlement with the FTE Defendants can be carried out. HOMI Holdings is a

necessary party to carry out full relief.

IV. FACTUAL BACKGROUND
Historical Housing and Credit Discrimination in the Greater Detroit Area

53.  Vision’s use of predatory home purchase contracts follows a long
history of housing and credit discrimination in Detroit and the surrounding areas.

54. Beginning in the 1930s, the federal government stifled Black
homeownership by granting low-interest loans and mortgages to white borrowers
only. Using a rating system to evaluate the risk of lending in certain neighborhoods,
the Federal Housing Administration designated predominantly Black neighborhoods
as riskier and declined to insure mortgages in those areas, marking them in red on
color-coded maps. This practice of “redlining” continued for decades and resulted

in the widespread denial of credit and mortgage loans in Black neighborhoods.
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55.  The federal government also encouraged the use of racially restrictive
covenants, which forbade sale of homes to Black buyers. By the 1940s, 80% of
Detroit housing outside of the inner city was subject to racial covenants, which were
enforced by whites-only neighborhood associations.

56. In 1947, the United States Supreme Court held that judicial
enforcement of racial covenants violated the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, but many real estate agents, developers, banks,
and neighborhood associations continued to enforce racial segregation. A citywide
association of homeowner groups called the Federated Property Homeowners of
Detroit created a network to monitor the selling of homes to Black buyers and
harassed real estate brokers who sold homes to them. Black residents who moved
into white neighborhoods often faced harassment, violence, and acts of racial
terrorism such as burning effigies and crosses.

57. In 1968, Congress passed the FHA, broadly prohibiting redlining and
other forms of housing discrimination. For decades, however, homeownership and
credit opportunities remained scarce for many Black residents.

58.  Lacking access to a conventional mortgage, some Black residents in
Michigan entered into land contracts (also known as contracts for deed) to try to
achieve homeownership. These contracts were often exploitative, and their use

declined in many places after the passage of the FHA in 1968 and the Community
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Reinvestment Act in 1977, which encouraged banks to invest in Black communities.

59. In the 1990s and early 2000s, some banks and mortgage companies,
exploiting the void left by redlining and the lack of access to good credit in
communities of color in Detroit, began offering abusive credit terms to residents of
those previously credit-starved communities—a practice now known as “reverse
redlining.” Lenders targeted Black communities where credit was traditionally
unavailable and pushed the sale of high-interest and high-risk subprime mortgages,
knowing that the borrowers would not be able to afford the loans. Black borrowers
were more likely to receive subprime loans than white borrowers, even controlling
for differences in borrower income and credit scores. In 2000, subprime loans
accounted for 75% of mortgages in Detroit, one of the highest rates in the country.

60. By 2008, the real estate market had collapsed, and tens of thousands of
Detroit homeowners were forced into mortgage foreclosure. By 2011, Detroit’s
foreclosure rate had surged to almost 9% of all households. Communities of color
were hit hardest by the foreclosure crisis. According to a 2010 nationwide study,
Black homeowners were 47% more likely to be facing foreclosure at the time than
white homeowners.

61. During the financial crisis, home values in Wayne County dropped by
more than 80%. At the same time, property taxes were inflated and often

unaffordable, based on out-of-date property value assessments. As a result, from
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2011 to 2015, one in four Detroit properties underwent tax foreclosure.

62. The rate of Black homeownership across Michigan plummeted from
51% in 2000 to 40% in 2016, with the largest drops in Wayne, Oakland, and
Macomb Counties. In Detroit, Black homeownership, which was approximately
144,571 homes in 2000, fell to 93,506 homes by 2015. The financial crisis left the
Detroit area with a glut of unsold foreclosed homes, and left many Black
communities devastated and once again lacking access to credit and homeownership
opportunities.

Vision’s Predatory Business Model

63. In the wake of the foreclosure crisis, when foreclosed homes were
abundant and access to mortgage credit was extremely tight, especially in cities like
Detroit, Inkster, and Flint, Vision developed a business model to exploit these
inequalities in the housing market for significant financial gain. Vision bought
dilapidated homes cheaply and in bulk and sold them at a significant markup to
homebuyers who lacked other options for homeownership. Vision advertised its
financial product as a pathway to homeownership for people who have dreamed of
owning a home but had been unable to do so due to their income or credit profile.

64. Despite this lofty marketing pitch, which promised a pathway to
homeownership for those who could not get traditional mortgages, Vision’s business

model was structured to make it virtually impossible for anyone to succeed in
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becoming a homeowner.

65. Inorder to carry out its business model, Vision acquired approximately
10,000 homes around the country, almost entirely from bulk REO sales.

66. Nearly 70% of Vision’s property acquisitions in Michigan were in the
ten-county Detroit-Warren-Ann Arbor Combined Statistical Area (“Detroit CSA”),
which encompasses Genesee, Lapeer, Lenawee, Livingston, Macomb, Monroe,
Oakland, St. Clair, Washtenaw, and Wayne Counties.

67. Initially, Vision explicitly structured its transactions as land contracts.
In a land contract, the homebuyer promises to pay a certain amount, at a certain
interest rate, over a certain period of time, and is entitled to obtain the deed upon full
payment of the purchase price. In Michigan, homebuyers in land contract
transactions are entitled to certain statutory protections before their interest in the
home can be terminated. For example, under Michigan law, a land contract can only
be terminated through a foreclosure or forfeiture proceeding, which requires a pre-
suit right to cure the default and at least a 90-day opportunity to redeem the property
and avoid forfeiture by making the past due payments.

68. In or around 2013, Vision shifted to primarily using form documents
that are titled “residential lease with option to purchase agreement,” with a
subheading “triple-net, bondable lease.” Upon information and belief, Vision made

this change in large part to attempt to evade laws that applied to land contracts. For
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example, regulations taking effect around that time were making it increasingly clear
that land contracts were covered by mortgage lender licensing laws.

69. Similarly, land contracts are covered by TILA as an extension of credit,
to the extent they are for personal, family, or household purposes. This means that
if Vision continued to openly label its transactions as land contracts, Vision would
be obligated to disclose the interest rate, other finance charges, and repayment term
for the loan, and would also be required to verify the borrower’s ability to pay, in
addition to complying with licensing requirements.

70.  Despite captioning its document as a lease with option to purchase,
Vision continued to describe its contracts, both to its potential investors and potential
homebuyers, as similar to a land contract.

71.  The form LOP contract used by Vision beginning in mid-2013 stated
that the lease and option period ran for seven years, and at the end of that seven-year
term, if the homebuyer is still complying with all requirements, the contract “shall”
convert to a seller-financed land contract. Vision included two other possible
“options” that could potentially occur at the end of the seven-year period: the
homebuyer could elect to prepay the balance owed, or could ask to be allowed to
walk away from the home and forfeit all prior investments and payments.

72. The three purported “options” listed in the contract create a false

impression of choice. Option two, the right to prepay the remaining purchase price
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at any time with cash or outside financing, typically exists in a land contract or any
home purchase transaction.

73.  Option three, “option to forfeit lease,” says that the lessee may, “by
mutual agreement between LESSOR and LESSEE, as evidenced in writing,” forfeit
their rights to the home and move out. This is the only “option” that requires Vision’s
written agreement. If Vision did not agree, arguably the homebuyer would be bound
to continue in the LOP, which would then automatically convert to a seller-financed
land contract.

74.  This seller-financed land contract would then be governed by terms that
Vision had not disclosed to the homebuyer. Although the automatic conversion is
meant to be documented by a separate instrument, nothing in the LOP contract states
that the homebuyer would have any choice to decline the conversion to a land
contract.

75.  The description of three purported “options” that a homebuyer can
“elect” appears designed to obscure the automatic nature of the conversion to a land
contract at the seven-year mark.

76. In its internal accounting, Vision calculated the terms of each of its
home purchase transactions, even those it called an LOP, with a certain interest rate
and repayment term (typically 15, 20, or 30 years) that would apply to the full

transaction, starting during the seven-year “lease” term and continuing after the
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automatic conversion to a land contract. The amount of the monthly payment that
was applied towards the purchase price each month during the 84-month “lease”
term reflects the effective interest rate and amortization term for the transaction.

77. Internally, Vision continued to record and track the progress of
homebuyers in lease-option agreements in the same way one would track progress
on a land contract or other financing arrangement—including the original principal
balance, remaining principal balance, interest rate, and escrow balance for the
payment of taxes and insurance.

78.  Vision set the monthly payment and amount of the payment being
credited to the purchase price so that at the seven-year mark, a homebuyer who was
still making monthly payments would transition seamlessly to a seller-financed land
contract.

79.  Although Vision internally tracked its transactions as 20- or 30-year
land contracts, and described them this way to investors, it advertised the transaction
to homebuyers as a seven-year purchase contract, causing confusion for
homebuyers. Most homebuyers believed the seven-year option period was the full
payment term and they would own the home outright at the end of seven years if
they had made all of their contractual payments. This belief was expressed by
homebuyers in Michigan as well as in other states. Vision sales representatives

reinforced this belief with specific comments and assurances. Some homebuyers
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recalled being told that after 84 payments, the house would be theirs, and that they
would have the deed to the property free and clear after seven years. Others recalled
that Vision’s sales pitch made them believe their full monthly payment was going
towards the purchase price, and that they would have finished paying for the home
by the seven-year mark.

80. Vision’s LOP contract did not disclose the true number of years of
payments that would be required to pay for the home. Nor did the contract disclose
the interest rate for the transaction. Vision’s form contracts stopped specifying this
information when it shifted to styling its transactions as seven-year lease-options
rather than standard land contracts. In an overt loan transaction, the interest rate and
finance charge are required to be disclosed clearly and conspicuously, and most land
contracts state the interest rate being charged and how long homebuyers will be
paying for the home. Yet Vision’s lease-option documents that it provided to
homebuyers omitted this information.

81. In its internal accounting, however, Vision calculated the amortization
of its home purchase transactions using interest rates ranging from 7 to 10%, and
most often above 8%, and repayment terms of 180 to 360 months. This high interest
rate and long repayment term—both undisclosed to homebuyers—meant that only a
small portion of each monthly payment was credited toward the purchase price.

Homebuyers were surprised to discover that at the end of the seven-year period, their
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principal balance was nearly unchanged from the original purchase price despite
years of payments.

82.  Although the LOP contract specified the small amount of each monthly
payment that went toward the purchase price, this information was not accompanied
by disclosure of the interest rate or amortization term that could have made clear the
implications for the homebuyer. In addition, Vision’s sales representatives did not
explain or reinforce this fact, and in the case of some Named Plaintiffs, Vision
representatives gave oral representations that contradicted it, giving the impression
that seven years of payments would pay off the home in full.

83.  Even the undisclosed interest rate did not reflect the true cost of the
credit Vision was extending to homebuyers. Vision typically offered two purchase
prices: a lower cash price, and a higher price to purchase a home on credit. By doing
so, Vision incorporated an additional financing charge into its transactions.

84. In addition, Vision collected an escrow payment from the homebuyers
to cover the property taxes, but failed to conduct an annual escrow review to
determine if they were collecting too much money. In many instances, Vision was
collecting far more from the homeowner than was needed to cover the property
taxes. This over-collection of property taxes amounts to an additional finance
charge, further increasing the cost of credit.

85.  Vision failed to disclose orally to homebuyers the tiny portion of their
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monthly payment being applied to the purchase price, failed to disclose that they
would still owe a significant principal balance (almost all of the original purchase
price) at the seven-year mark, failed to disclose the interest rate it used to calculate
the monthly payment, and failed to disclose the effective interest rate for the
transaction based on the marked-up price for a home purchased on credit.

86. Vision’s website and marketing documents describe its lease-option
program as providing “the opportunity to build equity in a home without the need
for a loan.” In fact, Vision’s homebuyers were not building equity. Vision evicted
people when they defaulted on the payments, rather than carrying out a foreclosure
sale. After being evicted, Vision’s homebuyers did not receive compensation for the
value of any investments they made in the home or any equity Vision promised they
would build.

87. Vision also deliberately marketed its program to individuals with
limited or scarred credit histories who had been unable to obtain the dream of
homeownership. It specifically marketed its program as a way to help individuals
“build future investment value and build credit history.” Yet Vision did not actually
report homebuyers’ on-time payments to the credit agencies, because avoiding credit
reporting helped Vision to fly “below the radar of being a ‘regulated lender’”
(according to a June 2012 internal email stating this was “important to the business

model”).
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88.  Vision told potential customers on its website that “[o]ver the last 4
years, our unique [rent-to-own] program has helped thousands of families across
America realize that home ownership is an option available to them and is possible.”

89.  Vision failed to disclose to potential customers that almost no one
entering into its contracts had succeeded in becoming a homeowner. For example,
in Pennsylvania, where Vision also operated, according to data obtained by the
Attorney General of Pennsylvania, out of approximately 450 homebuyers who had
entered into Vision’s lease-option agreement between 2013 and 2016, only 2% had
successfully obtained a deed to the home, and only 25% of the agreements were still
in effect as of March 2019. The remaining 73% of agreements had been terminated
through either an ejectment, eviction, or the homebuyer giving up and moving out.
Of 170 homebuyers who had entered into a lease-option with Vision from 2016 to
the present in Pennsylvania, only 0.5% had been successful in obtaining ownership
of the home, and only 40% of the leases were still in effect as of March 2019.

90. On information and belief, Vision’s transactions in Michigan have a
similar failure rate and a similarly insignificant number of transactions leading to
true ownership. In Wayne County, from 2011 through early 2020, Vision entities
filed over 150 eviction and forfeiture lawsuits against Vision homebuyers in home
purchase transactions. This figure likely underestimates the number of Wayne

County homebuyers who failed to achieve homeownership under a Vision contract.

28



Case 4:20-cv-12649-SDK-DRG ECF No. 205, PagelD.5568 Filed 04/24/23 Page 31 of 141

On information and belief, many homebuyers moved out of Vision homes without
the need for an eviction filing, after learning of the terrible condition of the property
upon obtaining possession or being unable to afford both the repairs and monthly
payments.

91. In Genesee County, from 2013 to 2020, Vision filed approximately 70
eviction and forfeiture lawsuits. The number of eviction and forfeiture lawsuits
likely underestimates the number of Genesee County homebuyers who failed to
achieve homeownership under a Vision contract. On information and belief, many
homebuyers moved out of Vision homes without the need for an eviction filing, after
learning of the terrible condition of the property upon obtaining possession or being
unable to afford both the repairs and monthly payments.

92. Despite the fact that Michigan law requires sellers to use a statutory
process for termination of a land contract, which includes a statutory right to redeem
and a pre-suit right to cure, Vision has repeatedly attempted to dispossess purchasers
through a summary eviction process.

93. In addition to masking the true cost of its alternative financing
arrangement and attempting to evade regulation by captioning the documents as a
lease-option, Vision hid significant defects in the properties from its prospective
homeowners.

94. Vision’s business model involves purchasing formerly foreclosed
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homes that are often in extremely poor, even uninhabitable, condition. Nearly all of
the properties Vision buys have been vacant for a period of time after foreclosure
and are marked by conditions typical of vacancy, including disconnected utility
service, poor weatherization, and damaged and leaking pipes.

95.  Vision makes no repairs to its properties before selling them through its
home purchase contracts. As specified in its contracts, all properties are sold in “as
is” condition. Many of the properties Vision sells have torn-out electrical wiring,
missing or non-functioning appliances, missing or damaged plumbing, missing
toilets or other fixtures, water-damaged and deteriorating wood siding, other water
damage, and mold damage. Key systems such as electrical, plumbing, and HVAC
systems are often not functioning. Some homes have floors that are collapsing or
roofs that leak badly. Many have raw sewage backing up in the home because of
plumbing lines in need of a significant overhaul.

96.  Vision routinely obtained a full inspection of its properties with detailed
information and pictures. However, it did not provide those inspection reports to
buyers. Instead, it directed homebuyers to conduct a “self-inspection” of the home.
Many of Vision’s properties contain hidden defects, such as nonfunctioning hot
water heaters, furnaces, or HVAC systems, which homebuyers could not detect in
advance because utility service was not turned on at the time they viewed the

property. In some instances, homes appeared to be winterized such that it was

30



Case 4:20-cv-12649-SDK-DRG ECF No. 205, PagelD.5570 Filed 04/24/23 Page 33 of 141

difficult to detect problems with key systems, but the property had not been properly
winterized. Therefore, homebuyers were often unaware of significant defects in the
homes.

97. It was routine practice for Vision to sell a home that it knew was not
habitable to a homebuyer that Vision knew or should have known lacked the
financial capacity to make the necessary repairs to render it habitable.

98. It was common in Vision’s transactions for homebuyers to sign a home
purchase contract and begin making payments, but to be unable to occupy the home
because it was not in habitable condition and required significant repairs before the
city would turn on utility service.

99.  Vision’s contract stated that the homebuyer was taking on the burden
of making the home habitable, and a failure to bring the home into habitable
condition within three months could result in Vision declaring the homebuyer to be
in breach of the contract. The contractual requirement to bring the home into
habitable condition gave Vision the ability to find a basis to terminate the contract
at will.

100. A homebuyer’s eventual inability to complete the purchase of a home
or continue to make payments meant that Vision would recover a property that was
typically in much better shape than it was when Vision induced the homebuyer to

enter the transaction.
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101. Vision misrepresented the nature of the agreement, the cost of the credit
it was extending, the condition of the properties (by failing to disclose defects that
were known to Vision), and the fact that it was offering people a pathway to
homeownership.

102. Vision failed to disclose to homebuyers that it was in fact charging a
finance charge in the transactions, that the high cost of credit would result in the
buyer accumulating almost no reduction in the purchase price by the end of seven
years, that its business model had astronomical failure rates, that the contracts were
unaffordable (especially when factoring in the cost of necessary repairs), that it was
not helping homebuyers to build up their credit history, and that in the end, nearly
everyone entering into Vision’s home purchase transactions would lose a significant
amount of personal investment, while gaining no significant benefit.

103. Vision continues to operate its home purchase business model in
Michigan by enforcing and collecting payments on the contracts. Vision continued
to originate new predatory home purchase transactions in Michigan until November
2019.

104. In sum, Vision’s program was designed to induce low-income
homebuyers with few other options to invest significant money and make significant
improvements to a home that, in all likelihood, they would never own.

105. Far from being a responsible provider of an alternative pathway to
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homeownership, Vision’s practices have exacerbated economic stagnation and
blight in the communities it has targeted. Many of Vision’s properties now sit vacant
and boarded up, after Vision dispossessed unsuccessful would-be homeowners (and
sometimes multiple would-be homeowners in succession) who had invested
significant amounts of time and money in the homes.

Vision’s Discriminatory Property Acquisition Strategy

106. Vision not only operated the predatory home purchase scheme
described above, but also discriminated against Black homebuyers through its
racially skewed property acquisition practices. Vision’s practices both intentionally
targeted Black prospective homebuyers because of their race and had a disparate
impact on Black homebuyers and on residents of predominantly Black
neighborhoods in the greater Detroit area. Because Vision acquired properties in
predominantly Black areas of the Detroit CSA through REO bulk sales, this caused
and causes Black homebuyers to be disproportionately impacted by Vision’s
practices, ensnaring them in contracts with onerous and predatory terms that have
led and continue to lead to their eviction and loss of their home and other harmful
effects, including the inability to build equity while investing significant money into
their home that could not be recouped.

107. Vision has acquired more than 10,000 single-family homes to be sold

through its home purchase program. Approximately 1,000 of these properties are
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located in Southeastern Michigan, in the Detroit CSA.

108. According to data from the U.S. Census Bureau, the Detroit CSA has a
population of 5.4 million. This population is 68% non-Hispanic white, 20% Black,
4% Asian, 5% Hispanic, and 2% two or more racial categories.

109. Vision began purchasing properties in 2002 but purchased the vast
majority of its properties in the aftermath of the foreclosure crisis, between 2011 and
2015. Vision chose to acquire a significant percentage of the properties from
mortgage finance giant Fannie Mae’s portfolio of REO properties and through other
bulk REO sales.

110. REO properties are homes that went through foreclosure but were not
purchased by a third party at the foreclosure auction. As a result, they were held by
the bank in its REO portfolio. These banks would later offload significant numbers
of REO properties through individual and bulk sales, often at discounted prices.

111. Bulk REO sales are transactions in which a company sells multiple
REO properties simultaneously to the same buyer, sometimes for a single combined
price.

112. Fannie Mae REO properties were homes that had been foreclosed upon,
bought by the mortgage company, and then transferred to Fannie Mae because
Fannie Mae owned or insured the mortgage loan that had been foreclosed.

113. Fannie Mae bulk REO sales involved REO properties that had been
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listed on the market by Fannie Mae for 90 days as individual listings and had failed
to sell. Fannie Mae then bundled these properties, with usually about 25 to 50 homes
in a bundle, and sold them through bulk REO sales.

114. Vision acquired the vast majority of properties for its home purchase
scheme from bulk REO sales. Based on a review of public deed records from the
Detroit CSA, where “bulk” REO sales were identified based on the same buyer and
same seller transferring at least three properties on the same date, Vision acquired
more than 70% of its properties through bulk REO sales, including from Fannie Mae.

115. Fannie Mae bulk REO sales made up over 50% of Vision’s property
acquisitions in the Detroit CSA, and Fannie Mae was the single largest source of
Vision’s properties.

116. Vision’s general acquisition strategy was the same in all the states
where it operated. But Vision also made the deliberate decision to acquire some
properties from other sellers in specific areas of the country. For example, Vision
bought approximately 126 properties from the Wayne County Treasurer, although it
did not buy properties from county tax foreclosures in any other counties in
Michigan.

117. The Detroit CSA overall has a 20% Black population. Yet the median
racial demographic of the Census tracts where Vision acquired homes for its home

purchase scheme in the Detroit CSA was 76.78% Black.
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118. From 2011 to 2015, 63.5% of the properties Vision acquired in the
Detroit CSA were in majority Black Census tracts. Only 29.3% of Vision’s
properties in the Detroit CSA were in majority white Census tracts.

119. Purchasing REO properties in Southeastern Michigan would not, by
itself, lead to owning a heavy concentration of homes in majority Black Census
tracts. REO sales in the Detroit CSA over the 2011-2015 time period were located
in Census tracts with a median racial demographic of 9.51% Black, modestly higher
than the median Black population in Census tracts of non-REO arms’ length sales

during this period, which was 3.37% Black. This is represented in Figure 1 below.
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Figure 1: Arm’s length sales in 2011-2015 by Census tract Non-Hispanic Black
population for the Detroit CSA. Note: REO sales include only arm’s length sales and
exclude sales by county treasurers, i.e., property tax sales. “Non-REQO” sales are a
subset of CoreLogic-defined arm’s length sales excluding REO sales. Sources:
CoreLogic, American Community Survey 2015 5-year estimates.
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120. However, Vision’s practice of acquiring properties through REO bulk
sales—primarily through purchasing large numbers of REO properties from higher
volume sellers—did result in its properties being heavily concentrated in majority
Black neighborhoods to which Vision then marketed its contracts. As represented in
Figure 2 below, REO bulk sales are far more racially concentrated, being located in
Census tracts with a median racial demographic of 77.1% Black, compared with
non-bulk REO sales, which are located in Census tracts that are much more likely to
be majority white (median of 8.8% Black). The difference between the mean racial
concentration of Census tracts where bulk and non-bulk REO sales occurred is
highly statistically significant. Figure 2 includes all REO sales in the Detroit CSA,
including those from Fannie Mae.
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Figure 2: REO bulk and non-bulk sales in 2011-2015 by Census tract Non-Hispanic
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Black population for the Detroit CSA. Note: Bulk sales defined as properties
involved in transactions with the same seller, buyer, and sale date and more than two
properties. Sources: CoreLogic, American Community Survey 2015 5-year
estimates.

121. From 2011 to 2015, 59.6% percent of bulk REO sales in the Detroit
CSA were in majority Black Census tracts. Over the same period, 34.2% of bulk
REO sales in the Detroit CSA were in majority white Census tracts.

122. Examining just the universe of Fannie Mae REO sales further confirms
the racial impact of Vision’s practice of acquiring REO properties in bulk. Fannie
Mae bulk REO sales in the Detroit CSA from 2011-2015 were located in Census
tracts with a median racial demographic of 74.04% Black, compared to 8.65% Black
for Fannie Mae non-bulk REO sales in southeastern Michigan over the same time
period. The mean, median, and distribution of these sales is shown in Figure 3 below.
The difference between the mean racial concentration of Census tracts where bulk
and non-bulk Fannie Mae REO sales occurred is highly statistically significant.

Vision acquired 40% of its properties for its home purchase business through Fannie

Mae bulk REO sales.
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Figure 3: Fannie Mae bulk and non-bulk sales in 2011-2015 by Census tract Non-
Hispanic Black population for the Detroit CSA. Note: Bulk sales defined as
properties involved in transactions with the same seller, buyer, and sale date and
more than two properties. Sources: CoreLogic, American Community Survey 2015
S-year estimates.

123. Another way to measure the racial concentration of bulk REO sales is
through an odds ratio, which depicts the odds of one (independent) variable being
associated with another (dependent) variable. The odds of an REO sale being part of
a bulk sale (versus non-bulk) are over 5.7 times higher in a 90% Black Census tract
versus a 10% Black tract. Even when median home value is held constant, an REO
sale 1s 2.4 times more likely to be part of a bulk sale in a 90% Black tract versus an
REO sale in a tract that is only 10% Black. This is a highly statistically significant
difference, even when holding constant median home values.

124. There is perhaps no better way to depict the racial concentration of

Vision’s property acquisition scheme than through a map of its properties in the
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Detroit CSA. Figure 4 below shows the percent non-Hispanic Black households in

the Detroit CSA per the 2011-2015 American Community Survey. Figure 5 shows

Vision’s properties in the Detroit CSA.
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Figure 4: Census tract Non-Hispanic Black population in 2011-2015 for the Detroit
CSA. Sources: CoreLogic, American Community Survey 2015 5-year estimates.
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Vision’s Marketing Scheme Targeted Black Communities

125. Asexplained above, Vision’s practice of acquiring homes through REO
bulk sales resulted in a racially skewed portfolio of properties that it used for its
home purchase scheme. But this practice does not fully account for Vision’s high
concentration of homes in predominantly Black neighborhoods. This result also
reflects Vision’s intentional targeting of Black neighborhoods in order to attract
Black customers because of their race.

126. Vision purchased the vast majority of its properties from Fannie Mae
bulk REO sales and other bulk REO sales, knowing that in Southeastern Michigan,
such properties were located almost exclusively in communities that are majority
Black. In continuing to purchase properties that it knew were located in majority
Black neighborhoods, Vision showed a knowing, willful targeting of these
communities in order to attract Black customers because of their race.

127. Although Vision mostly purchased its properties through a similar
acquisition strategy in all the states where it operated, it made a deliberate decision
to purchase properties from other sellers in specific sub-geographies. For example,
Vision bought approximately 126 properties from the Wayne County Treasurer,
although it did not purchase properties from any other county tax foreclosures in
Michigan. Because Wayne County has a much higher Black population than any

other county in Michigan, and tax foreclosures in Wayne County are concentrated
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in Black neighborhoods, this decision to purchase from the Wayne County Treasurer
but not from other counties led to a predictable and actual concentration of homes in
mostly Black neighborhoods.

128. Vision then developed a marketing scheme for its home purchase
business that predictably and actually attracted primarily Black purchasers because
of their race. Specifically, Vision primarily advertised its program by putting yard
signs and window signs in front of each house indicating it was for sale, quoting a
low down payment and low monthly payment, and listing a phone number to call.

129. This primary mode of advertising its home purchase transactions
reached the primarily Black residents of these communities. The people likely to see
these signs and call Vision were the ones walking or driving through the
neighborhood. Individuals who did not live or frequent the overwhelmingly Black
neighborhoods where Vision acquired its properties and located its yard signs would
be very unlikely to see Vision’s signs.

130. Vision did advertise its properties through websites like Craigslist,
Zillow, and its own website, but the majority of its leads came from people who saw
the yard signs. Vision discussed with Atalaya the use of radio ads in certain markets.
To a lesser extent, Vision relied on newspaper ads, but only as a secondary measure
if yard signs did not generate interest.

131. Upon information and belief, Vision paid for a billboard in Detroit,
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although it did not use such advertising methods in other geographic areas. An email
forwarded to Atalaya depicted a mock-up of the planned Detroit billboard.

132. Upon information and belief, Vision marketed its home purchase
transactions almost exclusively in Black neighborhoods in order to attract Black
customers because of their race. Upon information and belief, Vision did so because
it knew that Black potential homebuyers had been denied access to traditional forms
of mortgage credit in the aftermath of the housing crisis and believed that Black
potential homebuyers could be induced to purchase properties that were in very bad
condition, and to pay inflated purchase prices and very high interest rates, because
these potential homebuyers believed they would not have any other way to purchase
a home.

133. Vision’s business model involves targeting credit-starved Black
communities for its predatory and abusive home purchase transactions because of
the race of their residents. Vision’s targeting of these areas has been effective
precisely because these Black potential homebuyers lacked access to traditional
mortgage lending, which was extremely tight over the relevant time period.

Less Discriminatory Alternatives That Vision Could Have Pursued

134. Vision’s practices were arbitrary, artificial, and unnecessary because it
had an array of less discriminatory alternatives that would have served any legitimate

business purpose equally well.
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135. Fannie Mae bulk REO sales, and bulk REO sales generally, were far
from the only option available to Vision for acquiring single-family homes during
the relevant time period.

136. Even if Vision made a decision to purchase its stock of homes for its
home purchase scheme from REO supplies, which were prevalent in the 2011 to
2015 timeframe when Vision was ramping up its volume, Vision could have
acquired REO properties in much more racially diverse neighborhoods by avoiding
bulk sales and purchasing from the ample supply of properties available through
non-bulk REO sales. Between 2011 and 2015, most REO sales in the Detroit CSA
were not sold in bulk; during this period there were 92,841 properties sold in REO
non-bulk sales, compared to only 5,140 properties sold via REO bulk sales. But the
odds of a property being included in a bulk sale are substantially higher in majority
Black neighborhoods. See Figures 2 and 3 above. Even holding median home value
constant, an REO sale is 2.4 times more likely to be part of a bulk sale in a 90%
Black tract versus an REO sale in a tract that is only 10% Black. By choosing to
acquire the vast majority (72%) of its properties through REO bulk sales, Vision
substantially increased the likelihood that its properties would be concentrated in
majority—and even supermajority—Black neighborhoods despite the availability of
properties of comparable home value in other neighborhoods. Upon information and

belief, Vision structured its business practices in order to attract Black potential
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homebuyers because of their race.

137. Vision could have marketed its home purchase product in a way that
would have been less likely to impact primarily Black homebuyers by relying
predominantly on forms of advertising with a broader homebuyer base, such as
general-audience television channels, radio stations, magazines, or newspapers.

138. Vision could have structured its contracts in a way that was not built to
fail, and could have ceased its practices that were unfair, deceptive, and predatory,
including attempting to evade consumer protections applicable to home financing
transactions, masking the cost of the credit it was extending, marking up the price of
homes dramatically, selling homes in terrible condition in such a way that
homebuyers could not detect the significant defects, and failing to tell homebuyers
of the high failure rates of its home purchase transactions.

139. Knowing that the properties it acquired in Southeast Michigan were
concentrated in densely Black neighborhoods, Vision still chose to advertise
predominantly through yard signs at the properties and to target the residents of these
neighborhoods.

Role and Involvement of Atalaya and ACM Vision V

140. Vision’s actions described above, in the design, implementation, and
expansion of its LOP program, were possible only because of the funding it received

from Atalaya Capital Management, LP (“Atalaya”). Atalaya provided financing to
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VPM and its Affiliate Defendants, through several Atalaya special opportunity
funds, in order to operate the LOP scheme at issue in this case.

141. VPM approached Atalaya in 2012 to be a potential lender to fund its
acquisition of properties through bulk transactions for its LOP program, including
properties in Michigan.

142. Atalaya is a privately held, SEC-registered alternative investment
advisory firm. According to the New York Times, it is a hedge fund worth $5 billion.

143. Atalaya’s website describes one of its lines of business as “specialty
finance,” defined as “originating asset-based loans to specialty finance lenders” and
“purchasing whole loans or participations from credit originators.” Its other classes
of investments include real estate and corporate investments.

144. Before engaging in any investment, Atalaya engages in due diligence.

145. VPM approached Atalaya as a funder specifically to enable it to acquire
properties through the bulk REO sales described above. As discussed below, Atalaya
received detailed information about VPM’s business model. Atalaya knew about
VPM’s acquisition strategy and knew that it was providing financing for the bulk
acquisition of REO properties from agencies of the US government and quasi-
government agencies. Atalaya knew that these properties would then be sold through
VPM’s LOP program to credit-starved homebuyers, and Atalaya helped develop that

program.
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146. InMay 2012, an entity acting on VPM’s behalf sent an email to Atalaya
soliciting an investor which explained VPM’s business model as follows: “Based on
great relations with Fannie, Freddie, FHA and ResCap, etc., Vision buys pools of
foreclosed low-end houses... and sells or leases them long-term. As an example, a
home will be bought for $10,000 and sold in a few months for $40,000 or put out on
a [contract for deed] with [an unpaid principal balance] of $45,000 and an implied
interest rate of 8.25%.” Vision approached Atalaya as a major potential funder in
2012, and Atalaya began funding VPM’s property acquisitions in 2013.

147. The May 2012 email went on to represent to its investor that not only
was the business profitable, but it was the only way to profit from severely distressed
foreclosed homes, allowing VPM to “sell low to mid-tier assets previously thought
to be unsellable,” homes that “most banks and lending institutions can’t give away.”

148. Prior to investing in Vision’s LOP business, Atalaya consulted with
VPM regarding the form of the agreement that VPM would enter with consumers,
the LOP agreement.

149. Prior to investing in Vision’s LOP business, Atalaya engaged in
extensive due diligence, including multiple in-person visits to Vision’s offices in
South Carolina, phone calls, tours of properties in Vision’s portfolio, and exchange
of documents.

150. In connection with its due diligence review of Vision’s LOP business,
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Atalaya reviewed collections and eviction data for Vision’s portfolio. It asked
questions about the speed of the eviction process under an LOP contract and how
that compared to a contract for deed transaction. It asked whether Vision could elect
to either sell the property for cash or enter into a new LOP transaction on a property
after evicting a consumer who had defaulted, and engaged in discussion about the
pros and cons of each option.

151. Atalaya consulted with VPM regarding the terms and structure of the
LOP form agreement, obtained tax opinions that shaped how Vision structured the
LOP agreement, and received financial records that showed how VPM internally
tracked its contracts in a manner similar to a land contract, internally recording the
interest rate and true duration of the loan, information not disclosed to homebuyers
in the LOP contract.

152. Atalaya had knowledge of the terms of Vision’s LOP agreements and
how they were priced, accounted for, and generally represented to consumers.
Atalaya provided substantial assistance in carrying out the unfair and deceptive
conduct at issue with respect to Vision’s property acquisitions by helping to
structure the LOP agreement.

153. Atalaya received regular reporting from Vision’s owners and senior
management regarding the performance of consumers in LOP transactions, reviewed

the performance records, and conducted initial and ongoing due diligence on
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Vision’s operations. Atalaya’s review of information included information related
to VPM’s marketing and advertising practices. This included being informed of a
billboard Vision planned to pay for in Detroit, despite not utilizing billboard
advertising in other areas.

154. Atalaya management was, in some instances, included in emails
regarding individual properties and participated in decisions regarding modifications
to contracts that were in default.

155. Atalaya either was aware, or should have been aware, that VPM was
engaged in an illegal, predatory mortgage lending business, but nonetheless agreed
to fund property acquisitions by Vision, which helped Vision significantly expand
its operations.

156. Based on its knowledge of VPM’s business operations, Atalaya knew
or should have known that Vision entered into transactions with consumers who
were unlikely to be able to afford the ongoing monthly payments along with the costs
of repairing properties, and without assessing consumers’ ability to repay the loans
while making the required repairs.

157. Atalaya knew that VPM’s LOP agreement was structured to require
consumers to give up any equity they had built up in the property upon default.

158. Atalaya knew that Vision did not report payments consumers made

under the LOP agreements to credit reporting agencies—despite representing to
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homebuyers that its program would help build their credit history—because VPM
was trying to evade regulators. A June 2012 email represented to Atalaya that
Vision’s practice of not reporting to credit agencies kept it “below the radar of being
a ‘regulated lender,” which [was] important to the business model.”

159. Atalaya managed several “special opportunity funds” that its investors
participated in. Atalaya was solely responsible for deciding what investments to
include in those special opportunity funds. It received compensation for acting as
the investment advisor to these Atalaya funds.

160. Atalaya Special Opportunities Fund IV (“ASOF IV”) provided a line of
credit to Kaja, LLC, an entity created and owned by the principals of VPM,
beginning in January 2013. Atalaya approved the decision to extend this line of
credit from ASOF 1IV. The purpose of the line of credit was to provide funding for
property acquisitions to be used in Vision’s business model. The properties were to
be sold to consumers through cash sales, short-term cash installment sales, or LOP
contracts. Atalaya engaged in due diligence surrounding this investment for ASOF
IV, drew up the legal documents for the credit facility, approved each funding
request, and received ongoing reporting to ensure that the borrower was complying
with the loan. The legal documents included a requirement that only certain form
contracts acceptable to the Agent be used for properties acquired with this funding.

All properties titled in the name of Kaja Holdings, LLC, were purchased using this
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credit facility.

161. Atalaya Special Opportunities Fund V (“ASOF V”) provided a line of
credit to Kaja 2, LLC, an entity created and owned by the principals of VPM,
beginning in September 2013. Atalaya approved the decision to extend this line of
credit from ASOF V. The purpose of the line of credit was to provide funding for
property acquisitions to be used in Vision’s business model. The properties were to
be sold to consumers through cash sales, short-term cash installment sales, or LOP
contracts. Atalaya engaged in due diligence surrounding this investment for ASOF
V, drew up the legal documents for the credit facility, approved each funding
request, and received ongoing reporting to ensure that the borrower was complying
with the loan. The legal documents included a requirement that only form contracts
acceptable to the Agent be used for properties acquired with this funding, and that
no more than 5% could be offered to consumers through contracts for deed. All
properties titled in the name of Kaja Holdings 2, LLC, were purchased using this
credit facility—including the properties eventually sold to Plaintiffs Henderson,
Faulks, Jackson, and Church under an LOP contract.

162. Atalaya Special Opportunities Fund VI (“ASOF VI”) provided a credit
facility to Kaja 3, LLC, an entity created and owned by the principals of VPM,
beginning in October 2015. Atalaya approved the decision to extend this line of

credit from ASOF VI. The purpose of the line of credit was to provide funding for
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property acquisitions to be used in Vision’s business model. The properties were to
be sold to consumers through cash sales, short-term cash installment sales, or LOP
contracts. Atalaya engaged in due diligence surrounding this investment for ASOF
IV, drew up the legal documents for the credit facility, approved each funding
request, and received ongoing reporting to ensure that the borrower was complying
with the loan. The legal documents included a requirement that only form contracts
acceptable to the Agent be used for properties acquired with this funding, and that
no more than 5% could be offered to consumers through contracts for deed. All
properties titled in the name of Kaja Holdings 3, LLC, were purchased using this
credit facility.

163. All properties acquired by a Vision affiliate using the ASOF IV, V, or
VI line of credit had to be approved by Atalaya before funding would be sent to the
seller of the properties. Vision employees provided a due diligence report in advance
of each funding request that included the addresses of the properties to be acquired,
the estimated value (according to a Broker Price Opinion, or BPO), the bid price,
photos of the properties, and other information about the properties. In addition,
Vision communicated with Atalaya employees regarding the geographic
concentration of the properties, bid price (outright, and as a percent of the BPO
value), and how Vision believed the properties would sell (whether primarily

through cash sale or through LOPs). Each funding request had to be approved by
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Ivan Zinn, the founder Atalaya, or by someone to whom he delegated authority. Over
the course of Atalaya’s relationship with Vision, its employees approved over fifty
separate funding requests to purchase properties for Vision’s home purchase
scheme.

164. Atalaya special opportunities funds were VPM’s most significant
funder during the period of time when it was acquiring the vast majority of the
inventory for its LOP business.

165. Atalaya’s funding of VPM’s business model was secured by collateral,
including the properties VPM owned. Atalaya received information about these
properties, to ensure adequate collateral value for its debt financing. Upon
information and belief, this information included the addresses or geographic
location of the properties.

166. VPM operated similarly in all states where it acquired properties.

167. VPM’s business model involved seller financing. This meant that rather
than advancing funds for the purchase of a home from a third-party seller, VPM as
the seller of the property agreed to defer payment of the full purchase price in
exchange for a buyer’s stream of payments over time. Because Atalaya funded
VPM’s acquisition of the homes, Atalaya also acted as a lender by providing the
source of capital and benefiting from the stream of payments over time.

168. Atalaya became further enmeshed in VPM’s LOP program by pursuing
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ownership of a subset of properties subject to LOP contracts. Atalaya created
Defendant ACM Vision V, LLC, a real estate investment trust (REIT), to hold title
to numerous inhabited homes and become a counterparty on the associated LOP
contracts. ACM Vision V is one of the Affiliate Defendants described above in
Section III.

169. ACM Vision V purchased LOP contracts that had been originated by
Vision entities (other Affiliate Defendants) in various states. As such, it was the
assignee of these LOP contracts and became the record owner of the real estate,
subject to the purchaser’s contract to buy. Thus, ACM Vision V knew or should have
known of the predatory terms of those contracts. Over time, ACM Vision V
purchased properties from VPM affiliates, including at least 70 properties from VPM
affiliates in the Detroit CSA.

170. ACM Vision V purchased from VPM affiliates the property later sold
to Plaintiff Pobur under an LOP contract. ACM Vision V was listed as the “lessor”
on the LOP contract with Ms. Pobur.

171. According to county records, ACM Vision V held properties it had
acquired from Vision until at least 2020.

172. Some of the properties ACM Vision V sold were occupied by
consumers in active LOP contracts. Others were sold as unoccupied REO property

after a consumer unsuccessfully attempting to purchase the home through a LOP
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contract had been dispossessed.

173. ACM Vision V entered into LOP transactions with new consumers,
with ACM Vision V listed as the counterparty in the LOP contract, when active LOP
contracts went into default. These LOP transactions utilized the usual Vision form
and the same business practices that Vision used for the other Affiliate Defendants.

174. Court records reflect at least six evictions filed by ACM Vision V in
Wayne County and at least eight in Genesee County. These numbers would not
include any evictions filed by VPM as a servicer for ACM Vision V, nor any
homebuyers that left properties without an eviction being filed.

175. Figure 6 below is a map of the VPM properties that were acquired by
ACM Vision V in the Detroit CSA, over the percent Non-Hispanic Black residents
by Census tract. Figure 6 shows that many of the properties owned by ACM Vision
V were located in majority Black communities, a pattern consistent with Vision’s

racially skewed acquisition practices.
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Figure 6: VPM Properties purchased by ACM Vision V, LLC and Census tract Non-
Hispanic Black population in 2011-2015 for the Detroit CSA. Sources: CoreLogic,
American Community Survey 2015 5-year estimates.
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Role and Involvement of the Inmost Defendants

176. Vision’s actions described above, in the design, implementation, and
expansion of its LOP program over the time period from mid-2017 forward were
made possible by financing transactions facilitated by the Noteholder Agent and
funded by the Issuer Noteholders. Such transactions enabled VPM and its Affiliate
Defendants to continue operating the LOP scheme at issue in this case.

177. In or around mid-2017, Kookmin Bank and Inmost began financing
Vision’s continued operation of the LOP program, including in Michigan.

178. When VPM was searching for a new predominant funder in late 2016,
it created a document describing its portfolio of LOP contracts. This document was
provided to the Inmost Defendants. The document states that Vision’s “primary
stabilization strategy is to originate a 7-year lease with purchase option contract
(“LOP” or “Lease Option”) on REO properties.” It goes on to describe the potential
collateral for the loan Vision was seeking as “2,586 LOP contracts with an unpaid
principal balance of $125 million.”

179. The document states, “Vision’s inventory is acquired in various
physical conditions and unforeseen home repair can cause missed payments.” It also
states, “When all else fails, Vision will pursue an eviction or foreclosure, in

accordance with the judicial requirements for each local jurisdiction.”
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180. Before agreeing to provide funding to VPM, the Inmost Defendants
conducted significant due diligence. They reviewed VPM’s business model,
including the LOP form contract and the way Vision acquired properties. The Inmost
Defendants also reviewed VPM’s financial statements, including its consolidated
balance sheets as of December 31, 2016 and March 31, 2017, and related income
statements and cash flow statements for the periods then ended.

181. In August 2017, Dobry Holdings, a Vision-related holding company,
transferred approximately 2,500 LOP contracts to the DSV SPV's pursuant to certain
APAs.

182. The DSV SPVs were created for the purpose of holding the LOP
contracts (and related real estate), which secure the DSV SPVs’ obligations under
promissory notes issued under the NIPAs. Each NIPA references a related APA and
expressly provides that promissory notes are being issued and sold for the purpose
of funding the DSV SPVs’ acquisition of LOP contracts. Each APA similarly cross-
references a NIPA.

183. The Financing Documents demonstrate that all parties to the financing
arrangement were aware of Vision’s business model, including the use and structure
of the LOP contract.

184. The Financing Documents require Vision to utilize certain credit and

collection policies and a certain form LOP contract and prevent LOP contracts from
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being amended, modified, or waived without the express written consent of the
relevant DSV SPV counterparty.

185. Under the terms of the Financing Documents, 2,500 existing LOP
contracts, as well as new LOP contracts conforming to the agreed-upon format,
would be sold to the DSV SPVs to secure their obligations under promissory notes
issued under the NIPAs.

186. By the time the Issuer Noteholders agreed to provide a new infusion of
funding and take over the role of Vision’s primary funder, Vision’s predatory
practices were well documented in public records. On August 21, 2016, a detailed
New York Times exposé described the problematic features of Vision’s business
model, including the fact that consumers were being deceived about whether they
were owners or renters and that in this regard Vision was trying to have the “best of
both worlds.” The article also described the fact that Vision was purchasing homes
at extremely low prices—around $10,000 each—and selling them to consumers at
enormous markups. It also revealed that homebuyers lost all of their investment in
the home if they defaulted on payments while making the required repairs, which
were often significant.

187. In March 2017, the New York Times reported that U.S. Representative

Elijah Cummings of Maryland had called for an investigation into Vision’s business
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model, including the risks to individuals posed by lead paint violations that Vision
had failed to address before marketing the homes to consumers.

188. In May 2017, the New York Times reported that U.S. mortgage giant
Fannie Mae had announced that it would no longer sell homes to Vision because of
these predatory practices.

189. Vision continued to operate its predatory and discriminatory LOP
business in Michigan, supported and enabled by this new predominant source of
financing provided by the Inmost Defendants, until at least November 2019.

190. After the Successor Defendants purchased Vision’s assets, as described
in the following section, DS Agent issued a default notice, dated July 1, 2020, which

asserted that Dobry Holdings Master LLC (“Dobry Parent”), the holder of 100% of

the equity interests of the DSV SPVs (the “SPV Equity Interests”), transferred the

SPV Equity Interests to US Home Rentals without the required consent of the
Noteholder Agent in violation of Membership Interest Pledge Agreements made by

Dobry Parent in favor of the Noteholder Agent (the “Pledge Agreements™). In

November 2020, in consideration for DS Agent’s consent to the transfer of the SPV
Equity Interests and rescission of the July 1 default notice, FTE and US Home
Rentals guaranteed the obligations of the DSV SPVs under the NIPAs and the

promissory notes issued thereunder.
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191. In or around December 2020, DS Agent provided notice to the DSV
SPVs, US Home Rentals and FTE of the occurrence of certain events of default
under the NIPAs, including an event of default resulting from the DSV SPVs’
alleged failure to satisfy applicable loan-to-value requirements, and purported to
exercise its rights under the Pledge Agreements to vote to replace US Home Rentals
as the sole manager of the DSV SPVs.

192. The Inmost Defendants are aware that the DSV SPVs are parties to this
litigation and that US Home Rentals has retained counsel on behalf of the DSV SPVs
and has been engaged in settlement negotiations on behalf of the DSV SPVs.

193. US Home Rentals continues to handle this litigation on behalf of the
DSV SPVs. The DSV SPVs and US Home Rentals have entered into a Settlement
Agreement for which the parties are now seeking Court approval. However, actions
taken by the Inmost Defendants have called into question which entity or entities are
currently exercising control over the DSV SPVs.

194. On information and belief, the Inmost Defendants, through various
agents, have communicated with Michigan consumers occupying homes pursuant to
active Vision LOP contracts as recently as early 2022. The Inmost Defendants have
misrepresented to these consumers that a foreclosure has taken place and that they
will soon be subject to an eviction unless they agree to a cash for keys agreement

and move out of the home. Based on a diligent search, no foreclosures have taken
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place. These misrepresentations have created confusion and fear among these
occupants, and has caused at least one occupant to vacate the home they were
attempting to purchase through the LOP contract.

195. To resolve any question and ensure that Class members may obtain the
relief agreed to in the Settlement Agreement, Plaintiffs are adding the Inmost

Defendants as parties to this action.

Successor Defendants

196. According to FTE’s December 2019 Form 8-K disclosure to the U.S.
Securities and Exchange Commission, on December 20, 2019, FTE and US Home
Rentals entered into a purchase agreement with Antoni Szkaradek, Alexander
Szkaradek, VPM, VPM Holdings, and other Vision entities, whereby FTE and US
Home Rentals agreed to purchase all of the equity interests in the Vision entities
(including Defendants VPM; VPM Holdings; Kaja Holdings, LLC; Kaja Holdings
2, LLC; MI Seven, LLC; IN Seven, LLC; RVFM 4, LLC; DSV SPV 1, LLC; DSV
SPV 2, LLC; DSV SPV 3, LLC; Boom SC; and Alan Investments III, LLC), all of
VPM’s assets that are related to its business, and any and all contracts, intellectual
property, liabilities, and a real estate asset portfolio consisting of 3,184 rental homes
located across the United States, among others.

197. FTE and US Home Rentals agreed to acquire these equity interests,

assets, and liabilities for aggregate consideration of $350 million consisting of $10
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million in cash, $80 million in indebtedness of the Vision entities, 4,222,474 shares
of FTE common stock valued at $32 million, and newly designated shares of FTE
preferred stock valued at $228 million.

198. Potential liabilities arising from the current Complaint were not
disclaimed in the parties’ purchase agreement. The only liabilities excluded from the
purchase agreement are: (a) indebtedness of the sellers other than debt of the
companies themselves or debt expressly assumed by the agreement, (b) liability
related to the excluded assets, (c) liability related to current or pending action against
the companies as of December 2019, (d) tax liability arising from the companies, (¢)
intercompany accounts payable, (f) transaction expenses, (g) retained bonuses, and
(h) additional liabilities listed in the Schedules which Plaintiffs do not have access
to.

199. FTE’s December 2019 Form 8-K disclosure attached a copy of the
purchase agreement but did not include all schedules referred to in the agreement.

200. FTE published a press release announcing its merger with Vision and
stated: “Vision’s management team . . . will continue as senior executives of the
Company and major shareholders.” Alex Szkaradek, Vision’s CEQO, hailed the
transaction as a “strategic partnership.”

201. Upon information and belief, FTE directed the purchase of Vision and

1ts business.
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202. Antoni Szkaradek, Alexander Szkaradek, VPM, VPM Holdings, and
other Vision entities own 19.9% of FTE’s currently outstanding common stock and
additional preferred stock of FTE.

203. FTE and US Home Rentals are continuing Vision’s business model and
operations.

204. Pursuant to the purchase agreement, the Vision entities were required
to conduct their business in its ordinary course before and until the close of the
agreement, preserve the present business operations, assets, organizational structure,
stocks, and goodwill, because FTE and US Home Rentals would assume those
business interests and operations upon closing.

205. The Vision entities transferred all of its residential properties, current
and form contracts, intellectual property, employees, employee benefit plans, and
business infrastructure to FTE and US Home Rentals.

206. There was an almost seamless transition between Vision and FTE and
US Home Rentals from the perspective of the homebuyers. Plaintiff Henderson
remembers being unable to reach Vision at the phone number she regularly calls to
make her payments. However, after a couple months of not being able to reach
Vision, she called the same number again and a representative told her that the

company changed its name to US Home Rentals and proceeded to take her payment.
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The representative did not require Ms. Henderson to submit any new information to
continue her relationship with them.

207. Homebuyers send their monthly payments to the same addresses and
use the same phone number to reach US Home Rentals as they did when the
company was operating under the name Vision.

208. After purchasing and operating Vision’s business for approximately
one year, FTE announced in December 2020 that it will be assuming the name of its
principal subsidiary, US Home Rentals, and exclusively operating and expanding
that business model.

209. FTE recently filed a document with the SEC stating that the wholly
owned subsidiaries of US Home Rentals which were acquired from VPM, the
entities which hold title to the properties, have taken out a loan for $1.4 Million
which will be used to rehabilitate the properties and pay property taxes. FTE
guaranteed the loan.

210. Michael P. Beys was the interim Chief Executive Officer of both FTE
and US Home Rentals at the time of execution of the purchase agreement.

211. Upon information and belief, US Home Rentals is a shell corporate

structure and is an alter ego of Defendant FTE.
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V. EXPERIENCES OF THE NAMED PLAINTIFFS

A. Rhonda Henderson

212. Rhonda Henderson is a fifty-six-year-old Black woman who lives with
her husband Rodney Palmer in Inkster.

213. Ms. Henderson and Mr. Palmer have lived in their home in Inkster since
Ms. Henderson entered into a home purchase contract with Vision in 2014.

214. Ms. Henderson learned about Vision from its website and from yard
signs and window signs in houses all over Inkster advertising homes for sale for as
little as $300 down.

215. Ms. Henderson was tired of renting and eager for the opportunity to
own her own home with Mr. Palmer. The house they had been renting immediately
before learning about Vision had a number of problems and needed long-overdue
repairs.

216. When Ms. Henderson looked at the homes listed on Vision’s website,
Vision provided a lockbox code and instructed her to go and view the house on her
own. No Vision representative ever met with her in person. Ms. Henderson and Mr.
Palmer viewed several properties owned by Vision, many of which were in terrible
condition.

217. Vision was offering the house for $40,000 if purchased through

Vision’s LOP program. This is the price for the property as stated in Ms.
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Henderson’s contract with Vision, as described below. Ms. Henderson does not
recall whether Vision was offering a lower cash price if she could have paid it all in
a lump sum.

218. Unbeknownst to Ms. Henderson, Vision (through its related entity Kaja
Holdings 2, LLC) had purchased the property from the Wayne County Treasurer for
$7,300 approximately seven months before it sold the home to her for $40,000—a
more than five-fold markup. Upon information and belief, Vision did not make any
repairs or improvements to the property before entering the contract to sell it to Ms.
Henderson for over five times what Vision had paid for it.

219. Kaja Holdings 2, LLC acquired Ms. Henderson’s home using the credit
facility from Atalaya Special Opportunities Fund V, through a funding request that
was approved by Atalaya.

220. When she and Mr. Palmer viewed the home, Ms. Henderson thought
the condition of the home looked better than many of the other properties. The rugs
were badly pet soiled, the smell was terrible, there was trash and debris throughout
the home, and an eviction notice had been placed on the back door. But other than a
deep cleaning, she thought the home was in decent condition.

221. After moving into her home, Ms. Henderson discovered that the
electricity was not working in half of the house, that a plumbing issue prevented one

bathroom in the basement from being usable, and that the hot water heater needed
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repair. Over time, she replaced the kitchen cabinets and countertops, pulled out
carpets and refinished floors, and painted the house inside and out.

222. Ms. Henderson was working as a home health care worker at the time
that she entered into the contract with Vision. Vision told Ms. Henderson that she
didn’t make enough to qualify on her own, and she would have to obtain a co-signer.
Since Mr. Palmer was out of work at the time, she did not include him as a co-signer.
Her daughter Kiara Henderson, who was working for McDonalds, was willing to be
added as a cosigner.

223. On information and belief, Vision did not verify Ms. Henderson’s
ability to afford the obligations of the contract, especially considering her other
expenses, full debt-to-income ratio, and the cost of repairs necessary to bring the
home into habitable condition.

224. Ms. Henderson has no professional experience in finance, home
lending, or real estate.

225. Ms. Henderson never met with any Vision representative or agent in
person. The closing of the transaction was conducted by mail. Ms. Henderson was
asked to sign the papers in front of a notary and return them in a pre-paid envelope.

226. At the time that the contract was entered into, Ms. Henderson was not
advised nor required by Vision to obtain an inspection of the home, and Vision did

not obtain an appraisal.
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227. The contract between Vision (through its related entity Kaja Holdings
2, LCC) and Ms. Henderson is captioned “Residential Lease with Option to Purchase
Agreement (Triple-Net, Bondable Lease)” and is attached as Exhibit A.

The contract was entered into on June 15, 2014.

228. The contract stated that the purchase price was $40,000. Ms. Henderson
was required to send $1,303 for a down payment and her first monthly payment. She
was then required to pay $553 per month. This monthly payment included $225 per
month for property taxes and $25 per month for insurance. In the middle of a
paragraph, without bolding or any other difference in font that would call attention
to it, the contract states that only $55.05 of this monthly payment was credited to the
purchase price each month.

229. Ms. Henderson believed based on Vision’s oral representations that her
entire monthly payment would go toward the purchase price of the home, and that
by the end of the seven-year period, she would own the house outright.

230. Ms. Henderson did not understand, and was not informed orally by
Vision’s sales representative, that in fact only a small fraction of her monthly
payment ($55.05 out of $553 per month) was being applied to the purchase price.

231. She had no understanding, and was not informed (through the contract’s
written terms or in oral representations), that if she made every single payment on

time, at the end of the seven-year term she would still owe $34,625.80 of the $40,000
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purchase price.

232. Based on the monthly payment amount and the amount being applied
to the principal balance each month for the seven year “lease-option” period, Vision
extended Ms. Henderson credit of $39,250 (the purchase price minus the down
payment) at an 8% annual interest rate.

233. On information and belief, Vision calculated Ms. Henderson’s monthly
payment based on a principal balance of $39,250, an interest rate of 8%, and a
payment term of 300 months (25 years). On information and belief, Vision intended
to convert Ms. Henderson to a land contract with a 25-year term (with 18 years
remaining) after the initial 7-year period.

234. Vision never disclosed to Ms. Henderson, through its written contract
or in oral representations, that she was being charged an 8% annual interest rate.

235. Vision never disclosed to Ms. Henderson, through its written contract
or in oral representations, that the contract had an amortization term of 300 months
and a payment schedule of 300 months.

236. Vision never orally disclosed to Ms. Henderson that the payments
required by her contract would not pay off the purchase price in seven years, but
rather that it would take her 25 years making this payment to complete the purchase
of her home.

237. Vision did not disclose to Ms. Henderson, through its written contract
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or in oral representations, the finance charge, annual percentage rate, the total
number of payments required for Ms. Henderson to own the home, the amount of
the purchase price that would be owed at the end of the seven-year period, or the fact
that a security interest in the home was taken.

238. Vision also required Ms. Henderson to pay into an escrow account that
1s meant to cover the property taxes for the home.

239. City and county records indicate that Vision did not pay taxes on the
house timely each year. As of September 2020, Vision had not paid the Winter 2018
taxes, which would have made the home eligible for tax foreclosure in 2021. Vision
had not paid the Summer or Winter 2019 taxes, which were due by August 31, 2019
and January 31, 2020, respectively. And Vision had not paid the Summer 2020
property taxes, which were due by August 31, 2020. Ms. Henderson was not aware
that Vision had not been making the required property tax payments on her home.

240. Vision required Ms. Henderson to pay $225 per month for property
taxes, which adds up to $2,700 per year. However, Ms. Henderson’s property tax
bill over the past six years has averaged out to $1,974 per year. Moreover, Vision
failed to pay any taxes after 2018, despite collecting more than enough money from
Ms. Henderson to pay her property taxes. Ms. Henderson recently received a notice
of tax foreclosure for her home.

241. The excess escrow funds Vision required from Ms. Henderson amount
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to an additional hidden finance charge. Factoring in the padded escrow, Ms.
Henderson’s annual percentage rate was at least 9.867%. Vision did not disclose this
interest rate to Ms. Henderson through its written contract or in oral representations.

242. However, the true annual percentage rate was likely significantly
higher. Vision typically offered homes for a lower cash price compared to the LOP
price. Ms. Henderson does not recall that difference for her home. On information
and belief, Vision charged Ms. Henderson an annual percentage rate well above 11%
when factoring in the hidden finance charges of the inflated purchase price and
padded escrow charges. Vision did not disclose this interest rate to Ms. Henderson
through its written contract or in oral representations. The average prime offer rate
at the time of Ms. Henderson’s transaction was approximately 3.73%.

243. Vision failed to conduct an annual escrow analysis, failed to return
excess escrow surplus to Ms. Henderson, and failed to make timely payments out of
escrow for the required property taxes for the home.

244, In over six years living in this home and making payments, Ms.
Henderson has never received a monthly statement from Vision or one of its
affiliated LLCs. If she had received a monthly statement, including payments
received by Vision and payments made out of escrow, it would have helped her to
realize that Vision was over-collecting for property taxes and also was not making

timely property tax payments.
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245. Ms. Henderson has been paying faithfully on the contract for over six
years. She is current on her payments. She learned recently that after seven years of
making payments, rather than owning the house outright, she will still owe nearly
the full purchase price. Her remaining balance owed as of the filing of this action
was approximately $35,600, only $4,000 less than when she started.

246. At this point, Ms. Henderson has made this house a home and wants to
continue living there with her family. She has invested a substantial amount of her
income and labor into it. She has paid roughly $40,000 in payments over this time
period; yet according to Vision, she still owes over $35,000 of the purchase price.
B.  Roberta Faulks

247. Roberta Faulks is a seventy-year-old Black woman who lives in Inkster.

248. Ms. Faulks has lived in her home in Inkster since entering into a home
purchase contract with Vision in 2016.

249. Ms. Faulks found Vision while researching rent-to-own homes in
Inkster.

250. When Ms. Faulks looked at the homes listed on Vision’s website,
Vision provided a lockbox code and instructed her to go and view the house on her
own. No Vision representative ever met with her in person.

251. The house was listed by Vision as being for sale for $44,900 if

purchased through Vision’s LOP program. This is the price for the property as stated
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in Ms. Faulks’s contract with Vision, as described below. Ms. Faulks does not recall
any cash price Vision was asking for the home.

252. Unbeknownst to Ms. Faulks, Vision (through its affiliated entity Kaja
Holdings 2 LLC) had purchased the property from the Wayne County Treasurer for
$8,200 approximately two years prior to selling it to her for $44,900—a more than
five-fold markup. Upon information and belief, Vision did not make any repairs or
improvements to the property before entering the contract to sell it to Ms. Faulks for
over five times what Vision had paid for it.

253. Kaja Holdings 2, LLC acquired Ms. Faulks’s home using the credit
facility from Atalaya Special Opportunities Fund V, through a funding request that
was approved by Atalaya.

254. After signing the contract and moving in, Ms. Faulks learned the
electricity needed to be grounded and rewired. There was damage around the
chimney that caused water to leak into the basement. The house’s flooring was also
damaged, and Ms. Faulks had to clean and varnish it. She also had to replace the hot
water heater.

255. Despite the many repairs Ms. Faulks has already made to her home,
there is still much work to be done. The kitchen floor is separating, the roof is
leaking, the plumbing backs up with water when she runs the dishwasher, and the

windows need to be replaced.
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256. Before retiring, Ms. Faulks was a civil servant who worked for the
state’s mental health services and as an officer for the state department of
corrections. She has no professional experience in finance, home lending, or real
estate.

257. When she applied to purchase the home from Vision, Ms. Faulks’s
income was roughly $1,400 per month in Social Security benefits.

258. On information and belief, Vision did not verify Ms. Faulks’s ability to
afford the obligations of the contract, especially considering her other expenses, full
debt-to-income ratio, and the cost of repairs necessary to bring the home into
habitable condition.

259. Ms. Faulks never met with any Vision representative or agent in person.
The closing of the transaction was conducted by mail. Ms. Faulks was asked to sign
the papers in front of a notary and return them.

260. Ms. Faulks was not advised nor required to obtain an inspection of the
home before entering into the contract, and Vision did not obtain an appraisal.

261. The contract between Vision (through its related entity Kaja Holdings
2, LLC) and Ms. Faulks is captioned “Residential Lease with Option to Purchase
Agreement (Triple-Net, Bondable Lease)” and is attached as Exhibit B. The contract
was entered into on May 15, 2016.

262. The contract stated that the purchase price was $44,900. Ms. Faulks
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was required to send $1,770 for a down payment and her first monthly payment. Her
monthly payment was initially $520 (it has since increased to $535) per month. This
monthly payment included $125 per month for property taxes and $30 per month for
insurance. In the middle of a paragraph, without bolding or any other difference in
font that would call attention to it, the contract states that only $98.96 of this monthly
payment was credited to the purchase price each month.

263. Ms. Faulks did not understand, and was not informed orally by Vision’s
sales representative, that in fact only a small fraction of her monthly payment
($98.96 out of $520 per month) was being applied to the purchase price.

264. Ms. Faulks had no understanding, and was not informed (through the
contract’s written terms or in oral representations), that if she made every single
payment on time, at the end of the seven-year term she would still owe $35,337.36
of the $44,900 purchase price.

265. Based on the monthly payment amount and the amount being applied
to the principal balance each month for the seven year “lease-option” period, Vision
extended Ms. Faulks credit of $43,650 (the purchase price minus the down payment)
at an 8% annual interest rate.

266. On information and belief, Vision calculated Ms. Faulks’s monthly
payment based on a principal balance of $43,650, an interest rate of 8%, and a

payment term of 240 months (20 years). On information and belief, Vision intended
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to convert Ms. Faulks to a land contract with a 20-year term (with 13 years
remaining) after the initial seven-year period.

267. Vision never disclosed to Ms. Faulks, through its written contract or in
oral representations, that she was being charged an 8% annual interest rate.

268. Vision never disclosed to Ms. Faulks, through its written contract or in
oral representations, that the contract had an amortization term of 240 months and a
payment schedule of 240 months.

269. Vision never orally disclosed to Ms. Faulks that the payments required
by her contract would not pay off the purchase price in seven years, but rather it
would take her 20 years making this payment to complete the purchase of her home.

270. Vision did not disclose to Ms. Faulks, through its written contract or in
oral representations, the finance charge, annual percentage rate, the total number of
payments required for Ms. Faulks to own the home, the amount of the purchase price
that would be owed at the end of the seven-year period, or the fact that a security
interest in the home was taken.

271. Vision also required Ms. Faulks to pay into an escrow account that is
meant to cover the property taxes for the home.

272. City and county records indicate that Vision did not pay taxes on the
house timely each year. As of September 2020, Vision had not paid the Summer or

Winter 2019 taxes, which were due by August 31, 2019 and January 31, 2020,
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respectively. And Vision had not paid the Summer 2020 property taxes, which were
due by August 31, 2020. Ms. Faulks was not aware that Vision had not been making
the required property tax payments on her home.

273. Vision required Ms. Faulks to pay $125 per month for property taxes,
which adds up to $1,500 per year. However, Ms. Faulks’s property tax bill over the
past six years has averaged out to $1,431 per year. Moreover Vision failed to pay
any taxes after 2019, despite collecting more than enough money from Ms. Faulks
to pay her property taxes.

274. The excess escrow funds Vision required from Ms. Faulks amounted to
an additional hidden finance charge. Factoring in the padded escrow, Ms. Faulks’s
annual percentage rate was over 8%. Vision did not disclose this interest rate to Ms.
Faulks through its written contract or in oral representations.

275. However, the true annual percentage rate was likely significantly
higher. Vision typically offered homes for a lower cash price compared to the LOP
price. Ms. Faulks does not recall that difference for her home. On information and
belief, Vision charged Ms. Faulks an annual percentage rate well above 11% when
factoring in the hidden finance charges of the inflated purchase price and padded
escrow charges. Vision did not disclose this interest rate to Ms. Faulks through its
written contract or in oral representations. The average prime offer rate at the time

of Ms. Faulks’s transaction was approximately 3.28%.
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276. Vision failed to conduct an annual escrow analysis, failed to return
excess escrow surplus to Ms. Faulks, and failed to make timely payments out of
escrow for the required property taxes for the home.

277. In four years living in this home and making payments, Ms. Faulks has
never received a monthly statement from Vision or one of its affiliated LLCs. If she
had received a monthly statement, including payments received by Vision and
payments made out of escrow, it would have helped her to realize that Vision was
over-collecting for property taxes and also was not making timely property tax
payments.

278. On information and belief, Vision never reported the payments to the
credit bureaus and did not help her improve her credit.

279. Ms. Faulks has been paying faithfully on her Vision contract for four
years. She recently learned that after seven years of making payments, she will still
owe nearly $35,500—more than three-quarters of the purchase price.

280. At this point, Ms. Faulks has invested a significant amount of money
into this home, with the risk of losing it all. She now realizes Vision is still claiming
she owes a significant balance. She fears being unable to sell the home if she ever
needs to move into an apartment due to her physical needs as she ages.

C.  Rachel Church

281. Rachel Church is a thirty-four-year-old white woman who lives with
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her fiancé, Tyler Sturgeon, and their two children at their home in Mt. Morris.

282. Ms. Church has lived in her home in Mt. Morris since entering into a
home purchase contract with Vision in 2015.

283. Ms. Church found out about the opportunity to purchase a home from
Vision when she saw a yard sign in front of a house in Mt. Morris.

284. Ms. Church had never owned a home before. She had been renting a
mobile home immediately before entering the contract with Vision and wanted to
own a home where her children could play outside.

285. She reviewed a list of properties Vision had available for purchase and
looked at several homes, including the home she decided to purchase.

286. Vision provided a lockbox code and instructed her to go and view the
house. No Vision representative ever met with her in person.

287. The house was listed by Vision as being for sale for $74,900 if
purchased through Vision’s rent-to-own program. This is the price for the property
as stated in Ms. Church’s contract with Vision, as described below. Ms. Church does
not recall a lower cash price for the home.

288. Unbeknownst to Ms. Church, Vision (through its affiliated entity Kaja
Holdings 2, LLC) had purchased the property from Bank of America for $16,255
approximately three months before it sold the home to her for $74,900. Upon

information and belief, Vision did not make any repairs or improvements to the
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property before entering the contract to sell it to Ms. Church for over 4.6 times what
Vision had paid for it.

289. Kaja Holdings 2, LLC acquired Church’s home using the credit facility
from Atalaya Special Opportunities Fund V, through a funding request that was
approved by Atalaya.

290. When she viewed the property, Ms. Church thought the home looked
like a fixer-upper with mostly cosmetic problems. She saw some mold, water
damage, and holes in the wall, and the carpet needed repair.

291. After signing the contract and moving in, Ms. Church discovered the
condition of the house was much worse than she realized. The electrical system did
not work and was not up to code, there was no running water because the pipes were
not winterized and had burst, the furnace and water heater did not function, the
foundation was crumbling, and the roof needed repairs. Since signing the contract,
she has spent at least $10,000 on repairs and materials to make the home habitable,
including fixing the plumbing, redoing the floors, and fixing the furnace and water
heater. Although she has purchased materials to fix the electrical system, she cannot
afford the installation costs, and as a result, parts of the house still have no power.
The house continues to have persistent leaks.

292. At the time that Ms. Church was applying to purchase the home, she

was making roughly $10 per hour at a manufacturing job.
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293. On information and belief, Vision did not verify Ms. Church’s ability
to afford the obligations of the contract, especially considering her other expenses,
full debt-to-income ratio, and the cost of repairs necessary to bring the home into
habitable condition.

294. Ms. Church has no professional experience in finance, home lending,
or real estate.

295. Ms. Church never met with any Vision representative or agent in
person. The closing of the transaction was conducted by mail. Ms. Church was asked
to sign the papers in front of a notary and return them in a pre-paid envelope.

296. Ms. Church was not advised nor required by Vision to obtain an
inspection of the home, and Vision did not obtain an appraisal.

297. The contract between Vision (through its related entity Kaja Holdings
2, LLC) and Ms. Church is captioned “Residential Lease with Option to Purchase
Agreement (Triple-Net, Bondable Lease)” and is attached as Exhibit C. The contract
was entered into on October 1, 2015.

298. The contract stated that the purchase price was $74,900. Ms. Church
was required to send $3,832 for a down payment and the first monthly payment. She
was then required to pay $832 per month. This monthly payment included $190 per
month for property taxes and $40 per month for general liability insurance. In the

middle of a paragraph, without bolding or any other difference in font that would
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call attention to it, the contract states that only $162.73 of this monthly payment was
credited to the purchase price each month.

299. Vision’s sales representative led Ms. Church to believe that her entire
monthly payment would go toward the purchase price of the home, and that by the
end of the seven-year period, she would own the house outright.

300. Ms. Church did not understand, and was not informed orally by
Vision’s sales representative, that in fact only a small fraction of the monthly
payment ($162.73 out of $832 per month) was being applied to the purchase price.

301. She had no understanding, and was not informed (through the contract’s
written terms or in oral representations), that if she made every single payment on
time, at the end of the seven-year term she would still owe $58,230 of the $74,900
purchase price.

302. Based on the monthly payment amount and the amount being applied
to the principal balance each month for the seven year “lease-option” period, Vision
extended Ms. Church credit of $71,900 (the purchase price minus the down
payment) at an 8% annual interest rate.

303. On information and belief, Vision calculated Ms. Church’s monthly
payment based on a principal balance of $71,900, an interest rate of 8%, and a
payment term of 240 months (20 years). On information and belief, Vision intended

to convert Ms. Church to a land contract with a 20-year term (with 13 years
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remaining) after the initial 7-year period.

304. Vision never disclosed to Ms. Church, through its written contract or in
oral representations, that she was being charged an 8% annual interest rate.

305. Vision never disclosed to Ms. Church, through its written contract or in
oral representations, that the contract had an amortization term of 240 months and a
payment schedule of 240 months.

306. Vision never orally disclosed to Ms. Church that the payments required
by the contract would not pay off the purchase price in seven years, but rather it
would take 20 years making this payment to complete the purchase of the home.

307. Vision did not disclose to Ms. Church, through its written contract or
in oral representations, the finance charge, annual percentage rate, the total number
of payments required for Ms. Church to own the home, the amount of the purchase
price that would be owed at the end of the seven-year period, or the fact that a
security interest in the home was taken.

308. Vision also required Ms. Church to pay into an escrow account that is
meant to cover the property taxes for the home.

309. City and county records indicate that Vision did not pay taxes on the
house timely each year. As of September 2020, Vision had not paid the Summer or
Winter 2019 taxes, which were due by August 31, 2019 and January 31, 2020,

respectively. And Vision had not paid the Summer 2020 property taxes, which were
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due by August 31, 2020. Ms. Church was not aware that Vision had not been making
the required property tax payments on her home. Ms. Church was at risk of tax
foreclosure in 2022 due to Vision’s failure to pay the 2019 taxes, which could have
led to her eventual eviction from her home.

310. Vision required Ms. Church to pay $190 per month for property taxes,
which adds up to $2,280 per year. However Vision failed to pay any taxes after 2019,
despite collecting this amount from Ms. Church to pay her property taxes.

311. The true annual percentage rate in the transaction was likely
significantly higher than 8%. Vision typically offered homes for a lower cash price
compared to the LOP price. Ms. Church does not specifically recall whether Vision
made her a cash price offer, but such an offer was Vision’s typical practice. On
information and belief, Vision charged Ms. Church an annual percentage rate well
above 11% when factoring in the hidden finance charges of the inflated purchase
price and padded escrow charges. Vision did not disclose this interest rate to Ms.
Church through its written contract or in oral representations. The average prime
offer rate at the time of Ms. Church’s transaction was approximately 3.45%.

312. Vision failed to conduct an annual escrow analysis, failed to return any
excess escrow surplus to Ms. Church, and failed to make timely payments out of
escrow for the required property taxes for the home. Ms. Church recently received a

notice of tax foreclosure for her home.
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313. In nearly five years living in this home and making payments, Ms.
Church has never received a monthly statement from Vision or one of its affiliated
LLCs. If she had received a monthly statement, including payments received by
Vision and payments made out of escrow, it would have helped her to realize that
Vision was not making timely property tax payments.

314. Ms. Church has been making payments under the contract for nearly
five years. At one point, she fell behind on her payments for approximately three or
four months and faced aggressive threats of eviction by Vision. But she paid the
overdue amount and is now current on the contract.

315. She learned after signing the contract that only a small portion of her
monthly payment is being applied to the purchase price, and that after seven years
of making payments, rather than owning the house outright, she will still owe
roughly $58,230.

316. At this point, Ms. Church is unsure of her rights, frustrated by the
misrepresentations and unfairness of the transaction, and believes she owes more
than the home is currently worth, despite having paid nearly $50,000 in payments

over the past five years.

D. Teaha Jackson

317. Teaha Jackson is a twenty-eight-year-old Black woman who currently

lives in Ypsilanti, Michigan with her fiancé and her children.
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318. Ms. Jackson, along with her then mother-in-law, entered into a home
purchase contract with Vision on February 15, 2016.

319. Ms. Jackson was in an abusive relationship and sought her then mother-
in-law’s help to find a home as her only other option was to go to a shelter. Ms.
Jackson learned about Vision from advertisements for rent-to-own homes and her
mother-in-law. Her mother-in-law found a Vision listing on Craigslist and referred
Ms. Jackson to the website.

320. When Ms. Jackson looked at the homes listed on Vision’s website,
Vision provided a lockbox code and instructed her to go and view the houses on her
own. No Vision representative ever met with her in person. Ms. Jackson viewed
several Vision properties, many of which were in terrible condition.

321. The house she selected was located at 1495 Jeffrey Lane, Inkster,
Michigan. The house was gutted and needed lots of repairs.

322. Vision was offering the house for $25,000 if purchased through
Vision’s LOP program. This is the price for the property as stated in Ms. Jackson’s
contract with Vision, as described below. Ms. Jackson recalls that Vision was
offering a lower cash price if she could have paid cash for the house.

323. Unbeknownst to Ms. Jackson, Vision (through its related entity Kaja
Holding 2, LLC) had purchased the property from the Wayne County Treasurer for

$7,000 approximately two and a half years before it sold the home to her for
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$25,000—a more than three-fold markup. Upon information and belief, Vision did
not make any repairs or improvements to the property before entering the contract
to sell it to Ms. Jackson for over three times what Vision had paid for it.

324. Upon information and belief, Vision entered into a prior LOP contract
for this property with another consumer on or about November 1, 2014, in which
Vision committed to sell the home to the consumer for $30,000, with monthly
payments of $219 (calculated using an 8% interest rate). That consumer moved out
under circumstances that are not known to Ms. Jackson, after which Vision entered
into the LOP contract on this property with Ms. Jackson.

325. Kaja Holdings 2, LLC acquired Ms. Jackson’s home using the credit
facility from Atalaya Special Opportunities Fund V, through a funding request that
was approved by Atalaya.

326. Ms. Jackson was a stay-at-home mom at the time that she entered into
the contract with Vision and her only income was from Supplemental Security
Income (SSI). Vision told Ms. Jackson that she didn’t make enough to qualify on
her own, and she would have to obtain a co-signer. Her then mother-in-law, who
was also on SSI, was added as a cosigner.

327. On information and belief, Vision did not verify Ms. Jackson’s ability
to afford the obligations of the contract, especially considering her other expenses,

full debt-to-income ratio, and the cost of repairs necessary to bring the home into
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habitable condition.

328. Ms. Jackson has no professional experience in finance, home lending,
or real estate.

329. Ms. Jackson believed that she was entering into a land contract and that
at the end of the contract term she would own the home.

330. Ms. Jackson never met with any Vision representative or agent in
person when she entered into the contract. The closing of the transaction was
conducted by email. Ms. Jackson was asked to sign the papers in front of a notary
and return them.

331. At the time that the contract was entered into, Ms. Jackson was not
advised nor required by Vision to obtain an inspection of the home, and Vision did
not obtain an appraisal.

332. The contract between Vision (through its related entity Kaja Holdings
2, LLC) and Ms. Jackson is captioned “Residential Lease with Option to Purchase
Agreement (Triple-Net, Bondable Lease)” and is attached as Exhibit D. The contract
was entered into on February 15, 2016.

333. The contract stated that the purchase price was $25,000. Ms. Jackson
was required to send $500 for a down payment and her first monthly payment. She
was then required to pay $485 per month. This monthly payment included $240 per

month for property taxes and $20 per month for insurance. In the middle of a
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paragraph, without bolding or any other difference in font that would call attention
to it, the contract states that only $94.81 of this monthly payment was credited to the
purchase price each month.

334. Vision represented orally to Ms. Jackson that her entire monthly
payment would go toward the purchase price of the home, and that by the end of the
six-year period, she would own the house outright.

335. Ms. Jackson did not understand, and was not informed orally by
Vision’s sales representative, that in fact only a small fraction of her monthly
payment ($94.81 out of $485 per month) was being applied to the purchase price.

336. She had no understanding, and was not informed (through the contract’s
written terms or in oral representations), that if she made every single payment on
time, at the end of the 75-month term she would still owe $17,389 of the $25,000
purchase price.

337. Based on the monthly payment amount and the amount being applied
to the principal balance each month for the 75-month “lease-option” period, Vision
extended Ms. Jackson credit of $24,500 (the purchase price minus the down
payment) at a 7.3% annual interest rate.

338. On information and belief, Vision calculated Ms. Jackson’s monthly
payment based on a principal balance of $24,500, an interest rate of 7.3%, and a

payment term of 180 months (15 years). On information and belief, Vision intended
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to convert Ms. Jackson to a land contract with a 15-year term (with approximately 9
years remaining) after the initial 75-month period.

339. Vision never disclosed to Ms. Jackson, through its written contract or
in oral representations, that she was being charged a 7.3% annual interest rate.

340. Vision never disclosed to Ms. Jackson, through its written contract or
in oral representations, that the contract had an amortization term of 180 months and
a payment schedule of 180 months.

341. Vision never orally disclosed to Ms. Jackson, nor was it stated on the
face of the contract, that the payments required by her contract would not pay off the
purchase price in 75 months, but rather that it would take her 15 years making this
payment to complete the purchase of her home.

342. Vision did not disclose to Ms. Jackson, through its written contract or
in oral representations, the finance charge, annual percentage rate, the total number
of payments required for Ms. Jackson to own the home, the amount of the purchase
price that would be owed at the end of the 75-month period, or the fact that a security
interest in the home was taken.

343. Vision also required Ms. Jackson to pay into an escrow account that
was meant to cover the property taxes for the home. In the first year of her LOP
contract, she was required to pay $240 per month, or $2,880, for purported property

taxes. On information and belief, Vision did not pay the property taxes during the
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time when Ms. Jackson was paying into escrow for the tax bill.

344. The excess escrow funds Vision required from Ms. Jackson amount to
an additional hidden finance charge. Factoring in the padded escrow, Ms. Jackson’s
annual percentage rate was approximately 20%. Vision did not disclose this interest
rate to Ms. Jackson through its written contract or in oral representations.

345. However, the true annual percentage rate was likely significantly
higher. Vision typically offered homes for a lower cash price compared to the LOP
price. Ms. Jackson does not recall that exact difference for her home. On information
and belief, Vision charged Ms. Jackson an annual percentage rate well above 20%
when factoring in the hidden finance charges of the inflated purchase price and
padded escrow charges. Vision did not disclose this interest rate to Ms. Jackson
through its written contract or in oral representations. The average prime offer rate
at the time of Ms. Jackson’s transaction was approximately 2.99%.

346. Ms. Jackson paid faithfully on the contract for approximately four
months. During that time, she spent a significant amount on repairs to the home,
attempting to make it habitable.

347. When she viewed the home, Ms. Jackson knew the home needed work,
but she was not aware of the full extent of the repairs needed. Her contract with
Vision required her to fix up the home while making the monthly payments. The

home was not habitable when Ms. Jackson signed the contract. She began to do
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significant repairs on the home in order to try to make it livable for herself and her
children.

348. The repairs needed to the home were much more significant than Ms.
Jackson realized prior to signing the contract. In the end, Ms. Jackson installed a
new pipe system, a new furnace, and a hot water tank. She replaced the cabinets and
installed drywall. She installed carpet. One bathroom was completely torn out; she
installed a toilet and put down flooring. She paid an electrician to do electrical work.
Overall, she spent thousands of dollars making repairs to the home.

349. Vision told Ms. Jackson if she fixed up the home and made the
payments, then after the 75-month period, she would own the home. After about four
months, Vision notified her that she had to complete the repairs immediately or
surrender the property. Ms. Jackson had never missed a payment with Vision. She
had been working diligently to complete the repairs.

350. Ms. Jackson told Vision that she was repairing the home and sent them
pictures as proof of the repairs. Yet Vision repeatedly threatened to evict Ms.
Jackson because it claimed she was too slow making the repairs. To avoid an eviction
being filed against her—which, among other things, would have put her safety at
risk by potentially informing her abuser about her attempts to purchase this home—
Ms. Jackson agreed to surrender the home approximately four months after entering

into the contract.
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351. Kaja Holdings 2, LLC offered to pay Ms. Jackson $1,000 if she signed
arelease agreement. Although Ms. Jackson signed the agreement, she never received
the $1,000.

352. Ms. Jackson was very disappointed with the entire transaction. The
repairs were near completion when Vision threatened to evict her from the home.
She had seen this as an opportunity to leave an abusive relationship and to move into
her own home with her children instead of a shelter. Instead, she lost a significant
amount of money, time, and effort. She was unable to move into the home, and had

to continue living in an abusive, dangerous situation.

E. Chelsea Pobur

353. Chelsea Pobur is a twenty-eight-year-old white woman who currently
lives in Wayne, Michigan with her fiancé and her children.

354. Ms. Pobur entered into a home purchase contract with Vision on March
15, 2016. The entity named in her LOP contract as the “Lessor” is ACM Vision V,
LLC. As described above, ACM Vision V was one of the LLCs that originated LOP
contracts in concert with Vision through a joint venture for profit. (It also acted as
an assignee of active LOP contracts from Vision entities.) Throughout this section,
as in the rest of the complaint, “Vision” refers to the group of entities that originated
LOP contracts through a joint venture with VPM handling the consumer-facing

operations. This joint venture included ACM Vision V, LLC.
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355. Ms. Pobur was renting a home and was eager for the opportunity to own
her own home. A friend told her about Vision. She searched Vision’s website and
looked at several properties. She found a house that she liked and contacted Vision.

356. Vision provided a lockbox code and instructed Ms. Pobur to view the
house on her own. No Vision representative ever met with Ms. Pobur in person. The
house Ms. Pobur selected was located at 31 Cherrygrove Street, Ecorse, Michigan.

357. Vision was offering the house for $27,500 if purchased through
Vision’s LOP program. This is the price for the property as stated in Ms. Pobur’s
contract with Vision, as described below. Ms. Pobur noticed on the website that the
property was listed for $17,000 if paid in cash.

358. Unbeknownst to Ms. Pobur, Vision (through its related entity MI
Seven, LLC) purchased the property from the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) on April 9, 2012 for approximately $4,700. On information
and belief, MI Seven, LLC entered into a contract for deed or LOP transaction with
another consumer on or about October 15, 2012 to sell the home for $27,500. MI
Seven, LLC transferred the active contract with the prior consumer to ACM Vision
V in or around December 2013. On information and belief, the prior consumer
moved out of the home through circumstances that are not known to Ms. Pobur. Ms.
Pobur then entered into an LOP contract with ACM Vision V to purchase the home

for $27,500. On information and belief, neither Vision nor ACM Vision V made any
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repairs or improvements to the property before entering the contract to sell it to Ms.
Pobur for over five times what Vision had paid for it.

359. When she viewed the home, Ms. Pobur thought the home needed a lot
of repairs. Since she had a small home improvement business at the time, she thought
that she could handle the repairs. She believed that the repairs were mostly cosmetic.

360. Ms. Pobur decided to fix up the home before moving in. She also
discovered that she needed a certificate of occupancy before she could move in.
Vision also knew that she needed a certificate of occupancy.

361. When Ms. Pobur began the repairs, she realized that the house actually
needed substantial repairs. There was no plumbing, the furnace was not functional,
and the hot water tank did not work. She hired an electrician who installed all new
wires throughout the house. She removed asbestos from the house and began
reinsulating the house. She replaced the hot water tank, bought a new toilet, and
bought materials to replace the furnace. She also fixed most of the plumbing. Ms.
Pobur spent thousands of dollars on necessary repairs to the home.

362. At the time that Ms. Pobur applied to purchase the home from Vision,
she was making $8.00 per hour plus tips as a bartender. She also had a small home
improvement business that primarily performed small painting and tiling jobs. Her
income fluctuated, averaging about $2,000 monthly.

363. On information and belief, Vision did not verify Ms. Pobur’s ability to
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afford the obligations of the contract, especially considering her other expenses, full
debt-to-income ratio, and the cost of repairs necessary to bring the home into
habitable condition.

364. Ms. Pobur has no professional experience in finance, home lending, or
real estate.

365. Ms. Pobur never met with any Vision representative or agent in person.
The closing of the transaction was conducted by email. Ms. Pobur was asked to sign
the papers in front of a notary and return them.

366. Ms. Pobur was not advised nor required by Vision to obtain an
inspection of the home, and Vision did not obtain an appraisal.

367. Atthe time that the contract was entered into, Ms. Pobur discussed with
Vision whether the property was winterized because she noticed winterization
stickers throughout the home. Vision’s response and the winterization stickers led
her to believe that the home had been inspected. Because she trusted Vision’s
representations, she did not bring someone with her to view the house.

368. The contract between Vision (through Affiliate Defendant ACM Vision
V, LLC) and Ms. Pobur is captioned “Residential Lease with Option to Purchase
Agreement (Triple-Net, Bondable Lease)” and is attached as Exhibit E. The contract
was entered into on March 15, 2016.

369. The contract stated that the purchase price was $27,500. Ms. Pobur was
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required to send $650 for a down payment. She was then required to pay $380 per
month. This monthly payment included $105 per month for property taxes and $20
per month for insurance. In the middle of a paragraph, without bolding or any other
difference in font that would call attention to it, the contract states that only $101.18
of this monthly payment was credited to the purchase price each month.

370. Ms. Pobur believed based on Vision’s oral representations that her
entire monthly payment would go toward the purchase price of the home, and that
by the end of the 76-month period, she would own the house outright.

371. Ms. Pobur did not understand, and was not informed orally by Vision’s
sales representative, that in fact only a small fraction of her monthly payment
($101.18 out of $380 per month) was being applied to the purchase price.

372. She had no understanding, and was not informed (through the contract’s
written terms or in oral representations), that if she made every single payment on
time, at the end of the 76-month period she would still owe $19,160 of the $27,500
purchase price.

373. Based on the monthly payment amount and the amount being applied
to the principal balance each month for the 76-month “lease-option” period, Vision
extended Ms. Pobur credit of $26,850 (the purchase price minus the down payment)
at an 7.9% annual interest rate.

374. On information and belief, Vision calculated Ms. Pobur’s monthly
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payment based on a principal balance of $26,850, an interest rate of 7.9%, and a
payment term of 180 months (15 years). On information and belief, Vision intended
to convert Ms. Pobur to a land contract with a 15-year term (with approximately 9
years remaining) after the initial 76-month period.

375. Vision never disclosed to Ms. Pobur, through its written contract or in
oral representations, that she was being charged an 7.9% annual interest rate.

376. Vision never disclosed to Ms. Pobur, through its written contract or in
oral representations, that the contract had an amortization term of 180 months and a
payment schedule of 180 months.

377. Vision never orally disclosed to Ms. Pobur, nor was it stated on the face
of the contract, that the payments required by her contract would not pay off the
purchase price in 76 months, but rather that it would take her 15 years making this
payment to complete the purchase of her home.

378. Vision did not disclose to Ms. Pobur, through its written contract or in
oral representations, the finance charge, annual percentage rate, the total number of
payments required for Ms. Pobur to own the home, the amount of the purchase price
that would be owed at the end of the seven-year period, or the fact that a security
interest in the home was taken.

379. Vision also required Ms. Pobur to pay into an escrow account that was

meant to cover the property taxes for the home.
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380. Ms. Pobur was required to pay $105 per month, or $1,260 per year, for
property taxes. On information and belief, Vision did not pay the property taxes
despite collecting that amount from Ms. Pobur.

381. The excess escrow funds Vision required from Ms. Pobur amounted to
an additional hidden finance charge. Factoring in the padded escrow, Ms. Pobur’s
annual percentage rate was at least 13%. Vision did not disclose this interest rate to
Ms. Pobur through its written contract or in oral representations.

382. However, the true annual percentage rate was likely significantly
higher. Vision typically offered homes for a lower cash price compared to the LOP
price. Ms. Pobur recalls that her home was offered for $17,000 if purchased with
cash. On information and belief, Vision charged Ms. Pobur an annual percentage
rate well above 20% when factoring in the hidden finance charges of the inflated
purchase price and padded escrow charges. Vision did not disclose this interest rate
to Ms. Pobur through its written contract or in oral representations. The average
prime offer rate at the time of Ms. Pobur’s transaction was approximately 3.08%.

383. On information and belief, Vision failed to conduct an annual escrow
analysis, failed to return excess escrow surplus to Ms. Pobur, and failed to make
timely payments out of escrow for the required property taxes for the home.

384. Ms. Pobur paid faithfully on the contract for approximately 2 to 3 years.

During that time, she was never able to live in the home due to its condition. She
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expended significant amounts on repairs necessary to make the home habitable. She
finally gave up on purchasing the home when Vision made it impossible for her to
obtain a certificate of occupancy.

385. Ms. Pobur spent 2 to 3 years fixing up the house because she viewed it
as her home. She also continued to make her monthly payments.

386. Vision was uncooperative in enabling Ms. Pobur to carry out the
necessary repairs. At some point in 2018, Ms. Pobur needed permits from the City
to replace the lead pipes and the water meter. To get the permit, Ms. Pobur asked
Vision several times to contact the City to confirm that Ms. Pobur was the owner or
to pull the permits themselves. The City would not provide a permit to Ms. Pobur
without Vision’s cooperation because Ms. Pobur did not have any ownership interest
documented in the public records.

387. Despite Ms. Pobur’s repeated requests, Vision did not assist Ms. Pobur
in reaching out to the City. Frustrated, Ms. Pobur decided to try to sell the home.
Vision also told her that she could sell the home. Ms. Pobur found a purchaser, but
could not sell the home without Vision’s cooperation, given the fact that her
ownership interest was not documented in public records. Vision was again
uncooperative, and the purchaser eventually backed out.

388. In 2019, Vision told Ms. Pobur that she was in default on the contract

because the home was abandoned and condemned, and she should surrender the
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property. She told Vision that she did not abandon the property, she was making
repairs, and she couldn’t move in until she completed the repairs.

389. Vision continued threatening to evict her because it claimed she had
abandoned the home, and again requested that she surrender the home.

390. Vision persisted in claiming that Ms. Pobur was in default and refused
to accept her payments. Ms. Pobur ultimately surrendered the home in February or
March 2019.

VI. CLASS ALLEGATIONS

391. Plaintiffs bring this action on their own behalf and on behalf of a class
of all other persons similarly situated (the “Class”), pursuant to Rule 23 of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (“Rule 23”).

392. Specifically, Plaintiffs seek to certify a Class for purposes of
determining liability, as well as crafting appropriate injunctive and declaratory relief,
pursuant to Rules 23(a), 23(b)(2), and 23(c)(4).

393. Plaintiffs also bring this class action pursuant to Rules 23(a) and
23(b)(3) seeking monetary damages, disgorgement, and any other monetary relief
on behalf of the Class.

394. Plaintiffs request that this Court certify a Class (the “Occupant Class”)
of all persons who have entered into a “LOP” contract with Vision in the State of

Michigan from January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2019 and are still residing in the
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property with one of the Affiliate Defendants as the counterparty to their LOP
contract. Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, and Church are members of the Occupant
Class they seek to represent.

395. Plaintiffs request that this Court certify a Class (the “Non-occupant
Class”) of all persons who have entered into an LOP contract with Vision in the State
of Michigan from January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2019 and either were evicted
from the property, moved out of the property, paid off an LOP contract without a
discount, or are still residing in the property but with an LOP contract that is not held
by a Defendant in this action. Plaintiffs Teaha Jackson and Chelsea Pobur are
members of the Non-occupant Class they seek to represent.

396. Plaintiffs also request that this Court certify two subclasses: one for the
Occupant Class and one for the Non-occupant Class, each of all Black homebuyers
who are members of the respective Class (the “Black Occupant Subclass” and
“Black Non-Occupant Subclass’). Named Plaintiffs Rhonda Henderson and Roberta
Faulks are members of the Black Occupant Subclass and Teaha Jackson is a member
of the Black Non-Occupant Subclass.

397. Plaintiffs reserve the right to modify or amend the definition of the
proposed Classes and Subclasses before the Court determines whether certification
1s appropriate.

398. Excluded from the Class and the Subclasses are:
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a) Vision Property Management, LLC; FTE Networks, Inc.; US
Home Rentals, LLC; the Affiliate Defendants; Atalaya Capital
Management, LP; Antoni Szkaradek, Alex Szkaradek, and any
entities in which they have a controlling interest;

b) Any entities in which Vision Property Management, LLC; FTE
Networks, Inc.; US Home Rentals, LLC; Atalaya Capital
Management, LP; or the Affiliate Defendants’ officers, directors,
or employees are employed and any of the legal representatives,
heirs, successors or assigns of Vision Property Management,
LLC; FTE Networks, Inc.; US Home Rentals, LLC; Atalaya
Capital Management LP; the Affiliate Defendants; Antoni
Szkaradek; and Alex Szkaradek;

c) The Judge to whom this case is assigned, any member of the
Judge’s immediate family, and any other judicial officer assigned
to this case; and

d) Any attorneys representing the Plaintiffs or the Class.

399. Numerosity—Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(a)(1). Joinder of all Class members is

impracticable because of the size of the Class. Vision acquired close to 1,000 single-
family homes in the Detroit CSA from 2002 to the present and acquired the vast

majority of these from 2011 to 2015. Vision was entering into LOP contracts with
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potential homebuyers on these properties from 2013 to 2019. Plaintiffs are informed
and believe that the Class includes over a thousand homebuyers because although
some properties remained vacant, other properties were involved in multiple
homebuyer transactions in rapid succession over the time period of 2013 to the
present.

400. Predominance of Common Questions—Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(a)(2),

23(b)(3). The claims alleged on behalf of the Class and Subclasses raise questions
of law and fact that are common to the Class and Subclasses and predominate over
questions affecting only individual members because all Class members and
Subclass members entered into the same form of transaction on the basis of the same
or similar misrepresentations, with the same lack of accurate disclosures regarding
the cost of credit, and involving single-family homes with the same or similar
defects. Common questions of law and fact include, among others:

(1) Whether Vision intentionally targeted Black homebuyers in violation of
the FHA and ECOA;

(i1)) Whether Vision’s policies and practices have a disparate impact on Black
homebuyers in violation of the FHA and ECOA;

(i11) Whether any disparate impact is justified by business necessity;

(iv) Whether the transactions were covered by the Truth in Lending Act and

whether Defendants’ practices violated the Truth in Lending Act;
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(vi) Whether Defendants failed to properly handle consumer escrow accounts
for taxes and insurance as required by RESPA and the contract;

(vii) Whether the Class members are entitled to the equitable relief they seek;
and

(viil)) Whether the Class members are entitled to the statutory damages they
seek.

401. Typicality—Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(a)(3). The claims of the Class

representatives are typical of the Class because the Class representatives entered into
the same type of transaction as the other Class members on the basis of the same or
similar misrepresentations, with the same lack of accurate disclosures regarding the
cost of credit, and involving single-family homes with the same or similar defects.

402. Adequacy—Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(a)(4): 23(g)(1). Plaintiffs are adequate

representatives of the Class and Subclasses because they fit within the Class and
Subclass definitions and their interests do not conflict with the interests of the
members of the Class and Subclasses they seek to represent. Plaintiffs are
represented by the undersigned attorneys (“Class Counsel”) from well-resourced
public interest organizations with decades of relevant experience. Class Counsel
have litigated numerous class actions, including but not limited to civil rights, fair
housing, and consumer cases brought under the FHA and ECOA, among other

causes of action. Class Counsel intend to prosecute this action vigorously for the
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benefit of the entire Class and the Subclasses. Plaintiffs and Class Counsel can fairly
and adequately protect the interests of all of the members of the Class and
Subclasses.

403. Superiority—Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(b)(3). The class action is the best

available method for the efficient adjudication of this litigation because individual
litigation of the Class and Subclass members’ claims would be impracticable and
individual litigation would be unduly burdensome to the courts due to the size of the
Classes and Subclasses. Further, individual litigation has the potential to result in
inconsistent or contradictory judgments. A class action in this case presents fewer
management problems and provides the benefits of single adjudication, economies
of scale, and comprehensive supervision by a single court. As a result, a class action
is superior to other available methods for fairly and efficiently adjudicating this
litigation.

404. Class Certification is appropriate under Rule 23(b)(2) because the
defendants have acted or refused to act on grounds generally applicable to the Class
and/or the Subclasses, making appropriate equitable relief with respect to the
Plaintiffs, the Classes, and the Subclasses.

405. Class Certification is appropriate under Rule 23(c)(4) because the

defendants have acted or refused to act on grounds generally applicable to the Class
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and/or the Subclasses, making appropriate declaratory relief with respect to the
Plaintiffs, the Classes, and the Subclasses.
VII. INJURY TO INDIVIDUAL NAMED PLAINTIFFS

406. Each of the Plaintiffs has been injured by Vision’s abusive contract
terms. Specifically, they have spent significant amounts of money and hours of their
own labor on repairs and improvements to homes that are not legally titled in their
names. They have paid money for the property taxes on properties not legally titled
in their names, and Vision did not even properly use that money to pay the taxes.
They have been charged inflated purchase prices with high finance charges. They
have faced the risk of eviction, and in some cases actual threats of eviction, despite
the fact that they were assured they were becoming homeowners. These threats of
eviction caused Ms. Jackson and Ms. Pobur to relinquish properties they intended to
make their homes.

407. Each of the Plaintiffs has suffered significant emotional harm caused
by Vision’s racially discriminatory and abusive contract terms. Since learning that
they do not have the rights and protections of a homeowner, contrary to what they
were told, Plaintiffs have experienced surprise, frustration, anger, and a feeling of
having been duped. They have suffered anxiety knowing that they could lose their
home at any moment through a summary eviction, with no opportunity to protect

themselves or their hard-earned—but apparently illusory—equity in a home. They
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have worried over the prospect of themselves and their spouses and children
becoming homeless.

408. Vision’s illegal discrimination has caused Plaintiffs to suffer
irreparable loss and injury, including, but not Ilimited to, humiliation,
embarrassment, emotional distress, financial loss, and deprivation of their civil
rights.

409. None of the Plaintiffs discovered the discrimination underlying
Vision’s rent-to-own transactions before they consulted with an attorney no earlier
than April 2020. Plaintiffs could not have reasonably discovered the discrimination
independently because the information about Vision’s discrimination was not known
to them until explained to them by counsel.

VIII. CAUSES OF ACTION
COUNT ONE
Violation of the Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 3604, 3605
Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, and Jackson Against VPM, Atalaya, the
Successor Defendants, the Inmost Defendants, and the Affiliate Defendants

410. Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, and Jackson, on behalf of themselves and
the Subclasses, re-allege and re-plead all the allegations of the preceding and
subsequent paragraphs of this Complaint and incorporate them herein by reference.

411. VPM and the Affiliate Defendants acted jointly. The Affiliate

Defendants were created by VPM to hold legal title to the properties acquired for

Vision’s predatory LOP scheme. Each of the Affiliate Defendants (except ACM
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Vision V, the ownership of which is described above) is owned 49.5% by Alex
Szkaradek, 49.5% by Antoni Szkaradek, and 1% by VPM Holdings LLC. The
Affiliate Defendants are listed as the counterparty in every LOP contract, although
Vision conducted all business on their behalf. For purposes of this Count, “Vision”
refers collectively to VPM and the Affiliate Defendants.

412. The FHA bars practices that “otherwise make unavailable or deny” a
dwelling to any person on the basis of race or other protected characteristic. 42
U.S.C. § 3604(a) (“Section 3604(a)”).

413. The FHA also prohibits discrimination in the “terms, conditions, or
privileges of sale or rental of a dwelling, or in the provision of services or facilities
in connection therewith” because of membership in a protected class. /d. at (b)
(“Section 3604(b)”).

414. Additionally, the FHA makes it unlawful to discriminate on the basis
of race against any person in a residential real estate transaction such as the making
or purchasing of loans or providing other financial assistance. 42 U.S.C. § 3605(a)
(“Section 3605”"). The FHA defines such transactions as “the making or purchasing
of loans or providing other financial assistance for purchasing, constructing,
improving, repairing, or maintaining a dwelling.” Id. at (b).

415. Vision engaged in residential real estate transactions with respect to

Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and the members of the Subclasses by making
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each of them a loan for the purchase of residential real estate.

416. Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and the Subclasses are members
of a protected class on the basis of race under the FHA because they are Black.

417. By the actions described throughout this Complaint, Vision has
engaged in, and will continue to engage in, a practice of discrimination against Black
residents of Detroit due to their race, or the racial composition of their neighborhood,
in violation of the FHA. Vision’s actions violated Sections 3604(a), 3604(b), and
3605 of the FHA and constitute actionable discrimination on the basis of race.

418. Vision’s discriminatory practice of acquiring properties through REO
bulk sales, which are disproportionately located in majority and predominantly
Black neighborhoods of the Detroit CSA, has a disproportionate and unjustified
impact on Black residents.

419. This practice caused and continues to cause a predictable and actual
harmful disparate impact on Black communities and Black homebuyers, including
Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and the members of the Subclasses. Because
Vision purchased properties in predominantly Black areas of the Detroit CSA
through REO bulk sales, Black homebuyers were and are disproportionately more
likely to be impacted by Vision’s practices, resulting in harmful effects such as
eviction, loss of their home, the inability to build equity, paying an inflated purchase

price and high finance charges, paying for property taxes on a home they did not
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legally own (and often having Vision fail to pay the taxes despite collecting for
them), making significant repairs to a home they did not legally own, being told the
home would be paid for within seven years when in fact a much longer term was
required, and the onerous terms required by Vision’s contracts.

420. The past and continuing acts and conduct of Vision have had and will
continue to have a harmful disparate impact on Black residents of Detroit, in
violation of the federally protected rights of Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson,
and the members of the Subclasses.

421. Vision’s discriminatory practice is an artificial, arbitrary, and
unnecessary barrier to housing. For example, Vision engaged in a practice of
purchasing its properties through REO bulk sales, which substantially increased the
likelihood that its properties would be concentrated in majority—and even
supermajority—Black neighborhoods, despite the availability of properties of
comparable home value in other neighborhoods. Thus, Vision could have operated
its business without purchasing properties in predominantly Black neighborhoods.

422. Vision’s discriminatory practice is not justified by one or more
substantial, legitimate, nondiscriminatory interests. To the extent Vision may claim
that its practice is justified by a substantial, legitimate, nondiscriminatory interest,
that interest may be achieved by less discriminatory means.

423. Vision’s practice is also intentionally discriminatory on the basis of
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race.

424. Vision’s contracts, as described throughout this Complaint, are unfair
and predatory. As described above, Vision’s contracts obscure the high interest rate
and true payment period required to complete purchase of the home. Vision led
homebuyers to believe they would own the home after seven years of payment, when
in fact, at the end of seven years they would still owe nearly the whole purchase
price. Vision sells properties in extremely poor condition, which are sold “as is” to
would-be homeowners, who invest thousands of dollars and countless hours of their
own labor making the home habitable, only to lose all of that investment and all of
the money paid under the contract in the event of a default. Unlike a homeowner
with a mortgage, who is entitled to keep the benefit of their labor and financial
investment in a home, Vision’s purchasers do not accrue that benefit nor build any
equity. And unlike a homeowner with a mortgage, who is entitled to the protections
of the foreclosure process in the event of default on their loan, Vision’s purchasers
can be removed through summary eviction proceedings, which Vision frequently
threatens in the event of late payments.

425. Vision’s business model involves targeting credit-starved Black
communities for its predatory and abusive home purchase transactions because of
the race of their residents. Vision’s targeting of these areas has been effective

precisely because these Black potential homebuyers lacked access to traditional
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mortgage lending, which was extremely tight over the relevant time period.

426. By employing different, deliberate property acquisition strategies in
certain metropolitan areas, and utilizing a racially targeted marketing strategy while
knowing that the homes it was selling were located overwhelmingly in Black
neighborhoods within the Detroit CSA, Vision engaged in a pattern and practice of
intentionally targeting Black homebuyers and residents of predominantly Black
neighborhoods in the Detroit CSA for its predatory and abusive home purchase
transactions because of their race.

427. Vision’s actions were intentional, wanton, malicious, and taken in
reckless disregard of the civil rights of Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and
the members of the Subclasses because of their race.

428. Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and the members of the
Subclasses are aggrieved persons as defined by Section 3602(1) of the FHA by virtue
of having been subject to Vision’s discriminatory practice. 42 U.S.C. § 3602(1).

429. As aproximate result of Vision’s discriminatory practice, Plaintiffs and
the Subclass members have suffered economic loss, mental anguish, deprivation of
civil rights, and the prospective loss of their homes.

430. Vision has maintained its practice continuously, and it represents a
continuing violation of 42 U.S.C. §§ 3601 et segq.

431. Liability under 42 U.S.C. §§ 3601 ef seq. extends beyond entities that
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owned or disposed of property and may also reach those who assist in those
transactions of ownership and disposition. Defendant Atalaya knew or should have
known that Vision was engaged in the violations of the FHA described in this Count
and assisted, participated in, and facilitated these violations.

432. Atalaya enabled Vision’s discriminatory actions by acting as the
primary funder of Vision’s property acquisitions, a role that included review and
approval of more than fifty separate funding requests from Vision for the acquisition
of specifically described pools of properties to be used in the LOP program. Atalaya
helped design and it approved the predatory and abusive terms of the LOP contracts
that Vision marketed to Black communities through targeted advertising. Atalaya
knew detailed information about Vision’s business model, including its
discriminatory practice of acquiring properties through REO bulk sales in the Detroit
CSA. Atalaya’s review of Vision’s business model included information related to
Vision’s marketing and advertising practices. This included review of a potential
billboard Vision was going to pay for in Detroit, although it did not have billboards
in other markets. Atalaya also participated in decisions regarding individual
properties and contracts that were in default.

433. Atalaya knew that properties in certain geographic areas were more
likely to be sold by Vision through LOP contracts than through cash sales. Atalaya

also knew that the properties Vision acquired in inner cities were in the worst
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condition.

434. Atalaya created Defendant ACM Vision V, LLC in 2013 for the
purpose of directly purchasing Vision properties in active LOP contracts. ACM
Vision V is owned 98% by Atalaya’s investment fund and 1% each by Alex and
Antoni Szkaradek.

435. ACM Vision V is managed by Atalaya and had the same knowledge of
Vision’s business model and practices as Atalaya.

436. As with the other Affiliate Defendants, ACM Vision V held legal title
to properties acquired through Vision’s discriminatory bulk sales practice and
acquired for Vision’s predatory LOP scheme targeting Black communities.

437. ACM Vision V purchased properties with active LOP contracts from
Vision, including at least 70 properties in the Detroit CSA. Many of these properties
were located in majority Black Census tracts. ACM Vision V was the assignee and
creditor of these transactions and became the counterparty on the LOP contracts.
ACM Vision V held properties in Michigan that it had acquired from Vision up
through 2020. ACM Vision V has filed at least 14 evictions against occupants of
properties it acquired from Vision.

438. ACM Vision V mandated that Vision use only the LOP contract (and
not a contract for deed) in transactions that ACM Vision V would purchase.

439. As described above in detail, beginning in mid 2017, the Inmost
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Defendants knowingly participated in and enabled the continuation of Vision’s
predatory and racially discriminatory business model.

440. The Successor Defendants are liable for the violations carried out by
Vision and the Affiliate Defendants because they succeeded to all assets and
liabilities except for the excluded liabilities, and these legal claims are not excluded
in the purchase and sale agreement.

441. As a result of these violations of the FHA, VPM, the Affiliate
Defendants, Atalaya, the Inmost Defendants, and the Successor Defendants are
liable to Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and the members of the Subclasses
for:

a) Compensatory and punitive damages in an amount to be
determined at trial;
b)  Injunctive relief;
c) Costs and disbursements; and
d)  Attorneys’ fees.
COUNT TWO
Violation of the Equal Credit Opportunity Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1691 ef seq.
Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, and Jackson Against VPM, Atalaya, the
Successor Defendants, the Inmost Defendants, and the Affiliate Defendants
442. Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, and Jackson, on behalf of themselves and

the Subclasses, re-allege and re-plead all the allegations of the preceding and

subsequent paragraphs of this Complaint and incorporate them herein by reference.
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443. VPM and the Affiliate Defendants acted jointly. The Affiliate
Defendants were created by VPM to hold legal title to the properties acquired for
Vision’s predatory LOP scheme. Each of the Affiliate Defendants (except ACM
Vision V, the ownership of which is described above) is owned 49.5% by Alex
Szkaradek, 49.5% by Antoni Szkaradek, and 1% by VPM Holdings LLC. The
Affiliate Defendants are listed as the counterparty in every LOP contract, although
Vision conducted all business on their behalf. For purposes of this Count, “Vision”
refers collectively to VPM and the Affiliate Defendants.

444. Under the ECOA, it is unlawful for “any creditor to discriminate against
any applicant, with respect to any aspect to any aspect of a credit transaction,” on
the “basis of race, color, religion, national origin, sex or marital status, or age.” 15
U.S.C. § 1691(a)(1).

445. Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and the members of the
Subclasses are members of a protected class on the basis of race because they are
Black.

446. Based on all the facts alleged above, Vision’s LOP program is credit as
defined by the ECOA because it involved a right granted by a creditor to purchase
property and defer payment.

447. Vision is a creditor as set forth in the ECOA because Vision extended

credit to Plaintiffs in the ordinary course of its business.
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448. Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and the Subclasses are
applicants as defined by the ECOA because they applied to a creditor directly for an
extension of credit.

449. Vision’s practice disparately impacts Black borrowers with respect to
aspects of credit transactions in violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1691(a)(1).

450. By the actions described throughout this Complaint, Vision has
engaged in, and will continue to engage in, a practice of discrimination against Black
residents of Detroit due to their race, or the racial composition of their neighborhood,
in violation of the ECOA. Vision’s actions constitute actionable discrimination on
the basis of race.

451. Vision’s discriminatory practice of acquiring properties through REO
bulk sales, which are disproportionately located in majority and predominantly
Black neighborhoods of the Detroit CSA, has a disproportionate and unjustified
impact on Black residents.

452. This practice caused and continues to cause a predictable and actual
harmful disparate impact on Black communities and Black homebuyers, including
Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and the members of the Subclasses. Because
Vision purchased properties in predominantly Black areas of the Detroit CSA
through REO bulk sales, Black homebuyers were and are disproportionately more

likely to be impacted by Vision’s practices, resulting in their eviction and loss of
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their home and other harmful effects, including the failure to build equity and the
onerous terms required by Vision’s contracts.

453. The past and continuing acts and conduct of Vision have had and will
continue to have a harmful disparate impact on Black residents of Detroit, in
violation of the federally protected rights of Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson,
and the members of the Subclasses.

454. Vision’s discriminatory practice is not justified by one or more
substantial, legitimate, nondiscriminatory interests. To the extent Vision may claim
that its practice is justified by a substantial, legitimate, nondiscriminatory interest,
that interest may be achieved by less discriminatory means.

455. Vision’s practice is also intentionally discriminatory against Black
homebuyers on the basis of race in violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1691(a)(1).

456. Vision’s contracts, as described throughout this Complaint, are unfair
and predatory. As described above, Vision’s contracts obscure the high interest rate
and true payment period required to complete purchase of the home. Vision sells
properties in extremely poor condition, which are sold “as is” to would-be
homeowners, who invest thousands of dollars and countless hours of their own labor
making the home habitable, only to lose all of that investment and all of the money
paid under the contract in the event of a default. Unlike a homeowner with a

mortgage, who is entitled to keep the benefit of their labor and financial investment
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in a home, Vision’s purchasers do not accrue that benefit nor build any equity. And
unlike a homeowner with a mortgage, who is entitled to the protections of the
foreclosure process in the event of default on their loan, Vision’s purchasers can be
removed through summary eviction proceedings, which Vision frequently threatens
in the event of late payments.

457. Vision’s business model involves targeting credit-starved Black
communities for its predatory and abusive home purchase transactions because of
the race of their residents. Vision’s targeting of these areas has been effective
precisely because these Black potential homebuyers lacked access to traditional
mortgage lending, which was extremely tight over the relevant time period.

458. By employing different, deliberate property acquisition strategies in
certain metropolitan areas, and utilizing a racially targeted marketing strategy while
knowing that the homes it was selling were located overwhelmingly in Black
neighborhoods within the Detroit CSA, Vision engaged in a pattern and practice of
intentionally targeting Black homebuyers and residents of predominantly Black
neighborhoods in the Detroit CSA for its predatory and abusive LOP transactions
because of their race.

459. Vision’s actions were intentional, wanton, malicious, and taken in
reckless disregard of the civil rights of Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and

the members of the Subclasses because of their race.
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460. Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and the members of the
Subclasses are aggrieved persons as defined by the ECOA by virtue of having been
parties to Vision’s predatory and abusive LOP transactions.

461. As a proximate result of Vision’s discriminatory practice, Plaintiffs
have suffered economic loss, mental anguish, deprivation of civil rights, and the
prospective loss of their homes.

462. Vision has maintained its practice continuously, and it represents a
continuing violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1691(a)(1).

463. Atalaya knew or should have known that Vision was engaged in the
violations of the ECOA described in this Count, and it assisted, participated in, and
facilitated these violations.

464. Atalaya enabled Vision’s discriminatory actions by acting as the
primary funder of Vision’s property acquisitions, a role that included review and
approval of more than fifty separate funding requests from Vision for the acquisition
of specifically described pools of properties to be used in the LOP program. Atalaya
also helped design and it approved the predatory and abusive terms of the LOP
contracts that Vision marketed to Black communities through targeted advertising.
Atalaya knew detailed information about Vision’s business model, including its
discriminatory practice of acquiring properties through REO bulk sales in the Detroit

CSA. Atalaya’s review of Vision’s business model included information related to
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Vision’s marketing and advertising practices. This included review of a potential
billboard Vision was going to pay for in Detroit, although it did not use billboards
in other locations. Atalaya also participated in decisions regarding individual
properties and contracts that were in default.

465. As described in the factual background section, Atalaya financed the
acquisition of the properties by VPM which VPM then offered to consumers through
seller-financing. Atalaya’s loans to Vision were secured by collateral, including the
properties themselves.

466. As described above, Atalaya consulted with Vision regarding the terms
of the LOP agreement Vision intended to use and knew that it was financing Vision’s
bulk purchase of REO properties, including from government and quasi-government
agencies. Atalaya, in the ordinary course of its business, participated in Vision’s
credit decisions, including setting the terms of the transactions Vision would extend
to consumers.

467. Atalaya’s business involves “specialty finance.” It has made over 200
specialty finance investments. In over 90% of the firm’s investments, it functions as
a lender. Atalaya is a creditor under the ECOA, because in the ordinary course of its
business, it regularly extends credit and regularly participates in credit decisions,
including setting the terms of the credit.

468. ACM Vision V was created by Atalaya in 2013 for the purpose of
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directly purchasing properties in active LOP agreements from Vision entities. ACM
Vision V held properties in Michigan that it had acquired from Vision up through
2020.

469. ACM Vision V is owned 98% by Atalaya’s investment fund and 1%
each by Alex and Antoni Szkaradek.

470. ACM Vision V is managed by Atalaya and had the same knowledge of
Vision’s business model and practices as Atalaya.

471. As with the other Affiliate Defendants, ACM Vision V held legal title
to properties acquired through Vision’s discriminatory bulk sales practice and
acquired for Vision’s predatory LOP scheme targeting Black communities.

472. ACM Vision V purchased active LOP contracts from Vision, including
at least 70 properties in the Detroit CSA. Many of these properties were located in
majority Black Census tracts. ACM Vision V was the assignee and creditor of these
transactions. On information and belief, as an arm of Atalaya, ACM Vision V
participated in the decision to extend credit through Vision’s LOP program. ACM
Vision V has filed at least 14 evictions against occupants of properties it acquired
from Vision.

473. As described in more detail above, beginning in mid 2017, the Inmost
Defendants knowingly participated in and enabled the continuation of Vision’s

predatory and racially discriminatory business model.
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474. The Successor Defendants are liable for the violations carried out by
Vision and the Affiliate Defendants because they own all the equity in those entities
and succeeded to all assets and liabilities except for the excluded liabilities, and these
legal claims are not excluded in the purchase and sale agreement. The Successor
Defendants and Vision share common ownership, and the Successor Defendants
carry on the same business operations with the same management as Vision.

475. As a result of these ECOA violations, VPM, the Affiliate Defendants,
Atalaya, the Inmost Defendants, and the Successor Defendants are liable to Plaintiffs
Henderson, Faulks, Jackson, and the members of the Subclasses for:

a) Compensatory and punitive damages in an amount to be
determined at trial;
b)  Injunctive relief;
c) Costs and disbursements; and
d)  Attorneys’ fees.
COUNT THREE
Violation of Truth in Lending Act
All Plaintiffs Against VPM, the Affiliate Defendants,
and US Home Rentals, LLC

476. Plaintiffs, on behalf of themselves and the Class, re-allege and re-plead

all the allegations of the preceding and subsequent paragraphs of this Complaint and

incorporate them herein by reference.

477. Atall times relevant hereto, VPM, in the ordinary course of its business,
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regularly extended consumer credit for which a finance charge was imposed.

478. In the calendar years 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018, VPM
extended more than five loans each year primarily for personal, family, or household
purposes that were secured by a dwelling.

479. The Affiliate Defendants held title to the homes and also entered into
the transactions as a counterparty to the contract. VPM and the Affiliate Defendants
engaged in a joint venture, in which they acted together as creditors in the
transactions. For purposes of this Count, VPM and the Affiliate Defendants are
jointly referred to as “Vision.”

480. Vision extended credit to each of the Plaintiffs and the Class members
in a consumer credit transaction. Vision was the initial payee, the loan was payable
in more than four installments, and the extended credit was subject to a finance
charge. In connection with these transactions, Vision acquired a security interest in
residential real property owned by the Class members and used as their principal
dwellings.

481. Vision’s transactions are subject to TILA, 15 U.S.C. § 1601 ef seq.

482. Plaintiffs and the Class members are consumers as defined by TILA,
who entered into residential mortgage loans as defined by TILA.

483. Vision failed to make any of the disclosures required by TILA to the

Plaintiffs and Class members, including the finance charge, annual percentage rate,
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the total number of payments required to own the home, the amount of the purchase
price that would be owed at the end of the seven-year period, or the fact that a
security interest in the home was taken.

484. Vision did not conduct a reasonable, good faith evaluation of Plaintiffs
and the Class members’ ability to afford their obligations under the contract,
including their other debts and the obligation to make all repairs necessary to bring
the home into habitable condition within three months of the contract’s signing.
Upon information and belief, Vision did not conduct a reasonable evaluation of
Plaintiffs and the Class members’ expected residual income or back-end debt-to-
income ratio. Upon information and belief, Vision did not verify or document the
expenses that would be necessary to fulfill the contractual obligation to bring the
home into habitable condition, and did not verify or document that Plaintiffs and the
Class members could afford these expenses.

485. Vision violated TILA and its implementing regulation, 12 C.F.R.
§ 1026 (“Regulation Z”), by failing to verify Plaintiffs and the Class members’
ability to pay through documented income and assets.

486. On information and belief, Vision’s transactions in the Detroit CSA
were all “higher priced mortgage loans” as defined by TILA because the annual
percentage rate exceeded the average prime offer rate by more than 1.5%. Over the

time period in question, the average prime offer rate ranged from 2.8 to 4% for loans
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of the relevant repayment term. Vision’s transactions in the Detroit CSA carried
annual percentage rates of roughly 8%, using Vision’s calculations; and in almost
all cases the annual percentage rate was in fact much higher due to a padded purchase
price (versus the discounted cash price offered by Vision) or excess escrow
collection.

487. Vision violated TILA and Regulation Z by, upon information and
belief, failing to obtain a written appraisal from a licensed or certified appraiser in
connection with Plaintiffs and the Class members’ loans, despite the fact that all of
Vision’s transactions in the Detroit CSA were higher priced mortgage loans.
Plaintiffs and Class members were not provided a copy or notified of any appraisal
of the home.

488. Vision violated TILA and Regulation Z by, upon information and
belief, failing to maintain an escrow account for Plaintiffs and the Class members’
required homeowner’s insurance, despite the fact that all of Vision’s transactions in
the Detroit CSA were higher priced mortgage loans.

489. On information and belief, Vision’s transactions in the Detroit CSA
were high-cost loans as defined by TILA, 15 U.S.C. § 1602(aa)(1)(A), because the
annual percentage rate for the transactions exceeded the average prime offer rate by
more than 6.5%. Over the time period in question, the average prime offer rate

ranged from 2.8 to 4% for loans of the relevant repayment term. When factoring in
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the padded purchase price (versus the discounted cash price offered by Vision) and
excess escrow collection, the annual percentage rate of Plaintiffs and the Class
members’ transactions exceeded the average prime offer rate by more than 6.5%.

490. Vision violated TILA and Regulation Z by failing to furnish additional
disclosures that must be provided three days in advance of the consummation of a
high-cost loan transaction, 15 U.S.C. § 1639(b); failing to ensure that consumers
received counseling from an independent HUD-approved housing counselor prior to
consummation, 12 C.F.R. § 1026.34(a)(5); charging late fees in excess of 4% of the
unpaid payment, 12 C.F.R. § 1026.34(a)(8)(i); and failing to verify Plaintiffs and the
Class members’ ability to pay.

491. Vision’s transactions meet the definition of a credit sale under TILA,
in that the consumers agreed to pay a sum substantially equal to the value of the
home, would become the owner of the property upon compliance with the agreement
for no or nominal consideration, and was not terminable without penalty. Vision
failed to make the required disclosures, including failing to disclose the total sale
price of the transaction.

492. On information and belief, US Home Rentals is the assignee and current
creditor, having been assigned the contracts by Vision and the Affiliate Defendants.

493. Based on the above-described violations of TILA and Regulation Z,

VPM, the Affiliate Defendants, and US Home Rentals are liable to Plaintiffs and
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members of the Class for:
a) Compensatory damages in an amount to be determined at trial;
b)  Statutory damages;
c) Enhanced damages;
d) Costs; and
e) Attorneys’ fees.
COUNT FOUR
Violation of Truth in Lending Act’s Servicing Rules
Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, and Church Against VPM and Statebridge
494. Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, and Church, on behalf of themselves
others similarly situated, re-allege and re-plead all the allegations of the preceding
and subsequent paragraphs of this Complaint and incorporate them herein by
reference.
495. Atall times relevant hereto, VPM, in the ordinary course of its business,
regularly extended consumer credit for which a finance charge was imposed.
496. VPM is both the creditor and servicer in Plaintiffs and the Class
members’ consumer transactions.
497. Statebridge became the servicer of Plaintiffs and the Class members’
consumer transactions in or around early 2021.

498. The transactions at issue in this litigation are federally related mortgage

loans for purposes of RESPA because they were made by a creditor, as defined by
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TILA, which made more than $1 million per year in loan transactions secured by a
dwelling.

499. Atno time has VPM ever sent periodic statements to Plaintiffs and the
Class members.

500. Statebridge has failed to send regular periodic statements to Plaintiffs
and the Class members.

501. Plaintiffs and the Class members have been harmed by VPM and
Statebridge’s failure to send periodic statements, including by being more likely to
miss a payment or pay late, being unaware that VPM was collecting an amount for
the escrow far in excess of the annual property tax bill, being unaware that VPM was
at times failing to pay the property taxes in a timely way, incurring penalties and late
fees, and passing those along to Plaintiffs and the Class members.

502. Based on the above-described violations of TILA and Regulation Z,
VPM and Statebridge are liable to Plaintiffs and members of the Class for:

a) Compensatory damages in an amount to be determined at trial;
b)  Costs; and
C) Attorneys’ fees.
COUNT FIVE
Violation of the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act,
12 U.S.C. § 2601 et seq.

Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, Church, and Pobur
Against VPM and Statebridge
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503. Plaintiffs, on behalf of themselves and the Class, re-allege and re-plead
all the allegations of the preceding and subsequent paragraphs of this Complaint and
incorporate them herein by reference.

504. Plaintiffs and the Class members’ transactions are federally related
mortgage loans for purposes of RESPA because they were made by a creditor as
defined by TILA who makes more than $1 million per year in loan transactions
secured by a dwelling.

505. Plaintiffs and the Class members are borrowers under RESPA.

506. VPMis aservicer as defined by RESPA because it serviced the covered
loan transactions.

507. Statebridge is a servicer as defined by RESPA because it services the
covered loan transactions.

508. VPM and Statebridge have mishandled the servicing of the escrow
accounts of Plaintiffs and the Class members in at least the following ways:
collecting funds in excess of the amount needed to pay required property taxes,
failing to conduct an annual escrow analysis and calculate the proper escrow
payment, failing to provide annual escrow statements to Plaintiffs and the Class
members, failing to return surplus escrow funds to Plaintiffs and the Class members,
and failing to make timely payments out of escrow.

509. In failing to make timely disbursements out of the escrow account for
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property taxes, VPM and Statebridge caused penalties, fees, and interest to accrue
and passed those additional penalties, fees, and interest on to Plaintiffs and the Class
members.

510. VPM and Statebridge have violated at least the following duties and
requirements of RESPA and Regulation X, 12 C.F.R. §§ 1024.17 and 1024.34: the
duty to perform escrow analysis and calculate proper escrow payments, the duty to
provide annual escrow statements, the duty to timely refund escrow surpluses, and
the duty to make timely payments out of escrow.

511. Because of these violations, VPM and Statebridge are liable to
Plaintiffs and the Class members for:

a) Actual damages;
b) Statutory damages;
c) Costs; and
d)  Attorneys’ fees.
IX. CONCLUSION AND PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs and the Class Members respectfully pray for the
Court to enter relief as follows:

(1) Certify the case as a class action on behalf of the Class and Subclasses;

(2) Designate all Plaintiffs as representatives of the Classes;

(3) Designate Plaintiffs Henderson, Faulks, and Jackson as representatives of
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the Subclasses;

(4) Enter a declaratory judgment that the foregoing acts, policies, and practices
of Defendants violate the Fair Housing Act of 1968, as amended, 42 U.S.C.
§ 3601, et seq., the Equal Credit Opportunity Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1691, et
seq., the Truth in Lending Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1601 et seq., and the Real
Estate Settlement Procedures Act, 12 U.S.C. § 2601, et seq.;

(5)Enter a preliminary injunction enjoining Defendants from making
deceptive or threatening communications with putative class members;
(6) Enter a permanent injunction enjoining Defendants from engaging in the
conduct described herein and directing Defendants to take all affirmative
steps necessary to remedy the effects of the conduct described herein and
to prevent additional instances of such conduct or similar conduct from
occurring in the future, including but not limited to prohibiting deceptive
or threatening communications with putative class members, reforming the
transactions to remedy their unfair and deceptive structure, requiring
transfer of title to the Class members, requiring payment of the property
taxes for so long as any servicer has collected for an escrow, and to refund
any surplus escrow funds to the Class members, and requiring payoff of

the remaining balance of the loans to any assignees;

(7) Award compensatory damages to Plaintiffs in an amount to be determined

136



Case 4:20-cv-12649-SDK-DRG ECF No. 205, PagelD.5676 Filed 04/24/23 Page 139 of 141

by a jury that would fully compensate Plaintiffs for their injuries caused
by the conduct of Defendants, including but not limited to compensation
for the funds Plaintiffs have paid out of pocket and time spent on repair of
their homes;

(8) Award punitive damages to Plaintiffs for their claims under the Fair
Housing Act and Equal Credit Opportunity Act in an amount to be
determined by a jury that would punish Defendants for the willful, wanton,
and reckless conduct alleged herein and that would effectively deter such
conduct in the future;

(9) Award any statutory or enhanced damages authorized by law, including
under the Truth in Lending Act and the Real Estate Settlement Procedures
Act;

(10) Award Plaintiffs reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs;

(11) Award such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

TRIAL BY JURY DEMANDED.

This 24st day of April, 2023,

By: /s/Alexandra Sloane Thompson
NAACP LEGAL DEFENSE

AND EDUCATIONAL FUND, INC.
Alexandra Sloane Thompson (N.Y.
5241989)

Tiffani Burgess (N.Y. 5849344)

40 Rector St., 5th Floor
New York, NY 10006
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athompson@naacpldf.org
tburgess@naacpldf.org

Jennifer A. Holmes (D.C. Bar ID
1018798)

700 14th Street NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20005

Tel.: (202) 682-1300
jholmes@naacpldf.org

NATIONAL CONSUMER LAW
CENTER

Sarah B. Mancini (G.B. # 319930)
Stuart T. Rossman (B.B.O. #430640)
7 Winthrop Square

Boston, MA 02110

Tel: (617) 542-8010
smancini@nclc.org
srossman@nclc.org

MICHIGAN POVERTY LAW
PROGRAM

Lorray S. C. Brown (P60753)

15 South Washington Street, Suite 202
Ypsilanti, Michigan 48197

Tel.: (734) 998-6100 ext. 613

Fax.: (734) 998-9125
lorrayb@mplp.org

Attorneys for Plaintiffs and the
Putative Classes
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on April 24, 2023 1 electronically filed the foregoing Second
Amended Complaint with the Clerk of the Court using the ECF system which will

send notification to the attorneys of record.

Respectfully submitted,

By: /s/Alexandra Sloane Thompson

NAACP LEGAL DEFENSE

AND EDUCATIONAL FUND, INC.
Alexandra Sloane Thompson (N.Y. 5241989)
40 Rector St., 5th Floor

New York, NY 10006
athompson@naacpldf.org

Dated: April 24, 2023
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN
SOUTHERN DIVISION

RHONDA HENDERSON; ROBERTA FAULKS;
RACHEL CHURCH; TEAHA JACKSON; and
CHELSEA POBUR, on behalf of themselves and all
others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs,
VS.

VISION PROPERTY MANAGEMENT, LLC; FTE
NETWORKS, INC.; US HOME RENTALS, LLC;
KAJA HOLDINGS, LLC; KAJA HOLDINGS 2,
LLC; MI SEVEN, LLC; IN SEVEN, LLC; RVFM 4
SERIES, LLC; ACM VISION V, LLC; DSV SPV
1, LLC; DSV SPV 2, LLC; DSV SPV 3, LLC;
BOOM SC; ALAN INVESTMENTS III, LLC;
ARNOSA GROUP LLC; MOM HAVEN 13, LP;
ATALAYA CAPITAL MANAGEMENT LP;
INMOST PARTNERS, LLC; DS AGENT, LLC,
KOOKMIN BANK, AS TRUSTEE OF THE
DISCOVERY US RESIDENTIAL SENIOR NOTE
FUND NO. 8; and SAMSUNG SECURITIES CO.,
LTD., AS TRUSTEE OF THE KCLAVIS US
RESIDENTIAL SENIOR NOTE FUND NO. 1,
STATEBRIDGE COMPANY, LLC, HOMI
HOLDINGS, LLC

Defendants.
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Case No. 20-cv-12649
Hon. Shalina D. Kumar

Mag. J.
David R. Grand
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DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
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Exhibit Description

Henderson LOP (June 15, 2014)
Faulks LOP (May 15, 2016)
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RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE AGREEMENT
(TRIPLE-NET, BONDABLE LEASE)

This RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE AGREEMENT is entered into on this day 15TH
of JUNE, 2014 between KAJA HOLDINGS 2, LLC (hereinafter known as the "LESSOR") and RHONDA CHARISEE
HENDERSON & KIARA LASHAUN HENDERSON (hereinafter known as the "LESSEE(s)").

Witnesseth, that if the LESSEE(s) shall first make the payments and perform the covenants hercafter described, the
LESSOR hereby covenant(s) and agree(s) to LEASE the property commonly known as ||| NN i~ -
County of WAYNE, the city of INKSTER, the State of MICHIGAN, to the LESSEEC(s) for the term and covenant(s) set forth
herein, and further known and described as follows, to-wit:

SEE ATTACHMENT "A" FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

The premises, as described above, with all appurtenances, are hereby LEASED to the LESSEE(s) for a term of 84
months. This LEASE shall commence the 15TH of JUNE, 2014, and shall be paid, at the signing of this agreement, in the
following manner: SEVEN HUNDRED FIFTY DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($750.00) as an option consideration, and
THREE HUNDRED THREE DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($303.00) as the monthly lease payment, plus TWO
HUNDRED TWENTY-FIVE DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($225.00) for real estate taxes (real estate taxes subject to
change), plus TWENTY-FIVE DOLLARS AND NO CENTS (§25.00) for Casualty and General Liability Insurance
(insurance premium subject to change), making the total initial payment ONE THOUSAND THREE HUNDRED THREE
DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($1,303.00).

All subsequent monthly payments shall be due on or before the 15TH day of each month, commencing on the 15TH
of JULY, 2014 until the term of this agreement has been fulfilled and shall be in the amount of FIVE HUNDRED FIFTY-
THREE DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($553.00). This agreement expires on the last calendar day of MAY, 2021. FIFTY-
FIVE DOLLARS AND FIVE CENTS ($55.05) of each monthly lease payment, as well as the option consideration paid by the
LESSEE(s) shall be credited towards the purchase price of the premises for the extent of this agreement, and shall be considered
as non-refundable escrow towards the PURCHASE PRICE.

The PURCHASE PRICE of the premises, as described above, will be FORTY THOUSAND DOLLARS AND NO CENTS (
$40,000.00), to be satisfied on or before the expiration of this agreement, should the LESSEE(s) choose to exercise their rights to
purchase as described hereinafter.

Upon the expiration of the term of this agreement or before, the LESSEE(s) shall have three options, to-wit:

1. OPTION TO CONVERT TO SELLER FINANCING: LESSEE(s) may, if all the requirements and covenants of this
agreement have been fulfilled, either upon the expiration of this agreement, or upon the time the total credit(s) paid
towards the PURCHASE PRICE reaches the amount of 30% of the PURCHASE PRICE, whichever comes first, this
lease shall convert to a Seller Financed Contract. This conversion shall be documented by a separate instrument. The
PURCHASE PRICE as set forth in the instrument documenting the conversion to Seller Financing shall be equivalent
to the difference of the PURCHASE PRICE listed in this agreement minus any/all credit(s) paid towards said
PURCHASE PRICE.

2. OPTION TO PURCHASE PREMISES: LESSEE(s) may, on or before the expiration of this agreement, choose to
purchase the above referenced premises for the remainder of the PURCHASE PRICE as described above with all
credits paid included. Fulfillment of the PURCHASE PRICE by the LESSEE(s) shall be treated as a CASH SALE, at
which time the LESSOR shall provide the LESSEE(s) with a good and sufficient deed, clear of all encumbrances, with
exception to any/all encumbrances caused by the action or inaction, whether direct or indirect, of the LESSEE(s), and
transfer title of the premises from the LESSOR to the LESSEE(s). This CASH SALE shall be documented by a separate
instrument.
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3. OPTION TO FORFEIT LEASE: LESSEE(s) may, on or before the expiration of this agreement, by mutual agreement
between LESSOR and LESSEE(s), as evidenced in writing, choose to forfeit their rights to the premises described
herein and vacate the premises and all appurtenances within FIVE (5) days of the determined expiration of this
agreement. Should the LESSEE(s) choose to forfeit this agreement, all personal property and belongings shall be
vacated within FIVE (5) days of the determined expiration of this agreement. Should the LESSEE(s) choose to vacate
the premises, any and all improvements that have been built into the property, including but not limited to any/all built
in appliances, shall remain with the property and become considered forfeit.

a. FAILURE TO VACATE PREMISES: Should the LESSEE(s) fail to comply with the covenants of OPTION
3 (above), LESSOR shall have the right to evict LESSEE(s) according to the proper judicial process determined
by the locality in which the premises is located.

b. PERSONAL PROPERTY: Should the LESSEE(s) elect to choose OPTION 3 (above), any and all of
LESSEE(s), their assigns, agents, acquaintances, and/or other personal property remaining in, around, or about
the premises or its appurtenances shall be forfeit so far as the FIVE (5) day vacation period has expired.

¢. CONDITION OF PREMISES: LESSEE(s) agree that upon the execution of OPTION 3 (above), LESSEE(s)
shall vacate premises in the same condition or better as of the execution of this agreement. LESSEE(s)
acknowledge that should they vacate the premises in worse condition than at the time of execution of this
agreement, any and all appropriate legal action may be sought by LESSOR for restitution.

NON-PAYMENT, EVICTION, AND LATE FEE NOTIFICATION

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that if the full amount of the monthly payment described herein has not
been received by the end of TEN (10) calendar days after the date it is due, a late charge in the amount of TWENTY-FIVE
DOLLARS AND NO CENTS (§25.00) will become due, the total payment and penalty being the amount of FIVE HUNDRED
SEVENTY-EIGHT DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($578.00). Any late fee charged shall not be applied/assumed as credit
towards the PURCHASE PRICE.

For each bad check there will be Thirty Dollars ($30.00} bad check fee applied.

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that in the event of their failure to perform according to the covenants set
forth herein, particularly, but not limited to, the full amount of the monthly payment described herein not being received by the
end of FIFTEEN (15) calendar days after the date it is due, they may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent
jurisdiction pertaining to the county in which the premises is located or other appropriate judicial process.

AS IS/WHERE IS LEASE NOTIFICATION

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that the premises referenced herein is LEASED in strictly "AS IS/WHERE
IS" condition, and it is mutually agreed, by and between the parties hereto, that the LESSEE(s) is solely responsible for
maintaining the premises in a safe and non-hazardous condition during the duration of this agreement, and for bringing the
building and premises to a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County, and City building and premises codes,
within a reasonable period of time not exceeding THREE (3) months of the date of execution of this agreement, and maintaining
the premises in a good state of repair during the term of this agreement.

LESSEE(s) also hereby acknowledges and understands that the LESSEE(s), upon the execution of this
agreement, may take possession of the premises referenced herein, but will not occupy or allow to be occupied the stated
premises until the building and premises are brought to a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County,
and City building and premises codes.
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LESSEE(s) also hereby acknowledges and understands that the LESSEE(s), upon the execution of this
agreement, shall be immediately responsible for payment or alleviation of any encumbrances including, but not limited
to, all taxcs, assessmenis and/or impositions (includes such fecs as ground rents, city/county miscellancons fees as they
require, property violations and/or fines levied, water/sewer charges, electrical/gas usage charges, garbage fees and
property taxes levied, etc.) that may be legally levied or imposed upon said premises that are delinquent or currently due
at the execution of this agreement without recourse.

RIGHT TO INSPECT PREMISES

LESSOR, its employees or agents, shall have the right, after 24 hours of notice to the LESSEE(s), to enter and inspect
the premises and all its appurtenances referenced in this agreement at reasonable times for the purpose of inspecting the
performance of the LESSEE(s) pertaining to the terms and conditions of this agreement set forth herein. LESSEE(s) hereby
agrees to and grants LESSOR such stated rights.

Upon inspection of the premises and all its appurtenances, should LESSOR deem that the terms and covenants of this
agreement have not been fulfilled by the LESSEE(s), such as but not limited to maintenance, repair(s), or other reasonable
grounds, LESSOR shall have the right to terminate this agreement immediately by written notice to the LESSEE(s), and should
it require, the LESSEE(s) may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent jurisdiction pertaining to the county in
which the premises is located or other appropriate judicial process. Such termination of this agreement does not entitle the
LESSEE(s) to any payments made, whether towards the option consideration or not, to any refund whatsoever. LESSEE(s)
hereby agrees to and grants LESSOR such stated rights.

LESSEE'S RIGHT TO SUB-LEASE

If all the requirements and covenants of this agreement are in full effect, including but not limited to maintaining the
premises in a safe and non-hazardous condition during the duration of this agreement, and for bringing the building and premises
to a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County, and City building and premises codes, LESSEE(s) shall have
the right to sub-lease the premises referenced herein upon the mutual agreement to sub-lease said premises, in writing, between
the LESSEE(s) and LESSOR. This sub-lease and acknowledgment of sub-lease shall be documented by a separate instrument to
be approved by the LESSOR in its sole discretion. LESSEE(s) hereby acknowledges and agrees that the requirements and
conditions of this agreement shall take priority, including but not limited to the "AS IS/WHERE IS" clause, over any sub-lease
agreement.

Prior to the execution of any sub-lease agreement, LESSEE(s) hereby acknowledges and agrees to provide LESSOR
with appropriate contact information for the sub-lessee(s), including but not limited to phone number(s), email address,
emergency contacts, and other information that may be required by the LESSOR prior to the execution of the sub-lease.

Upon the execution of any sub-lease between LESSEE(s) and sub-lessee(s), this agreement shall remain in full effect
according to the provisions set-forth herein. Upon the event that the requirements and covenants set forth herein are not in full
effect including, but not limited to non-payment, LESSEE(s)} may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent
jurisdiction pertaining to the county in which the premises is located or other appropriate judicial process, and LESSOR shall
have the immediate right to convert the sub-lessee(s) to LESSEE(s) in the former LESSEE(s) stead. This conversion shall be
documented by a separate instrument.
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INSURANCE NOTIFICATION

The LESSEE(s) will pay for Casualty and General Liability insurance as a part of their monthly payment. This fee is a
Casualty and General Liability Insurance Policy and is not a replacement for renters insurance or other appropriate insurance to
be obtained by the LESSEE(s). This policy only covers the LESSOR s liability in this property. Without renters insurance or
other appropriate insurance, the LESSEE(s) will still be responsible for damage or loss of personal belongings.

The LESSEE(s) will notify the LESSOR. immediately in the event of catastrophic damage to the property.
Catastrophic damage shall be defined as any damage requiring over $5,000 to repair.

If the damage to the improvements on the Property is less than fifty (50%) percent of the total value of the improvements, the
LESSEE(s) shall be obligated to repair or reconstruct said property. The LESSOR shall apply the proceeds directly to the costs
of such repair or reconstruction. The LESSEE(s) shall be liable for any deficiency after application of the insurance money to
such costs.

If the damage to the improvements on the Property is in excess of fifty (50%) percent of the total value of the improvements, the
LESSEE(s) shall have the option as to whether to repair or reconstruct said property following such casualty loss.

If the LESSEE(s) elects not to repair or reconstruct said property, then the unpaid balance of the PURCHASE PRICE shall at the
option of the LESSOR become due and payable forthwith, and the insurance proceeds shall be applied towards the application of
such sum, any surplus of the insurance proceeds over and above the LESSEE(s) obligations shall be paid to the LESSEE(s). In
the event that the agreement is paid out as a result of the application of the insurance proceeds, the LESSOR shall deliver a deed
to the LESSEE(s) and consummate the transaction. In the event the contract is not paid out as a result of the application of the
insurance process pursuant to an election not to repair or reconstruct said property after casualty, the proceeds shall be credited
to the account of the LESSEE(s) and the LESSEE(s) will continue to make regular payments pursuant to the terms of the
agreement until the LESSEE(S) obligations are satisfied and the agreement consummated.

If the LESSEEC(s) elects to repair or reconstruct, the insurance proceeds shall be applied by the LESSOR to the costs of such
Tepair or reconstruction, the LESSEE(s) shall submit the building plans to the LESSOR for approval, for which approval shall be
granted if the value of the land after the repair or reconstruction will equal or exceed the value of the premises immediately prior
to the casualty. If requested by the LESSEE(s), the LESSOR will, after approval of the LESSEE(s) building plans, turn over the
insurance proceeds to an insurance trustee for the purpose of paying for the repairs or reconstruction.

Any surplus of insurance proceeds over and above the costs of repair or reconstruction shall be delivered to the LESSEE(s), and
any deficiency remaining after application of such proceeds to the costs of repair or reconstruction shall be paid by the
LESSEE(s).

[signature(s) on the following page]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The parties to these presents have hereunto set their hands and seals the day and year first above
written.

SIGN
HER

WITNESS RHONDA CHARISEE HENDERSON
(sign and print) (sign and print)
BIGH
HERE &
WITNESS KIARA LASHAUN HENDERSON
(sign and print) (sign and print)
State of MICHIGAN
County of
On this, the day of , 2014, before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appeared

and acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing instrument.

Witness my hand and official seal

NOTARY PUBLIC FOR MICHIGAN

Printed Name:

My commission expires .(SEAL)

a0 dhe 2l sheale dfe e sheole dbe ol sleole o 3 o obe o o o ode o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o ol ok ol o ol e ol o ol ok ol o o ok ol o ol ok ol o ol ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ok o sl ke ol kel sleake ke ok e

KAJA HOLDINGS 2, LLC

WITNESS BY AUTHORIZED SIGNER

(sign and print) (sign and print)

State of South Carolina

County of

On this, the day of . 2014, before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appeared
and acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing instrument.

Witness my hand and official seal

NOTARY PUBLIC FOR South Carolina
Printed Name:
My commission expires . (SEAL)
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LEAD BASED PAINT RIDER AND RISK ASSESSMENT

RIDER TO AGREEMENT DATED the 15TH day of JUNE, 2014 between the LESSEE(s) and LESSOR for property located at

. 1\ KSTER, County of WAYNE, State of MICHIGAN.

The LESSOR and the LESSEE(s) agree that the following additions and/or modifications are hereby made to the above-
referenced Contract.

1. AGREEMENT CONTINGENCY. Pursuant to Federal Regulations, the provisions of this Rider must be satisfied before the
LESSEE(s) are obligated under this agreement.

2. LEAD WARNING STATEMENT. The LESSOR, as owner of an interest in residential real property on which a residential
dwelling was built prior to 1978, is notified that such property may present exposure to lead from lead-based paint that may
place young children at risk of developing lead poisoning. Lead poisoning in young children may produce permanent
neurological damage, including learning disabilities, reduce intelligence quotient, behavioral problems, and impaired memory.
Lead poisoning also poses a particular risk to pregnant women. The LESSOR, as owner of an interest in residential real property,
is required to provide any LESSEE(s) with whom the LESSOR enter into an agreement with any information on lead-based paint
hazards from risk assessments or inspections in the possession of the LESSOR and notify the LESSEE(s) of any known lead-
based paint hazards. A risk assessment or inspection for possible lead-based paint hazards is recommended prior to purchase.

3. LEAD HAZARD INFORMATION PAMPHLET. The LESSOR shall deliver to the LESSEE(s) an EPA approved lead-hazard
information pamphlet (For example, Protect Your Family From Lead In Your Home). Intact lead-based paint that is in good
condition is not necessarily a hazard.

4. LESSOR’s DISCLOSURE. (Check all applicable boxes).
(A) Presence of Lead-Based Paint and/or Lead Based Paint Hazards.
(Check cither (1) or (2) below).

[ 1(1) Hazards Known. Attached hereto is a statement signed by the LESSOR disclosing the presence of known lead-based paint
and/or lead-based hazards at the Property, including but not limited to the basis for the determination that lead-based paint and/or
lead-based paint hazards exist, the location of the lead-based paint and/or Icad-based paint hazards and the condition of the
painted surfaces.

[x] (2) Hazards Unknown. The LESSOR has no actual knowledge of the presence of lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint
hazards at the property.

(B) Records and Reports Available to LESSOR. (Check either (1) or (2) below).

[1(1) Records Provided. The following is a list of all records and/or reports available to the LESSOR pertaining to lead-based
paint and/or lead-based paint hazards at the property.

The LESSOR shall deliver a complete copy of each record and report to the LESSEE(s).

[x] (2) No Records. The LESSOR has no records or reports pertaining to lead based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards at the
Property.
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=

5. RISK ASSESSMENT. (Mark with an X either (A) or (B) below.)

[ 1 (A) LESSEE(s) hereby waive/waives the opportunity to conduct a lead-based paint hazard risk assessment or inspection.

[ ] (B) This agreement is contingent upon a risk assessment or inspection of the Property for the presence of lead-based paint
and/or lecad-based paint hazards being obtained by the V at the expense of the LESSEE(s) before 5:00 p.m. on the tenth calendar
day after full execution of the agresment by all parties (the "Lead Paint Inspection Period"). If the results of such inspection are
unacceptable to the LESSEE(s) for any reason whatsoever, the LESSEE(s) shall notify the LESSOR or the attormey of the
LESSOR in writing within two business days after the end of the Lead Paint Inspection Period, together with a copy of the
inspection and/or risk assessment report. In such case, either party may cancel the agreement upon written notice to the other
party or the other party's attorney. If the notice of unacceptable results by the LESSEE(s) is not received by the LESSOR or the
attorney of the LESSOR within two business days after the end of the Lead Paint Inspection Period, this Inspection contingency
is deemed waived by the LESSEE(s). The definitions in Paragraph 1.B and C of Form 1.1 Contract Rider (1995) shall be used to
determine whether or not the notice of unacceptable results by the LESSEE(s) has/have been received by the LESSOR before the
end of the Lead Paint Inspection Period. The LESSOR will cooperate with the inspection made by the LESSEE(s) in such
fashion as may be reasonably requested by the LESSEE(s). The LESSEE(s) may remove this contingency at any time without
cause.

6. ACKNOWLEDGMENT BY THE LESSEE(s) (initial and date):

LESSEE(s) hag/have received

Initial Date copies of all information, records and/or reports set forth in

Paragraph 4 of this Rider or attached to this Contract.

HEE = __ LESSEE(s) has/ave received

Initial Date an EPA approved lead hazard information pamphlet.

lﬂg&éLé LESSEE(s) has/have received

Initial Date a 10-day opportunity (or mutually agreed upon period) or
has/have waived the opportunity to conduct a risk assessment or
inspection for the presence of lead-based paint and/or lead-based
paint hazards.

(signature(s) on the following page)
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7. CERTIFICATION OF ACCURACY. The undersigned have reviewed the information above and certify to the best of their
knowledge, that the statement they have provided is true and accurate.

Signed, sealed and delivered in the presence of:

KAJA HOLDINGS 2, LLC

WITNESS BY AUTHORIZED SIGNER

(sign and print) (sign and print)

a0 dhe 2l sheale dfe e sheole dbe ol sleole o 3 o obe o o o ode o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o ol ok ol o ol e ol o ol ok ol o o ok ol o ol ok ol o ol ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ol o o ok ok o sl ke ol kel sleake ke ok e
SiGN
HER

WITNESS RHONDA CHARISEE HENDERSON

(sign and print) (sign and print)
s>

WITNESS KIARA LASHAUN HENDERSON

(sign and print) (sign and print)

State of MICHIGAN

County of

On this, the day of , 2014, before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appeared

and acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing instrument.

Witness my hand and official seal

NOTARY PUBLIC FOR MICHIGAN
Printed Name:
My commission expires .(SEAL)

This Instrument Prepared by:

Vision Property Management, LLC
Angela Grimes

16 Berryhill Road

Columbia, SC 29210
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ATTACHMENT "A" TO THE RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE
AGREEMENT

(Dated the 15TH day of JUNE, 2014, BETWEEN KAJA HOLDINGS 2, LLC and RHONDA
CHARISEE HENDERSON & KIARA LASHAUN HENDERSON)

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Tax Parcel 1D+

Legal Description:

COMMONLY KNOWN As: S
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EXHIBIT B
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L2m\Y 3

RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE AGREEMENT
(TRIPLE-NET, BONDABLE LEASE)

This RESIDENTTAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE AGREEMENT i8 entered mio on this day 1STH
of MAY, 2016 between KAJA HOLDINGS 2, LLC (hereinafier known as the “LESSOR") and RORERTA LAVERNE
FAULKS (bereinafier known ag the "LESSEE(s)").

Witnesseth, that if the LESSEE(s) shall first make the payments and perform the covenants hereafter described, the
LESSOR hereby covenant(s) snd agree(s) to LEASE the property commonly known s |||} I - -
County of WAYNE, the city of INKSTER, the State of MICHIGAN, to the LESSEE(s) for the term and covenant(s) set forth
herein, and further known and described as follows, to-wit:

SEE ATTACHMENT "A" FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

The premuses, as described gbove, with all appurtenances, are hereby LEASED to the LESSEE(s) for a term of 84
monthg. This LEASE shal! commence the 15TH of MAY, 2016, and shall be paid, at the signing of this agreement, in the
following manner: ONE THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED FIFTY DOLLARS AND NO CENTS (51,250.60) as an option
consideration, and THREE HUNDRED SIXTY-FIVE DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($365.00) as the monihly lease payment,
plus ONE HUNDRED TWENTY-FIVE DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($125.00) for real estate taxes (veal estate taxes
subject to change), plus THIRTY DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($30.00) for Casvalty and General Liability Insurance

(insurance premium subject fo change), making the total initial payment ONE THOUSAND SEVEN HUNDRED SEVENTY
DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($1,770.00).

All subsequent monthly payments shall be due on or before the 15TH day of cach month, commencing on the 15TH
of JUNE, 2016 until the térm of this agreement has been fulfilled snd shall be in the amount of FIVE HUNDRED TWENTY
DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($520.00). This agreement expires on the last calender day of APRYL, 2023. NINETY-EIGHT
DOLLARS AND NINETY-SIX CENTS (§98.96) of each monthly leasc payment, &8 well as the option consideration paid by
the LESSEE(s) shall be credited towards the purchase price of the property. All credits are non-refundable.

The PURCHASE PRICE of the premiscs, as describod above, will be FORTY-FOUR THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED
DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($44,900,00), to be satisfied on or before the expiration of this agreement, should the LESSEE(s)
choose to exercise their rights to purchase as described heremafter,

Upon the éxpirgtion of the term of this agreement or before, the LESSEE(s) shall have three options, to-wit:

1. OPTION TO CONVERT TO SELLER FINANCING: LESSEE(s) may, if all the requirements and covenants of thig
agroement have been fulfilled, oither upon the expiration of this agreement, or upon the time the total credit(s) paid
towards the PURCHASE PRICE reaches the amount of 30% of the PURCHASE PRICE, whichever comes first, this
Icase shall convert to a Sclier Financed Contract. This conversion shall be documented by a separate instrumentt, The
PURCHASE PRICE ss set forth in the instrument documenting the convension to Seller Financing shall be equivalent
to the difference of the PURCHASE PRICE listed in this agreernent minus any/all credit(s) paid towards said
PURCHASE PRICE.

2 OPTION TO PURCHASE PREMISES: LESSEE(s) may, on or before the expiration of this agresment, choose to
purchase the above referenced premises for the remainder of the PURCHASE PRICE as deseribed shove with all
credits paid included, Pulfillment of the PURCHASE PRICE by the LESSEE(s) shall be treated ss a CASH SALE, at
which time the LESSOR shall provide the LESSEE(s) with a good and sufficicnt deed, clear of all encumbrances, with
exception to any/all encumbrances caused by the action or inaction, whether direct or indirect, of the LESSEE(s), and

transfer title of the premisoes from the LESSOR to the LESSEE(s). This CASH SALE shall be documented by a saparate
instrument.
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3. OPTION TO FORFEIT LEASE: LESSEE(s) may, on or before the expiration of this agreement, by mutual agreement
between LESSOR and LESSEE(s), as cvidenced in writing, choose to forfeit their rights to the premises deseribed
herein and vacate the premises and all sppurtenances within FIVE (5) days of the determined cxpiration of this
agreement, Should the LESSEE(s) choose to forfeit this agreement, all personal property and belongings shall be
vacated within FIVE (5) days of the determined cxpiration of this agreement. Should the LESSEE(s) ¢hoose to vacate
the premises, any and all improvements that have been built into the property, including but not limited to any/all built
in appliances, shall remain with the property and become considered forfeit.

s, FAILURE TO VACATE PREMISES: Should the LESSEE(s) fail to comply with the covenants of OPTION
3 (sbove), LESSOR shall have the right to evict LESSEE(s) according to the proper judicial process determined
by the locality in which the premises is located,

b. PERSONAL PROPERTY: Should the LESSEE(s) elect to choose OPTION 3 (above), any and all of

LESSEE(s), their assigns, agents, acquaintances, and/or other personal property reméining in, around, or about
the premises or its appurtenances shall be forfeit so far as the FIVE (5) day vacation period has expired.

¢. CONDITION OF PREMISES: LESSEE(s) agree that upon the execution of OPTION 3 (sbove), LESSEE(s)
shall vacate premises in the same condition or better as of the exccution of this agreement. LESSEE(s)
acknowledge that should they vacate the premises in worse condition than at the time of execution of this
agreement, any and all eppropriate legal action may be sought by LESSOR for restitution.

NON-PAYMENT, EVICTION, AND LATE FEE NOTIFICATION

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that if the full amount of the monthly payment described herein has not
been received by the end of FIVE (5) calendar days after the date it is due, & late charge in the amount of TWENTY-FIVE
DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($25.00) will become dug, the total psyment and penalty being the amount of FIVE HUNDRED

FORTY-FIVE DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($545,00). Any late fee charged shall not bé applied/assumed as credit towards
the PURCHASE PRICE.

For each bad check there will be Thirty Dollars (330.00) bad check fee applicd.

LESSEE(S) acknowledges and understands that in the event of their failure to perform according to the covenants set
forth herein, particularly, but not limited to, the full amount of the monthly payment described herein not being received by the
end of FIFTEEN (15) calendar days after the date it is due, they may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent
jurisdiction pertaining to the county in which the premises is logated or other appropriate judicial process.

AS IS/WHERE IS LEASE NOTIFICATION

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that the premises referenced herein is LEASED in strictly "AS IS/WHERE
18" condition, and it is mutually agreed, by and between the parties hercto, that the LESSEE(s) is solely responsible for
maintaining the premises in & safe and non-hazardous condition during the duration of this agreement, and for bringing the
building snd premises 1o 2 habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County, and City building and premises codes,
within & rcasonable period. of time not exceeding THREE (3) month(s) of the date of execution of this agresment, and
maintaining the premises in a good state of repair during the term of this sgresment.

LESSEE(S) also hereby acknowledges and understands that the LESSEE(s), upon the execution of this
agreement, may take possession of the premises referenced herein, but will not occupy or allow to be occupied the stated
premises uatil the building and premises are brought to a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County,
and City building and premises codes.

Page 2 of 9



Case 4:20-cv-12649-SDK-DRG ECF No. 205-3, PagelD.5693 Filed 04/24/23 Page 4 of 10

LESSEE(s) also hereby acknowledges and understands that the LESSEE(s), upon the execution of this
agreement, shall be immediately responsible for payment or alleviation of any encumbrances including, but not limited
to, all taxes, assessments and/or impositions (includes such fees as ground reats, city/county miscellaneous fees as they
require, property violations and/or fines levied, water/sewer charges, electrical/gas usage charges, garbage fees and
property taxes levied, ete.) that may be legally levied or imposed upen said premises that are delinquent or curreatly due
at the execution of this agreement without recourse.

RIGHT TO INSPECT PREMISES

LESSOR, its employees or agents, shall have the right, after 24 hours of notice to the LESSEE(s), to enter and inspect
the premises and all ity appurtenances referenced in this agreement at reasonable times for the purpose of inspecting the
performance of the LESSEE(s) pertaining to the terms and conditions of this agreement set forth herein. LESSEE(s) hereby
agrees to and grants LESSOR such stated rights.

Upon inspection of the premises and all ifs appurtenances, should LESSOR deem that the terms and covenants of this
agreement have not been fulfilled by the LESSEE(s), such as but not limited to maintenance, repair(s), or other reasonable
grounds, LESSOR shall have the right to terminate this agreement immediately by written notice to the LESSEE(s), and should
it require, the LESSEE(s) may be placed in evicfion in the pertinent Court of competent jurisdiction pertaining to the county in
which the premises s located or other appropnate judicial process. Such termination of this agreement does not entitle the
LESSEE(s) to any payments made, whether towards the option considerstion or not, to any refund whatsoever, LESSEE(s)
hereby agrees to and grants LESSOR such stated rights.

LESSEE'S RIGHT TO SUB-LEASE

If all the requircments and covenants of this agreement are in full effect, including but not limited to maintaining the
premises in a safe and non-hazardous condition during the duration of this agreemeat, and for banging the building and premises
1o a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County, and City building and premises codes, LESSEE(s) shall have
the night to yub-lzase the premises referenced herein vpon the mutual agreement 1o sub-lease said prenmses, in writing, between
the LESSERE(s) and LESSOR. This sub-lease and acknowledgment of sub-lease ghall be documentsd by § separete instrument to
be approved by the LESSOR in its sole discretion. LESSEE(S) hereby acknowledges and agrees that the requirements and
conclitions of this agreement shall take priority, including but not limited 1o the "AS IS/WHERE 15" clause, over any sub-leasg
agreement,

Prior to the execution of any sub-lease agreement, LESSEE(s) hereby acknowledges and agrees to provide LESSOR
with appropriste contact information for the sub-lessee(s), imcluding but not limited to phone numbes(s), email address,
emergency contacts, and other information that may be required by the LESSOR prior to the execution of the sub-lease.

Upon the execution of any sub-lease between L ESSEE(s) and sub-lessee(s), thig agreement shall remain in full effect
according fo the provisions set-forth herein. Upon the event that the requircments and covenants set forth herein are not in full
effect including, but not limited to non-payment, LESSEE(s) may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent
jurisdiction pertaining to the county in which the premises ig located or other appropriate judicial process, and LESSOR shall
have the immediate right to convert the sub-lessee(s) to LESSEE(s) in the former LESSEE(s) stcad. This conversion shall be
documented by a separate ingtrument.
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INSURANCE NOTIFICATION

The LESSEE(s) will pay for Casualty and General Liability insurance as a part of their monthly payment. This fee isa
Casualty and General Liability Insurance Policy and is not a replacement for rentors insurance or other appropriate insurance to
be obtaned by the LESSEE(s). This policy only covers the LESSOR 's lisbility in this property. Without renters msurance or
other appropriate insurance, the LESSEE(s) will still be responsible for damage or loss of personal belongings.

The LESSEE(s) will notify the LESSOR immediately in the cvent of any significant damage to the property.

1f the damage to the improvements on the Property is less than fifty (50%) percent of the total vatue of the improvements, the
LESSEE(s) shall be obligated to repair or reconstruct said property. The LESSOR shall apply the proceeds directly to the cosis
of such repair or reconstruction. The LESSEE(s) shall be liable for any deficiency after application of the insurance money to
such costs.

If the damage to the improvements on the Property is in excess of fifty (50%) percent of the total valye of the improvements, the
LESSEE(s) shall have the option as to whether to repair or réconstruct said property following such casualty loss.

If the LESSEE(s) elects not to repair or reconstruct said property, then the unpaid balance of the PURCHASE PRICE shall at the
option of the LESSOR become duc and payable forthwith, and the insurance proceeds shall be applied towards the application of
such sum, any surplus of the insurance proceeds over and above the LESSEE(s) obligations shall be paid to the LESSEE(s). In
the event that the agrecment is paid out a8 2 result of the application of the insurance proceeds, the LESSOR shall deliver a deed
to the LESSEE(s) and consummate the transaction. In the event the contract is not paid out as a result of the application of the
insurance process pursuant io an ¢lection not to repair or reconstruct said property after casualty, the procceds shall be credited
to the account of the LESSEE(s) and the LESSEE(s) will continue to make regular payments pursuant to the terms of the
agrecment until the LESSEE(s) obligations are satisfied and the egreement consummated.

If the LESSER(s) elects to repair or reconstruct, the insurance proceeds shall be applied by the LESSOR to the costs of such
repair or reconstruction, the LESSEE(s) shall submit the building plans to the LESSOR for approval, for which approval shall be
granted if the value of the land after the repair or reconstruction will equal or exceed the value of the premises immediately prior
to the casualty. If requested by the LESSEE(s), the LESSOR will, after approval of the LESSEE(s) building plans, tum over the
insurante proceeds to an insurance trustee for the purpose of paying for the repairs or reconstruction.

Any surplus of insurance proceeds aver and #bove the costs of repair or reconstruction shall be delivered to the LESSEE(s), and
any deficiency remaining after application of such proceeds to the costs of repair or reconstruction shall be paid by the
LESSEE(s). '

[signature(s) on the following page]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The parties to thass presents have hereunto get their hands and seals the day and year first sbove

written.
> A

WITNESS ROBERTA LA FA

(sign and print) (sign and print) 02% &K/é;-
N>

WITNESS LESSEE(s)

(siga and print) (sign and print)

State of MICHIGAN

(:gz' me_ag_uﬁof_ 1.\ 2016, beties me, 5 Notmy Pubtic for said Stase s County, persocally appeared

and ackaowledged the duc cxecution of the foregoing instrument,

- KAJA HOLDINGS 2, LLC
WITNESS) |ivia Garrett ?ﬁ?ﬂomzm SIGNER
(ﬂm"’dl’m!‘% ign and print)

State of SO.E C‘!di“‘; 1o Steven Ranriall
County of | n

Ottt D dayof ﬁ‘ 2016, before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appeared
Steven and acknowlodged the duc execution of the foregoing instrymont

_(SEAL)

‘ BAKARI LEBBY Page § of A '8 2008, i\;\&‘\, s,
i{otary Public, State of South Carolina age 9 %, O, 5 :

y Commission Expires May 28, 2024 I,
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LEAD BASED PAINT RIDER AND RISK ASSESSMENT

RIDER TO AGREEMENT DATED the 15TH day of MAY, 2016 between the LESSEE(s) and LESSOR for property located at
I /N <STER, County of WAYNE, State of MICHIGAN.

The LESSOR and the LESSEE(s) agree that the following additions and/or modifications are hereby made to the sbove-
referenced Contract.

1. AGREEMENT CONTINGENCY. Pursuant to Federal Regulations, the provisions of this Rider must be satisfied before the
LESSEE(s) are obligated under this agreement.

2. LEAD WARNING STATEMENT. The LESSOR, s owner of an interest in residential real property on which a residential
dwelling was built prior to 1978, is notified that such property may present exposure io lead from lcad-based paint that may
place young children at risk of developing load poisoning. Lead poisoning in young children may produce permanent
neurological damage, including leaming disabilities, reduce intelligence gquotient, behavioral problems, and impaired memory.
Load poisoning 8lo poses a particular nisk to pregnant women. The LESSOR, as owner of an interest in residential real property,
is required to provide any LESSEE(s) with whom the LESSOR enier into an agreement with any information on lead-based paint
hazards from risk assessments or inspections in the possession of the LESSOR and notify the LESSEE(s) of any known lesd-
based paint hazards, A risk assessmeat or iaspection for possible lead-bascd paint hazards is recommended prior to purchase.

3. LEAD HAZARD INFORMATION PAMPHLET. The LESSOR shall deliver to tht LESSEE(s) an EPA spproved lead-hazard

information pamphlet (For example, Protect Your Family From Lead In Your Home), Intact lead-based paint that is in good
condition is not necessarily a hazard,

4. LESSOR’s DISCLOSURE. (Check all applicable boxes).
(A) Presence of Lead-Based Paint and/or Lesd Based Paint Hazards,
(Check either (1) or (2) below).

[](1) Hazards Known. Attached hereto is a statement signed by the LESSOR disclosing the presence of known lead-based paint
and/or lead-based hazards at the Property, including but not livsited to the basis for the determination that lead-based paint and/or

lead-based paint hazards exdist, the location of the lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards and the condition of the
painted surfaces.

[x] (2) Hazards Unknown, The LESSOR has no actusl knowledge of the presence of lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint
hazards at the property.

(B) Records and Reports Available 10 LESSOR. (Check either (1) or (2) below).

[ 1(1) Records Provided. The following is a list of all records and/or reports available to the LESSOR pertaining 1o lead-based
paint and/or lead-based paint hazards at the property,

Tho LESSOR shall deliver a complete copy of cach record and report to the LESSEE(s).

[x] (2) No Reeords. The LESSOR has no records or reports pertgining to lead based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards at the
Property,
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5. RISK ASSESSMENT. (Mark with an X either (A) or (B) below.)

ﬁ(A)LBSSBB(:)M&yﬂvm«&wpumwwmlwmw&mawm.

eImiE—4

[] (B) This agreement ¢ contingent upon a risk assessment or inspection of the Property for the preseace of lead-based paint
and/or lead-based paint hazards being obtained by the LESSEE(s) at the expense of the LESSEE(S) before 5:00 p.m. on the tenth
calendar day after full execution of the agreement by all partics (the "Lead Paint Inspection Period”). If the results of such
inspection are unscceptable to the LESSEE(s) for any reason whatsoever, the LESSEE(s) shall notify the LESSOR or the
attorney of the LESSOR in writing within two business days after the end of the Lead Paint Inspection Period, together with a
copy of the inspection and/or risk assessment report. In such case, cither party may cancel the agreement upan written notice to
the ather party or the other party's attomey. If the notice of unacceptable results by the LESSEE(s) ia not received by the
LESSOR or the attomey of the LESSOR within two business days after the ¢nd of the Lead Paint Inspection Period, this
Inspection contingency is deemed waived by the LESSEE(s). The definitions in Paragraph 1.B and C of Fom 1,1 Cootract Rider
(1995) shall be vsed to determine whether or not the notico of unacceptable results by the LESSEE(s) has/have bean roceived by
the LESSOR before the end of the Lead Paint Inspection Period. The LESSOR will coopersite with the inspection made by the
LESSEE(s) in such fashion as may be reasonably requested by the LESSEE(s). The LESSEE(s) may remove this contingency at

any time without cause.
BY LESSEE(s) (initial and date):
,é LESSEE(s) hasthave reecived
copies of all information, records and/or reports set forth in
Paragraph 4 of this Rider or attached to this Contract.
m /% LESSEE(s) bas/have received

an EPA approved Icad hazard information pamphlet.
/6 LESSEE(5) has/have received
;.m a 10-day oppartunity (or mutuslly sgreed upon period) or
has/have waived the opportunity to conduct a risk assessment or

inspection for the presence of lsad-based paint and/or lead-based
paint hazards,

(signature(s) on the following page)
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7. CERTIFICATION OF ACCURACY, The undersigned have reviewed the information above and certify to the best of their
knowledge, that the statement they have provided is frue and accurate.

Signed, sealed and delivered in the presence of?

% KAJA HOLDINGS 3, LLC

WITNESS SE B SIGNER
(sign uﬂdrh:) n (fign and print)
livia Garrett Steven Randsll
----- * LIAT L 2L L) 2L AR AL E L AT » L S LR AT D P TR AT 4 EAT AL L]
= M
WITNESS ROBERTA LA EF
(siga and print) (sign and priot) &/ﬂ‘z ) Au./és
>
WITNESS LESSEE(s)
(sign and Pﬁm) (ﬁﬂn and print)

State of MICHIGAN

Coyst DU

ougiaxza_ﬂoi % \\ , 2016, before me, ¢ Notary Public for ssid State and County, personally appeared
end acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing ingtrument.

Vision Property Management, LLC
Amy Humphrics

16 Berryhill Rogd, Suite 200
Columbia, SC 29210
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ATTACHMENT "A" TO THE RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE
AGREEMENT

(Dated the 15TH day of MAY, 2016, BETWEEN KAJA HOLDINGS 2, LLC and ROBERTA LAVERNE FAULKS)

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

paRCEL Ip NUMEER: [
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EXHIBIT C
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RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE AGREEMENT

(TRIPLE-NET, BONDABLE LEASE)

This RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE AGREEMENT is entered into on this day st of
October , 2015 between Kaja Holdings 2, LLC (hereinafter known as the "LESSOR") and Tyler Lee Sturgeon and Rachel Ann
Church (hereinafter known as the "LESSEE(s)").

Witnesseth, that if the LESSEE(s) shall first make the payments and perform the covenants hereafter described, the
LESSOR hereby covenant(s) and agree(s) to LEASE the property commonly known as ||| | | . Mt Morris, M1
48458 in the County of Genesee , the city of Mt. Morris , the State of Michigan , to the LESSEE(s) for the term and covenant(s)
set forth herein, and further known and described as follows, to-wit:

SEE ATTACHMENT "A" FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

The premises, as described above, with all appurtenances, are hereby LEASED to the LESSEE(s) for a term of 84
months. This LEASE shall commence the 1st of October, 2015, and shall be paid, at the signing of this agreement, in the
following manner: Three Thousand Dollars ( $3,000.00 ) as an option consideration, and Six Hundred Two Dollars ( $602.00 ) as
the monthly lease payment, plus One Hundred Ninety Dollars ( $190.00 ) for real estate taxes (real estate taxes subject to change),
Forty Dollars ( $40.00 ) for Casualty and General Liability Insurance (insurance premium subject to change), making the total
initial payment Three Thousand Eight Hundred Thirty-two Dollars ( $3,832.00 ).

All subsequent monthly payments shall be due on or before the 1st day of each month, commencing on the Ist of
November , 2015 until the term of this agreement has been fulfilled and shall be in the amount of Eight Hundred Thirty-two
Dollars ( $832.00 ). This agreement expires on the last calendar day of November , 2022 . One Hundred Sixty-two and 73/100
Dollars ( $162.73 ) of each monthly lease payment, as well as the option consideration paid by the LESSEE(s) shall be credited
towards the purchase price of the property. All credits are non-refundable.

The PURCHASE PRICE of the premises, as described above, will be Seventy-four Thousand Nine Hundred Dollars
( $74,900.00 ), to be satisfied on or before the expiration of this agreement, should the LESSEE(s) choose to exercise their rights to
purchase as described hereinafter.

Upon the expiration of the term of this agreement or before, the LESSEE(s) shall have three options, to-wit:

1. OPTION TO CONVERT TO SELLER FINANCING: LESSEE(s) may, if all the requirements and covenants of this
agreement have been fulfilled, either upon the expiration of this agreement, or upon the time the total credit(s) paid
towards the PURCHASE PRICE reaches the amount of 30% of the PURCHASE PRICE, whichever comes first, this
lease shall convert to a Seller Financed Contract. This conversion shall be documented by a separate instrument. The
PURCHASE PRICE as set forth in the instrument documenting the conversion to Seller Financing shall be equivalent to
the difference of the PURCHASE PRICE listed in this agreement minus any/all credit(s) paid towards said
PURCHASE PRICE.

2. OPTION TO PURCHASE PREMISES: LESSEE(s) may, on or before the expiration of this agreement, choose to
purchase the above referenced premises for the remainder of the PURCHASE PRICE as described above with all credits
paid included. Fulfillment of the PURCHASE PRICE by the LESSEE(s) shall be treated as a CASH SALE, at which
time the LESSOR shall provide the LESSEE(s) with a good and sufficient deed, clear of all encumbrances, with exception
to any/all encumbrances caused by the action or inaction, whether direct or indirect, of the LESSEE(s), and transfer title
of the premises from the LESSOR to the LESSEE(s). This CASH SALE shall be documented by a separate instrument.

3. OPTION TO FORFEIT LEASE: LESSEE(s) may, on or before the expiration of this agreement, by mutual agreement
between LESSOR and LESSEE(s), as evidenced in writing, choose to forfeit their rights to the premises described herein
and vacate the premises and all appurtenances within FIVE (5) days of the determined expiration of this agreement.
Should the LESSEE(s) choose to forfeit this agreement, all personal property and belongings shall be vacated within
FIVE (5) days of the determined expiration of this agreement. Should the LESSEE(s) choose to vacate the premises, any
and all improvements that have been built into the property, including but not limited to any/all built in appliances, shall
remain with the property and become considered forfeit.
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a. FAILURE TO VACATE PREMISES: Should the LESSEE(s) fail to comply with the covenants of OPTION
3 (above), LESSOR shall have the right to evict LESSEE(s) according to the proper judicial process determined
by the locality in which the premises is located.

b. PERSONAL PROPERTY: Should the LESSEE(s) elect to choose OPTION 3 (above), any and all of
LESSEE(s), their assigns, agents, acquaintances, and/or other personal property remaining in, around, or about
the premises or its appurtenances shall be forfeit so far as the FIVE (5) day vacation period has expired.

C. CONDITION OF PREMISES: LESSEE(s) agree that upon the execution of OPTION 3 (above), LESSEE(s)
shall vacate premises in the same condition or better as of the execution of this agreement. LESSEE(s)
acknowledge that should they vacate the premises in worse condition than at the time of execution of this
agreement, any and all appropriate legal action may be sought by LESSOR for restitution.

NON-PAYMENT, EVICTION, AND LATE FEE NOTIFICATION

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that if the full amount of the monthly payment described herein has not been
received by the end of Five (5) calendar days after the date it is due, a late charge in the amount of Seventy-five Dollars ( $75.00)
will become due, the total payment and penalty being the amount of Nine Hundred Seven Dollars ( $907.00 ). Any late fee charged
shall not be applied/assumed as credit towards the PURCHASE PRICE.

For each bad check there will be Thirty Dollars ($30.00) bad check fee applied.

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that in the event of their failure to perform according to the covenants set forth
herein, particularly, but not limited to, the full amount of the monthly payment described herein not being received by the end of
FIFTEEN (15) calendar days after the date it is due, they may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent jurisdiction
pertaining to the county in which the premises is located or other appropriate judicial process.

AS IS/WHERE IS LEASE NOTIFICATION

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that the premises referenced herein is LEASED in strictly "AS IS/WHERE IS"
condition, and it is mutually agreed, by and between the parties hereto, that the LESSEE(s) is solely responsible for maintaining the
premises in a safe and non-hazardous condition during the duration of this agreement, and for bringing the building and premises to
a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County, and City building and premises codes, within a reasonable period of
time not exceeding ( January 1st, 2016 ), and maintaining the premises in a good state of repair during the term of this agreement.

LESSEE(s) also hereby acknowledges and understands that the LESSEE(s), upon the execution of this
agreement, may take possession of the premises referenced herein, but will not occupy or allow to be occupied the stated
premises until the building and premises are brought to a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County,
and City building and premises codes.

LESSEE(s) also hereby acknowledges and understands that the LESSEE(s), upon the execution of this
agreement, shall be immediately responsible for payment or alleviation of any encumbrances including, but not limited to,
all taxes, assessments and/or impositions (includes such fees as ground rents, city/county miscellaneous fees as they
require, property violations and/or fines levied, water/sewer charges, electrical/gas usage charges, garbage fees and
property taxes levied, etc.) that may be legally levied or imposed upon said premises that are delinquent or currently due
at the execution of this agreement without recourse.
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RIGHT TO INSPECT PREMISES

LESSOR, its employees or agents, shall have the right, after 24 hours of notice to the LESSEE(s), to enter and inspect the
premises and all its appurtenances referenced in this agreement at reasonable times for the purpose of inspecting the performance of
the LESSEE(s) pertaining to the terms and conditions of this agreement set forth herein. LESSEE(s) hereby agrees to and grants
LESSOR such stated rights.

Upon inspection of the premises and all its appurtenances, should LESSOR deem that the terms and covenants of this
agreement have not been fulfilled by the LESSEE(s), such as but not limited to maintenance, repair(s), or other reasonable grounds,
LESSOR shall have the right to terminate this agreement immediately by written notice to the LESSEE(s), and should it require, the
LESSEE(s) may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent jurisdiction pertaining to the county in which the
premises is located or other appropriate judicial process. Such termination of this agreement does not entitle the LESSEE(s) to any
payments made, whether towards the option consideration or not, to any refund whatsoever. LESSEE(s) hereby agrees to and grants
LESSOR such stated rights.

LESSEE'S RIGHT TO SUB-LEASE

If all the requirements and covenants of this agreement are in full effect, including but not limited to maintaining the
premises in a safe and non-hazardous condition during the duration of this agreement, and for bringing the building and premises to
a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County, and City building and premises codes, LESSEE(s) shall have the
right to sub-lease the premises referenced herein upon the mutual agreement to sub-lease said premises, in writing, between the
LESSEE(s) and LESSOR. This sub-lease and acknowledgment of sub-lease shall be documented by a separate instrument to be
approved by the LESSOR in its sole discretion. LESSEE(s) hereby acknowledges and agrees that the requirements and conditions
of this agreement shall take priority, including but not limited to the "AS IS/WHERE IS" clause, over any sub-lease agreement.

Prior to the execution of any sub-lease agreement, LESSEE(s) hereby acknowledges and agrees to provide LESSOR with
appropriate contact information for the sub-lessee(s), including but not limited to phone number(s), email address, emergency
contacts, and other information that may be required by the LESSOR prior to the execution of the sub-lease.

Upon the execution of any sub-lease between LESSEE(s) and sub-lessee(s), this agreement shall remain in full effect
according to the provisions set-forth herein. Upon the event that the requirements and covenants set forth herein are not in full effect
including, but not limited to non-payment, LESSEE(s) may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent jurisdiction
pertaining to the county in which the premises is located or other appropriate judicial process, and LESSOR shall have the
immediate right to convert the sub-lessee(s) to LESSEE(s) in the former LESSEE(s) stead. This conversion shall be documented by
a separate instrument.

INSURANCE NOTIFICATION

The LESSEE(s) will pay for Casualty and General Liability insurance as a part of their monthly payment. This fee is a
Casualty and General Liability Insurance Policy and is not a replacement for renters insurance or other appropriate insurance to be
obtained by the LESSEE(s). This policy only covers the LESSOR’s liability in this property. Without renters insurance or other
appropriate insurance, the LESSEE(s) will still be responsible for damage or loss of personal belongings.

The LESSEE(s) will notify the LESSOR immediately in the event of any significant damage to the property.

If the damage to the improvements on the Property is less than fifty (50%) percent of the total value of the improvements,
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the LESSEE(s) shall be obligated to repair or reconstruct said property. The LESSOR shall apply the proceeds directly to the costs
of such repair or reconstruction. The LESSEE(s) shall be liable for any deficiency after application of the insurance money to such
costs.

If the damage to the improvements on the Property is in excess of fifty (50%) percent of the total value of the
improvements, the LESSEE(s) shall have the option as to whether to repair or reconstruct said property following such casualty
loss.

If the LESSEE(s) elects not to repair or reconstruct said property, then the unpaid balance of the PURCHASE PRICE
shall at the option of the LESSOR become due and payable forthwith, and the insurance proceeds shall be applied towards the
application of such sum, any surplus of the insurance proceeds over and above the LESSEE(s) obligations shall be paid to the
LESSEE(s). In the event that the agreement is paid out as a result of the application of the insurance proceeds, the LESSOR shall
deliver a deed to the LESSEE(s) and consummate the transaction. In the event the contract is not paid out as a result of the
application of the insurance process pursuant to an election not to repair or reconstruct said property after casualty, the proceeds
shall be credited to the account of the LESSEE(s) and the LESSEE(s) will continue to make regular payments pursuant to the terms
of the agreement until the LESSEE(s) obligations are satisfied and the agreement consummated.

If the LESSEE(s) elects to repair or reconstruct, the insurance proceeds shall be applied by the LESSOR to the costs of
such repair or reconstruction, the LESSEE(s) shall submit the building plans to the LESSOR for approval, for which approval shall
be granted if the value of the land after the repair or reconstruction will equal or exceed the value of the premises immediately prior
to the casualty. If requested by the LESSEE(s), the LESSOR will, after approval of the LESSEE(s) building plans, turn over the
insurance proceeds to an insurance trustee for the purpose of paying for the repairs or reconstruction.

Any surplus of insurance proceeds over and above the costs of repair or reconstruction shall be delivered to the
LESSEE(s), and any deficiency remaining after application of such proceeds to the costs of repair or reconstruction shall be paid by
the LESSEE(s).

[signature(s) on the following
page]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The partics to these presents have hercunto sct their hands and seals the day and year first above written.

SIGN
HE

‘Bosrct, JHetl B> St Q Ol

Rache Ann Church

(sign and print) (sign and print) QQ C H( | ﬂ CWUVC (/

State of Michi, :
County of, 7l

On this, the @ eyt LD . 2615 bafors mis A Nokaty Pilllia far Ahitl Stats ddd Coknbt: fussneibllyt sipaecs
and acknowledged the duc exccution of the foregomg mstrument.

ss my hand and official scal

BONNIE J HALL
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF GENESEE
My Commission Expres
Acting ir the County ot A

My commuission expifes

R A e S S e P L e T T T 2 v
Kaja Haldings 2, LLC
S8 BY Al ‘D SIGNFR
~_A%ign and pnint) Jacob Evans (sign Afid print)
Steven Randall
State of South Camhna
County of

(_)n{uu;,thc I‘-l dayol;(pkhl't/zms before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appeared

and acknowledged the due execution of the foregomg instrument.
m and ofﬁclal seal

“NOTARY Ol ‘%nth
Printed Name: ?: Vﬁs
My commission eXpites {SEAL)
H ASHLY L EVANS
i tary Public, South Carolina |
i! iy Cammission Expires i
Jie e S ,’"19._‘..‘3.3."_._ e
U e e Page S of 9
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LEAD BASED PAINT RIDER AND RISK ASSESSMENT

RIDER TO AGREEMENT DATED the 1st day of October, 2015 between the LESSEE(s) and LESSOR for property located at

I it Morris, M1 48458, Mt. Morris, County of Genesee, State of Michigan.

The LESSOR and the LESSEE(s) agree that the following additions and/or modifications are hereby made to the above-referenced
Contract.

1. AGREEMENT CONTINGENCY. Pursuant to Federal Regulations, the provisions of this Rider must be satisfied before the
LESSEE(s) are obligated under this agreement.

2. LEAD WARNING STATEMENT. The LESSOR, as owner of an interest in residential real property on which a residential
dwelling was built prior to 1978, is notified that such property may present exposure to lead from lead-based paint that may place
young children at risk of developing lead poisoning. Lead poisoning in young children may produce permanent neurological
damage, including learning disabilities, reduce intelligence quotient, behavioral problems, and impaired memory. Lead poisoning
also poses a particular risk to pregnant women. The LESSOR, as owner of an interest in residential real property, is required to
provide any LESSEE(s) with whom the LESSOR enter into an agreement with any information on lead-based paint hazards from
risk assessments or inspections in the possession of the LESSOR and notify the LESSEE(s) of any known lead-based paint hazards.
A risk assessment or inspection for possible lead-based paint hazards is recommended prior to purchase.

3. LEAD HAZARD INFORMATION PAMPHLET. The LESSOR shall deliver to the LESSEE(s) an EPA approved lead-hazard
information pamphlet (For example, Protect Your Family From Lead In Your Home). Intact lead-based paint that is in good
condition is not necessarily a hazard.

4. LESSOR’s DISCLOSURE. (Check all applicable boxes).
(A) Presence of Lead-Based Paint and/or Lead Based Paint Hazards.
(Check either (1) or (2) below).

[ ]1(1) Hazards Known. Attached hereto is a statement signed by the LESSOR disclosing the presence of known lead-based paint
and/or lead-based hazards at the Property, including but not limited to the basis for the determination that lead-based paint and/or
lead-based paint hazards exist, the location of the lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards and the condition of the painted
surfaces.

[X] (2) Hazards Unknown. The LESSOR has no actual knowledge of the presence of lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint
hazards at the property.

(B) Records and Reports Available to LESSOR. (Check either (1) or (2) below).

[ 1(1) Records Provided. The following is a list of all records and/or reports available to the LESSOR pertaining to lead-based paint
and/or lead-based paint hazards at the property.

The LESSOR shall deliver a complete copy of each record and report to the LESSEE(s).

[X] (2) No Records. The LESSOR has no records or reports pertaining to lead based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards at the
Property.

Page 6 of 9




Case 4:20-cv-12649-SDK-DRG ECF No. 205-4, PagelD.5707 Filed 04/24/23 Page 8 of 10
5. RISK ASSESSMENT. (Mark with an X either (A) ot (B) below))

X(A)LE&E(Q hereby waivelwaives the opportunity to conduct a lead-based paint hazard risk assessment or ingpection.

MARK

EmasH
{ ] (B) This agreement is contingent upon a risk assessment or inspaction of the Property for the presence of lead-based paint andior
lead-based paint hazards being obtained by the LESSEE(s) at the expense of the LESSEE(S) before 5:00 pm. on the tenth calendar
day after full execution of the agreement by all perties (the "Lead Paint I nspection Period”). If the results of such inspection are
unaroeptable to the LESSEE(S) for any reason whatsoever, the LESSEE(s) shall notify the LESSOR or the aitorney of the LESSOR
inwriting within two business days after the end of the Lead Paint Inspection Period, together with a copy of the inspection and/or
risk assessment report. (n such case, either party may cancel the agreement upon written notice to the other party or the other party's
atorney. If the notice of unacceptable resuits by the L ESSEE(S) is not received by the LESSOR or the attorney of the LESSOR
within two business days after the end of the Lead Paint I nepection Period, this | nspection contingency isdeamed waived by the
LESSEE(S). The definitionsin Paragraph 1.8 and C of Form 1.1 Contract Rider (1995) shall be used to determine whether or not
the notice of unacceptable results by the LESSEE(s) hasthave been recdved by the LESSOR before the end of the L ead Paint
Inepection Period. The LESSOR will cooperate with the inspection made by the LESSEE(s) in such fashion as may be reasonably
requested by the L ESSEE(S). The LESSEE{S) may remove this contingency a2t any time without cause.

6. ACKNOWLEDGMENT BY. THE LESSEE(s) (initial and date):

AC !&91’5__ i | ‘ (d [f5 LESSEE(S) hashave received
I nitial Date ocopies of al information, records and/or reports st forth in
Paragraph 4 of this Rider or attached to this Contract.

JL&L-) “’“S O‘((d(‘S LESSEE(S) hasthave recaived
R an EPA approved lead hazard information pamphiet.

Date
ey 5 I { -
~LJ&‘->1 ..... % (’3‘10.‘5 LESSEE(§) havheve recsived
. Date 2 10-day opporturity (or mutually agreed upon period) or
hasthave waived the opportunity to conduct a risk assessment or
inspection for the presence of lead-based paint andior lead-basad
pairt hazards.

{signature(s) on the following page)
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7. CERTIFICATION OF ACCURACY. The undersigned have reviewed the information above and certify to the best of thar
Inowledge, that the statement they bave provided 1s true and accurate.

Signed, sealed and delivered i the presence of:

Kaja Holdings 2, LL.C

1gn and pont
Jacob Evans %‘ ot
Steven Randall
dedoleddolok o b okl ok ok kol ok ok ok dok kol ok bk bbb ok R e R ek L T
SIGN
S ,__lé,d,,(,,.é_.-,.h.. T TﬂcrL mtgeon g ! e
(sign and print) 4 (sign and print)
SIGN
mﬁ&dmﬁ Q- ot
WITNESS ; Rachel Ann Church
{(sign and print) (sign and print)

State of Mi
Connty of /

On this, the C/ day of / ﬂ J , 2015, before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appeared
and acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing instrument.

OTARY PUB
Printed Name:

This Instrument Prepared by:

Vision Property Management, LLC
Amanda Furstenberg

16 Berryhill Road

Columbia, SC 29210
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ATTACHMENT "A" TO THE RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE
AGREEMENT

(Dated the st day of October, 2015, BETWEEN Kaja Holdings 2, LLC and Tyler Lee Sturgeon and Rachel Ann Church)

HOUSE AND LOT COMMONLY KNOWN AS

_. Mt. Morris, MI 48458, in the City of Mt. Morris, County of Genesee, and State of Michigan

pARCEL ID NUMBER: [
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RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE AGREEMENT

(TRIPLE-NET, BONDABLE LEASE)

This RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE AGREEMENT is entered into on this day 15th of
February , 2016 between Kaja Holdings 2, LLC (hereinafter known as the "LESSOR") and Teaha Nycol Jackson and Shaheta
Artrice Jackson (hereinafter known as the "LESSEE(s)").

Witnesseth, that if the LESSEE(s) shall first make the payments and perform the covenants hereafter described, the
LESSOR hereby covenant(s) and agree(s) to LEASE the property commonly known as 1495 Jeffrey Lane, Inkster, MI 48141 in
the County of Wayne , the city of Inkster , the State of Michigan , to the LESSEE(s) for the term and covenant(s) set forth herein,
and further known and described as follows, to-wit:

SEE ATTACHMENT "A" FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

The premises, as described above, with all appurtenances, are hereby LEASED to the LESSEE(s) for a term of 75
months. This LEASE shall commence the 15th of February, 2016, and shall be paid, at the signing of this agreement, in the
following manner: Five Hundred Dollars ( $500.00 ) as an option consideration, and Two Hundred Twenty-five Dollars ( $225.00
) as the monthly lease payment, plus Two Hundred Forty Dollars ( $240.00 ) for real estate taxes (real estate taxes subject to
change), Twenty Dollars ( $20.00 ) for Casualty and General Liability Insurance (insurance premium subject to change), making
the total initial payment Nine Hundred Eighty-five Dollars ( $985.00 ).

All subsequent monthly payments shall be due on or before the 15th day of each month, commencing on the 15th of
March , 2016 until the term of this agreement has been fulfilled and shall be in the amount of Four Hundred Eighty-five Dollars
( $485.00 ). This agreement expires on the last calendar day of June, 2022 . Ninety-four and 81/100 Dollars ( $94.81 ) of each
monthly lease payment, as well as the option consideration paid by the LESSEE(s) shall be credited towards the purchase price of
the property. All credits are non-refundable.

The PURCHASE PRICE of the premises, as described above, will be Twenty-five Thousand Dollars ( $25,000.00 ), to
be satisfied on or before the expiration of this agreement, should the LESSEE(s) choose to exercise their rights to purchase as
described hereinafter.

Upon the expiration of the term of this agreement or before, the LESSEE(s) shall have three options, to-wit:

1. OPTION TO CONVERT TO SELLER FINANCING: LESSEE(s) may, if all the requirements and covenants of this
agreement have been fulfilled, either upon the expiration of this agreement, or upon the time the total credit(s) paid
towards the PURCHASE PRICE reaches the amount of 30% of the PURCHASE PRICE, whichever comes first, this
lease shall convert to a Seller Financed Contract. This conversion shall be documented by a separate instrument. The
PURCHASE PRICE as set forth in the instrument documenting the conversion to Seller Financing shall be equivalent to
the difference of the PURCHASE PRICE listed in this agreement minus any/all credit(s) paid towards said
PURCHASE PRICE.

2. OPTION TO PURCHASE PREMISES: LESSEE(s) may, on or before the expiration of this agreement, choose to
purchase the above referenced premises for the remainder of the PURCHASE PRICE as described above with all credits
paid included. Fulfillment of the PURCHASE PRICE by the LESSEE(s) shall be treated as a CASH SALE, at which
time the LESSOR shall provide the LESSEE(s) with a good and sufficient deed, clear of all encumbrances, with exception
to any/all encumbrances caused by the action or inaction, whether direct or indirect, of the LESSEE(s), and transfer title
of the premises from the LESSOR to the LESSEE(s). This CASH SALE shall be documented by a separate instrument.

3. OPTION TO FORFEIT LEASE: LESSEE(s) may, on or before the expiration of this agreement, by mutual agreement
between LESSOR and LESSEE(s), as evidenced in writing, choose to forfeit their rights to the premises described herein
and vacate the premises and all appurtenances within FIVE (5) days of the determined expiration of this agreement.
Should the LESSEE(s) choose to forfeit this agreement, all personal property and belongings shall be vacated within
FIVE (5) days of the determined expiration of this agreement. Should the LESSEE(s) choose to vacate the premises, any
and all improvements that have been built into the property, including but not limited to any/all built in appliances, shall
remain with the property and become considered forfeit.
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a. FAILURE TO VACATE PREMISES: Should the LESSEE(s) fail to comply with the covenants of OPTION
3 (above), LESSOR shall have the right to evict LESSEE(s) according to the proper judicial process determined
by the locality in which the premises is located.

b. PERSONAL PROPERTY: Should the LESSEE(s) elect to choose OPTION 3 (above), any and all of
LESSEE(s), their assigns, agents, acquaintances, and/or other personal property remaining in, around, or about
the premises o its appurtenances shall be forfeit so far as the FIVE (5) day vacation period has expired.

Cc. CONDITION OF PREMISES: LESSEE(s) agree that upon the execution of OPTION 3 (above), LESSEE(s)
shall vacate premises in the same condition or better as of the execution of this agreement. LESSEE(s)
acknowledge that should they vacate the premises in worse condition than at the time of execution of this
agreement, any and all appropriate legal action may be sought by LESSOR for restitution.

NON-PAYMENT, EVICTION, AND LATE FEE NOTIFICATION

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that if the full amount of the monthly payment described herein has not been
received by the end of Five (5) calendar days after the date it is due, a late charge in the amount of Seventy-five Dollars ( $75.00)
will become due, the total payment and penalty being the amount of Five Hundred Sixty Dollars ( $560.00 ). Any late fee charged
shall not be applied/assumed as credit towards the PURCHASE PRICE.

For each bad check there will be Thirty Dollars ($30.00) bad check fee applied.

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that in the event of their failure to perform according to the covenants set forth
herein, particularly, but not limited to, the full amount of the monthly payment described herein not being received by the end of
FIFTEEN (15) calendar days after the date it is due, they may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent jurisdiction
pertaining to the county in which the premises is located or other appropriate judicial process.

AS IS/WHERE IS LEASE NOTIFICATION

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that the premises referenced herein is LEASED in strictly "AS IS/WHERE IS"
condition, and it is mutually agreed, by and between the parties hereto, that the LESSEE(s) is solely responsible for maintaining the
premises in a safe and non-hazardous condition during the duration of this agreement, and for bringing the building and premises to
a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County, and City building and premises codes, within a reasonable period of
time not exceeding ( May 15th, 2016 ), and maintaining the premises in a good state of repair during the term of this agreement.

LESSEE(s) also hereby acknowledges and understands that the LESSEE(s), upon the execution of this
agreement, may take possession of the premises referenced herein, but will not occupy or allow to be occupied the stated
premises until the building and premises are brought to a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County,
and City building and premises codes.

LESSEE(s) also hereby acknowledges and understands that the LESSEE(s), upon the execution of this
agreement, shall be immediately responsible for payment or alleviation of any encumbrances including, but not limited to,
all taxes, assessments and/or impositions (includes such fees as ground rents, city/county miscellaneous fees as they
require, property violations and/or fines levied, water/sewer charges, electrical/gas usage charges, garbage fees and
property taxes levied, etc.) that may be legally levied or imposed upon said premises that are delinquent or currently due
at the execution of this agreement without recourse.
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RIGHT TO INSPECT PREMISES

LESSOR, its employees or agents, shall have the right, after 24 hours of notice to the LESSEE(s), to enter and inspect the
premises and all its appurtenances referenced in this agreement at reasonable times for the purpose of inspecting the performance of
the LESSEE(s) pertaining to the terms and conditions of this agreement set forth herein. LESSEE(s) hereby agrees to and grants
LESSOR such stated rights.

Upon inspection of the premises and all its appurtenances, should LESSOR deem that the terms and covenants of this
agreement have not been fulfilled by the LESSEE(s), such as but not limited to maintenance, repair(s), or other reasonable grounds,
LESSOR shall have the right to terminate this agreement immediately by written notice to the LESSEE(s), and should it require, the
LESSEE(s) may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent jurisdiction pertaining to the county in which the
premises is located or other appropriate judicial process. Such termination of this agreement does not entitle the LESSEE(s) to any
payments made, whether towards the option consideration or not, to any refund whatsoever. LESSEE(s) hereby agrees to and grants
LESSOR such stated rights.

LESSEE'S RIGHT TO SUB-LEASE

If all the requirements and covenants of this agreement are in full effect, including but not limited to maintaining the
premises in a safe and non-hazardous condition during the duration of this agreement, and for bringing the building and premises to
a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County, and City building and premises codes, LESSEE(s) shall have the
right to sub-lease the premises referenced herein upon the mutual agreement to sub-lease said premises, in writing, between the
LESSEE(s) and LESSOR. This sub-lease and acknowledgment of sub-lease shall be documented by a separate instrument to be
approved by the LESSOR in its sole discretion. LESSEE(s) hereby acknowledges and agrees that the requirements and conditions
of this agreement shall take priority, including but not limited to the "AS IS/WHERE IS" clause, over any sub-lease agreement.

Prior to the execution of any sub-lease agreement, LESSEE(s) hereby acknowledges and agrees to provide LESSOR with
appropriate contact information for the sub-lessee(s), including but not limited to phone number(s), email address, emergency
contacts, and other information that may be required by the LESSOR prior to the execution of the sub-lease.

Upon the execution of any sub-lease between LESSEE(s) and sub-lessee(s), this agreement shall remain in full effect
according to the provisions set-forth herein. Upon the event that the requirements and covenants set forth herein are not in full effect
including, but not limited to non-payment, LESSEE(s) may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent jurisdiction
pertaining to the county in which the premises is located or other appropriate judicial process, and LESSOR shall have the
immediate right to convert the sub-lessee(s) to LESSEE(s) in the former LESSEE(s) stead. This conversion shall be documented by
a separate instrument.

INSURANCE NOTIFICATION

The LESSEE(s) will pay for Casualty and General Liability insurance as a part of their monthly payment. This feeis a
Casualty and General Liability Insurance Policy and is not a replacement for renters insurance or other appropriate insurance to be
obtained by the LESSEE(s). This policy only covers the LESSOR’s liability in this property. Without renters insurance or other
appropriate insurance, the LESSEE(s) will still be responsible for damage or loss of personal belongings.

The LESSEE(s) will notify the LESSOR immediately in the event of any significant damage to the property.

If the damage to the improvements on the Property is less than fifty (50%) percent of the total value of the improvements,
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the LESSEE(s) shall be obligated to repair or reconstruct said property. The LESSOR shall apply the proceeds directly to the costs
of such repair or reconstruction. The LESSEE(s) shall be liable for any deficiency after application of the insurance money to such
costs.

If the damage to the improvements on the Property is in excess of fifty (50%) percent of the total value of the
improvements, the LESSEE(s) shall have the option as to whether to repair or reconstruct said property following such casualty
loss.

If the LESSEE(s) elects not to repair or reconstruct said property, then the unpaid balance of the PURCHASE PRICE
shall at the option of the LESSOR become due and payable forthwith, and the insurance proceeds shall be applied towards the
application of such sum, any surplus of the insurance proceeds over and above the LESSEE(s) obligations shall be paid to the
LESSEE(s). In the event that the agreement is paid out as a result of the application of the insurance proceeds, the LESSOR shall
deliver a deed to the LESSEE(s) and consummate the transaction. In the event the contract is not paid out as a result of the
application of the insurance process pursuant to an election not to repair or reconstruct said property after casualty, the proceeds
shall be credited to the account of the LESSEE(s) and the LESSEE(s) will continue to make regular payments pursuant to the terms
of the agreement until the LESSEE(s) obligations are satisfied and the agreement consummated.

If the LESSEE(s) elects to repair or reconstruct, the insurance proceeds shall be applied by the LESSOR to the costs of
such repair or reconstruction, the LESSEE(s) shall submit the building plans to the LESSOR for approval, for which approval shall
be granted if the value of the land after the repair or reconstruction will equal or exceed the value of the premises immediately prior
to the casualty. If requested by the LESSEE(s), the LESSOR will, after approval of the LESSEE(s) building plans, turn over the
insurance proceeds to an insurance trustee for the purpose of paying for the repairs or reconstruction.

Any surplus of insurance proceeds over and above the costs of repair or reconstruction shall be delivered to the
LESSEE(s), and any deficiency remaining after application of such proceeds to the costs of repair or reconstruction shall be paid by
the LESSEE(s).

[signature(s) on the following
pagel]
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REQE, partieio these presents have hereunto set their hands and seals the day and year first above written.

ﬂ B> bt Ohsen

Tenha Ny kson
8 andpnnt) o&p/’[‘ FgO/UMu (sng;nand

SIGN
( JLLiRpetL :
TNESS :
Xi]gl and print) K Muemy Shaheta Artrice Jackson
. (sign and print)
State of Michigan
County of Hegg Y !b
On ﬂns, the 0(&3 day of F:,b{ VPTY |, 2016, before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appearcd
! T4 a.ud aclmowlcdgcd the due execution of the foregoing mstrumcnt.

Shﬁh&h"\ ﬁr»cejkck-ﬁon

~Wilyess my d official scal - ) y
; ‘ Rebecca Ann Peters
] Notary Public, Wayne County, M

OTARY FUBLIC FOR Michi Comnmission Expires Dac. 07, 2017
Printed Name: (im.a.n gPe_Jrﬁ( S ‘Acting in Macomb County

My commission cxpires ]zJ. S1[Z01 " (SEAL)

Kaja Holthngs 2, LLC

Q;Wa % d}}(/ W

‘ AUTHORIZED SIGNER
@mmipiy  Olivia Garrett s1gnandpnnt) N
Steven Randall
State of Sou ling
County of
On thigghe of (; , 2016 , before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appeared

and acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing instrument.

g,

SUPKARI Lg%

. (SEAL)

BAKAR! LEBBY :
Carolina

Notary Public, State of South

My Commission Expires May 28. 2024

”’MMM\ \\\\\
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LEAD BASED PAINT RIDER AND RISK ASSESSMENT

RIDER TO AGREEMENT DATED the 15th day of February, 2016 between the LESSEE(s) and LESSOR for property located at
1495 Jeffrey Lane, Inkster, MI 48141, Inkster, County of Wayne, State of Michigan.

The LESSOR and the LESSEE(s) agree that the following additions and/or modifications are hereby made to the above-referenced
Contract.

1. AGREEMENT CONTINGENCY. Pursuant to Federal Regulations, the provisions of this Rider must be satisfied before the
LESSEE(s) are obligated under this agreement.

2. LEAD WARNING STATEMENT. The LESSOR, as owner of an interest in residential real property on which a residential
dwelling was built prior to 1978, is notified that such property may present exposure to lead from lead-based paint that may place
young children at risk of developing lead poisoning. Lead poisoning in young children may produce permanent neurological
damage, including learning disabilities, reduce intelligence quotient, behavioral problems, and impaired memory. Lead poisoning
also poses a particular risk to pregnant women. The LESSOR, as owner of an interest in residential real property, is required to
provide any LESSEE(s) with whom the LESSOR enter into an agreement with any information on lead-based paint hazards from
risk assessments or inspections in the possession of the LESSOR and notify the LESSEE(s) of any known lead-based paint hazards.
A risk assessment or inspection for possible lead-based paint hazards is recommended prior to purchase.

3. LEAD HAZARD INFORMATION PAMPHLET. The LESSOR shall deliver to the LESSEE(s) an EPA approved lead-hazard
information pamphlet (For example, Protect Your Family From Lead In Your Home). Intact lead-based paint that is in good
condition is not necessarily a hazard.

4. LESSOR’s DISCLOSURE. (Check all applicable boxes).
(A) Presence of Lead-Based Paint and/or Lead Based Paint Hazards.
(Check either (1) or (2) below).

[ 1(1) Hazards Known. Attached hereto is a statement signed by the LESSOR disclosing the presence of known lead-based paint
and/or lead-based hazards at the Property, including but not limited to the basis for the determination that lead-based paint and/or
lead-based paint hazards exist, the location of the lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards and the condition of the painted
surfaces.

[X] (2) Hazards Unknown. The LESSOR has no actual knowledge of the presence of lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint
hazards at the property.

(B) Records and Reports Available to LESSOR. (Check either (1) or (2) below).

[ 1(1) Records Provided. The following is a list of all records and/or reports available to the LESSOR pertaining to lead-based paint
and/or lead-based paint hazards at the property.

The LESSOR shall deliver a complete copy of each record and report to the LESSEE(s).

[X] (2) No Records. The LESSOR has no records or reports pertaining to lead based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards at the
Property.
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5. RISK ASSESSMENT. (Mark with an X either (A) or (B) below.)

%A) LESSEE(s) hereby waive/waives the opportunity to conduct a lead-based paint hazard risk assegsment or inspection.

MARK
EITHE

[ ] (B) This agreement is contingent wpon a risk assessment or inspection of the Property for the presence of lead-based paint and/or
lead-based paint hazards being obtained by the LESSEE(s) at the expense of the LESSEE(s) before 5:00 p.m. on the tenth calendar
day afier full execution of the agreement by all partics (the "Lead Paint Inspection Period"). If the results of such inspection are
unacceptable to the LESSEE(s) for any reason whatsoever, the LESSEE(s) shall notify the LESSOR or the attorney of the LESSOR
in writinig within two business days after the end of the Lead Paint Inspection Period, together with a copy of the inspection and/or
risk assessment report, In such case, cither party may cancel the agreement upon written notice to the other party or the other party's
attorney. If the notice of unacceptable results by the LESSEE(s) is not received by the LESSOR or the attorney of the LESSOR
within two businesa days after the end of the Lead Paint Inspection Period, this Inspection contingency is deemed waived by the
LESSEE(s). The definitions in Paragraph 1.B and C of Form 1.1 Comtract Rider (1995) shall be used to det¢rmine whether or not
the notice of unacceptable results by the LESSEE(s) has/have been received by the LESSOR before the end of the Lead Paint
Inspection Period. The LESSOR will cooperate with the inspection made by the LESSEE(s) in such fashion as may be reasonably
requested by the LESSEE(s). The LESSEE(s) may remaove this contingency at any time without cause.

6. ACKNOWLEDGMENT BY THE LESSEE(s) (initial and date):

My Ty o4 LESSEE(s) has/have received
_ Initial

te copics of all information, records and/or reports aet forth in
Paragraph 4 of this Rider or attached to this Contract

MIJ—— J q / (ﬂ ) LESSEE(s) has/have received

Initial an BPA approved lead hazard information pamphlet,

ate
w1 7 IMQ [ vLESSER(S) hasmave received
Dite

Initial a 10-day opportunity (or mutually agreed upon petiod) or
has/have waived the opportunity to conduct a risk assessment of
inspection for the presence of lead-based paint and/or lead-based
paint hazards.

(signature(s) on the following page)
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7. CERTIFICATION OF ACCURACY. The undersigned have reviewed the information above and certify to the best of their
knowledge, that the staternent they have provided is true and accurate,

Signed, sealed and defivered in the presence of:

(fvadarH

Kaja Holdings 2, LLC

BYAUTHORIZED SIGNER
@gandprind Ojivia Garrett (ignandprint)  Stoyen Randall
i)
SIoN.Sy,
] N{ & K {h% Q@é@
CO! n
ign angirint) J bSaan FSO( Qo J‘(Zgnamdprin

SIGN
HE

WITNESS
(sign and print)

M'\_SEQA\/

(sign and print)

\,
Statc of Michigan
County of Eiam[ﬁb

On thig, the t ~~ _dayof ‘-_e_bruM 2016, before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appeared
Teaabluol Th and acknowledged the due exceution of the foregoing instrument.
A AN oL JACESON

flicial seal

NOTARY C FOR Michiga Rebecca Ann Peters
Printed Name: ['}_Lbccm J&n\:Pd'EI 3 Notary Public, Wayne County, MI
My commission expires 12/07( 2017 - (SEAL)  commission Expires Dec. 07, 2017
Acting in Macomb County
This Instrument Preparcd by:
> Vision Property Management, LLC
Z - Jennifer Adams.; .
. 16 Bemyhitt Road
7 Colunbja, SC 29210

- S T
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ATTACHMENT "A" TO THE RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE
AGREEMENT

(Dated the 15th day of February, 2016, BETWEEN Kaja Holdings 2, LLC and Teaha Nycol Jackson and Shaheta Artrice Jackson)

HOUSE AND LOT COMMONLY KNOWN AS

1495 Jeffrey Lane, Inkster, MI 48141, in the City of Inkster, County of Wayne, and State of Michigan

PARCEL ID NUMBER: 44002030261000
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EXHIBIT E
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RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE AGREEMENT

(TRIPLE-NET, BONDABLE LEASE)

This RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE AGREEMENT is ent'ered into on this dgy 15th of
March , 2016 between ACM Vision V, LLC (hereinafter known as the "LESSOR") and Chelsea Brianne Pobur (hereinafter

known as the "LESSEE(s)").

Witnesseth, that if the LESSEE(s) shall first make the payments and perform the covenants hereafter described, the
LESSOR hereby covenant(s) and agree(s) to LEASE the property commonly known as 31 Cherrygrove Street, Ecorse, MI 48229
in the County of Wayne , the city of Ecorse, the State of Michigan , to the LESSEE(s) for the term and covenant(s) set forth
herein, and further known and described as follows, to-wit:

SEE ATTACHMENT "A" FOR LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

The premises, as described above, with all appurtenances, are hereby LEASED to the LESSEE(s) for a term of 76
months. This LEASE shall commence the 15th of March , 2016 , and shall be paid, at the signing of this agreement, in the
following manner: Six Hundred Fifty Dollars ( $650.00 ) as an option consideration, and Two Hundred Fifty-five Dollars
($255.00 ) as the monthly lease payment. plus One Hundred Five Dollars ( $105.00 ) for real estate taxes (real estate taxes subject
to change), Twenty Dollars ( $20.00 ) for Casualty and General Liability Insurance (insurance premium subject to change), making
the total initial payment One Thousand Thirty Dollars ( $1,030.00 ).

All subsequent monthly payments shall be due on or before the 15th day of each month, commencing on the 15th of
April, 2016 until the term of this agreement has been fulfilled and shall be in the amount of Three Hundred Eighty Dollars
($380.00 ). This agreement expires on the last calendar day of August., 2022 . One Hundred One and 18/100 Dollars ( $101.18)
of each monthly lease payment, as well as the option consideration paid by the LESSEE(s) shall be credited towards the purchase
price of the property. All credits are non-refundable.

The PURCHASE PRICE of the premises, as described above, will be Twenty-seven Thousand Five Hundred Dollars
($27,500.00 ), to be satisfied on or before the expiration of this agreement, should the LESSEE(s) choose to exercise their rights to
purchase as described hereinafter.

Upon the expiration of the term of this agreement or before, the LESSEE(s) shall have three options, to-wit:

1. OPTION TO CONVERT TO SELLER FINANCING: LESSEE(s) may, if all the requirements and covenants of this
agreement have been fulfilled, either upon the expiration of this agreement, or upon the time the total credit(s) paid
towards the PURCHASE PRICE rcaches the amount of 30% of the PURCHASE PRICE, whichever comes first, this
lease shall convert to a Seller Financed Contract. This conversion shall be documented by a separate instrument. The
PURCHASE PRICE as sct forth in the instrument documenting the conversion to Seller Financing shall be equivalent to
the difference of the PURCHASE PRICE listed in this agreement minus any/all credit(s) paid towards said
PURCHASE PRICE.

2. OPTION TO PURCHASE PREMISES: LESSEE(s) may, on or before the expiration of this agreement, choose to
purchase the above referenced premises for the remainder of the PURCHASE PRICE as described above with all credits
paid included. Fulfillment of the PURCHASE PRICE by the LESSEE(s) shall be treated as a CASH SALE, at which
time the LESSOR shall provide the LESSEE(s) with a good and sufficient deed, clear of all encumbrances, with exception
to any/all encumbrances caused by the action or inaction, whether direct or indirect, of the LESSEE(s), and transfer title
of the premises from the LESSOR to the LESSEE(s). This CASH SALE shall be documented by a separate instrument.

3. OPTION TO FORFEIT LEASE: LESSEE(s) may, on or before the expiration of this agreement, by mutual agreement
between LESSOR and LESSEE(s), as evidenced in writing, choose to forfeit their rights to the premises described herein
and vacate the premises and all appurtenances within FIVE (5) days of the determined expiration of this agreement.
Should the LESSEE(s) choose to forfeit this agreement, all personal property and belongings shall be vacated within
FIVE (5) days of the determined expiration of this agreement. Should the LESSEE(s) choose to vacate the premises, any
and all improvements that have been built into the property, including but not limited to any/all built in appliances, shall
remain with the property and become considered forfeit.
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a. FAILURE TO VACATE PREMISES: Should the LESSEE(s) fail to comply with the covenants of OPTION
3 (above), LESSOR shall have the right to evict LESSEE(s) according to the proper judicial process determined
by the locality in which the premises is located.

b. PERSONAL PROPERTY: Should the LESSEE(s) elect to choose OPTION 3 (above), any and all of
LESSEE(s), their assigns, agents, acquaintances, and/or other personal property remaining in, around, or about
the premises or its appurtenances shall be forfeit so far as the FIVE (5) day vacation period has expired.

Cc. CONDITION OF PREMISES: LESSEE(s) agree that upon the execution of OPTION 3 (above), LESSEE(s)
shall vacate premises in the same condition or better as of the execution of this agreement. LESSEE(s)
acknowledge that should they vacate the premises in worse condition than at the time of execution of this
agreement, any and all appropriate legal action may be sought by LESSOR for restitution.

NON-PAYMENT, EVICTION, AND LATE FEE NOTIFICATION

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that if the full amount of the monthly payment described herein has not been
received by the end of Five (5) calendar days after the date it is due, a late charge in the amount of Seventy-five Dollars ( $75.00)
will become due, the total payment and penalty being the amount of Four Hundred Fifty-five Dollars ( $455.00 ). Any late fee
charged shall not be applied/assumed as credit towards the PURCHASE PRICE.

For each bad check there will be Thirty Dollars ($30.00) bad check fee applied.

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that in the event of their failure to perform according to the covenants set forth
herein, particularly, but not limited to, the full amount of the monthly payment described herein not being received by the end of
FIFTEEN (15) calendar days after the date it is due, they may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent jurisdiction
pertaining to the county in which the premises is located or other appropriate judicial process.

AS IS/WHERE IS LEASE NOTIFICATION

LESSEE(s) acknowledges and understands that the premises referenced herein is LEASED in strictly "AS IS/WHERE 1S"
condition, and it is mutually agreed, by and between the parties hereto, that the LESSEE(s) is solely responsible for maintaining the
premises in a safe and non-hazardous condition during the duration of this agreement, and for bringing the building and premises to
a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County, and City building and premises codes, within a reasonable period of
time not exceeding ( June 15th, 2016 ), and maintaining the premises in a good state of repair during the term of this agreement.

LESSEE(s) also hereby acknowledges and understands that the LESSEE(s), upon the execution of this
agreement, may take possession of the premises referenced herein, but will not occupy or allow to be occupied the stated
premises until the building and premises are brought to a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County,
and City building and premises codes.

LESSEE(s) also hereby acknowledges and understands that the LESSEE(s), upon the execution of this
agreement, shall be immediately responsible for payment or alleviation of any encumbrances including, but not limited to,
all taxes, assessments and/or impositions (includes such fees as ground rents, city/county miscellaneous fees as they
require, property violations and/or fines levied, water/sewer charges, electrical/gas usage charges, garbage fees and
property taxes levied, etc.) that may be legally levied or imposed upon said premises that are delinquent or currently due
at the execution of this agreement without recourse.
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RIGHT TO INSPECT PREMISES

LESSOR, its employees or agents, shall have the right, after 24 hours of notice to the LESSEE(S), to enter and inspect the
premises and all its appurtenances referenced in this agreement at reasonable times for the purpose of inspecting the performan@ of
the LESSEE(s) pertaining to the terms and conditions of this agreement set forth herein. LESSEE(s) hereby agrees to and grants

LESSOR such stated rights.

Upon inspection of the premises and all its appurtenances, should LESSQR deem that tbe terms and covenants of this
agreement have not been fulfilled by the LESSEE(s), such as but not limited to maintenance, repalr(s}, or other reasona.ble grQundS,
LESSOR shall have the right to terminate this agreement immediately by written notice to t_he' LESSEE(s), and.shoul'd it require, the
LESSEE(s) may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent jurisdiction pertaining to the county in which the
premises is located or other appropriate judicial process. Such termination of this agreement does not entitle the LESSEE(s) to any
payments made, whether towards the option consideration or not, to any refund whatsoever. LESSEE(s) hereby agrees to and grants

LESSOR such stated rights.

LESSEE'S RIGHT TO SUB-LEASE

If all the requirements and covenants of this agreement are in full effect, including but not limited to maintaining the
premises in a safe and non-hazardous condition during the duration of this agreement, and for bringing the building and premises to
a habitable condition, compliant with any and all State, County, and City building and premises codes, LESSEE(s) shall have the
right to sub-lease the premises referenced herein upon the mutual agreement to sub-lease said premises, in writing, between the
LESSEE(s) and LESSOR. This sub-lease and acknowledgment of sub-lease shall be documented by a separate instrument to be
approved by the LESSOR in its sole discretion. LESSEE(s) hercby acknowledges and agrees that the requirements and conditions
of this agreement shall take priority, including but not limited to the "AS IS/WHERE IS" clause, over any sub-lease agreement.

Prior to the execution of any sub-lease agreement, LESSEE(s) hereby acknowledges and agrees to provide LESSOR with
appropriate contact information for the sub-lessee(s), including but not limited to phone number(s), email address, emergency
contacts, and other information that may be required by the LESSOR prior to the execution of the sub-lease.

Upon the execution of any sub-lease between LESSEE(s) and sub-lessee(s), this agreement shall remain in full effect
according to the provisions set-forth herein. Upon the event that the requirements and covenants set forth herein are not in full effect
including, but not limited to non-payment, LESSEE(s) may be placed in eviction in the pertinent Court of competent jurisdiction
pertaining to the county in which the premises is located or other appropriate judicial process, and LESSOR shall have the
immediate right to convert the sub-lessee(s) to LESSEE(s) in the former LESSEE(s) stead. This conversion shall be documented by
a separate instrument.

INSURANCE NOTIFICATION

The LESSEE(s) will pay for Casualty and General Liability insurance as a part of their monthly payment. This fee is a
Casualty and General Liability Insurance Policy and is not a replacement for renters insurance or other appropriate insurance to be
obtained by the LESSEE(s). This policy only covers the LESSOR’s liability in this property. Without renters insurance or other
appropriate insurance, the LESSEE(s) will still be responsible for damage or loss of personal belongings.

The LESSEE(s) will notify the LESSOR immediately in the event of any significant damage to the property.

If the damage to the improvements on the Property is less than fifty (50%) percent of the total value of the improvements,
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the LESSEE(s) shall be obligated to repair or reconstruct said property. The LESSOR shall apply the proceeds directly to the costs
of such repair or reconstruction. The LESSEE(s) shall be liable for any deficiency after application of the insurance money to such

costs.

If the damage to the improvements on the Property is in excess of fifty (50%) percent of the total value of the
improvements, the LESSEE(s) shall have the option as to whether to repair or reconstruct said property following such casualty
loss.

If the LESSEE(s) elects not to repair or reconstruct said property, then the unpaid balance of the PURCHASE PRICE
shall at the option of the LESSOR become due and payable forthwith, and the insurance proceeds shall be applied towards the
application of such sum, any surplus of the insurance proceeds over and above the LESSEE(s) obligations shall be paid to the
LESSEE(s). In the event that the agreement is paid out as a result of the application of the insurance proceeds, the LESSOR shall
deliver a deed to the LESSEE(s) and consummate the transaction. In the event the contract is not paid out as a result of the
application of the insurance process pursuant to an election not to repair or reconstruct said property after casualty, the proceeds
shall be credited to the account of the LESSEE(s) and the LESSEE(s) will continue to make regular payments pursuant to the terms
of the agreement until the LESSEE(s) obligations are satisfied and the agreement consummated.

If the LESSEE(s) elects to repair or reconstruct, the insurance proceeds shall be applied by the LESSOR to the costs of
such repair or reconstruction, the LESSEE(s) shall submit the building plans to the LESSOR for approval, for which approval shall
be granted if the value of the land after the repair or reconstruction will equal or exceed the value of the premises immediately prior
to the casualty. If requested by the LESSEE(s), the LESSOR will, after approval of the LESSEE(s) building plans, turn over the

insurance proceeds to an insurance trustee for the purpose of paying for the repairs or reconstruction.

Any surplus of insurance proceeds over and above the costs of repair or reconstruction shall be delivered to the
LESSEE(s), and any deficiency remaining after application of such proceeds to the costs of repair or reconstruction shall be paid by
the LESSEE(s).

[signature(s) on the following
page]
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The parties to these presents have hereunto set their hands and s

IN WITNESS WHEREOF,
SIGN
HERE @

Chelsea Brianne Pobur
(sign and print)

Sk | Bk
SERED>

(sign and print)

WITNESS
(sign and print)

State of Michigan

County of (A !H’ ~

. 2016 , before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appcared

Frelsen o gt e
WQf h\/)i s and acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing instrument.
JENNIFER L. PO(;H\N\
Notary Public - Michigan

Witness my hand and offigjal seal

Wayne County
My commission Expires Jut 10, 2021
Acting in the County of

\?(‘)’L[/\A«;bf

_(SEAL)

rinted Name: _ Y AN WV
My commission expires ’l! [0]a }

********************************************************************************

ACM Vision V, LLC

' BY AUHORIZED SIGNER
(sign'and print)
Jonathan Buerkert

WITNESS
signandpring  Qlivia Garrett

State of Soyth Carolin:
County ofhmﬂ%}@).
262 day of ‘W 2016 . before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appeared
y and acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing instrument.

On this, the
Jonathan Buerkert

sk ok okok kR kR kR kR Rk ok Rk ok

Printed Name: Bakari Leblly \\\\\‘;ARI LEg. s,
My commission expires .(SEAL) & %?ﬁ.&\'(;{{s'éié}} <°"~}/ 5
= 4;0 1o 'é

S T \OTARy B Z

Z, e L=

= PURLC § =

=, A >

7, € . 05,05 908 Q.O\\\\\\

////// O i A Q
Soytv G\ N

7,

/,
/) X
AT

BAKARI LEBBY
ate of South Carolina

Notary Public, St
My Commission Expires May 28, 2024
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LEAD BASED PAINT RIDER AND RISK ASSESSMENT

RIDER TO AGREEMENT DATED the 15th day of March, 2016 between the LESSEE(s) and LESSOR for property located at 31
Cherrygrove Street, Ecorse, MI 48229, Ecorse, County of Wayne, State of Michigan.

The LESSOR and the LESSEE(s) agree that the following additions and/or modifications are hereby made to the above-referenced
Contract.

1. AGREEMENT CONTINGENCY. Pursuant to Federal Regulations, the provisions of this Rider must be satisfied before the
LESSEE(s) are obligated under this agreement.

2. LEAD WARNING STATEMENT. The LESSOR, as owner of an interest in residential real property on which a residential
dwelling was built prior to 1978, is notified that such property may present exposure to lead from lead-based paint that may place
young children at risk of developing lead poisoning. Lead poisoning in young children may produce permanent neurological
damage, including learning disabilities, reduce intelligence quotient, behavioral problems, and impaired memory. Lead poisoning
also poses a particular risk to pregnant women. The LESSOR, as owner of an interest in residential real property, is required to
provide any LESSEE(s) with whom the LESSOR enter into an agreement with any information on lead-based paint hazards from
risk assessments or inspections in the possession of the LESSOR and notify the LESSEE(s) of any known lead-based paint hazards.
A risk assessment or inspection for possible lead-based paint hazards is recommended prior to purchase.

3. LEAD HAZARD INFORMATION PAMPHLET. The LESSOR shall deliver to the LESSEE(s) an EPA approved lead-hazard
information pamphlet (For example, Protect Your Family From Lead In Your Home). Intact lead-based paint that is in good
condition is not necessarily a hazard.

4. LESSOR’s DISCLOSURE. (Check all applicable boxes).
(A) Presence of Lead-Based Paint and/or Lead Based Paint Hazards.
(Check either (1) or (2) below).

[ ] (1) Hazards Known. Attached hereto is a statement signed by the LESSOR disclosing the presence of known lead-based paint
and/or lead-based hazards at the Property, including but not limited to the basis for the determination that lead-based paint and/or
lead-based paint hazards exist, the location of the lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards and the condition of the painted
surfaces.

[X] (2) Hazards Unknown. The LESSOR has no actual knowledge of the presence of lead-based paint and/or lead-based paint
hazards at the property.

(B) Records and Reports Available to LESSOR. (Check either (1) or (2) below).

[ 1(1) Records Provided. The following is a list of all records and/or reports available to the LESSOR pertaining to lead-based paint
and/or lead-based paint hazards at the property.

The LESSOR shall deliver a complete copy of each record and report to the LESSEE(s).

[X] (2) No Records. The LESSOR has no records or reports pertaining to lead based paint and/or lead-based paint hazards at the
Property.
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5. RISK ASSESSMENT. (Mark with an X either (A) or (B) below.)

u (A) LESSEE(s) hereby waive/waives the opportunity to conduct a lead-based paint hazard risk assessment or inspection.

MARK 3

EITHE!
[ 1 (B) This agreement is contingent upon a risk assessment or inspection of the Property for the presence of lead-based paint and/or
lead-based paint hazards being obtained by the LESSEE(s) at the expense of the LESSEE(s) before 5:00 p.m. on the tenth calendar
day after full execution of the agreement by all parties (the "Lead Paint Inspection Period"). If the results of such inspection are
unacceptable to the LESSEE(s) for any reason whatsoever, the LESSEE(s) shall notify the LESSOR or the attorney of the LESSOR
in writing within two business days after the end of the Lead Paint Inspection Period, together with a copy of the inspection and/or
risk assessment report. In such case, either party may cancel the agreement upon written notice to the other party or the other party's
attorney. If the notice of unacceptable results by the LESSEE(s) is not received by the LESSOR or the attorney of the LESSOR
within two business days after the end of the Lead Paint Inspection Period, this Inspection contingency is deemed waived by the
LESSEE(s). The definitions in Paragraph 1.B and C of Form 1.1 Contract Rider (1995) shall be used to determine whether or not
the notice of unacceptable results by the LESSEE(s) has/have been received by the LESSOR before the end of the Lead Paint
Inspection Period. The LESSOR will cooperate with the inspection made by the LESSEE(s) in such fashion as may be reasonably

requested by the LESSEE(s). The LESSEE(s) may remove this contingency at any time without cause.

6. ACKNOWLEDGMENT BY THE LESSEE(s) (initial and date):

INITIAL,
HERE 9%_62 a & ! ) \ b LESSEE(s) has/have received

Initial Date copies of all information, records and/or reports set forth in
Paragraph 4 of this Rider or attached to this Contract.

INITIAL, ‘CM
HERE 9 Q’a t z‘ Q) LESSEE(s) has/have received

Initial Date an EPA approved lead hazard information pamphlet.
INITIA I ,i 6{
HERE»_QM (p LESSEE(s) has/have received

Initial Date a 10-day opportunity (or mutually agreed upon period) or

has/have waived the opportunity to conduct a risk assessment or
inspection for the presence of lead-based paint and/or lead-based
paint hazards.

(signature(s) on the following page)
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7. CERTIFICATION OF ACCURACY. The undersigned have reviewed the information above and certify to the best of their

knowledge, that the statement they have provided is true and accurate.

Signed, sealed and delivered in the presence of:

ACM Vision V, LLC

WITNESS
(sign and print)

Olivia Garrett Jonathan Buerkert

********************************************************************************************************

SERE (% éi ﬁ Wﬂ/ﬂ(fb

Chelsea Brianne Pobur
(sign and print)

SR>

(sign and print) (sign and print)

State of Michigan

County of

On this, the S éay of !% 2016. before me, a Notary Public for said State and County, personally appeared
l,-e,\gp G gm nd acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing instrument. ]

Witness my hand and officjal seal g

xm,%

2p Y R UBD Mlchlgan
Name \S { L P@w
My Commission expires ” 'g)! 9 ' . (SEAL)

This Instrument Prepared by:

JENNIFER L. POCHINI
Notary Public - Michigan
Wayne County
My Commission Expires Jul 10, 2021
Acung in the County of %{ v

Vision Property Management, LLC
Derrick Horne

16 Berryhill Road

Columbia, SC 29210
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ATTACHMENT "A" TO THE RESIDENTIAL LEASE WITH OPTION TO PURCHASE

AGREEMENT

(Dated the 15th day of March, 2016, BETWEEN ACM Vision V, LLC and Chelsea Brianne Pobur)

HOUSE AND LOT COMMONLY KNOWN AS

31 Cherrygrove Street, Ecorse, Ml 48229, in the City of Ecorse, County of Wayne, and State of Michigan

PARCEL 1D NUMBER: 34006090019000
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