
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

U.S. SECURITIES AND
EXCHANGE COMMISSION,

Plaintiff,

v.

SEAN NATHAN HEALY,

Defendant,

and

SHALESE HEALY and
SAND DOLLAR INVESTING PARTNERS, LLC,

Relief Defendants.

U.S. COMMODITY AND FUTURES
TRADING COMMISSION,

Plaintiff,

SEAN NATHAN HEALY

Defendant,

and

SHALESE HEALY aNd

SAND DOLLAR INVESTING PARTNERS, LLC,

Case No. 1:09-cv-1330

Judge Conner

CaseNo. 1:09-cv-1331

Judge Conner

Relief Defendants.

RECEIVER'S MOTION FOR AN ORDER PROVIDING THE RECEIVER
WITH SOLE POSSESSION OF THE RIVIERA MANOR PROPERTY

The Court-appointed Receiver, Melanie E. Damian, Esq. (the "Receiver") for the Estate of

Sean Healy and of certain assets of Relief Defendants Shalese Healy and Sand Dollar Lrvesting

Partners, LLC (collectively, the "Estate"), by and through undersigned counsel, hereby respectfully
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submits her Motion for an Order providing the Receiver with sole possession of the property at2672

Riviera Manor, Weston, Florida (the "Riviera Manor Property" or the "Property") currently occupied

by Defendant Sean Nathan Healy and Relief Defendant Shalese Healy.r This relief is sought

pursuant to this Court's Temporary Restraining Order, Order Freezing Assets qnd Granting Other

Relief, and Order to Show Cause [Case No. 1330, D.E. l2], and Order Granting Plaintiffs Ex Parte

Emergency Motion þr Statutory Restraining Order, Expedited Discovery, Preliminary Injunction,

and Other Equitable Relief [Case No. 1331, D.E. 14], both entered by this Court on July 13,2009

(collectively, the ooTROs"), as modified and extended by the Court's July 20,2009 Stipulation and

Order granting Preliminary Injunction, freezing Assets and other Relief [Case No. 1330, D.E. 21]

and Consent Order of Preliminary Injunction and for Other Equitable Relief Against Defendant

Sean Nathon Healy [Case no. 1331, D.E. 19], (collectively with the "TROs", the "Preliminary

Injunctions").' lnsupport of this Motion, the Receiver respectfully states as follows:

I. INTRODUCTION

The time has come for the Receiver to take sole possession of the Riviera Manor Property

to preserve the assets of the Estate. The Riviera Manor Property is the largest and most valuable

asset in the Estate and the proceeds of its sale (with its valuable contents and upgrades) will provide

a significant avenue of recovery for those defrauded by Defendant Sean Healy (o'Mr. Healy") and

Relief Defendant Shalese Healy ('oMrs. Healy"). The Property is far too expensive to maintain while

occupied by the Healy family (six members) - costing nearly $3,000 per month for utilities alone -

and every month they continue to occupy the Property depletes assets of the Estate and potentially

t Both the SEC and the CFTC consent to the relief sought by the Receiver herein..
2 As set forth in the SEC Preliminary Injunction [Case No. 1330, D.E. 21, pp.3-4] "the Motion and the relief granted in
the July 13,2009 TRO is extended and converted to a preliminary injunction in all respects as to the Defendant and each

Relief Defendant, subject to the following modifications . . ." As set forth in the CFTC Preliminary Injunction [Case
No. 1331,D.E. 19,p.5l"theOrderGrantingPlaintiffs ExParte EmergencyMotionforStatutoryRestrainingOrder,
Preliminary Injunction, and Other Equitable Relief shall remain in full force and effect until further order of this Court,

except as amended by Section V of this Order." V/ith regard to the both the SEC and the CFTC Preliminary Injunctions,
none of the modifications or amendments in the Preliminary Injunctions is pertinent to the issues raised in this Motion.
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diminishes the Property's value. Further, it is readily apparent that the Healys should have no right

to occupy the premises; indeed, the Bank of America, N.A. records of the investor account held in

Shalese Healy's name ("In Trust for Zachary, Danielle and Matteo Healy") clearly demonstrate that

the Property was purchased solely with investor funds, which fact the Healys did not deny at their

respective depositions. See infra pp. 6-8 and fn.6. Finally, any "good will" towards giving the

Healys the benefit of the doubt has been eviscerated by their wrongdoing as shown herein.3 For the

reasons set forth below, the Receiver respectfully requests an order providing her with immediate

sole possession of the Riviera Manor Property.

il. FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A. The Riviera Manor Property is Costly to Maintain While Occupied by the
Healy Family.

The Riviera Manor Property is a mansion located on a canal in the gated "Weston Hills

Country Club" community in one of the most exclusive neighborhoods of the city of Weston, in

Broward County, Florida. See Healys' The Fireman's Fund Insurance Review, attached hereto

Exhibit "4". The Healys purchased the Property on October 14,2008 for $2,400,000, paid for

entirely with investor funds. ,See Broward County Property Appraiser Records, attached hereto as

Exhibit "8"; see also, infra, Section II.B. Its current value, however, is nearly twice that amount as

a result of the Healys' use of more than $2 million of additional investor funds to make extensive

upgrades and modifications to the home, including the installation of a centralized home

entertainment system that includes a home theater room, a system control room, interconnected

plasma or LCD televisions in every room (at least 17 televisions in total), a professionally-installed

jumbo-size playground set, furniture and furnishings provided by att exclusive interior design firm,

and significant improvements to the swimming pool and surrounding area. Indeed, as a result of

3 The Receiver notes for the Court that Mr. and Mrs. Healys' non-compliance and wrongdoing are in no way attributable

to their attorney Jeffrey Cox, Esq. of Sallah & Cox, LLP.
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these and other upgrades and modifications that the Healys made to the Property with investor funds,

its current replacement value has increased to $4,695,995, and the Fireman's Fund has informed the

Receiver that the Estate is responsible for a corïesponding premium increase of more than $18,000.4

The Riviera Manor Property contains 8,585 square feet of finished living arca and 952 square

feet of garage. All 8,585 square feet of finished living area is under air-conditioning. The state-of-

the-art home entertainment system (installed by the Healys at investor expense) requires three floor-

to-ceiling racks of components whose power consumption generate so much heat as to require an

independent air conditioner running twenty four hours a day in the room where such equipment is

housed. As a result, the Healys' electric bilIs, alone, are $2,000 a month.s Moreover, it appears the

Healy's have made little or no attempt to mitigate the size of these bills by, among other things,

turning off the power-hungry home entertainment system and the swimming pool pump/filter and

cleaner.6 All told, it is costing the Estate more than $3,000 per month to maintain the home with the

Healys in residence. And this does not include the Homeowner's dues and assessments for the

Weston Hills commumty in which the Property is located, which exceed $600 per month.T Id.

Powering the home down to the bare minimum needed to preserve the value of this most significant

asset would save the Estate a significant sum, and the Healys removal will avoid any risk that the

interior fumiture, improvements and upgrades will be damaged or destroyed.

a The sale of Riviera Manor Property in the near term would enable the Receiver to avoid the use of Estate funds to pay

the entire premium increase. Although the Receiver is not at this time seeking leave of court to sell the Property, the

sooner the Healy's vacate the premises, the sooner the Receiver can begin preparing the Property for sale.
5 The monthly water bill is more than $300, and the monthly home telephone bill exceeds $400. The Healys have

requested that the Receiver pay these and various other living expenses and have contacted counsel for the SEC and

CFTC to obtain consent to such payment. However, because the Healys have failed to account for approximately

$350,000 worth of jewelry, appear to be spending money without establishing any legitimate source of funds, and have

failed to make any attempt to defray costs to the Estate by, for instance, securing gainful employment, the Receiver, the

SEC and the CFTC have been unable to agree with the Healys to payment of any living expenses. Perhaps when the

Healys account for the missing jeweþ, the source of their current spending, and,/or secure jobs, the Receiver, the SEC

and the CFTC would consider agreeing to the Estate's payment of some of their living expenses.
u The last time the Receiver visited and inspected the Property, she noted that the entertainment system, and the air
conditioning unit dedicated to cooling it, and the pool pump/filter were turned on and seemingly operating at full
capacity.t The Receiver recognizes that regardless of whether the Healys are residing in the Property, the Estate will be

responsible for pay these dues and assessments until the Property is sold.
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B. It is Indisputable that the Healys Purchased the Riviera Manor Property with
Investor Funds.

There is no doubt that the Healys used Mrs. Healy's Bank of America account (the account

containing solely investor funds) to purchase the Riviera Manor Property. The October 24,2008

statement, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit "C", is indisputable evidence that the

Healys purchased the property with investor funds and thus have no claim to occupancy. As the

Court will note on pages 2-3 of Exhibit D, in less than a thirty day period, from September 25,2008

through October 23,2008 there are ten wires into the account from "Alfred Madeira" for more than

$6,300,000. There are no other sources of funds to the account in this month other than from Mr.

Madeira. On pages 4 through 9, the Court will note how Mr. and Mrs. Healy used these funds as

their personal piggy bank, making thousands of dollars of personal luxury expenditures. And on

page 10, the Court will find that the Healys wired 82,281,110.68 to'oWeston Title and Escrow" fot

the October 14,2008 closing on the Riviera Manor Property.

Importantly, in response to the Receiver's questions as to whether the funds used to

purchase the Riviera Manor Property, its contents and improvements, and all other property

purchased since January 2005, were derived from and should have been held in trust for investors,

both Mr. and Mrs. Healy, at their respective depositions, asserted their Fifth Amendment protection

against self incrimination:

Q: You currently reside at 2672 Riviera Manor in 'Weston, Florida 33332; is that
correct?
A. Fifth Amendment.

a. And that home was purchased using funds that were derived from investors or clients
of defendant you or Sand Dollar; is that correct?
A. Fifth Amendment.

a. And those funds were to be held in constructive trust for the investors; is that correct?

A. Fifth Amendment.

a. And you fraudulently transferred those funds in order to purchase the home at 2672

Riviera Manor; is that correct?
A. Fifth Amendment.
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a. The fixtures, improvements, and renovations to the home at 2672 Rivera Manor were
likewise purchased with funds derived from investors or clients of defendant you, your
husband, or Sand Dollar; is that correct?
A. Fifth Amendment.

a. Those funds were to be held in constructive trust for the investors; is that correct?

A. Fifth Amendment.

a. And you fraudulently transferred those funds in order to purchase all of the fumiture,
fixtures, improvements and renovations to the home at2672 Rivera Manor; is that correct?

A. Fifth Amendment.

a. Indeed, all the things that you have purchased since January, 2005 have been derived
from investor funds; is that correct?
A. Fifth Amendment.

a. And all of the funds that you used to buy all of the personal things that you own were
funds that were held or being held constructively for investors; is that correct?
A. Fifth Amendment.

a. You in fact fraudulently transferred the investor funds to buy all the personal items
you've bought since January,2005; is that right?
A. Fifth Amendment.

See Mrs. Healy's Deposition Transcript ("Mrs. Healy's Dep. Tr."), attached hereto as Exhibit íI)",

atp.28ln.I6-29 - p. 30 In.10.

Q: You currently reside at2672 Riviera Manor,'Weston, Florida 33332; is that right?
A. Assert the Fifth.

a. That home was purchased with funds that were derived from investors or clients of
yours, correct?
A. Assert the Fifth.
a. Those funds were to be held in constructive trust by you on behalf of the investors; is
that right?
A. Assert the Fifth.
a. And you fraudulently transferred those funds in order to purchase that home; is that
correct?
A. Assert the Fifth. 

{. {. ,ß

a. The furniture, fixtures, improvements and renovations to the home at 2672 Riviera
Manor in Weston, Florida were also purchased or paid for by funds derived from investors;
is that correct?
A. Assert the Fifth.
a. And those funds used to purchase the fumiture, fixtures and improvements, or renovate

the home at2672 Riviera Manor were to be held in constructive trust by you on behalf of
investors; is that correct?
A. Assert the Fifth.

a. You fraudulently transferred investor funds in order to purchase the fumiture, fixtures,
improvements, and renovations to the home at2672 Riviera Manor; is that correct?
A. Assert the Fifth.
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a. Since January lst, 2005, have you had any source of funds other than funds derived
from investors?
A. Assert the Fifth.
a And all of the items that you personally purchased, or your wife, or Sand Dollar have

been purchased through funds derived from investors; is that correct?
A. Assert the Fifth.
a. And all of the funds used to purchase any of your personal items held in your name, or
your wife's name, or Sand Dollar were purchased with funds that were to be held in
constructive trust on behalf of the investors?
A. Assert the Fifth.
a. All of the funds since January lst, 2005 that you have obtained were fraudulently
transferred from investors to you for your personal use; is that correct?
A. Assert the Fifth.

See l|i/.r. Healy's Deposition Transcript (ooMr. Healy's Dep. Tr."), attached hereto as Exhibit "8", at

p. 28, ln.8-22, p. 29,1n.10-25 - p. 30, ln.1-20.8

C. The Healys' Have Failed to Comply with the Court's Orders.

Mr. Healy and Mrs. Healy have failed to provide information as required by the Preliminary

Injunctions and have failed to fulfill their obligations to turn over all assets. First, the Healys have

both refused to provide an accounting of their assets, even through counsel, as required by the

Preliminary Injunctions fCase No. 1330, D.E.I2,pp. S-9] [Case No. 1331, D.E. 14, p.16].e Second,

the Healys have refused to provide any subpoenaed documents or answer any questions under oath

as required by the Preliminary Injunctions.lo Third, pursuant Preliminary Injunctions [Case No.

1330, D.E. 12, pp. 10-111 [Case No. 1331, D.E. 14, p. 10], the Healys have failed to assist the

Receiver to "marshal assets" and failed to turn over to the Receiver five pieces (at least) of valuable

jewelry appraised for approximately $350,000, much of which the Healys had insured. Fourth,

8 See BØcter v. Palmigiano,425IJ.S.308, 318 (1976) (finding that the Court is permitted to make adverse inference
about a parry in a civil action when that party refuses to testi$r in response to probative evidence offered against iI); In re
Moses,792 F. Supp. 529, 536-37 (D.C. Mich. 1992) (holding that "[i]n a typical case, a court will permit a negative
inference to attend the civil litigant's invocation of the privilege . . . [and] a court is permitted to impose a cost on a civil
defendant who chooses to remain silent by invoking his Fifth Amendment privilege.").
e The Healys have not even provided a limited accounting or other documents evidencing their current source of income

or that the funds they have were not derived from investors.
to The Healys have asserted the Fifth Amendment as to all discovery and in response to all questions at their depositions
(with the exception of name and social security number). 

^See 
Mrs. Healy's Dep. Tr. (Exhibit E), and Mr. Healy's Dep.

Tr. (Exhibit F). In addition, Mr. Healy's mother has also indicated, through counsel, that she will seek Fifth Amendment
protection in connection with any questions regarding assets. See letter from James O. Druker, Esq. to the Receiver,
dated August 14,2009, attached hereto as Exhibit 60F".
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among the jewelry that the Healys did turn over to the Receiver were a "diamond" stud eaning and a

"diamond"-encrusted cross charm, both of which subsequently were inspected by the Receiver's

jewelry expert and determined to be a fake.ll

V/hile the Receiver has been able to account for and marshal the assets of the Estate as set

forth in the Receiver's Initial Report ID.8.29], and her Supplemental and Updated Inventory [D.E.

30], the recovery is far from complete as a result of the Healys' non-compliance. For example,

while the Receiver recovered from the Healys much of the valuable jewelry known to be purchased

with investor funds on the day the TRO was served, the Healys failed to turn over approximately

$1.5 million worth of jewelry atthat time.l2 Although the Healys subsequently turned over more

than $1 million worth ofjewelry, approximately $350,000 worth ofjewelry purchased by the Healys

within the last year with investor funds is still missing. Attached hereto as Exhibit "G" is the

Receiver's Inventory of Missing Jewelry, providing details of the $350,000 in jewelry that the

Healys have not yet turned over to the Receiver. Importantly, the Healys' servants (the maid, the

nanny, the body guard and the manager of their fleet of exotic cars) whom the Receiver has deposed,

have stated under oath that they have not been informed by Mr. or Mrs. Healy that any of this

jewelry was sold, stolen, or is presently missing. To their meageÍ credit, since the Receiver's Initial

Report was filed, the Healys have (without explanation regarding location or delay) returned some of

the missing jewelry.

As explained above, however, (i) one of the earrings that the Healys turned over to the

Receiver (through their bodyguard) contained a cubic zirconium stone (or other simulated diamond)

rather than a real diamond to match the earring the Receiver seized on July 13, 2009, and (ii) the

tl If the Healys continue this contumacious behavior of failing to turn over assets as required by the Preliminary
Injunctions, or otherwise failing to fulfill their obligations thereunder, the Receiver will have no choice but to file a
motion for an order to show cause why the Healys should not be held in contempt of court for failing to comply with
this Court's orders.
t2 This value for the jeweþ is derived from pre-Receivership appraisals obtained by Mr. Healy for insurance purposes

associated with their State Farm insurance policy and is not necessarily the market value.
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diamond-encrusted cross charm seized by the Receiver from the Healy on July 13,2009 contained

solely cubic zirconium or other simulated diamonds, meaning that the Healys still have the platinum

cross with 3.22cts in kite shaped diamonds, all G color and VVSI clarity, appraised and insured for

$29,500, which the Healys purchased with investor funds. See Affidavit of Dima Christine Lones,

attached hereto as Exhibit "H"; see also CaseNo. 1330, D.E.12, Schedule 4.13

The excessive cost to the Estate to maintain the Riviera Manor Property occupied by a

family of six, and the Healys' failure to make a good faith effort to turn over assets subject to the

Preliminary Injunctions, mitigate against the Healys remaining in the Property. Accordingly,

because the Healys have no claim to occupancy of the Property, they should be required to

immediately vacate it and turn it over to the Receiver.

ilI. RELIEF REQUESTEn

A. The Receiver Requests Exclusive Possession of the Property.

For the reasons set forth above, the Receiver requests that this Court enter an order

providing exclusive possession of the Riviera Manor Property to the Receiver by September 18,

2009. The Court's Preliminary Injunctions previously provided the Receiver with "possession" of

the Riviera Manor Property while simultaneously allowing the Healys the ability to reside in the

Property pending further order from the Court. See Case No. 09-1330, D.E. 12, pp.25-26. The

Court further invited the Receiver to alter this living arrangement if the situation warrants. It now

does.

B. The Healys are not Entitled to Homestead Protection on the Property Under
Florida Law.

The Receiver anticipates that the Healys will argue that they are entitled to remain in

possession due to Florida's "homestead" protection provided by the Florida Constitution.la

t' Ms. Lones further states in her affidavit that the fair market value for the items in the Receiver's possession

containing fake diamonds is collectively: $0.00.
t4Article X. Section 4 provides in pertinent part:
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Florida's homestead protection is wholly inapplicable here.ls Any claim by the Healys for

homestead protection on the Riviera Manor Property is not sufficient to defeat the Receiver's right to

possession or equitable lien on that residence. Florida law, and the Federal Courts interpreting it,

provides clear guidance regarding this issue. The seminal case, Jones v. Carpenter, 106 So. 127,

130 (Fla. 1925), imposed aÍL equitable lien on homestead property purchased with funds

misappropriated from a debtor. ("[Homestead] cannot be employed as a shield and defense after

fraudulently imposing on others."). This pronouncement of the law has been confirmed time and

time again . See Financial Federated, 347 F.3d at 887; Palm Beach Savings & Loan Association,

F.S.A v. Fishbein, 619 So. 2d267,270 (Fla. 1993) ("Where equity demands it this Court has not

hesitated to permit equitable liens to be imposed on homesteads beyond the literal language of

Article X, Section 4.").

Indeed, the Eleventh Circuit interpreting the Florida homestead provision has applied the

time-honored rule pronounce d in Jones and its progeny in holding that the Florida Constitution does

not protect homestead property purchased with fraudulently obtained funds. See Financial

Federated,347 F.3dat887; see also Inre Mesø,232F..R.508,512-513 (Banla. S.D. Fla. 1999)

(The bankruptcy court imposed an equitable lien against the debtor's homestead in the amount of

fraudulently transferred funds used to pay for home improvements). The facts of Financial

Federated mirror this case.

(a) There shall be exempt from forced sale under process of any court, and no judgment, decree or execution shall be a

lien thereon, except for the payment of taxes and assessments thereon, obligations contracted for the purchase,

improvement or repair thereof, or obligations contracted for house, field or other labor performed on the reaþ, the

following property owned by a natural person: (1) a homestead . . . .

15 The rights, powers and duties ofa federal equity receiver are governed by paragraph (b) of28 USC $ 959:

(b)... atrustee,receiverormanagerappointedinanycausependinginanycourtoftheUnited States... shallmanage

and operate the property in his possession as such trustee, receiver or manager according to the requirements of the valid
laws of the State in which such property is situated, in the same manner that the owner or possessor thereof would be

bound to do ifin possession thereof.

As such, Florida law applies.
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In Financial Federated, the appellants operated an elaborate Ponzi scheme to raise money

from investors. Id. at883. The appellants diverted the proceeds of this scheme to various other

assets and individuals unrelated to the debtors. Id. In an attempt to conceal this misappropriation of

investor funds, appellant Levy established First R&R, an entity solely controlled by Levy, to receive

funds from the debtors. Id. at 884. Levy then used the funds transferred to First R&R to purchase

homesteadproperty. Id. at885. The Eleventh Circuit agreedthat all of the funds invested inthe

homestead were traceable back to the Ponzi scheme. Id The Court therefore imposed an equitable

lien and a constructive trust over the homestead for the full amount of the fraudulently obtained

funds invested in the property. Id. at 892. Moreover, the Court extended the lien as to the interest of

the uninvolved spouse, reasoningthat her lack of knowledge of the fraud did not change the nature

of the transfers. Id. at 890. Finally, the Eleventh Circuit ordered the foreclosure of the property to

effect the repayment of the fraudulent transfer. Id. at 892.

Here, it is clear from the bank records subpoenaed from Bank of America and reviewed by

the Receiver that all of the proceeds utilized for the purchase of the Riviera Manor Property can be

traced back to the fraud perpetrated by the Healys. As such, Florida law provides that the Healys

cannot invoke the homestead protection provided by the Florida Constitution to maintain possession

of the Property or its valuable contents, much less ownership.

In light of the abundance of evidence establishing that Riviera Manor Property was

purchased with investor funds, which Mr. Healy was supposed to hold in trust for investors and was

not authorizedto use for his own purposes, and the Healys' failure to deny or offer any evidence to

refute the fact that they fraudulently transferred those funds for the purchase of the Property, among

other valuable assets, the Receiver requested that the Healys make arrangements for other living

accommodations, vacale the Rivieria Manor Property, and turn over the Property to the Receiver.

11
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The Healys, however, have refused to do so and have informed the Receiver that they will contest

the Receiver's efforts to have them removed from the Property.

IV. CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the Receiver respectfully requests that the Court

enter an Order (1) providing the Receiver with exclusive possession of the Riviera Manor Property

by September 18, 2009; (2) requiring the Healys to vacate the Property and turn it and all of its

contents, improvements, upgrades, furniture and fixtures over to the Receiver without damaging or

otherwise diminishing the value thereof; and (3) granting the Receiver such further relief as the

Court deems just and proper.

Certifïcate of Good Faith

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 37(a)(1) and M.D. Pa. L. R.26.3, counsel for Receiver hereby

certif,res that he has conferred with the Healys' counsel in a good faith effort to resolve by agreement

the issue raised by this Motion without court action, but has been unable to do so.

Respectfu lly submitted,

DAMIAN & VALORI, LLP
Counsel for Receiver
Melanie E. Damian, Esq.

1000 Brickell Avenue, Suite 1020
Miami, Florida 33131
Telephone: 305-37 l-3960
Facsimile: 305-37 l-3965
s/I(enneth Dante Murena
Kenneth Dante Murena, P.A.
Fla. BarNo. 147486

STEPHEN C. GOLDBLUM, ESQUIRE
2617 Huntingdon Pike
Huntingdon Valley, PA 19006
(21 5) 887-0200 (Telephone)
(21 5) 887-5356 (Facsimile)

SEMANOFF ORMSBY GREENBERG
& TORCHIA, LT C
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CERTIF'ICATE OF' SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY fhaT atrue and correct copy of the foregoing have been sent by U.S,

Mail, email, and/or facsimile to the addressees on the attached Service List, this 4* day of
September,2009.

s/I(enneth Dante Murena
Kenneth Dante Murena, P.A.

Florida Bar No. 0147486
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SERVICE LIST

Sean N. Healy
Shalese R. Healy
2672Riviera Manor
Weston, Florida 33332-3 422
Defendant & Relief Defendant

Sand Dollar Investing Partners, LLC
2672Wviera Manor
Weston, Florida 33332-3 422
c/o United States Corporation Agents, Inc.
500 N. Rainbow Blvd., Ste. 3004
Las Vegas, Nevada 89107
Relief Defendant

Jeffrey L. Cox, Esq.
Email: icox@sallahcox.com
SALLAH & COX, LLC
Counselfor Defendant & Relief Defendants
2101 Northwest Corporate Boulevard, Suite 218

Boca Raton, Florida 33431
Telephone: 561.989.9080
Facsimile: 561.989.9020

Frederick L. Block, Esq.
Email: blockf@sec.gov

Patrick Feeney, Esq.
Email : feeneyp@ sec. gov

U.S. Securities & Exchange Commission
100 F. Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20549-6030
Telephone: 202.551.4919
Facsimile: 202.772.9245

Charles D. Marvine, Esq.

Email: cmarvine@cftc. gov

Braden M. Peny, Esq.
Email: bperry@cftc.gov

US Commodity Futures Trading Commission
Two Emanuel Cleaver II Blvd., # 300

Kansas Cily ,Missouri 64112
Telephone: 816.960.77 43

Facsimile: 816.960.7750
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