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Attorneys for the United States of America 

 

 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

 

FOR THE TERRITORY OF GUAM 

 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

 

  Plaintiff, 

 

  vs. 

 

JOHN D. WALKER, 

           aka JON WALKER, and 

HANSEN HELICOPTERS, INC., 

 

Defendants. 

CRIMINAL CASE NO. 18-00010 

 

 

MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY ORDER 

OF FORFEITURE FOR SUBSTITUTE 

ASSETS 

 

 

 

The United States, by and through Shawn N. Anderson, United States Attorney for the 

Districts of Guam and the Northern Mariana Islands, Stephen F. Leon Guerrero, Assistant U.S. 

Attorney, and Marie L. Miller, Special Assistant U.S. Attorney, respectfully moves this Court, 

pursuant to the provisions of 21 U.S.C. § 853(p), as incorporated by 28 U.S.C. § 2461(c), and 

Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 32.2(e)(1)(B), to enter a Preliminary Order of Forfeiture for 

Substitute Assets, in partial satisfaction of the Defendant John D. Walker’s (“Defendant Walker”) 

forfeiture money judgments. 

In support of its motion, the United States submits the following: 
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BACKGROUND 

1. On January 8, 2021, a Second Superseding Indictment (“SSI”) was filed against 

Defendant Walker, charging him with Count One: Conspiracy to Defraud the Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) and National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB), in violation of 18 

U.S.C. § 371; Counts 8-11: Aircraft Parts Fraud, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 38(a)(1)(A) and 

38(b); Count 99: Conspiracy to Commit Wire Fraud, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1349; Counts 100-

104: Wire Fraud, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1343, 1346 and 2; and Counts 105-110: Money 

Laundering, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1957. The SSI advised Defendant Walker that he would 

be required to forfeit (in relevant part): 

a. (upon conviction of Counts 8-13) pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Section 

38(d), any property constituting, or derived from, any proceeds that the 

defendant(s) obtained, directly or indirectly, as the result of the offense and any 

property used, or intended to be used in any manner, to commit or facilitate the 

commission of the offense, taking into consideration the nature, scope and 

proportionality of the use of the property on the offense. The property to be forfeited 

includes, but is not limited to, the following: a money judgment representing the 

amount of proceeds obtained as a result of the offense of conviction; 

b. (upon conviction of Counts 99-104) pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, 

Section 981(a)(1)(C) and Title 28, United States Code, Section 2461, any property, 

real or personal, which constitutes or is derived from proceeds traceable to the 

offense. The property to be forfeited includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

a money judgment representing the amount of proceeds obtained as a result of the 

offense of the offense, approximately equal to or at least $300,000,000; 

c. (upon conviction of Counts 105-110) pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, 
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Section 982(a)(1), any property, real or persona, involved in such offense, and any 

property traceable to such property, including, but is not limited to, the following: 

a money judgment representing the amount of proceeds obtained as a result of the 

offense, approximately equal to or at least $300,000,000.  

2. Following a lengthy trial, a jury unanimously found Defendant Walker guilty of the 

following charges that require forfeiture: Counts 8-11, Aircraft Parts Fraud; Count 99: Conspiracy 

to Commit Wire Fraud; Counts 100-104: Wire Fraud; and Counts 105-110: Money Laundering. 

ECF No. 1784. The jury also unanimously found Hansen Helicopters guilty of Counts 9-12, 

Aircraft Parts Fraud, which requires forfeiture. ECF No. 1785. By finding Defendant Walker guilty 

of Count 99, conspiracy to commit wire fraud, the Court found that Hansen Helicopters and the 

corporations listed in Closing Jury Instruction No. 12 were alter egos of Defendant Walker. See 

ECF No. 1738 at 14-15. Defendants Walker and Hansen Helicopters waived their right to have the 

jury retained to determine the forfeitability of any specific assets pursuant to Rule 32.2(b)(5). ECF 

No. 1812. 

3. On September 29, 2022, the court ordered Defendant Walker to forfeit six 

helicopters and $4,642,897.90 that was seized from his bank accounts. ECF No. 1813. 

4. On January 31, 2025, the Court entered a Consent Order of Forfeiture, ECF No. 

2237.  In the Consent Order, Defendant Walker agreed to the entry of concurrent forfeiture money 

judgments in the amounts of $58,407,513.00 (representing the proceeds of the Aircraft Parts Fraud 

and Wire Fraud offenses) and $11,770,000.00 (representing the amount of money involved in the 

money laundering offenses), with credit for the $4,642,897.90 that was forfeited on September 29, 

2022, the value (if any) of the six helicopters forfeited on that date, and the value (if any) derived 

from the sale of the personal property forfeited as part of the Consent Order. ECF No. 2237 at 4.  
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5. On June 13, 2025, Defendant Walker was sentenced to a total of 405 months 

imprisonment, with separate prison terms running concurrently. The Judgment included the 

forfeiture money judgments in the amount of $58,407,513.00 and $11,770,000.00, with the money 

judgments concurrent. ECF No.  2310. 

6. The outstanding balance due on the Defendant Walker’s forfeiture money judgments 

remains $53,764,615.10 ($58,407,513.00 - $4,642,897.90 credit) and $7,127,102.10 

($11,770,000.00 - $4,642,897.90 credit), applied concurrently. Defendant Walker is entitled to 

credit for the six helicopters forfeited on September 29, 2022; however, these helicopters have no 

value because they are not airworthy, lack airworthiness certificates, and lack flight logs. 

Defendant Walker is also entitled to credit for the proceeds of the sale of any personal property on 

Exhibit A to the Consent Order of Forfeiture (ECF No. 2237) that has been sold; however, none 

of the personal properties on Exhibit A have been sold because the government has not, with the 

exercise of due diligence, been able to locate the properties.  

7. Even if the personal properties and real properties on Exhibit A to the Consent Order 

of Forfeiture are sold, the amount of credit Defendant Walker is due will be greatly insufficient to 

satisfy the outstanding money judgments.  See Declaration of Investigator Rodney Roberts, 

Internal Revenue Service – Criminal Investigation (“IRS-CI”), Exhibit A (explaining that the 125 

helicopters have no value due to fraudulent parts and lack of airworthiness, the 13 airplanes are 

estimated to have a maximum value of $1 million each, the 37 vehicles are not high value vehicles, 

the boat’s value is approximately $42,500, and the four real properties are have an approximate 

total value of $1.6 million, yielding a combined value that is well below the outstanding balance 

of the money judgments). As the credits Defendant Walker will be entitled to receive from the sale 

of the forfeited properties will not be sufficient to satisfy the balance of the $53,764,615.10 money 
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judgment, there is no reason to wait for those sales to occur before ordering the forfeiture of 

additional property of the defendant as substitute assets. 

8. By this motion, the United States seeks to forfeit the following properties, referred 

to hereafter as the Subject Property, in partial satisfaction of the defendant’s outstanding money 

judgments:  

a. 640,000 shares of common stock in Pacific Spotters Corporation;  

 

b. The balances owed to John D. Walker on four outstanding loans described as follows: 

 

1) the Loan Document executed on June 1, 2020, between John D. Walker and 

Cherry Ann Espion for a loan of 26,000,000 Philippine pesos; 

 

2) the Loan Document executed on June 1, 2020, between John D. Walker and 

Oswald D. Espion for a loan of 26,000,000 Philippine pesos;  

 

3) the Loan Document executed on June 1, 2020, between John D. Walker and 

Antonio S. Padua for a loan of 26,000,000 Philippine pesos; and  

  

4) the Loan Document executed on June 1, 2020, between John D. Walker and 

Jeoffrey S. Sarimos for a loan of 26,000,000 Philippine pesos. 

 

c. The balance in bank account number 0000057850132 held in the name of Pacific 

Spotters Corporation at Security Bank in the Philippines. 

 

9.  Based on information provided by counsel to Pacific Spotters Corporation, the 

balances owed to John D. Walker on each of the above-referenced loans is 13,732,350 Philippine 

Pesos (PHP), or approximately $US 232,811.45 (making the total owed on the loans 13,732,350 

x 4 = 54,929,400 PHP or approximately $US 931,245.80), and the balance in account number 

xxxx0132 (as of June 11, 2025) was 54,554,167 PHP, or approximately $US 925,336.30.1  

Taken together, the value of these assets is less than $2 million – i.e., approximately 

$1,856,582.10. 

 
1 Conversions from PHP to USD estimated as of January 28, 2026. 
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10.  Moreover, while the value of Walker’s 640,000 shares of common stock in 

Pacific Spotters Corporation is not known with certainty, a Deed of Assignment of Share of 

Stock dated June 1, 2020, whereby Walker transferred 260,000 shares to Cherry Anne C. Espion, 

one of the four borrowers named in Paragraph 8(b), assigned a value of 100 PHP to each share of 

stock.  Using that amount as a reasonable estimate of the maximum value of Walker’s remaining 

shares, the value of the 640,000 shares may be estimated to be no more than 64 million PHP or 

approximately $US 1,085,609.2 

11.  Accordingly, a good faith estimate of the value of the assets to be forfeited as 

substitute assets is slightly less than $US 3 million, and accordingly, is far less than the 

outstanding balance owed on the concurrent forfeiture money judgments.  

 

APPLICABLE LAW 

 

 

          12. The Court’s authority to order the forfeiture of substitute assets is found in 21 U.S.C. 

§ 853(p) and Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 32.2(e)(1)(B).  The statute sets forth the criteria 

that must be met before substitute assets may be forfeited, and the rule provides that the court may 

amend an existing order of forfeiture “at any time” to include substitute property in accordance 

with the statute. 

          13. The term “substitute assets” refers to property that was neither derived from nor used 

to commit the defendant’s criminal offense, but is being forfeited in place of such property  because 

the directly forfeitable property cannot be located or is otherwise unavailable. Specifically, 21 

U.S.C. § 853(p) provides that the court may order the forfeiture of any property of the defendant 

in substitution for the property subject to forfeiture (“the directly forfeitable property”) if due to 

 
2 Counsel for Pacific Spotters has advised the Government that, in PSC’s view, the value of the stock is considerably 

less that the par value that was used to determine that value of the shares that were transferred in 2020. 
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an act or omission of the defendant, the directly forfeitable property cannot be located upon the 

exercise of due diligence; has been transferred or sold to, or deposited with, a third-party; has been 

placed beyond the jurisdiction of the court; has been substantially diminished in value; or has been 

commingled with other property which cannot be divided without difficulty. 

           14. Moreover, substitute assets may be forfeited not only in place of specific assets that 

cannot be located, but also to satisfy, at least in part, the unsatisfied portion of an outstanding 

forfeiture money judgment.  United States v. Bermudez, 413 F.3d 304, 306-07 (2d Cir. 2005) 

(affirming forfeiture of substitute assets in partial satisfaction of $14.2 million money judgment); 

United States v. Manlapaz, 825 Fed. Appx. 109, 116 (4th Cir. 2020) (“it is well-established that 

the Government may seek forfeiture of substitute assets when a defendant does not have the money 

to satisfy a money judgment”). 

15.       Once the Government establishes the unavailability of directly forfeitable property, 

the forfeiture of substitute assets is mandatory  United States v. Alamoudi, 452 F.3d 310, 314 (4th 

Cir. 2006) (“§ 853(p) is not discretionary... [W]hen the Government cannot reach the property 

initially subject to forfeiture, federal law requires a court to substitute assets for the unavailable 

tainted property”).  Thus, once the Government establishes that the directly forfeitable property is 

unavailable for one of the reasons set forth above, the Court must order the forfeiture of substitute 

property up to the value of the unsatisfied portion of the money judgment. 

          16. As mentioned, Section 853(p) provides that any property of the defendant, real or 

personal, tangible or intangible, may be forfeited as a substitute asset.  See United States v. Fleet, 

498 F.3d 1225, 1231 (11th Cir. 2007) (Congress chose broad language providing that any property 

of the defendant may be forfeited as a substitute asset and that Courts could not carve out 

exceptions to the statute); United States v. Carroll, 346 F.3d 744, 749 (7th Cir. 2003) (defendant 
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may be ordered to forfeit “every last penny” he owns as substitute assets to satisfy money 

judgment). 

          17. Based upon the declaration of IRS-CI Investigator Rodney Roberts and the record 

herein, the United States asserts that it has satisfied the requirements of Section 853(p) regarding 

the unavailability of the directly forfeitable property and requests that this Court enter an order 

forfeiting the Subject Property as substitute assets to satisfy, in part, the unsatisfied portion of the 

personal forfeiture money judgments.  See United States v. Gordon, 710 F.3d 1124, 1166 (10th 

Cir. 2013) (the Government generally has little difficulty in making the necessary showing under 

§ 853(p); a financial analyst’s affidavit stating that he reviewed defendant’s records and could not 

find the proceeds is sufficient; it is reasonable to assume that defendant is the one responsible; 

collecting cases and citing Asset Forfeiture Law in the United States, § 22-3); United States v. 

Alamoudi, 452 F.3d 310, 315 (4th Cir. 2006) (courts interpret § 853(p) liberally to prevent 

defendants from frustrating the forfeiture laws; it is sufficient if a law enforcement agent submits 

that she has searched for the missing assets and that despite the exercise of due diligence she has 

been unable to find them).  

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY  

          18. The attached declaration of IRS-CI Investigator Rodney Roberts sets forth the 

reasons to believe that the Subject Property is the property of Defendant Walker.  In short, the 

Subject Property includes the defendant’s remaining interest in Pacific.Spotters Corporation, 

which is in the form of 640,000 shares of common stock; the balances owed to Defendant 

Walker by the four individuals to whom the defendant loaned 104,000,000 PHP (26,000,000 

PHP x 4) on June 1, 2020, so that they could purchase 1,040,000 shares of stock from him; and a 

bank account held by Pacific.Spotters Corporation that contains approximately 54,554,167 PHP, 

or approximately $US 925,336.30.  According to information provided by counsel to Pacific 



 

 

9 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

Spotters, the balance in bank account comprises 1) the accumulated dividends paid to Defendant 

Walker as a shareholder in Pacific.Spotters Corporation, and 2) the accumulated principal and 

interest payments made to Defendant Walker on the four above-referenced loans.3 

          19. As noted earlier, and for the reasons set forth in the Roberts Declaration, the 

Government asserts that the value of the Subject Property, in toto, does not exceed the outstanding 

balance on the money judgments. 

          20. The Subject Property is currently being held outside of the United States by 

Pacific.Spotters Corporation, a third party to this criminal case.  The court has previously issued 

an order directing the Defendant, John Walker, to repatriate the property, but he has not yet done 

so.  See Repatriation Order (ECF No. 2367), issued August 13, 2025.  If Defendant Walker’s 

reason for not complying with the repatriation order is that the property is not under his control, it 

may be necessary for the court to order, as part of the preliminary order of forfeiture, to direct 

Pacific Spotters to repatriate the property by transferring it to the custody of the IRS-CI with the 

understanding that such repatriation and transfer of custody will be without prejudice to the 

Corporation’s right to file a claim contesting the forfeiture of the Subject Property pursuant to 21 

U.S.C. § 853(n) and Rule 32.2(c) if the proposed forfeiture order is entered by the court.  See 

United States v. McCorkle, 321 F.3d 1292, 1298-99 (11th Cir. 2003) (third party may be ordered 

to deposit property named in the preliminary order of forfeiture in the registry of the court pending 

the ancillary proceeding; refusal to do so may result in contempt). 

 
3 The original loan amount was 104,000,000 PHP.  The four debtors have made payments into the Security Bank 

account totaling 36,400,000 PHP to reduce the debt owed to Walker by that amount.  According to counsel for 

Pacific Spotters, however, the corporation also used the four debtors to transfer funds ($US 240,000) to Walker by 

“loaning” them that amount so that they could transfer it to Walker in the guise of a reduction in the amount owed to 

Walker on the outstanding June 1, 2020 loans; but that money was not deposited into the account at Security Bank.  

Accordingly, there is a discrepancy of approximately $US 240,000 between the portion of the money in the Security 

Bank account attributable to principal and interest payments by the four debtors and the amount by which the four 

debts have been reduced from their original balances.  See Roberts Declaration, Exhibit A, ¶ 10-11. 
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          21. As set forth in the Proposed Order, the Government suggests that the court direct the 

IRS-CI to take custody of the Subject Property and to determine, as expeditiously as possible, the 

value of each of the assets, including the fair market value of the shares of common stock, so that 

Defendant Walker may be given credit for its value against the forfeiture money judgments as soon 

as the Order becomes final. 

CONCLUSION 

 For the reasons stated above, the United States requests that the Court, pursuant to 

21 U.S.C. § 853(p) and Rule 32.2(e)(1)(B), enter a Preliminary Order of Forfeiture for the 

Subject Property in partial satisfaction of Defendant Walker’s forfeiture money judgments.  

Upon issuance of the Preliminary Order of Forfeiture for Substitute Assets, the United States will 

provide written notice to all third parties known to have an alleged legal interest in the properties 

and will publish notice on the Internet at www.forfeiture.gov of its intent to forfeit the properties. 

Determining whether a third party has any interest in the properties must be deferred until a 

third-party files a claim in an ancillary proceeding under Rule 32.2(c). 

 The United States further requests that the Court retain jurisdiction to address any 

third-party claim that may be asserted in these proceedings, to enter any further order necessary 

for the forfeiture and disposition of such properties, and to order any other substitute assets 

forfeited to the United States up to the amount of the forfeiture money judgments. 

 RESPECTFULLY SUBMITED this __________ day of _______ , 2026. 

 

SHAWN N. ANDERSON 

       United States Attorney 

       Districts of Guam and the NMI 

 

 

      By:       

       MARIE L. MILLER 

       Special Assistant U.S. Attorney 
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AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY ORDER OF 

FORFEITURE FOR SUBSTITUTE ASSETS 

 

I, Rodney Roberts, being duly sworn, depose and state the following: 

I am a Special Agent with the Internal Revenue Service – Criminal Investigation (IRS-CI) 

and have been employed in that capacity since June 2001. I am an “investigative or law 

enforcement officer” of the United States within the meaning of 18 U.S.C. § 2510(7). I am 

empowered by law to conduct investigations, execute search and seizure warrants, and to make 

arrests for offenses of Federal law. As a Special Agent with IRS-CI, my duties include conducting 

criminal investigations of violations of Federal criminal laws, including violations of United States 

Code Title 26 and related violations of Title 18.  I have completed numerous training courses over 

the course of my career, including the Criminal Investigator Training Program conducted by the 

Federal Law Enforcement Training Center, in Glynco, GA, and the IRS-CI-specific Special Agent 

Basic Training conducted by IRS-CI’s National Criminal Investigation Training Academy at 

Glynco, GA. My duties as a Special Agent include conducting criminal investigations of violations 

of Federal criminal laws, including violations of United States Code Title 26 and related violations 

of Title 18.  Based on my experiences as a Special Agent conducting investigations of alleged 

violations of tax and money laundering laws, I am aware of the types of records generated and 

maintained in the normal course of business by small businesses, such as invoices to customers, 

accounts receivable listings and records, billing statements provided to customers, records of 

payments received, deposit records, bills and invoices for goods and services purchased, vehicle 

registrations, bills of lading, Forms 7525-V Shipper’s Export Declarations, accounts payable 

listings, receipts for purchases, check registers, and records of checks issued.  I have conducted 

and  participated in the execution of search warrants, surveillance and undercover operations, and 

the arrest of subjects related to the aforementioned violations. I have also participated in the seizure 



 

 

12 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

of real property and other assets subject to forfeiture.  Among other things, my responsibilities 

include reviewing financial records and identifying and seizing assets procured through 

illegitimate means or that are otherwise subject to forfeiture.   

1. This investigation involves an individual by the name of John D. Walker, who was found  

guilty in United States v. Walker, et al. (Case No. 18-00010) in the District of Guam. Walker   

was found guilty on several counts, including those of aircraft parts fraud, wire fraud, and money  

laundering. Walker agreed to a Consent Order of Forfeiture, which included forfeiture money  

judgments of $58,407,513.00 and $11,770,000.00, to be applied concurrently, with credit for  

“the $4,642,897.90 in funds and the net proceeds (if any) for sale of personal assets forfeited on  

September 29, 2022 and for the net proceeds (if any) of the sale. . .” of the other forfeited  

property identified in the Consent Order of Forfeiture. ECF No. 2237 at 4.  

2. This affidavit is made in support of the government's motion for a preliminary 

order of forfeiture for substitute assets to satisfy in part the outstanding forfeiture money  

judgments. 

3. Despite due diligence, the United States has been unable to locate the bulk of the  

$58,407,513.00 in gross proceeds that Defendant Walker conceded in the Consent Order that he  

received as a result of his aircraft parts fraud and wire fraud offenses and that was involved in the 

money laundering offenses.  In addition, Walker was interviewed by the U.S. Probation Office in 

preparation for sentencing. Walker refused to provide any current financial information during 

that interview. 

4. Further, my investigation has shown that substantial proceeds of the illegal activities have  

been dissipated or transferred at the direction of the defendant. For example, after the grand jury  

returned the Second Superseding Indictment against Defendant Walker and co-defendants on  

January 8, 2021, over $3 million in wire transfers were advanced to Defendant Walker by  
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Pacific.Spotters Corporation (one of his alter egos). From the date of the Second Superseding  

Indictment, Pacific.Spotters Corporation wired more than $8 million to Limey Air Service’s  

Community First Bank account. These funds cannot be located despite the exercise of due  

diligence. In addition to proceeds, Defendant Walker has made other properties unavailable by  

transferring them to third parties. See ECF No. 2287, Exhibits 4-6. 

5. During my investigation, I have not located any additional sources of income.  

6.  I have examined the assets previously forfeited on September 29, 2022.  ECF No. 1813. 

The six helicopters that were forfeited have no value because they are not FAA airworthy and 

they lack airworthiness certificates and flight logs. They have already been destroyed.  

7. I have examined the assets listed in the Consent Order of Forfeiture, Exhibit A, and have 

determined that it is unlikely that those forfeited assets will satisfy the judgments.  Listed on the 

Order are 125 helicopters utilized in the fraud.  Agents recently seized 22 of these helicopters, and 

determined that they have no value due to a lack of FAA airworthiness, including suspected 

fraudulent parts, lack of airworthiness certificate, and lack of flight logs. As such, they will be 

destroyed. My investigation shows that the other roughly 100 helicopters will also have no value 

for the same reasons – they likely contain fraudulent parts and lack FAA airworthiness, 

necessitating their destruction rather than sale.  Exhibit A also includes 13 airplanes that have not 

yet been located.  It is possible that each of those airplanes could have value in excess of 1 million 

dollars; however, their condition, location, and storage and administrative costs could drastically 

limit the sale amount applied to the judgments. Exhibit A also lists approximately 37 motor 

vehicles. Agents are still in the process of locating these vehicles. Some of these vehicles are titled 

in third parties’ names and the condition of the vehicles is currently unknown. Further, many of 

the vehicles are outdated and decades old; none of the vehicles are particularly noteworthy or 

valuable. Exhibit A lists two airboats, one built in 1990 and the other built in 2011. Upon 
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information and belief, the boat built in 1990 (Temple Dawn) was destroyed in approximately 

2017. Similar to the motor vehicles, the location, condition, and storage of the remaining airboat 

is unknown and may drastically affect the sale amount of this watercraft. A liberal estimate of the 

value of the remaining airboat (16’ GTO) is $42,500. Lastly, Exhibit A lists four real properties to 

be forfeited. Two condos are in Guam and are valued at approximately $600,000 total.  The other 

two properties are located in Georgia, and valued at approximately $1.1 million total.  Even with 

the optimistic estimate that each of the 13 airplanes are worth $1 million, plus the vehicles, boat, 

and the four real properties, the total of these properties is not anywhere near the balance due on 

the forfeiture money judgments.   

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY 

8.    I have identified the following assets as property of the defendant that may be 

forfeited as substitute assets:  

a) 640,000 shares of common stock in Pacific Spotters Corporation;  

 

b) The balances owed to John D. Walker on four outstanding loans described as follows: 

 

1) the Loan Document executed on June 1, 2020, between John D. Walker and Cherry 

Ann Espion for a loan of 26,000,000 Philippine pesos; 

 

2) the Loan Document executed on June 1, 2020, between John D. Walker and Oswald 

D. Espion for a loan of 26,000,000 Philippine pesos;  

 

3) the Loan Document executed on June 1, 2020, between John D. Walker and Antonio 

S. Padua for a loan of 26,000,000 Philippine pesos; and  

  

4) the Loan Document executed on June 1, 2020, between John D. Walker and Jeoffrey 

S. Sarimos for a loan of 26,000,000 Philippine pesos. 

 

c) The balance in bank account number 0000057850132 held in the name of Pacific 

Spotters Corporation at Security Bank. 

 

9. According to information provided by counsel to Pacific.Spotters Corporation, the 

shares of common stock described in ¶ 8(a) constitute all of Defendant Walker’s interest in the 
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Corporation; the loans described in ¶ 8(b) are outstanding debts owed to Defendant Walker, each 

with an outstanding principal balance of approximately 13,732,350 PHP or approximately $US 

232,811.45; and the balance in the account at Security Bank described in ¶ 8(c) was, as of June 11, 

2025, 54,554,167 PHP, or approximately $US 925,336.30.4   

10. It is my understanding, based on information provided by counsel to Pacific Spotters, 

that the bank account described in ¶ 8(c) is an account established by Pacific.Spotters Corporation 

to hold two sets of assets that belong to the defendant: 1) the dividends paid to Defendant Walker 

based on his ownership of the common stock described above, which total approximately 

18,094,320 PHP, net of taxes withheld, and 2) some but not all of the payments of principal and 

interest on each of the loans described in ¶ 8(b).  That is, the debtors on the four loans have each 

made two loan payments to Walker totaling 9,100,000 PHP (for a total of 36,400,000 PHP), which 

were deposited in the account at Security Bank.  Accordingly, the balance in the Security Bank 

account comprises the 36,400,000 PHP in loan payments plus the 18,094,320 PHP in dividends, 

bringing the balance in that account to the aforementioned 54 million PHP.   

11. The four debtors, however, also borrowed a total of $US 240,000 from Pacific Spotters, 

and paid that amount to Defendant Walker directly.  That payment was styled as a further reduction 

of the debt owed to Walker, but it was not deposited into the account at Security Bank.  

Accordingly, the debt owed to Walker by the four debtors has been reduced from the original 

104,000,000 PHP to approximately 54,929,400 PHP (approximately $US 931,245.80) even though 

only 36.4 million PHP was deposited into the account at Security Bank.5  The difference between 

the amount by which the original balance on the loans was reduced and the amount deposited into 

the bank account reflects the $US 240,000 that was paid directly to Walker. 

 
4 Conversions from PHP to USD estimated as of January 28, 2026. 
5 104,000,000 PHP – 36,400,000 PHP – PHP equivalent of $US 240,000 ~= 54,929,400 PHP 
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12. According to counsel for Pacific.Spotters Corporation, Defendant Walker’s shares of  

common stock have a par value of 64 million PHP (approximately $US 1,085,609) and have a fair 

market value that is unlikely to exceed that amount.  Accordingly, it is my good faith belief that 

the total value of all of the assets described in ¶8 -- $US 1,085,609 for the stock, $US 931,245.80 

for the total owed on the loans, and $US 925,336.30 in the bank account – is less than $3,000,000 

and so is far less than the outstanding balance due on the forfeiture money judgments. 

13. I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best 

of my knowledge. 

 

Dated: __________     _______________________________ 

       Rodney Roberts, Special Agent  

Internal Revenue Service – Criminal 

Investigation 


