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Abstract

Myers Real Estate Owned, or MREO, is a proposed global real-estate protocol designed to
connect homeowners, institutional property holders, qualified purchasers, reconstruction capital,
private investment funds, licensed professionals, and settlement providers within one coordinated
property infrastructure. Its institutional function would allow banks, mortgage servicers,
governments, bankruptcy estates, receivers, insurers, developers, funds, and other organizations
to document and distribute residential and commercial assets through standardized digital
property packages, verified purchaser accounts, sealed bidding, backup-bidder succession,
programmable transaction requirements, and internationally accessible market intelligence. Its
homeowner function would begin earlier, before a property necessarily becomes institutionally
owned, by helping an owner compare retention assistance, a conventional market sale, an
expedited as-is sale, a lender-approved short sale, and a reconstruction-supported sale intended to
preserve more of the property’s potential value. For selected institutional portfolios, MREO
would seek acquisition prices equal to approximately 10 to 30 percent of projected after-repair
value while reserving as much as 35 percent specifically for reconstruction, leaving a substantial
gross spread from which brokerage, financing, carrying costs, contingencies, and profit could be
paid. Transactional participation would require an MREO network-access position, while
purchase deposits and settlement funds would ordinarily remain separate through dollars, USDC,
regulated escrow, or other approved stable-value arrangements. External investment capital
intended to support MREO and the wider Rousix ecosystem would enter solely through Rousix
Fund, LP, subject to its governing and offering documents, with Rousix Capital Management
Fund, LLC acting as General Partner and Rousix Inc. serving as the first investment and
principal operating platform. MREO.IO would initially provide an accessible, high-performance
Web2 interface, while the underlying architecture would be designed for Web3 portability
through cryptographic identity, content-addressed records, decentralized storage, blockchain
anchoring, and programmable settlement. Its Web4 readiness would extend this infrastructure
through semantic data, selective vector indexing, event-driven automation, and policy-governed
artificial-intelligence agents capable of interpreting records and assisting with limited workflows
under human authorization. MREO would therefore function not merely as a listing service,
brokerage, auction platform, investment vehicle, or blockchain network, but as an evolving
operating protocol through which distressed and underused property can move toward
transparent acquisition, reconstruction, settlement, and productive ownership.

1. Introduction

Real estate is durable, geographically fixed, legally complex, and economically consequential.
Those characteristics make property valuable, but they also make it difficult to transfer when
ownership and productive use become separated. A bank may acquire a residence after



foreclosure without wanting to become a landlord or reconstruction company. A bankruptcy
trustee may become responsible for buildings spread across several jurisdictions. A mortgage
servicer may manage properties in different stages of delinquency, foreclosure, sale, and
institutional ownership. A developer may hold unfinished inventory that cannot easily reach
suitable purchasers. Governments, insurers, receivers, investment funds, and commercial lenders
may confront similar problems.

These institutions do not merely need a place to advertise buildings. They need an infrastructure
capable of establishing what each property is, who has authority over it, what condition it is in,
which purchasers are qualified, how competing offers should be evaluated, what obligations
accompany the transaction, and how settlement can be completed. MREO begins with this global
Real Estate Owned problem. Financial institutions and other organizations may hold properties
resulting from foreclosure, loan default, bankruptcy, liquidation, government seizure, distressed
commercial ownership, and surplus inventory. These assets continue generating maintenance
expenses, administrative burdens, capital exposure, and market risk while they remain
unresolved. Traditional disposition can also be fragmented, geographically constrained, and
dependent on disconnected local systems.

MREO would expand the institutional model into a broader property-recovery system. It would
not wait until a home completes foreclosure and enters a lender’s inventory. It could become
useful earlier, when an owner is deciding whether to remain in the property, sell conventionally,
obtain reconstruction funding, accept an expedited offer, or pursue a lender-approved alternative.

MREO would preserve the legal and economic differences among the available pathways. A
voluntary homeowner sale is not a short sale. A short sale is not a completed foreclosure.
Foreclosure does not always result in lender-owned inventory. A reconstruction estimate is not
an appraisal. A contract assignment is not automatically a brokerage transaction. An MREO
token position is not proof that a bidder can purchase a property. The strength of the protocol
would come from coordinating these functions without falsely treating them as interchangeable.

2. MREO as Infrastructure Rather Than a Single Real-Estate Business

MREO should not be understood primarily as a brokerage, auction house, lender, wholesaler,
title company, cryptocurrency project, or property-management company. Each of those
functions carries distinct professional responsibilities and legal requirements. MREO would
instead provide the technical and organizational infrastructure through which those functions can
work together around a shared property record.

A brokerage may represent a buyer or seller. An auction provider may organize competitive
offers. A lender may supply financing. A title or escrow provider may coordinate settlement. An
inspector may evaluate physical systems. A contractor may reconstruct the property. MREO
would preserve those roles while connecting their records, permissions, deadlines, decisions, and
payments within the same operating environment.



The institutional framework already anticipates this structure. It describes a blockchain-enabled
acquisition protocol through which organizations can modernize qualification, settlement,
financing, and property distribution while continuing to involve agents, attorneys, title
companies, inspectors, appraisers, surveyors, and lenders where appropriate. Scale should not be
achieved by pretending that every professional judgment can be automated. MREO could
confirm that a document was submitted, identify a missing field, preserve a file’s integrity,
compare offers, or initiate an approved workflow. It could not automatically replace legal
authority, title examination, licensed appraisal, underwriting, physical inspection, or the legally
recognized transfer of real property.

The protocol’s value would therefore come from coherence. A property would no longer
disappear into unrelated systems each time it moved from intake to evaluation, bidding,
contracting, settlement, reconstruction, financing, and operation. MREO would provide a
persistent operational identity for the asset and a controlled environment for the people and
institutions acting upon it.

3. The Markets MREO Would Connect

MREO would connect three property markets that currently interact imperfectly. The first is the
homeowner decision market, which includes owners seeking conventional sales, owners whose
homes require substantial repairs, owners seeking rapid as-is transactions, and owners
experiencing mortgage distress. These participants may encounter brokers, investors,
wholesalers, servicers, lenders, contractors, and housing counselors without having one
environment in which their alternatives can be compared clearly.

The second is the institutional inventory market. It includes residential and commercial
properties held by banks, mortgage servicers, investment funds, governments, bankruptcy
estates, receivers, insurers, developers, and other organizations. Institutional owners may control
large inventories but lack a standardized global method for documenting, evaluating,
distributing, and settling them.

The third is the acquisition and reconstruction market. Buyers, developers, owner-occupants,
contractors, lenders, property managers, designers, community organizations, and international
investors may possess the capital or capability required to restore or use a property but remain
unable to discover it, evaluate it remotely, demonstrate qualification efficiently, or assemble an
appropriate local team. MREO would connect these markets through a common property record,
a verified participant network, structured transaction pathways, and clearly defined professional
roles.



4. The Property Continuum

A financially distressed property does not move through one inevitable sequence. A homeowner
who has missed payments may still be able to retain the property through refinancing,
repayment, forbearance, modification, or another loss-mitigation arrangement. The owner may
be able to sell conventionally and satisfy the mortgage. If the expected sale proceeds would not
satisfy the secured debt, a lender-approved short sale may be considered. A deed-in-lieu may
transfer the property to the lender without completion of the foreclosure process. If no alternative
succeeds, foreclosure may proceed. A third party may purchase the property at the foreclosure
sale, or the lender may acquire it and place it into REO inventory.

MREO would recognize this continuum rather than treating every distressed owner as a source of
discounted inventory. The platform’s first inquiry would concern the owner’s actual objective
and the options that remain realistically available. An owner attempting to remain in the home
presents a different case from an owner seeking a rapid exit. A property with substantial positive
equity presents a different case from one burdened by liens that exceed its value.

This approach would create both an ethical advantage and a commercial one. A system that helps
an owner understand the whole decision can earn participation earlier and obtain more reliable
property information.

5. The Homeowner Entry Point

The public portal at MREO.IO would begin with a familiar account-based experience. A person
would not need to install a wallet, acquire a token, or understand blockchain architecture merely
to read basic information or begin exploring available pathways. The MREO.IO domain has
been selected as the intended public identity of the platform.

The homeowner could begin by selecting a practical objective, such as understanding available
options, selling quickly, reconstructing the property before sale, comparing buyer offers,
addressing mortgage delinquency, or managing inherited property. The system would then gather
only the information needed for the immediate decision. It could ask whether the participant
holds title, whether another person has an ownership interest, whether the property is occupied,
whether a mortgage exists, whether payments are current, whether a foreclosure date has been
scheduled, and whether the owner hopes to remain in the home.

An owner seeking to retain the property could be directed toward the mortgage servicer,
qualified housing counseling, or another appropriate source of assistance. Federal consumer
guidance identifies refinancing, repayment, forbearance, loan modification, short sales, and
deeds-in-lieu among the possible pathways that may arise when mortgage payments cannot be
maintained. An owner seeking to sell could enter the property-evaluation process, while a
participant confronting an immediate legal deadline would receive a prominent notice that urgent
professional assistance may be required.



Initial education and pathway comparison could remain available without an MREO token
requirement. The network-access requirement would begin only when a participant activates a
transactional function, such as formally distributing a property, submitting a sealed bid, offering
professional services, accessing restricted institutional inventory, or initiating settlement.

6. Property Evaluation and After-Repair Value

Distressed-property acquisition frequently begins with projected after-repair value, or ARV.
ARV represents the price range a property may reasonably command after the assumed
reconstruction has been completed and the property is presented to its relevant market. It is a
forward-looking estimate rather than money already available at the time of acquisition.

Suppose a property has a projected ARV of $100,000. The acquisition analysis would not begin
by assuming that the full $100,000 is immediately realizable. The property may require structural
work, interior reconstruction, permits, security, financing, title resolution, marketing, and time
before it can approach that value. MREO would therefore distinguish the acquisition price, the
reconstruction allocation, and the remaining gross economic spread.

This distinction is essential to the institutional portfolio model. The reconstruction reserve would
not be expected to absorb every nonconstruction expense. It would be a dedicated property-

improvement allocation positioned inside a broader acquisition framework that preserves
substantial room between total acquisition-and-construction basis and projected ARV.

7. The 10-30-35 Institutional Acquisition Model

For selected institutional portfolios, MREO would target an acquisition price equal to
approximately 10 to 30 percent of projected ARV and reserve up to 35 percent of projected
ARY specifically for reconstruction. The relationship can be expressed as:

Acquisition Price + Reconstruction Reserve = Acquisition and Construction Basis

Within the contemplated range:

(10% to 30%) + 35% = 45% — 65% of ARV

The remaining gross economic room is therefore:

100% — (45% to 65%) = 35% — 55% of ARV



For a property with a projected ARV of $100,000, the initial model would appear as follows:

Acquisition Reconstruction Acquisition and construction = Remaining gross
price reserve basis spread
$10,000 $35,000 $45,000 $55,000
$20,000 $35,000 $55,000 $45,000
$30,000 $35,000 $65,000 $35,000

The remaining 35 to 55 percent would provide the room from which financing, title, insurance,
utilities, taxes, carrying expenses, brokerage, marketing, construction overruns, contingencies,
corporate allocations, and profit could be paid. The 10-to-30-percent acquisition band would
remain a targeted distressed-portfolio range rather than a representation that every institutional
seller will dispose of property at those prices. Actual acquisition terms would depend on title,
occupancy, location, condition, portfolio composition, competing demand, seller authority, and
the negotiated disposition process. The initial planning materials contemplate deeply discounted
institutional acquisitions and a separate reconstruction allocation as the basis for the model.

8. Why the 35 Percent Reconstruction Reserve Can Be Conservative

The 35 percent reconstruction allocation would be a reserved capacity rather than an assertion
that every asset will consume exactly 35 percent of ARV in construction work. If the typical
property requires reconstruction equal to approximately 20 to 25 percent of ARV, the unused
portion of the allocation creates an internal cushion.

For a $100,000 property acquired at 20 percent of projected ARV, the economics would change
according to actual reconstruction:

Actual reconstruction Acquisition plus reconstruction Gross room before other expenses

$20,000 $40,000 $60,000
$25,000 $45,000 $55,000
$35,000 $55,000 $45,000
$45,000 $65,000 $35,000

If construction unexpectedly reaches 45 percent of ARV, the property may still retain substantial
room when it was acquired at a sufficiently low basis. The overage would reduce the anticipated
spread rather than necessarily making the transaction unviable. At the portfolio level, assets
completed below the 35 percent reserve can strengthen the aggregate reconstruction position and
provide capacity for properties requiring above-average work.

Portfolio averaging should not be used to conceal uncontrolled losses. MREO would still
maintain asset-level budgets, inspections, change controls, revised ARV analysis, and stop-loss



rules. The benefit of the 35 percent reserve is that it creates flexibility within a disciplined
acquisition model, not that it eliminates the need for disciplined construction management.

9. Gross Spread Is Not the Same as Net Profit

The remaining 35-to-55-percent spread should not be described entirely as profit. Consider a
$100,000 ARV property acquired for $20,000 with $35,000 reserved for reconstruction. The
initial acquisition-and-construction basis is $55,000, leaving a $45,000 gross spread.

Suppose the transaction later incurs $5,000 in financing and carrying expenses, $3,000 in title
and settlement costs, $6,000 in brokerage and marketing expenses, and $2,000 in insurance,
utilities, security, and other property costs. Those expenses total $16,000, producing the
following simplified result:

$100,000 — $20,000 — $35,000 — $16,000 = $29,000

The potential property-level profit would be approximately $29,000 before taxes, corporate
overhead, fund-level obligations, and any difference between projected ARV and actual sale
proceeds. If construction reaches $45,000, the same property would produce:

$100,000 — $20,000 — $45,000 — $16,000 = $19,000

The transaction can remain profitable because the low acquisition basis created room to absorb
the construction overage. MREO would therefore use the spread as a protected economic zone. It
provides capacity for costs and profit, but it is not itself a guaranteed margin.

10. ARV as a Target Rather Than a Guarantee

Reconstruction can position a property to support its projected ARV, but it cannot guarantee that
the market will deliver that amount. Final value will depend on completed work, comparable
sales, appraisal evidence, buyer demand, interest rates, financing availability, local supply,
neighborhood conditions, timing, and the quality of distribution.

MREO would therefore represent ARV as a documented range rather than one unquestionable
figure. The property package could contain a licensed appraisal, broker opinion, comparable-sale
analysis, automated estimate, reconstruction plan, and sensitivity model. Each source would
remain identifiable, allowing decision-makers to distinguish professional valuation from
automated or internal assumptions.



A portfolio underwritten at a $100,000 ARV could also be tested at $90,000 and $80,000. A
transaction that remains viable under the lower scenarios would receive a different risk
classification from one that depends entirely on achieving the highest projection.

11. The Property Pathway Comparison

MREQ’s principal homeowner tool could be a side-by-side comparison of realistic property
pathways. An expedited as-is sale may provide speed and certainty but produce lower proceeds.
A conventional listing may produce a higher price but require preparation, commissions,
concessions, and a longer period of uncertainty. A reconstruction-supported sale may preserve
more potential value but require financing and project management. A lender-approved short
sale may become relevant when secured debt cannot be satisfied through an ordinary sale.

The comparison would emphasize probable net proceeds rather than headline price. Suppose a
property has a projected repaired sale price of $100,000. One purchaser offers $50,000 as-is. A
reconstruction-supported pathway may involve $22,000 in construction, $8,000 in transaction
and holding expenses, and a $4,000 financing or participation charge:

$100,000 — $22,000 — $8,000 — $4,000 = $66,000

Before mortgage payoff, liens, taxes, and other owner-specific obligations, the reconstruction-
supported route could produce approximately $66,000 rather than the $50,000 immediate offer.
The second route would not always be preferable. Construction could exceed projections, the
property could take longer to sell, or final proceeds could fall below ARV. MREO’s role would
be to make those tradeoffs visible before an irreversible decision is made.

12. The Seller Value Recovery Pathway

The Seller Value Recovery Pathway would help an owner unlock property value that cannot
presently be reached because of limited reconstruction capital, contractor access, credit, or
project-management capability. Under this pathway, an approved financing provider would fund
a defined reconstruction plan while the owner remained the seller. Contractors would submit
structured proposals, funds could be placed in controlled escrow, and draws could be released as
verified milestones were completed.

After the work was completed, a licensed broker or other authorized professional could market
the improved property. At closing, the reconstruction provider would be repaid under the
definitive agreement. Contractors, agents, settlement providers, and other participants would
receive their disclosed compensation. Any agreed financing charge or participation in increased
value would be calculated transparently, and the remaining proceeds would belong to the owner
after mortgages, liens, taxes, and other obligations were satisfied.
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The arrangement could take the form of a loan, deferred-payment obligation, shared-value
structure, or another legally approved transaction. Each form would require different disclosures
concerning the amount advanced, financing cost, repayment order, rights granted to the provider,
consequences of delay, and treatment of a sale that fails to achieve projected value.

13. The Expedited As-Is Pathway

Some owners will rationally prefer speed and certainty. The Expedited As-Is Pathway would
allow a homeowner or authorized institutional seller to request offers from qualified purchasers
who understand that the property is being offered in its present condition, subject to applicable
disclosure requirements and the final agreement.

MREO would organize current photographs, known conditions, title information, occupancy
status, preliminary reconstruction estimates, and access instructions into a property package.
Qualified purchasers would submit sealed offers without seeing competing bids. The platform
would compare expected net proceeds, financing certainty, inspection rights, requested
concessions, closing period, assignment rights, deposit strength, and the probability of
performance.

A $55,000 offer dependent on uncertain financing and an extended contingency period may be
weaker than a $52,000 offer supported by confirmed funds and a rapid closing pathway. The
final decision would remain with the authorized seller unless a court, lender, trustee, or other
party holds controlling legal authority.

14. Contract Assignments and Wholesale Participation

MREO could support lawful assignments of contractual purchase rights. A participant may enter
a purchase agreement and later assign that contractual interest to another qualified purchaser for
a disclosed fee. The assignor would be transferring contractual rights rather than necessarily
selling property already owned.

The protocol would create an Assignment Rights Record identifying whether the contract
permits assignment, the nature of the interest being transferred, the assignment fee, any seller-
consent requirement, and applicable disclosures. Consider an agreement to purchase a property
for $50,000. A qualified end buyer may agree to acquire the contractual position for $55,000,
with the $5,000 difference serving as the assignment fee. MREO would make that fee visible
rather than allowing it to remain buried inside a confusing sequence of agreements.

The system would distinguish assignments from brokerage, referrals, options, double closings,
and direct resales. These structures may produce similar economic results while creating
different legal relationships, disclosure obligations, and licensing questions.
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15. Earnest Money, Option Rights, and Closing Periods

Earnest money, option rights, diligence periods, and closing deadlines would be represented
separately. A transaction might include $1,000 in earnest money, a 14-day termination period,
and a 30-day closing target, but those figures would remain negotiated examples rather than
universal rules.

Earnest money ordinarily demonstrates the purchaser’s commitment and may create contractual
remedies when performance fails. A separate option or diligence right may permit termination
under stated conditions. Closing time will depend on title, financing, occupancy, property type,
court involvement, servicer approval, and the governing agreement.

MREO would show when each payment is due, whether it is refundable, when termination rights
expire, which conditions remain incomplete, and when settlement is scheduled. The system
would distinguish funds placed at risk from funds that remain withdrawable so that no participant
is told that a property has been “secured” without understanding the actual rights and obligations
created.

16. Institutional Property Intake

Once an institution obtains authority over a property, MREO would create an institutional intake
record. The institutional participant would establish its identity, authorized representatives, legal
role, and authority to direct disposition. A bank may be the record owner, a mortgage servicer
may act under contractual authority, and a trustee, receiver, government agency, insurer, fund,
developer, or asset manager may hold another form of authority.

The platform would classify each asset according to property type, physical condition,
occupancy, title status, jurisdiction, intended disposition, and transaction readiness. Some
properties may be ready for immediate bidding. Others may require title correction, occupancy
review, environmental investigation, emergency stabilization, appraisal, updated media, or
professional intervention.

Large institutions could transmit entire portfolios through secure integrations. The system could
identify inconsistent records, expired documents, missing photographs, or properties requiring
immediate attention. Institutional property would therefore be treated as an operational inventory
moving through different stages of readiness rather than as an undifferentiated collection of
listings.

17. The Standardized Digital Property Package

Every MREO property would be organized into a standardized digital package. The original
acquisition framework includes proof of purchasing capacity, financing information, earnest
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commitment, identity verification, compliance records, property disclosures, as-is
acknowledgments, title instructions, closing timetables, and smart-contract execution.
Institutional packages would also include photographs, videos, valuation records, title
information, and supporting documentation.

The package would begin with a stable legal and physical identity connecting the address or
parcel description with ownership records, maps, jurisdictional information, and the authorized
seller. It would preserve visual evidence through dated and attributed photographs, video,
inspections, and live walkthroughs. Important files could be cryptographically fingerprinted so
that later participants can verify whether the approved version has changed.

Known defects would remain visible, and missing information would be identified as missing.
An as-is acknowledgment would not be used to conceal conditions that must be disclosed.
Valuation materials could include appraisals, broker opinions, automated estimates, comparable
sales, tax assessments, reconstruction budgets, and purchaser underwriting, with the origin and
purpose of every figure preserved.

The package could continue developing after acquisition. It may become a reconstruction record,
insurance record, financing record, operating history, and later resale file.

18. Remote Property Verification

Distance often separates a property from the people responsible for evaluating it. MREO could
use a verified field network to produce current photographs, exterior observations, geotagged
video, construction documentation, and authorized interior walkthroughs. A remote purchaser
could enter a live session and request closer views of particular conditions. An inspector,
engineer, contractor, appraiser, or property manager could join when professional interpretation
is required.

This process would not replace a licensed inspection or appraisal. It would help purchasers
determine whether deeper diligence is justified and help institutions maintain current information
across geographically dispersed portfolios. A property’s visual history could reveal deterioration,
vandalism, water intrusion, storm damage, completed construction, or unauthorized changes over
time.

Occupied properties would receive heightened protection. Institutional ownership, a mortgage
interest, or buyer curiosity would not automatically authorize entry. Access would require
permission from a person legally entitled to grant it, and recordings would remain limited to
legitimate property purposes.
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19. Purchaser Qualification

A worldwide market is useful only when sellers can distinguish interest from capacity. MREO
would establish verified purchaser accounts incorporating identity, entity authority, source of
funds, financing status, acquisition history, geographic eligibility, and the intended form of
purchase.

Requirements would be proportional to the contemplated transaction. An individual seeking a
modest residence would not face the same qualification process as a fund bidding on a
commercial portfolio. Verified records could be reused with permission, and the system would
show which documents remain current and which require renewal.

Qualification would not guarantee performance. It would establish that the participant satisfied
the threshold requirements for a particular category of transaction. Deposits, proof of funds, final
underwriting, and settlement obligations would still have to be completed.

20. The Global Sealed-Bid Market

MREO would expand seller access beyond a limited local buyer list. Qualified purchasers could
submit sealed offers without seeing the amounts or terms offered by competitors. Each bidder
would be asked to submit the strongest offer it is independently prepared to complete.

The seller would establish evaluation criteria before offers were reviewed. Price may remain
central, but the strongest executable offer could also depend on confirmed capital, financing
certainty, contingencies, closing period, reconstruction commitments, property-use restrictions,
and the risk of failure.

A global market would not imply that every international participant may purchase every
property. Foreign-ownership restrictions, taxation, source-of-funds requirements, sanctions,
insurance, financing, entity formation, and local management may affect eligibility. The purpose
is not to promise thousands of bidders for every asset, but to remove unnecessary geographic
barriers so that property can reach the widest appropriate qualified market. The original concept
expands a process that may otherwise attract only a small local group into a digital market
capable of receiving qualified offers from several regions of the world.

21. The Executable-Bid Scorecard

MREO would organize offers through an Executable-Bid Scorecard rather than reducing every
bid to price alone.

Offer Price Capital status Contingencies Proposed closing
A $105,000 Financing pending Inspection and financing 45 days
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Offer Price Capital status Contingencies Proposed closing
B $101,000 Confirmed cash ~ Limited inspection 14 days
C $103,000 Partially confirmed Inspection and assignment 30 days

Offer A has the highest stated price, but Offer B may carry the greatest probability of
completion. Offer C may become stronger if its assignment and capital structure are clarified.
The scorecard would explain these differences without secretly selecting the winner. The seller
or authorized institutional decision-maker would retain control.

22. The Backup-Bidder Waterfall

A winning bidder can delay a transaction when the bidder is unprepared to satisfy the first
material requirement. MREO would therefore establish a Backup-Bidder Waterfall. After
selection, the winning purchaser could receive a defined period—72 hours, for example—to
execute final documents, deliver the required deposit, confirm funds, or satisfy another activation
condition.

If the winning bidder failed, the seller could terminate the selection according to the transaction
documents and activate the next approved offer. The backup bidder would already have agreed
to remain available for a stated period, allowing the process to move forward without reopening
the entire market. The waterfall would not operate mechanically when the seller caused the
delay, a title defect emerged, or the purchaser possessed a valid termination right. Programmable
execution would enforce an authorized decision structure rather than make disputed legal
judgments.

23. Required MREQO Network Access

Transactional participation in MREO would require members to maintain an appropriate MREO
token position. The requirement would give the token an immediate operational function.
Depending on the participant’s role, holding or locking MREO could activate property
distribution, sealed bidding, professional proposals, enterprise integrations, enhanced property
records, institutional portfolio tools, reduced service charges, or other defined functions.

An ordinary homeowner could read information and begin pathway evaluation without acquiring
MREO. To activate a seller account and distribute a property, the homeowner might maintain
approximately $100 worth of MREO. A contractor or other service provider could maintain a
role-specific position, while an institutional seller could maintain an enterprise-level amount
related to its service tier and portfolio volume. A purchaser could maintain a base MREO access
reserve while separately satisfying property-specific deposits and proof-of-funds requirements.

The access requirement could be expressed as a fixed token quantity or as a periodically adjusted
dollar-equivalent amount. A dollar-equivalent requirement would make access costs more
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predictable but may require periodic top-ups as the token’s price changes. A fixed-token
requirement would be easier to administer but could become too expensive or too insignificant if
market value changes substantially. The final tokenomics model would have to balance
predictability, accessibility, and utility.

24. The Web2 Membership Reserve

Many participants should be able to satisfy the MREO requirement without managing a self-
custodied wallet. The Web2 interface could display the participant’s position as an MREO
Membership Reserve. Behind the conventional account, an approved custodian or infrastructure
provider could maintain the required MREO, while experienced users and institutions could
connect approved external wallets.

The legal and economic character of the reserve would remain clear. When the reserve consists
of MREQO, its dollar value may rise or fall. A member leaving the network would receive or
dispose of the relevant quantity of MREO according to the available custody, market, and
redemption terms. The platform should not describe the token reserve as a guaranteed dollar
deposit.

If MREO later offers a separate refundable cash or USDC balance, that balance would be
governed and accounted for separately. Depending on its terms, a refundable customer balance
may represent an obligation owed to the participant rather than unrestricted company capital. The
membership model must therefore preserve the distinction among refundable balances, utility
rights, equity securities, and company valuation.

If a member transferred or withdrew enough MREO to fall below the applicable requirement,
transactional features would pause until the reserve was restored.

25. Exit, Redemption, and Processing Fees

A member should be able to exit the transactional network, but the terms must remain
understandable and proportionate. If MREO itself provides redemption or cash-out services, a
disclosed processing fee could help cover payment costs, compliance review, fraud prevention,
custody, and administration.

A proposed formula such as 2 percent or a $25 minimum would not automatically apply to every
account. On a $10,000 institutional redemption, a 2 percent fee would equal $200. On a $100
homeowner reserve, however, a $25 minimum would consume 25 percent of the balance. That
would be disproportionate.

A practical structure would use a tiered, cost-based, and capped fee schedule. Small homeowner
positions could carry a minimal charge, while complex institutional redemptions could carry a
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higher administrative fee. Network costs, market spreads, custody expenses, taxes, and third-
party charges would be disclosed separately. The membership model can encourage long-term
participation without making departure economically punitive.

26. Transaction Assurance Through Dollars or Stable-Value Assets

MREO access would remain separate from transaction assurance. Holding MREO would
demonstrate network eligibility; it would not prove that a buyer can purchase a property.

For a $100,000 bid, a purchaser might maintain the applicable MREO access position while also
delivering transaction assurance equal to 10 percent of the offer, or $10,000. That assurance
could be maintained through dollars, USDC, regulated escrow, a bank instrument, or another
asset accepted by the seller and settlement provider.

MREO = Network Access and Utility

USD, USDC, or Approved Escrow Asset = Transaction Assurance

The $10,000 assurance could be applied toward the purchase price if the transaction closes. Its
treatment following failure would depend on the contract and the cause of nonperformance.
Using a stable-value transaction asset would reduce the risk that a deposit intended to equal 10
percent of the purchase price changes materially in value before settlement.

27. MREO and Corporate Valuation

MREO network activity could produce measurable indicators of commercial performance. These
may include active sellers, qualified purchasers, total MREO access positions, listed property
value, completed transaction value, transaction-completion rates, brokerage and platform
revenue, customer-acquisition cost, member retention, average account position, operating cash
flow, and successful backup-bidder activation.

These figures could help investors assess Rousix Inc. and MREO. They would connect valuation
analysis with actual network activity rather than unsupported projections alone. Customer
deposits, refundable balances, and custodially held member assets should not be equated directly
with corporate equity. Similarly, the company cannot define its stock price merely by reference
to the amount of active membership reserves.

If corporate equity is privately or publicly traded, investors would assess its value through assets,
liabilities, revenue, cash flow, growth, intellectual property, execution, risk, and other relevant
information. Active membership reserves can be reported as an operating metric, but they would
not mechanically determine the value of company shares.



17

28. The Hybrid Web2, Web3, and Web4 Architecture

MREO would begin with a fast, accessible, and highly available Web2 application while
incorporating the cryptographic and machine-readable structures required for later Web3 and
Web4 capabilities. The public portal at MREO.IO could use a conventional client application
connected to the platform through REST interfaces and WebSockets. This structure would
support ordinary page requests, live bidding activity, transaction updates, document-status
changes, reconstruction milestones, settlement notifications, and other real-time functions
without requiring participants to understand the underlying protocol architecture.

The Web2 client would communicate with a dedicated protocol-routing layer responsible for
receiving and validating standardized JSON payloads, directing requests to the appropriate
property and transaction services, and preserving the integrity of important records. This routing
layer could be developed with TypeScript and Node.js or Go, depending on performance,
security, and deployment requirements. It could also support deterministic hashing and content
addressing so that significant documents, photographs, videos, transaction records, and exported
data packages can be identified by their contents rather than solely by a server location.
Asymmetric cryptography, including a system such as Ed25519, could allow selected records
and high-risk actions to carry verifiable digital signatures.
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Figure 1. Core Web2 architecture. The figure shows how the MREO client communicates through REST and
WebSockets with a protocol-routing layer that processes standardized data, cryptographic hashes, and digital
signatures before storing records in a centralized database designed for future Web3 portability.
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The initial system could continue using a compatible centralized database because centralized
infrastructure can provide the speed, availability, account recovery, administrative control, and
customer support required during MREQ’s early development. A relational database such as
PostgreSQL could maintain property records, participant permissions, bid states, reconstruction
milestones, settlement activity, professional credentials, and audit information. Relational
storage could be supplemented by NoSQL systems where large media collections, event streams,
or specialized workloads make them appropriate.

The database would not be limited to ordinary auto-incrementing identifiers. Its tables could also
preserve cryptographic hashes, public keys, signature references, document versions,
permissions, and content identifiers. Records created within the Web2 system would therefore
retain the structures needed for later verification, export, decentralized storage, or blockchain
anchoring without requiring the platform to rebuild its data model when more advanced
functions are introduced.

This architecture would preserve familiar Web2 usability without making the system
permanently dependent on one centralized environment. Participants could continue using
usernames, passkeys, hardware-backed authentication, account recovery, and conventional
customer-support processes, while the infrastructure beneath those features supports public-key
verification and optional external wallets. Cryptographic identity would supplement the
accessible account experience rather than requiring every homeowner, purchaser, contractor, or
institutional representative to manage private keys directly.

The hybrid design would assign a distinct role to each technological layer. Web2 would provide
the public interface, transaction speed, centralized administration, and dependable database
operations. Web3 would add portable verification, decentralized storage, blockchain anchoring,
and programmable transaction records. Web4 would add semantic interpretation, selective vector
indexing, agent-readable events, and policy-governed artificial-intelligence assistance. The
public experience would remain straightforward, while advanced custody, export, audit,
decentralization, and agentic functions would become available only when a participant’s role or
transaction requires them.

29. The Web2-to-Web3/Web4 Transition Pipeline

A participant should not need to abandon the Web2 application, create a separate technical
identity, or manually reconstruct property and transaction records in order to use decentralized or
agentic functions. MREO would instead provide a controlled transition pipeline through which
authorized information can move from the familiar Web2 environment into Web3 infrastructure
and then become usable by approved Web4 systems. The transition would occur beneath a
consistent account experience, allowing ordinary participants to benefit from cryptographic
verification, decentralized portability, and artificial-intelligence assistance without having to
manage every technical component directly.
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Preparation for Web3 would begin inside the Web2 architecture. Approved requests and
exported records could be authenticated through public- and private-key cryptography, while
important documents, photographs, videos, and data packages could be assigned deterministic
hashes. These hashes would allow MREO to confirm that material retrieved later is identical to
the version originally submitted or approved. Relevant property and participant information
could also be assembled into exportable JSON-LD bundles containing structured records,
permissions, transaction history, signatures, and document references. Cryptographic identity,
content addressing, and standardized data export would thereby allow approved information to
leave the centralized application without losing its provenance or integrity.

The Web3 stage would add decentralized storage and blockchain anchoring. After the relevant
permissions had been confirmed, an approved data package could be encrypted and transmitted
to IPFS, Arweave, or another suitable storage network. The resulting content identifier could
then be anchored to a blockchain together with a transaction state, timestamp, authorization
record, or other appropriate verification information. The blockchain entry would help
demonstrate that a particular package existed in a particular form at a particular time. It would
not independently establish ownership of real property, replace a deed, or override the title and
recording systems of the jurisdiction in which the property is located.

Once approved information had entered the Web3 environment, MREO could activate its Web4
capabilities. Within this paper, “Web4” refers to an environment in which authorized artificial-
intelligence agents can interpret structured information, monitor relevant events, assist
participants, and initiate limited workflows under established permissions. It describes MREO’s
combination of semantic data, machine-readable authority, event-driven automation, and ambient
assistance rather than a universally settled technical standard.

Semantic data labeling would identify the function of each record so that an artificial-intelligence
system could distinguish an appraisal from an inspection, a title record from a purchase offer,
and a contractor invoice from an unverified estimate. Selective vector embeddings could make
approved material searchable by meaning and usable by large language models. Programmable
webhooks or event systems could alert authorized agents when a document changes, a deposit is
confirmed, a deadline approaches, a bid is accepted, or a reconstruction milestone is submitted.

The operational transition would proceed through three stages. First, MREO would extract and
verify the authorized Web2 data bundle. The system would confirm the relevant signatures,
hashes, permissions, document versions, and access restrictions before any information left the
centralized application. Records that were incomplete, disputed, expired, or outside the
participant’s authority would remain excluded.

Second, MREO could publish approved information to Web3. The system would encrypt and
transmit the authorized package to decentralized storage, record the resulting content identifier,
and anchor the appropriate verification information to a blockchain. Public property information,
transaction evidence, and approved audit records could move through this process, while
confidential material remained protected through encryption, restricted access, or continued
centralized storage.
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Third, MREO could activate approved Web4 functions. An authorized Al agent or indexer could
detect the relevant event, retrieve permitted semantic data, update the appropriate vector index,
and integrate the information into a controlled automated environment. Depending on its
assigned authority, the agent could prepare a property summary, monitor settlement deadlines,
compare records, identify missing materials, or initiate another approved workflow.
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Figure 2. Web2-to-Web3/Web4 transition architecture. The figure illustrates how cryptographic identity, content-
addressed records, and exportable data bundles prepare MREO for Web3, while semantic labeling, vector
embeddings, and programmable events support authorized Web4 agents and workflows.

The transition would remain selective rather than automatic. A seller might publish a verified
public property package without exposing private financial records. An institution might export a
cryptographically verifiable audit bundle while retaining operational information in the
centralized database. Through this controlled progression, MREO could preserve the
accessibility and performance of Web2, gain the portability and verifiability of Web3, and
introduce the machine-readable intelligence of Web4 without requiring participants to sacrifice
privacy, usability, or control.

30. Programmable Settlement

Once an offer is selected, MREO would create a settlement workspace identifying the property,
parties, selected terms, deposit, title conditions, diligence period, financing requirements, closing
target, settlement provider, and remaining documents.
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Blockchain infrastructure could record approvals, preserve document fingerprints, and initiate
programmed actions after authorized participants confirm that defined conditions have been
satisfied. Funds could remain with regulated banks, escrow providers, title companies, or other
approved settlement institutions. MREO could display their status and transmit authorized
instructions without claiming that all transaction money is directly held by the protocol.

A smart contract would not release funds merely because one automated field changed. Material
transfers would require defined approval rules, professional review, and exception procedures.
MREO would coordinate legal settlement rather than claim that blockchain entries replace
property law.

31. Professional and Commercial Participation

Every property creates a network of human work. A transaction may require a broker, agent,
attorney, title professional, inspector, appraiser, surveyor, contractor, architect, engineer, lender,
insurer, property manager, interior designer, environmental specialist, photographer,
programmer, auditor, translator, or local field observer.

Each participant would enter MREO through a verified role. Relevant licenses and insurance
could be confirmed, reports and proposals would be attributed, and the property record would
show who retained the professional and whose interests that person represents.

The system could assemble an opportunity team around a property. An international purchaser
might be connected with a local attorney, inspector, contractor, and manager. A homeowner
using Seller Value Recovery might receive structured proposals from reconstruction teams and
licensed brokers. The participant economy would include sellers, buyers, contractors,
programmers, financiers, auditors, and ordinary members, with specialized roles added according
to the needs of each transaction.

32. Reconstruction as a Managed Process

MREO would treat reconstruction as a monitored financial and operational process. The property
package would contain an initial scope of work, and contractors would submit proposals using
comparable categories. The system could identify differences in labor, materials, exclusions,
scheduling, permits, and contingency assumptions.

For a $100,000 ARV property with a $35,000 construction reserve, the initial draw schedule
might allocate $7,000 for stabilization and demolition, $10,000 for structural and mechanical
work, $10,000 for interior completion, and $8,000 for final work and contingencies. Funds could
remain in controlled escrow and be released after documented milestones.
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Unexpected conditions would become formal change requests rather than informal cost
increases. If the project increased from $35,000 to $42,000, the additional $7,000 would appear
as a reduction of the remaining property spread. This process would allow MREO to use the
economic room intentionally instead of discovering overruns only after most capital had already
been committed.

33. Portfolio-Level Reconstruction Management

Large-quantity acquisition creates risks and advantages different from those of a single-property
purchase. Scale can improve purchasing power, contractor continuity, material pricing,
standardized scopes of work, insurance negotiation, and geographic deployment. It can also
create concentrated exposure when many properties share an unknown defect or when a regional
event affects insurance, construction, or resale timing.

MREO would therefore maintain both asset-level budgets and a portfolio-level reconstruction
ledger. A portfolio of 100 properties with average projected ARV of $100,000 would have total
projected ARV of $10 million. A 35 percent construction allocation would reserve as much as
$3.5 million.

If average actual reconstruction equals 25 percent of ARV, the portfolio would use
approximately $2.5 million, leaving $1 million of the construction allocation unused. That
capacity could support properties requiring above-average work, strengthen portfolio
contingencies, or remain uncommitted. The ability to average reconstruction outcomes is one
reason a 35 percent reserve can be more powerful in a diversified portfolio than in an isolated
acquisition.

34. Post-Acquisition Equity and Liquidity

MREO could continue supporting qualified owners after acquisition. A purchaser may require
capital for reconstruction, equipment, tenant improvements, energy upgrades, stabilization,
expansion, or business operations. When sufficient equity exists, an approved financing provider
could offer liquidity secured by a defined portion of the property.

The original framework proposes post-acquisition financing through which owners may access
property equity while preserving ownership when contractual obligations are satisfied. MREO
could organize valuation evidence, ownership records, existing liens, available equity, payment
schedules, and collateral documentation. The financing provider—not an unsupported automated
output—would determine eligibility and terms.

The owner would need to understand the amount received, total financing cost, payment
obligations, maturity, default provisions, and property rights placed at risk. Liquidity can make
ownership productive, but it can also endanger ownership when obligations are unclear.
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35. Vertically Integrated but Legally Distinct Organizations

MREQ'’s operating company, investment fund, General Partner, property-holding entities,
brokerage functions, and technical infrastructure should not be compressed into one legally
ambiguous organization. A practical structure could place the core platform, brand, intellectual
property, and operating systems within Rousix Inc., a C corporation. Rousix Capital
Management Fund, LLC could serve as General Partner of Rousix Fund, LP. Individual property
portfolios or transactions could be placed into separate limited-liability entities where
appropriate.

The result would not be one entity simultaneously acting as a C corporation, limited partnership,
and LLC. It would be a coordinated group of legally distinct entities performing separate
functions. The fund framework has Rousix Fund, LP as the capital-pooling vehicle, Rousix
Capital Management Fund, LLC as the General Partner responsible for oversight and capital
allocation, and Rousix Inc. as the first investment and principal operating platform.

36. Rousix Fund, LP as the Sole Investment Mechanism

External investment capital intended to obtain investment exposure to Rousix Inc., MREO, or the
wider Rousix ecosystem would enter solely through Rousix Fund, LP, subject to the Fund’s
governing documents and investment authority. The sole-feeder structure would create one
formal point of investor participation rather than allowing direct, inconsistent, or undocumented
investments into individual operating systems.

Under this structure, Limited Partners would subscribe to interests in Rousix Fund, LP. Rousix
Capital Management Fund, LLC, acting as General Partner, would manage and allocate
deployable capital under the Fund’s strategy. Rousix Inc. would serve as the first investment and
principal operating platform, while capital could later support approved technology,
infrastructure, property, and strategic initiatives consistent with the Fund documents. The
attached framework expressly describes the Limited Partnership as the sole feeder mechanism
and identifies Rousix Inc. as the first investment and central operating platform.

This distinction would prevent MREO tokens from being confused with investment interests.
MREO tokens would provide network access and functional utility. They would not represent an
interest in Rousix Fund, LP, ownership of Rousix Inc., a claim on fund profits, or an indirect
interest in property portfolios unless separately and lawfully structured. Similarly, a person
purchasing property through MREO would be a property-market participant, not automatically
an investor in Rousix.

No direct public investment into MREO, no informal side investment into Rousix Inc., and no
property syndication outside the Fund would be presented as an alternative route into the
ecosystem unless the organizational structure were formally amended and the relevant legal
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requirements satisfied. The sole-feeder model would thereby consolidate investor
communications, subscriptions, eligibility review, reporting, governance, and capital allocation.

37. Investor Eligibility and the Proposed Low Minimum

The Fund framework contemplates a minimum investment of $100, no stated maximum, a 60-
month lockup, a 3 percent preferred return, a 70/30 allocation of profits above the hurdle, a 12.5
percent organizational commission, and a 2.5 percent annual management fee. It also states that
participation remains subject to investor eligibility, subscription procedures, legal compliance,
General Partner acceptance, and definitive Fund documents.

The $100 figure would be an administrative minimum rather than a representation that every
member of the public is legally eligible. Many private-offering exemptions restrict or condition
participation by non-accredited investors. A traditional Section 3(c)(1) private fund generally
may have no more than 100 beneficial owners, while a Section 3(c)(7) fund is limited to
qualified purchasers. The final eligibility rules would depend on the exemption, registration
pathway, distribution method, jurisdictions, and definitive offering structure selected by
securities counsel.

The low minimum expresses a strategic objective of broad participation, but it cannot override
investor-qualification, suitability, verification, securities-law, and geographic requirements. If
genuine mass-market participation is ultimately desired, a registered or otherwise compliant
structure designed for wider access may need to be considered separately from a conventional
private fund.

38. Proposed Fund Economics and the Investment Waterfall

The contemplated Fund structure includes a 12.5 percent upfront organizational commission, an
annual management fee equal to 2.5 percent of committed capital, a 3 percent preferred return, a
60-month lockup, and a 70/30 allocation of performance above the applicable threshold. These
are proposed MREO-related fund economics rather than a statement of universal private-equity
practice.

For a $10 million commitment, the initial economics would be:

Item Amount
Organizational commission at 12.5% $1,250,000
First annual management fee at 2.5% $250,000
Total initial Fund compensation $1,500,000

Capital remaining after initial compensation $8,500,000
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Because $1.5 million is deducted or allocated as initial Fund compensation, the deployable $8.5
million must produce $1.8 million merely to restore the original $10 million commitment and
provide a 3 percent preferred return, or $300,000. The $1.8 million requirement equals 18
percent of committed capital and approximately 21.18 percent of the $8.5 million actually
deployed.

If the portfolio generates a gross gain equal to 38 percent of committed capital, or $3.8 million,
the first $1.8 million would cover the initial-fee load and the investor’s preferred return under the
simplified model. The remaining $2 million would be allocated 70 percent to investors and 30
percent to the Fund:

Allocation Amount
Investor preferred return $300,000
Investor share of remaining performance $1,400,000
Fund share of remaining performance  $600,000
Initial Fund compensation $1,500,000

The full waterfall, including return of capital, fee timing, loss carryforwards, catch-up
provisions, clawbacks, valuation policy, expense allocation, and distribution timing, would have
to be defined consistently in the Limited Partnership Agreement, Subscription Agreement,
Private Placement Memorandum, and related compliance materials.

39. MREO Revenue Model

MREO would generate revenue from the infrastructure it provides and the transactions it
completes. Institutional sellers could pay intake, portfolio-management, distribution, data-
standardization, and managed-disposition fees. Purchasers could pay qualification, bidding,
diligence, or transaction charges appropriate to the services used.

Revenue could also arise through enterprise integrations, property intelligence, settlement
coordination, professional-service administration, reconstruction management, technology
licensing, and post-acquisition financing participation where lawful. Brokerage compensation
would remain separately negotiated and earned. A $100,000 sale could, for example, generate
$3,000 in seller-side compensation and $3,000 in buyer-side compensation if both amounts are
lawfully earned and expressly agreed. This paper does not assume that MREO or an affiliate will
receive both sides of every transaction.

MREO token acquisition would support network access but would not automatically constitute
conventional operating revenue. Accounting treatment would depend on whether tokens are sold,
custodially held, locked, redeemable, or consumed for specified functions. The platform would
succeed economically when it completes useful transactions and retains active members, not
merely when tokens change hands.
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40. Customer Acquisition and Unit Economics

Customer-acquisition cost, or CAC, measures the average amount spent to obtain an active
customer. An initial planning model could use $500 per customer as a conservative assumption,
while actual CAC would need to be measured separately for homeowners, institutional sellers,
purchasers, service providers, and Fund investors.

Suppose the platform produces average gross operating revenue of $12,000 per completed
transaction through a blend of brokerage, platform, assignment, enterprise, and management
services. If direct transaction expenses—including customer acquisition—average $2,000,
contribution per completed transaction would be:

$12,000 — $2,000 = $10,000

If annual fixed operating expenses equal $600,000, recurring operating break-even would
require:

$600,000 + $10,000 = 60 completed transactions

This is operating break-even, not recovery of startup capital. The planning materials correctly
identify customer acquisition, initial development cost, recurring operating expenses, transaction
contribution, and capital-recovery timing as essential investor metrics.

41. Capital-Recovery Break-Even

Suppose MREO receives $1.5 million through Rousix Fund, LP for development, legal work,
security, launch personnel, licensing, integrations, and initial operating reserves. The company
reaches operating break-even when current operations cover current operating costs. It reaches
capital-recovery break-even when cumulative net operating cash generation equals the original
$1.5 million deployed.

The source of the capital matters. Under the sole-feeder structure, investor money would enter
Rousix Fund, LP and then be allocated under the Fund’s governing documents, rather than being
raised independently by MREO from individual investors. If the capital is contributed as an
equity or fund investment, recovery means that operating gains have equaled the original
deployment. If the Fund or another authorized party advances debt, interest and principal
repayment would have to be added to the analysis.

The three-year planning model is intentionally designed to recover the original $1.5 million by
the end of Year 2 while continuing to recognize recurring operating expenses.
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42. lllustrative Three-Year Projection

The following planning model covers 2027-2028, 2028-2029, and 2029-2030. It assumes $1.5
million in initial capital allocated through Rousix Fund, LP, average gross operating revenue of
$12,000 per completed transaction, $2,000 in direct cost per transaction, $10,000 in transaction
contribution before fixed expenses, and capital-recovery break-even by the end of Year 2.

Gross Direct Fixed Net. Cumulative
. Completed . . . operating o
Period . operating transaction operating position after
transactions cash . el
revenue costs expenses . initial $1.5M
generation

2027-
2028 110 $1,320,000 $220,000 $600,000  $500,000 —-$1,000,000
2028—-
2029 160 $1,920,000 $320,000 $600,000  $1,000,000  $0
2029—
2030 280 $3,360,000 $560,000 $900,000  $1,900,000  $1,900,000

Under this illustration, Year 1 generates $500,000 after fixed operating expenses, while Year 2
generates an additional $1 million. The combined $1.5 million equals the original capital
allocation, producing capital-recovery break-even at the end of Year 2. Year 3 assumes increased
staffing, compliance, technology, and market-expansion expenses while transaction volume
increases through institutional inventory, repeat purchasers, and more efficient acquisition
channels.

The figures are planning assumptions rather than forecasts. A formal model would also include
taxes, financing costs, depreciation, failed transactions, reserves, Fund-level fees, property-level
returns, compensation taxes, and the timing of cash receipts.

43. Milestones Supporting the Projection

The financial projection should be tied to operational achievements rather than growth by
declaration. During 2027-2028, MREO would seek to launch the MREO.IO public portal,
establish the first homeowner and institutional pathways, complete the initial Web2
infrastructure, finalize access-token testing, form the first professional networks, and close
approximately 110 transactions under the illustrative model.

During 2028-2029, the platform would seek to achieve cumulative capital-recovery break-even,
expand the institutional portfolio pipeline, implement backup-bidder succession, introduce
managed reconstruction workflows, increase professional participation, and begin selective
Web3 record anchoring and export.
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During 2029-2030, MREO would seek to expand international distribution, enterprise
integrations, private-fund deployment, portfolio acquisition, post-acquisition financing
partnerships, and policy-governed artificial-intelligence functions. The governing philosophy
would be to underpromise and overdeliver: projections would establish disciplined operating
targets without becoming public assurances that revenue or transaction volume will occur.

44. Founder and Executive Compensation

Within the vertically integrated but legally distinct organizational structure described above,
founder and executive compensation would be determined according to the services performed
for each entity, the financial capacity of the entity paying the compensation, and the
independently verified performance of the wider enterprise. Fund management fees,
organizational commissions, performance allocations, and operating-company revenue would
remain revenues of the entities legally entitled to receive them. They would not automatically
become a pool divided among individual executives.

Compensation paid by Rousix Inc. would come from an approved corporate operating budget.
During the development stage, that budget could be supported by capital allocated to Rousix Inc.
through Rousix Fund, LP. As MREO matures, executive salaries would increasingly be
supported by recurring operating revenue from completed transactions, enterprise services,
licensing, reconstruction administration, investment-management activity, and other lawful
business operations. Compensation for services performed separately for Rousix Capital
Management Fund, LLC or Rousix Fund, LP would be documented and approved separately.

The compensation framework would combine four considerations. First, launch-stage salaries
would reflect full-time service, professional responsibility, and the need to recruit and retain
qualified leadership. Second, milestone increases would depend on verified operating results
rather than projections alone. Third, ordinary annual adjustments could reflect changes in market
compensation costs, using the most recent Employment Cost Index or another approved
benchmark. Fourth, periodic market reviews would compare total compensation with executive
positions at organizations of similar size, profitability, complexity, geography, and regulatory
responsibility.

An illustrative progression would be:

Illustrative base

Operfltmg sal‘fu'y.per Conditions for the compensation band
period principal
executive

Full-time executive service; a funded and board-approved
launch budget; completion of initial MREO and Fund
infrastructure; and adequate payroll, legal, technology,
compliance, and operating reserves.

2027-2028 $150,000
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Illustrative base

Operfltlng sal‘flry.per Conditions for the compensation band
period principal
executive
Material completion of the Year 1 milestones; progress
toward or achievement of cumulative capital-recovery break-
2028-2029 $250,000 even; functioning compliance and reporting systems;
adequate cash runway; and board or compensation-committee
approval.
Sustained positive operating cash generation; material
$250.000— recurring revenue; continued transa(‘:tion apd institutional
2029-2030 $50 0’ 000 growth; adequate reserves; satisfaction of investor, tax, debt,
’ and operating obligations; and independent compensation
review.
At least approximately $10 million in trailing-twelve-month
Exceptional realized op.erating profit bgfore principal-executive o
Year 3 Up to compensa}tlon, together w1th adequate reserves, continuing
$1,000,000 profitability, fulfillment of investor and organizational
performance

obligations, independent market benchmarking, and approval
by a disinterested board or compensation committee.

The $150,000 and $250,000 bands correspond to the development and capital-recovery stages
described in the preceding financial projections. Under the ordinary Year 3 illustration, MREO
generates approximately $1.9 million of net operating cash after direct transaction costs and
fixed operating expenses. Accordingly, compensation approaching $1 million per principal
executive would not be part of the ordinary three-year projection. It would become available
only if the enterprise materially exceeded that projection and produced approximately $10
million or more in realized annual operating profit before principal-executive compensation.

Each movement into a higher band would require affirmative approval rather than occurring
automatically. If the relevant milestones were not achieved, the existing salary could remain in
place and receive only an ordinary market adjustment. When a milestone increase was approved,
any market adjustment would be incorporated into the new salary rather than added a second
time. The compensation committee could also approve an amount below the illustrated band
when liquidity, reserves, investor obligations, or operating conditions required greater caution.

Annual cash bonuses could be considered only after payroll, taxes, compliance costs, debt
service, investor reporting, and required operating reserves had been satisfied. During the initial
three-year period, ordinary cash bonuses would generally remain limited to approximately 20 to
25 percent of base salary. Awards would depend on realized revenue, positive operating cash
flow, capital recovery, profitability, transaction completion, investor results, compliance
performance, and successful execution of the approved milestones. Projected ARV, gross
property value, token price, committed capital, or assets under management would not
independently justify a bonus or salary increase.



30

Assets under management and Fund compensation would remain relevant indicators of
organizational scale, but they would not operate as direct salary formulas. A 2.5 percent
management fee represents gross revenue available to the management entity before
administration, legal work, audit, compliance, insurance, technology, personnel, reporting, taxes,
reserves, and other obligations.

Beyond the initial three-year period, the board or compensation committee would establish
revised salary bands using trailing realized revenue, operating profit before executive
compensation, recurring Fund and operating-company economics, organizational scope, and
independent market data. Any percentage-based ceiling would be adopted through a written
compensation policy and reviewed periodically rather than fixed permanently in this paper. At
the exceptional Year 3 threshold described above, combined base salaries of $2 million would
equal 20 percent of $10 million in pre-compensation operating profit; that relationship could
serve as an initial reference point, but not as an automatic entitlement at every later stage.

The same service would not be charged simultaneously to Rousix Inc., Rousix Capital
Management Fund, LLC, and Rousix Fund, LP without transparent disclosure, a reasonable
allocation methodology, and any required reimbursement or offset. Compensation arrangements
involving related parties, Fund fees, performance allocations, organizational commissions, or
services provided across affiliated entities would receive heightened review because they may
create conflicts between executives, the operating company, the General Partner, and investors.

An independent or disinterested board or compensation committee would approve salary bands,
milestone determinations, bonuses, long-term incentives, service allocations, and related-party
arrangements. Its review would consider realized cash flow, audited or independently reviewed
profitability, operating reserves, investor obligations, total compensation, comparable-company
information, and the organization’s ability to retain qualified leadership without weakening the
Fund or operating platform.

Substantial founder wealth could also arise through properly authorized carried interest,
dividends, equity appreciation, and other ownership returns. Those forms of compensation would
remain legally and economically distinct from salary and would be governed by the applicable
corporate documents, Fund agreements, vesting terms, distribution policies, tax treatment, and
conflict procedures. The purpose of the framework would therefore be to allow compensation to
grow meaningfully with verified enterprise performance while preventing Fund capital, gross
management fees, token holdings, or projected value from being treated as personal income
before the organization’s obligations have been met.

45. Fairness and Homeowner Protection

MREQ’s pre-foreclosure and distressed-owner functions would create substantial value and
substantial responsibility. A homeowner under financial pressure may be vulnerable to urgency,
misleading reconstruction estimates, low valuations, or agreements that are difficult to
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understand. The platform should not use that vulnerability to obtain property cheaply or force the
owner into affiliated services.

The homeowner would receive a plain-language comparison of pathways. The system would
identify who is acting as purchaser, broker, lender, contractor, settlement provider, Fund, or

platform. Assignment fees, brokerage compensation, financing charges, token requirements,

affiliated-party relationships, and value-sharing terms would be disclosed.

MREO would prohibit false statements about foreclosure timing, fabricated repair estimates,
undisclosed conflicts, and pressure to sign before a reasonable review opportunity. Its
distribution, qualification, financing, valuation, and recommendation processes would remain
subject to applicable fair-housing and civil-rights requirements.

46. Data Governance and Security

MREO would contain sensitive information about properties, occupants, institutions, purchasers,
bids, financing, Fund activity, title, and settlement. Access would be controlled according to role.
A prospective purchaser could view information necessary to evaluate a property without
receiving every confidential institutional record. A contractor could access the reconstruction
scope without receiving the owner’s full financial history. Competing bidders would not see one
another’s offers.

Critical document access and changes would be logged, while high-risk actions would require
strong authentication and, where appropriate, confirmation through more than one channel.
Sensitive material should not be placed permanently on a public blockchain or decentralized
storage network. Private documents could remain encrypted off-chain while the system records a
hash demonstrating integrity.

Artificial-intelligence systems would receive only the information and authority required for
their assigned function. Data should not silently be repurposed for unrelated model training,
advertising, or commercial profiling.

47. Compliance Architecture

MREO would operate across real-estate, brokerage, lending, title, escrow, consumer-protection,
auction, securities, investment-adviser, payment, privacy, sanctions, and anti-money-laundering
requirements. Applicable rules would differ according to the jurisdiction, participant, property,
Fund structure, and transaction.

A contract assignment permitted in one jurisdiction may require different disclosures or licensing
elsewhere. A reconstruction advance may constitute consumer credit. A sealed-bid system may
implicate auction rules. A management entity may be required to register with the SEC or a state
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regulator unless an exemption applies. Private funds commonly rely on Section 3(c)(1) or
3(c)(7), while advisers may face federal or state registration obligations depending on their size
and activities.

MREO would therefore use a versioned compliance system supported by qualified professionals.
It would not rely on labels alone. Calling a payment a retainer, a crypto asset utility, a transaction
decentralized, or an entity a private fund does not determine its legal or accounting treatment.

48. Development Strategy

MREO would develop in stages. The first phase would establish the MREO.IO public portal,
homeowner pathway comparison, institutional intake, standardized property packages, verified
accounts, sealed bidding, and settlement workspaces in a limited number of jurisdictions.

The second phase would introduce remote verification, backup-bidder succession, professional-
service coordination, and controlled reconstruction workflows. The third phase would add wider
international distribution, enterprise integrations, custodial MREO access, approved external
wallets, and expanded token utility.

The fourth phase would introduce selective decentralized storage, blockchain anchoring,
exportable semantic bundles, private-fund scaling, and policy-bound artificial-intelligence
agents. The token layer would follow genuine network functions rather than precede them, while
the Fund structure would be implemented through qualified securities, tax, investment-adviser,
audit, and fund counsel.

49. Competitive Advantage

MREQ’s competitive advantage would not arise from a single feature. A listing interface can be
replicated. A token can be issued by another network. A sealed-bid screen can be programmed.
A reconstruction estimate can be calculated. None of those components alone creates a durable
institutional position.

The harder system to reproduce would be the integrated chain connecting homeowner decision
support, institutional inventory, low-basis portfolio acquisition, dedicated reconstruction
reserves, verified property records, field observation, purchaser qualification, global sealed
bidding, backup-bidder succession, MREO network access, sole-feeder capital formation,
professional-service coordination, construction management, programmable settlement, and
post-acquisition liquidity.

MREO would operate across the full life of a distressed or underused asset. It could become
useful before foreclosure, when an owner is deciding what to do; during institutional ownership,
when a large holder needs a scalable disposition process; during acquisition, when qualified
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bidders must be separated from casual interest; during reconstruction, when capital, contractors,
and milestones must be controlled; and after transfer, when the property requires financing,
management, occupancy, or commercial activation.

This continuity creates a data advantage. Completed transactions would show which purchasers
actually close, which rehabilitation estimates remain accurate, which title conditions delay
settlement, which professional teams perform reliably, which markets support projected ARV,
and which intervention pathways preserve the most value. Every properly governed transaction
could strengthen future underwriting, matching, risk analysis, and execution.

The sole-feeder structure would add a capital advantage. Rather than leaving each MREO
opportunity to locate financing independently, Rousix Fund, LP could provide a unified,
professionally governed capital-formation channel. The Fund could allocate capital across
operating infrastructure and approved property strategies while Rousix Inc. provides the
execution platform. MREO utility, property-market participation, and investment exposure
would remain distinct, reducing the confusion that often weakens tokenized or vertically
integrated ventures.

The 10-30-35 model creates an acquisition advantage. By targeting institutional property at 10
to 30 percent of projected ARV and reserving as much as 35 percent specifically for
reconstruction, MREO could enter many transactions with a 35-to-55-percent gross spread
remaining before nonconstruction expenses and profit. That economic room provides resilience
when reconstruction exceeds the initial estimate, holding periods lengthen, or certain assets
underperform.

The Web2-to-Web4 architecture creates a technology advantage. Ordinary users could interact
through a familiar portal while institutions use cryptographic verification, semantic records,
programmable workflows, and controlled Al assistance beneath the surface. MREO would not
require mass technical sophistication before the network can create value, yet it would avoid
designing a centralized application that must later be rebuilt from the ground up.

The strongest competitive asset would ultimately be trusted execution. Institutions would know
that bidders are screened. Purchasers would know that property records have identifiable sources.
Homeowners would know that the platform does not begin by presuming that a distressed sale is
their only option. Professionals would know how their work becomes part of a transaction.
Investors would know that capital enters through one governed mechanism rather than a
collection of side arrangements. That combination of capital, data, workflow, human capability,
and trust could position MREO as infrastructure rather than merely another property
marketplace.

50. Broader Economic Significance

Distressed property is often described as a disposal problem. MREO would treat it as a
coordination problem with enormous latent economic value.
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A homeowner may possess equity but lack reconstruction capital. A buyer may possess capital
but lack reliable information. A bank may hold a large property inventory but lack a scalable
global buyer network. A contractor may possess capability but lack access to funded work.
Investors may possess capital but lack a coherent vehicle through which it can reach diversified
infrastructure and property opportunities. Communities may need viable housing, commercial
locations, and productive land while properties remain vacant, deteriorating, or trapped in
fragmented administrative systems.

MREO would organize those disconnected capacities around the property itself. The asset would
become the center of a coordinated network containing ownership information, capital, verified
demand, construction capability, professional authority, settlement infrastructure, and future
operating use. A distressed home would no longer be seen only as a foreclosure file. A vacant
commercial building would no longer be seen only as a nonperforming balance-sheet item. Each
could be understood as an incomplete economic project awaiting coordination.

The 10-30-35 model reveals the scale of the possibility. A deeply discounted institutional
portfolio reconstructed within a disciplined system can retain substantial room for financing,
transaction expenses, uncertainty, and profit. That spread can make it possible to absorb
properties requiring more than the initial reconstruction allowance without abandoning the
portfolio strategy. It can also support the technology, professional labor, field verification,
management, and settlement infrastructure required to move large quantities of property
responsibly.

The economic effect would extend beyond property sales. Each asset could generate paid work
for inspectors, contractors, engineers, attorneys, brokers, title providers, appraisers,
programmers, auditors, translators, property managers, and local observers. The property’s needs
could become structured opportunities distributed to qualified people. Institutional liquidity
would thereby become connected with employment, enterprise formation, neighborhood
reconstruction, and ownership.

The sole-feeder Fund mechanism would further connect public ambition with disciplined capital
formation. Instead of relying on scattered direct investments, speculative token sales, or
improvised property syndications, external investment capital would enter through one governed
partnership, be managed by a designated General Partner, and be deployed through the operating
infrastructure of Rousix Inc. and its approved initiatives. This would allow capital formation,
technology, and property execution to reinforce one another without collapsing their legal
distinctions.

MREO could also change the position of ordinary property owners. A distressed homeowner
would not have to choose blindly between losing the property and accepting the first heavily
discounted offer. The Seller Value Recovery Pathway could reveal whether reconstruction
funding and an organized market sale preserve more value. The conventional as-is pathway
would remain available when speed is genuinely preferable. The system’s purpose would not be
to force one answer, but to make the real alternatives economically visible.
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Efficiency alone would not justify the system. A highly efficient platform could accelerate
speculation, displacement, or ownership concentration if its incentives were badly designed.
MREQ’s legitimacy would depend on whether it improves transparency, preserves meaningful
options, supports viable reconstruction, protects affected residents, and returns property to
sustained productive use.

At full scale, MREO could become an institutional bridge between immobilized property and
productive society. It could reduce carrying burdens for institutions, preserve value for some
homeowners, expand access for qualified purchasers, generate work for local professionals,
create disciplined opportunities for investors, and bring neglected housing and commercial assets
back into economic circulation. The central innovation would not merely be faster real-estate
sales. It would be a new capacity to coordinate property, capital, intelligence, technology, and
human capability as one recoverable system.

51. Disclaimers and Legal Status

This paper describes a proposed business, technical, financial, and institutional model. It does
not represent that every feature has been implemented, approved, licensed, funded, or made
available.

Nothing in this paper constitutes an offer to purchase or sell real property, extend credit, provide
a security, sell a crypto asset, admit an investor to a private fund, guarantee investment
performance, promise token appreciation, or assure access to a transaction. Any securities
offering could be made only through definitive offering documents and in compliance with
applicable law.

Nothing in this paper constitutes legal, financial, tax, investment, lending, brokerage, appraisal,
construction, title, insurance, foreclosure, securities, fund-management, or housing-counseling
advice.

The 10-to-30-percent acquisition range, 35 percent reconstruction reserve, ARV estimates, fee
assumptions, Fund economics, customer-acquisition figures, executive-compensation bands,
break-even analysis, and three-year projections are planning models. They are not promises that
properties will be available at a specified discount, construction will remain within a particular
percentage, projected ARV will be achieved, executives will receive specified compensation, or
the business will attain the illustrated revenue or profitability.

Actual property transactions would remain subject to definitive contracts, title, condition,
disclosures, seller authority, purchaser qualification, professional review, financing approval,
settlement requirements, and applicable law.

Any transferable token, custodial reserve, cash-redemption program, private fund, management
fee, organizational commission, performance allocation, shared-value agreement, reconstruction
financing product, collateral mechanism, tokenized asset, or post-acquisition equity facility
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would require separate legal structuring, disclosure, regulatory analysis, and definitive
documentation.

MREO would not replace agents, brokers, attorneys, investment advisers, fund administrators,
lenders, title companies, escrow providers, inspectors, appraisers, surveyors, contractors, housing
counselors, or public recording authorities where their participation is required.

52. Conclusion

Myers Real Estate Owned would create a continuous infrastructure for property before, during,
and after institutional ownership.

For homeowners, MREO could begin with understanding. The platform could distinguish a
retention pathway from a conventional sale, an as-is acquisition, a reconstruction-supported
transaction, or a lender-approved short sale. It could reveal how construction, transaction
expenses, time, and uncertainty affect the difference between a present offer and a property’s
expected value after rehabilitation.

For institutional owners, MREO could organize residential and commercial inventories into
standardized digital property packages. It could qualify purchasers before bidding, distribute
assets beyond restricted local networks, receive sealed offers, preserve backup bidders,
coordinate professionals, and move selected transactions into structured settlement.

For property portfolios, MREO would use a distinct acquisition-and-reconstruction model.
Selected institutional assets could be targeted at 10 to 30 percent of projected ARV, with as
much as 35 percent reserved specifically for reconstruction. Acquisition and construction would
therefore occupy approximately 45 to 65 percent of projected ARV, leaving 35 to 55 percent of
gross economic room for other expenses and profit. When construction exceeds 35 percent on a
particular asset, the remaining spread and portfolio-level reconstruction capacity can absorb
some or all of the overage, provided that updated underwriting continues to support the
transaction.

For purchasers, MREO could reduce the distance between interest and informed commitment.
Buyers could evaluate current evidence, understand valuation assumptions, demonstrate
capacity, assemble local teams, and enter transactions whose obligations are visible.

For professionals and contractors, every property could become a defined network of
compensated work. Inspection, brokerage, title, construction, design, management, financing,
programming, auditing, translation, and field verification could be coordinated around the same
asset.

For investors, Rousix Fund, LP would serve as the sole formal investment mechanism into the
Rousix ecosystem. Investor capital would enter through the Limited Partnership, be managed by
Rousix Capital Management Fund, LLC as General Partner, and be deployed under the Fund’s
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governing strategy, with Rousix Inc. serving as the first investment and principal operating
platform. MREO tokens would remain network-access instruments rather than informal
substitutes for Fund interests or corporate equity.

Founder and executive compensation would rise gradually through market maintenance,
expanding responsibility, verified operating milestones, and independent governance. Initial
capital could support reasonable launch-stage salaries, while later increases would depend
increasingly on operating revenue, capital recovery, profitability, organizational scale, and
comparable market compensation. Fund fees and investor capital would not be treated as
personal compensation pools; they would first support the legal, administrative, investment,
compliance, and operating responsibilities of the entities receiving them.

The hybrid architecture would make advanced infrastructure available without requiring ordinary
participants to become blockchain specialists. A homeowner could use a conventional account
while the underlying system preserves cryptographic integrity, portable data, programmable
workflows, semantic records, and carefully governed artificial-intelligence assistance.

MREO would therefore be more than a platform for Real Estate Owned assets. It could become
an operating system for property recovery: one that helps preserve value before foreclosure,
acquires and distributes institutional inventory, expands qualified global demand, finances and
manages reconstruction, coordinates private capital and human capability, settles transactions
transparently, and returns real estate to productive ownership.



