RCI now coping with two Class Action lawsuits
In addition to the current lawsuit by RCI Weeks Members, another class action has been filed.

Concerns raised over June 16th hearing on lawsuit by Weeks Members 
(Susan Collins, an attorney from Western NY and an RCI Weeks and Points Member, sent the following in an email to Shep Altshuler, TimeSharing Today's publisher.)

 

     "Dear Shep, I talked to Gabe Galletti, Judge Peter Sheridan's Law Clerk on Friday regarding the RCI Weeks Lawsuit Settlement. I called him because of a call from David Berman, lead counsel for the Plaintiffs (RCI members) earlier in the week.  My conversation with David Berman was not entirely satisfactory, but he did tell me that the judge in this case (Peter Sheridan) has moved from Newark to Trenton, and that the June 16 hearing would be held in Trenton.  There is apparently no system for notification of the new location to RCI members.   

     I told Gabe that I was very concerned that not everyone knows this, and that people who were planning to attend the Fairness Hearing in person might end up in the wrong city. Gabe got back to me after consulting with the judge and said that judge is considering going back to Newark to hold the Fairness Hearing, but he (Gabe) won't know for certain until the middle of this week. It bothers me to think that I might have been the first to raise this concern with the Court, as every RCI member who wishes to appear could be greatly inconvenienced. 

     Also, according to Gabe, the Order setting dates for the court appearances allows an adjournment to be made without further notification to members of the Class. This lack of certainty and questionable notification of further changes plays havoc with travel plans for every RCI member, since Trenton is some distance from Newark.  Hopefully, many RCI members within reasonable driving distance will attend in person, but I suspect many other people can't make plans at the last minute, no matter how much they would like to be heard.

      Here's what I'm going to suggest to TimeSharing Today's readers: I would be happy to speak (as an RCI member) on behalf of those people who can't show up at the hearing, if they want me to say the same things on their behalf that I want to say anyway. I am hoping that the Judge will allow it.

      In a nutshell, this is what I would like to say:

1. The RCI Settlement Notice was inadequate, because most RCI members didn't know about it. If more members had known about it, more people would have opted out of the class or objected to its terms.

2. The RCI Settlement Notice published in the Endless Vacation Magazine was further flawed because it did not let members know that they could object to the Settlement -- only that they could opt out and hire their own attorneys, which they were told would be at their own expense. If more members had known that they could object, more would have objected.

3. The Settlement itself is flawed because the restrictions on RCI's renting deposited weeks are insufficient, and fails, I believe, to address taking deposited weeks for use other than rent to RCI members.  Some years ago, RCI was offering timeshare weeks at very reasonable rates to members of the military.  If what I read in the chat rooms is correct, RCI was taking these from the Spacebank of weeks deposited by members for exchange.  Even if we firmly support our military, RCI's renting out those weeks is worse than my taking money from your wallet and donating it to charity!  Also, some of RCI's other databases were not so high-minded.  Certain resorts such as Mayan Palace offered (and may still offer) a multi-year program of use of timeshare weeks from a special RCI pool not available to RCI Members.  If those weeks were/are taken from the spacebank of weeks deposited by members for exchange, then this is something I think Members would also want barred.    

    Therefore, at a minimum, I feel there should be the following restrictions on RCI's renting/other usage of deposited weeks:

  A. RCI should only be allowed to rent out "excess inventory," defined as those weeks which RCI deems, based on historical date which RCI maintains, are unlikely to be requested as exchanges, and if not rented would likely go unused.  (RCI should be allowed to return to its prior practice of offering inexpensive "bonus weeks" to RCI members who deposit the most desirable weeks for exchange, provided that "excess inventory" is also used for this purpose.)

  B. Any deposited weeks that are offered for rent (or as bonus weeks) by RCI should remain available for exchange. (RCI should be able to do this. After all, they allow RCI Points members to exchange Points for weeks in the RCI Weeks inventory, and those programs are completely different, too!)

  C. No deposits should be made available for rent more than 60 - 90 days in advance of the start date of the week. 

  D. RCI should be completely barred from taking units deposited by RCI Members for exchange and transferring them out of the RCI Spacebank available to RCI members, or making them available for other than exchange by RCI members.     

  E. There should be no time limit on these restrictions. In other words, these restrictions should not expire in 24 months, nor should RCI be allowed to change its program so as to remove these restrictions after 24 months, or at any other time. In other words, these restrictions should be permanent.

  F. Without these restrictions, the Settlement does more harm than good, and should not be accepted by the Court.

      I could live with the settlement if these restrictions were put in place. I think most members could.

     Naturally, I cannot speak for members who have different opinions, but it seems that many people share my concerns.  I do not want the settlement as it now stands to be approved by the court.  If enough people express concerns about the settlement, perhaps the judge will instruct the attorneys to engage in further negotiations, or disapprove the settlement entirely.  

     Anyone who wants me to speak for them may email me at SusanBCollins@msn.com with "Objection to Proposed RCI Weeks Settlement" in the subject line. They should say in the body of the text that they want me to speak for them, and that they agree with my concerns as stated in my email to TimeSharing Today. They should also say whether they have filed Objections with the Court. If they did not file Objections with the Court, but would have filed Objections had they known about the Settlement and the deadlines in time to file Objections, then they should say that, too.

      If anyone wishes to correspond with me with other comments or concerns, then they may do so with a different subject line, but I cannot guarantee I can return emails quickly, or that I will be able to express their concerns to the Court.  If anyone raises an issue that I agree with, but don't have listed, they should tell me, and I will see whether I can include those concerns, too. However, I'd like to try to keep this as simple as possible."

Sincerely

Susan Collins

SusanBCollins@msn.com
 

(Publisher's Note: For those who are within reasonable driving distance, and would like to attend the hearing in New Jersey, TimeSharing Today, will send out an Express alert advising the location of the June 16th hearing.) 
 

Another Class Action lawsuit filed against RCI
RCI is being sued in a class action suit involving a Dominican Republic subsidiary, Lifestyle Holiday Vacation Club. The 111 paragraph complaint filed during May in the United States District Court in New Jersey alleges that purchasers of timeshares at the resort were induced by fraudulent promises made by the company's salesmen. The complaint focuses on four promises: (1) ready and simple access to the timeshares, (2) that owners can turn a profit by renting their timeshare weeks, (3) that requests for use the facilities would receive immediate responses, and (4) owners could cancel their purchase at any time during the first year. Plaintiff alleges that all of these promises were false, in violation of consumer protection laws and constitute common law fraud and breach of contract. The suit seeks damages and injunctive relief. No answer to the complaint has yet been filed by the defendant.

