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FILED
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U3 DISTRICT COURT
CARLIE CHRISTENSEN, United States Attorney (No. 633) IS FEB 25 © 5 |2
JASON R. BURT, Assistant United States Attorney (No. 11200) v cn
SCOTT J. THORLEY, Assistant United States Attorney (No. 3248)’* DISTRICT OF UTAH
Attorneys for the United States of America. ‘
185 South State Street, Ste. 300 BY’D!:D T
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 LOUTY CLLRK

Telephone: (801) 325-3266 SEA ED

Facsimile: (801) 524-6924

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF UTAH, CENTRAL DIVISION

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, : INDICTMENT
Plaintiff, Violation
Vs. 18 U.S.C. § 1349 (Conspiracy) (Count 1),
' - 18 U.S.C. § 1341 (Mail Fraud)
CHAD GETTEL, (Counts 2-5);
JOHN MCCALL, ' 18 U.S.C. § 1343 (Wire Fraud)
NOEMI LOZANO (A/K/ANOEMI - (Counts 6-29);
SAYAMA), 18 U.S.C. §§ 2325-2327 (Telemarketing
JAMES SCOTT CREASEY, Fraud Allegation)
JEREMIAH BARRETT, and - 18 U.S.C. § 1956(h) (Conspiracy to
SHERIDAN BLACK, Commit Money Laundering) (Count 30);
18 U.S.C. § 1957 (Money Laundering)
(Counts 31-40); _
Defendants, Case: 2:15-cr-00105

Assigned To : Kimball, Dale A.
Assign. Date : 2/25/2015
Description: USA v.

The Grand Jury charges:
At all times relevant to this Indictment;

BACKGROUND

The Defendants

1, Defendant CHAD GETTEL (“GETTEL”) was a resident of Salt Lake County,

Utah, and established and controlled loan modification businesses disguised as law firms,
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includiﬁg, but not limited to, CC Brown Law LLC (Limited Liability Company), JL. Martin Law
PLLC, and WT Lee & Associates LLC (collectively the “Loan Modification BLlsinesses’;).
GETTEL was not an attorney,

2. Defendant JOHN MCCALL (“MCCALL”) was a resident of Summit County,
* Utah, and was an attorney licensed in Wyoming, Colorado, and Idaho. Together with GETTEL,
MCCALL controlled and operated the Loan Modification Businesses.

3. Defendant NOEMI LOZANO (A/K/A NOEMI SAYAMA) (“LOZANO”) was a
resident of Salt Lake County, Utah, Who,.togetherv with GETTEL, established CC Brown Law
i;LC. During her time at CC Brown Law LLC, LOZANO was a manager Who oversaw various
activities including proceésing, payroll, and billing customers.

4, Defendant SCOTT CREASEY (“CREASEY”) was a resident of Salt Lake
County, Utah, and was one of the sales managers over telemarketing for the loan modiﬁcation
businesses. CREASEY was also involved in the Internéet promotion of the Loan Modification
Businesses. |

5. Defendant JEREMIAH BARRETT (“BARRETT”) was a resident of Davis
County, Utah, and was one of the sales managers over telemarketing for the Loan Modification
Businesses. _

6. Defendant SHERIDAN BLACK (“BLACK”) was a resident of Salt Lake County,
Utah, and was one of the top sales representatives in telemarketing for the Loan Modification
Businesses.‘ BLACK acted in a-supel;visory and training capacity over other telemarketers.

7. GETTEL and LOZANO caused the incorporation of CC Brown Law LLC (“CC

Brown”) as a Delaware LLC in July 2009 and then incorporated as a Utah LLC in August 2009.
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The Delaware LLC members consisted of non-attorneys: Chad Gettel GST Trust and LOZANO.
The manager of the Utah LLC was listed as PERSON 1. CC Brown was headquartered at
various locations in Salt Lake County, Utah, including 2225 East Murray-Holladay Road, Suitg
102, Salt Lake City, Utah, 193 East Fort Union Boulevard, Suite 30.0, Midvale, Utah, 7109 South
High Tech Drive, Midvale, Utah; 1946 and 1948 West Parkway Boulevard, West Valley C_ity,
Utah. CC Brown was in the business of marketing loan modification services and processing
loan modiﬁcation applications sent fo them by customers.

Home Loan Medification

8. A home loan modification resultg when a homeowner (or someone acting on his
or her behalf) renegotiates the terms of the homeéwner’s existing residential mortgagé loan with
the lender, in the hopgs of achieving better loan terms,

9. The Home Affordable Modification Program, (also known as “HAMP”), was a
fecieral program designed to reclluce mortgage payments for eligible homeowners at risk of
foreclosure. HAMP sets forth specific guidelines regarding eligibility for a home loan
modification. HAMP is part of the Making Home Affordable program, which provided forms
for homeowners to personally apply for mortgage 1‘eliéf and receive assistance free of charge.

10. The Federal Trade Commission (“FTC”) issued the Mortgage Assistance Relief
Services (“MARS”) Rule in De‘cember 2010 to curb unfair and deceptive practices associated
with mortgage assistance relief services. Among other things, the MARS Rule sets forth (1)
when businesses providing loan modification services can receive payment for services, (2) how .

those businesses must be structured, (3) how they can advertise, and (4) what they can tell
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homeowners. The MARS Rule included guidelines for law offices soliciting ciients for loan
modification services.
GETTEL’s Introduction to the Loan Modification Business

11.  In or about February 2009, a Las Vegas attolrney established  a business in
GETTEL’s name called Foundation Modification LLC in Salt Lake County, Utah. The purpose
of Foundation Modification was to provide services to the Las Vegas law firm related to the
firm’s loan modification legal work, Foundation Modification’s responsibilitieé on behalf of the
Las Vegas law firm included marketing, screening inbound calls, and proce_ssing clients’
information.

12, Prior to running Foundation Modification, GETTEL had no experience in the loan
modiﬁcation servicing industry or in the»legal industry. LOZANO, who worked at Fou_ridation
Modification .With GETTEL, had no previous experignqe in the loan modification services
‘industry.

13, From in or about 1até June to early July 2009, the Las Vegas attorney dissolved
the working relationship with GETTEL and Foundation Modification due, in part, to concerns
the Las Vegas attorney had with GETTEL’s business practices,

COUNT 1
18 U.S.C. § 1349
(Conspiracy)

14, The Grand Jury incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1-13 as if fully stated
herein, |

15.  From in or about July 2009 through on ‘or around June 12, 2012, in the Central

Division of the District of Utah, and elsewhere,
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CHAD GETTEL
JOHN MCCALL
NOEMI LOZANO (A/K/A NOEMI SAYAMA)
SCOTT CREASEY
JEREMIAH BARRETT, and
SHERIDAN BLACK
Defendants herein, and others known and unknown to the Grand Jury, did willfully and
knowingly combine, conspire, confederate, and agree with each other, and with other persons
known and unknbwn to the Grand Jury, to commit a fraud crime listed in Title 18 Chapter 63,
‘namely:

(a) Mail Fraud, that is, devising a scheme and artifice to defraud and to obtain
money and property by means of materially false and fraudulent pretenses, representations, and
promises, and by intentional concealment and omission of material facts, and in executing and
attempting to execute said scheme, caused to be delivered by mail and by a private and . .
commercial interstate carrier certain matters and things according to direction thereon, in
violation of 18 United States Code, Section.1341;

(b)  Wire Fraud, that is, devising a scheme and artifice to defraud and to obtain
money and property by means of materially false and fraudulent pretenses, representations and
promises, and by intentional concealment and omission of material facts, and in executing and
attempting to execute said scheme, caused writings, signs, signals, and sounds to be transmitted

by means of wire in interstate commerce, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section

1343,
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OBJECT OF THE CONSPIRACY

16. It was the object of the conspiracy for the defendants to market and sell loan
modification services under false and fraudulent pretenses in order to obtain money from

customers and to enrich themselves.

MANNER AND MEANS OF THE CONSPIRACY

Setting Up CC Browﬁ Law LLC

17. 1t was a part of the conspiracy that in or around July 2009 GETTEL and
LOZANO started their own loan modification business. LOZANO provided étaﬁ-up fundiﬁg for
the operations and set up merohént accounts for credit card-processihg through a nominee and
others. In GETTEL’s and LOZANO’S new business, non-attorney “prooegsors” au.ld
telemarketers working for them performed most if not all work for customers seeking a loan
modification. |

18. It was further pért of the conspiracy that GETTEL and LOZANO hired attorﬁeys
to create the false impression their loan modiﬁcatioﬁ business was a law firm and later, when
MARS was enacted, to allow them to collect advanced fees. In GETTEL’s and LOZANO’s
business, attorneys provided little to no actual legal services for individual customers, while
misrepresenting to the public the essential nature of their business, that is, that attorneys were
providing the core legal services for which their customers were paying.

19, } It was further part of the conspiracy that in or about July 2009 GETTEL began
soliciting attorneys using Craigslist.com. In or about July 2009 GETTEL and LOZANO hired

PERSON ll, a licensed attorney, and set up CC Brown Law LLC (“CC Brown”). PERSON 1 had
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‘litt]e to no experience providing loan modification seryioes and provided little to no loan
modification services at CC Brown. GETTEL controlled CC Brown Law at all times. |

20. It was further part of the conspiracy that in or about August 2009, GETTEL began
advertising for his loan modification business.  GETTEL obtained information about |
homeowners who were delinquent on their mortgage payments, and hired third parties to market
GETTEL’s loan modification business and to send mailers to these -homeowners. GETTEL
approved the content of the mailers, In or around August 2009 GETTEL also contracted With a
third-party telemarketing center in California to provide marketing services and handle in-bound
sales calls for CC Brown,

| 21, It was further part of the conspiracy that the California telemarketers pitched CC

Brown using false, fraudulent, énd misleading statements GETTEL provided them, including,
among others:

> CC Brown had a 90% success rate in obtaining loan modifications;

> CC Brown offered a money back guarantee on obtaining a successful loan
modification; and '

» CC Brown’s attorneys would provide the loanA modification work.
No CC Brown attorney worked at the California telemarketing center.

22, It was further part of the coﬁspiracy that in or around August 2009 CC Brown
began prépessing customers’ loan modification applications. Non-attorney processors provided
nearly all processing work under the direction of LOZANO., Few of the processors had any prior
professional real estate, banking, or mortgage experience.

23, it was further part of the conspiracy that GETTEL hired MCCALL in or around

January 2010 after MCCALL responded to an advertisement on Craigslist.,com, Within a matter.
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of bmonths MCCALL controlled CC Brown with GETTEL. MCCALL was an attorney but was
at no time during the con‘spiracy licensed to practice law in Utah or té work as an in-house legal
counsel for a comi)any.
The Telemarketing Operation

24, It was further part of the conspiracy that beginning in or around 'April 2010
GETTEL and MCCALL caused the creation of in-house teams of telemarketers in Utah.
BLACK and BARRETT joined CC Brown sometime in eaﬂ}; 2010 to work m the Utah
telemarketing center. CREASEY joined CC Brown in early 2011, BLACK, BARRETT, and
CREASEY eventually managed and/or supervised the Utah-based telemarketing operations.

25. It was further part of the conspiracy t_hat GETTEL and MCCALL trained tﬁe
Utah-based telemarketers in language and techniques to present their pitch to potential CC
Brown customers. GETTEL and MCCALL made, and trained the CC Brown telemayketers to

make, false and fraudulent statements to customers including, among others:

> CC Brown had over a 90% success rate in obtaining loan modifications;
> CC Brown was a national law firm;
» CC Brown offered a money back guarantee if it did not obtain a loan

modification; and,
> CC Brown would not accept a case they could not win.
GETTEL and MCCALL eventually instructed, directly and indirecﬂy, the telemarketers to sign-
up every potential customer who, called regardless whether the customer qualified for a home
loan modification under the HAMP progr‘am.
26, It was further part of the conspiracy that over time GETTEL and MCCALL

substantially increased the number of mass-mailers sent to targeted homeowners across the
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country, As a result, ever-increasing numbers of potential customers called into CC Brown, and
GETTEL and MCCALL caused more telemarketelrs to be hired.

27. It was further part of the conspiracy that GETTEL and MCCALL hired a third-

party telemarketing center in Virginia to solicit customers. No aftorneys were present at the
Virginia oentee overseeing the operations, Telemarketers in the Virginia center pitched CC
Brown using false and fraudulent information GETTEL provided.

28. It was further part of the conspiracy that the Loan Modiﬁcatien Businesses billed
each customer approximately $4,000 and additional monthly fees. Telemarketers often told
customers that CC Brown charged fees only for specific work done, and the CC Brown contract
listed payment schedules for work done. In reality, as GETTEL 'and MCCALL knew, the fees
customers paid were not linked to completed services and in many cases were paid before any
work had been done.on the customers’ files. Further, for nearly the entire time the Loan
Modification Businesses were in operation, they did not have an attorney trust account (IOLTA
account) in which to place customer payfnents.

The Processing Operation

29. It was further part of the conspiracy that during the J u_ly 2009 to about May 2010
period, LOZANO directly ran the CC BROWN loan prbcessing unit which was made up of only
a feW employees, and was housed in an intimate and crowded office area that enabled elnpioyees
to see and everhear one ‘another. During this time, LOZANO signed client signatures evith
names other than her own, falsified customer financial data, gave false information to mortgage

lenders, and led CC Brown loan processing employees to do the same,
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30, It was further part of the conspiracy that from July 2009 to about May 2010
period, LOZANO was a problem-solver for the CC Brown loan modification processing group,
during which she fielded customer complaints about promised services that were not delivered.
After hearing these complaints, LOZANO continued work for and to be paid from customer
funds as an owner and p1*iﬁcipal of CC Brown, including long after she left the company.

31, It was furthér part of the conspiracy that in or around March 2010 GETTEL and
LOZANO hired non-attorney PERSON 2 to work in the processing depe}rtmeni at CC Brown. In
or around the summer of 2010, PERSON 2 replaced LOZANO as the manager over the
processing department. Under PERSON 2 the processing department continued to expand,
growing to as many as 40-50 processors handling customer loan modification files, While
PERSON 2, and later others, oversaw the day-to-day activities of the processing department,
- they reported to GETTEL and MCCALL. There was little to no attorney involvement in the
processing of customers’ loan modification files. Most of the processors who worked at the
Loan Modification Businesses were hired from online job listings on websites such as
Craigslist.com. Few of the processors had any prior experience performing loan modification
work,

32. It was further part of the conspiracy that GETTEL and MCCALL knew about and
disregarded problems in the processing department. These problems included, among other‘s,
that proceésors were unable to keep up with the number of customer ﬁles, many customers
received little to no service but continued to be billed, and processors at times falsitied and

forged customers’ information before sending the information to the mortgage banks.

10
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GETTEL and MCCALL Establish Additional Entities

33. It was fufther paft of the conspiracy that in or around the fall of 2011, following
increasing complaints about CC Brown to the Better Business Bureau, state attorneys general,
the FTC, the Utah Department of Real Estate, and other forums, GETTEL and MCCALL caused
entities under various additional names to be established without materially changing any of their
loan modification business’ actual operations. In addition to CC lBrown,'the entities under which
- GETTEL and MCCALL operated included, but were not limited to: J.L. Martin Law PLLC,
W.T. Lee and Associates LLC, Smart Document Processing LLC, Séries Smart Law Media LLC,
Sel"ies Attorney Platform LLC, and Castlebar Processing LLC. GETTEL and MCCALL also
caused bank accounts to.be established for at least some of these entities ahd exercised control
(directly or indirectly) over these bank accounts at all times,

34, GETTEL and MCCALL also contracted with third-party processors such as
Sentry Legal to perform processing work for sales the Loan Modiﬁcati.on Businesses made.

35, It was further part of the conspiracy that the Loan Modification Businesses
purported to contract with attorneys in various states as “local counsel” to satisfy MARS rules. -
In reality these “local counsel” performed little to no work on customm"’s files and at times had
no idea they were listed as»“llocal counsel,”

The Conspirators’ Sales Practices
36. It was further part of the conspiracy that BARRETT and CREASEY began
overseeing the telemarketing operations at CC Brown in or around February 2011. BLACK was

one of CC Brown’s most successful telemarketers and supervised a number of telemarketers.

11
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GETTEL and MCCALL maintained ultimate authority over the telemarketers at all times. In-
house telemarketing grew to include approximately 30 telemarketers.

37. It was a further part of the conspiracy that GETTEL, MCCALL, CREASEY,
BARRETT and BLACK, and others known and unknown to the Grand Jury, participated in the
writing, revision and use of “call sqripts” that contained false, fraudﬁlent, and misleading
statements regarding the Loan Modification Businesses, including,l among others;

> the customers’ information would be submitted to an attorney or a formal board
of attorneys for review and approval before the customer was accepted,

% . they accepted only a limited number of cases per day to keep the attorneys’
caseload down;

» customers were calling a “Mortgage Relief Adwsmy Board” that was associated
with various law firms;

> they “only take[] on 20% of the homeowners that call in needing this help, our
' law firm is very picky about which cases we take on”;

» they will not take on.a case that the attorneys did not think they could win;
> they were a national, full service law firm;
» . customers would be personally represented by an attorney Who would start work

on the case immediately;
> they had a 90-95% success rate in getting mortgages modified; and
> they were in business because the government wants them to be.
GETTEL, MCCALL, CREASEY, BARRETT aﬂd BLACK knew in trufh and in fact that these
statements were false, fraudulent, and/or miskading and that customers i‘elied on these
statements in purchasing the services of the Loan Modification Businesses. These statements
Werel material to customers’ decisions to purchase the services of the Loan Modification

Businesses.

12
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' 38.

It was further part of the conspiracy that CREASEY, BARRETT AND BLACK

and others, both known and unknown to the Grand Jury, at the direction and/or with the

knowledge of GETTEL, MCCALL and LOZANO, made, and caused others to make, additional

false, fraudulent, and misleading statements to customers regarding the Loan Modification

Businesses, including, among others:

);. .

P
>
>

»

39.

they were approved by the FTC and the U.S. Government;
they reported to the FTC regularly to provide client status updates;
they had an A- rating with the Better Business Bureau;

they guaranteed successful loan modification, or customers would receive a
refund;

their attorneys combined had over 100 years of experience in real estate law;

the FTC required the monthly maintenance fee;

-the attorney representing the customer was located and licensed in the customer’s

state of residence;

customers would be matched with an experienced attorney who has exactly the
right knowledge and expertise to best represent them;

they had obtained over 6,000 successful loan modifications and averaged 300-400
successtul loan modifications per month; '

they had started doing loan modifications as early as 1980; and

home loan modifications typically occurred in 4 months.

'GETTEL, MCCALL, LOZANO, CREASEY, BARRETT and BLACK knew that

these statements were materially false, fraudulent, and/or misleading to their customers who

relied on these statements in purchasing the services of the Loan Modification Businesses.

40.

It was further part of the conspiracy that GETTEL, MCCALL, CREASEY, and

others, known and unknown Grand Jury, caused websites and blogs to be created to advertise the

13
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services of the Loan Modification Businesses. These websites and blogs also contained false,
fraudulent, and misleading statements.

41, | It was further part of conspiracy that GETTEL, MCCALL, LOZANO,
CREASEY, BARRETT and BLACK caused customers to execute a contract which was sent to

the customers via email, regular mail, and facsimile, Customers would return completed.

confracts and other documents via email, regular mail, and facsimile. The contract contained
false and misleading statements pertaining to payment schedules, purpose of payments, thé type
of WOl‘k. that would be performed, and the entity performing the work.
Functions Attorneys Performed at the Loan Modification Businesses

42. Tt was further part of the conspirécy that, to justify their high fees, obtain upfront
fees, and convince customers to hire the Loan Modification Businesses, GETTEL, MCCALL
and LOZANO caused the Loan Modification Businesses to have the outward appearance of a
law firm, aﬁld at various times/purported to give PERSON 1, PERSON 3, or PERSON 4 the title
of “president” and “6wner,” when in fact GETTEL and MCCALL controlled éll operations.

43. It was further part of the conspiracy that most payments made by clients of the
Loan Modification Businesses were deposited into acgounté controlled by GETTEL and
MCCALL, not by attorneys PERSON 1, PERSON 3, or PERSON 4 or any other attorney
working at the Loan Modification Businesses.

44, It was further part of the conspiracy that, instead of practicing law, employees at

the Loan Modification Businesses who were attorneys were nearly always engaged in promoting

the business, retaining dissatisfied customers, or attempting to prevent customers from obtaining

14
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refunds. All employees who were attorneys at the Loan Modification Businesses worked under
GETTEL’s and MCCALL's direction.

45. It was further part of the conspiracy that attorneys at the Loan Modification
Businesses, includihg but not limited to PERSON 1, PERSON 3, or PERSON 4, with few
exceptions, were not expected to, and did not: evaluate and approve incoming customers, review
loan modification contracts enfered into between the Loan Modification Businesses and clients
(even though their names were affixed to those contracts), approve loan modiﬁcatién packages
before they were submitted to lenders, or directly negétiate with any lenders on behalf of loan
modification clients,

All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1349, |
18 U.S.C. § 1341
(Mail Fraud)

46.  The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1-45 above constitute a scheme and artifice
to defraud, and the Grand Jury incorporates and realleges them hérein by reference as though
fully set forth in these counts of the Indictment, |

47. On or about the dates listed below, in the Central Division of the District of Utah,

and elsewhere

- CHAD GETTEL and
JOHN MCCALL

having devised and intended to devise a scheme and artifice to defraud, and for obtaining money
and property from distressed homeowners by means of material false and fraudulent pretenses,
representations, promises, and omissions of material facts, for the purpose of executing said

scheme and artifice to defraud, knowingly placed and éau.sed. to be placed in any post office and

15
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authorized depository for mail matter certain matters and things to be delivered according to the

direction thereon, as more particularly described below:

Count Date Description of Mailing
' (on or about) _
2 November 2010 Mass mailer solicitation GETTEL and MCCALL caused to be

mailed to J.B. of Tinley Park, Illinois purporting to be a pre-
qualification notice for a home loan modification under
government programs. ‘

3 October 2010 Mass mailer solicitation GETTEL and MCCALL caused to be
mailed to M.N. of Reseda, California purporting to be a pre-
qualification notice for a home loan modification under
government programs

4 October 2010 Mass mailer solicitation GETTEL and MCCALL caused to be
mailed to J.P. of Reseda, California purporting to be a pre-
| qualification notice for a home loan modification under
government programs

All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341 and 2.

COUNT 5
18 U.S.C. § 1341
(Mail Fraud)

48,  The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1-47 above constitute a scheme and artifice
to defraud, and the Grand Jury incorporates and realleges them herein by reference as though
fully set forth in these counts of the' Indictment,

49. On or about the dates listed below, in the Central Division of the District of Utah,

and elsewhere

CHAD GETTEL and
JOHN MCCALL

16




Case 2:15-cr-00105-DAK Document 1 Filed 02/25/15 Page 17 of 30

having devised and intended to devise a scheme and artifice to defraud, énd for obtaining money
and property from distressed homeowners by means of material false and frauduleﬁt pretenses,
representations, promises, and omissions of material facts, for the purpose of executing said
scheme and artifice to defraud, knowingly caused a masé mailer solicitation to be delivered by

mail and by private and commercial interstate carrier, as more particularly described below:

Count Date Description of Mailing
(on or about)
5 1/16/2012 Mass mailer solicitation GETTEL and MCCALL caused to be

mailed to MLA, of Fairview, Utah purporting to be a mortgage
payment reduction notification from “Mortgage Relief
Advisory”

All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341 and 2,

COUNTS 628" 24
18 U.S.C. § 1343
(Wire Fraud)

50.' The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1-49 above constitute a scheme and artifice
to defraud, and the Grand Jury incorporates and realleges them herein by réference as though
fully set forth in these counts of the Indictment.

51, On or about the dates listed below, in the Central Division of the District of Utah,
the Defendants listed for each count below, having devised and intended to devise a scheme and
artifice to defraud, and for obtaining money and property from distressed homeowners by means
of false aﬁd fraudulent px*etéllses, representations, promises, and omissions of material facts, for
the purpose of executing said scheme and artifice to ‘defra’ud, caused the following items to bé
transmitted by means of wire communication in interstate commerce described below for each

count, each transmission constituting a separate count:

17
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Count Date Defendant(s) Wire Communications
(on or about) ‘
6 | 2/25/2010 CHAD GETTEL, Email from CC Brown representdtive in
and Utah to homeowner G.H. in Riverside,
NOEMI LOZANO A/K/A | California regarding loan modification
NOEMI SAYAMA services
7 3/21/2011 CHAD GETTEL Phone call between = CC  Brown
and representative in Utah and homeowner
JOHN MCCALL C.X. in Arlington, Texas regarding loan
modification services
8 3/9/2011 CHAD GETTEL Phone call between CC Brown
and representative in Utah and homeowner
JOHN MCCALL C.A. in Weatherford, Texas regarding
loan modification services '
9 6/10/2011 CHAD GETTEL Email from CC Brown representative in
and Utah to homeowner R.S. in Beaverton,
JOHN MCCALL OR, with loan documentation . forms
: attached.
10 | 7/05/2011 CHAD GETTEL Phone call between CC Brown
and representative in Utah and homeowner
JOHN MCCALL J.M. in Sun Prairie, Wisconsin regarding
loan modification services
11 6/21/2011 CHAD GETTEL Phone call between CC Brown
' and representative in Utah and homeowner
JOHN MCCALL V.A. in Arlington, Texas regarding loan
' modification services '
12 4/6/2011 CHAD GETTEL Phone call between CC Brown
’ ‘ and representative in Utah and homeowner
JOHN MCCALL LF. in Milwaukie, Oregon regarding loan
modification services '
13 | 5/31/2011 CHAD GETTEL Phone call between CC Brown
and representative in Utah and homeowner
JOHN MCCALL P.V. in Arlington, Texas regarding loan

modification services

18
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Phone call between CREASEY in Utah i

14 10/31/2011 CHAD GETTEL,
JOHN MCCALL, and | and homeowner E.B. in Milwaukee,
SCOTT CREASEY Wisconsin regarding loan modification
services
15 3/28/2011 CHAD GETTEL, Phone call between CREASEY in Utah
JOHN MCCALL, and and homeowner MH. in Illinois
SCOTT CREASEY regarding loan modification services ‘
16 12/19/2011 CHAD GETTEL, Fax from E.M. in Milwaukee, Wisconsin
JOHN MCCALL, and |to CC Brown representative in Utah
SCOTT CREASEY sending application packet for loan
' : modification services
17 . | 3/5/2012 CHAD GETTEL, Phone call betweén CREASEY in Utah
JOHN MCCALL, and and UCE 5104 .in El Paso, Texas
SCOTT CREASEY regarding loan modification services
18 8/22/2011 CHAD GETTEL, Phone call between BARRETT in Utah
JOHN MCCALL, and and M.M. in Littleton, Colorado
JEREMIAH BARRETT | regarding loan modification services
19 37712012 CHAD GET T.EL, Phone call between BARRETT in Utah
' JOHN MCCALL, and |and UCE LAl in California regarding
JEREMIAH BARRETT loan modification services
20 1/31/2012 CHAD GETTEL, Phone call between BARRETT in Utah
JOHN MCCALL, and | and UCE 3688 in Kansas regarding loan
JEREMIAH BARRETT modification services
21 11/10/2010 CHAD GETTEL, A facsimile transmission sent from Elgin,
JOHN MCCALL, and | Illinois "by. S.D. regarding loan
JEREMIAH BARRETT | modification paperwork to CC Brown
representatives in Salt Lake City, Utah
22 2/16/2011 CHAD GETTEL, An email request from a CC Brown
JOHN MCCALL, and | representative in Utah to Docusign in
JEREMIAH BARRETT | California which in turn directed M.V. in’

California to sign a CC Brown contract
with an electronic signature. M.V., in
turn, electronically signed the CC Brown
contract
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23 5/4/2011 CHAD GETTEL, Phone call between BLACK in Utah and
JOHN MCCALL, and homeowner B.L. in Coon Rapids,
SHERIDAN BLACK Minnesota regarding loan modification
services
24 | 3/7/2011 CHAD GETTEL, Phone call between BLACK in Utah and
' JOHN MCCALL, and | homeowner C.L. in Minneapolis,
SHERIDAN BLACK Minnesota regarding loan modification |-
services
25 11/2/2011 CHAD GETTEL, Phone call between BLACK in Utah and
' JOHN MCCALL, and homeowners S.D. and T.D. in Sandston,
SHERIDAN BLACK Virginia regarding loan modification
services :
26 4/12/201 1' CHAD GETTEL, ' Phone call between BLACK in Utah and
JOHN MCCALL, and homeowner C.T, in McKinney, Texas
SHERIDAN BLACK regarding loan modification services
27 1/3/2011 CHAD GETTEL, Phone call between BLACK in Utah and
JOHN MCCALL, and V.M. in Glenwood, Illinois regarding
SHERIDAN BLACK loan modification services
28 3/20/2012 CHAD GETTEL, Phone call between BLACK in Utah and
' " JOHN MCCALL, and | UCE 4384 in Texas regarding. loan
SHERIDAN BLACK modification services
29 3/21/2012 CHAD GETTEL, Phone call between BLACK in Utah and
JOHN MCCALL, and | UCE 5104 in El Paso, Texas regarding
SHERIDAN BLACK loan modification services

All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1343 and 2.

- TELEMARKETING FRAUD ALLEGATION

52.  The allegations contained in Paragraphs 1-51 of this Indictment are hereby

realleged and incorporated by reference for the purpose of alleging telemarketing fraud pursuant

to Title 18, United States Code, Sections 2325, 2326, and 2327, It is alleged that the acts

described in Counts 1-28 constitute telemarketing, within the definition of Title 18, United States
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Code, Section 2325, and that the enhanced penalties at Title 18, United States Code, Section

2326, and mandatory restitution at Title 18, United States Code, Section 2327, apply.

' COUNT 30
18 U.S.C. § 1956(h)
(Conspiracy to Launder Monetary Instruments)

53. The Grand Jury incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1-52 as if fully stated

herein.,

THE CONSPIRACY

. 54, From in or about July 2009 through on or around June 12, 2012, in the Central

Division of the District of Utah, and elsewhere,

CHAD GETTEL and
JOHN MCCALL

Defendants herein, did knowingly combine, conspire, confederate, émd agree with each other,
and with other persons known and unknown to the Grand Jury, to commit offenses against the
United States in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1956 and Section 1957, to wit: o

(a) to knowingly conduct and attempt to conduct financial fransactions
affecting interstate and foreign commerce, which involved the proceeds of specified unlawfulv
activities, that is, Mail Fraud, in violation of 18 U.S.C. Section 1341, and Wire Fraud, in
violation of 18 U.S.C. Section 1343, with the intent to promote the carrying on of specified
Linl'deUl activity, that is, Mail Fraud in violation of 18 U.S.C. Section 1341, and Wite Fraud, in
violation of 18 U.S.C. Section 1.343, and that while conducﬁng and attempting to conduct such

financial transactions knew that the property involved in the financial transactions represented
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the proceeds of some form of unlawful activity in violation of Title 18, United States Code,
Section 1956(a)(1)(A)().

(by to kn.owingly engage and attempt to engage, 511 monetary transactions, by,
through, or to a financial institution, affecting interstate and foreign commerce, in criminally
derived property of value greater than $10,000, that is the transfer, transportation, and delivery of

~money, as well as additional ﬁnancial' transactions in the form of the deposit of money into, and
subsequent withdrawal from, accounts at financial institutions, eleotronié transfers between bank
accounts, and domestic wire transfers initiated froin back accounts, such pfopefty having been
derived from a specified unlawful activity, that is, Mail Fraud in violation of 18 U.S.C.
'Secfio;l 1341, and Wire Fraud, in violation of 18 U.S.C. Section 1343, in violation of Title 18,
United States Code, Section 1957, |

OBJECT OF THE, CONSPIRACY

55. It was the object of the conspiracy to use the pfoceeds of the specified unlawful
activities—mail and wire fraud as alleged above-—to promote the further operations and growth
of the Loan Modiﬁcatibn Businesses through additional advertising aﬁd marketing efforts and to
continue third-party telemarketing operations, all through the following manner and means.

MANNER AND MEANS OF THE CONSPIRACY

56.  The Grand Jury incorporates by reference, Paragraphs 1-55 as if fully stated |

herein,

57. Tt was a part of the conspiracy that GETTEL and MCCALL caused the proceeds

generated from the homeowners who purchased the Loan Modification Businesses’ services to
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be used to promote the further mérketing and advertising of the Loan Modification Businesses
and to pay for the additional services of third-party telemarketing centers.

58. It was further part of the conspiracy that defendanté purchased information
identitying distressed homeowners around the country from third-party services, such as B.B.D.

59, It'was further part of the conspiracy that defendants caused third-parties such as
A., ADM., and-M.P. to create mass mailer advertisements for the Loan Modification Businesses
and to send the mass mailer advertisements to the. distressed homeowners identified by B.B.D.
and others.

60. It was further part of the conspiracy that defendants caused these third parties to
be paid from proceeds from the spe‘ciﬁed unlawful activities alleged above in Counts 1-28.

61‘. It was further part of the conspira@ that defendants céused third-party call centers
located in California and Virginia to be paid in amounts greater than $10,0QO from proceeds
from the specified unlawful activities alleged above in the counts of this Indictment.

All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1956(h). |
COUNTS 31-40

18 U.S.C, § 1957
(Money Laundering)

62.  The Grand Jury incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1-61 as if fully stated
herein.
63. On or about the dates listed in each count below, within the Central Division of

the District of Utah and elsewhere,

' CHAD GETTEL and
JOHN MCCALL
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Defendants herein, did knowingly engage and attempt to engage in, caused, aided and abetfed,

counseled, commanded, induced, and procured, the following monetary transactions by, through,

or to a financial institution, affecting interstate or foreign commerce, in criminally derived

properfy of a value greater than $10,000, that is the transfer, deposit, or withdrawal of funds or

monetary instruments, such property having been derived from a specified unlawful activity, that

is, Mail Fraud in violation of 18 U.S,C. Section 1341, and Wire Fraud, in violation of 18 U.S.C.

Section 1343,

Count Transfer Date Transferred From Amount - Transferred To
. (on or around) :

31 1/6/2012 CC Brown Law LLC, | $20,000 CC Brown Law, Wells
Wells Fargo Account Fargo Account #6414
#3258 '

32 7/19/2011 McCall  Law  Group | $15,000 GH  Services LLC,
LTD., LLC, Wells Fargo Bank of  America
Account #3555 Account #0402

33 8/17/2011 McCall  Law  Group | $15,000 GH Services LLC,
LTD., LLC, Wells Fargo Bank of  America
Aceount #3555 Account #0402

34 6/28/2011 CC Brown Law LLC, | $21,716.67 |Loan Mod Experts,
Wells Fargo  Account PNC Bank Account
#3258 #7824

35 8/11/2011 CC Brown Law LLC, | $30,000 Diem  Development,
Wells Fargo Account Bank of  America
#3258 : Account #8694

36 9/6/2011 CC Brown Law LLC, | $34,745.59 | Advecor, Inc., Citibank
Bank of Utah Account : Account #7961
#6453 o

37 12/23/2011 CC Brown Law LLC, | $30,000 Assured Direct Mail,
Bank of Utah Account JP Morgan Chase
#6414 Account #5426
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38 7/6/2011 CC Brown Law LLC, $37,859.60 | New Start, Inc., First

Key Bank Account #7744 | Citizens Bank & Trust
: Account #1137
39 - 110/25/2010 CC Brown | Law LLC, | $32,105.79 | New Start, Inc., First
Key Bank Account #7744 Citizens Bank & Trust
Account #1137
40 12/20/2010 CC Brown Law LLC,|$17,670.24 | New Start, Inc., First
, Key Bank Account #7744 Citizens Bank & Trust
Account #1137

All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1957(a) and 2.

NOTICE OF INTENT TO SEEK FORFEITURE

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. Section 981(a)(1)(C) and 28 U.S.C. Section 2461(c), upon
conviction of any offense in violation of 18 U.S.C. Sections 1l341, 1343, or 1349, as set forth in
this indic.tment, the defendants shall forfeit to the United States of America all property, real or
personal, that constitutes or is derived from proceeds traceable to the scheme to defraud, The
property to be forfeited includes, but is not limited to, the following:

* A money judgment equal to the value of the prooeedé traceable to the scheme to
defraud.
®  Property set forth in Attachment A. |
Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. Section 982(a)(8), upon convidtion of any offense in violation of
18 U.S.C. Sections 1341, 1343, or 1349, involving telemarketing, as set forth in this indictment,
the defendants shall forfeit to the United States.of America all property, real or personal: 1) used

or intended to be used to commit, to facilitate, or to promote the commission of such offense and
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scheme; and 2) constituting, derived from, or traceable to the gross proceeds that the defendants
obtained directly or indirectly as a result of the offense and scheme, The property to be forfeited
includes, but is not limited to, the following;
= A money judgment equal to the value of 1) all property used or intended to be used to
commit, to facilitate, or to promote the cémmission of the telemarketing fraud scheme
and 2) the gross proceeds of the telemarketing frau.d scheme.
= Property set forth in. Attachment A.
Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. Section 982(a)(1), upon conviction of any offense in violation of
18 U.S.C. Sections 1956(h) or 1957, as set forfh in this indictment, the defendants shall forfeit to
the United States of America any property, real or personal, involved in such offenses, and any
property traceable to such property. The property to be forfeited includes, but is not limited to,
the following:
= A money judgment equal to all property involved in the money laundering charges.
»  $38,465.37 seizéd from PNC Bank Account 5557057824 in the name of Loan
Modification Experts |
= $50,000.00 seiéed from Bank of America Account 457014065710 in the name of
Conix, Inc.
SUBSTITUTE ASSETS
If any of the above-described forfeitable pl‘opel'fy, as a result of any act or omission of the
defendants,
(1) cannot be located upon the exercise of due diligence;

(2) has been transferred or sold to, or deposited with, a third person;
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(3) has been placed beyond the jurisdiction of the court;
) (4) has been substantially diminished in value; or
(5) has been commingled with other property which cannot be d1v1ded \.Nlthout difficulty;
it is the intent of the United States, pursuant to 21 U.S.C. Section 853(p), as 1ncorp01ated by 28
U.S.C. Section 2461(¢c) and 18 U.S,C. Section 982(b)(1), to seek forfeiture of : any other property

of said-defendants up to the value of the aboye-forfeitable property.

" A TRUE BILL:

/4]

~ FOREPERSON OF THE GRAND JURY

CARLIE CHRISTENSEN
United States Attorney

4&\;& \’\b. Jt

TASONR. BURT
%COT TJ. THORLEY
Assistant United States Attorneys
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ATTACHMENT A
U.S. v, Gettel, et al.

$65,653.32 seized from US Bank Account Number 153152955636 in the namé of JL,
Martin Law PLLC

$42,761,12 seized from US Bank Account Number 153152955677 in thg name of
Sentry Légai PLLC |

$98,105.89 seized from US Bank Account Number 153152955651 in the nanﬁe of WT
Lee & Associates

$34,596.00 seized from US Bank Account Number 153152955685 in the name of
Castlebar Processing

$6,456.00 seized from US Bank Accoﬁﬁt Number 153753565925 in the name of Jon
L. Martin

$21,346.11 seized from Key Bank Account 440552006643 in the name of Chad
Gettel |
$_34,010.20 seized from JP Morgan Chase Account 867323255 in the name of Wilford
T.Lee PLLC

| $11,833.30 seized from JP Morgan Chase Account 884663519 in the name of Wilford
T. Lee PLLC

$47,875 seized from JP Morgan Chase Account 976361584 in the name of Sentry

"+ Management LL.C
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$1,912.16 seized from Wells Fargo Bank Accoun’; 594-2241794 in the name of CC
Brown Law LLC

$592.19 seized from Wells Fargo Bank Account 768-3773555 in the name of McCall
Law Group

$2,851.05 seized from Wells Fargo Bank Account 268-1059727 in the name o.f W.T.
Lee & Associates |

$276.02 seized from Wells Fargo Bank Account 768-3772946 in the name of JL
Martin Law PLLC |

$1,752.36 seized from Wells I'argo Bank Account 768-3769579 in the name of Series
Attorney Platform LL.C

$42,609.64 seized from Wells Fargo Bank Account 347~i 126023 in the name of
Series Smart Law Media Company L

- $16,815.95 seized from Wells Fargo Bank Account O75~29605 18 in the name of John
and Shawna McCall |
$3,957.44 seized from Wells Fargo Bank Account 768-3768910 in the name of Smart
Merchanting Séluﬁons |

$58,296.73 seized from Wells Fargo Bank Account 768-3773258 in the name of CC
Brown Law

$47,085.40 seized from Wells Fargo Bank Account 181-4738488 in the name of

McCall Law & Associates LLC
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= $1,144.02 seized from Wells Fargo Bank Account 765-5754351 in the name of J ohn

M., McCall Inc.

" $38,4'65.37 seized from PNC Bank Account 5557057824 in the name of Loan

Modification Experts

= $50,000.00 seized from Bank of America Account 457014065710 in the name of

Conix, Inc.




