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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

DISTRICT OF UTAH 

 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION,  
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
TRAFFIC MONSOON, LLC, a Utah Limited 
Liability Company, and CHARLES DAVID 
SCOVILLE, an individual,  
 
 Defendants. 
 

 
 
CHARLES SCOVILLE’S REPONSE TO 
THE COURT’S ORDER GRANTING 
MOTION SEEKING ORDER TO SHOW 
CAUSE AND TO RECEIVER’S MOTION 
SEEKING ACCOUNTING 
 
Civil No. 2:16-cv-00832 JNP 
 

Charles Scoville hereby responds to the Court’s Order Granting Motion Seeking an Order 

to Show Cause1 and to the Receiver’s Motion Seeking an Accounting of the Manchester Flat. 

Because the Receiver has presented no evidence that Mr. Scoville had anything to do with the sale 

of the property, and because objective evidence shows that he did not sign the document 

transferring the property and was not even present in the United Kingdom when and where the 

sale took place, Mr. Scoville should not be held in contempt of this Court’s order. For the same 

reasons, and for the reasons set forth in a further sealed pleading to be filed roughly 

contemporaneous herewith, Mr. Scoville also objects to the Receiver’s Motion Seeking an 

Accounting. 

                                                 

1 D.E. 130. 
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I. APPLICABLE LAW 

As the moving party, the Receiver has the burden of proving by clear and convincing 

evidence that (1) a valid court order existed, (2) Mr. Scoville had knowledge of the order and (3) 

Mr. Scoville disobeyed the order. See United States v. Ford, 514 F.3d 1047, 1051 (10th Cir. 2008).  

To be clear, Mr. Scoville challenges only the Receiver’s proof on the third element. Thus, 

the only question the Court must decide is whether the Receiver has shown by clear and convincing 

evidence that Mr. Scoville disobeyed the Court’s order by transferring the specific property 

referenced in the Receiver’s Motion and Declaration to a third party. 

II. FACTUAL INTRODUCTION 

(a) THE RECEIVER’S ALLEGATIONS 

 Mr. Scoville does not dispute many of the Receiver’s factual assertions in her Motion2 or 

her declaration.3 As to the specific allegations in each paragraph of the Receiver’s Declaration, 

Mr. Scoville answers as follows: 

1. Admit. 

2. Admit. 

3. Admit. 

4. Admit. 

5. Admit. 

6. Admit. 

7. Admit. 

8. Admit that keys were obtained by the Receiver; Mr. Scoville lacks sufficient 

knowledge to contest the remaining allegations in this paragraph—but for purposes of this 

motion—agrees that the Court can assume that they are true. 

9. Admit. 

10. Admit. 

                                                 
2 D.E. 128. 
3 D.E. 129. 
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11. Admit. 

12. Mr. Scoville lacks sufficient knowledge to contest this allegation—but for purposes 

of this motion—agrees that the Court can assume that the statements by Ms. Escobar were made 

as reported.  

13. Denies that Mr. Scoville sold the property. 

14. Admit. 

15. Deny. 

16. Admit. 

17. Admit. 

18. Admit. 

19. Admit. 

Based on the evidence submitted by the Receiver, the Court can conclude that the property 

was within the receivership estate established by this Court’s order. The Court can also conclude 

that the property was transferred, without the Receiver’s authorization or knowledge, out of the 

receivership estate.  

However, as to the question of whether Mr. Scoville participated in the transfer, the 

Receiver has proffered only one piece of evidence that fails to meet her burden. While the Receiver 

alleges in conclusory fashion that, “I have recently learned that Scoville sold the Property,” she 

does not provide facts to support her conclusion. The Receiver does not even bother to marshal 

the facts and evidence in support of her conclusion, leaving that task to Mr. Scoville. 

The only fact proffered by the Receiver in support of her conclusion that Mr. Scoville in 

any way participated in the transfer actually tends to prove that he did not. Exhibit B to the 

Receiver’s Declaration4 is a standard property transfer form used in the United Kingdom. It 

purports to bear Mr. Scoville’s signature. In fact, it is not Mr. Scoville’s signature. 

                                                 
4 See D.E. 129 ¶ 14.a.; D.E. 129-2 
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(b) ADDITIONAL FACTS FROM THE RECEIVER’S RECORDS 

With her Declaration and Motion, the Receiver provided several documents that describe 

when and how title to the flat formerly owned by Mr. Scoville was transferred to the present titled 

owner. 

The transfer document allegedly signed by Mr. Scoville5 is a standard form transfer 

document, TR1, which is published by Her Majesty’s Land Registry.6 In order to be a valid 

transfer, this form must be signed and the signature must be witnessed by an independent witness 

who is not a party to the transaction.7 Here, the signature was allegedly witnessed by someone 

named “Kuddus Qureshi.”8 Mr. Qureshi reports on the form that he lives in London, at 24 Heigham 

Road, postal code E6 2JG.  

(1) The Signature on The Transfer Records Is Not Mr. Scoville’s Signature 

The transfer document is purportedly signed four times by Charles Scoville. To be clear, 

other than the face of the document, the Receiver provides no evidence that Mr. Scoville signed 

this document or participated in any other way in the transfer of this property. However, upon 

examination it appears Mr. Scoville did not participate in transferring the property. The signatures 

on the property transfer form are reproduced here:9 

 

                                                 
5 See D.E. 129-2 at pp.5–6. 
6 See https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/registered-titles-whole-transfer-tr1 

(visited March 28, 2018). 
7 See https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/registered-titles-whole-transfer-

tr1/guidance-completing-form-tr1-for-the-transfer-of-registered-property  (visited March 28, 
2018) (See item 3.12).  

8 See D.E. 129-2 at pp.5–6. 
9 See D.E. 129-2 at pp.5–6. 
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If this is not Mr. Scoville’s signature, then the Receiver has provided no evidence—much 

less clear and convincing evidence—that Mr. Scoville participated in the transfer of the property. 

While the transfer might constitute a fraud against the Receivership estate by someone, the 

Receiver has not met its burden to show that Mr. Scoville was in any way involved. 

Exemplars of Mr. Scoville’s signature demonstrate that the signatures on the Form TR1 

are not his. Mr. Scoville has signed two declarations in this case, both before the date of the alleged 

transfer.10 Those signatures appear as follows: 

 

Additionally, the SEC has (graciously) provided counsel with bank records obtained in 

their investigation. Mr. Scoville’s signatures on a bank signature card obtained from JP Morgan 

by the SEC as part of its investigation were recorded as follows11: 

                                                 
10 These signatures appear on Mr. Scoville’s declaration in support of his Opposition to 

Motion for Summary Judgment, D.E. 32-1, and his declaration in support of his Reply to Plaintiff’s 
Opposition to Motion to Set Aside Receivership, D.E. 45-1. The latter was signed the undersigned 
law office in the presence of his staff.  

11 See Exhibit 1 attached hereto. 

Case 2:16-cv-00832-JNP   Document 137   Filed 03/30/18   Page 5 of 11



 

SCOVILLE’S RESPONSE TO THE COURT’S ORDER GRANTING MOTION SEEKING ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

CASE NO. 2:16-CV-00832, PAGE 6 
4825-5732-8224, v. 1 

 

Mr. Scoville’s family has provided the following exemplars of Mr. Scoville’s signature 

from a piece of artwork he created and signed: 

 

And additional exemplars from letters he sent to his family during his LDS Mission years 

ago: 
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And from other documents his family located containing his signature12 

 

(2) There Are Various Aspects of The Signature on the Form TR1 That 
Are Inconsistent with Mr. Scoville’s Signature 

Because of Counsel’s past experience with handwriting experts, Counsel did not retain an 

expert because the source to be examined—the Form TR1—is not an original ink signature copy; 

rather, it is a digital copy that is somewhat unclear. 

However, even to the untrained eye there are significant differences between the signatures 

on the Form TR1 and Mr. Scoville’s signature. First, Mr. Scoville always starts the signature of 

his last name from the bottom of the letter, and usually quite far to the left, and begins with a 

curving stroke to the upper right into the top loop of the cursive capital “S.” In contrast, in all four 

instances of the signature on the Form TR1, the signature starts in the middle of the letter, well 

above the signature line. 

Further, the lower loop in Mr. Scoville’s cursive capital “S” has an angular appearance and 

the lower loop typically appears to curve to the right from the top of the upper loop. But, in the 

document relied upon by the Receiver, the lower loop of the cursive “S” is produced by drawing 

a loop to the left of a nearly vertical line produced after the upper loop has been rendered. The 

lower loop also lacks the angular appearance of Mr. Scoville’s signature. Compare the known 

exemplar of a capital “S” (on the left) with the letter from the TR1 (on the right).  

 

                                                 
12 See Exhibit A to Declaration of Shirley Scoville filed concurrently herewith. 
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Known Exemplar 
Signature on Form TR1 

 

 

Further, in Mr. Scoville’s signature of his first name, the capital “C” and lower case “h” 

are spread apart; the “C” never overlaps over the “h” in the signature. Indeed, the upper loop of 

the “h” has a rightward slant, creating distance from the “h.” In contrast, in the signatures on the 

TR1, the “C” overlaps or touches the “h” in three of the four exemplars, and is close to touching 

in the fourth exemplar. Further, the “h” has little slant and in some instances the “h” on the TR1 is 

virtually upright, rather than slanting away from the “C” as in Mr. Scoville’s known signature 

exemplars. Again, compare the known exemplar with the signature on the Form TR1. 

 

Known Exemplar 
Signature on Form TR1 
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Finally, in most instances the end of Mr. Scoville’s first name in his signature contains 

somewhat distinctive renditions of “l,” “e,” and “s.” In contrast, in the TR1 signature, none 

contains a clear “l,” “e,” and “s.” Again, a comparison of that element demonstrates the difference. 

Known Exemplar 
Signature on Form TR1 

 
 

Because of these differences—and based on her lifelong exposure to Mr. Scoville’s 

signature—it is Shirley Scoville’s, Mr. Scoville’s mother, opinion that the signatures on the Form 

TR1 are not Mr. Scoville’s signature.13 This opinion is also informed by the fact that Mrs. Scoville 

spoke with her son daily around the date the subject property was transferred, including twice on 

the date of the alleged transfer and Mr. Scoville was in the United States at the time, as illustrated 

below.  

(c) MR. SCOVILLE WAS IN THE UNITED STATES DURING THE TIME THE SALE WAS 

COMPLETED IN THE UNITED KINGDOM 

According to the Form TR1, the sale was completed on Tuesday, November 28, 2017. On 

that same day Mr. Scoville placed two phone calls to his mother’s phone, one at 10:37 am for 17 

minutes and one at 3:23 pm for 27 minutes. Both phone calls originated from “Salt Lake, UT.”14 

Similarly, Mr. Scoville made phone calls to his mother or father every day between November 25 

and December 3, 2017. Each of these phone calls originated either from, “Salt Lake, UT” or 

“Murray, UT.” Mr. Scoville lives in an apartment in Murray, Utah, that was part of the 

                                                 
13 See Declaration of Shirley Scoville. 
14 See Declaration of Shirley Scoville at ¶ 10 and accompanying Exhibit B. 
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Receivership estate and that the Receiver has searched through her agents. Murray is a suburb of 

Salt Lake, which is where the other calls on or around November 28, 2017, originated. 

In other words, Mr. Scoville was not in the United Kingdom at the time the transfer 

supposedly took place. Given that the person who allegedly witnessed his signature lives in 

London, and that the signature is not Mr. Scoville’s signature, the evidence demonstrates that Mr. 

Scoville was not present at, and did not sign the documents for, the transfer of the property.  

III. CONCLUSION 

The Receiver’s Motion for an Order to Show Cause asked that Mr. Scoville be held in 

contempt based entirely on the claim that Mr. Scoville “sold” the subject property. The Receiver 

did not provide any supporting explanation for her assertion that he sold the property, and the 

records that she attached to her declaration do not establish that Mr. Scoville “sold” the property. 

At present the Receiver has establihed only that someone—but based on the document not bearing 

his signature and him not being in the United Kingdom at the time, apparently not Mr. Scoville—

signed a document transferring the subject property to a third party and received funds in return. 

Mr. Scoville cannot be held in contempt where the record establishes only that someone else took 

action to transfer the property. Simply put, the Receiver has not met her burden and the Receiver’s 

motion should be denied. 

Because the Receiver has failed to identify any evidence that Mr. Scoville sold the property 

the Court should also deny the Receiver’s Motion Seeking an Accounting. 

 

DATED: March 30, 2018 SMITH CORRELL, LLP 

 
  /s/ D. Loren Washburn  
 D. Loren Washburn 
 Counsel for Charles Scoville 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I hereby certify that on March 30, 2017, the foregoing CHARLES SCOVILLE’S 

REPONSE TO THE COURT’S ORDER GRANTING MOTION SEEKING ORDER TO 

SHOW CAUSE AND TO RECEIVER’S MOTION SEEKING ACCOUNTING was served 

upon the person(s) named below, at the address set out below by email and CM/ECF: 

 
Daniel J. Wadley 
Amy J. Oliver 
Alison J. Okinaka 
Cheryl M. Mori 
SECURITIES EXCHANGE COMMISSION 
351 South West Temple, Suite 6.100 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 
 
Peggy Hunt (Utah State Bar No. 6060) 
Michael Thomson (Utah State Bar No. 9707) 
John J. Wiest (Utah State Bar No. 15767) 
DORSEY & WHITNEY LLP 
111 South Main Street, UT 84111-2176 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111-2176 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    /s/ Melina Hernandez 
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