BEFORE THE MISSOURI REAL ESTATE COMMISSION

MISSOURI REAL ESTATE COMMISSION )
)

Petitioner, )

)

V. ) No. 19-1537 RE

)

)

RAJA A. CHELLAPPA )
)

Respondent. )

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
AND DISCIPLINARY ORDER

On or about October 19, 2020, the Administrative Hearing Commission entered its
Decision in the case of Missouri Real Estate Commission v. Christy Lawrence, No. 19-1537 RE.
In that Decision, the Administrative Hearing Commission found that Respondent Raja A.
Chellappa’s real estate Salesperson license (license no. 1999087782) is subject to disciplinary
action by the Missouri Real Estate Commission (“Commission”) pursuant to § 339.100.2, (1),
(2), (3), (6), (15), (16), (17) and (18) RSMo. .

The Commission has received and reviewed the record of the proceedings before the
Administrative Hearing Commission including the properly pled complaint and the Decision of
the Administrative Hearing Commission. The record of the Administrative Heaﬁﬁg Commission
is incorporated herein by reference in its entirety.

Pursuant to notice and §§ 621.110 and 339.100.3, RSMo, the Commission held a hearing
on April 7, 2021, at the Missouri Counsel of School Administrators, 3550 Amazonas Drive, in
Jefferson City, Missouri, for the purpose of determining the appropriate disciplinary action

against Respondent’s license. All of the members of the Commission were present throughout

! All statutory references are to the Revised Statutes of Missouri 2000, as amended, unless
otherwise indicated.



the meeting. Further, each member of this Commission read the Decision of the Administrative
Hearing Commission. The Commission was represented by Assistant Attorney General Craig
Jacobs. Respondent, having received proper notice and opportunity to appear, did not appear in
person or through legal counsel. After being present and considering all of the evidence
presented during the hearing, the Commission issues the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions
of Law, and Order.
Based upon the foregoing the Commission hereby states:
L

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Commission is an agency of the state of Missouri created and established
pursuant to § 339.120, RSMo, for the purpose of licensing all persons engaged in the practice as
a real estate broker or salesperson in this state. The Commission has control and supervision of
the licensed occupations and enforcement of the terms and provisions of §§ 339.010-339.205 and
339.710-339.855, RSMo.

2. The Commission hereby adopts and incorporates by reference the properly pled
Complaint and the Decision of the Administrative Hearing Commission in Missouri Real Estate
Commission v. Raja A. Chellappa, Case No. 19-1537 RE, issued Oétober 19, 2020, in its entirety
and takes official notice thereof.

3. The Commission set this matter for disciplinary hearing and served notice of the
disciplinary hearing upon Respondent in a proper and timely fashion. Respondent failed to
appear in person or through legal counsel at the hearing before the Commission.

4. This Commission licensed Respondent Raja A. Chellappa as a real estate

Salesperson, license number 1999087782. Respondent’s Salesperson license was not current at



all times relevant to this proceeding. On September 30, 2016, Respondent’s Salesperson license

expired.
II.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
5. This Commission has jurisdiction over this proceeding pursuant to §§ 621.110
and 339.100, RSMo.
6. The Commission expressly adopts and incorporates by reference the properly pled

complaint and Decision issued by the Administrative Hearing Commission dated October 19,
2020, in Missouri Real Estate Commission v. Raja A. Chellappa, Case No. 19-1537 RE, takes
official notice thereof, and hereby enters its conclusions of law consistent therewith.
7. As a result of the foregoing, and in accordance with the Administrative Hearing
Commission’s Decision dated October 19, 2020, Respondent’s real estate Salesperson license,
number 1999087782, is subject to disciplinary action by the Commission pursuant to
§ 339.100.2, (1), (2), (3), (6), (15), (16), (17) and (18) RSMo.

8. The Commission has determined that this Order is necessary to ensure the
protection of the public.

1L
ORDER

Having fully considered all the evidence before the Commission, and giving full weight
to the Decision of the Administrative Hearing Commission, it is the ORDER of the Commission
that the real estate Salesperson license of Raja A. Chellappa (license no. 1999087782) is hereby
REVOKED. Respondent is hereby ORDERED to pay a civil penalty of $32,500 by certified
check made payable to the “Missouri Real Estate Commission” and mail to the Missouri Real

Estate Commission, P.O. Box 1339, Jefferson City MO 65102-1339. Said certified check must



be postmarked or hand delivered within 60 days of the date of this Order. Funds received
pursuant to this Order shall be handled in accordance with Section 7 of Article IX of the
Missouri Constitution and § 339.205.8, RSMo. All evidence of Respondent’s licensure shall be
immediately returned to the Commission within 30 days of this Order, if Respondent has not
already done so.

The Commission will maintain this Order as an open, public record of the Commission as

provided in Chapters 339, 610 and 324, RSMo.

+h
SO ORDERED, EFFECTIVE THIS |t ~ DAY OF /4 PRIL , 2021.

MISSOURI REAL ESTATE COMMISSION

N
erry W. Mopre, xecuﬁe@.n.ecor\d




Before the
Administrative Hearing Commission
State of Missouri

MISSOURI REAL ESTATE COMMISSION, )
)
Petitioner, g
v ) No. 18-1537
' )
RAJA A. CHELLAPPA, ;
Respondent. ;
)
DECISION

The Missouri Real Estate Commission (MREC) has cause to discipline Raja A.
Chellappa’s real estate salesperson license because he violated several legal obligations and
duties of a real estate salesperson, and he pled guilty and was convicted of a crime that was
reasonably related to his profession and that involved fraud.

Procedure

On December 21, 2018, MREC filed a complaint seeking cause to discipline Chellappa’s
license. On February 25, 2019, Chellappa filed an answer. On August 6, 2019, MREC served
Chellappa with a request for admissions, to which the responses were due on September 5, 2019.
On July 31, 2020, MREC filed a motion for summary decision and relied upon its unanswered
request for admissions in support of its motion. We gave Chellappa until August 17, 2020, to

respond to the motion, but he did not respond.



The failure to answer a request for admissions establishes the matters asserted in the
request, and no further proof is required.! See Killian Constr. Co. v. Tri-City Constr. Co., 693
S.w.2d 81'9, 827 (Mo. App. W.D. 1985). Such a deemed admission can establish any fact, or
“application of the facts to the law, or the truth of the ultimate issue, opinion or conclusion, so
long as the opinion called for is not an abstract proposition of law.” Briggs v. King, 714 S.W.2d
694, 697 (Mo. App. W.D. 1986). This rule applies to all parties, including those acting pro se.
Research Hosp. v. Williams, 651 S.W.2d 667, 669 (Mo. App. W.D. 1983).

We “may grant MREC’s motion for summary decision if MREC establishes facts that
entitle it to a favorable decision and Chellappa does not genuinely dispute those facts. 1 CSR
15-3.446(6). Facts may be established by admissible evidence such as a stipulation, pleading or
discovery response of the adverse party, affidavit, or any other evidence admissible under law.

1 CSR 15- 3.446(6)(B). A party cannot rely solely on its own pleading to establish any fact. Id.
In support of its motion, MREC relies on the facts deemed admitted, including the information in
the court records attached to the request for admissions. The following uncontroverted facts are
derived from that evidence.

Findings of Fact

1. At all relevant times, Chellappa held a real estate salesperson license issued by
MREC. The license expired on September 30, 2016.

2. From March 25, 2015 through December 22, 2015, Chellappa was affiliated with

Mark Cooper Realty, LLC, d/b/a/ ReMax Edge, his broker.

1 Missouri Supreme Court Rule 59.01. Section 536.073 and 1 CSR 15-3.420(1) apply that rule to this case.
Statutory citations are to RSMo 2016, unless otherwise indicated.
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3. On June 30, 2015, Chellappa, while serving as a seller’s agent, listed for sale property
owned by a business entity and a husband and wife (Sellers). The list price for the property was
$925,000.

4. On August 18, 2015, Chellappa prepared a written offer (First Offer) for two
individuals who were husband and wife (First Buyers) to puréhase the Sellers’ property for
$925,000. Chellappa did not sign a real estate agency agreement with the First Buyers.

5. Chellappa instructed the First Buyers to wire $20,000 into a bank account that was
Chellappa’s personal account. Chellappa referred to this payment as a “buyer’s premium.”

6. Chellappa falsely informed the First Buyers that the fee was imposed by and would
be paid into an account belonging to his broker, ReMax Edge, to compensate for the low
commission on the transaction.

7. The First Buyers wired $15,000 into Chellappa’s personal bank account.

8. Chellappa never presented the First Buyers’ offer to the Sellers. Nor did he promptly
advise the First Buyers that their offer had been rejected.

9. Chellappa returned the $15,000 to the First Buyefs only after being threatened with
litigation.

10. On August 20, 2015, Chellappa prepared a written offer for an individual (Second
Buyer) to purchase the Sellers’ property for $900,000 (Second Offer). The Sellers accepted the
offer and the sale of the property closed on October 29, 2015.

11. Chellappa instructed the Second Buyer to wire $50,000 into a bank account that was
Chellappa’s personal account. Chellappa referred to this payment as a “buyer’s premium.”

12. Chellappa falsely informed the Second Buyer that the fee would be paid to ReMax

Edge.



13. The Second Buyer transferred the $50,000 to Chellappa’s bank account in two
installments.

14. The Second Buyer believed fhe Sellers would receive the $50,000 premium.
However, the Sellers had never requested a buyer’s premium and never received any of the
$50,000 fee paid by the Second Buyer.

15. Chellappa did not execute a written agreement with the First or Second Buyers
explaining the purpose of the “buyer’s premium.” He never told the Sellers he received either
“premium.”

16. At no time did Chellappa deposit the funds he collected as premiums into an escrow
or trust account or deliver the money to his broker. Chellappa never provided documentation or
any other notice to his broker that he had received the funds.

17. Chellappa did not account for or include the premium amounts in the closing
statements for the sale of the property to the Second Buyer.

18. It was Chellappa’s practice to request these “buyer premiums™ from the buyers in all
transactions he handled.

19. Chellappa tried to evade an internal investigation by his broker into the premiums he
charged.

20. On April 20, 2016, Chellappa was indicted in the United States District Cout,
Eastern District of Missouri, Eastern Division, on two counts of wire fraud in violation of 18
U.S.C. § 1343 in his capacity as a real estate agent for charging and receiving from the buyers
the “premium” fees.

21. On September 6, 2016, Chellappa pled guilty to both counts pursuant to a guilty plea

agreement.



22. On December 14, 2016, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Missouri issued a judgment finding Chellappa guilty on both counts of wire fraud. Chellappa
received two years of supervised probation, including the requirement that he not be employed as
areal estate salesperson or broker and that he pay restitution.

Conclusions of Law

We have authority to hear this case. Sections 621.045 and 339.100.2. MREC bears the
burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that Chellappa’s license is subject to
discipline. See Kerwin v. Mo. Dental Bd., 375 S.W.3d 219, 229-30 (Mo. App. W.D. 2012). A
preponderance of the evidence is evidence showing, as a whole, that “the fact to be proved '[is]

more probable than not.” Id. at 230.
In its complaint, MREC alleges that there is cause to discipline Chellappa’s license under
§ 339.100.2 (1-3), (5-6), (12), (15-19), which provide, in relevant part:

2. The commission may cause a complaint to be filed with the
administrative hearing commission as provided by the provisions of
chapter 621 against any person or entity licensed under this chapter
or any licensee who has failed to renew or has surrendered his or
her individual or entity license for any one or any combination of
the following acts:

(1) Failure to maintain and deposit in a special account, separate
and apart from his or her personal or other business accounts, all
moneys belonging to others entrusted to him or her while acting as
a real estate broker or as the temporary custodian of the funds of
others, until the transaction involved is consummated or terminated,
unless all parties having an interest in the funds have agreed
otherwise in writing;

(2) Making substantial misrepresentations or false promises or
suppression, concealment or omission of material facts in the
conduct of his or her business or pursuing a flagrant and continued
course of misrepresentation through agents, salespersons,
advertising or otherwise in any transaction;

(3) Failing within a reasonable time to account for or to remit any
moneys, valuable documents or other property, coming into his or
her possession, which belongs to others;
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ok ok

(5) Failure to timely deliver a duplicate original of any and all
instruments to any party or parties executing the same where the
instruments have been prepared by the licensee or under his or her
supervision or are within his or her control, including, but not
limited to, the instruments relating to the employment of the
licensee or to any matter pertaining to the consummation of a lease,
listing agreement or the purchase, sale, exchange or lease of
property, or any type of real estate transaction in which he or she
may participate as a licensee; [%]

(6) Acting for more than one party in a transaction without the
knowledge of all parties for whom he or she acts, or accepting a
commission or valuable consideration for services from more than
one party in a real estate transaction without the knowledge of all
parties to the transaction;

ok 3k

(12) Accepting a commission or valuable consideration for the
performance of any of the acts referred to in section 339.010 from
any person except the broker with whom associated at the time the
commission or valuable consideration was earned;

* ok ok

(15) Violation of, or attempting to violate, directly or indirectly, or
assisting or enabling any person to violate, any provision of sections
339.010 to 339.180 and sections 339.710 to 339.860™", or of any
lawful rule adopted pursuant to sections 339.010 to 339.180 and
sections 339.710 to 339.860™

(16) Committing any act which would otherwise be grounds for
the commission to refuse to issue a license under section 339.040;

(17) Failure to timely inform seller of all written offers unless
otherwise instructed in writing by the seller;

(18) Been finally adjudicated and found guilty, or entered a plea of
guilty or nolo contendere, in a criminal prosecution under the laws
of this state or any other state or of the United States, for any
offense reasonably related to the qualifications, functions or duties
of any profession licensed or regulated under this chapter, for any

2 MREC listed subdivision 5 as grounds for discipline in its motion for summary decision, but did not
provide evidence of any related violation. We therefore find no cause for discipline under § 339.100.2(5).
6



offense an essential element of which is fraud, dishonesty or an act
of violence, or for any offense involving moral turpitude, whether
or not sentence is imposed; [or]
(19) Any other conduct which constitutes untrustworthy, improper
or fraudulent business dealings, demonstrates bad faith or
incompetence, misconduct, or gross negligencef.]

Commingling Client and Personal Funds—Subdivision (1)

MREC alleges that there is cause to discipline Chellappa’s license because Chellappa
failed, during the course of negotiating the sale of real property, to keep money he received from
prospective buyers in an account separate from his personal or other business accounts.
Chellappa deposited funds he collected from potential buyers that he referred to as “buyers’
premiums” into his personal bank account before the real estate transactions were consummated
or terminated, and without a written agreement. He thereby failed to keep money he received
while acting in his capacity as a real estate salesperson separate from his personal funds. We

find cause to discipline Chellappa’s license under § 339.100.2(1).

Pursuing a Continued Course of Misrepresentation in any Transaction,
or Concealing or Omitting Material Facts—Subdivision (2)

MREC contends that there is cause to discipline Chellappa’s license because he made
substantial and continuing misrepresentations in conducting his business. Chellappa falsely
represented to the First and Second Buyers that their real estate transactions required a
substantial buyers’ premium payment. He then instructed the Buyers to wire the funds into an
account he claimed belonged to his broker, but was in fact his personal bank account.
Throughout the transactions with each set of buyers, Chellapba knowingly misrepresented the
payments as buyers’ premiums and the account receiving the money as belonging to the

brokerage. We therefore find cause to discipline Chellappa’s license under § 339.100.2(2).



Failing to Remit in a Reasonable Time Money
that Belongs to Others—Subdivision (3)

MREC argues that there is cause to discipline Chellappa’s license because he failed to
remit money he received from the Buyers purportedly belonging to the Sellers or to the broker.
Chellappa falsely represented that he was collecﬁng buyers’ premiums on behalf of the Sellers or
Chellappa’s brokerage. Chellappa did not return the First Buyers’ funds until he was threatened
with litigation, and he never returned the Second Buyer’s funds. Because the money was never
rightfully in Chellappa’s possession, there is no “reasonable” time for returning it; any length of
time during which Chellappa retained the money was unreasonable. We therefore find cause to
discipline Chellappa’s license under § 339.100.2(3).

Accepting Valuable Consideration Without the
Knowledge of all Parties to the Transaction—Subdivision (6)

MREC alleges that there is cause to discipline Chellappa’s license because he received
money from one party to a real estate transaction without the knowledge of the others.
Chellappa received $15,000 from the First Buyers and $50,000 from the Second Buyer without
disclosing to the Sellers or the brokerage that he had charged.these fees. We therefore find cause
to discipline Chellappa’s license under § 339.100.2(6).

Accepting Valuable Consideration for Performing
acts Described in § 339.010 from a Person
Other than a Broker—Subdivision (12)

MREC alleges that there is cause to discipline Chellappa’s license because he received
compensation for performing an act in the line of his professional duties from someone other
than his broker. Pursuant to § 339.010.1 and .2, a real estate salesperson may list real estate for
sale and negotiate or assist in negotiating the sale of property or another transaction “intended to

result in the sale of property.” He or she may receive compensation for these acts only from his

or her brokerage. Section 339.100.1(12) provides cause for discipline when a licensee earns “a
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commission or other valuable consideration,” but accepts payment from someone other than his

broker. Chellappa did not earn a commission and improperly accept payment by a party other

than his broker; rather, he stole potential buyers’ money. Because this section does not directly
pertain to Chellappa’s conduct, we do not find cause for discipline under § 339.100.1(12).

Violating Provisions of §§ 339.010 to 339.180
or §$ 339.710 to 339.860 or Rules Adopted
Pursuant to §§ 339.010 to 339.180—Subdivision (15)

Section 339.730.1 describes the duties and obligations of a seller’s agent and provides in
relevant part as follows:

(1) To perform the terms of the written agreement made with the
client; ' '

(2) To exercise reasonable skill and care for the client;

(3) To promote the interests of the client with utmost good faith,
loyalty, and fidelity, including:

(a) Secking a price and terms which are acceptable to the client . . . ;
(b) Presenting all written offers to and from the client in a timely

manner. .. ;
Fk g

(4) To account in a timely manner for all money and property
received;

(5) To comply with all requirements of sections 339.710 to 339.860,
subsection 2 of section 339.100, and any rules and regulations
promulgated pursuant to these sections; and

(6) To comply with any applicable federal, state, and local laws,
rules, regulations, and ordinances|.]

MREC contends that by taking money from potential and actual buyers under false
pretenses and without the knowledge of the broker or the Sellers, and in failing to present the
higher offer by the First Buyers to the Sellers, Chellappa violated several of his duties and
obligations under § 339.730.1. We find that Chellappa failed to comply with the terms of the
listing agreement by taking more than the commission he and the Sellers agreed upon (a
violation of subsection (1)); he deprived the Sellers of the full value of their property in

contravention of his duty to operate in good faith and take reasonable care to serve the Sellers’

interests (a violation of subsections (2) and (3)); and he failed to account to his broker or the
9



Sellers in a timely manner for money received (a violation of subsection (4)). Chellappa also
violated subsection (6), as discussed more fully below.

We therefore find cause to discipline Chellappa’s license under § 339.00.2(15).

Conduct that is Grounds for the Commission
to Refuse Licensure—Subdivision (16)

MREC contends that there is cause to discipline Chellappa’s license becaﬁse he engaged
in conduct that is grounds for refusing an applicant licensure. MREC may grant licenses only to
“persons of good moral character” who “[a]re competent to transact the business of a broker or
salesperson in such a manner as to safeguard the interest of the public.” Section 339.040.1(1),
(3). Good moral character “is generally defined as honesty, fairness, and respect for the rights of
others and for the laws of the state and nation.” Hernandez v. State Bd. of Registration for
Healing Arts, 936 S.W.2d 894, n. 1 (Mo. App. W.D. 1997). By taking money from the First and
Second Buyers under false pretenses and failing to present the First Buyers’ higher offer to the
Sellers, Chellappa has demonstrated that he is dishonest and has no respect for the rights of
either the buyers or sellers with whom he does business. Additionally, as discussed more fully
below, by receiving funds under false pretenses, Chellappa violated federal 1a§v.

We therefore find cause under § 339.100.2(16) to discipline Chellappa’s license.

Failure to Timely Inform a Seller of a
Written Offer—Subdivision (17)

MREC argues that there is cause to discipline Chellappa’s license for failing to present
the Sellers with a written offer in a timely manner. Chellappa received a written offer from the
First Buyers for the full listed purchase price of the property, but never presented it to the Sellers.

Instead, he presented them with a subsequent offer from the Second Buyer that was $25,000

below the asking price. As a result of the delay (or in this case, non-performance), the First

10



Buyers were deprived of the opportunity to purchase the property and the Sellers were deprived
of the full value of the property.

We find cause to discipline Chellappa’s license under § 339.100.2(17) for failing to
timely present the First Buyers’ written offer to the Sellers.

Pleading Guilty or Being Found Guilty of a Crime Reasonably
Related to Professional Duties and Qualifications or
Having as Essential Element Fraud or Dishonesty—Subdivision (18)

MREC alleges there is cause to discipline Chellappa’é license for being found guilty of a
crime reasonably related to his professional duties and qualifications and having fraud or
dishonesty as an essential element.

On September 6, 2015, Chellappa pled guilty to two counts of wire fraud in violation of
18 U.S.C. § 1343, which provides in relevant part;

Whoever, having devised or intending to devise any scheme or

artifice to defraud, or for obtaining money or property by means

of false or fraudulent pretenses, representations, or promises,

transmits or causes to be transmitted by means of wire . . . any

writings, signs, signals, pictures, or sounds for the purpose of

executing such scheme or artifice, shall be fined under this title or

imprisoned not more than 20 years, or both.
He was convicted and sentenced to probation on December 14, 2016, by the U.S District Court
for the Eastern District of Missouri.

Fraud is “an intentional perversion of truth for the purpose of inducing another, in
reliance upon it, to part with some valuable thing belonging to him.” State ex rel. Williams v.
Purl, 128 S.W. 196, 201 (Mo. 1910). Fraud or dishonesty is an essential element of wire fraud;
that is, one or the other must be pled to establish a prima facie case.

The threshold for showing a reasonable relationship is low. Where there is no statutory

definition, we rely on the plain meaning of the words used, as found in a dictionary. E&B

Granite, Inc. v. Dir. of Revenue, 331 S.W.3d 314, 318 (Mo. banc 2011). To “relate” is to have a
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logical connection. MERRIAM-WEBSTER'S COLLEGIATE DICTIONARY 1050 (11th ed. 2004).
“Reasonable” means “being or remaining within the bounds of reason: not extreme: not
excessive;” and “not conflicting with reason: not absurd: not ridiculous.” Id. at 1892. We
conclude that for a criminal offense to be reasonably related to the functions, qualifications or
duties of a profession, the relationship between the offense and the profession must be logical
and not strained or exceedingly tenuous. Handling money transfers between parties to a real
estate transaction is more than reasonably related to Chellappa’s professional duties; it is integral
to his role as a salesperson.

We therefore find cause to discipline Chellappa’s license under § 339.100.2(18) and
because Chellappa violated § 339.730.1(5) and (6), he is subject to discipline under §
339.100.2(15).

Other Conduct that is Untrustworthy or Involves
Fraudulent Business Dealings or Misconduct—Subdivision (19)

MREC contends that by depriving the Buyers of money charged for a non-existent
buyer’s premium, depriving the Sellers of the opportunity to consider the highest offer on their
property, and skirting other requirements of realtors’ professional standards as discussed above,
Chellappa has engaged in “other” conduct that constitutes untrustworthy conduct or conduct
involving “improper and fraudulent business dealings, or demonstrates bad faith.” While we
acknowledge that Chellappa’s behavior fits that description, the conduct has already been
evaluated above under various subdivisions as cause for discipline. No “other” conduct is at
issue here.

We therefore find no cause to discipline Chellappa’s license under § 339.100.2(19).

12



Summary
We grant MREC’s motion for summary decision. Chellappa’s license is subject to
discipline under § 339.100.2(1), (2), (3), (6), (15), (16), (17), and (18). We do not find cause to
discipline Chellappa’s license under § 339.100.1(12) or (19)'.

SO ORDERED on October 19, 2020.

RENEE T. SLUSHER
Commissioner

13



BEFORE THE
ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING COMMISSION

STATE OF MISSOURI
: FILED
MISSOURI REAL ESTATE ) :
COMMISSION ) December 21, 2018
3605 Missouri Blvd. ) ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING
P.O. Box 1339 : ) COMMISSION
Jefferson City, MO 65102-1339, )
)
Petitioner, )
). ?}
V. ) Case No. I )~ L6?>7
)
RAJA A. CHELLAPPA )
52 Lakefield Place Court, Apt. D )
Grover, Missouri 63040 )
Telephone: (314) 308-5312 )
)
Respondent. )

COMPLAINT

Petitioner, the Missouri Real Estate Commission (MREC), by and
through the Missouri Attorney General’s office, states for its cause of action

as follows:

1. The MREC is an agency of the State of Missouri created and
existing pursuant to § 339.120, RSMo,! for the purpose of executing and
enforcing the provisions of §§ 339.010 to 339.180 and §§ 339.710 to 339.860,

RSMo 2016 (as amended), relating to real estate salespersons and brokers.

1Al statutory citations are to the 2016 Revised Statutes of Missouri,
unless otherwise noted.
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2. Respondent Raja A. Chellappa (“Chellappa”) held a license from
the MREC as a real estate salesperson, license no. 1999087782. Chellappa’s
license expired on September 30, 2016. At all times relevant to Chellappa’s

conduct alleged herein, Chellappa was affiliated with Mark Cooper Realty,

LLC, dba ReMax Edge (“Chellappa’s Broker”).

3. Jurisdiction and venue are proper before the Administrative
Hearing Commission pursuant to §§ 621.045 and 339.100.2, RSMo.
4. Section 339.100.2(1), (2), (3), (5), (6), (12), (15), (16), (17), and (19),

RSMo, states:

2. The commission may cause a complaint to be filed
with the administrative hearing commission as
provided by the provisions of chapter 621 against any
person or entity licensed under this chapter or any
licensee who has failed to renew or has surrendered
his or her individual or entity license for any one or
any combination of the following acts:

(1) Failure to maintain and deposit in a special
account, separate and apart from his or her personal
or other business accounts, all moneys belonging to
others entrusted to him or her while acting as a real
estate broker or as the temporary custodian of the
funds of others, until the transaction involved is
consummated or terminated, unless all parties
having an interest in the. funds have agreed
otherwise in writing;

(2) Making substantial misrepresentations or
false promises or suppression, concealment or
omission of material facts in the conduct of his or her
business or pursuing a flagrant and continued course

2
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of misrepresentation through agents, salespersons,
advertising or otherwise in any transaction,

(3) Failing within a reasonable time to account for
or to remit any moneys, valuable documents or other
property, coming into his or her possession, which
belongs to others;

(5) Failure to timely deliver a duplicate original of
any and all instruments to any party or parties
executing the same where the instruments have been
prepared by the licensee or under his or her
supervision or are within his or her -control,
including, but not limited to, the instruments
relating to the employment of the licensee or to any
matter pertaining to the consummation of a lease,
listing agreement or the purchase, sale, exchange or
lease -of property, or any:.type of real estate
transaction in which he or she may participate as a
licensee;

(6) Acting for more than one party in a
transaction without the knowledge of all parties for
whom he or she acts, or accepting a commission or
valuable consideration for services from more than
one party in a real estate transaction without the
knowledge of all parties to the transaction;

(12) Accepting a commission or valuable
consideration for the performance of any of the acts
referred to in section 339.010 from any person except
the broker with whom associated at the time the
commission or valuable consideration was earned;

Electronically received - AHC - December 21 2018 03:19 PM



(15) Violation of, or attempting to violate, directly
or indirectly, or assisting or enabling any person to
violate, any provision of sections 339.010 to 339.180
and sections 339.710 to 339.860, or of any lawful rule
adopted pursuant to sections 339.010 to 339.180 and
sections 339.710 to 339.860;

(16) Committing any act which would otherwise
be grounds for the commission to refuse to issue a
license under section 339.040;

(17) Failure to timely inform seller of all written
offers unless otherwise instructed in writing by the
seller;

(18) Been finally adjudicated and found guilty, or
entered a plea of guilty or nolo contendere, in a
criminal prosecution under the laws of this state or
any other state or of the United States, for any
offense reasonably related to the qualifications,
functions or duties of any profession licensed or
regulated under this chapter, for any offense an
essential element of which is fraud, dishonesty or an
act of violence, or for any offense involving moral
turpitude, whether or not sentence is imposed;

(19) Any other conduct which -constitutes
untrustworthy, improper or fraudulent business
dealings, demonstrates bad faith or incompetence,
misconduct, or gross negligence|.]

5. Section 839.730.1, RSMo, regarding the duties and
responsibilities of a seller’s agent, states in relevant part:

1. A licensee representing a seller or landlord as a
seller's agent or a landlord's agent shall be a limited
agent with the following duties and obligations:

(1) To perform the terms of the written agreement
made with the client;
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(2 To exercise reasonable skill and care for the
chient;

(3) To promote the interests of the client with the
utmost good faith, loyalty, and fidelity, including:

(a) Seeking a price and terms which are
acceptable to the client, except that the licensee shall
not be obligated to seek additional offers to purchase
the property while the property is subject to a
contract for sale or to seek additional offers to lease
the property while the property is subject to a lease
or letter of intent to lease;

(b) Presenting all written offers to and from the

client in a timely manner regardless of whether the
property is subject to a contract for sale or lease or a
letter of intent to lease;

(4) To account in a timely manner for all money
and property received;

(5) To comply with all requirements of sections
339.710 to 339.860, subsection 2 of section 339.100,
and any rules and regulations promulgated pursuant
to those sections; and

(6) To comply with any applicable federal, state,
and local laws, rules, regulations, and ordinances,
including fair housing and civil rights statutes and
regulations.
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Count I
Buyer’s Premium

6. The MREC realleges and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1
through 6 as though fully set forth herein.

7. Pursuant to a Listing Contract dated June 30, 2015, Chellappa
served as the seller's agent for a real estate transaction for property located
at 10600 Veterans Memorial Parkway, Lake St. Louis, Missouri 63367 (the
“Property”). The sellers of the Property were KMJ Management, Inc.,
Ashokkumar Patel and/or Shella Patel (the “Sellers”). The list price was

$925,000.

8. On or about June 30, 2015, Chellappa listed the property for the
Sellers.

9. Chellappa did not sign a real estate agency agreement with any
buyer or potential buyer.

10. On August 18, 2015, Chellappa prepared a written offer for
Bipinkumar M. Patel and Bhartiben B. Patel, husband and wife (the “First
Buyers”) to purchase the Property for $925,000 (Offer No. 1). Chellappa did
not present Offer No. 1 to the Sellers and/or promptly advise the First Buyers
that it had been rejected, in violation of 20 CSR 2250-8.100, which states:

(2) Every licensee shall promptly tender to the seller
or seller’s agent every written offer to purchase . . .. A
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buyer or seller must be promptly advised when an
offer or counteroffer has been rejected.

11. Chellappa instructed the First Buyers to wire a $20,000 “buyer
premium” directly to Chellapa’s personél account. Chellappa misrepresented
to the First Buyers that the fee was for ReMax Edge due to the low
commission on the transaction. Chellappa misrepresented to the First Buyers
that the account number to which the funds were transferred belonged to
ReMax Edge.

12. The First Buyers wired $15,000 of the requested money as
directed. Chellappa never presented Offer No. 1 to the Sellers. Chellappa
returned the $15,000 to the First Buyers only after being threatened with
litigation.

13. On August 20, 2015, Chellappa prepared a written offer for
Sanjiv Patel (the Second Buyer) to purchase the Property at $900,000 (Offer
No. 2). Offer No. 2 was accepted by the seller and closed on October 29, 2015.
Chellappa instructed the Second Buyer to wire a $50,000 “buyer’s premium”
to Chellappa’s personal account. The Second Buyer transferred the $50,000 to
Chellappa in two - installments believing ‘that these funds would go to the
Sellers. The Sellers had never requested the premium. The Sellers never

received any portion of the $50,000 premium. Chellappa misrepresented to
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the First Buyers that the account number to which the funds were
transferred belonged to ReMax Edge when it was his personal account.

14. Chellappa did not execute a written agreement with the First
Buyers or the Second Buyer explaining the purpose of the “buyer’s
premiums.”

15. Chellappa did not advise the seller of the moneys received from
either the First Buyers or the Second Buyer.

16. Chellappa did not account for nor include the wire transfers in
the closing statements for the sale of the Property to the Second Buyer.

17.  Chellappa did not deposit the funds into an escrow or trust
account, in violation of 20 CSR 2250-8.120(1), which states in part:

(1) All money received by a licensee as set out in
section 339.100.2(1), RSMo shall be deposited in the
escrow or trust account maintained by the broker no
later than ten (10) banking days following the last
date on which the signatures or initials, or both, of all

the parties to the contract are obtained, unless
otherwise provided in the contract.

18. Chellappa did not deliver the “buyer’s premiums” to his broker,
or provide any documentation or notice to his broker about the funds wire
transferred to his personal account, in violation of 20 CSR 2250-8.120(2),

which states:

(2) A licensee shall immediately deliver to the broker
with whom affiliated all money received in connection

8
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with a real estate transaction in which the licensee is
engaged.

19. It was Chellappa’s practice to request these “buyer premiums”
from the buyers iﬁ all transactions he hanaled.

- 20. Chellappa did not account for the funds to his broker and
attempted to evade the broker’s internal investigation.

21. By charging the “buyer’s premium” without notice to or approval
from the Sellers, Chellappa accepted compensation above the commission
agreed to in the listing agreement, in violation of § 339.730.1(1), RSMo.

| 22. Based on Chellapa’s conduct as alleged in this count, Chellappa
failed to exercise reasonable skill and care for his client, in violation of
§ 339.730.1(2), RSMo.

23. Based‘ on Chellappa’s conductx as alleged in this count, including
failing to disclose buyers were willing to pay more than the list price and
failing to present the First Buyers’ Offer No. 1, Chellappa failed to promote
the interests of the client with the utmost good faith, loyalty, and fidelity, in
violation of § 339.730.1(3)(a) and (b), RSMo.

24. Based on Chellappa’s conduct as alleged in this count, including
failing to inform the Sellers that he had accepted a “buyer’s premium,” and
failing to provide a written explanation to all parties regarding the purpose of

the “buyer’s premium,” and failing to timely return the “buyer’s premiums” to

9
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the buyers, Chellappa, failed to account in a timely manner for all money and
property received, in violation of § 339.730.1(4), RSMo.

25. Based on Chellappa’s conduct as alleged in this count, he failed to
comply with all federal and state laws, including the requirements of
§§ 339.710 to 339.860, RSMo, § 339.1'00.2, RSMo, and the rules and
regulations promulgated thereunder, in violation of § 339.730.1(5) and (6),
RSMo.

26. Based on the allegations in Count I, cause exists to discipline
Chellappa’s real estate salesperson license pursuant to § 339.100.2(1), (2), (3),
(5), (6), (12), (15), and (17), RSMo.

Count II
Wire Fraud

27. The MREC realleges and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1
through 26 as thoggh fully set forth herein.

28. On or about September 6, 2616, Chellappa pled guilty to two
counts (“Count”) of Wire Fraud in violation of Title 18, United States Code,
Section 1343.

29. The counts as set forth in the Indictment read, in part, as follows:

Between on or about September 1, 2015 and October
2, 2015, in the Eastern District of Missouri and

elsewhere, in furtherance and execution of the
foregoing fraud scheme,

10
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Raja Chellappa,

having devised a scheme to defraud and to obtain
money and property by means of false or fraudulent
pretenses, representations, and promises for the
purpose of executing the scheme described above, and
attempting to do so, caused to be transmitted by
means of wire communication in interstate commerce
the signals and sounds described below for each
count, each transmission constituting a separate
count:

Count Date Amounf‘ Item
I [9/1/2015]  $30,000 Bank wire transfer
II [10/2/2015] $20,000 Bank wire transfer

All in violation of Title 18, Unites States Code
Section 1343.

A true and correct copy of the Indictment is attached as Exhibit A.
30. A person commits the crime of Wire Fraud under 18 U.S.C.
§ 1343 by:
devis[ing] or intending to devise any scheme or
artifice to defraud, or for obtaining money or property
by means of false or fraudulent pretenses,
representations, or promises, transmits or causes to
be transmitted by means of wire . . . in interstate . . .
commerce, any writings, . . . signals, . . . or sounds for
the purpose of executing such scheme or artifice[.]
31. On September 6, 2016, Chellappa plead guilty to both counts

pursuant to a Guilty Plea Agreement, a true and correct copy of which is

attached hereto as Exhibit B.

11
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32. On December 14, 2016, the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of Missouri, issued a final Judgment in a Criminal Case
(“Judgment”) finding Chellappa guilty of Counts 1 and 2 for Wire Fraud, in
violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1343. A true and correct
copy of the Judgment is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

33. Because Chellappa engaged in a crime that is reasonably related
to the qualifications, functions and/or duties of a real estate salesperson,
cause exists to. discipline his real estate salesperson license under
§ 339.100.2(18), RSMo. |

34. Because Chellappa engaged in a crime with an essential element
of fraud and/or dishonesty, cause exists to discipline his real estate
salesperson license under § 339.100.2(18), RSMo.

35. Because Chellappa engaged in a crime that involves moral
turpitude, cause exists to discipline his real estate salesperson license under
§ 339.100.2(18), RSMo.

Count 111
(Section 339.040.1, RSMo)

36. The MREC realleges and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1

through 35 as though fully set forth herein.

12
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37. Section 339.040.1, RSMo, setting forth the grounds for issuance

of a real estate license, states:

1. Licenses shall be granted only to persons who
present, and corporations, associations, partnerships,
limited partnerships and limited liability companies
whose officers, professional corporations, managers,
associates, general partners, or members who
actively participate in such entity's brokerage,
broker-salesperson, or salesperson business present,
satisfactory proof to the commission that they:

(1) Are persons of good moral character; and

(3) Are competent to transact the business of a broker
or salesperson in such a manner as to safeguard the
interest of the public.

38. DBased on facts alleged above, Chellappa has engaged in conduct
that would be grounds for the MREC to refuse to issue a license under
§ 339.040, RSMo, providing cause to discipline his license pursuant to
§ 339.100.2(16), RSMo.

Count IV
Section 339.100.2(19), RSMo

39. The MREC realleges and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1
through 38 as though fully set forth herein.
40. Chellappa’s conduct, as alleged in this Complaint, individually

and collectively constitutes untrustworthy, improper, and/or fraudulent
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business dealings and/or demonstrates bad faith, incompetence, misconduct,
and/or gross negligence, providing cause to discipline Chellappa’s real estate
salesperson license under § 339.100.2(19), RSMo.

WHEREFORE, Petitioner requests that the Administrative Hearing
Commission conduct a hearing in this case pursuant to Chapter 621, RSMO,
and issue its Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law determining that
Petitioner may take disciplinary action against the real estate salesperson
license of Respondent, Raja A. Chellappa, as a real estate salesperson for the
violations noted above, and for such other relief as the Commission deems
appropriate.

Respectfully submitted,

JOSHUA D. HAWLEY
Attorney General

/s/ Craig H. Jacobs

Craig H. Jacobs

Assistant Attorney General
Missouri Bar No. 48358

Supreme Court Building
207 West High Street
P.O. Box 899

Jefferson City, MO 65102
Telephone: 573-751-8769
Telefax: 573-751-5660

Attorneys for Petitioner
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- | FILED
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ARR D0 70
EASTERN DISTRICT QF MISSOURI 08 DlSTR(CTCdUR '
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )
: | )
Plaintiff, )
} - Ne
V8. , % , N
RATA CHELLAPPA, ) 4:16CR166 CDP/IMB
Defendant. ) : )
INDICTMENT
COUNTS I & II - WIRE FRAUD
Introduction
1. Atall relevant times, Defendant Raja Chellappa was a resident of St. Louis County,
Missouri and did business as a licensed real estate agent in St. Louis County and St.
Charles County, Missouri within the Eastern District of Missouri.
2. In his capacity as a real estate agcni, Defendsnt Raja Chellappa was retained by an
individual wishing to sell a hote] property whose initials are A.P. (the “Client”) in St.
Charles County, Missouri (“the ttansacﬁon”).
3. Defendant identified an individual residing in California whose initials are S.P. (the
“Buyer”) who wished to purchase the hotel'property.
]
The Scheme

4, The scheme existed from at least September 1, 2015 through at least October 2, 2015,
5. Itwas the object of the scheme for Defendant Raja Chellappa to deceive Buyer info

believing Client demanded a payment in addition to the agreed upon price to complete

EXHIBIT

A |

6. It was the object of the scheme for Defendant to conceal his receipt of th;(e “buyer’s.
EXHIBIT #

Page ‘ of

the transaction. Defendant Raja Chellappa sometimes referred to this additional

payment as a “buyer’s premium.”
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premivm” from Client and his real estate ager‘xcy by directing its payment info his
personal bank account and not disclosing his receipt of the same to either Client ror
Defendant’s real estate age;ncy. |
The Marmer ard Means of the Fraud Scheme

7. It was a part of the scheme that Defendant, while representing Client, concealed his
receipt of the “buyer’s premivm” and concealed Buyer’s willingness to pay more than
Client’s asking price for the hotel property. - |

8. It was a further part of the scheme that Defendant exiracted a $50,000 “buyer’s
premium” from Buyer but did not submit those funds throngh the escrow process in
order to conceal his receipt of them from Client, his real estate agency and any other
parties fo the escrow and closing process. |

9. It was a further part of the scheme that, after receiving the “buyer’s preﬁxium” by
means of two jnterstate wire transactions into his personal bank account, Defendant
kept all of those fitnds and did not disclose them or share them with Client to the
transaction, his real estate agency or any other party.

Offense Conduct
10. Between on or about September 1, 2015 and October 2, 2015, in the Eastern District of
Missouri and elsewhere, in furtherance and cﬁécution of the foregoing fiaud scheme,

RAJA CHELLAPPA,

’ having devised a scheme to defrand and to obtain money and property by means of false
and frandulent pretenses, representations and promises, for the purpose of executing the
scheme described above, and attempting to do so, caused to be transmitted by means of
wire comuiunication in interstate commerce the signals and sounds described below for

each count, each fransmission constifuting a separate count:
EXHIBIT :Lg__-—_'——

Page__ - 5 of_;_____—-

L S ...
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Count Dale A Amoun_t hem
I September 1, 2015 $30,000 Bank wire trsnsfer
I October 2, 2015 $20,000 Bank wire transfer -

All in violation of Title 18, United States Code Section 1343,

ATRUBBILL

FOREPERSON

RICHARD G. CALLAHAN
United States Atftorney

Thomas C. Albus, #96250
Assistant Unifed States Attorney

EXHIBIT #5 i
Pagej of o
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" UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI

EASTERN DIVISION
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )
Plaintiff, § .
V.. % No. ¥:lb Cl 1bG CDP
'RAJA CHELLAPPA, 3 |
Defendant. . g

GUILTY PLEA AGREEMENT

Come now the partiés and hereby agree, as follows:
1.. PARTIES:
The parties are the defendant Raja Chellappa, repnesented by defense counsel Gary J.
Lauber, Esq., and the United States of America (hereinafter "United States” or "Gov;amment").,
_ represented by the Office of the United States Attorne\y for the Eastern District of Missouri. This
agreement does not, and is not intended to, bind any governmental office or agency other than

" the United States Attomey for the Eastern District of Missouri. The Court is neither a party to

nor bound by this agreement.

2. GUILTY PLEA:

Pursuant to Rule 11(0)(1)(A), Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, in exchange for the
defendanﬁ's voluntary plea of gmlty to Counts I and II of the charge, the government agrees that
no further federal prosecut.ion' will be brought in this District relative to the defendant's
involvement with the commercial rea] estate transaction that is the subject of this Indictment, of

which the Government is aware at this time. In addltlon the parties agree that the U.S.
GREGORY ]. LINHARES, CLERK

R & TRUE COPY QF THE ORIGINAL

| UNITED STATES.DISTRICT COURT
STLPN DISI RICT OF MISSOUEIL
& ’l \/\f)’ /\_/L\ \ J‘\CU_/\‘f\A l

C  SEpbTY . EBED|

-~ . ; i I
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Sentencing Guidelines Total Offense Level analysis ag;reed to by the parﬁes is the result of

" negotiation and led, in part, to the guilty plea. '
3. ELEMENTS:

As to Counts I and II, the defendant admits to knowingly violating Title 18,. United States

Code, Section 1343, and. admits there is a factual basis for the plea and further fully understands
that the elements of the crime are: the defendant (1) knowingly devised a scheme to defrand
another out of money or property (2) with the intent to defraud and (3) in furtherance and
execution of the same sent or caused to be sent interstate wire communications.

4. FACTS:

The parties agree that the facts in this case are as follows and that the government would

prove these facts beyoﬂd a reasonable doubt if the case were to go to trial. These facts may be ]
considered as relevant conduct pursuant to Section 1B1.3:

At all relevant times, Defendant Raja Chellappa was a resident of St. I_Jouis County,
Missouri and did business as a licensed real estate agent in St. Louis County and St. Charles
County, Missou.ri within the Eastern Dispict of Missouri.

In his capacity as a real estate agent, Defenda;lt Raja Chellappa was retained by an
individnal wishing to sell a hotel property whose ixﬁﬁals are A.P. (the “Client”) in St. Charles
County, Missouri (“the transaction”). |

Defendant identified an .individual residing in California whose initials are S.P. (the
“Buyer”’) who wished to purchase the hotel property.

. The scheme e);isted from at least September 1, 2015 tl_lrough at least October 2, 2015.
- It was the object <;f the scheme for Defendant Raja Chellappa to deceive Buyer into

2

| EXHIBIT E_@/,____W__,—

Page 7 O
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believing Client demanded a éaymen.t in addition to the ‘agreed upon price to complete the
traﬁsz_lction. Defendant Raja Chell?ppa sometimes referr.cd to this additional payment as a
“buyer’s premium.” |

Tt was the object of the scheme for Defendant to conceal ]%us~ receipt of the “buyer’s
premium” from Client- énd his real estate agency by difé‘cting its payment into his personal bank
account and not disclosing his reccil;t of the same to either Client or Defendant’s real éstate
agency.

It was a part of the scheme that Defendant; whhe representing Client, concealed his
receipt of the “buyer’s premium” and concealed Buyer’s willingness to pay more than Client’s
asking price for the hotel property. |

It was a further part of the scheme that Defendant extracted a $50,000 “buyer’s premium”
from Buyer but did not submit those funds throug}'x the escrow process in order to conceal his
receipt of them from Client, his real estate agency and any other parties to the escrow and closing
process.

It was a further part of the scheme that, after receiving ﬂle “buyer’s premium” by means
of two interstate Wife transactions into his lpersonal ba.nkaaccount, Defendant kept all of those

funds and did not disclose them or share them with Client to the transaction, his real estate
/

-

agency or any other party.

Between on or about September 1, 2015 and October 2, 2015, in the Eastern District of
Missouri and elsewher‘e, in furthera.née and execution of the foregoing fraud scheme, Defendant,
having devised a scheme to defraud and to obtain moﬁey and propert}" by means of false and
fraudulent pretenses, representations and promises, fd'r the purpose of executing the scheme

3

EXHIBIT %’,é,_—-——»’——”‘“

Page of e
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~

- described above, and atgcmpﬁng to do so, caused to be transmitted by means of wire
comuﬁcaﬁon in interstate commerce the signals and sounds described below for each count,
each transmission constituting a s_eparate count, to wit (1) on September 1, 2015, a $30,000 bank
wire transfer and (2) on October 2, 2015, a $20,000 bank wire transfer.

5. STATUTORY PENALTIES:

The defendant fully understands that the maximum possible penalty provided by law for
the crime to which the defendant is pleading guilty is irﬁpﬂsonment of not more than 20 years .
+ per count, a fine of not more than $250,000 per count, or both such imprisonment and fine. The

" Court may also impose a period of supervised release of not more than three years.

6. U.S: SENTENCING GUIDELINES: 2015 MAINUATL.:

The defendant understands that this offense is affected by the U.S. Sentencing Guidelines
and the actual sentgnci.ng range is determined by both the Total Offense Level and the Criminal
History Category. The parties agree that the following are the applicable U.S. Sentencing
Guidelines Total Offense Level provisions. .

a. Chapter 2 Offense Conduct:

(1) Base Offense Level: The parties agree that the base offense level is 7, as found in

Section 2B1.1(a)(1).

(2) Specific Offense Characteristics: The parties agree that the following Specific

Offense Characteristics apply: "(A) 6 levels should be added because the loss associated with the
Defendant’s conduct, including relevant conduct, exceeded $40,000 but did not exceed $95,000.
Section 2B1.1(b)(2)(D). -

b. Chapter 3 Adjustments:

EXHIBIT # Q
Pagei@of

—

Electronically received - AHC - December 21 2018 03:19 PM



Case: 4:16-cr-00166-CDP  Doc. # 26 Filed: 09706/16 Page: 5 of 11 Pagel!D #: 56

(1) Acceptance of Responsibility: The parties recommend that 2 levels should be
deducted pursuant to Section 3E1.1(a) , because the defendant has clearly demonsttated
acceptance of responsibility . The parties agree that the defendant's eligibility for this ded}lction
is based upon information presently known. If subsequent to the taking of the guilty plea the
government receives new evidence of statemcnts‘or conduct by the ciefcndant which it believes
are inconsistent with defendant's eligibility for this deduction, the government may present said
evidence to the court, and argue that the defendant should not receive all or part of the deduction '
pursuant to Section 3EI.1, without violating the plea agreement.

(2) Other Adjustments: The parties agree that the following additional adjustments

apply: the parties recommend that 2 levels should be added because the Defendant abused a
position of private trust in the commission of the offense. Section 3B1.3.

¢. Other Adjustment(s)/Disputed Adjustments: none.

d. Estimated Total Offense Level: The parties estimate that the Total Offense Level is 13.

e. Criminal History: The determination of the defendant's Criminal History Category

shall be left to the Court. Either party may challenge, before and at sentencing, the finding of the
Presentence Report as to the defendant's criminal history and the applicable category. The
defendant's criminal history is known to the defendant and is substantially available in the

Pretrial Services Report.

f. Effect of Parties' U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Analysis: The parties agree that the
Court is not bound by the Guidch'ﬁes analysis agreed to herein. The parties may not have

foreseen all applicable Guidelines. The Court may, in its discretion, apply or not apply any -

EXHIBIT Jf/&
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Guideline despite the agreement herein and the parties shall not be permitted to withdraw from
the plea agreement.

7. WAIVER OF APPEAT, AND POST-CONVICTION RIGHTS:

a. Appeal: The defendant has been fully apprised by defense counsel of the defendant's
rights concerning appeal and fully understands the right to appeal the sentence under Title 18,
United States Code, Section 3742,

' (1) Non-Sentencing Issues: The. parties ;Naive all rights to appeal all non-

jurisdictional, non-sentencing issues, including, but not limited to, any issues relating to pretrial

motjons, discovery and the guilty plea.

(2) Sentencing Issues: Inthe event the Court accepts the plea, accepts the U.S.

Sentencing Guidelines Total Offense Level agreed to heféin, and, after determining a Sentencing
Guidelines range,‘sentences the defendant within or below that range, then, as part of this
agreement, the defendant hereby waives all rights to appeal all sentencing issues other than
Criminal History. Similarly, the Government hereby waives all ri ghts to appeal all sentencing
issues other than Criminal History, provided the Court accepts the plea, the agreed Total Offense
Level and sentences the defendant within or above that range.

b. Habeas Corpus: The defendant agrees to waive all ﬂgh;ts to contest the conviction or
séntence in any post-conviction proceeding, including one pursuant to Title 28, United States
Code, Section 2255, except for claims of prosecutorial misconduct or ineffective assistance of

counsel.

c. Right to Records: The defendant waives all rights, whether asserted directly or by a

representative, to request from any department or agency of the United States any records

6
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pertaining to the inveétigation or prosecution of this case, including any records that may be
sought under the Frecaom, of Information Act, Title 5, United States Code, Section 522, or ﬂ:ne
Privacy Act, Title 5, United States Code, Section 552(a). '

8. OTHER:

a. Disclosures Reguired by the United States Probation Office: The defendant agrees
 to truthfully complete and sign forms as required by the United States Probation Office priorto
sentencing and consents to the release of these forms and any supporting documentation by the

United States Probation Office to the government.

b. Civil or Administrative Actions not Barred; Effect on Other Governmental
Agencies: Nothing contained herein limits the rights and alithority of the United States to take
any civil, tax, immigration/deportation or administrative action against the defendant.

c. Supervised Release: Pursuant o any supervised release term, the Court will impose

standard conditions upon the defendant and may impose special conditions related to the crime
defendant committed. .. These conditlions will be restrictions on the de'fenélant 10 which the
defendant will be required to adhere. Violation of the conditions of supervised release resulting
in revocation may require the defendant to serve a term of imprisonment equal to the length of
the term of supervised release, but not greater than the term set forth in Title 18, United States .
Code, Section 3583(e)(3), without credit for the time served after release. The defendant

understands that parole has been abolished

d. Mandatory Special Assessment: Pursuantto Title 18, United States Code, Section

3013, the Court is required to impose a mand;tory'special asse'ssment‘ of $100.

S

EXHIBIT ﬂ__%”’——*
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e Possibilitv of Detention: The defendant may be subject to immediate detention
pursuant to the provisions of Title 18, United States Code, Section 3143.

f. Fines. Restitution and Costs of Incarceration and Supervision: The Court may

impose a fine, restitution (m addition to any penalty authonzcd by law), costs of incarceration
and costs of superv131on The defendant agrees that any ﬁnc or restitution imposed by the Court
will be due and payable immediately. Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code Section 36634,
an ofdcr of restitution is mandatory for all crimes listed in Section 3663A(c). ' Regardless of the
Count of conviction, the an;ount of mandatory restitution imposed shall include all amounts
allowed by Section 3663A(b) and the amount of Joss agfeed to by the parties, including all
relevant conduct loss. The defendant agrees to provide full restitution to all victims of all .
charges in the indictment. . ‘

g. Forfeiture: The defendant agrees to forfeit all of the defendant's interest in all items
seized by law-enforcement officials during the course of their investigation.

9. ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND WAIVER OF THE DEFENDANT'S RIGHTS:

In pleading guil’w, the defendant acknowledges, fully undqrstands and hereby waives his rights,
including but not ljmiteci to: the right to plead not guilty to the chargg,-é; the right to bf-: tried by a

. jury in a public and speedy Tl’iéll; the right to file pretﬁal motions, including motions to suppress
or exclude evidence; the riéht at such trial to a presumption of innocence; the right to require the
government to prove the elements of the offenses against the defendant beyond a reas_onable
doubt; the right not to testify; the right pot to present any evidence; the right to be protected from
compelled self-incrimination; the right at trial to confront and cross-gxamjne adverse witnesses;
the right to téstify and present evidence and the right to compel the attendance of witnesses. The

8
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defendant further understands that by this guilty plea, the defendant expressly waives all the
rights set forth in this paragraph. | -
The defendant fully understands that the defendant hﬁs the right to be represented by counsel,
and if necessary, to have the Court appoint counsel at trial and at every other stage of the
proceeding. The defendant's counsel has explained these rights and the consequences of the

- waiver of these rights. Thc% defendant fully understands that, as a.result of the guilty plea, no trial
will, in faét, oceur and that the only action remaining to ;Be taken in this case is the imposition of
the sentence.

The defendant is _fuﬂy satisfied with the represe;itation received from defense counsel.

The defendant has reviewed the government's evidence and discussed the government's case and
all possible defenses and defense witnesses with defense counsel. Defense counsel has
completely and satisfactorily explored all areas which the defendant has req{lested relative to the

government's case and any defenses.

10. VOLUNTARY NATURE OF THE GUILTY PLEA AND PLEA AGR_EEMENT:
-.This document constitutes the entire agreenw;er.lt between the defendant and the
government, and no other promiises or inducements have been made, .directly or-indirectly, by
any agent of the government, including any Department gf J ustice attorney, concerning any plea
to be entered in this case. In addition, the defendant staté; that no person has, directly or
indirectly, threatened or coerced the defendant to do or refrain from doing anything in

connection with any aspect of this case, including entering a plea of guilty.

EXHIBIT # é :
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‘The defendant acknowledges having voluntarily entered into both the plea agreement and
the guilty plea. The defendant further acknowledges that this guilty plea is made of the
defendant's own free will and that the defendant is, in fact, guilty.

11. CONSEQUENCES OF POST-PLEA MISCONDUCT:

After pleading guilty and before sentencing, 1'1.D defendant commits any crime, other than
minor traffic offenses, violates any condition of release that results in revocation, vio'lates any
term of this guilty plea agreement, intentionally provides mi;hading, inconﬁplete or untruthful
information to the U.S. Probation Qfﬁce or fails to appear for sentencing, thé United States, at its
option, may i)c released from its obligations under this zf:gfeement. The Government may also, in
its discretion, proceed with this agreement and may advocate for any sentencing position \
supported by tﬂe facts, including but not limited to obstruction of justice and denial of

acceptance of responsibility.

12. NO RIGHT TO WITHDRAW GUILTY PLEA:
. Pursuant to Rule 11(c) and (d), Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, the defendant

unﬁerstands that there will be no right to withdraw the plea entered under this agreement, except’

10
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+ where the Court rejects those portions of the plea agreement which deal with charges the

government agrees to dismiss or not to bring.

Thomas C. Albus, #46224MO -
Assistant United States Attorney

. ' A / '
G- &~ 2018 J@M/

Date _ Raja Chellappa’
Defendant

?’— & - 2ot

Date

ot

. Date , ' Gary [, hu%r §
. : - Attomey foy Dete t

11

‘

EXHIBI
Page,__ZOf-——-———“—“

\‘Q

™~

Electronically received - AHC - December 21 2018 03:19 PM



Case: 4:16-cr-00166-CDP  Doc. #; 47 Filed: 12/14/16 Page:.l of 7 PagelD #: 153

AO 245B (Rev. 10/15)
Sheet 1- Judgment in a Criminal Case

United States District Court

Eastern District of Missouri
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA '
. : JUDGMENT IN A CRIMINAL CASE

V.
RAJA CHELLAFPA. - CASE NUMBER: 4:16-CR-00166-CDP
. USM Number: 45802-044
THE DEFENDANT: ) Gary J. Lauber

Defendant's Attorney
g pleaded guilty to count(s) one and two of the indictment on September 6, 2016.

D pleaded nolo contendere to count(s)
which was accepted by the court.

was found guilty on count
D after a pleagof n}(')t é]u?ct):yn )

The defendant is adjudicated guilty of these offenses:

Date Offense Count

Title & Section Nature of Offense Concluded Number(s)
18 U.S.C. § 1343 : Wire Fraud . Between on or about One
September 1, 2015
) and October 2, 2015
18 U.S.C. § 1343 : Wire Fraud Between on or about Two
September 1, 2015
and October 2, 2015

The defendant is sentenced as provided in pages 2 through 6 ofthis judgment. The sentence is imposed pursuant
to the Sentencing Reform Act of 1984.

D The defendant has been found not guilty on couni(s)

D Couni(s) dismissed on the motion of the United States.

It is ordered that the defendant must notify the United States attomey for this district within 30 days of any change of name, residence, or
mailing address until all fines, restitution, costs, and special assessments imposed by this judgment are fully paid. If ordered to pay
restitution, the defendant must notify the court and United States attorney of material changes in econpmic circumstances.

December 14, 2016
Date of Imposition of Judgment

(adl__, (Qffs

Signature of Judge

" Honorable Catherine D, Perry
United States District Judge
Name & Title of Judge

[

December 14, 2016
Date signed

Record No.. 755
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Judgment-Page 2 of 6

DEFENDANT: RAJA CHELLAPPA
CASE NUMBER: 4:16-CR-00166-CDP

District: ~ Eastern District of Missouri

PROBATION

The defendant is hereby sentenced to probation for a term of:
2 years,

This term consists of a term of two years on each of counts one and two, such terms to run concurrently.

The defendant shall not commit another federal, state, or local crime.

The defendant shall not unlawfully possess a controlled substance. The defendant shall refrain from any unlawful use of a
controlled substance. The Defendant shall submit to one drug test within 15 days of placement on probation and at least two
periodic drug tests thereafter, as determined by the court. ' :

(] The above drug testing condition is suspended based on the court's determination that the defendant poses a fow risk
~_ of future substance abuse. (Check, if applicable.) :
)I‘ The defendant shall not possess a firearm , destructive device, or any other dangerous weapon. (Check, if applicable.)

D The defendant shall cooperate in the collection of DNA as directed by the probation officer. (Check, if applicable)

l:l The defendant shall register with the state sex offender registration agency in the state where the defendant resides, works, or is a
student, as directed by the probation officer. (Check, if applicable.)

D The Defendant shall participate in an approved program for domestic violence. (Check, if applicable.)

If this judgment imposes a fine or a restitution obligation, it is a condition of probation that the defendant pay in accordance with
the Schedule of Payments sheet of this judgment.

The defendant shall comply with the standard conditions that have been adopted by this court as well as with any additional conditions
on the attached page.

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF SUPERVISION

1) the defendant shall not leave the judicial district without the permission of the court or probation officer;
2) the defendant shall report to the probation officer and shall submit a truthfutl and complete written report within the first
five days of each month; ' _
3) the defendant shall answer truthfully all inquiries by the probation officer and follow the instructions of the probation officer;
4) the defendant shall support his or her dependents and meet other family responsibilities;
5) the defendant shall work regularly at a lawful occupation, unless excused by the probation officer for schooling, training, or other
acceptable reasons; ’ .
6) the defendant shall notify the probation officer ten days prior to any change in residence or employment;
7) the defendant sha'lf refrain fiom excessive use of alcohol and shal] not purchase, possess, use, distribute, or administer any controlled
substance or paraphernalia related to any controlled substances, except as prescribed by a physician:
8) the defendant shall not frequent places where controlled substances are illegally sold, used, distributed, or administered;
9) the defendant shall not associate with any persons engaged in criminal activity, and shall not associate with any person convicted

of a felony unless granted permission to do so by the probation officer; . .
10) the defendant shall permit a probation officer to visit him or her at any time at home or elsewhere and shall permit

confiscation of any contraband observed in plain view of the probation officer;
11) the defendant shall notify the probation officer within seventy-two hours of being arrested or questioned by a law enforcement officer;

12) the defendant shall not enter into any agreement to act as an informer or a special agent of a law enforcement agency

without the permission of the court;
13) as directed by the probation officer, the defendant shall notify third parties of risks that may be occasioned by the
defendant's criminal record or personal history or characteristics, and shall permit the probation officer to make such

notifications and to confirm the defendant’s compliance with such notification requirement.
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Judgment-Page 3 or O

DEFENDANT: RAJA CHELLAPPA
CASE NUMBER: _4:16-CR-00166-CDP

District:  Eastern District of Missouri
- ADDITIONAL PROBATION TERMS

While on supervision, the defendant shall comply with the standard conditions that have been adopted by this Court and shall comply with
the following additional conditions. If it is determined there are costs associated with any services provided, the defendant shall pay those
costs based on a co-payment fee established by the probation office. . )

1. The defendant shall not be self-employed or be employed as a "consultant” without the written permission of the probation office.

2. The defendant shall not be employed as a real estate salesperson or broker.

3. The defendant shall provide the probation office and the Financial Litigation Unit (FLU) of the U.S. Attorney's Office access to any
requested financial information. The defendant is advised that the probation office may share financial information with FLU,

4. The defendant shall be prohibited from incurring new credit charges or ol;ening additional lines of credit without the approval of the
probation office so long as there is a balance on the Court-imposed financial obligation.

5. The defendant shall apply all monies received from any anticipated and/or unexpected financial gains, including any incorne' tax
refunds, inberitances, or judgments, to the outstanding Court-ordered financial obligation. The defendant shall immediately notify the
probation office of the receipt of any indicated monies. _

6. The defendant shall pay the restitution as ordered.

7. The defendant shall participate in a mental health evaluation and shall follow any recommendations of such and/or shall participate in a
mental health program approved by the probation office. .

8. The defendant shall submit his person, residence, office, or vehicle to a search conducted by the probation ofﬁccj. based upon reason:able
suspicion of contraband or evidence of a violation of a condition of release. The defendant shall warn any other residents that the premises
may be subject to searches pursuant to this condition. '

9. Based on the low risk the defendant ﬁoses for future substance abuse, the COURT SUSPENDS the mandatory statutory drug testing
requirements, . :
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AO 2458 (Rev. IO%S?SeJhdgrh%g l_nC (Er_uggajf Case Sheet 5 - Criminal Monetary Penalties
! Judgment-Page 4 of 6 i
DEFENDANT: RAJA CHELLAPRPA
CASE NUMBER: 4:16-CR-00166-CDP
District: ~ Eastern District of Missouri '
CRIMINAL MONETARY PENALTIES
The defendant must pay the total criminal monetary penalties under the schedule of payments on sheet 6 o
Assessment Fine Restitution
$200.00 ' $65,000.00

Totals;

D_ The determination of restitution is deferred until
will be entered after such a determination.

. An Amended Judgment in a Criminal Case (AO 245C)

D The defendant must make restitution (including community restitution) to the following payees in the amount listed below.

If the defendant makes.a partial payment, each payee shall receive an approximately proportional payment unless specified
otherwise in the priority order or percentage payment column below. However, pursuant ot 18 U.S.C. 3664(i), all nonfederal

Victims.must be paid before the United States is paid.

Restitution QOrdered Priority or Percentags

$65,000.00

Name of Pa ee Total Loss*

Non-Public VictimS

$65,000.00

Totals:

D Restitution amount ordered pursuant to plea agreement

D The defendant must pay interest on restitution and a fine of moré than $2,500, unless the restitution or fine is paid in full
before the fifteenth day after the date of the judgment, gursuant t0 18 U.S.C. § 3612%). All of the payment options on
Sheet 6 may be subject to penalties for delinquency an default, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3612(g).

D The court determined that the defendant does not have the ability to pay interest and it is ordered that:

The interest requirement is waived for the. O fine restitution.

D The interest requirement forthe [] fine [] restitution is modified as follows:

* Findings for the total amount of losses are required under Chapters 1094, 110, 1104, and 113 A of Title 18 for offenses
committed on or after September 13, 1994 but before April 23, 1996.
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Judgment-Page 5 of 6

DEFENDANT: RAJA CHELLAPPA .
CASE NUMBER: 4:16-CR-00166-CDP b

District:  Eastern District of Missouri

ADDITIONAL TERMS FOR CRIMINAL MONETARY PENALTIES

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3663A, the defendant shall make restitution in the total amount of $65,000 to:
NON-PUBLIC VICTIMS A

Payments of restitution shall be made to the Clerk of the Court for transfer to the victims, The interest requirement for the restitution is
waived. The first $50,000.00 in restitution, which has already been deposited in the registry of the Court, shall be paid to Bayview
Hospitality LLC., with any further restitution payments prorated between the other two victims.

All criminal monetary penalties are due in full immedjately. The defendant shall pay all criminal monetary penalties through the Clerk of _
Court, If the defendant cannot pay in full immediately, then the defendant shall make payments in monthly installments of at least $250, or -
1o less than 10% of the defendant's gross earnings, whichever is greater, with payments to commence no later than 30 days from this date.
Until all criminal monetary penalties are paid in full, the defendant shall notify the Court and this district's United States Attorney's Office,
Financial Litigation Unit, of any material changes in the defendant's economic circumstances that might affect the defendant's ability to pay
criminal monetary penalties. The defendant shall notify this district's United States Attorney's Office, Financial Litigation Unit, of any
change of mailing or residence address that occurs while any pottion of the criminal monetary penalties remains unpaid.
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DEFENDANT: RAJA CHELLAPPA
CASE NUMBER: 4:16-CR-00166-CDP
District:  Eastern District of Missouri

SCHEDULE OF PAYMENTS
Having assessed the defendant's ability to pay, payment of the total criminal monetary penalties shall be due as follows:

A X Lump sum payment of $65,200.00 due immediately, balance due

[J not later than ,or
X in accordance with [J C, [ D,or [ Ebelow; or I F below; or _ .
O0c, [0 Dor [ Ebelow;or [ Fbelow;or

B [1 Payment to begin immediately (may be combined with

c .D Payment in equal (e.g., equal, weekly, monthly, guarterly) installments of
¢.g., months or years), to commence (e.2., 30 or 60 days) after the date of this judgment; or

over a period of

D D Payment in equal (e.g.; equal, weekly, monthly, quarterly) installments of over a period of
' €.g., months or years), to commence (e.g., 30 or 60 days) afier release from imprisonment to a

term of supervision; or

E [ Payment during the term of supervised release will commence within (-8, 30 or 60 days) after Release from
imprisonment. The court will set the payment plan based on an assessment of the defendant's ability to pay at that time: or

F [ Special instructions regarding the payment of criminal monetary penalties:
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the defendant shall pay to the United States a special assessment of 5100 on each of counts one and twa, for a fotal of $200,
which shall be due immediately, See pages 4 and 5 for further terms on criminal monetary penalties, .

Unless the court has expressly ordered otherwise, if this judgment imposes imprisonment, payment of criminal monetary penalties is dLIt‘}
during the period of imprisonment. All criminal monetary penalty ranmcn‘cs, except those payments made through the Bureau of Prisons
Inmate Financial Responsibility Program are made to-the clerk of the court.

The defendant will receive credit for all payments previously made toward any criminal monetary penalties imposed.

v

Joint and Several . .
D lsréfendant and Co-defendant Names and Case Numbers (including defendant number), Total Amount, Joint and Several Amount,

and corresponding payee, if appropriate.

D The defendant shall pay the cost of prosecution.
D The defendant shall pay the following court cost(s):

D The defendant shall forfeit the defendant's interest in the following property to the United States:

Payments shall be applied in the following order: (1 ) assessment; (2) restitution principal, (3) restitution interest, (4) fine principal,
(9)fine interest (6) community restitution.(7) penalties, and (8) costs, including cost of prosecution and court costs.
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' DEFENDANT: RAJA CHELLAPPA
CASE NUMBER: '4: 16-CR-00166-CDP
USM Number: 45802-044
UNITED STATES MARSHAL '
RETURN OF JUDGMENT IN A CRIMINAL CASE
I have exe.cgted-fhis judgment as follows:
The Defendant was delivered on to
at » : with a certified copy of this judgment.
UNITED STATES MARSHAL
By ,
Deputy U.S. Marshal
O The Defendant was released on _ to : Probation
1 The Defendant was released on to_ ' . Supgryised Release
0 andaFineof. . _ [J and Restitufion in the amount of.
UNITED STATES MARSHAL
By
' Deputy U.S. Marshal
I certify and Re_turn that on __ , | took custody of
at and delivered same to
on . EF.T.
U.S. MARSHAL E/MO
By DUSM
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Raja A. Chellappa F gr ﬂ F D

106 Oxford Drive #6 : :

Branson, Missouri 65616 FEB 25 2019
ADMINISTRATIVE HE

RE: Real Estate Commissions vs. Raja A. Chellappa COMMI SSTOK?AR'NG

No. 18-1537 .

To whom it may concern:
1) Administrative Hearing Commission
2) Craig H. Jacobs- Assistant Attorney General
3) Missouri Real Estate Commission

My name is Raja Chellappa and I am responding to the Notice of Complaint/Notice of Hearing I
have received. I have read the entire complaint and would like to say I admit to making a mistake
by committing my wrongdoing in this 2015 real estate transaction. I have been licensed in the
State of Missouri since 1992 and have worked to maintain an excellent past history in my real
estate business in regard to ethics and all business dealings during all the years I sold real estate.
As stated in the paperwork for this transaction I pleaded guilty to 2 counts of wire fraud on
September 6%, 2016.

I admit to my wrongdoing in this complaint, but I would like to point out that on Count 1 #10, 1
did have telephone conversations with the seller of the subject property regarding this first offer.
In detail, which is not represented in the complaint, is the fact that the contract offer was made
with regard to the buyer acquiring an SBA Loan. The sellers diligently told me the day we listed
the property and during our telephone conversations, they were not interested in SBA loan offers
primarily because they take too long and many times do not get approved. I know my last
conversation with the seller regarding their non-interest in an SBA Loan was on September 7,
2015. 1take complete responsibility. It is my fault for not faxing, emailing or meeting with the
sellers to acquire their rejection signatures. With this offer, I had a cashier’s check made to
refund the 1% buyer his money and spoke to his son Prit Patel, whom told me he would contact
me, but never did. Again, I take responsibility for not mailing or delivering their refund sooner. 1
was able to provide copies of both of these checks to the Eastern District Court to show that I did
plan to and did return the money. Months went by and I realized the cashier’s check was about to
expire, so I cashed it in so I could have a new one printed and I delivered it to their home on
December 1%, 2015, I’m not sure if any of this information was necessary to include in this letter,
but I did want to make sure these facts were known to show my intent to return their money, and

it was.

I had been licensed in real estate since 1992 and proud to say I had never had a complaint or -
committed any wrongdoings in all the years I practiced. I had become a State Director in 2009
and remained a Director until 2016, I thoroughly enjoyed helping our industry with the major
decisions and votes during those years. I understand everything I did that was wrong in this
transaction, and I have been rightfully punished since then emotionally and financially. I would
again like to say how sorry I am and thankful to say I paid back the total amount I owed plus all
fees and fines that same year prior to being asked. 1 had no alcohol or drug history problem, so 1
was never placed on any type of correctional program. I was placed on a 2 year supervision and
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probation with the court system in the Easter District of Missouri, and was released from all
supervision and probation 1 year carly due to my completion of all compliances.

Words cannot describe the embarrassment I caused to my family, friends, colleages and myself
for what I did. I have two young daughters I would like to especially prove myself to and show
them I can come back and do the right things in life. They have moved to the Springfield area
with their mother and I moved to Branson to be closer to them.

I'have felt nothing but remorse for my actions and would like to ask for another chance to prove
myself as an upstanding business person in real estate and be allowed to work again. With all this
being said, I take full responsibility for my wrongdoings in this transaction and again apologize
to all the principles involved, as well as the brokers I worked for at the time, Mark and Connie
Cooper.

I sincerely ask, the Missouri Real Estate Commission, Assistant Attorney General Craig H.
Jacobs and the Administrative Hearing Commission to decide this case without a Hearing, which
is scheduled for June 18™, 2019 and allow me 1o be placed on probation instead of suspension or
revocation. I ask that you allow me to be licensed again.

Thank you all very much for your time and consideration in this case decision.

Sincerely,

Dgt . J'T/Z Cl‘@ﬂ\"w

Raja A. Chellappa
106 Oxford Drive #6
Branson, Missouri 65616

Email: rchellappa777 @ gmail.com
Cell# 314-308-5312
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