
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
Before the

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDING
File No. 3-20816
                                                            
  :
In the Matter of  :
     : 
ANITA SGARRO,   :   
     : 
 Respondent.   : 
     : 
                                                            : 

DIVISION OF ENFORCEMENT’S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY DISPOSITION AGAINST RESPONDENT ANITA SGARRO

Respondent Anita Sgarro (“Sgarro”) does not present in her Response any disputed material 

fact that could defeat the Division of Enforcement’s (“Division’s”) motion for summary disposition 

seeking associational and penny stock bars against her. Rather, she merely recites her plea to 

indefinitely delay this follow-on proceeding until she obtains post-conviction relief based on “new 

evidence,” which is yet to be disclosed, through counsel, who is yet to be retained.   

I. The Commission Should Impose Associational and Penny Stock Bars Against Sgarro

The four elements for imposing associational and penny stock bars are satisfied here. Sgarro

does not dispute that the Division timely instituted the OIP.  Nor does she challenge that she was 

convicted of a qualifying offense. Moreover, she admits that “she was not a registered broker with 

Sanomedics” and that she “earned a commission when her victim investors lost all of their money.” 

See Response at pp. 1, 3.  

Her argument that she is not a “threat to the public” because she has a “stellar track record 

with her Probation Officer” and “no history of violence” misses the mark. Id. at 3. The relevant 
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inquiry of the fourth element is whether it is in the “public interest” to impose the bars because her 

actions were egregious, recurrent, and involved a high degree of scienter; she has not provided 

adequate assurance against future violations; she has not recognized the wrongful nature of her 

conduct; and it is likely that she would commit future securities laws violations. Steadman v. SEC, 

603 F.2d 1126, 1140 (5th Cir. 1979), aff'’d on other grounds, 450 U.S. 91 (1981). All of these 

factors weigh in favor of imposing the bars as discussed in the Division’s motion.  

Moreover, Sgarro’s Response highlights her refusal to accept responsibility for her actions. 

She argues that the Government “wrongfully punished” her “without proper investigation into [her] 

conduct.” See Response at p. 3. She claims that the Eleventh Circuit “confirmed” that her conduct 

ended in June 2011, instead of August 2015 as stated in Sgarro’s criminal judgment, and that the 

Division’s counsel offered to resolve that “mistake.” Not so. In fact, the Division’s counsel rejected 

Sgarro’s suggestion to revise its papers to reflect that her misconduct ended in June 2011 and 

pointed out that the August 2015 offense end date in her criminal judgment, United States v. Sgarro, 

1:16-cr-20715-MGC (Dec. 1, 2017) [DE 732], remains unchanged following the Eleventh 

Circuit’s affirmance of her conviction and sentence. United States v. Wheeler, 16 F.4th 805, 831 

(11th Cir. 2021). Furthermore, while Sgarro claims to “not have any dispute being disbarred” 

because “she was an unregistered broker,” she refuses to acknowledge her solicitation of, and 

misrepresentations to, investors. See Response at pp. 1-2. 

Sgarro’s remaining factual attacks are unavailing. She challenges facts that are 

immaterial, such as her change of address and reduction of imprisonment due to compassionate 

grounds. She otherwise merely denies allegations, like that she solicited investors and made false 

statements to them, without presenting any evidence contrary to the record developed during her 

criminal jury trial. 
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