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Carmen J. Lawrence (CL-9154) 
Regional Director 

Attomey for Plaintiff 
Northeast Regional om~ . 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE CO:MMISSION 
7 World Tnlde Center 
New York, NY 10048 
Telephone No. (212) 748-8035 

QNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRicr OF NEW Y-OBK 

S~Cll.RlTIES AND EXCHANG~ COMMISSION, 

Plaintiff,. 

v. 

JOSEPH A. BREMONT, JIMMY B.· S~CBEZ, 
COMCAR. lNTERNATIONAL, Ln> .. t 
COMMERCIAL CAPITAL RESOURCES, INC., 

Defendants, 

and 

LO~MIS LTD., MICHAEL R. SPECTOR AND 

. . . . 

:" :i'': 
• I ·.··~. "··~ ~ .. ........ . . 

96 Civ. (. ) 

.. 

. . . . . . 
: . . . . 
• . 
: 

COMPLAINT 

U.S. FJNANCIAL GROUP, INC., : 
: 

Relief Defendants. : 

0 

: ~ 11- • ~-·=·.(- .-'! .• .'; 
. • • ·' l - :<J ~ 

. / ./ ... 

Plaintiff Securities and Exchange Commission. (qColllIDission"), for its C.ompiaint 
.. . 

again~ defendants Joseph A Bremont ('!Bremont"), funmy ~ .. Sanchez (aS~hez"), Comcar 

Int.emational, Ltd. f'Comcar"), and Commeitjal Capi~ Resout:ces7 Inc. c·commercial 

capital") ·(collectively, the "i;:>efendants"1
), and again~ ~ef defendaOts I...Oomis LuL. .. 

("Loomis•), Michael R. ~pector (aSpector") and R.P.S. Financial Group .. Inc. ( 8 R.P-.S .. ") 
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. (collectively, the "Relief Defendantsu), alleges as follows: 

1. Since 1993, the Defendants have bilked investors of at least s2·.1 million 

dollars by engaging in a fraudulent "prime.~ securities scheme. :qte vjctims of this 

fiaud include investor groups In New Hampshire, Colorado and Indiana, as well as .. 

ap9ro~Iy _twenty~ at the J.Jnited States Military Academy at W~ Point, New Yodc 

("West Point•). t:he Defendants, instead of deliveiing the promised returns of up to 2,000 

percent, misappropriared the sums invested, and justified their misappropriation by foiging 

documents puqxnting to show that Defendants had met their obligations and/or by falsely 

claiming that the Jn~rs bad de&ulted on their obligati~os. . 

2. Defendants Bremont, Sancht2, Comcar and Commetcial Capital, directly or 

indhectly, sillgly or in concert, have engag~ and, unless eqjoined and ~' will again 

engage, in trmsactioos, acts=- f:>Iactices and ~ of business that ~nstitute ~~ODS of 

Section 17(a) ~ tf1C? Securlties Ad. of 1933 (''Securities Act"), IS U.S .. C. ~ -77q(~), and 

Section JQ(b) of the Securities Exchange~ of 1934 ("Exchange Act"), 15 U.S.C. § 78j(b), 

and Rule 101>-S, 17 C.F.R. § 240.10b-S, pJOmolpt.ed thereunder. 

RJRl@ICTIQN AND VENUE . 
I . 

3. The Commission brl.ogs ·this action pursuant to. the authoriqr conferred upon it 

·by S~on 20(b) of the Securities Act, 15 U.S.C .. § 77t(b), and ~n 21(d) of the 

_Exchange Act, 15 U.S.C~ ~ 78u(d), permanently to enjoin ~ont, Sanchez, Comcar and 
. . . 

Commereial_Capital_from future violatio~ of the federal seeurities ~ws. The Com1J$sion 

also seeks from the- Defeodaots ~ent of ill .. gotten gains plus prejudgment interest. an 
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asset freeze petUleme lire, an accounting, and such other equitable relief that may be deemea 

appropriate. In addition, the Commission seeks ~ivil P.enalties pursuant to Section 20(d) of 

the Securities Act, 15 .U.S.C. § 77t(d), and Section 2l(d) of the Exchange Act, 15 U .. S.C. § 

· 78u(d). 

4. The Commission also seeks an ·order requiring the Relief Defendants to 

disgorge the funds that. they received whic~ the Defendants had ftaudulently obtained from 

investors, and to pay prejudgment interest. 

5. This Court ~ jurlsdiction over thi8 action, and v~ue is proper, puisuaiit to 

Sections 20(d) and 22(a) of the Securities Act, 15 u.s.c. § 77t(d) and § ·77v(a), ~d Secti9ns. 

2l(d)1 2l(e) and 27 of the ExcbaDge Ad, 15 U.S.C .. §§ 78u(d), 77u(e) and 78aa. 

6. The Cc:immission, pursuant to authority conferred upon it by Sections lO(b) 

and 23(a) of the Exchange Act, IS U.S.C. §§ 78j(b), 78w(a), has promulgated Rule lOb-5, 

17 C.F.~ § 240 .. lOIJ..S. Rule lOb-S was in effect at the time of the transactions -anc1 events 

alleged in this Complaint· and it remains in effect. . 

7. The Defendants, directly or indirectly, singly or-in concert, made tise of°the 

me.ans or instnunea~ of tBDspOrwion and commUnication in, and the means or 
. . . \ . 

bistmmeotalities of, inte~ ~eree, or. of the mails,- in connectiOn. with the tranaactioos, 

acts, practices and couJ."Ses of business alleged herein. C~ of the transactions, acts, 

practices and coul'SeS of bUsiness alleged herein took place in the Southern District of -New 

_Yodc, ir:icl~g, ~ut not limited to, use of the mails and of telephones· to oomrnunicate with 
. 

investors and. the deposit. of investor funds into. escrow accoun~ in oonnection_ with 

-.. 
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I Defendants' fraudulent scheme. 

·' 

~EFENDANTS 

8. Joseph A. Bremont" 571 is ~ resident of~, Florida. He is the sole· 

shareholder, officer,· director and employee of Couuneiclal Capital, and is a .~r and the 

only employee o( Comcar. 

9. Comcar Intematio~ Ltd. is an entity based in Nassau, Bahamas. 

10. Commercial Capital Resources, Inc. is a F1ori.da. coiporation, with offices in 

. Ocala, Florida. 

11. Tunmy B. Sanchez is a resident of San Antonio, Texas. 

:REJJEF ~EFENDANTS 

12. l.Gomis Ltd. is an ~ through which Bremont_ paid Sanchez proceeds of the 

Defendants' fraud. 

13. 

lives in Manchester;· New Hampshire. · 

14. R.P.S. ~cial Group, Inc. is a New H~pshire coqM>Iation thr~ugb whiCh 

Spector does business. 

FACTS 

Overview 

1S. Since 1993, Bremont and Sanchez, through Comcar· and Commercial Capital, 

have fraudulently obtained _more than ~~ l million from invedon. by engaging in a priQte 
. . . 

-b8nk securities scheme. Specifically, B~ont and Sanchez, directly or indirectly 1 falsely 

-... 
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would yield enormous profits for the investor. The prime bank securities described by the 

Defendants do QOt exist. Nevertheless, ·Bremont, using binguage that had been provided to 

hiii1 ~y Sanchez, prepared and siihed contracts Iqlreseoting that he, Comcar, and 

· COmmeICial Capitll. would use in~rs money to obtain the issuance of •pnrcbasC orders• 

for prime bank securities. These purohase onleJ's pmportedly would permit the investors, or 

··co~pxovi~" - sellers of prime bank securitie& - located by~ investors, to sell 

prime bank securities to buyers whQ would be located by Bremont and Sanchez. Bremont 

· prouUsed investors that upon completion of the transaction they woul~ be paid a pen:entage 

of the .face value of tlie prime bank securities sold, thereby ~ retums of up ~ 2000 
. . . 

pe.reent oo their ~ invemn~ Bremont further represented to the inves:toa that they 

. would also ·sba:re in additlonal profits from subsequent.iesa.ICa of the prime bank securlty iJl a 

secondacy malfa.:t. No such secondary market for prim~ bank securities eXists. 

16. · Jn each instmce, Bremont, SancheZ, ~~and Comm~ cap~ 

flaodn1-ly withdrew the _mvem>n' money. from an escrow. accoont by either~- a . 

·default by the investors pr aaanging for the ~ of a counterfuit purcha$e ~rder. 

Bremont subsequently transferred to Sanchez, directly and through Loo~$, a portiOn of 

· these improperly obtained hrvestor funds. In addition, at least $9~ ,000 obtlinecl from 

investors.waS paid to R.P.S., ~pector's CQmpany, as compensation for Spectors services as .. a · 

finder of participants in. the J>19gram. To date, none of the invesrou' funds have been returned. 

s 
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The Defendants Defraud Pegasus 
Enter(>~, Ine. ("Pegasus'~) 

of $150,000 

17. In.1993, Bremont explained to Spector how investors could make money by 

investing wjth Bremont in a prune bank securities transaction. At that time, Bremo~ told 

Spector~ he .could obtain bank issued •funding commitm~ts· -0r "purchase orders .. for 

letters of credit. 

18. Later, at Spec.to(>s SU.~, Spector's brother and an associate decided tO 

·invest with Bremont in a .pd.roe b~· sCcurities b:anSaction. To ~tate the investment the 

tiSOCiate fomted Pegasus and he and Spector's brothe~ raised SlS0,000 from frie~ and 

family to finance the inv~ent. 

19. . _Pegasus and S~r agreed that Spector would be Pegasus' representative in 

dealing with ·the Defendants. 

20. In July 1993; G<>Dllnercial Capital and Pegasus_~ .into an"apncy-oo~ 

("Pegasus Ageacy Contraet"). .Jn the Pegasus Agency Contract, which Bremont ~ on · 

behalf of Com0i~ Capital, Commetclal Capital. promised to cause. 'First Federal Banking 

Corp. ("First Federal~) to issue a purchase order for the purohase of a $1~ ~.· ~y 

~of credit from· a collatenl. provider. tO ~ located. by ·:Pe~s. The ~ Ag«tcy · 

eontmCt.~r provided that Pegasus would· receiVC? ·~ne and one.half~ (i.5%) of ··,.~.·: ... 

·the face \f$e• of the 1dter of ~redit upon completion of the tiansaction. and upon each 

successive ftm.le of the ·instrument. Bremont told. Spector tba1 Sanchez would 31J'ange for :. 

Fust Fedefcll to issue ihe putdiase onler. 

-. 
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21. The oral and· written representations described in paragraphs 17 and .;io above 
.. 

were materially false and misleading. F~ Federal, the bank that Bremont claimed. would 

~e the puroba.se oxder~ is a fiction. At the time of these rep~tations, Bremont and 

Sallchel knew that no purchase orders would be issued by PirSt PC!dera.l, that they had no 

intention of paying Pegasus ·any of the protnised returns~ and that they had no Uitention of 

returning~· SIS0,000 -investment 

22. ·At or about the same time, Comineroial Capital entered into an escrow 

. agreement with Pegasus pmSuan~ to which ~ deposited $150,000 into an escrow 

accowit ·managed by· _a N~w Yorlc City attomey. Bremont signed ·the escrow agreement on 

behalf of Cotnmereial Capital. 

23. On August 6, 1993, the esc~w agent received by :facsimile tr.ms~iOn a 

document that pmporredly was a notice of the issuance of a pmcbase order ·by ·First PedetaL 

To o!Jtain the inv~' funds from. the escrow account, Bremont·and Sanchez, ~Y or 

indirectly, foiged and ~nt this ootic.e to the escrow agent. 
~-~ . 

24. Following the receipt of ·the~ purchase order, and pum~t to Bremont's 

ilistructions, the escrow agent c;listributed the $150,000 from the escroW ac-count as follows: 

SUl0,000 to s~ pel'SQ1lally; Sl0,000 to R.P.S., Spector's company; $36,000 to 

Commeroial Capital; and retained $2,420 iO paymeot for his -services, after deducting various 

expenses. 

25. 

Defeqdants Defraud Investors 
of an Additiomd $1.375 Millioq. · 

. ·, f 
i 

. t 



defrauded investors of $1.375 million io four additional purported prime bank seanjties 

transactions. 

26. For each of th~ four transactions, agency and escrow. contracts were entered 

into between Comcar and~ Indiana of Delawal'ell Inc. (•Call Indiana .. )~ an IJ;ldiaoa · 

coq>omtion, which was acting on behalf of each of the four investor groups .. Bremont signed 

· each of these ·escrow and agency coatracts On behalf of Co.DlCar. 

27. In the first agency contract, dat.ed Maro& 29, 1994 ("March 29th ~~"), 

. Comcar. ·for a fee of $17S,OOO, ~to arrange for Fun Federal to issue a~ 

order f<jr a. $44 million qstand-by letter of credit" issu~ ~ OJ;le of the "top 100 banks, rated 

A or better." 

28'! . The Mareh 29th Agericy Conttact waa materially false and misleading because, 

.at the time the contract _was signed,_ Bremoni ~· Sanche-z mew that Fint Fedenl did not 

eJdst and that no purchase cmie:a would be issued, that they had no intention of paying . . . . . 

inve-stms any· of the promised returns, and. that· they had no iD~on of retuming the 

.. ~- , . 
mv~wrs money .. 

29. In connection with this mnsactton, ~_April I, 1994,_ Call lo<iiana wired 

·$175,000-. the escrow agentws acco~t in New Yod: City. 

30. On AP~ 14, 1994, the esCrow .. t received by .(acsimile transmission a 

document that purponedly was a c.Opy Qf ~e purchaSe order ~ by FUst Federal in 

co~on with the ~-29th AgerJ.Cy·eootract• ·To •·the investors' funds .. ~xit the 
. .. 

escrow account, Bremont and Sanchez;, ~Y or indirectly, furged and sc_:nt this ~rcbase 

-... 
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o~ to the escrow agent. · 

31. PursuaJit to Bremoot's instnactioilS, an April 29, 1994, the escrow agent 

relea$ed the $175,000 placed in escrow pursuant to the M.arch 29 Agency· Contact as 

follows: $139,000 to·Comcar's·bank account in the Bahamas; $22·,oOO to Commeicial 
. ··. 

Capital; $12,000 to R.P.S·.;; and $2,000 retained by the esciow agent in payment for his 

services. 

32. ' In ea.ch of ·the other.~ ~cy contrac.ts, which were executed in or aboQt 

July-and AuP.st 1994, Comcar promised •to ·arrange for the issuance. at a east of $4oo,ooo 
. . 

(USD),_of a bank pmchase order for.~ble ~~Jn.the amount of$~ nimion 

(µSD) with rolls and .ext.enSions" by "Balclays Bao1c 01; equivalent,~ ~or the ·p~ipose of 

• 
11facilitat[mg] the purehase and ~e. of prime bank debenture instruments.• · Th:e contracts 

further provided that for Uno additional CO~On or. additional· issue fee,, .. Comcar would 

amoge for duee additio.mil .tninsactions of $100 million each. · . . . 

33. At the time· ~y made the written Dlisreplesen~ons described in paragiaph 

32 above, Defendants knew that· no purchase orders· would be issued., QJ.at they had no 
. . 

biteiition of pajing investors any of the pro~ returns, and that they bad no. inteiltioo of. 

~g the investors' $1.375. million investment. 

34. Pursuant to the contracts referred to in. paragraph 32, between ~guSt 15 and 

August 17, 1994, Call ~diana wired_ a ~ta1· of $.1.2 million of ~v~ funds ~·the ~w ." 

agent~s account. 
. 

3S. 0n·or ~ut Sep~ber l, 1994, the esci.ow agent ~iv~ by facsimile 

-.. 
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b'ansmission documents which were pwpottedly copies~ of the notices of the future issuance 

of pu~ase orders ~y National Westminster Bank. 

36. Nadonal \J(estminster Bank. never issued such notices, nor bad it ever 

~en to do so. To obtain the inv~rs' funds from the escrow acCount, B~ot and 

Sanchez, directly or indirectly, forged and sent these notices to the escrow agent.· 

37~ Pursuant to Bremont's imtructions and after receiving ~ pm:po~ed notices, 

the escrow agent distributed the $1.2 million "from Ule escrow acc0unts,. ICSs wire tiausfer 

.fees1 as ~ollows: $1 million~ Comcar's oft-shore~ account in· the Bahamas, a portion 

of wbJcb BremQnt. JatQ' traDsferred to Loomis; s1s1.ooo· to anothtt ~w account at Chase 

Maohattan. Bank; and $12,000 'to. the escrow agent as pajment. for his servi~ to Bremont. 
. I' 

The S187~000 transf~ to the c~ Manhattan Bank esc~~ account was ultimately 

dh1dbut.ed as follows: $104,324 to Commercial Capital: S75,000 to R.P.S.; $7,500 to. a 

.j;ersooat fdend Qf Bremoilt's; and the balance toward the payment of mi~Jane.ous bank 

-~. 

38. Through at least Jnly· 1995, ·Bremont · oondnued ~Y to represent to can 

imHana that he would. complete the transactions. Durli:Jg one of these convenations, Bremont 

also. falsely usured ~Indiana that the Commission bad told mm· that his prime bank 

seauities progrlim may be Iegally operated overseas but not in the United States. 

DetendantS Defraud.West P~iot Cadets 
of $250,000 

· 39. In April.1994, the ~ndants ~rauded ~· grotip ~of approxbpately tweot}' ~ 

· cadds from W~t Point of an aggregate.of $2S()7 QOO. Defendants commuui~ed their 

... 
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misrq>1esentations to the cadets· through Betty J_ Smith C-Smitb•), a relative of one of the 
cadets. 

40. In telephone conversations during late 1993 or early 1994, ~remont falsely 

' tQld Smith. that, ~h Bremoiit, inves«>.rs could, in a number of weeks, earn from $3 

million to SS Iiiillion on an initial inv~ent of SI00,000 to $250,000. Bremont ~y 

represented that the initial investment would be used· to obtlin a purchase order tO buy prime 

bank securities. The inv~r, who was responsible for proVimng the prime bank secorit1 for 

sale to Bremont's buyers, or ijndjng a ~llateJ31 proVider to do so, would. receiVe three to 

five~ of the face value Of the llrl:me bank se.airity sold upon conclusion of the 

ttansacdon. Bremont further misrq>~ted that the prii_ne. tJank securities ~uhl be resold 

after the iriffiat tnmsa.Cti~n, pro&.cing additional- profits for the iilvestor. 

41~ Bremont sent Smith by ~imile transmission various ~~ which 

SancheZ had provided him, -~Ja;ning the prime ~·securities iDvestDJ.ent 31:"1 (epresemiug 

that Comcar could arrange txan~cdons involving the ~base an~ ~e of prime bailk 

8eCUlities. 

4~. ~ .. Aprll 1994, Smith ·described Bremoni~~ prime banks ~ investment·~ 

a group .or cadets who were visiting her for the w~d. · 11le ~ asked s~ to come .to · 

.W• ·Point to discuss ~e iDVestment with a ~ei group 9f their classmatr:s. 

43. Smith called Bremont in prepaiation for her meeting with the cadets ancf 
~ . . 

. :in(onned .him that a gro• of cadets was interested i:d investing in a prime bank ~Iities 
-

traosactiOo through ~· Bremont theQ went over ~mdn ~ of the ~vemnent .with 

11 
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Smith. Shortly thereafter, Smith met wit.h a group of twenty cadets and repeated to them the 

information ~at she had .learned frooi Bremont in her various conversations wiih Bremo!Jt. 

44. Following the meeting with Smith, twenty of the cadets decided tO invest in 

the Defendants' program. They opened a bank acoount un~ the name. "UUPA," and wired 

· a total of $265,000 ·into this acco~ · 

. 45. The ~ designa~ ~-Chad Bilbrey C-~iJbrey•) to represent UUPA in 

. the tm&ctioo· with Defendanm, and asked Smith to Continue to act as· an intennediacy. 

between them and Bremont. 

46. On or around Aprll 14, 1994, Bilbrey, as the RJ>~tative of'UUPA,· and 

Bremont .on behalf of Co~, signed an agency contraa (•UUPA Agency Contract")~ The 

UUPA Agency Con~ provided that, for -an inv~ent of $250,000, ~mcar would cause 

.cm1>aolc, N.A. Philippilies ·'° issue_ a $100 Qlilli.on "bank ~le ~nunitlnent of funds . 

(Pun:bde.<mfer)• for the.pndJase ~ ·~ ~ instmmen(S." ftrim a collateral 

provider .to be deligoated by UUPA. The UUPA Agency Contiact fmther·provide'.'l that, . 

. upon completion· of the uansaction, ~car would pay UUPA five pereeot ~the face value 

of~ security transfeued, t.~, ~S million •. Comcar aiso.agreA:d 10· arriloge, for no additional 

"f~, • three additional $100 ·milliOn ~ctions :yielding the sUne. reium to UUPA. 

· 47.. Oo or~ Apil .t3, 1996, B~rey, on ~of UUPA, and Bremont~ on 
. . 

behalf of Comcar, signed an escrow agreemeilt ( .. UUPA &crow ~~~t"). The UUPA 

~-Agreement proVided fot_ the.transfer of UUPA's·fund$ to an escrow ~unt with a 

New Yodt City lawyer -hired by Bremont to act as escrow .agent. The UUPA Escrow 

12 



. 
i 
i 
i 
I 
i . 
j 

i 
f 

I 

Agreement provided tha1 the escrow agent could release the funds to Comcar upon bis· ~ipt 

via facsimile of a copy of a purchase order or a l~r coofinning that a pun:hase order _bad 

been issued. 

· 48. The Om1 and writteo representations descn1>ed ~ puagrapbs ·_40 tluough 43, 46 

and 47 above were materially false and miSteading. At the time of these ref>~ntations, 

Bremont and Sane~ knew that no purchase orders would be issued, ~ they bad no 

intention of paying. UCJPA any of the promised returns, that there is no market in which such . . 

. non-existeot securities Could be IC$0ld th~y resulting in investor profits. upon -a resale, and 

that.~Y had no int.e~n of returning UUPA's. $250,000 inv~ent. 

49. On April 2S, 1994, Bilbrey wiiOO $250,000 ~m UUPA's bank acoount to the 

=·escrow agent~s accoUnt in New York City. 

SO. After the.UUPA AgenCy Contraet and :utJPA Bscro~ Agre.em~ had been 

signed, Bremont told Smith that Cibl>ank, N.A. Philipp~ ha4 been ·replaced by the Ban1c of 

Ireland as the issuer of th~ pwc~ onier pursuant to the UUPA Aiency COntract 

SI. In or around May of 1994, Btemont falsely represented to Smith t.hat the Bank 

of~Jiad-attempted to··issue a ~base onler for a·prime bank~; but-was 

· ~ ~ose."tflt, banking coordhlat~ ~ had been provided by Smith were iacorrect. 

Bmnont and :Sanchez told s•. that, as a result, they had paid:$250,000 to the Banko~ 
. . 

~in coonectiou with this a~pt. 

52. lo-~ the Bank of Ireland had ·never attcmpt~h1;>. issue such ·a purchase 

aider, no~ had.it ever agreec1.:to do 5o. Moreover,_cimtncy to tb• ~~om to ~mitb, 

J .. 
13 
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! the Defendants bad paid no bank fees for the issuance of such a purchase order. 
I 

53. Btemont also misrepresented to Smith that he would try to get the Bank of 
Ireland to •mssue• a ~robue older immediately at no additional cost, knowing that no 

pUrChase order wo~ be ~ · As a condition of his. promised fu~ efforts, Bremont. 

RXIU~ that the funds in escrow be released to Comca.r to reimburse it for the $250,000 that 

. it bad ~Y paid to the Bank of Ireland Bremont threatened to abandon any efforts to 
• l" • 

complete~ transaction if UUPA did not agree to release the money from ·the ~w 

S4. . On May 7, 1994, Bilbrey signed ~ letter on behalf of UUPA au~oriiio.g the 

~ •' to disburse the funds in escrow in accotdance with Comcar's in$truotions_ 

~ to Bremont'~ instructions, ·the escrow agmit subsequently wired oveC $163,000 to a 

b8nk·accoont located iii Guernsey' -Chann~ J.slands and s~,Ooo to •ccounts in Bremont's . 

name or tbat ~ controll~ includiilg $70,000 to Comcar's bank ~nt in. the Baba"1as. A 

. -portion ~these filllds ~ubsequeotly was. transferred by Bremont to ~mis. After deducting 

various ~' tbe escrow agent reWned the.rema;ning utJPA funds, or S3,300, ~ 

. compeitsation for ~ services. · . 
. . 

SS. .J:tot months folloWing the cadets' fuvemnent; BrelliOllt and Sanchez continued 

to· misrep~, to Smith that tliey ·would airange another tiansac:tion for no additional . 

investment Brenlont and Sanche:i: made these promises .Jmowing that no ~· orders . . . .. . . . 
w~ ho-~, that they ·had no intention of paying UUPA my of the pro~ returns, 

and that ~Y bad.no"iotmtjon 'of mtuming Ul.JPA.•s·S250,000 investment. 

14 
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Defendants Defraud 
Pro Vantage One Interuational, LLC 

(''Pro Van~D) of $360,000 

56. ])µring 1995·, Defendants defrauded investors in an entity ~ed Pro Vantage 

. One Intematio~ I.LC .(•Pro Vantage"). In ~y 1995, Breoiont told Thomas G. -Kiser 

(~~), ~ho represented Pro Vantage in its dealings with ~endauts, ~ Bremont ·and 

Sanche:i, for a fee, would locate a purchaset for prime bao1c securltles and ·arrange to have 

the ~s bao1c issue a purcbcise order fQr the securities. Bremont told Kiser that upon 

Completion of the transaction, Pro Vant;age's investors· would receive~ petce11t of the 

fac8 value of the prime bank seaµity purchased. · 

S1. In or about February 1995, Bremont, on· b~alf ·of Comcar, ~4 1Gser7 on 

behalf of Pro Vantage, signed an agency· contract ( .. ~.Vantage Age:ncy Contract":) and an 

ES:roW agreement CPto Vantage &crow Agreement•) substantially similar to those executed 

in comieCdon with the UUPA tran~ction.. These agreements provJded that in excba_~ for a 

$350,000 investment by Pro V~tage, Comcar would obtain a purchase order for prinle bank 

secn:ddes with a "face value amount'' of $100 million. to be issued by "a bank acceptable to• 

-~Vantage.; Thereafter,:.Pro V~tage •. using.money it had obtained~ its investors, 

depOsited ~S0,000 into an ~w acc9unt deSigoated by BremonL 

SS. . In February or Maleh 1995. Pro Vantage paid an additional $10,000 into the 

esciQW accoum because Bremont ~resented to Kiser that the tscrow agent ~ c~ed him 

3n additiolial Sl0,000 ~ Pro Vantage bad not._!J:aasfe.aed the S3S?.•OOO to the .~row 

account w~- the o~y period called. fo~ by die ~row ~ent. ~ repiesentation 

... 
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was .false, howe\ter, because the escrow agent had requested no such payment trom Bremont . 

59. The oral statements made by BtMtont to Kiser, and the written representltions 

contained in the Pro Vantage Af,ency Contra.ct and Pro Vantage Escrow Agreements, were 

maferially. .false and misleading. At the time of these representations, Bremoot and Sauchez 

~w that no purobase onlers would be issued in coonecdon with the tranSaction, that they 

bad no intention of paying Pro Vantage any ·of the promised retums, and ~ they bad no 
. . 

·intention of rettmdng Pro Vantage's investment. . . . 

60. On Marcil.· 29, 1995, ·the escrow agen.t ~ed by '.facsimile transmission a 

document which was puiportedly a copy Of a purchase order issued by a Turkish ~ -

Turkiye Balk Bankasi, -with respect to the Pro Vantage ~n. In order· to obtain the 

invest.ors' fiinds from. the escrow account, Bremoot and Sanchez, ~y or indDectly,. 

fmged and sent this <tocu~ettt to the escrow agent. 

61. · · In·Maroh or Aprll 1995, Bremo~t mislq>reseated m Kiser that Tod.dye Halle 

Banlcasi had .i.ssl:IQC! and transmitted a purchase order to the .Bangkok-based bank of the 

collateiaJ provider that. Pro Vantage had loo.lled. BremQnt claim~ to :Kiser that Comcar 

therefore had perf0ID1ed its obligations ·and eamed its fee under the ci>ntract. Bremont's · 

represeiitilions were false. Neidier· the Tmidye ~ BankaSi nor the. Cmtral Bank· of 

Turkey bad issued a purebase order, nor had they ev~r undeJtakeo tO do so. _ 

62. On Aprils, 1995, after·receipt·or.·~ forged document, the escrow agent, 

·Puswmt to·Bremorjt's-~<?tlo,nsJJ wiled approximately S34S,o00 of~ money. inv~ b)' 

· Pro V~tage out of th~ escrow account to Comcar's account at Barclays Bank· iii the · 

.·• 
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Bah~. After deducting various expenses, the escrow agent retained the remaining Pro -

Vantage ~ds as compen~oo for his sexvices. 

Further LuUing of UUPA and Pro Vantage Investors 

63. In addition to the Defendants' lulling activities referred to in paragraphs 38 

and SS abOve, in or about May 1995, to·appease Pro Vantage and the cadets who ~ere 

threatening to ~ ac~ against the Defendants, Bremont misrepresented that he woold 

mange for tbe issuanCe of an additional purcha$e order for the mutual benefit of uuPA and 

· PrO V~tage at no additl~ cost to them. 

64. lo May" 1995, at Bremont's ~on, UUPA and Pro Vaqtilge entered into a 

joint venture agreeQieot (''J~t Venture Agreement") .to share the proceeds of this promised 

~on. 1be Joint Venture AgteeQl~t~specified that UUPA and Pro Vantage would each 

receive three peroeot of the face value of the prime bailk security. sold. 

6S. On numerous occasions ther~, Biemont and/or ·Sanchez faJsely rep~ 

that they were ~uing theii efforts to obtain a purchase order for UUPA and Pro 
. . 

Vam.age. ro date, DO such purchase Order·~ be.en ~ed. 

66 •. At.the. mne they made.the misrepresentations des~bed in paragraphs 63 

aim.ugh 6S· above, Bremont and Sanchez· knew that no ~llUe order ~~uld be.issued, that 

they had :no hltention ~paying Pio Vantage ot UUPA any of the promised_ returns, and that 

theJ• .had no .intention of retUmfug ~e in~emments made· by Pm Vantage and V(JPA. · 

17 
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CLAD\{ FOR ~iEF 

VIOLATIONS-OF SECTION 17(a) OF THE s~ ACT 
AND SECTION lO(b) OF THE EXCHANGE ACT, 
. AND RULE !Ob-S - FRAUD . 

67. The Commissi.On reaueges and incoJpOrates by reterelice the allegations 

CC>ntaine.d in ·pamgrapbs 1 through 66 above. 

68. The prime ban1c securi1ies descnDed by the Defendants· and puttbase orders to 

· obtahf such prime baok securities are -"securities" undef Section 2(1) of the S~es Act, 15 

·. u.s.<:. · § 77b, _and Sectioli 3(a)(lO) of·the Bxc~e A~ 1s· u.s:c. § 7~. 

. 69. Breinont, SJnchez; Comcar and ~~ereial Capital, directly or ~directly; 

Singly or in conceit, in the offer or sale, or in connection with the puichase or sale, of 

~des by use o~ the means or instruments of transportation or commu~cation in7 or the 

means or instnimentalities of, .interstate commerce, or of the mails:· (a) employed devices, 

·, •. schemes and.artifices to qefnm~; (b) obtained ~oney or prop¢>' b~ means of, or oth~ 

made, uotme statemeocs of material fact. or omissions to state material facrs aiecessuy to 

make ~ statemen~ made, in the light of the ~mstances under which they w~ ~' 

not ~Jsleading; and (c)° engaged in ~cf:ions, acts, practices and courses of basin~ which 

. ·~as a fxaud or deceit ·upon purcliasers of securides._and ck ~ns. 

· 70. As part of and in furthe~ce of this vioJativ:e C:Q~ct; Bremont, ~cbez, 

Comcat and Commercial Capital.Qffered and sold secu~ties. as pait of a scheme ~ obiain and 

misappropdate large sumS of money from investors, made m~-~ttttons and 

omissions abOut the Defendants~ ability and .intention to .deliver purchase otdets for prime 

--
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bank securities,. the existence of such purchase o~ers, the existence of pritne ~ securities, 
. . 

the risks of inyesting jn such pure~ orders through the Defendants, and the likelihood ot 

completing a successful ~on as set forth in paragraphs. I through 66 above •. 

71. _Bremont, S~ez, Comcar and ~eICial Capital made the above-des~ . 

misq>resentations and omissions knowingly or recldessty·~g the nuth. 

12. ne· above-described ~resentations ·and omissions by Bremont, Sanchez, 

·eomcar ~ Commeicial Capital were material. 

73. By reason of the fo~going, Bremoot, .S~ez, Comcar and Commeicial 

Capital violated Section 17(a) of the Securities ft.ct, 15 U.S.C. § 77q(a), pnd. Section ~O(b) of 

· the Exchange~ IS U.S.C. § 78j(b), and Rut~ lOb-S theICWlder, 17 C.F.R. § 2~_.10-5, 

and unless enjoined aiid resttained, will continue to engage in .Sllch acts, practices and · 

.· CLAIM 4G-AINST THE BEI.JEF 
DitF.KNDANTS AS CUSTODIANS OF JN\TSl'OR FUNDS 

74. 'lbe C9mmission ~eges and ·incoipo~ by lderence the alle~ons 

contaior4 in paragraphs ~ through .66 and 68 through 73 above. 

·1s; Rdief Defeli~ts ·Spector and R..P.S .. have receiva;I at least. 597 ,OOCl from one ·. 
. . . . .. 

·or more of the Defeildants during the period August 1993 through June 1995, which funds 

are the~ of the unlawful_ activi~ of _the ~dants, as alleged in paiagrapbs 1 

_through 13, above. 

16. Relief Defendani Loomis· has received at least S3QO,OOO ·of the funds · . 

. fraU~tly· obtained by Defendants from investors durlug tbe period August 199~ through 

·19 
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June 1~, as alleged in pttagiapbs 1through73, above'. 

77. Relief Defendants Loo~, Spector and R.P .S. have obtained .the funds alleged 

above as part of and in furtherance of the securi1ies violation alleged in paragraphs I through 

73 ~-under dmmtstances in ~bich it is not just, equitable or conscionable fol" them to 

retain the funds. As a consequence of the foregoing, Relief Defendants Loomis, Spector and 

R.P.S. have been unjustly enriched. 

R~,TflF REQUESTED 

WJIEQFORE, P~tiff respecdW.iy ~ that this Court: 

I. 

Grant a F'mal Judgment pennaneotly enjoining the Defendants, fheir agentS, sexvants, 
. . 

employees; attorneys, and all persons in ~ve concert or participation with them who 
. . 

-~e ~notice of the inJunCtion by personal seMce or otherwise, ~ each of them, 

from future violations of Section 17(a) of tho.Securities Act, IS U.S.C. § 77q(a), and Sectioo 

IO(b) of the Bxcbange At:t, 1s· u.s.c. § 78j(b) and.IWle lOb-5, 17 C.F.R. § 240. lOb-~. 

IL 

Grant a Final Judgnient xequhing the Def~dants to disgorge a1i amo~t eqUal to the 
.; . . . I . 

funds and beiiefits they obtained .. illegally ~ a result of the Vi0Jati0ns alleged herein, plus 
. . . . . . . 

· . prejudgment interest oil th8t amount. 

m. 

GraJit a~ Judgment.~ peualties againct the Defendants ~t to ·section 

20(d) of th~ Securitie8 Act, IS u.s.C. ~ 77t(dJ, and. Section 2l(d) of th~ Bx.change Act, 15. - . . . 

. J 
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i U.S.C. § 78u(d), for the violatiQns alleged herein. 
I 

! 
IV. 

GIClllt an Order ~g the Defendants to file with'this Court~ se?Ve uPon the 

Com.ntiSsion veilfied accountings, ~gned by the Defe.udaDts under pemity Qf perjmy, of: 

(1) All assets, liabilities and propeny currently held directly or indirectly by or for 

the benefit of the ~fendants, including but not lin:Uted to bank accouots, . 

broketage accounts, investmems, business interests, . loans, lines of credit, and 

~ ~ pei:sooal property wherever situated, .. ~oing each 3.S$et -1 

liabiijty, its location and am()Ullt; . 

(2) . · All money,· property, -~, and other income receive<:f by the Defe~dants, or 

for their diiect or ~·benC?fit, iD or at ~y time fiom JanoaiY. 1' 1993 to 
. 

the date of·the accounting, describing the SQUree~ ainount, disposition and 

locatioa of each· o.f the items .listed; 

. (3) An ~' funds,. securities, real or peisonal property of investotS in 

Defenda~~ prime bank seCurities pro•, transferred to or for. the benefit of 

the Defen~ in or at any. thne from· Jan..-y 1, 1993 to.~ date of the 

. ) .· 
-(4) 

. &ccouoting, and the disposition by tho Defendants of.~ ~, fmids; 

sCcurities, t~ or personal proPerty; .and 

The names and last know addre.ues of an bailees, debtors, and other ~ns 
. ' . .. 

. and entities which are hOl(ling the QSets,. fu~ ot .property of the Defendants. 

__ _._; 
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V. 

Grant a ~porary restraining order and prelirniaary ·injun~on freezing perfrlente lire 
. . 

the .Defendants' assets, except for ordinary and reuonable Jiving e~ for Bremont and 

Sanchez, to· whicll the Commission ~ by stipulation or which the Court may later order. 

VI. 

Grant a Final .Judgment requiring the Belief Defendants to disgorge an amount equal 

·~ the itlePnY obtained investors funds they received from tile Defendants, plus prejudgment 

iutCrest on tliat amount.· 

- \ 

f . 
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vn. 

Gr-dot such other and further relief as this Court shall deem just and proper. . . 

Dated: New York, New York 
November.20

7 
1996 

.of Coilnsel: 

P.dwin H. Nonllinger 
Andrew J. Geist 
Bric M. Schmidt 
Anahaita· N. ICo.tval · 
Alberto J. Troncoso 

) 

Respectfully submitted, 

CARMEN J. LA.WRENCH (CL-9154) 
Regional Director 

1 World Tade Center, 13th Floor. 
New York, New York 10048 · 
Telephone-No .. : (212) 748-803S 

A CEETlFIED UJPY 
J. MICHAEL McMAHON 

·' CLERK 

BY b.-
-------r:D~ErnP0UT~Yu;=;CL~E~RK~-------
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