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U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission 
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Fort Worth, Texas 76102 
Phone: 817-978-6442 
Fax: 817-978-4927 
 
Local Counsel: 
LYNN M. DEAN (Cali. Bar No. 205562) 
Email: DeanL@sec.gov 
U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission 
444 South Flower Street, Suite 900 
Los Angeles, California 90071 
Phone: 323-965-3245 
Fax: 213-443-1904 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 
 

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

vs. 
 

KENT R.E. WHITNEY, DAVID LEE 
PARRISH, THE CHURCH FOR THE 
HEALTHY SELF A/K/A CHS TRUST,  
CHS ASSET MANAGEMENT INC.,  
iCARE FINANCIAL SOLUTION INC., 
NGOC HA T. NGUYEN,  
RICHARD E. KING II, RICHARD D. 
WHITNEY, ALLEN Y. HSU, ESQ., TIEN 
M. “ANGELINA” PHAM, JESSICA PHAM, 
VEAN P. NGUYEN, DANNY M. SALINAS, 
MAI T. NGUYEN, AND LUKE T. HO,  

 
Defendants,  

and 
 

HA T. “KELLY” HOANG, LENA LE, 
RUBY PALMORE,  MTZ CONSULTING 
INC., JESUS “JESSE” MARTINEZ, AND 
SUCCESS N LIFE INTERNATIONAL 
CORPORATION, 

 
Relief Defendants. 

  
Case No. 8:19-cv-499-JVS-KES 
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Plaintiff Securities and Exchange Commission (“Commission” or “SEC”) 

alleges: 

JURISDICTION 

1. The Commission brings this action pursuant to the authority conferred 

upon it by Section 21(d) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. §78u(d)] and Section 

21(d) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78u(d)].   

2. This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to Section 22(a) 

of the Securities Act [15 U.S.C. §77v(a)] and Sections 21(d), 21(e) and 27 of the 

Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. §§ 78u(d), (e) and 78aa].   

3. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to Section 22(a) of the 

Securities Act and Section 27 of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. §§ 77v(a) and 

78aa].  Certain of the transactions, acts, practices, and courses of business 

described herein occurred within the jurisdiction of the Central District of 

California.  

4. In connection with the transactions, acts, practices, and courses of 

business described in this Complaint, the Defendants, directly and indirectly, 

made use of the means or instrumentalities of interstate commerce, of the mails, or 

of the means and instruments of transportation or communication in interstate 

commerce. 

SUMMARY 

5.  Between 2015 and March 2019, Defendants Kent R.E. Whitney 

(“Kent Whitney”), Ngoc Ha T. Nguyen (“Ha Nguyen”), and David Lee Parrish 

(“Parrish”), orchestrated at least a $33 million Ponzi scheme targeting primarily 

the Vietnamese communities of Orange County and San Jose, California, through 

Kent Whitney’s fake church, The Church for the Healthy Self, a/k/a CHS Trust 

(“CHS”), and a related entity, CHS Asset Management Inc. (“CAM”), which are 
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both Texas corporations that operated out of a strip mall in Westminster, 

California.  Kent Whitney founded CHS three months after being released from 

federal prison for defrauding investors in a scheme assisted by Parrish, a fact all of 

the Defendants concealed from potential investors.   

6. Kent Whitney began the fraud in San Jose, California in 2015 through 

a partnership with Ha Nguyen and an entity she formed and merged with CHS, 

iCare Financial Solution Inc. (“iCare”).  Parrish reprised his partnership with Kent 

Whitney as soon as Kent Whitney was released from prison, and in early 2018, 

moved to California to help expand the fraud to Orange County and beyond.  

Defendants Richard King (“King”), Richard D. Whitney (“Richard Whitney”) 

(Kent’s uncle and former investment adviser), lawyer Allen Y. Hsu (“Hsu”), and 

Tien M. “Angelina” Pham (“Angelina Pham”) knowingly or recklessly 

participated in the scheme by, for example, opening bank and trading accounts for 

various entities, helping Kent Whitney move investor funds among accounts, and 

holding themselves out as corporate officers and directors to conceal Kent 

Whitney’s involvement in the scheme or otherwise provide the scheme with a 

veneer of legitimacy.  Defendants Ha Nguyen, iCare, King, and Angelina Pham 

also made misrepresentations to investors and received commission payments.  

Defendants Jessica Pham, Vean P. Nguyen (“Vean Nguyen”), Danny M. Salinas 

(“Salinas”), Mai T. Nguyen (“Mai Nguyen”), and Luke T. Ho (“Ho”) 

(collectively, “the Salespeople”), acted as salespersons, receiving substantial 

commissions and other compensation for convincing investors—by intentionally 

or recklessly passing along false promises—to send their money to a bogus church 

“pastored” by a felon. 

7.  Using in-person presentations, radio and television advertisements, 

and YouTube videos featuring prominent members of the Vietnamese community, 

the Defendants falsely promised investors, among other things, at least 12% 
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annual returns that are tax-deductible, guaranteed, and insured by the FDIC and 

SIPC.   

8. Defendants lured investors by promising to open investor accounts on 

their behalf “under the CHS Trust umbrella of non-profit” that would provide 

“safe and secure growth,” offering market upside without exposing investors to 

market declines or any loss of principal.  Through each of the Defendants, CHS 

promised investor money would grow tax free, and told investors that CHS would 

donate a portion of an investor’s profits to their choice of charities.  CHS 

explained to investors that it was able to generate high returns—as high as 43% 

annually —with “minimal to no risk” by investing their funds in the reinsurance 

industry.  Kent Whitney assured investors they would only lose money in the 

event of a “nuclear war.”  CHS also assured investors that they would have access 

to their money for major purchases, such as cars and vacations, or simply to pay 

day-to-day bills—and it would all come out tax free.  CHS told investors it was 

not a Ponzi scheme, but was managed by Wall Street investors, audited by 

KPMG, and was a “well-run company that brings big returns” to its investors. 

9. These assurances were false.  In reality, CHS did not invest the money 

or donate to charity.  KPMG has no current or past business relationship with 

CHS or any related entities or individuals.  Investors wrote checks or gave cash to 

CHS or rolled over retirement, investment, or college savings assets to CAM bank 

accounts where the funds were commingled and immediately transferred to CHS.  

The vast majority of those funds were misappropriated by the Defendants, who 

enriched themselves and paid their personal expenses and made Ponzi payments 

to investors—satisfying investors’ liquidation requests with recent deposits from 

new investors.  Defendants did not invest the money they received as promised to 

investors.   

10. Relief Defendants Ha T. “Kelly” Hoang (“Kelly Hoang”), Lena Le 
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(“Le”), Ruby Palmore (“Palmore”), MTZ Consulting Inc. (“MTZ”), Jesus “Jesse” 

Martinez (“Martinez”), and Success N Life International Corporation (“SNL”) 

(together, “Relief Defendants”) each received the proceeds of fraud and have no 

legitimate claim to those illicit funds. 

11. By committing the acts alleged in this Amended Complaint, each of 

the Defendants directly and indirectly engaged in, and unless restrained and 

enjoined by the Court will continue to engage in, acts, transactions, practices, and 

courses of business that violate the anti-fraud provisions of the federal securities 

laws, specifically Section 17(a) of the Securities Act of 1933 (“Securities Act”) 

[15 U.S.C. § 77q(a)] and Section 10(b) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 

(“Exchange Act”) [15 U.S.C. § 78j(b)] and Rule 10b-5 thereunder [17 C.F.R. § 

240.10b-5].  Further, Defendants iCare, Ha Nguyen, King, Angelina Pham, 

Jessica Pham, Vean Nguyen, Salinas, Mai Nguyen, and Ho violated, directly and 

indirectly, and unless restrained and enjoined, will continue to violate, the 

securities registration provisions of Sections 5(a) and 5(c) of the Securities Act 

[15 U.S.C. §§ 77e(a) and (c)] and the broker registration provisions of Section 

15(a) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78o(a)]. 

12. The SEC brings this civil enforcement action seeking permanent 

injunctions, disgorgement plus pre-judgment and post-judgment interest, and civil 

penalties as to each Defendant, and all other equitable and ancillary relief to which 

the Court determines the Commission is entitled.  Additionally, the Commission is 

seeking disgorgement from the Relief Defendants—persons or entities to which 

Defendants diverted investor funds—regarding all funds derived, directly or 

indirectly, from the Defendants’ fraudulent conduct. 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

13. On March 13, 2019, following an expedited investigation, the 

Commission filed its original Complaint against Kent Whitney, Parrish, CHS and 
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CAM (the “Initial Defendants”), and sought emergency ex parte relief.  [Doc. 1.]  

That same day, the Court entered: (1) a Temporary Restraining Order and orders 

freezing assets, allowing expedited discovery, and granting other ancillary relief 

[Doc. 15]; and (2) an Order appointing a Receiver over all Initial Defendants and 

their assets, wherever found [Doc. 16]. 

14. On June 11, 2019 and June 20, 2019, the Court entered Agreed Partial 

Judgments against Parrish and Kent Whitney, respectively, which resolved the 

non-monetary claims against those parties.  [Docs. 59, 65.]  

15. Expedited discovery has revealed additional facts and participants in 

the Initial Defendants’ fraud, and accordingly, the Commission files this Amended 

Complaint. 

DEFENDANTS 

16.  CHS is a Texas nonprofit corporation, incorporated on September 11, 

2014, whose principal place of business is 3131 McKinney Ave., Suite 600, 

Dallas, TX 75204.  CHS operates primarily at 14082 Magnolia Street, Suite 206, 

Westminster, CA 92683.  CHS raised investor funds through purported donations 

to its CHS Trust investment program.  Neither CHS nor any CHS securities are 

registered with the Commission.  

17. CAM is a Texas for-profit corporation, incorporated on September 

20, 2017.  Its principal place of business and the address where it primarily 

operates are the same as CHS.  Neither CAM nor any CAM securities are 

registered with the Commission. 

18. Kent Whitney is a 37 year-old resident of Orange County, California.  

He is a director of CHS.  He holds himself out to be a “pastor” of CHS, and the 

founder and CEO of CHS Trust. 

19. Parrish is a 47 year-old resident of Orange County, California.  He 

holds himself out to be a pastor of CHS and the director of CHS Trust.   
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20. iCare is a California general stock corporation, incorporated on 

December 2, 2015, whose principal place of business is in San Jose, California.  In 

2018, iCare merged with CHS, and ever since, has operated as an alter ego of 

CHS.  Neither iCare nor any iCare securities are registered with the Commission. 

21. Ha Nguyen is a 38 year-old resident of San Jose, California.  She is 

the CEO of iCare and was also a salesperson for CHS.  She is not registered with 

the Commission in any capacity. 

22. King is a 72 year-old resident of Orange County, California.  He was 

the secretary, registered agent, and a director of CHS. He is not registered with the 

Commission in any capacity. 

23. Richard Whitney is a 59 year-old resident of Seattle, Washington. 

He is the uncle of Kent Whitney and was the operations manager of CAM.  He 

holds Series 7, 9, 10, 63, and 66 securities licenses.  He was a registered 

representative of TD Ameritrade, Inc. from March 1999 until September 2018 and 

was an investment adviser representative of TD Ameritrade Investment 

Management, LLC from April 2006 until September 2018.  He was permitted to 

resign from TD Ameritrade for failing to follow firm procedures regarding client 

communication and client account transactions. 

24. Hsu is a 57 year-old resident of San Jose, California and the general 

counsel of CHS.  Hsu holds a New York law license.  In January 2012, he was 

publicly reprimanded by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit for 

deficient briefing and sanctionable conduct and was prohibited from making any 

filings in the court for two years unless co-signed by another member of the bar.  

The following year, the Supreme Court of New York publicly censured Hsu based 

on the Second Circuit’s discipline.  He is not registered with the Commission in 

any capacity. 

25. Angelina Pham is a 43 year-old resident of San Jose, California.  She 
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was the president and CEO of CAM.  She is not registered with the Commission 

in any capacity. 

26. Jessica Pham is a 25 year-old resident of Santa Ana, California.  She 

was a salesperson for CHS.  She is not registered with the Commission in any 

capacity. 

27. Vean Nguyen is a 36 year-old resident of Orange County, California. 

She was a salesperson for CHS.  She is not registered with the Commission in any 

capacity. 

28. Danny Salinas is a 63 year-old resident of Huntington Beach, 

California.  He was a salesperson for CHS.  He is not registered with the 

Commission in any capacity. 

29. Mai Nguyen is a 63 year-old resident of Huntington Beach, 

California, and the wife of Danny Salinas.  She was a salesperson for CHS.  She is 

not registered with the Commission in any capacity. 

30. Luke Ho is a 45 year-old resident of Orange County, California.  He 

was a salesperson for CHS.  He is not registered with the Commission in any 

capacity. 

RELIEF DEFENDANTS 

31. Kelly Hoang is a 41 year-old resident of San Jose, California.  Hoang 

is Kent Whitney’s former girlfriend.  She received at least $1,185,000 of CHS 

investor funds. 

32. Le is a 32 year-old resident of Garden Grove, California.  Le is Kent 

Whitney’s friend and CHS’s former office manager.  She received at least 

$648,000 of CHS investor funds. 

33. Palmore is a 30 year-old resident of San Francisco, California. 

Palmore is Kent Whitney’s former girlfriend.  Palmore’s mother helped operate 

CHS’s telephone “prayer line” that Kent Whitney established to help give his 
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scheme a veneer of legitimacy.  Palmore received at least $457,000 of CHS 

investor funds. 

34. MTZ is an Illinois domestic BCA corporation, incorporated on 

December 9, 2014, whose principal place of business is in Melrose Park, Illinois. 

Neither MTZ nor any MTZ securities are registered with the Commission. 

35. Martinez is a 49 year-old resident of Indian Head Park, Illinois.  He 

is the president and registered agent of MTZ.  Martinez is Kent Whitney’s friend. 

Martinez and his company MTZ received at least $707,000 of CHS investor 

funds. 

36. SNL is a California general stock corporation, incorporated on July 

31, 2017, whose principal place of business is in Santa Barbara, California.  

SNL’s CEO and registered agent is televangelist Robert Tilton.  Its incorporator 

and secretary is Kent Whitney’s father.  Neither SNL nor any SNL securities are 

registered with the Commission.  SNL received almost $303,000 of CHS investor 

funds. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

A. The Fraudulent History of Kent Whitney and Parrish. 

37. Before becoming “pastors,” Kent Whitney and Parrish were 

fraudsters. On August 29, 2003, Kent Whitney was registered with the 

Commodity Futures Trading Commission (“CFTC”) as a floor broker.  From May 

2008 through April 2010, Kent Whitney engaged in a scheme to avoid posting 

more than $96 million of margin calls when placing orders for commodity options 

traded on the New York Mercantile Exchange and the Chicago Mercantile 

Exchange.  The CFTC sued Kent Whitney on December 10, 2010, and obtained a 

consent order against him on May 22, 2012, permanently barring him from the 

commodities industry and imposing a $600,000 civil penalty. 

38. CME Group owns four Designated Contract Markets—Chicago 
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Mercantile Exchange, Chicago Board of Trade, New York Mercantile Exchange, 

and Commodity Exchange.  Kent Whitney was the subject of three CME Group 

trading suspensions during 2010—one for 60 days and two for six months—

related to the margin call fraud.   

39. CME Group also imposed two six-month trading suspensions on 

Parrish for assisting Kent Whitney’s scheme.  The first order found that Parrish 

had placed options orders, for Kent Whitney’s benefit, creating a margin debt of 

more than $40 million when Parrish had no financial means to satisfy the 

obligation.  The second action determined that Kent Whitney and Parrish, while 

subject to the prior trading suspension, solicited investor funds for the purpose of 

trading at CME Group exchanges, as well as investing in a business operated by 

them whose purpose was to trade at CME Group exchanges.  Kent Whitney and 

Parrish promised high returns, but instead dissipated the investors’ money without 

investing the funds. 

40. In September 2011, Kent Whitney pled guilty to one count of wire 

fraud in connection with the margin call fraud scheme.  See United States v. 

Whitney, Case No. 1:11-cr-108 (N.D. Ill. [Eastern Div.]).  As part of his scheme, 

and as detailed in publically available documents such as his plea agreement, Kent 

Whitney obtained more than $600,000 from approximately 10 investors for a 

purported commodity pool investment and for trading in futures accounts he was 

to hold jointly with the investors.  He misrepresented the use of investor funds, 

investor returns, and the investment’s risk.  Kent Whitney misappropriated most 

of the money he received, generated bogus account statements, and made Ponzi 

payments.  On December 8, 2011, Kent Whitney was sentenced to 44 months 

imprisonment.   

41. Kent Whitney was released from federal prison in June 2014. 
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B. Undeterred by Prison, Kent Whitney Establishes a Fake Church 
to Defraud More Investors. 

 
42. In August 2014, Kent Whitney paid a fee online to obtain a certificate 

of ordination as a minister, and began calling himself a “pastor.”  At the same 

time, text messages between Parrish and Kent Whitney reveal regular discussions 

about drinking and drug use.  In September 2014, Kent Whitney officially formed 

CHS as a Texas corporation—purportedly as a nonprofit, religious organization.  

Parrish quickly got involved.   

43. The following text exchange occurred between Kent Whitney and 

Parrish on November 9, 2014: 
 

Parrish:    Can I be a part of the church? 
 
K. Whitney:  Why not? 
 
Parrish:  I mean like a real part.  BOD or something 

cool/important.  On the books[.] 
 
K. Whitney:  Yes if you take a test which is like spell your name 

right you can be a pastor. 
44. Parrish paid the fee and received his “ordination” as well.  On 

November 26, 2014, they texted: 
 
K. Whitney: . . . get ready for church business it be on radio in 

week [sic] 
 
Parrish:   Very nice. Ttyl. 
   

Pastor Dave. . . .  OUT. 
 
K. Whitney:  Parse [sic] God. 
 
Parrish:  Lmao 
 

45. On December 4, 2014, they texted: 
 
Parrish: American Greed has Bishop Sigillito on.  Stole 

like $50M 
 
K. Whitney:  God willing we raise 200 mil not stole 
 
Parrish:  We will raise some serious money my man. 
 

Case 8:19-cv-00499-JVS-KES   Document 75   Filed 09/11/19   Page 11 of 39   Page ID #:1215



 

12 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

K. Whitney:  We will 
46. The two met, spoke, and texted regularly about finding investors for 

their scheme.  On May 28, 2016, they texted: 
 
K. Whitney: Dave when you free please look at church stie [sic] 

lets get it looking nice so we can sell more trust I 
talk on tv about it Tuesday  

 
Parrish:  Oh shit. 
 
   Okay.  I will ask Naima to look also. 
 
   Is it www.churchforthehealthyself.com? 
 
K. Whitney: Ok I think can sell a lot of services through it and 

investments and it ours no Jesse or Ha we split it 
and bring Richard in too 

 
   Yes. 
 
Parrish:  Awesomely 
 
   . . .  
 
   I’ll make it kickass if that’s my “in” 
 
K. Whitney:   I know you can make it look great 
 
Parrish:  For sure brother.  And I love your ass my friend. 
 
K. Whitney:  It ok [sic] let’s get back in business 
 
Parrish:  Heck yeah.  I’m gonna model it after our brochure. 
 
K. Whitney:  Yes that’s the look 
 
Parrish: I owe you and love you brother.  I will get 

everything back for us. 
 
K. Whitney: Yes I think we can get our own account going by 

summer 
1. Kent Whitney begins his scheme with iCare and Ha Nguyen 

47. In late 2015, while Parrish and Kent Whitney were working on CHS 

plans, Kent Whitney began what would eventually become CHS by entering into a 

partnership with Ha Nguyen.  Ha Nguyen sold annuities and other insurance 

products from her business in San Jose, Secured Retirement Services, and was an 

acquaintance of Kent Whitney’s father.  
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48. Around the time they teamed up, Ha Nguyen formed iCare and, 

together with Kent Whitney, solicited investments in iCare. Ha Nguyen and Kent 

Whitney promised iCare’s investors they would receive 6-8% guaranteed annual 

returns generated through Kent Whitney’s expertise in the reinsurance market.  

49. Ha Nguyen and Kent Whitney agreed that any profits in excess of the 

promised returns would be divided evenly between them.  They did not tell 

investors about their profit-splitting arrangement.   

50. During this time, Kent Whitney regularly sent money to Parrish, who 

was sometimes unemployed and struggling financially.   

51. Ha Nguyen opened brokerage accounts on Kent Whitney’s behalf that 

she did not have the ability to access and did nothing to ensure that her clients’ 

funds were safe.  In fact, as Ha Nguyen knew, or was reckless in not knowing, the 

client funds were not invested as promised and the promised returns were 

impossible to achieve.  

52. Between 2015 and 2017, Ha Nguyen prepared account statements that 

she sent to investors, which falsely showed an 8% return.  During that time period, 

Ha Nguyen received at least $10,000 to $15,000 per month through her 

partnership with Kent Whitney, in addition to other substantial compensation. 

53. By late 2017, Ha Nguyen learned about Kent Whitney’s criminal 

background from an iCare client.  She conducted online research and saw that he 

had perpetrated an earlier Ponzi scheme and had served prison time.  When 

confronted, Kent Whitney denied having run a Ponzi scheme, or having done 

anything seriously wrong, and proposed that Ha Nguyen transfer her clients to 

CHS where he claimed the funds would be “safer” due to “FDIC protection” and 

KPMG audit oversight.   

54. As she was contemplating Kent Whitney’s proposal, she learned that 

he had moved all of her clients’ funds, approximately $10 million, from an iCare 
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account that she had established to another account controlled by CHS—without 

her, or her clients’, knowledge or consent.   

55. Ha did not take additional steps in order to confirm Kent Whitney’s 

implausible denial.  For example, she did not bother to investigate on even a basic 

level, such as reading his publicly available plea agreement where he admitted to 

defrauding investors, misappropriating their money, and concealing his fraud by 

creating phony account statements and making Ponzi payments. 

56. Despite her knowledge of Kent Whitney’s criminal background and 

his unauthorized transfer of all iCare investor accounts to CHS accounts, Ha 

Nguyen sent a letter to her clients on March 31, 2018, in both English and 

Vietnamese, that stated: 
 

I am pleased to share some very exciting news with you today. 
Effective March 25, 2018, [iCare] has merged with CHS Trust, the 
charitable trust and financial services division of [CHS]. CHS Trust has a 
track record of exemplary investment strategies, resulting in above market 
returns, and will be teaming up with our company to provide you with 
better access to your finances with exceptional customer service. 

 
I am confident that this merger will bring you, as an [iCare] partner 

and investor in our financial services program, greater yields, better 
protection and greater opportunities for growth. 
57. Ha Nguyen had no basis to make, and did nothing to verify, the 

letter’s representations to those investors regarding CHS’s safety, investment 

strategy, or historical returns.  And the letter notably omitted Kent Whitney’s 

fraud conviction and the fact that the “merger” had occurred by Kent Whitney 

simply moving, without authorization, iCare funds to CHS.   

58. After its merger with CHS, iCare, through its principal Ha Nguyen, 

continued to sell CHS securities to investors. In total, she brought in about $20 

million of investor funds to CHS. 

59. After Kent Whitney transferred the iCare funds to CHS, he changed 

the terms of Ha Nguyen’s compensation. The two no longer split profits equally. 

Beginning with the merger and going forward, Ha Nguyen received 5% of all 
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investments she brought to CHS.  She continued to manage iCare’s San Jose 

office and acted as an “independent sales representative” for CHS, personally 

selling at least an additional $10 million of CHS securities to her clients after the 

March 2018 merger.  Ha Nguyen never did anything to confirm the false promises 

she made to investors that CHS was a safe, guaranteed, insured, and tax-free 

investment that returned a minimum of 12% annually.  

60. In total, Ha Nguyen received at least $2,486,000 as compensation for 

bringing investors to Kent Whitney.  Ha Nguyen used the iCare account to 

transfer funds to her personal accounts and to other accounts she controlled. 
 

2. Parrish Joins Kent Whitney in California to Expand the 
Fraud to Orange County and Beyond 

61. On March 28, 2017, the following text exchange occurred between 

Kent Whitney and Parrish (errors in original): 
 
K. Whitney: Tell what you think about this 

 
Want to help charity’s and possible profit at the same 
time? 
 
iCare has developed our own fully tax deductible way for 
you to take advantage of any sudden price move without 
having to open a brokerage account and fund it with 
thousands of dollars while receiving no tax advantages.  
CHS also has a way for you to support many needy 
causes around the world at the same time. 
 
In today’s uncertainty that can quickly affect the entire 
economy.  The price of Food, [Gold] or Fuel prices can 
move quickly higher because of global political and 
economic unrest.  See how you can profit from these 
events.  Here’s an example of how a $200.00 placed in a 
iCare-CHS trust Give to Receive product can return up to 
$10,000.  Currently the price of Gold is around trading at 
$1250.00 per ounce.  If over the next 60 days the price 
were to move $250 per ounce as a result of a negative 
government report or any incidents from around the 
world and your $200.00 will become $10,000.   
 
Call to learn more. 
 

  Parrish: Very enticing. 
 
  K. Whitney: Needs your touch. 
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  Parrish: Sure does.  Sounds like so much fun. 
 
  K. Whitney: Yes 

62. On September 5, 2017, the following text exchange took place: 
 

Parrish: I just realized that I am the two of your one-two punch.  I 
am the one who helps the people who are on the fence feel 
secure in your skills and abilities.  I think I can convince 
anyone to give you more money. 

 
  K. Whitney: You can[.] Do it. 
 
  Parrish: I am going to dream now.  I love it. 

63. In late 2017, funded with iCare investor money, Kent Whitney opened 

a CHS office in a strip mall in Westminster, California and employed salespeople 

or moved them from San Jose to market and sell investments in a fictitious 

product he began to call “CHS Trust,” which he described as a charitable trust 

with high, tax free returns. 

64. In approximately March 2018, Parrish moved from Chicago to Orange 

County to focus full time on soliciting investors for CHS Trust.  Having earlier 

obtained his online minister certificate, Parrish also began referring to himself as a 

“pastor” of CHS in conversations with potential investors, and the CEO of CHS 

Trust. 

65. Parrish and Kent Whitney set up CHS’s websites, including 

www.churchforthehealthyself.org, which provide the facade of a “virtual church.”  

For example, they provided links to YouTube channels offering religious videos 

and online prayer request forms.  But CHS did not hold religious services 

typically associated with churches.  And, although each of the Defendants told 

investors that the church was located in Texas, CHS never had a physical church 

anywhere—it merely maintained a mail drop at a Dallas address.  CHS’s true 

mission was obtaining investor funds.  

66. CHS mass marketed its CHS Trust investment program to the public 

on its websites, and heavily advertised its program on Vietnamese radio and 
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television stations in Orange County, California.  In one such CHS television 

commercial, in Vietnamese with English subtitles, Defendant Jessica Pham states: 

“Hello, I would like to introduce you to an investment program earning 12% 

interest from CHS Trust. Safe, effective, and insured by FDIC and SIPC. CHS 

Trust investment program gives you higher interest than 401K or IRA with 

maximum tax benefits. Register for a free seminar to learn about the 12% interest 

rate program at CHS Trust every Wednesday at 6pm.”   

67. CHS gave investors the phone number to a “prayer line,” which was 

answered by Hsu or by Relief Defendant Palmore’s mother.  Palmore was one of 

Kent Whitney’s girlfriends during the relevant period.   

68. In advertisements and during personal presentations to investors, 

Defendants lured investors by promising to open investor accounts on their behalf 

“under the CHS Trust umbrella of non-profit” that would provide “safe and secure 

growth,” offering market upside without exposing investors to market declines or 

any loss of principal.  CHS promised that investor money would grow tax free, 

and told investors that CHS would donate a portion of an investor’s profits to their 

choice of charities.  CHS explained to investors that it was able to generate high 

returns—as high as 43% annually —with “minimal to no risk” by investing their 

funds in the reinsurance industry.  Kent Whitney assured investors they would 

only lose money in the event of a “nuclear war.”  CHS also assured investors that 

they would have access to their money for major purchases, such as cars and 

vacations.  CHS told investors it was not a Ponzi scheme, but is managed by Wall 

Street investors, audited by KPMG, and is a “well-run company that brings big 

returns” to its investors. 

69. These assurances were false.  In reality, CHS did not invest the money 

or donate to charity, a fact that each of the Defendants knew, or was reckless in 

not knowing.   
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70. KPMG has no current or past business relationship with CHS or any 

related entities or individuals.   

71. At the direction of Kent Whitney, Parrish, Ha Nguyen, King, 

Angelina Pham, Jessica Pham, Vean Nguyen, Salinas, Mai Nguyen, or Luke Ho 

(depending upon which salesperson the investor had spoken to), investors wrote 

checks or gave cash to CHS, and rolled over retirement, investment, or college 

savings assets to CAM bank accounts where the funds were commingled.  The 

majority of funds deposited into the CAM bank account were then transferred to 

CHS, and the remainder was used by Angelina Pham for her personal bills or as 

Kent Whitney saw fit.  The vast majority of investor funds deposited into the CHS 

bank accounts were misappropriated by the Defendants, who enriched themselves 

and paid their personal expenses, made Ponzi payments to investors—satisfying 

investors’ liquidation requests with recent deposits of new investors, and 

transferred funds to each of the Relief Defendants.  There is no evidence of any 

meaningful underlying investment vehicle as Defendants promised investors.   

3. Bank accounts 

72. CHS’s bank account (account number ending -5803) is held at 

Prestige Community Credit Union (“Prestige”) (“the CHS Account”).  Prestige 

has only two locations: Dallas, Texas, and McKinney, Texas.  CHS made deposits 

of investor funds in “shared branch” locations throughout California, where 

Prestige customers can make deposits into their Prestige accounts through other 

financial institutions.  Prestige does not retain copies of the deposit items made at 

the shared branch locations and must obtain them from the affiliated financial 

institutions.  

73. In addition, CAM has two accounts at Bank of America (“BOA”): 

account number ending -3568 (“CAM Account 1”) and account number ending     

-5354 (“CAM Account 2”) (collectively, “CAM Accounts”). 
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74. iCare’s bank account (account number ending -1976) is held at Wells 

Fargo Bank (“iCare Account”). 

75. 2DC Partners, LLC, d/b/a CHS Asset Mgt or CHS (account number 

ending -9058) is an account opened at JPMorgan Chase in November 2018 (“2DC 

Account”).  

76. Between May 2, 2015 and March 14, 2019 (the day the SEC filed its 

Original Complaint), CHS raised approximately $33 million from investors, and 

deposited those funds into the CHS Account, CAM Accounts, iCare Account and 

2DC Account (collectively, the “CHS Accounts”).  The CHS Accounts contained 

no significant deposits of investment revenue or other income.  The only 

significant source of funds came from investors.   

77. On March 4, 2019, the FBI seized approximately $4.1 million in funds 

in the CHS Account.  On March 12, 2019, the FBI seized approximately $1 

million in the CAM Account 1. 

4.  Misappropriation of investor funds and Ponzi payments  

78. The Defendants misappropriated or dissipated almost all of the 

roughly $33 million raised from investors, except for the over $5 million seized by 

court order.  CHS returned approximately $12.8 million of the amount raised to 

investors in Ponzi payments, or paid individuals or entities on an investor’s behalf 

as part of the fraud scheme.   

79. CHS used the remaining funds for the personal benefit of the 

Defendants and/or Relief Defendants including, but not limited to (in approximate 

amounts): 

a. American Express payments: $3 million; 

b. Automobile purchases/expenses: $400,000; 

c. Retail purchases, meals, entertainment and travel expenses:  

$335,000; 
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d. Loan payments unrelated to CHS: $273,500; 

e. Rent/housing: $230,000; 

f. Student loans or tuition: $112,000; and 

g. Jewelry and other luxury goods: $59,000. 

5. American Express Accounts 

80. CHS used approximately $3 million of investor funds to pay for 

transactions incurred on seven American Express master accounts and/or 

subaccounts (the “Amex Accounts”), held by 18 individuals, 14 of which are 

Defendants or Relief Defendants, including Kent Whitney, Ha, Parrish, Salinas, 

Hsu, Jessica Pham, King, and Ho, and Relief Defendants Hoang, Le and Palmore 

(collectively, the “Amex Cardholders”).  The Amex Cardholders collectively 

charged at least $2.6 million on their respective American Express cards for their 

personal benefit.  Investor funds were used to pay for the charges made to the 

accounts. 

C. Other Participants in the Fraudulent Scheme. 
 

 1. Richard King 
81. King met Kent Whitney in a Dallas hotel bar in approximately 2008 

and struck up a friendship.  In or around 2014 or 2015, after working in a Reno 

warehouse managed by a friend of Kent Whitney, King moved to San Jose to live 

rent-free with Kent Whitney’s father.  Although he passed the California 

insurance examination, his insurance sales efforts were unsuccessful.  During the 

same timeframe, Kent Whitney was released from prison and recruited King to 

join him in establishing CHS.   

82. King accepted a position at CHS with full knowledge of Kent 

Whitney’s criminal and regulatory background.  King also knew that the alleged 

church building in Dallas was merely a mail drop.  And, Kent Whitney obtained 

an online ordination for King, a credential King knew was bogus.  Despite this 
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knowledge, King agreed to become a director of CHS and its secretary and 

registered agent.   

83. King opened the CHS Account at Prestige on September 29, 2014, 

and was one of the two initial authorized signatories.  King tried to list Kent 

Whitney as a signatory, but the bank would not allow a convicted felon to be a 

signatory.     

84. While living in San Jose, King cold-called potential donors to the 

“church” from a lead list purchased by Kent Whitney and ran errands for CHS.  

By the time Kent Whitney and King moved to Orange County in approximately 

2017, CHS’s focus had shifted from seeking donors to soliciting investors in CHS 

Trust.   

85. King continued to run errands for CHS, one of the primary ones being 

depositing investor funds.  He structured cash deposits so that they would not 

exceed $10,000.  He also interacted with CHS’s bankers and signed checks to 

issue payments to its investors—tasks that helped hide Kent Whitney’s 

involvement.   

86. Although King was not primarily a salesman, he received at least 

$186,000 from CHS in direct and indirect payments, which included commissions 

for his sales of CHS securities to at least two investors.   

87. King falsely represented to investors that the investments were tax-

deductible, guaranteed, insured, and without market risk, which were all facts he 

knew, or was reckless in not knowing, were false.  In addition to commission 

payments, CHS also paid for King to live in a rented house in Newport Beach and 

other living expenses in exchange for facilitating the fraud. 

2. Richard Whitney 

88. Richard Whitney is Kent Whitney’s uncle.   

89. Prior to joining CHS, he worked for almost two decades as a TD 
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Ameritrade financial advisor in Seattle.  He has been licensed to sell securities 

since 1997.  TD Ameritrade permitted him to resign in September 2018 for failing 

to follow firm procedures regarding client communication and client account 

transactions.  

90. Following his time at TD Ameritrade, Richard Whitney went to work 

for CHS performing similar duties to those carried out by King.  Like King, he 

took the job knowing that his nephew Kent Whitney was a convicted felon. 

Despite that knowledge, and his securities industry background and training, on 

March 7, 2019, Richard Whitney became a signatory on the CAM 1 Account after 

he knew that the FBI had seized the funds in the CHS Account.   

91. As CAM’s operations manager, Richard Whitney knew, or was 

severely reckless in not knowing, that the company had no real operations. Its sole 

purpose was to accept rollovers from investors’ retirement accounts, which Kent 

Whitney explained was necessary because CHS could not legally accept such 

transfers, and then transfer the money to CHS.  Richard Whitney perpetuated the 

fraud even after the FBI’s seizure by using CAM’s bank account to not only 

accept new investor funds, but also to make Ponzi payments to existing investors 

in an attempt to hide the fraud. 

92. Prior to the receiver’s appointment, Richard Whitney had planned to 

open a CHS office in Seattle together with Ha Nguyen. When the receiver closed 

CHS, Richard Whitney encouraged the employees who were present to leave and 

not cooperate with the receiver—in contravention of the receivership order.   

93. During his initial interview with the SEC, Richard Whitney falsely 

claimed that his role at CHS was purely voluntary and consisted of “getting 

donuts and taking out the trash.”   

94. Richard Whitney received at least $30,000 from CHS, in addition to 

having all of his living expenses paid by investor funds during the time he worked 

Case 8:19-cv-00499-JVS-KES   Document 75   Filed 09/11/19   Page 22 of 39   Page ID #:1226



 

23 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

for CHS and CAM. 

3. Hsu 

95. Allen Hsu is an immigration lawyer who was sanctioned by the 

Second Circuit and the Supreme Court of New York, and has no experience 

handling securities matters.   

96. In or around 2017, Hsu joined CHS while it was still based in San 

Jose.  He later followed Kent Whitney to Orange County to help launch its 

Westminster office.  Although he held himself out to investors as CHS’s general 

counsel, and allowed CHS to do likewise, Hsu spent much of his time answering 

CHS’s prayer line.  Hsu accepted his title and pay knowing both Kent Whitney’s 

criminal background and the fact that he provided, at most, minimal legal services 

to CHS. 

97. One example of how CHS and Hsu misrepresented Hsu’s role 

occurred during a September 14, 2018 banquet attended by CHS investors and 

potential investors.  Hsu was brought onstage with Kent Whitney and Parrish and 

was introduced to the crowd as CHS’s general counsel.  None of the investors or 

potential investors were ever told that Hsu did nothing to ensure that CHS 

complied with the federal securities—or any other—laws or regulations.  Instead, 

they were left with the false impression that CHS’s “investment program” was 

subject to legal oversight by a qualified professional.  

98. In early 2019, Hsu abruptly left CHS, but failed to report the ongoing 

fraud to law enforcement or investors despite knowing: 1) that CHS was not a 

legitimate church and existed only to obtain investor funds; 2) was run by a 

convicted felon; 3) investor money was used to fund the lavish lifestyles of CHS’s 

“pastors;” and 4) CHS falsely promised annual returns of at least 12% that were 

tax-deductible, guaranteed, insured, and without market risk.   

99. As compensation for helping the Ponzi scheme project the illusion of 
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legality to its investors and potential investors, CHS paid Hsu at least $176,000 in 

direct and indirect payments. 

4. Angelina Pham 

100. Kent Whitney incorporated CAM in September 2017, because he 

believed CHS could not legally accept rollovers from retirement accounts.  By 

establishing CAM, which had no operations other than to accept rollovers and 

then transfer the funds to CHS, Kent Whitney believed he could conceal the true 

destination of the funds from questioning financial institutions.  He installed 

Angelina Pham, an unemployed friend of Ha Nguyen, as CAM’s president and 

CEO.   

101. Kent Whitney instructed Angelina Pham to open the CAM Accounts 

at Bank of America, which she did on September 26, 2017.  She had sole 

signatory authority on the accounts.  Kent Whitney also told her to keep her salary 

and commissions in the CAM 1 Account, and use it as her personal account.  She 

understood that all of the deposits into the account were investor funds. 

102. Although she held prestigious titles on bank records, Angelina Pham 

never performed any functions of a CEO or president.  She did not have an office, 

or even a computer.  She performed all of her CAM-related duties on a banking 

application on her personal cell phone.  Other than soliciting investors, her role 

was simply to make online transfers of money between the CAM and CHS bank 

accounts when Kent Whitney asked her to do so.  She also introduced Ho to Kent 

Whitney, who then hired Ho to help expand the operations to Orange County.  

Kent Whitney told Angelina Pham he would pay her a 30% commission on all of 

the investor money Ho brought in to CHS, but told her to leave it in the CAM 

accounts.  

103. By no later than mid-2018, Ho had informed Angelina Pham of Kent 

Whitney’s criminal background. 
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104. CHS’s investors were told that CAM would establish IRA accounts on 

their behalf and act as the accounts’ custodian.  In reality, Angelina Pham simply 

transferred most of the money CAM received to the CHS Account. She kept the 

balance of investor funds deposited in CAM’s accounts for herself. 

105. Angelina Pham’s share of investor funds varied from month to month 

depending on Kent Whitney’s “mood.”  She also commingled her own money 

with investor funds and used the CAM 1 Account as her personal checking 

account, having only a rough idea of how much of the money deposited was hers. 

106. Angelina Pham also received commissions for bringing investors to 

CHS.  She received her first such payment in or around August 2016—more than 

a year before CAM’s creation.  She continued to receive commissions until the 

appointment of the receiver in March 2019.   

107. Angelina Pham represented to investors and prospective investors that 

the investments were tax-deductible, guaranteed, insured, and without market risk, 

facts she knew, or was reckless in not knowing, were false.  

108. Angelina Pham received at least $417,000 of investor money in direct 

and indirect payments for her role in facilitating the fraud.   

109. On March 7, 2019, after the FBI seized the CHS Account, Kent 

Whitney directed that his uncle, Richard Whitney, be added to the CAM 1 

Account.  Angelina Pham gave Richard Whitney the checkbooks and online 

access to the CAM 1 Account.  She closed the CAM 2 Account and kept the 

account balance of approximately $122,000 for herself as “commission 

payments.” 

5. The Salespeople 

110. Jessica Pham, Vean Nguyen, Salinas, Mai Nguyen, and Ho 

(collectively, “the Salespeople”) received commissions for convincing victims to 

invest in the CHS Ponzi scheme. Each of them knew both Kent Whitney’s 
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criminal background and that he was barred from participating in the very trading 

activities they told investors would generate their returns.  They were also each 

aware that neither Kent Whitney nor Parrish were legitimate pastors.  Despite 

their knowledge, the Salespeople never disclosed that information to CHS’s 

investors. 

111. Each of the Salespeople conveyed false promises several ways, 

including through CHS’s websites, radio and television advertisements, in-person 

group presentations at CHS’s office, and in individual conversations with 

investors.  Jessica Pham, Vean Nguyen, and Luke Ho appeared in televised 

advertisements along with Parrish on local Vietnamese stations.   

112. The goal of CHS’s television and radio advertisements—as well as its 

promotional videos posted to YouTube and its own websites—was to lure 

potential investors into CHS’s office, where group presentations were held as 

many as three times a week.  Once there, each of the Salespeople, during the 

group “seminars” or while meeting one-on-one with investors, made the following 

false representations: 
 

1) CHS had a physical church in Dallas; 
 

2) CHS had offices in Chicago and New York; 
 
3) CHS Trust investments were tax-deductible; 

 
4) CHS Trust investments helped reduce legal, bankruptcy, 

divorce, and probate risks; 
 

5) CHS Trust investments eliminated market risk; 
 

6) CHS Trust generated earnings through reinsurance investments; 
 

7) CHS Trust’s annual returns ranged from 26.5% to 31.95% from 
2014 through 2017; 

 
8) CHS Trust’s worst monthly return was 1.5% in January 2015; 

 
9) CHS Trust investments were insured by the FDIC for $250,000, 

by SIPC for $500,000, and by “U.S. Government Bonds” for 
greater amounts; 

 

Case 8:19-cv-00499-JVS-KES   Document 75   Filed 09/11/19   Page 26 of 39   Page ID #:1230



 

27 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

10) CHS Trust’s orders, transactions, and account activities were 
confirmed by KPMG; 

 
11) CHS Trust guaranteed a minimum 12% annual return on all 

principal invested for at least nine months; and  
 

12) CHS Trust guaranteed the return of all principal invested. 
 

113. Despite the impossibility of the investment they sold, none of the 

Salespeople did anything to verify the truthfulness of the promises they made to 

CHS’s investors and potential investors.  This failure was particularly egregious 

since each of the Salespeople knew Kent Whitney was a convicted felon.   

114. Each of the Salespeople repeated the lies to investors, representing 

that CHS offered a safe, guaranteed, insured, and highly profitable investment 

managed by a trading guru, Kent Whitney.  None of the Salespeople had financial 

expertise, training, or education in the securities industry. 

115. Ho drafted a PowerPoint presentation that was used in the investor 

“seminars” held at CHS’s offices several times a week.  He started with a draft of 

a presentation from a prior job at an insurance company, and most of the 

information on investing and tax implications he gleaned from Google searches.  

He also translated a version into Vietnamese, and served as the translator for 

Parrish during in-person presentations.  Ho told investors that CHS donated to 

more than a hundred charities every month, a fact he knew, or was reckless in not 

knowing, was not true.  He also told investors that CHS Trust was “safer than 

Merrill Lynch.” The theme running through the presentation was that CHS Trust 

utilized a sophisticated investment strategy that was previously only available to 

the wealthy, but Kent Whitney was making it available to the Vietnamese 

community in Orange County and San Jose. 

116. Along with Ho and Parrish, Salinas routinely took the lead at the 

group investor presentations.  Salinas and his wife, Mai Nguyen, met with and 

talked to investors together to convince them to invest. Vean Nguyen and Jessica 
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Pham participated in the seminars and worked one-on-one with prospective 

investors to convince them to give their money to CHS Trust. 

117. Jessica Pham, although married to another man, was Kent Whitney’s 

live-in girlfriend during some of the relevant period.  Investor money was used to 

pay the rent and all bills in their luxury apartment in the Fashion Island area of 

Newport Beach, and funded Jessica Pham’s many couture shopping sprees at 

luxury retailers such as Louis Vuitton and Chanel.  

118. Luke Ho spoke to other CHS personnel about the fact that CHS was a 

Ponzi scheme.  Despite his actual knowledge of this fact, he continued to solicit 

investors and accept commission payments on sales to the duped investors.  Right 

before he decided to leave CHS, he took his family on a European vacation and 

charged the entire trip, including multiple shopping sprees at high end retailers 

such as Louis Vuitton, to his CHS Amex card, which he knew was paid for with 

investor funds.  

119. The Salespeople received (either directly, or indirectly through their 

personal use of CHS American Express Accounts or through payments made by 

CHS to third parties for their benefit) the following approximate amounts paid 

from investor funds:  

1)    Jessica Pham – $172,000;  

2)   Vean Nguyen – $301,000;  

3)  Salinas and Mai Nguyen – $500,000; and  

4)  Ho – $570,000.  

D. Unregistered Securities Brokers and Unregistered Offering  

120. iCare, Ha Nguyen, King, Angelina Pham, Jessica Pham, Vean 

Nguyen, Salinas, Mai Nguyen, and Ho (collectively, “the Brokers”) acted as 

unregistered brokers in the offer and sale of CHS Trust investments.  Each of the 

Brokers actively solicited investors, pitched investors on the supposed benefits of 
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CHS Trust, and received transaction-based compensation, in at least the amounts 

listed above. 

121. None of the Brokers was registered as a broker, or associated with a 

registered broker-dealer at any time. 

122. Many of CHS’s investors were unsophisticated and not accredited, 

and none of the Brokers, or anyone else at CHS, took any steps to determine 

whether the investors were accredited.  

123. Ultimately, approximately 379 investors from California, Florida, 

Illinois, Oklahoma, Oregon, and Texas invested in CHS securities, including 

investors from this judicial district.   

124. No registration statement was filed with the Commission or was in 

effect as to CHS, CHS Trust, or iCare.     

 E. Examples of Misrepresentations to Investors 

  1. Investor A 

125. One prospective investor, Investor A, considered investing in CHS 

Trust after hearing about it through an advertisement targeting the Vietnamese 

community.  Investor A had gone to CHS’s Westminster, California, office to 

discuss investing.  While there, she received documents describing the CHS Trust 

investment program, which she sent to her financial advisor to review.  The 

offering documents CHS provided made several false or misleading claims 

regarding the CHS Trust investment program, including: 

• CHS was a tax-exempt charity under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal 

Revenue Code; 

• CHS Trust would provide tax receipts to investors reflecting that their 

investments were donations to CHS for which they received no goods or 

services in exchange; 
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• The CHS Trust investment program offered high-yield returns and 

“maximum income tax benefits for individuals and businesses, higher 

than 401K or IRA, and completely legal;” 

• CHS Trust investments were “FDIC insured up to $250K plus SIPC 

$500K per member;” 

• Investment accounts would be opened on their behalf “under the CHS 

Trust umbrella of non-profit” that would provide “safe and secure 

growth,” offering market upside without exposing investors to market 

declines; 

• CHS was able to generate high returns for investors, with “minimal to no 

risk,” by investing their funds in the reinsurance industry;  

• CHS would donate a portion of investors’ profits to their choice of 

charities; 

• Investors would have access to their money for major purchases, such as 

cars and vacations; 

• CHS guaranteed that investors would receive annual returns of no less 

than 12% and that 100% of all principal would be returned to them; 

• In “A Message from the CEO,” Kent Whitney stated that “ongoing client 

referrals are what makes our family stronger each and every month…and 

what helps us continue seeing the strong returns we’ve been seeing, 

month-over-month. [] We have set up a new, cutting-edge 

strategy/methodology on how we invest our donations into the same 

Trust that has been bringing you above-market returns…so that your 

donations grow and have even MORE of an impact to your favorite 

charities.”   

126. CHS also provided Investor A with a retirement account transfer 

form. The document instructed current IRA custodians and plan administrators to 

Case 8:19-cv-00499-JVS-KES   Document 75   Filed 09/11/19   Page 30 of 39   Page ID #:1234



 

31 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

transfer investor funds by check, payable to CAM at the same office address as 

CHS’s Westminster office.  In this form given to prospective investors, CAM 

represented that it would create an IRA and act as custodian over retirement 

assets. 

127. During a July 20, 2018 meeting at Investor A’s home attended by 

several potential investors, Kent Whitney stated that CHS Trust investments are 

fully tax-deductible.  He also promised a minimum 12% annual return.  Kent 

Whitney claimed that CHS Trust generated the guaranteed returns through 

reinsurance investments and options trading.  Kent Whitney said that CHS Trust 

investments were insured and boasted that only “nuclear war” could prevent 

investors from receiving the promised returns—the same line he had used to pitch 

at least one of the victims of his prior investment scheme.  Kent Whitney did not 

disclose his criminal or regulatory background during the meeting, but instead 

boasted of his great financial success. After the meeting, the financial advisor and 

Investor A concluded that CHS Trust was likely a Ponzi scheme and declined to 

invest. 

2. Investor B 

128. Investor B is a single, 69 year-old retiree from Anaheim, California 

who lives on Social Security and lives with a family member.  For five or six 

years, she saved every penny she received as gifts from family members in a pink 

porcelain piggy bank.  In October 2018, after hearing CHS’s TV and radio 

advertisements that guaranteed huge investment gains, she attended a seminar at 

the CHS office in Westminster to hear more about the investment.  She was 

greeted by Jessica Pham, who she recognized as a “celebrity” in the Vietnamese 

community, and therefore, trusted her.  Salinas pitched the investment using a 

PowerPoint presentation, and promised the listeners high returns and guaranteed 

no loss of principal.  Salinas and Mai Nguyen were her contacts at CHS, and after 
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the presentation, she talked to them in person and on the phone about potentially 

investing.   

129.  Investor B was apprehensive about giving CHS her entire savings, 

which was everything she had to her name.  In trying to convince Investor B to 

invest, Salinas and Mai Nguyen told her that she would make a minimum of a 

12% return on her money and could not lose money.  Mai Nguyen explained to 

her that CHS was a church and Kent Whitney and Parrish were pastors, and they 

could be trusted.  She told Investor B about FDIC and SIPC protection, which 

Investor B had seen on bank signs and understood that to mean it was protected by 

the government. 

130. Salinas and Mai Nguyen persuaded Investor B to invest in CHS Trust.  

Investor B literally broke her piggy bank open and counted approximately $9,500 

in cash.  Salinas and Mai Nguyen told her that the minimum investment was 

$10,000.  She added an additional $500 she saved over the next month from her 

Social Security, and on or about November 5, 2018, she gave Salinas and Mai 

Nguyen all of her cash to invest in CHS Trust. 

131. She received periodic statements from CHS showing monthly interest 

additions to her principal of approximately 3% each month, compounded.  The 

February 2019 statement showed a balance of $11,135.55 in her CHS “account,” 

which did not actually exist.   

3. Investor C 

132. Investor C is a 59 year-old nurse from Baldwin Park, California.  She 

had saved approximately $425,000 in her 401(k) account since 1992.  When she 

changed jobs, she rolled over her 401(k) into an IRA, and had lost some money in 

the stock market.  She wanted to retire in a few years and was looking for a safer 

investment vehicle.   

133. After hearing CHS’s TV ads, she went to the CHS office and met 
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Vean Nguyen.  Vean Nguyen told her that CHS Trust was a very safe investment, 

and that it was guaranteed by the FDIC and SIPC.  Vean Nguyen said that no 

matter what happens, even if Investor C were to get sued, no one could touch the 

trust.  Vean Nguyen told her, among other things, that: (1) CHS Trust charges no 

fees; (2) Investor C must donate 5% of her investment returns to a charity of her 

choice; (3) she would pay no penalties if she rolled over her IRA to CHS Trust; 

(4) the investment has nothing to do with the stock market, so fluctuations in the 

stock market have no impact on the investment; and (5) Investor C could use the 

interest to pay her bills without penalties or tax consequences. 

134. Vean Nguyen never told Investor C that Kent Whitney was a 

convicted felon.  Investor C only knew that Kent Whitney was a church pastor, as 

reflected on correspondence she received from CHS. 

135. Investor C invested 100% of her retirement savings with CHS Trust.   

136. After learning of this case, Investor C called Vean Nguyen repeatedly, 

but her calls were never returned. 

4. Misrepresentations on YouTube 

137. In a video, published to CHS Trust’s YouTube channel on January 3, 

2019, Parrish pitches CHS Trust investments as being tax deductible with 12% 

guaranteed annual returns.  In a series of videos, published to the YouTube 

channel of a Vietnamese television station based in Orange County between 

November 2018 and February 2019, Parrish makes the following 

misrepresentations regarding CHS Trust: 

• CHS Trust’s risk is “so minimal” because each investor account is 

protected by up to $250,000 of FDIC insurance and up to $500,000 of 

SIPC insurance; 

• CHS Trust offers “unheard of” returns which averaged approximately 

2.5% per month for the preceding five years; 
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• CHS Trust employs a “specific proprietary investment strategy” that has 

resulted in “huge successes;” 

• CHS Trust is “safer than any other investment;” 

• Parrish has years of experience trading at the Chicago Board of Trade 

and the Chicago Mercantile Exchange; 

• CHS Trust had a record year in 2018, paying its investors a 36.27% 

annual return which equated to approximately a 43% compounded annual 

return; 

• CHS Trust is not a Ponzi scheme, but is managed by Wall Street 

investors, audited by KPMG, and is a “well-run company that brings big 

returns” to its investors; and 

• CHS Trust’s worst month, January 2015, produced a 1.5% return. 

138. In fact, KPMG has no current or past business relationship with CHS 

or any related entities or individuals.    

139. David Parrish repeated these misrepresentations during in-person 

presentations to prospective investors at CHS offices. 

F. Relief Defendants 

140. Relief Defendants Hoang, Le, Palmore, MTZ, Martinez, and SNL 

each received the proceeds of fraud in amounts described herein, and have no 

legitimate claim to those illicit funds. 

CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

 
Fraud 

Violations of Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78j(b)] and  
Rule 10b-5 [17 C.F.R. § 240.10b-5] thereunder 

 
Against All Defendants 

141. Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through 

140 of this Complaint as if set forth verbatim herein.  
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142. Each Defendant, by engaging in the conduct described above, directly 

or indirectly, with scienter, in connection with the purchase or sale of securities, 

and by use of the means and instrumentalities of interstate commerce the mails, or 

any facility of a national securities exchange, has: (a) employed a device, scheme 

or artifice to defraud; or (b) made an untrue statement of a material fact or omitted 

to state a material fact necessary in order to make the statements made, in the light 

of the circumstances under which they were made, not misleading; or (c) engaged 

in an act, practice, or course of business that has operated or will operate as a 

fraud or deceit upon other persons. 

143. By engaging in the conduct described above, each Defendant violated, 

and unless restrained and enjoined will continue to violate, Section 10(b) of the 

Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78j(b)] and Rule 10b-5thereunder [17 C.F.R. § 

240.10b-5]. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

 
Fraud 

Violations of Section 17(a) of the Securities Act [15 U.S.C. § 77q(a)] 
 

Against All Defendants 
144. Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through 

140 of this Complaint as if set forth verbatim herein. 

145. Each Defendant, directly or indirectly, in the offer or sale of 

securities, and by use of the means and instrumentalities of interstate commerce 

the mails, or any facility of a national securities exchange, has:  (a) employed a 

device, scheme, or artifices to defraud;  (b) obtained money or property by means 

of untrue statements of a material fact and omitted to state a material fact 

necessary in order to make the statements made, in light of the circumstances 

under which they were made, not misleading; or (c) engaged in a transaction, 

practice, or courses of business which operates or would operate as a fraud and 

deceit upon the purchaser. 
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146. With respect to violations of Sections 17(a)(2) and (3) of the 

Securities Act, Defendants were negligent in their actions regarding the 

representations and omissions alleged herein.  With respect to violations of 

Section 17(a)(1) of the Securities Act, Defendants acted with scienter.   

147. For these reasons, Defendants each have violated and, unless 

enjoined, will continue to violate, Section 17(a) of the Securities Act [15 U.S.C. § 

77q(a)]. 
THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

 
Offers and Sales of Unregistered Securities 

Violations of Sections 5(a) and 5(c) of the Securities Act  
[15 U.S.C. § 77e(a) and (c)] 

 
Against Defendants iCare, Ha Nguyen, King, Angelina Pham, Jessica Pham, 

Vean Nguyen, Salinas, Mai Nguyen, and Ho 
148. Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through 

140 of this Complaint as if set forth verbatim herein. 

149. Defendants iCare, Ha Nguyen, King, Angelina Pham, Jessica Pham, 

Vean Nguyen, Salinas, Mai Nguyen, and Ho, directly or indirectly, singly or in 

concert with others, have been offering to sell, selling and delivering after sale, 

certain securities, and have been, directly and indirectly: (a) making use of the 

means and instruments of transportation and communication in interstate 

commerce and of the mails to sell securities, through the use of written contracts, 

offering documents and otherwise; (b) carrying and causing to be carried through 

the mails and in interstate commerce by the means and instruments of 

transportation, such securities for the purpose of sale and for delivery after sale; 

and (c) making use of the means or instruments of transportation and 

communication in interstate commerce and of the mails to offer to sell such 

securities. 

150. No registration statements were ever filed with the Commission or 

otherwise in effect with respect to these transactions. 
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151. By reason of the foregoing, Defendants iCare, Ha Nguyen, King, 

Angelina Pham, Jessica Pham, Vean Nguyen, Salinas, Mai Nguyen, and Ho 

violated and, unless enjoined, will continue to violate Sections 5(a) and 5(c) of the 

Securities Act [15 U.S.C. §§ 77e(a) and 77e(c)]. 

 
FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

 
Offers and Sales of Securities by an Unregistered Broker-Dealer 

Violations of Exchange Act Section 15(a) [15 U.S.C. § 78o(a)] 
 

 Against Defendants iCare, Ha Nguyen, King, Angelina Pham, Jessica Pham, 
Vean Nguyen, Salinas, Mai Nguyen, and Ho 

 
152. Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through 

140 of this Complaint as if set forth verbatim herein. 

153. Defendants iCare, Ha Nguyen, King, Angelina Pham, Jessica Pham, 

Vean Nguyen, Salinas, Mai Nguyen, and Ho, while engaged in the business of 

effecting transactions in securities for the account of others, made use of the mails 

or the means or instrumentalities of interstate commerce to effect transactions in, 

or to induce or attempt to induce the purchase or sale of, a security without being 

registered in accordance with Section 15(a) of the Exchange Act. 

154. Defendants iCare, Ha Nguyen, King, Angelina Pham, Jessica Pham, 

Vean Nguyen, Salinas, Mai Nguyen, and Ho violated, and unless restrained and 

enjoined will in the future violate, Section 15(a) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 

78o(a)]. 

 
FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

Claims Against the Relief Defendants as Custodians of Investor Funds 

155. Plaintiff repeats and incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through 

140 of this Complaint as if set forth verbatim herein.  
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156. Relief Defendants received, directly or indirectly, funds and/or other 

benefits from the Defendants, which either are the proceeds of, or are traceable to 

the proceeds of, the unlawful activities alleged herein and to which they have no 

legitimate claim to these funds and property. 

157. Relief Defendants obtained the funds and property as part of and in 

furtherance of the securities violations alleged and under circumstances in which 

it is not just, equitable or conscionable for them to retain the funds and property, 

and accordingly, they have been unjustly enriched. 

158. The Commission is entitled to an order requiring that Relief 

Defendants disgorge these funds and property plus prejudgment interest thereon. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court: 

 (1)  Enter an Order finding that Defendants committed, and unless 

restrained will continue to commit, the violations alleged in the Complaint;  

(2)  Permanently enjoin all Defendants from future violations of Section 

10(b) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. §78j(b)] and Rule 10b-5 thereunder [17 

C.F.R. §240.10b-5] and Section 17(a) of the Securities Act [15 U.S.C. § 77q(a)]; 

(3) Permanently enjoin Defendants iCare, Ha Nguyen, King, Angelina 

Pham, Jessica Pham, Vean Nguyen, Salinas, Mai Nguyen, and Ho from future 

violations of Sections 5(a) and 5(c) of the Securities Act [15 U.S.C. §§ 77e(a) and 

77e(c)] and Section 15(a) of the Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 78o(a)]; 

(4) Order Defendants to disgorge all ill-gotten gains from the conduct 

alleged herein, with prejudgment interest;   

(5) Order Relief Defendants to disgorge an amount equal to the funds and 

benefits they obtained directly or indirectly, from the Defendants, which either are 

the proceeds of, or are traceable to the proceeds of, the unlawful activities alleged 

herein, with prejudgment interest; 
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(6)  Order Defendants to pay civil penalties under Section 20(d) of the 

Securities Act [15 U.S.C. § 77t(d)] and Section 21(d)(3) of the Exchange Act [15 

U.S.C. § 78u(d)(3)]; and 

(7) Grant such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and 

proper. 

Dated:  September 11, 2019  

  /s/ Jennifer D. Reece 

 Jennifer D. Reece 
 Attorneys for Plaintiff 
 Securities and Exchange Commission 
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