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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT I 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS I 

DALLAS DIVISION .! ~ 

SECURITIE~ AND EXCHANGECOM!\USSION, §.
 
§
 

. Plaintitl; §
 
§
 

'V. § COMPLAINT 
§
 

STANFOImINTERNATIONAL nANK; LTD., §
 
STANFORD GltOUPCQMPANY, §
 
S'rAMBO:aDCAPITAL'MANAQEMENT,LLC, §
 
,R,.4:LLENST~ORD,JAM.ESM. DAVIS, and §
 
LAURA PENDERGEST-IIOLT §
 

§
 
Defendants•. §
 

PlamtiffSecurities and Exchange Commission alleges: 

orchestratedbyR. AlIen Stanford and James M. Davis and executed thiotJgh companies they 

CdllttQI,. meludingStanford lJJ.ternat!onalBank, Ltd. ("8m") and its affiliated Houston..bas.ed . . . 

m.v£stm~t advlSers, Stmtford Group ComPanY ("saC") aJ,ld Stanford Capital Mana.gement 

«('SCM''). LautaPendergest..JIolt,the ~~f;m.vestm~toffic~of ~$,tanfoJ7d.ajfiIiClt~w~ 

i 
': ' 

inai~abl~:tothis aetttepyhelping:to presenrethe, ~pear.an¢eofsafety.fabrl~ted:bi¥ 

~~nl~n4·~~lJ.1J.iJJing Qth~'(q mi~~m~tpm,~Qr~lt\shetramedtmining.Sm~s 

2.1'llrbugh this fraudulent scheme, sm, acting thtoughanetwotk ofSQC :fin$l~al 

ad:viSQ~~has~oldapJn"O~mately $8biUion Ci>fselr:styl~ "certificates ofd~~t$·'~.¥ prqOO$ing 

high l'etnmrares that exceed those availahlethtottgh tnle certificates ofdepositsafff'er:ed by 



3. sm claims that its unique investment strategy has allowed it to achieve double­

digit returns on its inv~entsover the past 15 years, allowing it offer high yields to CD
 

purchasers. Indeed, sm claims that its "diversified portfolio ofinvestm:ents" lost only 1.3%in
 . .. . . .
 

200~, a funeduringwhich the S&P 500 lost 39% and the Dow Jones STOXX Europe'500 Fund
 

lost 41%.
 

4. Perhaps even more strange, Sm~rtsidenticalreturns in 1995 and 1996 of
 

exactly 15.71%. As Pendergm-Holt - Sminvestm.ent committee member and the chief
 

investment officer ofStaIlfordGtoup Financial (aStanfotdaffiliate)-adtnits, itjs simply
 I 
''improbable'' that sm could havetnaIUJ"ged a "global diversijied" portfolio ofinvestments in a 1 

! 
way thatretumed identical results inconsecutive years. A perfortlla1lCC reporting consultant 

i 
hiredbySOO, wh¢Ilasked about these ''improbable'" returns, r:espartded sitnplythat it is ! 

'lmpossible"to achieve identical resu1ts()n a diversified in¥estment portfolio in consecutive 

~. Yet; SIBcontmuestQpram()te itsC})s U$ing theseinlpr9bablerettmIs. 

5. TheseitnpJX>bahleresu!ts aret.nadeeven more suspici.QUS by the fact that, contrary 

to assuranceS proviaea to investots;at most only two people .... SWUord and Davis ~ know the 

.details. coneemingthe buJkofSIB's investment portfolio. And SIBgoes to great lengths to . 

prev~~YUiUein.d~md1:!n.t~aminatiQn ofthosepQn!QUQS". J!orJ'JCAmple,its lang.,:smnditlg . 

.. auditor i$:r~~yretmued b$ed Qrt a ''rel'atiortship oftf;Ust" be'tw@11 tlteh¢.adoftb.¢auditing 

6. ItnP()~t1,}C()ntta:ry to reeentpuhl1<? statem¢rtf$ by. Sm~$tanf()rdand Davis (and 

through them.8GC) navewhony-failed. to cooperate withtbeCommission'g efforts to accoun.t 

forthe $8 billion ()fbw(:Storfunds purportedlyheldby8m~ In $h()rt,apptQ~ately 9.0%. af 

\. 
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sm's claimed investnient portfolio resides ina "black box" shielded from any independent 

oversight. 

7. In.faC4 far fro!n "cooperating" with the.Commission's .enforcement investigation 

(which Stanford has reportedly tried to ~terizeas only involving routine examinations), 

sac appears to have used press r~rts speculating ~utthe Commission's investigation as 

waytofurthermisIead investors, falsely telling at least one customer duritigthe weekof 

Febroary9,2009, that his multi-million dollar SIBcn could not bered~edbeeause "theSEC 

,~fto2:en. the account for two months.u At least one other customer whor~t1yinq~ 

@OTJt redeeming amulti-Il1i11ion dollar CD claims that he w3Swormed that COllttatY to 

r¢present.at'i"n8 madealthe time ofpmchasethat theCIJ.could be redeemed early upon payment 
i 

of,apemdty~ R., AllenStanfotdhadordeteda tWo..monthmoiatonutn on CD redemptions. 

8. tlllssecrecy and recentlllisrepresen.tfltio,nsaremade even. moresuspicious'1)y 

in:order to 11l11th<m into tbiulcingtheitin:ve8!Inentis' safe. SlBandits advi$tShave 

t1ltllD.atke.t:ahsotbed thenewsbfBematdMatttdif'MnasslMe:PuDZiaeme.; 8m,hasl4tt~to 
.i . 

calm'",~'t$,Qown',' .¥estQ$yq'",b, t"thatm:1tl!l. :e',"baukh dir ," ,,', "iMadofP,:0"" ,in ·,·~~;,~;o~m.ect~sme{()<.'.';''$"'QUo, ,'," 

·$l.'l?h~e flSSlUia,DAeS axe faIs'e'~ll_ f.Q th~ representatlons,S-JIJ)g,mvestment 

portfolio,wasttot invested in liquid financial ~en't$ ()r;aIl~ted inthell1annet,des.et1bedin 'its 

pmmQti~mUmat¢r:ialQD.d publicfepoIt$. m$t~d,3;.~tj~:PQrtionoftheb~~~ppttfQ1iQ was 

$6". Stm(()rd IntematiomtlBa1ilG Ltd.~etal. 
GO:MRLMJ.'fl' ' 



placed in illiquid investments, such as r@1 estate and private equity. FUrther, the vast majority 

SIB's multi-billion'donar investmen.tportfolio.was notmonitored by'a team ofana1y$~butrather . 
.1 

. by two people- Alleq StanfordandJ$ie$Davis; And contrary to $IB's representations, the:	 I! . 
i 

Antiguan regulator responsiblefor oversightofthebank's portfolio, the Financial Services
 

Regulatory Commission, does not audit SIB'sport{olio or verifY the assets sm claims mits
 

:financial statements. Perhaps mostalarining is tbatSIBhas exposure to lossesfunn the Madoff
 

:fraud scheme despite the bank's public assurances to the contrary.
 

10. SOC fu\s filiied to disdose~aIfacts toit$ advisory clients. Alarmfugly,recent 

\. 0,- weeks have seen an increasmg:amourit ofliquidation actiVity bysm and.;atte.mpts to witemoney 

out ofits investment portfolio., The COttimis.sion has received fufurtnmotiindieating that injtiSt 
.. 

th~ last two weeks, sm.hassou$1ltw ren1oveovet$178 million from Us ace<>llfif$. An~a11laj()r 

cleating firm. - aft'eturtsuC¢e$sfuUyattemptmg to tlndIDfotniatioD.W>Qut SIll'sfibaftCiaI , .... .	 . - . 

condition ElIld because it could~nQt()btain~~te~a;retl.9yjnto-·slB·~$:fina.n.cialS-has·
 

r~tly infonned sec that ~t would110 Iong~Pf()¢eSS wU:$fromSGC ~unts at the cl¢aring
 

firm to 8m fortbe pUtchaseofsm issUed CDs, evenifthey were. aooompamed by customer
 

letters ofauthOnzatiOIl..
 
,,\	 

· ",,-_A....h -L-_ii.":' . t .....-..-~....,: • . :i:_:...JI' th" ""';:i f·'··~'" S".• 2'nAC ~j;itfi';	 11. S'. UUUV1.u·s·.u:~eDI!~~&.:ts·not1ul1m;utO: .e.:RUeo .(';.Lm.' •. mcevV.:i>QQv
.." • ' .••.•••• , ,.,••••• _ ••. ' • .< .', .••..••: .' ••• -. .•• '," .'. '.' ,. "," , .•.• , '••••.••••••••,., • "'"' ••••. '., ,~•••". 

"': .. ' ~ershaveSdld/m(jte1bafi$1 bil1ionof:ll~etary'mutuallbna''W1'aP·ptOgtatn;cal1eai Sbmfonl·· . 
,, . 

Allocation Stmt¢gy{!~$~~hy~~~tf~f.lP,tttUi§leadiq:gc]:ri$tQti~PWfQQnMcre d!iW. 

1'b:e raIse· databas.helpe.d· S~ gtQW tb:~8ASptQ~frQm less-than::$HrmilliJ1n marouud2Q04 fQ 
.	 . 

.. \ over $.1.2 billion, g¢tl~fees for ;S()C(andultiinatelfStattfOi'd),jri;e~ces$of$25 nUlliOIL Aftd 

theftaudulentSAS~Q1'UDUl~-~ ~tQfeCI1lit~:.afUm~at ~yiser:s witb:$ignifi~ 

.$BCv. StlifJfprd.1titefn4tl()M1Bantv"Ltil.. ~·tlJ. 
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. . 

books ofbusin~ who were then heavily ineentivizedtO r~allocate their clients' assets to sm's 

CDprtigrtun. 

1.2.. MOreQVer;sm andStanfotd Group ~panyhaveviolated Section 7(~) ofthe 

.InV'estm.entCOtnpany.Act of1940by failing to register with the. Commissionin order to sell sm's 

CDs~ FIad they complied withtbisregistrationrequirement, theCQmmission would have been able 

tQex:mnin~ each ottm>se entities concerning SIB's CD inVestment portfolio. 

13. :By engaging in the conduetdescribedin this Compl8fut, defendants Stanford, 

DaVi.$ Penderg"···-est-Holt, sm SGCand Stanford·('!~"'ital,.ditectly/orindirectly singlyor in, . . .' " ~ .' 

'1 .~ C()n~ hE.lYe·e,p,g~Bed, and unless enjoined an&restr.ained; willagilin engage in transactions acts, 

practi~ ~d<::QlJJ;Sesofbusiness that CQnstituteviolatiOI.lS ()fSectiop- 17(a) ofthe Securities Act 

or193.3·(~ecurities;Act") [15 U.S.C. §§ 77e(a), 77e(c)and 77q(a)],and Section lO(b)offhe 

S~ties!Excltange Act of 193-4('~cnangeACf')[15 U~S.C.§ 78j(b)],and Exchange Act Rule 

IOb-S, ,[17C.Fl.t ~;~jOb..5] or,inthe a1~~e,J:laveaided~ abeUedsu<iliviQlations. In 

~diti~n, tluX)ligb:th~ c<>nducf9escribed h~efu, $hU1ford,$6C,and Stanford·Capital have 

.'viQtatedSeetion2D6(1) and (2) ..ofthe llivestm.en:tAdvisers Aet of f940 eAdviser's Aer) [15 

U~SJ;~~ ,§~§ SQb~~(lJ ·and 8Qb-6(2}]and Davis andPendetgest-Holt have aided and abetted such 

'Vio1afiOOs~ Fmatl.¥t~qght1i.a~pD$~·S1B ..dS~;~Ye:Violated$ectieIl7(d);()fthe: 

In..v·~.to.;t,~t~m,any~CtQf J.94Q ('1CA'1IlSU.S.(t ;~80A..7(aj]~ 

14~ The~Conm:rlssion, in the fut~:AlfptQtecl:in8.the publitoom any.fUtther 

. .. .... u1 . '. dm--1 cD. 'tv b'··· this acti· . ainstth d:D' dants 'ikin~~p. 9\J$M._.: 3;5a,dl·....V1~;1'.nngs___·(1)~g. .~(t~. " see~: .gtePlP<muy, 

.··jptelimitnD'y.rotd'ller.ttUme:nt injutletiv.erelie~ ·dis8org~ent of-all i~lliclt profit$ and benefits 

aef@<1~~ ih3-Y~'r~v<XJ plqtJaCQu~Jl,;~jUqgm.M.t b.1t~est and4),ciyilm6ne~pen~ty. The 
())mmlssion Ms(),s.eeksanassetfreeze; alla¢C"O:Untingand otherincldentaI relie-€, $;weli ~ the 



'", 

app(dn~entofa receiver to take possession and control ofdefendants' assets for the protection 

ofdefendants' victims. 

JURISDICTION AND VENIJE 

1S. The invesbnents ofreiedandsold by tb~ defendants ate '~securities" under Section 

2(1) ofthe Securities Act [15 U.S.C. § 7Th], Section 3(a)(10) ofthe Exchange Act [15 U.S.C. § 

78c.], Section2(36~ ofthe Inv.'estmentCompany Act [~5 U.S.C. § 80a-2(36)], and Section 

2020:8) ofthe Advisers Act [15 U.S.C. § 80b-2(18)]. 

16. PlaintiffCommission brings this actionunder the authority confeaed upon it by 

I '" Section 2O(b:)ofthe Securities Act [15U.S.C.§ 77t(b)J, Sectioil21(d)of'the Exchange.Act{15 

U~S~C. § 78u(;d)], Section41(d) ofthe Investment CoptpanyAct [15U.S.C. §80a-41(d)],~d 
! . 

Section 209(d) ofthe Advisers Act [lS U.S.C.§80b-9(d)] totempo~y, pre)itnjn~rily, and 

p,e11l13.P.entlyenjojpDefendantsfrom.fhtlJre vioIati()ns ofthe·feder31secQJ.i.ti~ laws. 
!
I

", 

17. This' Court has jUrisdiction over this action, and,venue is. proper, und.er Section 

Z2(a;) ofthe Securities Act [15 D.-S.C. § 77v(~}]; Section21ofthe;ExchangeAct[lS U.S.c.§ 

781m], Section43 ofthe Investri1e1it Company Act [15U$.'C. §80a-43],and Section214 ofthe 

A4v1$efS Act [15 U$.C. § 801r14]. 

I 
. li8.. 'Deftm.dants hay~;diteetlY'Qr ittdkectly, m.ad¢~e.:pfthe :mean:s.()tinattumenmof1 

1'-
i'

. transpoitation m1doommutiicati~n, ;and the means oriliSttiibien:talitiesofmteiStale;c6mmetee, or 
! ' .. 

. . .' ' . 

..Q.fth~ Wa)lRJ inc.»nn~QllWith 1be;~~~ acts" practi~; and ~ ofb.uslne.ss alleg~ 

'h¢rein.Cttrtmn Qfthetransactions, acfs,praclices,andcout'S¢S ofbusiness' oc<rorred in the 

6SEC v. St.alI!ordIntematWnal Bank, Ltd.. et{l1. 
CQMPLA:I.NT 



I 

-: 

I>Eli'ENDANTS 

19. stanford Intemational Bank, Ud. puipQrts to be private international bank 

domiciled in St. John's, Antigua, Wes~ Indies. sm claitns'to serve ~O;OOO' clients in 131 

countries and holds $7.2 billion in assets under management sm~s AtmualRq>Ort for 2007 

States that sm has 50,000 cl~ents. sm's multi..billionportfolio ofinvestments is pmportedly 

momtol'ed by the SFO's chief financial offieerin Memphis, Tennessee. Unlike a commercial 

bank, SIB does riot loan money. Srnsells the CD to u.s. mvestors through SOC;its affiliated 
. " 

investment·adviser. 

:.. 
20. Stanford Group Company,·a HQuston-based corporatlQIl, is registered with the 

CoJD.tl1ission 'as abroker~andinvestinen.tadviser. It has 290ffiees located througpout the 

. J U.S.S;GC'sprincipalbtl$iness .consiSts ofsales .ofSIB-issued securities, marketed .~ 

.cettfficateSofdepoSit sacis a wholly own~ subsidiaryofStanfortl (jJ;'Om>H()ldin~, Inc., 

which in·tc:lm is owned by R Allen Stmford("St:mfQrd"). 

21. Stanford ~ital MamJgemen.t, fJ r~gister~investInent adviser, took oVeI'tbe 

-
trtanagementoftheSAS program (formerly Mutual Fund Partners) from SGC irt~ly'20n7. 

Stanford GtoupCbmpany marketS the SAS ptogram through SCM. 

22. . 'R. 41l~ staIlford,.~· tM~;,¢i~ ~ Ih~-Chairnum·()flh~ JJQ~ amd,~le 

shareholdCf'ofSmandthe&61e ~ot of:S~s1'Jrertt£(jmpany'. StanfOrdrefbsedto .appear 

anawvetestimony m,the:investi~an. 

Z$. J~~M. D~vis,a u.S:;di~~QAmdf~id~t ofBaJ.dwUJ.f ~sjssiPPl>~d w)J.(} 

offices' hfMempl1is; Tertnesseeand 'F~lo~ '~p:pi, is a direci<ltand cbieffinatunal ofti¢er 

pf$~G~d8r.a ..Davis refused to aP'PMr and give t¢stintony in this ipv~tig~Qn. 

7SBe'V. StIUfffiitlll1tmJatiqnalBank. Ltd;, ,etiil. 
COMPLAINt 



24. LauraPendergest-Holt, is the ChiefInvestmerit Officer ofSm and its affiliate 

Stanford Financial Group. She supervises a group ofanalysts in Memphis, Tupelo, and St Croix 

who "Qvtrsee" penormanceofsm's Tier IT assets. 

. STATEMENT OF FACTS AND ALLEGATIONS 
:KELtvANT TOALL CAUSES OF ACflON 

A. The Stanford International Bank 

25. Allen Stanford has created a complex ~eb ofaffiliated companies that exist and 

operate under the brand Stanford Financial Group ("SFG''). SFO is described as a privately-held
, ... . f 

... group ofcompam:esthat has in excess ofSSO billion 'imder advisement" 

26. 8lB, one ofSFG~$aflillate3, isa private, offShore bank thatpurports to have an 

independent BoardofPirect91'S, an·Investm¢nt Cotm:nittee, ~ ChiefInvestment Of;Jiceran4a 

~,ofJ~earel.1 ~~ysts. While SIB l1l3ybe 4mnici1ed in Antigua, a SIl1a11groqp ofSFG 

,employees wb:oll.18h1tafu: offi¢eSdn M¢mphis, Tennesse¢, and Tupelo, Mississippi, purportedly 

27. As ofN()vetIlb~28,2OQS, 8m r~rted S8.Sb1IJjonintotal M~~ts. SIB's ptimm-y 

pIQ<iuet is the CD.smaggreg~tescustomer depollits, and then re-inves.ts thos.e fUnds in a 

",globally diversifiedportf()1i();~ o'f:assets.sm ¢latms_ i~in"estInentp()ttfoliois ap,~oxi1nately 

$8.4billioo.. sm, solimoretb.an'$tlbilltonmOOs. pet ,ear between1dO$ -and ~no.7, ine1ttdin8 

.~~ W;t1~S;iinV~tS. Theb.a»k~$-d~siJ$m~;_ti;QPl :$c~:~mm(mJJl2005~to$$1)iltiQJ;1 m: . 
2-U06,an4$6~ 7bil1ioi1'm 2001. S'lB had flpproXimately'$3.'.8billiC>i1,inCDsa1esto 35,000 

~o~, iP.2(}()5. Bytb,e;eqd; Q£2Q:d1,t$$ so14$(i7 ljilljQJ,'l Of-Cl)s.t0 $(\);QOO~mers. 

BEC v. StanfordJnternation~l·1Jante:. Ltd.. et al. 
C()~L.ArfIT 



28. For almost :fifteen years, sm represented that it has experienced consistentlyhigh 

returns on its investment ofdeposits (ranging from 11.5% in 2005 to 16.5%in 1993): 

1~ 

srANRlRDIHI'EIIM\TlOtw.BANc 
RtIIImV•• lnWr..tPlldT~OitpclSllan 

1~ 

14.0"­

~1e;S% 

~~,~ 

12.t%. 

1~ -I.O'lf. -
83 

~ 

.~ 

O,ow,
'" 

29. In ·:faet,since 1994, sm has never failed to hit targetedinvestme.nt ·:returnsin 

ex.cesso:f'10%. And, sm claitnsthatits "diversified portfo!ioo:f'investn1ents"lc)st only SIlO 

nrlllionof 1.3C% in2008. During thesametimeperiotl,tne S&P5OQ lost 390Aumd tneDow 

Jones STQXX Europe SOO Fundlost 41%. 

30. As;peJ:fo:nnance reportitrgCQnsultantbited by sGC~fi~itlthe QollJ.I)ljs~li()n's 

investigatiQn.,SIB's historicalreturns are improbable, ifnotitrtp()ssible. m1996 and 19'96~ 8m 

·i:n:vestntet1tJ.\l.m~ ()fS1B~aftiIiat~SFG,"",it is, l~obabl~"tbat 8IB~U1a.have~ge.d,a . 

"~(}Datdivemf:led"~pottfoli(} Qfinvesbnentssothat itt-etUtileiUdentioalteStiltsJD: constcuti've 

vearsSGC's erfhm .. '.' •• . rtin .·nsu1tan.twasmore h:ati savino: that't' .J :' :' .. ".p, o:ancerepo .g'CQ ' .. .........•~ c,~"..,.".~Jj.~
 

'~p(}ssible~ tbacbieve identical resultso:n a divetsinedinvestment polifoliom eQnsewtive 

ye,3,f$.8-ta ·contiUlle$to prolllote i.tsCEls U$in.g th~~~t~ifIlQt ~"ble, r~. 

SECv. $t41.t!itt(lI-nttnuJtJi)ntiJJiatik,Ltd.,et aI. 
coMPtNINr 



31. . sm's consistently highTetumsofinvestment have enabled the bank to pay a 

consistently and significantly higher rate on its CD than conventional banks. For example,. sm 

offered 7AS~ as ofJune 1, 20Q5,and 7.87~% as QfMarch 20, 2006., for a &00 rate CDb~ed 

OJi an investment of$l00~OOO. on November 28, 2008, 8m·quoted S.37S%on a 3 year eD, 

while comparable u.s. B.? CDs paid under 3.2%. And ~t1y, sm quoted rates ofover 

10% on five year'CDs. 

32. SIB's ex.tl"aOrdinary (¢tUnIS. have enabled the bank fopay disproportionately large 
. . . 

commissions to SOC for the sate :ofSmCDs~ fu ~P07~ SlB'paid toSBe 'and affiliates $291.7 

million mmanagement f~ aJld lCQnunissi()ns from CD saleS, 'Qprroin $211 million in 200D and 

$161 rpiIlio.n in200S•. 

33:. SIB m'#kets·eus t& m.v~m,theUtdt$J) St;at($ ·@t~lU$ively'tbrough SOC 

adYis~pursuantto'a elaiinedRegubttiun.I) offerihg;filing ~Fotm DWith the SEC. Regulation 

D permits under·certaincitcumstahcesthesa1e·of~t9Steted. sectJiines (flte: (JI)s);to .accredited 

fuv~~ in t4e IJ'Aited St.m~" SGC r~:v~:¥'.Iob~~oJlthe· ~g8fe~~te~Ale,s ofeDs by'SOC 

adviset:S. Financialadvis~~~o receive. a 1%comii:d$.sionuPpnthe:saleotthe CDs, and are 

~lig;;b.le to reeeiveas mu¢h.·asa, 1% trailingC().nuniS$ioll tbt().UgpOllf the: t~ ofthe CD. 

34. $00'~m,ntetItDi'S':$¢h~QUS,mrt\WjiSSiOlLSlI.UCtl.1te: itt its3effen to ~temJit 

·~bn~b.~ fin~~~ t~rth~ inn.. th~~IP@j{il~fwI~~~pJ1)¥i~ aPQ;W;~ 
. . 

~tiV'~fot'SQC1inan¢ial, ~~f6·~v~lj$tll CO$.mUnt~j $fi¢~ mv~~, and· 

~~es.swdy~and«li't$. ~~ Qflm~¢i~ ·~wsetS'iItth~;trmt¢d~tales. 

;1'· 35. 'sm p,~tt"¢.d~ tntUra'ge$ th~'myesJlnen~ ~ttr(jliOo nnntMentp1U&·and Tup.¢lo. 

.$18;:8 in~est:m~t PQrtf.~lIQJ 'at :t~~mte.r,mdly" iS$~t!;@~te4 mto ~.tlt$:~a:) cash~d cash, 

~uiVa1~ ("Tier l")¥:(b.1 :in~~l$ with "t1utsid~l~tffQ'1iQ;nran:a:g~ (2.'5+t'thatar~ 

10.'$.8C :It.~J!tJf(),rdlntetn.flt!,gtr41!J?Ilrli;llt.l/-;.,¢t''J/. 
CQ~~ . 
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monitored by the Analysts ("Tier 2"), and (~) unknown assets under the apparent control of 

, . 
. Stanford and Davis (''fier 3"). As ofDecember 2008, Tier 1 represented approximately 9% 

($800 million) oithe Bank's portf~lio. Tier 2, prior to the Bank's decision to liquidate $250 
, l . , 

million ofinvesf:m~tsin late 2008;representedW% ofthe portfolio. And Tier 3 represented 

81 % ofthe Bank's investment portfolio. This division into tiers is not generally'disclosed to 

actual or potentialinvesto~. 

B. Sm~sFrauduJentSaleof:CDs 

'" 
1. SIB MiSrepresenreathat 113 Invesmumt Poi1jQlio is Invested Primarily in 

i'LiqUid" FinancittlInStruments. 

16. In selling tlieeD; SIB·touted the liqUidity ofits investment portfolio. For 

example, fuits CDt;I'P¢h~,.SIB emphasizes the importance ofthe liqUidity, stating,undetthe 

h~jl,lg '');)~to.r'S~)'' tb:~~h~ fQep.ses9n '~taiIring thehigh~t.4eweeQf 

Ii';; '·W;f" +~.c. to';c.' d' "to'" d that tb bank' ............. "'in' 'ted .'. ql.U .O;J ;Wia:p1l)~V~J:ac.. ,f,'J:Ol'our :.ep;QSl ' rs an·; ··.e ,,'. ,'. s ~are .. Yes ·..·ma . 
.. . 

multinational companies and ri1ajop internation:a1 banks." Likewise, the bank trained SHe 

~dvi~er~Jb~t'''qw.4jtyJ.mMk~i1.jtyQfSJ]$''~inv:es.t<Xll:lS~ts"was the '~ostittl.port~t factor to 

. 

i . 
j 

ptQ:vide '$~tyt(),sm·Q:tients." 1lavi$an:-dP¢;lld~gest:"Holt wereawarc,orw~e: rec1d~ in not 

lmQ,win~ ·orthese.r4Preset1titiofiS. 

a1~ in. jl$aOQ7 mlnmJt~\Yhi~w~j $igP~~4 ~PJlroved bySta.iJt()~4~d D~vi$, 

..Slll.t~thatits·~ttfoli() W$mI~jh the {oUowmgmatmer: 58".6% '~eqt.dty~" 18~6% 

. med'iticom~1.2~pi"¢(ious metals and.15.6%a1temative mvestments•. Th.ese'alloeauobSwere 

d'~~' c..~~ ..... hicll . . '.' . ed bna' Th!bank'·· ual . :6 200'$ d. e.pt~~ 'm a:plec.llq.l~ w - was ~pn.>v ,y ,.¥IS.­ '.~ ' " s ,aPII ,ret!0~ pr. ":' ,,@! 

~~Qii nl@~~gr~r~e.tlwtiQ~~utthe'al1oQaf:1on ofthe'bank"s portfolio. DaVisand 

.SECv. $4m[Qtdittte1'1Z4tio11til Bank; Ud.. deal. 
CQ~LAtNT- . 
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.... 
38.SD.:l"s invesbnentportfolio. is not, however, investedina .''Vl~n-diversified 

pOrtf~lio()fhig1iI}tmatketablesecurities issued by stable goveni.t:tients, sttongmwtinational 

companies atldmajor-intertla:tional banks." Instead, Tier 3 (ie., approximately 90%) consisted 

primarilyofillic:wia. m.v~~ts - n~ely private equity ~d'~ 'e&ate.Indeed,i,t sm's 

PQdlfr)liQ in¢b:J4ed-at1east~23% private equity. The bank neyerdi$mosed in its financial 

an~catedas ·advemsedby S.1B~sinvestmet1t objectives or as detailed inSIB's financial 

~~, 
.; 

. 3,9L F1:Ittll.et,.(m.~er15, 2008,Pen:derge.s.t·a:~ltm~-witb:hert~ anmwY$fS 
- . 

tbllowm~ $'mjs~ii t9ligJ~~~m~ than 3001ci ofitS Tier 1-jpy~t:m¢nt$ '~pn>ximately 

$25tl J1ljUj~. Duringthemeet1n~ at least one anaIystex:~ ~ncern about the amount.Qf 

liquitllttld in Ti(;f ijasldb;~ 'whyihvasnecessaryto liq,uidateTier- 2;, rather than Tier 3- ass~, 

.~mgr~~$.·;s::1iqW:dity.Pend¢Jt~t..Holt·told the~mdystthl¢ Tie:r3. w~ ~y-inv~ 

'. in,priv,ate,etp:ii~andreal estate and Tiet2 was more liq~dthati Tiet3.. pendergest.Hol1mst> 

stat«) that Ti'et3"alwa:ys had teat estate investments in iV' Ptmd~.gest's statetn~ts CQ~tJ:adi~ 



·. 

what she had previously stated to SIB's senior investment adviser, knowing, or reckless in not 

knowing, that the senior investment advisor would provide this misrepresentation to investors. 

2.	 .SIB MlSre,presemed that Its Multi-Billion Dollar Inve3.tment Portfolio is 
-MonitoredBy a TeamofAnafysts .' 

40. Prior to making their investment decision, prospective investors i'ou~ely asked 

how 8m safeguarded and.monitored its assets. In.fact, investorsfrequentlyjnqujred whether 

Allen stanford could "run offwith the [investor's] money." In response to this questio~ atleast 

during 200§ and muCh of2007, the bank's senior investInent<){ficer- asinstru.cted by 

',-	 Pendetgest..Holt - told investors thafSIB had sufficient controls and safeguards in placeto
 

protect assets.
 

41. In particular, theSIO Was trained' by Ms. Pendergest..H<)ltto tell investotsthat the 

bank's rn:Qlti~biUion po~1i() was ''momtQredu bytheanalY$t team inM~phis. In 

a team of~O"plus, analysts monitored the b~"s investment-portfolio. In so doin~ th~; $10 never 

Q1$closed to investors that theanal¥ston:ly tnQnitorappro:rimately·10% .ofSIB'$l11Qn~y. In :fuct, 

Pendergest~Holttrained the Sf0 ''not todiwlge too much" about oversight ofthe Bank's 

$m'~!~qlt~l. ~.a.r~t,b~th•Davls· an(lj:P~n;d~gest"Hpltkn.~w;~or w~~r~essin. not 

km.6:Witi.g, :ofthes:e..fraudulent misstatements. 

.was"~read 'olW' amol1g2(!)..plus ·1'~te,ontYStanfQrd and DawsmQw'thewhereab!JlltS cOfthe 

vastmajbdty ()fthebank"$:rnu1n,.bilIiQlliQ.v~~t portfdlio. Perider;g~t-J[til(·~d h~~ pi 

matysmclaim thatthe.¥ have neV'etbeoo privy-to Tier lot Tier 3 investm¢fits.htfaet,the.SIO 

9E<;; v..$(4lJIq7;iJ:lf{t¢1!M.(i()npll{lJ1tf4 Ltit., ~lll~..
 
~);:((i.~
 



. . 

was repeatedly denied acce$S to the Bank's records relating to Tier 3, even though he was 

responsibl~, as the Bank's Senior Investment Officer, for "closing" deals with large investors, 

"overseeing the Bank's investment portfolio" and ,"ensuring.that the investment side is CoInpliant. .. 

wi~lhevarious banking;regqlatory auth.orities~" In fact, in preparing the Bank's period rqx>rts' 

(quarterly newsletters, mon.th reworts, mid-yearrq>orts and annual reports, Pender~and the 

Analyst-send to DaVis the'performance-results for Tier 2 inv~ents. And Davis calculates the 

investment returnsforthe aggregated portfolio ofasse~. 

1. SIB Mislrltpr~~1)~d t!ilJt i~ /nvesJtnent Portfolio is Oy~rseen' bY a Regulalo.rJf 
.~ Authority in Antigtl4 that CQndu~a Year~ Audit of the Fund's Financ,tli 

SfQ,tWe.1Jf& 

43. SIB tolc:l m¥estotsthatthe.ir d~sits were safe because the Antiguan regulator' 

fespot1Sible.foroverSigb.lofthe,Ban:k's mvestmetttportfolio,theFinaIlcialSetvices RegUlatory' 

Cor.Dlilissiott (tlie~~FSRC'·'),audited itsfinanciaI statements. .But" contrary to the BaJik>'s 

representations' t9 ;inv;~n;, th~,FSRCdoesn'Qt veritY the :as~tsSIB clahnsin its nnancial 

staterne.n~. Instea4 SIll's a~tJiitant,C.A.S. Hewlett & Co., a $tlfall lQcaI 8pe()UIlting finnin 

Antigualstesponmblc' for,auditing the muIti"blllioIidollar sm~s, investment portfolio. The 

'.
Commission attempted severtti ttmes 10 conttlct Hewlett~y ~ele,phon~. :NQone ever~er~ the' 

. . 

4~ mB' MfNrep'ti!Si!llte4 t1J.a., lt$; liiMes.ttilifJltPiJnji;J.lJ.Q,ilS., WithiJJii' (11Jt.~t 'I>.r' 
lttiJireCt~'~r-e 'fo.,1?raUtl,Prerp.etr.a'ted:by Bernard.Madoft 

44~ In:a~¢e.em:'b~·2.-00.8M~ntb'ly ~.tk~bAnk wJdin¥~11&that th;¢kntQn~ 'W@$ . 

c$afeb~useSm'~~d J;l(); ditect: orindi1'eet'e~SUte lPaay <Sf lB_-atd]MadQrrsinvestt'ri$'itsl~ 
. \ 

~ll~oop,tf~t(}tl)i~ statemen~ ,at l@$tW~~$Q: in Tier 2 w~my~ed.,in,M~dian, aNew 

Yotk"basedhetlg¢fund:that'used,tt~Qnt.Parthersas its a$S~ man..Tten1ijntinv~ 

apptoxitnat~Ly 6-'8WO :Qfthe'SlB a$Sets th~y indiredtymanagedwifh M~jQ-ff' sinVcCStnl~lfitm~ 

, J 

SECv. $tgnJord'lntemqtiQ1gl/l1aTlk, h4.,~l'al. t4. - _. 
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45. Penderges~ Davis and Stanford knew'about this exposure'to loss relatillgto the 

Meridian investment. On December 15, 2008. an Analyst informed Pendergast, Davis and '­

St¢'ord in a wee1dyrep<?rt that his 'trough estimat~ is a loss of$400k ... based~nthei11direct 

exposure" to Madotf. 

5. ,Marlmt Co'!Cerns AboutSm's Lacko/Transparency 

46. On or about December 12, 2008; Pershing, citing suspicions about the bank's 

mvestment returns andits ~bilityto get ftomthe Bank "a reasonable level oftta:itsparency"into 

its investmeptportfolio informed SOC that it WQuld no longer process wke trapsfers fn>mSGC 
',­

to SlB forthepurchaseofthe.GD. Since the:springof2oo8, Pershing tried ~fullytoget 

an independentreport regarding SIB's :financiaIs'col1dition. On November 28, 2008,SGC's 

President, DaDil.;Y Bogar, i1lfortn:edI'etShin~ that "dbtammg thein4ependent,~()rt w~ not;a 

priotity.'"Between.2006 and lJeceIl1ber 12, 2.008, Pershing ,~ent toSm 1,63'5 Wire transfers, 

D. From atleast 2004.. SCMmiSrepres:enfedSASperformaJlcetesUlts• 

.investors, 'to il1vestin excess of$1 billion l~lilt; ~ASptogram by toutingits track teeotdof 

'~tQderoperlotman~."SCMhigbIighted,thePU1iPPrt¢d SM~kr.eeontJ~ t'IlQusands,·oj" 

c1ien.t~tatit)l1b()()ks(~tchhdukS~'). 

48.Fotexampl~ the fOn(lWin~ QImrt: ftom a.,2006pitch,bo,okptesented.clientsWith 

the f.als(';in1pte$sionthatSAS~unts"tm1tl1QOo: tbrough200i,outP~onnedlhe$~ $OO;h¥' 

an avemg¢ of'appmKinlalel;y 13 p.etcetifage'p0mts: 

SlJCv. St4flfi>.1fdlwwn4tJo11ii.lBank,Ltd., tHil. 
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.~. 

"". 
legitimate advisory firms who had significant books ofbusiness. After tUriving at Stanford, the 

newly"bired financial 'adVi$O,I'S:wete 'eneourag¢dand higbly'fucentiviZedito'puttheirclients' 

.st>. The'SAS petfo1'm~ce-resU1tsUsedfu the pitCh boOksftOm 200Stlu'ough.2009 
. .~ 

wetefictional:~pdnf1ate.d.Specifica1l-Y, SCM~entedtbJlt,· SAS performance {eSU1ts, 

for 1999 tbro:Qgh2a~, rctkctcd "hiswticaJPer!Qnnan@" ~:fu f$t th()se:resu1~were 

:ficti()nm,()r~aek~rested'-';:ll'iitflberS;,tha:tdOi1j)tI'etlect testi.ltsofa:etuat:ttadfug. Instead; SCM, 

with the ben~filofbindsi~t ,j;)i~1Cecl>n'1utua1 funds that petfotm.~ exttemelywell durifigyears 

" l'm'~~g11t:004~~d~~t~'(h~Q:ft~"te.$t¢.41~~~~~fitbq~~J~~w:intflmd&,t<>" 
. '. . 

-j, potenfiaIGii~;asiftheywere 1iCtUaltetUmS,eamedby~the:SAS ;ptQgf8m'. 

51. $~~lY~ SQM~m~·~"n.uJd¢t;sAS ~ormm:i:¢e~ts ,mry~~OO5 , 

through2QO()that'weteinflatedb,ya$lIlUch as 4%. -­

,52~ S(Th,1 told mvestbm that BAS has ~tive'tetUms for periods in which 'actual SAS 

c1i.~ts l()stmh~a1 ;amQ;unts.,FPfexatnpi~, in 200Q, a~alsAs-¢lient 1:etut1l$ nm;g~ from 

n~ve7~SOfi,·t() pqSiti;y~ l;o}%.In':lOOl, a~ SAS ,client~ietoms rtili,g¢d~(lm ttegative 10.7% 

','j, 

SEC V. SiatI!ordlnternationall1ank;1Jd..elial,
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to negative 2.1cyc..' And, in 2002, actual SAS client~tum.sranged from negative 26.6% to 

negative 8.7%. These retmn figures are all gross ofSCM advisory fees ranging from 1.5% to 

2~75%. Thust Stanfonrs claims ofsubsbmtiaI tnarket out performance were blatantly false. . . . 

(e~,g., a claimed return of 18.04% in 2000t when actUal 8AS investors lost as much as 7.5%). 

53. SOC/SCM's management knew tbatthe advertised SAS performan~results were 

misleading and inflated. From the beginning; SCM management knew that the pre--2005track 

.;	 
recotd was, purdy hywtheti<;a1, bearing norelatiQtl.$bip tQ .actual trading:. And, as early as 

November 2006, SCM investment advisers.began to queStion why their actual clients were'not 

receiving the returns.advertised in pitch boo~. .	 . 

. . 
;e~ tQ re-view ce:ttta.in afits SAS'p;erl'QrnutI1ce;'l'e$.Ull$. In late 20()6 a1ld~l:y .2007, the expert 

W()rtned.,SX;'M :thilt its:petfonnance,tesuIts tPt'th¢-twelvem.onthsen:dedS~tember 30t 2006 

were inflated by astnucbas 3Apetcenta~pdints. Motoover, the e2q)ert infonnC(JSCM 

managers thmtlJ,e·mtlated wtf~<;e~~ .in:91~ded lltiexplaiiled "bad J:IUrth" tMt~nmstently 

·i"f1~'tP.e'$AS JWt'0Jll):ance l'~ts()y~~ cm~tpcnormance. Finally; inM~Ch2.008; the 

eJt)?ert U1f()ttD,ed SCM managet:s thatthcSAS petfhr:tlUUjce results for 2005 were also itlflated by 

~a8:tnueh:asg.25~~e-pom.1S~ 
. . ..	 . 

5$*Ii)~t~theirbQwl~geQ£~ lrtf1~;$:&$ :r~, SG()l$(jMm,~agem~t 
.	 . 

'.' @l1tittu:ed usmg:the p-.200itractreeordand:nwe'tasked Riordan to audit'the,pre.ZOO.s 
. -	 .' 

l,1etrottnlitloo!In f.~c~ .in, 2lR!tS ·pitc.hb~Qk$~$QM,:p~en~¢d.lJi¢. tlaClc-fest¢4pi~2()()$, petfQi1ij~ce 

dataun.del"tbe;'beading"Historiea:lPerf~mult1~nand "M8li4ger Perfonnance"ta1ong~ side the 

·~ted ZQ{}5 tl¢ough,to.()81i~es~· A~d.4tgtQ;;$CM~~s9l#Side copsu1tant itwas, ''[grossly . 

11.lisleading]"U> presentaudit¢d.pcnqnnan¢engnresalong sidebaeJc.;t~edfi~ . 

. ,~E.C1i,. ~t@ftitrM~¢rnlitj(jt4/lB4tik. #4.;e!a.l. 1;1 

CP.~ 



56. Finally, SGc/SCM compounded the deceptive nature ofthe SAS track record by 

blending the back-tested performallce with audited compoSite performance to create annualized 5 

and 7 year perfOI'DUUlce fi~ that: bore ,nO ,relation to a<?tual SAS client perfonnance. A sample 

ofthis misleading disclosure used in 2008 and 2009 follows: 

no," -' ~" 

57. Other thanthef~paid bySm to SGCfor'the saIeoftheCD, gAS was the 

s~nd most signitipant ~lltCeofreven~ for the finn. In 2Q()7and'2QO,8,~rox:illl~tely$25 

nlillionin f~fro$'the ,marketingo£th:e SAS program. 

,t!:A.t1SEs;0F&CHON: 

!iolatioD&,etJ~~tc.tiOD.l~,&l(lftheE~e~allg~.At".ta~d:R:w~ 10..5 

'5$'. Plflintirr"C':onunisSJbn R}peats'tmd~eges;p~gr~phsttbrQl].~ 5Tof'tbis 

CoJtlPlaintand ittCOtpOFclted herem by I~ferenc¢ gs ifsetforthvefDanm. 

59. ,l)efendanl$,dirccUYQt indirectly, singlYOt i.n CQn~ w:i.tb ()t1r~,in oonn~on 

Withthe'p~haseand sale, ofs~ties) byuse ofthe meati~Nmd:ittstrt.m1enta1itiesofinteMate 

$BC:v. Pt{lnf4rdlri,tetn4tiaMJ 1{ett:ik.1M;.~Nd. TS 
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commerce and by use ofthe mails have: (a) employed devices, scheme; and artifices to defraud; . 

(h) made untrue statements ofmaterial faets~ omitted to state material facts necessary in order 

to make thestatem~ts made,. in light ofthe cir~ces under which they were made, n~t 

inisIeading;and (0) engag¢ in acts, ptaCticesand courses ofbusiness which operate as a fraud 

and deceit upon purchasers, prospective ~chasers and other persons. 

-60. As a partofand in furtherance oftheir scheme, defendants, directly and 

inditectly,pr¢pated, disseIDinated orused conttacts, written offering dOCUlllents, promotional 

materials, investor and otbercorrespondence, and- -OO;ll~tatiol1S, which conurlned 1JIitrIie 
'.. 

statem~ts ofmaterialfact$~dmisrepresentations ofmater181:fttcts, and which omitted testate 

;material factsneeessaryin ordelta make the:statementsmade; inJightof the circUmstances 

:und¢l'Wblchthey were nmde,.tto.tmisleading. 

61. IlefendantS made the referenced miSreptesentationsand onUSsionSknowmglyor 

grossly,tecldesslYdistegatdiD.g the -tI1.If.h. ­

(j2; Fox: tb~e 1'elJSOns,])~efen@ntS-h~v:eviglated l;llld,unless -enj()ined, will ;continue to 

violate S~tion lOth) iQftheEx~ge Act [15 u.S,C.§ 78j(b)] and Excha:ngeA-et Rule lOh..5 

[17 C;F~R.-§ 240~lO~51. 

SEC01mCLAtM: 
-ASTOiSTA:NEOlID~,D.&mtANDi~ERGEsT;-HOLT 

. " . 

-MdiNfaf1l1::N~e~t!¥ibl.~O:ds~f1E.i:elianJ!e~~~tti0JttO(b) and~~e:tl)li-5 

63. 11amtitfQo_Dltnis$i9P;~;@,d:J~¢g~ P~gJJ@pb$ t fhrQ:qgA; $"l'Qftbi~
 

QQJ:nPl~ ~d in,»~~'be,t;einbY ref:eren@~ ifs~ fQrtb.veI:batinL
 

64~ ]f'Stanfotd, IlaVis~ aIidPend~~est~1WJt didnot-violare Exchange ActSection. 

10(0) and Rul~ lOlrS,. inthe.altemative, Stanfot~Davis~andPendergest~HoI4in the mannerse.t 

q~Cv, $t41Jf()l·4~tWmzlBWik. 1.t4:, ~t q,l; 
¢()MP~ 



with the violations ofExchange Act Section 1O(b) [15 U.S.C. § 78j(b)]and Rule 10b-5 [17 

C.F.R. § 240.10b-5] alleged herein; 

65. For th~e reasons, StanfotP, Davis, and Pendergest-!:IQltaided.and abetted 8;11d,
 

unless enjoin~ will continue to aid and abetviolations ofSection 1O(b)oftheExchange Act
 

[15U.S.C. § 18j(b)] andR.u1e lOb-S [17C.F.R. § 240~lOb-Sl. .
 
.J 

THIRD.CLAIM 
AS TO ALL DEFENDANTS 

Vio)a:ti.onsof8.ection 17(a).ofthe securities.Act 

. '" 
66~; PlaintiflCommission r~ts and rea11eges paragnwhs l~ollgh S7ofthi~
 

Complaint and inco1pQ~t~hercinby referen~e as ifset forth :v~atim. '.
 

67. Defendants" dir~t1yoldndir~tIy~smg1¥or incon~'with oth~t in the offer and . 

· b "d' .......!t.... 'd" .~..a1 f Ott' 'f·th· . ·lDSu~en:........-18··'0'f'400.·,U~JJI4()11an'. '¢QI):Jn).un:tca"-on. " III
. 'S..: e0 ··.secun .es, .' Y U$.eo .' ·emeans an
 

iIlter:8tate oommerce and b.y useo£thema1ls,have:. (a)etnployed deVices, schemes· oratti:Bcesto;
 

deftaud;(b) obtain(:(). ~oUeY'()rprt>perty by tp.eans oflWtrlJe sta.tem~ts 'Qfm~ faqt .Qr
 

O~~Qll$ to state'DUltelial facts. ue:eessaIY in order tQ D)ake the· Statem~tS, made, inlig}1t ofthe
 

ciJt<mmstu1~es under whi~h theywere made, notmisleatling;llhd.(c),en.ga.ged intransactiOt1S,
 

~ees ,Ci)r CtlURles .(jfbusin'¢.$S: wDich operate.or wotdd opetateilS~drauQ OJ' deceit.
 

€iS'. .~ pmt,i'£~9' iuiYrth~-mJ,~ '()fthi$,;~~~d~tmt.t~ts~ ~¥'an:d ;mdhtd'y~; .
 

~~~dt~~. Pl"'used CQn~,Wit1ttell()ff~g d~.e..umdfits".pmfi1(!)fiun:dmatetial$"
 

iJ.i\t,:estot ,and o1het;oot.te$pOn<hm.~,and ;oralpresentati~n~,wJlJ.ch;~!l~~'W,t~stat~m Qf
 

m~c;e,rilU t4~t·and wbi~b 0Xdtt~;w :s~ tnat¢rialfa~ n~satr 1Il()~¢t~ m'4~the,stat~ents,
 

made, in li~t'oftb.e.~@Sunder wl1i¢h they were mad,~, nQtmisteadm~
 

69. P(}fend.ants m:ade tb.~ r~f~~e,edmis:rr~f~el1t:a.ti~n$ iand omis$lntlS kn<1tW:Ulgly w;'
 

Q1Josstreeklessl'.me"dfu ..'tlie'tmth~
(:t" 11 . y. ..~- g... ..~ 



70. For these reasons, Defendants haveviolatoo,. and unless enjoined, will continue to ' 

violate Section 17(a) ofthe Securities Act [15 U.S.C. § 77q(ll)]...' . ' . .' . 

, FOUR'I'HCLAlM 
AS '1:0 STANFoRD, S.~,.~'S:~i;\NF{);tIDCAPITAL 

Vi()lations ofSedions206<tlaud206(21of the Advisen Act 

71. PlaintiffCommis~on repeats'andrea11eges p~graphs 1 through 57 of thi$
 

Complaint and incorporated herein by reference as ifset forth verbatim.
 

72. Stanford,~GC, .andStanford C8pitil,direCtly or indirectly, s~gJ.y. or in.con~ 

lcnowiJIglyorreck1essly, thrQ'lgh theus~-ofthe nmilsor any'm~or in~trum~talityof 

inte.rstattt®mttlet:Ce, whilea¥tingascinvestmentad¥isers'witbin the meaning ofSectlon2Q2(1l) 

oftlieAdvisersAct[15 U.:S~C. § 80b..2(11)1~ t~rhav;eetttPl()Ye<4areern.pl()ying~()tareab()utto 

empla¥devi~schem¢S, andartifiteS to,d~ftaud anY;'~:lieut o:r:pf:Ospective. ¢lien:t; ()t (b)Jmve . 

. engag~. 8teen~~giitg, orate :aOOiltto 'engag~m aCtS~practites~.oroomses: ofbuSihesswhi¢h 

. QP~4t~·~ :~tbmd 9r deceitupon anye1ient·9ri!I'P~P@V~j~1Je,o.t. 

73;, For these reasons, S~nfh~ S(iC,. and:stanford(Japittij have violat¢d, ag,d unl~s 

enjoined~Win continue to viola:teSecnofiS: 206(1) and206{2) :()fthe AdYis.ers Ac.t [1$ U~S•.c. §§ 

gllb.-6.(~.).~d gfib~(2)] . 

.. ;::, , , ..-~:~> .. ,.....•: . .AS TO'TANFDID,JJ!AWS"mpPmmERGES~~B(3)LT
 

,Mdlnw8lld Abetting V:ieJIaftoDSi ofiSections;I01i(1);~d~20li(tlloftheAt&Jsets.Act
 
•. • - _. .' • - - • . . • . - ." _. _. " •.,_.... ~ _-0 _.. ., ", __ ~ ,. , •." 

·74i~piaint.l\J:fCpmmia$!o.n q~f$j mJd'l;M1l~p: p.~gmp~ 1·tbrQ]Jgh.$79t;(hl~ 

Co.ill.plaintandmiWtpOtatedherell1; ~~tefeteneeas irset :firtttJl.vetb:atitb. 

15" . B~on tJ:recond~a11~~b~$tanlQri~~~~an.acpen.de;J;ge$t~tIQl~W:tbe 
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connection with the violations ofAdvisers Act Sections 206(1) and 206(2) [15 U.S.C. §§ 80b­

6(1) and 800.-6(2)] alleged herein. 

76. For these reasons~,Stanfor4,Davis, and Pendergest-Holt aided and 'abetted and,. "'. . 

milessenjome<t will continue to aid and abet violations ofSections206(l) and206(2) ofthe 

Advisers Act [15 U.S.C. §§ 80b-6(l) and 800.-6(2)]. 

SIXTBCLAlM
 
AS TO sm AND SGC
 

Violatiollso(Sectiol11'(d)·ofthe lnvestmentCompanvAct . 

77. PlaintiffConnIiis~oIitepeats. arid retillegesparagraphs 1 fbtough 57 oftbis 

,Complai11tandincoiporated.hereinhyr~e,renceas ifs~ forth verbatim. 

78. sm~ aninvestmen,tcompmyllotorganizedoI' otherwise created.Ulidet the.laws/of 

the United States orofa State,ditectly or indirectly,. singlyotmconcertwith others, madeuse of 

the mallS or any tI1eaPSorinstmth~ty ofin.~te co~erqe, diJ:'ectJ.yor jn<ijrectly, to offer 

tOr sale, sell, or <i¢!iver after sale,m CQnn,~pnwitha public offerin& securities ofwhichSIB 

was the iB~er, without oo.taiutngan or4er fJ:om the Conunissionpermittin,g it to register 8$ an 

investment"C()mpaay organized ~I' Qth~ise created under the lavvs ofa foreign country-andto 

make a,public o.:trermgofits ,securities by,useofthe mails andmeansoI' inStt:ul11en.ta1ities of , 

fut~e·~n.ntleree.. 

79. 

underWtitet fot $m,@:mv:~mmpaAyn()tQ~~o.t oth~¢r~'underthe-laws 

oftheUniled States orof'a $uuetluJ't :made )J$¢ o:ffhe mails Of: any m~Qrinstrwnenta1ity Qf 

.interstateC0mm¢r~,. diJ:eQtly'or i{idU'ect1y,fo otter forsal~;: ~elJ~ .m-a~liv~ «.ll¢r s~~,in. 

~11tl.e.cti()nwitlia 'Publitoffermg,seCJJrl.ti~()fwhi¢hSlB was the;isSueti Without obtainifig:an 

()tde.1"ftq1l;ltll,~ G~sjoJ); :Pen:Pittlngitto registe.rl:l$anin¥estJ:pent~ll1p~yorgAA:ized()r 

mailto:m,@:mv:~mmpaAyn()tQ~~o.t


otherwise created under the laws ofa foreign country and to make a public offering ofits 

s~ties by use ofthe mails and means·or instrumentalities ofinterstate commerce. 

8Q.For these ~ns, 8m and SOC have violated, and unIessenjoin~ will continue . . . . . . 

to. violate Section.7(d) ofthe Investment Company Act [15 U.S.C. § 80a-7(d)].
 

RELIEF REQUESTED
 

Pl~ffCommissionrespectfullyrequests that this Court:
 

I. 

'FetttpoIatily, prelimi.narily, and,permanently enjoin: (a) Defendants-from violating, or 

aiding and,abettifigviolations ot; S~tion 1O(b)an,d Rule lOb<-50fthe J;£icmmgeAet; (b) 

r>efemfants fromviQlating section 17(~)·ofthe Securities Act; (¢) Stanfo.rd, Davi~Penderg~­

Bolt,SGC,andStaufQt'd. Capital from violating, or'aiding.andabeUingviolations ot;S:ections 

206tl)$XdZ06(:2.} ofthe Advisers Act; and(d) SIB and sea from violatin:gSectioJl1(dlofthe 

Investment (rompany Act. 

ll. 

fuIahOial(>I' t!epnslt0ryUtstilutions,cotnplywiththe Court's Order. Furthermore, order that 

.n~~nm~IWW~A1e:~yfg:p,ds[b.~lcl.~ ~y Q~Qr()th~~·~tutioA,:uot 

~U),th~J~~))nfefthe ~ur4and thatthey~thef~totsu¢htUn~ inJaent:ifi¢d 

ateb.UD.'tSm"the'Uni,te3.States, peOOing oonelusion,oftbis·ilUittet•. 

Itt 

~~ithatElefendantsshalIfile With theCoUtt and serve upon PlaintitrCotntnissionand 

th(l·Co~ wilmn lo~da-Y$ pftheissuance oftbis01'der or ~ days ptiol:'t(}ah~gonth~ 

~()fi~smQtiQnfor a ptelitnitmtyirljUt1¢tioll, whiChever OOltles Drst,anacooUt1ID1& under 



.\ 

oath, detailing all oftheir assets an!! all funds or other assets received from investors·and from . 

one another. 

IV. 

Order that Defendants be re$trairted and enjoined from destroying, removing, ml¢lating, 

altering. concealing, or disposing ot:.in any ~er, any'oftheir books and records or 90cuments 

telatingto $ematters set forth in the Complaillt,or the'booksand:ream:Is and such documents of 

anYetltmes under their control, until further.orderof1he Court. 

v. 
'" 

Order the appointment ofa temponttytec:eivetfor Defendants, fur the benefit of 

investors; tQ:tnarsha1~ conserve,.proteet,andhold funds aJid.assetsQbtainedbythe defendants 

and theitagents, co-.conspirators,. and others m;v61ved in thls,.sooeme,whereYersuchassetsmay 

D:efound" or, With-the approval 0f'the Comt dispose:ofany :wasting' ass~:in accordance with·the 

;al'Pl1~tion and propo:sed orde:rpf@vid~ber.~it1L 

" VI. 

shotten¢dto pertnitthepatties to requireptoduct.ion .ofdocumefits, and tlietakin.gofdepositio:ns 

. 'rin '1'(j 'bn ,,....,"· n·-",44"A:u;'··.'Z· ¥~~ , __ ..:~~~.! 

..~ 

omet li~~~nts·tQdisg~~; anmnQunt~1,iJllt(;):tJteiynJtmld-'ln~tl~~~~¥ Q.btalil~ 

:iIl~y ;~·a;1'@ll1t ()f'the vlolattoBS.W1egc:;<lh=m, plU$ p.11<W1dgplent int~~stoI1 that 8m().tnlt 

Qrtl.ercivit ~a1ti~ agai:o:st D~f'eAdantsp\ltcSjlUttg"S~tipn2.0ld) 'Qttb~ S'~ti~ A~t 

. ['15 u~s.e.§ 1'it£4}J"Se<mQn 21~~) Qfthe ;gxeh~ge A~t tl:$U:S.C. f 18u(a.}], Section 41{~)-of 

$Ee1I.8J4rifbrdlnternatir)nalBank. Ltd, eta!. 
GoMPLAlNT 

mailto:orde:rpf@vid~ber.~it1L


the Investment Qunpanyact [15 U.S.C. § 8Qa-41(e)]~ and Section 209(e) ofthe Advisers Act 

. [15 U.S.C. § 80b--9(e)] for their securities law violations. ) 

IX. 

Orderthat Stanford, Davis, and p¢ndefges*-Holt. immediately surrender thdr p~ to 

the Clerk oftbis Court:, to hold until further order ofthis COmt. 

. ,x.
 

Order suc.h~~ relief8.$ Ulls Cp1J.ttmayd~ jU$~d proper.
 

For theComm1ssio~ by its attorneys:
 
'.. 

Fe1nuary 16~2009 


