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COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING 
COMMISSION, et al. 

Plaintiffs - Appellees, 

v. 

SIMON YANG, an individual 

Defendant - Appellant, 

And 

PRESTIGE VENTURES CORP., et al. 

Defendants. 

No. 10-6287 
(D.C. No. 5:09-CV-01284-R) 

APPELLANT'S OPENING BRIEF 

1. Statement of the case. 

Several investors out of 60 plus investment accounts of a Panamanian investment company Prestige 
Ventures Corp. (Prestige) complained to U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission and 
Oklahoma Department of Security (plaintiffs) with many false and twisted facts in their 
Declarations in 2009. Consequently the two regulatory government agents Plaintiffs filed a civil 
lawsuit of operating a fraud "Ponzi scheme" against Ken Lee and Simon Yang (Defendants) in 
November 2009. I Silnon Yang told all truth and my understandings on Prestige Ventures and Ken 
Lee to those government officials and the district court in my all filings and my deposition. I had 
invested all my savings and capitals, over $500,000, with Prestige Ventures from 2003 to 2009. I 
never engaged in any fraud with Ken Lee against public investors. But Plaintiffs presented many 
false statements and twisted facts repeatedly in their filings to the district court. However against 
the actual events and the truth Judge Russell of the district court accepted all statements of Plaintiffs 
as the truth and the proposed orders of Plaintiffs. Injustice prevailed with Judge Russell for tbis 
case, and justice has not been served to all people affected by tbis case. Consequently all investors, 
including Simon Yang and Ken Lee, of Prestige have suffered heavily f)'om the judgments and 
orders of the district court. 
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2. Statement of Facts Relevant to the Issues Presented for Review. 

I had told all truth and my understandings to the district court on all my filings. Respectfully I ask 
the appeal court to review all facts I submitted and those twisted facts Plaintiffs presented. Justice 
will prevail and be served basing on those actual facts by which all investors of Prestige Ventures 
experienced during 2003 and 2009. 

I had been an investor with Panamanian investment companies Federated Management Group 
(Federated) (not U.S. Texas-registered Federated Management Group) and Prestige Ventures 
(Prestige) from 2003 to 2009, and I invested all my family savings and capitals of over $500,000 
with the companies (around $300,000 with Federated and $250,000 with Prestige) .. I withdrew my 
own funds (around $125,000) monthly from Prestige to cover my family monthly expenses from 
2004 to 2006, and I did not have other income source during this period. During the historical 
fmandal storm from 2007 to 2009, Prestige experienced cash crunchy (frequent Inargin calls from 
futures trading brokerages) due to its investment strategies with 10ng.telID bonds and heavy 
borrowed funds from brokerages and consequently failed to meet investors' withdrawals for 
preserving investment portfolios for the good of all investors. Without funds from my investments 
with Prestige, my wife and I found employnlents to support our family fmanda1ly since 2007. I 
have worked as a restaurant waiter since 2007. To help Prestige out of the financial storm, I saved a 
little fund from my job of restaurant waiter and continued to invest those funds with Prestige in 
2008 and 2009. My investment accounts with Prestige were over $5,000,000 in October 2009. 
Furthermore I deposited $4,440 into Prestige bank account in the morning of November 20, 2009, 
on which date that civil lawsuit was filed against me for operating Ponzi scheme with Ken Lee, who 
invested a large amount of his personal funds into Prestige. 

I did not operate any investment fraud against public investors. I never was an employee or officer 
of Federated or Prestige, and I never received any payment from the company or investors for my 
voluntary helps. I found this investment company Federated Management Group (then later Prestige 
Ventures) by an Internet website. Sincerely and voluntarily I helped my personal friends by telling 
and passing information of the companies when they expressed interests and I helped the companies 
without any condition over those years. 

There was no evil motive for me to operate a fi'aud / Ponzi scheme against my personal friends 
since I had invested all my family savings and capitals of over $500,000 and continued to invest 
with the company in 2008 and 2009 while I worked as a restaurant waiter to support my family, and 
I withdrew around $125,000 from my investment accounts with the company during 2003 and 
2009, and I still have investment accounts of over $5,000,000 with Prestige. 

3. Statement of Issues. 

The October 27 2010 and November 292010 orders (Document 120 and Document 131) of the 
district court are wrong, since Plaintiffs willfully presented many false statelnents and twisted facts 
in their motion for summary judgment and Judge Russell accepted them as facts in the orders. There 
are genuine issues of material fact whether or not Defendants violated federal and state laws. 
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a. First Issue: Neither Defendant Ken Lee, Simon Yang, nor the relief Defendants responded in 
opposition to the motion (line 5 of page 1, Document 120). 

Argument: In the motion of summary judgment Plaintiffs willfully presented the same false 
statements and twisted facts to the district court as in their Initial Complaint of November 
20,2009. Defendants Simon Yang and Ken Lee did denied all their charges in Defendants' 
answers to the Initial Complaint. Without carefully reviewing evidence and facts from 
Defendants, but just reviewing those false statements and twisted evidence submitted by 
Plaintiffs, the judge ruled that Defendants operated a Ponzi scheme and the subsequent 
summary trial would be on Defendants' liability. Consequently this order (Document 120) is 
wrong against the actual events. 

b. Second Issue: Plaintiffs allege that Defendant Kenneth Lee operated a Ponzi scheme with 
help of Defendant Yang (paragraph 2 of page 2, Document 120). All Plaintiffs' statements 
here are false. 

Argument: To my best lmowledge I, Simon Yang, never operated a Ponzi schenle or helped 
Ken Lee operating a Ponzi scheme against public investors. The truth is: Ken Lee and 
Simon Yang had been major investors of Prestige; and Prestige had operated legally its 
businesses mainly outside the United States and had experienced operational difficulties 
(cash crunchy I margin calls from brokerages) due to the historical financial storm starting in 
late 2006. 

1). I Simon Yang invested all my family savings and capitals of over $500,000 with Prestige 
and withdrew around $125,000 out of my investment accounts with the company between 
2003 and 2009, and had an investment portfolio of over $5,000,000 with Prestige in 
November 2009. Even Plaintiffs acknowledge to the district court that Simon Yang indeed 
invested at least $469,507 with Prestige and withdrew around $133,000 in those six years. I 
came to the United States with about $5,000 capitals in 1994 and grew my capitals into over 
$500,000 by 2000 through employments and self-directed investments in the stockmal'kets. 
I never received any other payment from the company or its investors for my voluntary 
helps to my friend investors and the company. It would not make sense to any reasonable 
person that Simon Yang operated a Ponzi scheme with Ken Lee against himself. 

2). Ken Lee told Simon Yang and all investors that he invested over $ 5 million with 
Prestige, and Ken Lee reported the same atnount to Receiver Moriarty. Lee family withdrew 
around $2,400,000 from the company over the years. It just does not nlake sense to a clear
minded person that Ken Lee would operate a fraud or Ponzi scheme with large personal 
funds ofms family. 

How much did Ken Lee and his family members deposit their funds with Prestige? 
According to Lee's Prestige accounting to Receiver Moriarty (Document 35-2), that was 
$5,148,620. Most of those deposits were transacted outside the United States. Ken Lee 
claims that Lee's funds of around $1,300,000 were deposited into Prestige bank account in 
the United States (A-I, Ken Lee's email). Account statements of Prestige with PanAmerica 
Group show that Ken Lee deposited $190,745 into Prestige accounts in November and 
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December 2002 (A-2 to A-5) and Lee transferred $670,518 from these accounts to Lee's 
family account _ of Prestige (A-8 to A-22). 

However, according to Grossman's report of Plaintiffs, Lee family deposited $64,284 into 
Prestige bank accounts in the United States. According to the report of Receivel' Moriarty, 
Lee family deposited $45,638 with the three bank accounts in the United States (Document 
80-4). Both Grossman of Plaintiffs and Receiver Moriarty failed to identify Prestige 
investors for wire deposits of about $1,300,000, but Ken Lee family members, no other 
Prestige investors, claim those funds of wire deposits. 

Therefore in February 2011 Simon Yang went over all deposit records of Prestige provided 
by Plaintiffs. Here are results of Lee family deposits discovered by Simon Yang: Ken Lee 
deposited $4,698 (2,319, 773, 60, 773, 773) and Darren Lee deposited $15,000 in 2005; 
Sheila Lee deposited $16,000 in 2006; Ken Lee deposited $10,000 (9,000, 1,000) and Sheila 
Lee did $10,000 in 2007; Ken Lee deposited $38,358 (5,000, 3,500, 1,000, 1,000,6,000, 
6,000, 6,200, 8,608, 1,050) and Sheila Lee did $1,000 in 2008; Ken Lee deposited $78,800 
(500, 7,500,2,000, 900, 1,000, 5,000, 60,000, 1,900) and Sheila Lee did $6,000 in 2009. 
Therefore Ken Lee deposited a total of $131,856, Sheila Lee deposited a total of $33,000 
and Darren Lee deposited $15,000 from 2003 to 2009. At least a total of$179,856 cash 
funds were deposited into Prestige bank account by Lee family members. Furthermore, most 
of those unidentified funds of wire deposits were transacted in 2008 and 2009; and during 
these two years few investors of Prestige continued to invest very little funds but withdrew 
much more funds according to those bank monthly statements of Prestige. 

There are huge different between Lee's deposits of$179,856 by Simon Yang Defendant and 
$64,284 by Grossman of Plaintiffs and $45,638 by Receiver Moriarty. Many deposits of Lee 
family, like $60,000 on July 31 2009 and $10,000 on June 7 2007(A-6 and A-7), were not 
counted by Grossman of Plaintiffs and Receiver Moriarty. What were the reasons that both 
Grossman and Moriarty did not count so many deposits of Lee family members out of the 
same records of Prestige? Both Grossman of Plaintiffs and Receiver Moriarty did not count 
Yang's investments of over $300,000 with Panama-registered Federated Management 
Group in December 2009 when Simon Yang challenged their false statements during his 
deposition on December 11 2009. 

Whose account is reliable on deposits of Lee family with Prestige: Ken Lee Defendant, 
Grossman of Plaintiffs, or Moriarty Receiver? 

3). There was no a single evidence ofPonzi scheme or a fraud among all emails or 
documents between Ken Lee and Simon Yang between 2003 and 2009, and Simon Yang 
had no knowledge of Ponzi scheme or a fraud operation by Ken Lee since 2003. Due to 
mistakes and lack of knowledge of Simon Yang in July 2003, National Futures Association 
and Commodity Futures Trading Commission (Plaintiff) did investigate the Panama
registered Federated Management Group and Ken Lee and Simon Yang in 2003 and 2004, 
but none of those government agents found any fraud or violation of the law by Ken Lee or 
Simon Yang or Federated. 
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4). All investors of Prestige deposited and withdl'ew funds at their wills between 2003 and 
2005 before the historical financial storm between 2007 and 2009, and some investors still 
were able to withdraw funds from Prestige between 2006 and 2009 according to Receiver 
MOl'iatty's rep011 and Prestige bank statements. 

5). Prestige informed all investors since early 2006 of cash crunchy / margin calls due to its 
investment strategies and therefore limited investors~ withdrawals for protecting the whole 
investment portfolios. A genuine Ponzi scheme would collapse at once when investors were 
informed to limit their withdrawing funds from such a fraud investment company in early 
2006. While they were informed of the situation of Prestige, Ming Yu and Zhongxiang Luo 
(two of the six investors complained to Plaintiffs in early 2009) introduced Daxiang Luo 
(one of the six investors) to invest with Prestige in 2006 (Declaration of Daxiang Luo). 

6). Essentially there was no inflowing fund from its investors (excluding Ken Lee and 
Simon Yang) to Prestige for its operations in 2008 and 2009 according to the Prestige 
accounting report by Receiver Moriarty and Prestige bank statements by Simon Yang, but 
Prestige continued its investment operations and returned limited funds to few investors in 
these two years. 

7). Plaintiffs and Judge Russell refused to verify and acknowledge those Lees' account 
statements of Prestige Ventures with Panamanian brokerage PanAmerica Group (Documents 
124-1 and 124-2), which were presented to Plaintiffs and the court by Ken Lee (see A-2 to 
A-5, and A-8 to A-21). There were four trading accounts for each Lee family members in 
those statements. Those account statements confirm that Ken Lee did deposit a total fund of 
$190,745 into Prestige through the Panama brokerage in November and December 2002, 
and Ken Lee and his two sons David Lee and Darren Lee made profits of 474% total retulu 
and 347% annual return on their investments, and they collectively achieved profits for all 
14 months with an average monthly retUlu of 13.30% in 2002 and 2003 (see table below 
compiled by Simon Yang). With one of these four trading accounts DalTen Lee claims his 
making profits of $200,000 from 2002 to 2004. Withdrawals from these accounts of Prestige 
match exactly with deposits of Lee family account ~th Prestige (A-22, minus 
wire fee $200). Why would Ken Lee operate Ponzi scheme or a fraud as Plaintiffs charge 
while he and bis .sons demonstrated openly their skills of producing such super investment 
profits with their personal funds? Is it hard to verify those account statements of 
PanAmerica Group by Plaintiffs or the district COUlt or an investor? Plaintiffs willfully chose 
not to acknowledge those facts, otherwise their charges ofPonzi scheme would collapse 
completely and they would miss a chance of making large unjust penalties on innocent 
investors like Ken Lee and Simon Yang. 

5 



Appellate Case: 10-6287 Document: 01018591475 Date Filed: 02/24/2011 Page: 6 

Summary of Lee family accounts of Prestige Ventures with PanAmerica Group 
Month Deposit Withdraw Gain Balance Return Rate 

2002.11 $142,320 - $12,970 $155,290 9.110/0 
2002.12 $48,425 - $30,507 $234,223 14.98% 
2003.01 - - $38,201 $272,424 16.31% 
2003.02 - - $35,388 $307,812 12.99% 
2003.03 - - $43,155 $350,968 14.02% 
2003.04 - - $46,362 $397,331 13.21 % 
2003.05 - - $48,553 $445,885 12.21% 
2003.06 - $9,700 $54,308 $490,493 12.18% 
2003.07 - $12,200 $73,181 $551,475 14.92% 
2003.08 - $105,500 $87,353 $533,329 15.84% 
2003.09 - $380,600 $78,346 $231,075 14.69% 
2003.10 - $113,820 $29,623 $146,878 12.82% 
2003.11 - $48,698 $17,654 $115,835 12.02% 
2003.12 - - $12,846 $128,681 11.09% 

Total $190,745 $670,518 - - 474.24% 
Average - - - - 13.30% 
Annual - - - - 347.650/0 

8). With an excellent knowledge of investments and understandings of Prestige / Ken Lee 
over the past seven years and all new infOlIDation of Prestige business records from this 
lawsuit, Simon Yang has been proven right on Ken Lee and Prestige. 

Federated and Prestige were Panama-registered invesnnent companies and operated 
businesses mainly in Panama and other countries outside the United States, and their 
investment portfolios were with some investment houses or brokerages (like PanAmerica 
Group) of Panama and other countries. Funds (cashes, Treasury bonds or other positions of 
investments) of those 33 investment accounts of Prestige in the United States were 
transferred to other investment accounts of Prestige outside the United States [Darren A 
Lee's first set of answers to admission, interrogatories, and document requests to relief 
defendant Danen A. Lee; Relief defendant Darren Lee's first set of requests for admission, 
interrogatories, and document requests to James Holl Plaintiff]. Prestige never kept a large 
portfolio of over $500,000 with a U.S. investment account in the six years (if so just for a 
short period of months). Prestige invested heavily in U.S. Treasury bonds with bOlTowed 
funds of brokerages for a 10ng-telID investment, therefore much of those monthly profits 
were credits (but not cashes) derived from those un-matured long-telm bond investments. 
Due to mainly the historical financial storm (cash crunchy) starting in 2006 all world 
brokerages demanded higher margins (investment capital funds, Plaintiff CFTC should 
know this fact better than anyone since U.S. futures brokerages are regulated by CFTC) on 
existing investment portfolios from investment companies like Prestige, and Prestige's long
term investment strategies would not produce badly-needed cashes during this period, 
therefore Prestige was not able to meet cash withdrawals of investors and keep its 
investment portfolios intact. Margin deficits of Prestige portfolios reached as high as over 
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$30 million by the end of 2008. Ken Lee tried to overcome frequent margin calls with his 
personal funds of several millions and lnost part of his family funds were transacted into 
Prestige accounts outside the United Sates as seen with Panamanian brokerage PanAlnerica 
Group. For justice and protecting interests of over 400 investment accounts with the 
Panamanian companies Federated and Prestige Ken Lee refused to disclose information of 
the offshore portfolios of the companies to Plaintiffs, since Plaintiffs filed this lawsuit for 
their own interests of lnaking large penalties on the companies instead for justice and 
interests of those investors of the companies. 

However Kara Mucha of Plaintiffs would not tell the whole truth that funds of Prestige 
investment accounts in the United States were transferred to other brokerage accounts 
outside the United States, but Mucha reported falsely to the district couli that Prestige lost 
all funds of $4.3 million in all 33 investment accounts year by yem' and account by account 
over the 6 years. It just does not make sense to any investor that Ken Lee kept losing all 
funds in his trading but kept adding more funds into those investment accounts month after 
month, year after year for 6 years. Some things must be going on with those investment 
accounts of Prestige: Ken Lee had been a fool or someone was fooled on Prestige? 

With help of The Lord Jesus Christ Simon Yang was able to recently open DVD files of 
Prestige business records provided by Plaintiffs and analyzed those records of 33 Prestige 
investment accounts. Results m'e presented below for three investment accounts 

with U. S. brokerage Alaron. Monthly return rates are simple 
percentages of lnonthly gains divided by monthly beginning balances. 

Summary of Prestige Ventures account with Alaron 
Month Funds-In Funds~Out Gain / Loss Balance RetumRate 

2005.07 10,000 1,798 11,798 18% 
2005.08 18,000 8,568 2,366 73% 
2005.09 5,000 361 7,727 15% 
2005.10 10,000 5,625 -42 12,060 -1% 
2005.11 20,000 8,731 40,791 72% 

2005.12 12,348 53,139 25% 

2006.01 25,768 78,907 48% 

2006.02 ° 78,907 
2006.03 48,732 127,500 -140 0 ~ 

2006.04 ° ° 2006.05 2,000 0 2,000 

2006.06 5,000 1,500 -14 5,486 -1% 

2006.07 5,000 ° 486 
2006.08 ° 486 
2006.09 0 486 
2006.10 0 486 
2006.11 1,014 3,955 5,455 2640/0 

2006.12 2,000 5,250 774 2,979 14% 
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2007.01 2,400 6,375 1,347 351 45% 

2007.02 ° 351 
2007.03 0 351 

2007.04 0 351 
2007.05 0 351 

2007.06 200 0 151 

2007.07 500 0 651 

2007.08 500 0 1,151 

2007.09 0 1,151 
2007.10 1,430 2,581 124% 
2007.11 2,249 4,830 87% 
2007.12 9,625 659 -4,134 
2008.01 4,334 0 200 
2008.02 0 200 
2008.03 400 600 200% 
2008.04 2,000 1,848 448 308% 

2008.05 448 0 
Total 111,480 181,523 70,040 (-3) 63% 

Plaintiffs 105,832 0 -105,832 0 K.Mucha 

13,687 

51,185 

-1% 

1,352 263% 
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2006.12 2,000 5,250 774 2,979 14% 
2007.01 2,400 6,375 1347 351 45% 
2007.02 ° 351 
2007.03 0 351 
2007.04 0 351 
2007.05 0 351 

2007.06 200 ° 151 
2007.07 500 0 651 
2007.08 1,000 0 1,651 
2007.09 0 1,651 
2007.10 1,430 3,081 87% 
2007.11 2,249 5,330 73% 
2007.12 9,625 659 -3,634 
2008.01 3,834 ° 200 
2008.02 0 200 
2008.03 400 600 200% 
2008.04 2,000 1848 448 3080/0 
2008.05 448 ° 0 

Total 125,271 194,422 69,148 (-3) 55% 

Plaintiffs 119,286 0 -119,286 0 K.Mucha 

Summary of Prestige Ventures account with Alaron 
Month Funds-In Funds-Out Gain / Loss Balance RetmnRate 

2005.07 10,000 1,798 11,798 18% 
*2005.08 18,000 8,568 2,366 73% 

2005.09 5,000 361 7,727 15% 
2005.10 10,000 5,625 -42 12,060 -1% 

*2005.11 20,000 8,731 40,791 72% 
*2005.12 12,348 53,139 30% 
*2006.01 49,900 33,362 136,401 63% 
2006.02 0 136,401 

-" 
*2006.03 136,261 -140 0 -
2006.04 0 0 
2006.05 45,000 10,000 0 35,000 
2006.06 100,000 106,438 10,589 39,151 30% 
2006.07 34,000 4,375 4,653 73,429 120/0 
2006.08 14,040 55,615 6,485 38,340 9% 
2006.09 7,475 18,478 49,343 480/0 
2006.10 160,000 42,540 84,268 251,071 171% 
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*2006.11 109,327 479,512 621,256 191% 

*2006.12 609,906 43,211 54,561 7% 

2007.01 2,200 70,937 15,181 1,005 28% 

2007.02 25,000 2,806 28,811 

2007.03 30,000 33,208 5,229 30,832 

2007.04 27,000 61 3.893 

2007.05 3,000 21 914 

2007.06 800 1,687 -14 12 -1% 

2007.07 500 0 512 

2007.08 0 512 

2007.09 0 512 

*2007.10 1,430 1,942 2790/0 

2007.11 2,250 4,192 116% 

2007.12 9,625 659 -4,773 

2008.01 4,873 0 100 

2008.02 0 100 

2008.03 0 100 

2008.04 1,000 2,593 1,708 215 1700% 

2008.05 215 0 0 

Total 512,313 1,253,827 741,513 (1) 145% 

Plaintiffs 445,910 253,280 -192,629 0 K.Mucha 

Scanning quickly those monthly statements of these three accounts, one would find that 
funds were deposited into these aCCowlts and traded, good profits were made for 1 to 3 
months, but lost all funds in the next 2 months; then there was no trading activity for 3 to 4 
month~ thereafter funds were deposited and traded, and good profits were made for 1 to 2 
months, then all funds including profits were lost in the next 2 months. The same pattern of 
cycle was observed in these three investment accounts, and all funds were lost in trading 
over the four years. But one question remains logically: why would the trader or manager of 
these accounts do such a cycle of losing game while he lost all the funds at the end? 

However, a complete different picture would be fOlmed if an investigator with excellent 
investment knowledge studies carefully those monthly statements as Simon Yang does. 

These accounts were open for 34 months from July 2005 to May 2008, there were 8 to 9 
n10nths in which funds were traded with exceptionally good profits and funds were not 
transfened out; there were 7 to 16 months in which funds were traded with good profits and 
funds were transferred out; and there were 10 to 18 months in which there was no 
transaction at all. These three accounts operated similarly in cycle: funds were transferred 
into those accounts and traded for 2 to 4 months and profits were made with wonderful 
monthly returns; then those funds and profits were transferred out to other unidentified 
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accounts in the form of trading losses in the next 2 months, thereafter those accounts were 
idle from trading for 2 to 4 months. 

There is no need to analyze these accounts for the months with no trading activity, and it is 
easy to analyze these accounts in the 8 to 9 Inonths in which funds were transfened in and 
traded for profits. Exceptional monthly retulTIS were recorded for account from 
15% to 264%, for account from 11 % to 263%, for account from 15% 
to 2790/0 (see A-24 to A-30 for monthly statements of200S-11, 200S-12, 2006-01, 2006-11, 
2007-10). Most trades, 80% to 90%, produced profits of various sizes (percentages of 
investments), but losses from bad trades were small (small percentages of investments). 
Such trading records of monthly returns from 11 % to 279% over 26 (9+9+8) months of the 
three accounts demonstrate that the trader (traders) of those accounts was exceptionally 
successful in this trading business with very strict rules of cutting losses of bad trades. 

It is not an easy task to analyze the trading activities of these accounts over the months in 
which funds and profits were transferred out in the form of trading losses (covered transfer) 
on the statements. How does an investigator tell apart those trades of covered transfer from 
those trades of typical trading loss? The main character of the covered transfer was loss of 
almost all investments of those trades or even more capitals (100%, 2000/0, even more, of 
investments with futures contracts) among those typical loss trades of (1 %, S%, 10%, up to 
20% of investments willi futUres contracts). The best sample is found in March 2006 
statement of_(A-31): the loss h'ade of $75,000 was from 20 contracts of March 
2006 Treasury Bonds, and the loss trade of$S2,500 was from 20 contracts of March 2006 
Treasury Bonds. Almost all funds ($75,000 & $52,500 out of$136,401) were lost in just two 
such trades on the same day while those capitals and profits were prepared and accumulated 
for the previous 3 months with over 30 transactions. These two trades of futures contracts 
were bought (Long) on January 24,2006 and sold (ShOlt) on March 6,2006 according to the 
statement. Furthermore the remained balance of $ 8,761 was transfened to another account 
two days later, balance of this account was made to $0 from $136,401 in just 3 days. Such 
identical loss trades were observed on the same dates with the other two accounts. Such a 
loss trade of$18,000 was observed in August 2005 for these three accounts too (Aw 32). Two 
such loss trades of$75,781 and $436,125 were observed in December 2006 with Account 
_ (A-33, A-34). With knowledge of characters of such planned loss trades, 
monthly returns of these three accounts were prepared and presented by Simon Yang, and 
the true functions of these accounts were to make trading profits and transfer funds out in 
the fonn of trading loss on the statements. 

What was going on actually willi these trades of huge loss / covered transfer? Those 
investment accounts with U.S. futures brokerage Alaron were to trade commodity futures 
contracts, which are used primarily to hedge large undesired changes of commodity prices 
by many businesses for the near future. Prestige traded mostly the time for h'ading profits on 
those futures contracts (mostly Treasury Bonds), and excellent profits were made with those 
accounts by Prestige. However Prestige was a Panama-registered investment company and 
chose to park its investment portfolios in Panama or other countries, therefore funds or 
positions of investments were transfelTed from U.S. brokerages to other offshore brokerages. 
Therefore when needed, Prestige took long positions (bought) of Treasury bond contracts, 

11 



Appellate Case: 10-6287 Document: 01018591475 Date Filed: 02/24/2011 Page: 12 

and then received delivery of the underlying commodities (Treasury Bonds) of the futures 
contracts. Large funds were debited from the investment account as a loss on the monthly 
statement since Treasury bonds were purchased by Prestige. Usually the cost of Treasury 
bonds of the futures contract was much bigger than the cost of the contract itself. 
Consequently Treasury bonds (instead of wired cash) were delivered to Prestige and the 
account statements recorded huge losses on such transactions with settlements, which were 
presumed to be trading losses by many people like K. Mucha, K. Driscoll, J. Hall, T. 
Bonnell and P. Labatthe of Plaintiffs. Bank statements of Prestige show that Prestige sent 
some things out weekly at an office of Federal Express. Delivery (purchase) of Treasury 
Bonds with those futures contracts could be easily confuIDed with detailed account 
transactions of the brokerage Alaron. 

Why would Prestige choose to transfer funds and profits through delivery of actual Treasury 
Bonds instead of wiring cash funds? With my understandings and knowledge of investments 
I Simon Yang would offer this explanation: first, the trader of Prestige intends to keep his 
trading systems of making excellent profits from being found, copied and even stolen by 
other professional traders of brokerages since monthly statements registered gains then 
losses to other traders; second, funds and profits are transfelTed legally to safe places 
unknown by out-going brokerages therefore protected from all kinds of abuse against 
Prestige investors. 

Strangely Plaintiffs refused to verify and then acknowledge those account statements of 
Panamanian PanAmerica Group provided by Ken Lee and refused to acknowledge that 
funds of brokerage accounts could be transfelTed internationally. It is common practice in 
the investment community that funds and positions of investments, like cash, mutual funds, 
common stocks and bonds, are transferred between bank accounts and brokerage accounts 
nationally as well as internationally. 

Furthermore, Ken Lee provided to Plaintiffs and the district court statements of his family 
accounts with Prestige ( see A-22 and A-23), and these account 
statements show the similar monthly deposits and withdrawals and gains as those accounts 
of all other investors, except that the monthly returns of Lee accounts (4.970/0 to 6.87%) 
were 2% to 30/0 higher than the highest of other investors (3.480/0 to 3.73%) for the same 
months of May to December 2004. According to the Lee family account Lee 
family deposited a total of $766,845 and withdrew a total of $684,100 for purchases of two 
houses, two boats and a car during June 2003 and July 2004. Danen Lee states to Plaintiffs 
and the district court that these two accounts were trade by PanAmerica Group out of 
Republic of Panama. Therefore reasonably funds of other Prestige investors were traded by 
the same Panamanian brokerage PanAInerica Group out of Panalna. 

Combining evidences from those Prestige account statements of U.S. brokerage Alaron, 
other brokerages with similar pattelTIS, and Panamanian brokerage PanAmerica Group, it 
become pretty easy to conclude that Ken Lee has been an exceptionally successful trader 
and there was no reason for Ken Lee to operate Ponzi scheme on other people. 

12 
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9). Ken Lee asked repeatedly with Plaintiffs and the district couli that he would be allowed 
to retmn funds of all investors' capitals and gains by trading financial markets with 
supervision of the cOUli. His requests were turned down every time because Plaintiffs and 
Judge Russell thought that Ken Lee did not know how to trade financial markets for profits. 

10). Plaintiffs and Judge Russell failed to explain those facts that why Lee family invested at 
lease $64, 284 with the companies according to Grossman's report of Plaintiffs, and why 
Ken Lee reduced weekly payments from $1500 in 2005 to $200 in 2009 to his two sons, and 
why Ken Lee deposited $60,000 from sale of his boat in July 2009 into the conlpany bank 
account and trading accounts, and why Ken Lee kept accounts of his family (_ and 
_ the same way as other investors' accounts. Those facts just support that Prestige was 
a genuine investment company and experienced some operational hardships in those years. 

11). Contrary to Plaintiffs' claim that Lee family lived on investors' funds from 2003 to 
2009, Lee family claim that they lived on their own investment funds with Prestige. 
Furthermore Lee family members have survived to this date to fight for justice without a 
single dollar from an investor since onset of this lawsuit in November 2009 while the district 
court has frozen all Lees' financial assets in the United States. 

12). Most investors, 90%, of Prestige were not consulted for their opinions by Plaintiffs and 
Judge Russell on whether or not Ken Lee and Simon Yang operated Ponzi scheme or a fraud 
against them. In reality most those investors of Prestige were well informed of those 
difficulties of Prestige and chose to wait for returning all their funds when Prestige would 
overcome the financial storm. With new infonnation of Prestige fronl this lawsuit, opinions 
and judgments of those investors should be consulted since they own rightfully their 
investments with Prestige. 

c. Third Issue: Plaintiffs presented willfully many false statements and twisted facts to the 
district court and Judge Russell just adopted them as actual facts in the orders (Documents 
120 and 131). 

1). "Defendant Federated Management Group 'Federated' is a Texas corporation, formed in 
2001, which forfeited its right to conduct business in October 2003." (Line 3 Page 4) The 
tluth is: There were two companies with the name of Federated Management Group, one 
registered in the State of Texas, and the other one registered in the Republic of Panama as 
the Disclosure Document of this Federated states to all investors and this Panamanian 
Federated continued its business operations in the United States until Novelnber 2009 the 
onset of this lawsuit; and we investors never receive any document of the Texas-registered 
Federated Management Group. 

2). "Simon Yang infolmed investors that Prestige was Federated's parent company." (Line 8 
Page 4). This is a false statement of Plaintiffs. With my understanding I did tell my friends 
that the Panamanian Federated Management Group was the parent company of Panamanian 
Prestige Ventures. 

13 
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3). "consistent with his misrepresentation to investors that Federated Management Group 
operated a credit union known as Federated Management Credit Union." (Line 12 Page 4) 
To my knowledge the Panamanian Federated did operate an offshore credit union. Plaintiffs 
just failed to locate the credit union outside the United States. 

4). ~'Furthelmore, applications submitted by investors bore the name 'Federated 
Management Group, Inc.' although in most instances money was sent to what was 
represented to be a Prestige account.)! (Line 14 Page 4) The truth is: I Simon Yang and few 
friend investors including MJng Yu used application fOlm of Federated Management Group 
from February 2003 to July 2003 and our investment funds were deposited into a bank 
account of the Panamanian Federated Management Group; since August 2003 all new 
investors used application form of Prestige and funds were deposited into a bank account of 
Prestige. 

5). "As such, the court concludes that Defendant Kenneth Lee, with the aid of Simon Yang, 
operated the two entities as essentially a single one." (Line 1 to 4 Page 5) According to the 
disclosure documents of Panamanian companies Federated and Prestige they were two 
different business entities, Federated operated by Ken Lee and others since 1987 and had 
400 investors with large portfolios of investments outside the United States; while Prestige 
operated mainly by Ken Lee since at lease 2003 and had 60 plus different investment 
accounts with its own investment portfolios. 

6). Paragraph two of page 5. These are false statements of Plaintiffs. The Panamanian 
companies Federated and Prestige, Ken Lee and Simon Yang never represent to any 
investors that they were registered with U.S. CFTC or U.S. NFA or ODS (Oklahoma 
Department of Security). Ken Lee did has his own trading systems operated with Federated 
and Prestige as Ken Lee testified to Plaintiffs in his depositions, and Simon Yang gave a 
name 'Legacy Trading System' to Lee's trading systems, which Simon Yang did not know 
their details. Simon Yang did not engage in a business of registered fmandaI advisor. 

7). Line 11 of Page 5 to Line 2 of Page 6. There are lnany false statements and twisted facts 
in this paragraph of Document 120. Simon Yang did not solicit pubic investors for Prestige 
but did tell his personal friends of Federated and Prestige and did pass information to them 
when some friends expressed their interests. In fact, most investors of Prestige, including 
Ming Yu, Zhongxiang Luo and Jian Yue (three witnesses of Plaintiffs confessed such 
actions in their Declarations), told friends on Prestige and passed related information to 
them as Simon Yang did. Why do Plaintiffs apply the same law differently to Simon Yang 
than to their wintnesses Ming Yu, Zhongxiang Luo and Jian Yue? Is everyone the same 
under the laws in this country? Where is justice with Plaintiffs? The truth of that meeting is: 
Simon Yang did not ask a question there or answer a single question during the meeting in 
Fort WOlth; those friends asked questions on the offshore Panamanian Federated 
Management Group (not the one registered in the State of Texas, USA) and Ken Lee 
answered their questions and showed them on his computer; Ken Lee or Simon Yang 
NEVER represented that Federated and Lee NEVER suffered any trading losses; in fact Ken 
Lee admitted openly that he did suffer trading losses but managed to gain a profit monthly 
due to his investment strategies including a profit reserve; Ken Lee did not represent that 

14 
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investments with Federated would be insured. Investment portfolios of Federated were not 
with any U.S investment house or brokerage since Federated operated mainly in the 
Republic of Panama. Plaintiffs just failed to locate the portfolios of Federated and Prestige 
outside the United States from 2003 to 2009 and claimed to the district court and accepted 
by Judge Russell that these companies suffered trading losses .account after account, month 
after month, year after year over 6 years. A clear-minded investor would know that such an 
investment business could not survive for a few months. 

8). Line 3 to 10 Page 6. There are many false statements and twisted facts in this paragraph 
of Document 120. Plamtiffs have authorities in the United States and did search for 
portfolios of Panamanian companies Federated and Prestige in the United States, but 
Plaintiffs did not search every investment brokerage house or company (panama brokerages 
like PanAmerica Group) outside the United States for portfolios of Federated and Prestige. 
Ken Lee provide monthly statements of Prestige with Panamanian brokerage PanAmerica 
Group to Plaintiffs and the district court, but Plaintiffs and the district court refused to verify 
and acknowledge the portfolio of Prestige and trading businesses of Prestige in the Republic 
of Panama. Plaintiffs intentionally confused the district court on Texas-registered Federated 
with Panama-registered Federated since Plaintiffs cannot locate its portfolios of Panama
registered Federated outside the United States. In his deposition, Ken Lee told Plaintiffs that 
he operated the Panamanian Federated from 1987 to 2003 with his trading programs (trading 
systems) even he was in prison between 1995 and 2001. Simon Yang accepted what Ken 
Lee told him on Federated and told other friends on Federated. 

9). Line 10 to 12 Page 6. This is false statement of Plaintiffs. Simon Yang told all his friends 
that he invested at lease $250,000 with Federated / Prestige since May 2003, and somehow 
Simon Yang had been treated as an employee of Federated / Prestige by most his friends 
(including Ming Yu, Zhongxiang Luo and Jian Yue) since May 2003. Simon Yang did 
reveal to some friends including Ming Yu and Zhongxiang Luo that Simon Yang accepted 
commissions on inflowing funds for Federated / Prestige in the later half of2003 and 
stopped accepting cOIDllussion from Prestige since October 2004. Some friend investors, 
including Ming Yu and Zhongxiang Luo, accepted such commissions from Prestige since 
later half of 2003 as the account statements ( ofMing Yu and Zhongxiang Luo in 
their Declarations show such commissions (as Customer's Added Fees from Oct. 2003 to 
Dec. 2005) and Ken Lee confirmed such commissions in his deposition. In fact Ming Yu 
and Zhongxiang Luo did not reveal accepting commissions from Prestige to Plaintiffs when 
they complained to Plaintiffs in 2009 according to their Declarations. Why do Plaintiffs 
apply the law differently to Simon Yang than to their witnesses Ming Yu and Zhongxiang 
Luo? Where is justice with Plaintiffs? 

10). Line 3 Page 7 to Line 1 Page 8. Plaintiffs present many false statements here. This is the 
center of this lawsuit of Ponzi scheme over "false monthly statements", since Plaintiffs 
found essentially empty 33 investment accounts of Prestige in the United States, but 
Plaintiffs failed to locate portfolios of Prestige outside the United States. Plaintiffs did not 
infOlm the district court that Prestige did makeexceHent profits with those investment 
accounts and funds were transfened out in the form of trade losses by delivery of Treasury 
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Bonds futures contracts to Prestige. Further more Plaintiffs refused to acknowledge Prestige 
account statements with Panamanian brokerage PanAmerica Group. 

11). Line 2 Page 8. These are false statements of Plaintiffs on Simon Yang. Simon Yang had 
been a successful investor and carefully studied Ken Lee and Prestige over the years. Simon 
Yang believed those Ken Lee told him on Prestige, and then Simon Yang told other friend 
investors of Prestige infonnation. Simon Yang could not withdraw funds himself from 
Prestige as most investors did. It does not make sense that Simon Yang would lie to himself 
and his family because Simon Yang had invested all his savings and capitals with Prestige 
($500,000, more than 90% of 60 plus investor accounts according to the Prestige accounting 

12). Line 8 Page 8 to Line 7 Page 9. Plaintiffs presented willfully false statements and twist 
facts to the district court as I explain the actual events to the district court and Court of 
Appeals. Without knowing the whole tluth but accepting those false statements and twisted 
facts of Plaintiffs, Judge Russell ruled unjustly on the nature of this lawsuit. The truth is this: 
Simon Yang and Ken Lee did not operate a fraud or Ponzi scheme on any investor, Prestige 
suffered cash crunchy during the fmancial storm of 2007 to 2009, and Plaintiffs want to 
make unjust gains by penalties on investors Simon Yang and Ken Lee and their families. 

d. Fourth Issue: Sinlon·Yang's Request for Damages from Plaintiffs should be granted. Since 
Plaintiffs willfully used many false statements and twisted facts for unjust gains on Simon 
Yang and Ken Lee by the lawsuit, consequently Simon Yang and Ken Lee suffered heavily 
from this lawsuit fmancially and emotionally. Judge Russell of the district court accepted 
those false and twisted facts therefore his ruling on Simon Yang's and Darren Lee's 
Requests for Damages was wrong. 

4. Do you think the district court applied the wrong law? If so, what law do you want applied? 

5. Did the district court incolTectly decide the facts? If so, what facts? 

I have personally experienced the whole event with all my family savings I capitals and much 
suffering out of thls lawsuit, and told all ttuth to the district court and Plaintiffs government agents. 
Many false statements and twisted facts were presented willfully by Plaintiffs and accepted as tluth 
by Judge Russell of the district comi. I correct those false statements and twisted facts of Plaintiffs 
with the actual events and my understandings in this filing. 

6. Did the district cOU1i fail to consider important grounds for relief? If so, what grounds? 

7. Do you feel that there are any other reasons why the district court's judgment was wrong? If so, 
what? 
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A just judge should have a pure heart before Almighty God who knows all things and the hea11s of 
all men so that a just judge would serve justice to every man in all cases. 

The U.S. government has experienced financial crises with trillions of deficits; therefore there are 
burning needs and huge pressures for the government to fill such deficits with fLmds from other 
sources other than just hiking taxes. Those officers of Plaintiffs and Judge Russell of the district 
court are paid employees of the U.S. government and share common interests on serving their 
common employer instead of serving justice to every resident of this land. 

8. What action do you want this court to take in yom' case? 

First, I ask the com1 of appeals to stay the order of November 29 2010 (Document 131) while 
this court works and studies all files of this case for justice. The wrong order has brought much 
harm to Simon Yang and Ken Lee and their families since entering the order. 

Second, I seek justice of this case: Simon Yang and Ken Lee did not operate Ponzi scheme or 
any fraud against investors of Prestige or violate any law of the land. 

Third, since Plaintiffs willfully presented false statements and twisted facts of the whole event 
to the district court for unjust grains, consequently Plaintiffs caused huge harms and losses to 
Defendants Ken Lee and Simon Yang. I Simon Yang seek damages and penalties from 
Plaintiffs: the same amounts Plaintiffs proposed penalties on Sinlon Yang and Ken Lee and tbdr 
families. Plaintiffs shall pay a total of$630,000 to Simon Yang and his family, and Plaintiffs 
shall pay a total of $33,782,559 to Ken Lee, Sheila Lee, David Lee and Darren Lee. 

9. Do you think the court should hear oral argument in this case? If so, why? 

Date: Feb. 20, 2011 
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Simon Yang. 

tram: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

"'Simon Yang" <-simo.nyang@cox.net> 
"Simon Yang" <simonyang@cox.net> 
Monday, February 21, 2011 10.:07 AM 
Fw:opening brief 

----,. Original Message ----
From: Ken Lee 
To: '8imO"n Yang' 
Sent: Friday, February 04, 20111 :36 PM 
Subject: RE: opening brief 

These<.1re fhe item\S that have been p,resen'ied to the plaintiffs, whioh they.c.onveniently jgnpred,and to the 
court'\flihj~h they did not oonsider because the plaintiffs wantedlt thatWay, 

The Panama statements file has the four.{4) accounts listed there: I think Darren's was numberthree:and 
David was number 4 .. These were our personal accounts. The 'Other Fu nds. file is how we came to have the 
funds.thatwere -ihvested. They looked thebther W80Y abouUhese.aswe.!1. I also Wired into PVC irieither2005 
or 2006 just a little less than $300,000'.00. The other funds and the 300kare pretty close to the $1,300",000 
that they could notide'ntify so they just credited it to the investor:$rath~rthangive us credit for it Bonnell 
admitted lome tbat they CQuid not accountfor the 1.3 million and j!-(st ignpred tbe f~d that IhaO'acGounte'd Jor 
Illostof .that mGlney. 

Also I invested. my$ocial Security che'Ck~ fQrapproxlmately24 months and wa~ nat given ·credit fqr that I 
also inv.ested approximately .$5,.000 each month for over 18 months and was not given any credit for that And 
I added $60,000 in mid 20.09 that i.snot on tne Other Funds sheet,and anoth.er $10,000 in early 2009. 

A-I 2/21/2011 
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PanAmerica Group, Inc 
P.o. Box ]02-2354 World Trade Center 
Panama City, Republic of Panama 

Transactions in Date Sequence 
~IBIB AclMtJIJIII 
11/11/200l 

11/11/2002 

11/18/2002 

11/2112002 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Transactions Summary 

UNITED STATES DOLLAR 

The price and quantity displayed may have been rounded. 

Income Summary 

DiYidends and Interest 
Aggressive Managed Portfolio - Managed - Self Directed 

IItI AcUII1Jn. 
Account Number: Activity Ending: 11/30/2002 

11/11/2.002 OpenIng Deposit - F2021l11-01 

11/11/2002 

11/18/2002 

11/21/2002 

A000000044061 

OpenIng Deposit - F2021111..fJ2 

Opening Deposit - F2021118-03 

Opening Deposit - F2021121-{)4 

A PrIVata fllld Mana!Jl!llent fnn 

1 859 161 76 Pst? cijod' Q2f21 '30 1 1 POST 27 

Prestige Ventures, Corp 
P.O. Box 5956 EI Dorado 

 Republic of Panama 

Brokera(le 
Account Statement 
Statement Period: 11/11/2002 -11/30/2002 
F2021111-01 - 04 

Itmtl1IIII taItJtJ PrbI ..... tItII'8II: 
PanAmertca Aggressive Growth -Income 

panAmerlca Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

TId3~ 

$ 

IJ8sCI;1tilI 

Deposit 

Deposit 

Deposit 

Deposit 

12,970.57 

I'.ImIII: IIII1IId 

IIIII~ 

12,970.57 

CimIr:Y 
USD 

A-g 

Current Balance $ 

Aocount Number: PRESTIGE VENTURES CORP. 

AnuIt 

30,000.00 

50,000.00 

27,320_00 

25,000.00 

142,320_00 

AnIDIt 
2,734.10 

5,468.20 

2,489.85 

2,278.42 

, ......... --12,970.57 

BaI3JCB 

32,734.10 

55,468.20 

29,809.B5 

27,278.42 

$155,290.57 

P!J Ion 



nn.oJ!<::lto Case: 1 

PanAmerica Group, Inc 
P.o. Box 102-2354 World Trade Center 
Panama City, Republic of Panama 

Transactions in Date Seauence 
~IIIB AcUI1tJlYIB 
12/31/2002-

12/31/2002-

12/31/2002 

12/31/2002 

12/10/2002-

12/10/2002 

Aggressive Growth/Income fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Deposit 

Deposit 

Transactions Summary 

UNITED STATES DOLLAR 

The price and quantity displayed may have been rounded. 

Income Summary 

Dividends and Interest 
Aggressive Managed Portfolio - Managed - Self Directed 

I11III kMJlOI 
Account Number: Activity Ending: 12131/2002 

12/31/2002 Opening Balance 

12/31/2002 Opening Balance 

12/31/2002 

12/31/2002 

12/10/2002 

12/10/2002 

,0.00000004400] 

Opening Balance 

Opening Balance 

Deposit 

Deposit 

A 'nUll f{Rf ManlgelllJnt fm 

8591475 Date Filed' 02/24/2011 page' 28 

Prestige Ventures, Corp 
P.O. Box 5956 EI Dorado 
Panama, Republic of Panama 

Brokerage 
Account Statement 
Statement Period: 121112002 -12131/2002 

F2021111-01 ·04 

JIm'\1ta I)JI1tIty Prta IrD'IIII bnIt 
PanAmerlca AggresSive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

panAmerlca Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerlca Aggressive Growth - Income 

11l1ll1m11t 
78,932.60 

DmIrt...-nt 

[itaim. 
30,507.60 

~ 

INCOME REINVEST - f2021111-01 

lNCOME REINVEST - Fl021111-02 

IIrrR'I 
USD 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-Q3 - Deposit F2021111-03 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-03 - Deposit F2021111-04 

Deposit F2021111-Q3 

Deposit F2021111-D4 

F2021118-Q3 

F2021121-04 

Current Balance $ 

Account Number: PRESTIGE VENTURES CORP. 

A-9 

Armmt 

24,350.00 

24,075.00 

48,425.00 

InUIt 
5,227.64 

10,455.27 

7,630.69 

7,194.00 

24,350.00 

24,075.00 

Y....u-IItB 
l.-

43,478.17 

iIaIIIII:II 

37,961.74 

75,923.41 

61,790.54 

58,547.42 

$234,223.17 

PUlof7 



¥""·"''''II .... 1''''- Case: 1 

PanAmerica Group, Inc 
P.o. Box 102-2354 World Trade Center 
Panama City. Republic of Panama 

Transactions in Date Seauence 
PrullllaltlllllIatB AcIMtJ filii 
1/31/2003 

1/31/2003 

1/31/2003 

1/31/2003 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

AggressIve Growth/Income Ftmd 

AggressIve Growth/Income fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income fund 

Transactions Summary 

UNITED STATES DOLlAR 

The price and quantity displayed may have been rounded. 

Income Summary 

Dividends and Interest 
Aggressive Managed Portfolio - Managed - Self Directed 

l1l1I AeIMlJIIJI 
Account Number: Activity Ending: 1/31/2003 

1/31/2003 Opening Balance 

1/31/2003 

1/31/2003 

1/31/2003 

AOOO000044061 

Opening Balance 

Opening Balance 

OpenIng Balance 

APrkltJflnlMalllglimllntfhR 

859.1A..I5.--Da+e filed' 02124i?011 Page' 29 

Prestige Ventures, Corp 
P.O. Box 5956 EI Dorado 
Panama, Republic of Panama 

Brokeraoe 
Account Statement 
Statement Period: 1/1/2003 -1131/2003 

F2021111·01 ·04 ...... -- PrbJ IIDUIIlIf.IIWt 
PanAmerlca Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerlca Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerlca AggressIve Growth - Income 

IIta ... 
38,201.80 

DmIItPIIWI 

lltll .... 
38,201.80 

Ilesa;ItIDD 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-01 

INCOME REINVEST - F202.1111·02 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-03 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-Q4 

Qmn:y 

usc 

A-fO 

AnwIt 

Current Balance $ 

Account Number: PRESTIGE VENTURES CORP. 

ImIIt 
6,191.56 

12,383.12 

10,078.04 

9,549.08 

YlIII'-tJJ..IaID --38,2V1.80 

BaiIDJ 

44,153.3() 

88,306.59 

71,868.58 

68,096.50 

$272,424.97 

POlof2 



nnc.lI<:ltc. Case: 1 

PanAmerica Group, Inc 
P.o. Box 102-2354 World Trade Center 
Panama City. Republic of Panama 

Transactions in Date Seauence 
PrlalllllattlllIata AI:Ifvtty lJIII 
2/28/2003 

2/28/2003 

2/28/2003 

2/28/2003 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Transactions Summary 

UNITED STATES DOllAR 

The price and quantity displayed may have been rounded. 

Income Summary 

Dividends and Interest 
Aggressive Managed Portfolio - Managed - Self Directed 

l1l1I AI:IMlJfrJI 
Account Number: 6PVCPG-061S288 Activity Ending: 2/28/2003 

2128/2003 Opening Balance 

2/28/2003 Opening Balance 

2/28/2003 

2/28/2003 

A000000()44061 

Opening Balance 

Opening Balance 

A 'mats flllll MamlJBIJIIIC1t fi'm 

018591475 DatA Filed' 02'2412Q11.. RagA" 30 

Prestige Ventures, Corp 
P.O. Box 5956 EI Dorado 
Panama, Republic of Panama 

Brokeraae 
Account Statement 
Statement Period: 211J2003 - 2128/2003 

F2021111-01 - 04 

IIIm;rIiII t&dflY Prb1 AlmllllItInst 
PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerlca Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmertca Aggressive Growth - Income 

T~AmIIt 
3S,3B8.00 

IDTmtPrill T __ 

35,388.00 

IlBscr1Jtion 

INCOME REINVEST - F20211.U-ol 

INCOME REINVEST - F20211U-02 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-D3 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-04 

DITaI;f 
USD 

A-II 

AmoIItt 

current Balance $ 

Account Number: PRESTIGE VENTURES CORP. 

AnaIJt 
5,735.51 

11,471.03 

9,335.13 

8,845.74 

YlIII'-ta-IIItII 
hlIInS 

731589.80 

II3Ba 

49,888.81 

99,m.62 

81,204.31 

76,942.24 

$ 307,812.97 

Pgtun 



r\UUCIiCHC Case: 1 

PanAmerica Group, Inc 
P.o. Box 102-2354 World Trade Center 
Panama City, Republic of Panama 

Transactions in Date Seauence 
I'rIIcIIIt/IIJlIaIa AI:tMty Type 
3/31/2003 

3/31/2003 

3/31/2003 

3/31/2003 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/lncome Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Transactions Summa.., 

UNITED STATES DOllAR 

The price and quantity displayed may have been rounded. 

Income Summary 

Dividends and Interest 
Aggressive Managed Portfolio - Managed - Self Directed 

1m ActIIftyT1'III 

Account Number: Activity Ending: 3/31/2003 

3(31/2003 Opening Balance 

3/31/2003 Opening Balance 

3/3112003 

3/31/2003 

"00000004406\ 

Opening Balance 

Opening Balance 

A PrtlllUfINMllla!i8lllllltftm 

Document: 8591475 Date Filed' 02!24/2011 PagA" 31 

Prestige Ventures, Corp 
P.O. Box 5956 EI Dorado 
Panama, Republic of Panama 

Brokerage 
Account Statement 
Statement Period: 3/1/2003 - 3{31J2003 

F2021111-01 - 04 ...... IbIdItJ MIl .AmuIIlttII'IBt 
PanAmerlca Aggressive Growth· Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

TIbIIAImt 
43,155,38 

~PtI'IId 

Tatahma 
43,155.38 

~ 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-01 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-02 

JNCOME REINVEST - FZ021111-03 

INCOME REINVEST - FZ021111-04 

DmI£Y 
USD 

A-/2 

AIJIIIIl 

Current Balance $ 

Account Number: PRESTIGE VENTURES CORP. 

... 
6,994.41 

13,988.82 

11,384.84 

10,787.30 

y .... b-IBtB .... 
116,745.18 

BIlla 

56,883.22 

113,766.44 

92,589.15 

87,729.54 

$ 350,968.36 

Pg'loU 



r\iJt-JvllCHv Case: 1 

PanAmerica Group, Inc 
P.O. Box 102-2354 World Trade Center 

Panama City, Republic of Panama 

Transactions in Date Seauence 
~1IItB AI:tMlJ fJIII 
4/30/2003 

4/30/2003 

4/30/2003 

4/30/2.003 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

AggressIve Growth/Income Fund 

Transactions Summary 

UNITED STATES DOUAR 

The price and quantity dIsplayed may have been rounded. 

Income Summary 

Dividends and Interest 
Aggressive Managed portfolio - Managed - Self Directed 

IIItI At:tMtr TJPII 
Account Number; Activity Ending: 4/30/2003 

4/30/2003 Opening Balance 

4/30/2003 Opening Balance 

4/30/2003 

4/30/2003 

AOO000004406l 

Opening Balance 

Opening Balance 

A PrInt! 1l1li1 MaRageIllllJt ftII 

01 

Prestige Ventures, Corp 
P.O_ Box 5956 EI Dorado 
Panama, Republic of Panama 

....,.. 
PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerlca Aggressive Growth - Income 

li8fl1l111-1l 
46,352.92 

bIT'IIIt Prill 

JI1JIIn-
46,362.92 

IJBIia"CJb 

lNCOME REINVEST - F202.1111-01 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-02 

INCOME REINVEST - F102111HB 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-C4 

Brokera_qe 
Account Statement 

Statement Period: 4/1/2003 - 4/30/2003 

1=2021111-01·04 

Page- 32 

IJIIdItY I'l'b! AImIII~ 

I'.ImII:Y 
USD 

AmoIIIt 

Current Bala nee $ 

Account Number: PRESTIGE VENTURES CORP, 

A-/3 

AIm1t 
7,514.27 

15,028.55 

12,231.03 

11,589.07 

' __ ta-IatlI 

m. 
163,108.10 

8311m1 

64,397.49 

128,794.99 

104,820.18 

99,318.61 

$ 397,331.27 

P010U 



nnnlk".tn Case: 1 

PanAmerica Group, Inc 
P.o. Box 102-2354 World Trade Center 
Panama City, Republic of Panama 

Transactions in Date Seauence 
I'rIIBIIIS8ttir II1B AGtMtylllll 
5/30(2003 

5/30/2003 

5/30/2003 

5/30/2003 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive GrowthJIncome Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Aggressive Growth/Income Fund 

Transactions Summary 

UNITED STATES DOUAR 

The price and quantity displayed may have been rounded. 

Income Summary 

Dividends and Interest 
Aggressive Managed Portfolio - Managed - Self Directed 

DIll kIIItlJ lJIII 
Account Number: Activity Ending: 5/30/2003 

5/30/2003 Opening Balance 

5/30/2003 Opening Balance 

5/30/2003 

5/30/2003 

AOOOOOOO4 406 I 

Opening Balance 

Opening Balance 

APrttllllllllllMMagBllllllltft'!ll 

01018591 475 pats hileg' Q2J21f2Q11 P??O" 1J 

Prestige Ventures, Corp Brokerage 
P.o. Box 5956 EI Dorado 
Panama, Republic of Panama Account Statement 

Statement Period: 5/1/2003 - 5/30/2003 

F2021111-01-04 

IIBJ1JtJIn IbJt1IlJ Prb AImIIl~ 

PanAmerica Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmer1Ca Aggressive Growth - Income 

PanAmerica Aggresslve GroWth - Income 

PanAmerlca Aggressive Growth - Income 

flltBlAmltt 
48,553.88 

cmIII: IIII'bI 

Tmll.-
48,553.88 

!Ja:scrIJltlun 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-01 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-02 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-D3 

INCOME REINVEST - F2021111-Q4 

QrrIII:y 

USD 

Current Balance $ 

Account Number: RESTIGE VENTURES CORP. 

A-II/-

AIIdIIt 

AaIuIt 
7,869.37 

15,738.75 

12,809.03 

12,136.73 

Yaar-mtsIB -211,661.98 

Bal<ml 

72,266.87 

144,533.73 

117,629.21 

111,45534 

$ 445,885.14 

Pgl Df2 












































