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In The United States District Court
For The District Of New Jersey

Commodity Futures Trading Commission,

Plaintiff,
VS,

Equity Financial Group LLC,
Tech Traders, Inc., Tech Traders, Ltd.,
Magnum Investments, Ltd., Magnum

Capital Investments, Ltd. Vincent J. Firth,

Robert W. Shimer, Coyt E. Murray and J.
Vernon Abernethy
Dcfendants.

Civil Action No: 04 CV 1512

Hsepased] Consent Order of
Prelimmary Injunction Agamst
Tech Traders, Inc., Tech
Traders, Ltd., Magnum
Investments, Ltd., Magnum
Capital Investments, Ltd. and
Coyt E. Murray

Judge Robert B. Kugler



On Apnl 1, 2004, Plaintiff, Commodity Futures Trading Commission ("Commission™),
filed a Complaint against Defendants Equity Financial Group, LLC; Tech Traders, Inc.; Vincent
J. Firth and Robert W, Shimer seeking injunctive and other equitable relief for violations of the
Commodity Exchange Act, ("Act"}, 7 U.S.C. §§ 1 et seq. (2002}, and Regulations promulgated
thereunder, 17 C.F.R. §§ 1 et seq. (2004). On June 25, 2004, the Commission moved to file a
First Amended Complaint against the previously named Defendants and, additionally, against
Tech Traders, Ltd., Magnum Investments, Ltd., Magnum Cﬁpita] Investments, Ltd., Coyt E.
Murray and J. Vemon Abemethy. [This motion was granted on August 10, 2004.]

The First Amended Complaint alleges that Tech Traders, Ine. (“TTI™), Tech Traders, Ltd.
(“ITL™}), Magnum Investments, Ltd. (“Magnum'), Magnum Capmtal Investments, Ltd (“MCI™)
{(which are alleged to be a common enterprise and which are collectively referred to as “Tech
Traders” heretnafler) and Coyt E. Murray (“Murray™) operated a so-called “super fund”™ or
master pool of one or more commodity pools and that they falscly represented to investors in this
super fund that Tech Traders enjoyed extraordinary success trading in selected financial [utures
contracts using a confidential, propnetary “portfolio” trading system. In addition, the First
Amended Complaint alleges that Tech Traders and Murray engaged Abcrncthy as an allegedly
independent CPA to provide a monthly and quarterly performance number based on “reviewed”
and “verificd” trading results. From at least June 2001 through Apnil 1, 2004, v;hen the
Comrmssion imitially filed this action (the “relevant time™), Tech Traders solicited and received
upwards of $47 million from others, including Equity Financial Group, LLC (“Equity™), a
commodity pool operator and 1ts commodity pool, Shasta Capital Associates, LLC .(“Shasta”).

Although Tech Traders, Murray and Abemethy reporied consistent, high monthly performance




numbers to participants, it is alleged that Tech Traders actually lost, misappropnated and

dissipated millions of dolars, leaving a shortfall m excess of $20 million.

The First Amended Complaint also alleges that Tech Traders acted as a commeodity pool
operator (“CPO™) and commodily trading advisor (“CTA™), and Murray as an associated person
(“AP’"y of a CPO and CTA in that they a} it solicited, accepted or received from others funds for
the purposcs of trading in commodity futores contracts; b) through Murray made trading
decisions for the commodity pool and exercised power of attomey over at least one third-party
commeodity futures trading account and ¢) utilized means of interstate commerce to manage the
Tech Traders commodity pool; yet none of the Tech Trader entitics or Murray were registered
with the Comnmssion in any capacity, nor did any of them file an exemption from registration. Tt |
is also alleged that Tech Traders commingled pool funds with its own, failed to deliver proper
Disclosure Documents or Account Statements to pool participants and illegally accepted the pool
participants” funds in its own name and traded those funds in futures trading accounts that Tech
Traders maintained in its own name. Tech Traders allegedly misrepresented to the futures
commission merchants carrying those accounts that the funds were its own.

Tech Traders and Murray, without admitting or denying the allegations of the First
Amended Complaint for the purposc of this Consent Qrder of Preliminary Injunction and Other
Ancillary Relief (“Order™), excepl as to junisdiction and venue, which they admil, consent to thel |
entry of this Order and state that their consent is entered into voluntanly and that no promise or
threat has been made by the Commission or any member, officer, agent or represcntative thereof,
to induce 1t o consent {o this Order.

THE PARTIES AGREE AND THE COURT FINDS THAT:



1. This Court has junsdiction over the subject matter of this action and all parties
hereto pursuant to Scction 6c¢ of the Commeodity Exchange Act, ("Act™), 7 U.L.C. § 13a-1
(2002), which authonzes the Commission to seek injunctive relief against any person whenever
1t shall appear that such person has engaged, is engaging or is about to-cngage in any act or
practicc constituting a violation of any provision of the Act or any rule, regulation or order
thereunder.

2. Venue properly lies with this Court pursuant to Section 6¢ of the Act,

7 U.S.C. § 13a-1 (2002), in that the Tech Traders and Murray -are found in, inhabit, or transénct
business in this district, and the acts and practices in violation of the Act have occurred, are
occurring, or arc about to occur within this district, among other places.

3. Tech Traders and Murray wave the entry of findings of facts and conclusions of

law for purposes of this Order pursuant to Rule 52 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

IT 1S THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

1. Defendants TTI, TTI., Magnum and MCI and Murray arc preliminary enjoined

and prohibited, uniil further order of the Court, from directly or indirectly:

A. Cheating or defrauding or attcmpting to cheat or defraud; or willfully making or causing to
be made to other persons any false report or statement, or willfully deceiving or attempting
to decelve other persons by any means whatsoever in or in connection with any order to
make, or the making of any contract of sale of any commodity for future delivery, made, or

to be made, for or on behalf of any other person, in violation of Section 4b(a)(2)(i) - (iii) of
the Act, 7 U.5.C. § 6b(a)(2)(1) - (iii);

B. Inthe capacity of a commodity trading advisor or commodity pool opcrator, or associaled
person of a commodity trading advisor or commedity pool operator, by use of the mails or
any means or instrumentality of interstate commcree, employing any device, scheme or
artifice to defraud any client or participant or prospective client or participant or cngaging
in any transaction, practice, or course of business which operates as a fraud or deéceit upon
any chent or participant or prospective client or participant, in violation of Section 4o(1) of
the Act, 7 U.S.C. § 6o(1);







