
STATE OF NEW JERSEY
BUREAU OF SECURITIES
P.O. Box 47029
Newark, New Jersey 07101
(973) 504-3600

~-------------------------------------------------

IN MATTER OF:

John Ahresch
SUMMARY
REVOCATION ORDER

CRD # 2280271

--- ---------

JO

~
Abresch

626 NW 125thAvenue
Cor Springs, FL 33076j

DiS

!
VeryCapital Group, Inc.

276 North University Drive
Cor 1Springs, FL 33065

Pursuant to the authoritygranted to the Chief of the New Jersey Bureau of Securities

("Buteau") by the Unifonn Securities Law, as amended, L. 1997,c. 276, N.J.S.A. 49:3-47 et

seq., I("Law"), more particularly, N.J.S.A. 49:3-58, and after careful review and due

consJlderation of:

(1) Final Judgment of Pennanent Iniunction and Other Relief Filed Against Defendant

John ~bresch, filed by the Honorable Paul Huck on October 24, 2002 in the United States

District Court for the SouthernDistrict of Florida, in the Securities Exchange Commission v.

(2) NASD letter of revocation of registration pursuant to NASD Procedural Rule

9522~a)(2) & (3) (November 8, 2002);

(3) Order to Deny Application. In the Matter of the License of John}>.Abresch, Before

. the Division of Securities of the Department of Commerce of the State of Utah (August 3,2001);
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(4) Order for Entry of DefauIt Against John Abresch. In The Matter of John Abresch and

Massachusetts Office of the Secretary of the Commonwealth Securities Division ("Division")

(5) Order Revoking Registration as Agent. In the Matter of John Patrick Abresch. Before

the DivisIon of Banking Securities and Business InvestmentsDivision of the Department of

B ing of the State ofCOlmecticut (March 4, 2003); the Bureau Chief has determined that the

agen~registration of John Abresch shall be REVOKED for the reasons that follow:

1. John Abresc~ ("Abresch") is an indivi~ua1and former employee.ofDiscovery Capital
" ". ... . .

Groqp ("DCG") with a last known residential address of6261 NW 125thAvenue, Coral Springs,

Floooa 33065. He had been registered with the Bureau as a broker-dealer agent between the

periqd beginning January 25, 1993 and August 31, 1998with Biltmore Securities, Inc. (CRD #

25023). Abresch was then registered with the Bureau as an agent for FAS Wealth Management

Services, Inc. (CRD # 10164) :tromAugust 31,1998 until June 6,2001. Lastly, Abresch was

regis~eredas an agent with DCG (CRD # 29355) from September 21,2001 and ending

2. On March 14,2002, the United States Securities and Exchange Commission filed an

emeI12:encyfederal civil action against DCG, a broker-dealer registered with the NASD since

1992LErik Walsh ("Walsh"), DCG's CEO, and Abresch, DCG's VP and director of institutional

salesl alleging that since June 2001 DCG had raised at least $2.7 million from investors through

the sale of securities in the form of notes and preferred stock. Using high pressure, "boiler-

ro?~" tactics, sales agents ofDCG falsely told prospective investors that they were affiliated

with /thewell-known brokerage firm E.F. Hutton, had partnered with major banks, or were going
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publjc via an Initial Public Offering. The reality ofDCG was that they raised investor funds for

the l)enefit of its principals and sales agents, including over $500,000 to Abresch. The E.F.

Hutton affiliation evolved from a company that Walsh set up called E.f. Hutton & Co., Inc. that

had no ties to the now defunct E.F. Hutton. In addition, DCG, Abresch, and Walsh failed to

recoIl-dat least $1.3 million worth of loans, in violation of securities laws and placing customers

at ri~k. This Temporary Restraining Order was entered by the United States Court for the

Southern District of Florida on March 15,2002.

3. On October 24, 2002, the Honorable Paul Huck ("Huck"), for the United States

pistrjict Court for the Sou1J;1ernDistrict of Florida, entered Final Judgment of Penn anent. . .. .
(: i.

Injuriction and Other Relief. This order pennanently restrained and enjoined defendant Abresch

frornlviolations under Sections 17(a)(I),17(a)(2) and 17(a)(3) of the Securities Act of 1933

("Sequrities Act"), Section 10(b) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 ("Exchange Act") and

RulellOb-5, thereunder, and the order provided for disgorgement and prejudgment interest

therebn, and imposition of a civil money penalty against Abresch pursuant to Section 20(d) of

the Securities Act and Section 21(d) of the Exchange Act.

4. On April 5, 2002, the NASD notified DCG that Abresch was subject to statutory

disq~alification as a result of the Temporary Restraining Order filed by the SEC and entered by

the United States Court for the Southern District of Florida on March 15, 2002. DCG never

respo~ded to the letter from the NASD. Accordingly, pursuant to NASD Procedural Rule

9522la)(2) and (3), on November 8,2002, the NASD notified DCG and Abresch that Abresch's

Co

5. On August 3, 2001, the Director of the Division of Securities of the Department of

erce of the State of Utah filed an order denying Abresch's application to be licensed as a

broker-dealer agent. The denial of Abresch's application was based on the fmding of the
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Dirdctor that Abresch "engagedin dishonest or unethical practices in the securities business."

6. On June 20, 2002, the Director of the Securities Division for the Commonwealth of

Massachusetts denied Abresch's application for registration as a broker-dealer agent ofDCG,

~d pennanently barred Ab::eschfrom becoming licensed in Massachusetts. The denial and bar

of Abresch were based on a number of factors. Namely, his failure to provide the Division with

requF:steddocUmentation;his making of a false and misleading statement to the Division; his

failure to respond to and honor a subpoena by the Division; his history of customer complaints

evidencing a pattern of unethical and dishonest conduct; and the restraining order issued in the

S1;<:::1action.
'.
i' [,

7. On March 4, 2003, the Commissioner of Banking for the State of Connecticut filed an

Order against Abresch revoking his registration as an agent. Such revocation was based on

Abresch being pennanently enjoinedby a court of competentjurisdiction from engaging in or

continuing any conduct or practice involving an aspect of the securities business.

ABRESCH IS PERMANENTLY ENJOINED BY A COURT OF COMPETENT
JURISDICTION FROM ENGAGING IN OR CONTINUINGANY CONDUCT OR

PRACTICE IN THE SECURITIES BUSINESS
N.J.S.A.49:3-58(a)(1)

N.J.S.A. 49:3-58(a)(2)(iv)

8. The preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference as though set forth

verbatim herein.

9. Pursuant to N.J.S.A. 49:3-58(a):

[t]he bureau chief may by order deny, suspend, or revoke any registration

ifhe fmds: (1) that the order is in the public interest; and (2) that the

applicant or registrant ...(iv) is pennanently...enjoined by any court of competent

jurisdiction from engaging in or continuing any conduct or practice involving any

aspect of the securities...business.
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10. The Emergency Order and Pennanent Injunction,as more fully set forth in

paragraphs 2 and 3, inclusive, constitute a basis for the revocation of Abresch's registration as an

age* pursuant to N.J.S.A. 49:3-58(a)(2)(iv), in that they pennanently enjoined Abresch from

eng~ging in or continuing any conduct or practice involving any aspect of the securities business.- -

11. Based upon the foregoing, the revocation of Abresch' s registration as an agent is in

the Dublic interest and necessary for the protection of investors.

SCH IS THE SUBJECT OF AN ORDER ENTEREDWITHIN THE PAST TWO YEARS
SELF-REGULATORY ORGANIZATION DENYING OR REVOKING A SECURITIES

" , LICENSE OR REGISTRATION
} i, N.J.s.A.49:3-58(a)(2)(vi)

12. The preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference as though set forth

verbatim herein.

13. On November 8, 2002, the NASD notified DCG and Abresch that the registration of

Abneschwas revoked, pursuant to NASD Procedural Rule 9522(a)(3). This is cause, pursuant to

N.J.s.A.:. 49:3-58(a)(2)(vi), to revoke Abresch's registration.

14. N.J.S.A. 49:3-58(a)(2)(vi) authorizes the Bureau Chief to deny, suspend, or revoke

any registration ifhe finds that the applicant is the subject of an order entered within the past two

year~by any self-regulatory organization revoking a securitiesregistration if the denial is based

on facts which would currently constitute grounds for an order under New Jersey law

N.J.S.A. 49:3-58(a)(2)(vi) to revoke Abresch's registration.

IsCH IS THESUBJECTOFTIIREEORDERSENTEREDWITIIINTHEPASTTWOI

ARSBY A STATE SECURITIES ADMINISTRATOR DENYING OR REVOKING HIS
AGENT REGISTRATION
N.J.S.A.49:3-58(a)(2)(vi)

15. The preceding paragraphs are incorporated by reference as though set forth

verbatim herein.
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