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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
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Z1XIAO GARY WANG, CAROLINE E+E#86N; NISHAD
SINGH, RYAN SALAME,
Defendants,
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ALAMEDA RESEARCH LL.C, ALAMEDA RESEARCH LTD.,
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SAMUEL BANKMAN-FRIED, also known as Sealed
Defendant 1,
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BRIEF FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Preliminary Statement

Samuel Bankman-Fried appeals from a judgment
of conviction entered on March 28, 2024, in the South-
ern District of New York, following a four-week trial
before the Honorable Lewis A. Kaplan, United States
District Judge, and a jury.
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Superseding Indictment S6 22 Cr. 673 (LAK) (the
“Indictment”) was filed on August 14, 2023, in seven
counts. Counts One and Three charged Bankman-
Fried with wire fraud, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1343
and 2. Counts Two and Four charged Bankman-Fried
with conspiracy to commit wire fraud, in violation of
18 U.S.C. § 1349. Count Five charged Bankman-Fried
with conspiracy to commit securities fraud, in violation
of 18 U.S.C. § 371 and 15 U.S.C. §§ 78j(b) and 78ff.
Count Six charged Bankman-Fried with conspiracy to
commit commodities fraud, in violation of 18 U.S.C.
§ 371 and 7 U.S.C. §§ 9(1) and 13(a)(5). Count Seven
charged Bankman-Fried with conspiracy to commit
money laundering, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1956(h).

Trial commenced on October 3, 2023, and ended on
November 2, 2023, when Bankman-Fried was con-
victed of all seven counts in the Indictment.

On March 28, 2024, Judge Kaplan sentenced Bank-
man-Fried to a term of imprisonment of 300 months,
to be followed by three years’ supervised release, im-
posed a $700 special assessment, and ordered Bank-
man-Fried to forfeit $11,020,000,000.

Bankman-Fried is serving his sentence.
Statement of Facts

A. The Government’'s Case

Bankman-Fried was convicted of orchestrating one
of the largest frauds in history, stealing more than $8
billion from the customers of his cryptocurrency ex-
change, FTX.com. Bankman-Fried represented FTX as
a safe and trustworthy exchange where customer
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money was protected. In reality, Bankman-Fried cov-
ertly diverted billions of dollars of FTX customer
money to his cryptocurrency trading firm, Alameda
Research. He spent the money on Alameda’s expenses,
speculative investments, and charitable donations,
and used it to repay Alameda’s lenders, make illegal
political campaign contributions, and enrich himself.
Bankman-Fried’s misappropriation of his customers’
deposits was exposed in November 2022, when FTX
declared bankruptcy after customers attempted to
withdraw more money from FTX than the exchange
had on hand, revealing a multi-billion-dollar shortfall
in FTX’s balance sheet.

The evidence at trial included seventeen witnesses,
among them three cooperating witnesses who con-
spired with Bankman-Fried to commit fraud, other for-
mer FTX and Alameda employees, a financial expert
who traced Bankman-Fried’s misappropriation and
spending of FTX customer funds, and customer, inves-
tor, and lender victims of Bankman-Fried’s scheme.
The Government also presented documentary evi-
dence including portions of the FTX codebase, finan-
cial records, internal company emails and financial
analysis, fraudulent balance sheets, Bankman-Fried’s
tweets and testimony before Congress, and private
messages between Bankman-Fried and his coconspira-
tors.

1. Bankman-Fried’s Fraud on FTX Customers

In 2019, Bankman-Fried founded FTX, which he
controlled wuntil FTX declared bankruptcy in
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November 2022. (Tr. 464, 650).! On FTX, customers
from all over the world could buy and sell cryptocur-
rencies, such as Bitcoin, convert dollars to cryptocur-
rency and vice versa, and trade in cryptocurrency de-
rivatives. (Tr. 65-66, 109, 141-42, 319-21). At the time
he founded FTX, Bankman-Fried was also CEO of Al-
ameda, a cryptocurrency trading firm that he had
founded in 2017. (Tr. 107-08, 312). Bankman-Fried
held out FTX and Alameda as separate entities, but in
fact took money that FTX customers deposited with
that exchange, and secretly transferred it to Alameda.

a. Bankman-Fried Moves FTX Customer
Deposits to Alameda

Bankman-Fried directly, and through FTX, repre-
sented to customers that their funds would not be used
by FTX. (See, e.g., Tr. 81, 658, 1289). These misrepre-
sentations were made in FTX’s advertisements
(Tr. 111; GX-900, 905), its terms of service (Tr. 1915;
GX-558), on its website and in its policy documents
(Tr. 80-81, 339-40, 1901; GX-340), and in Bankman-
Fried’s public statements, such as his tweets and

1 “Br.” refers to Bankman-Fried’s brief on appeal;
“A-” and “SPA-” refer to the appendix and special ap-
pendix filed with that brief; “GX” refers to a govern-
ment exhibit at trial; “Tr.” refers to the trial transcript;
“Add.” refers to the addendum filed with this brief; and
“Dkt.” refers to an entry on the District Court’s docket
for this case. Unless otherwise noted, case quotations
omit internal quotation marks, citations, and previous
alterations.
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Congressional testimony (Tr. 1899). Bankman-Fried
testified before Congress that FTX had a robust risk
management system and protected customer deposits
by “maintaining adequate liquid resources to ensure
the platform can return the customer’s assets upon re-
quest,” ensuring “customer assets are custodied,” and
protecting “against misuse or misallocation of cus-
tomer assets.” (GX-914A, 916T). Bankman-Fried re-
peatedly asserted on Twitter, in response to reporters’
inquiries, in statements to his investors, and in other
fora, that Alameda did not have privileged access to
FTX, that customer assets were safe, and that Ala-
meda operated as a wholly separate entity from FTX.
(Tr. 279, 400-08, 866-70, 1366-67; see, e.g., GX-817,
850).

Contrary to those representations, Bankman-Fried
viewed FTX customer funds as “a good source of capi-
tal, and he set up [a] system that allowed Alameda to
borrow from FTX” (Tr. 654), intentionally using FTX’s
infrastructure to misappropriate billions of dollars. At
the time FTX declared bankruptcy, Alameda had bor-
rowed approximately $8 billion of customer money
from the exchange that could not be repaid. (Tr. 351,
355, 1773).

Bankman-Fried misappropriated funds deposited
by FTX customers both in the form of fiat currency
(like dollars) and cryptocurrency. (Tr. 644-45). Bank-
man-Fried accomplished this in two ways:

First, at Bankman-Fried’s direction, FTX told cus-
tomers to deposit fiat currency into bank accounts that
were in fact controlled by Alameda. (Tr. 156-57, 654-
55; GX-568). Alameda regularly spent these funds,
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resulting in a multi-billion-dollar deficit of FTX cus-
tomer funds. (Tr. 656; GX-1050).

Second, Bankman-Fried secretly introduced spe-
cial features into FTX’s computer code, which permit-
ted Alameda to spend and withdraw unlimited
amounts of customer money from FTX. (Tr. 304-09,
358-59, 390-91). Cooperating witness Gary Wang im-
plemented changes to FTX’s codebase at Bankman-
Fried’s direction, as did Nishad Singh, another cooper-
ating witness and high-level FTX executive. (Tr. 322,
358). The specific code changes included an “allow neg-
ative” feature, which permitted Alameda to accrue a
negative balance when making transfers and with-
drawals; a $65 billion line of credit; and an exemption
from the automatic liquidation feature on FTX.
(Tr. 307-09, 358-59, 373, 1361-64; GX-644). As Bank-
man-Fried publicly touted, FTX would automatically
liquidate a typical client’s account once its negative
balance exceeded the amount of any posted collateral.
But the secret code features Bankman-Fried imple-
mented permitted Alameda to maintain a negative
balance, borrow funds from other FTX customers and
withdraw funds from the exchange without sufficient
collateral using a multi-billion-dollar line of credit,
and evade auto-liquidation. (Tr. 349-75, 381-96, 658-
59).2

2 Bankman-Fried claims that although “FTX pro-
vided Alameda a large line of credit,” that was some-
thing “it also did for other market makers.” (Br. 9-10).
As the trial evidence established, there was no other
market maker that had a line of credit near the size of































































































































































































































































