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The Division of Enforcement (“Division™) submits the following Motion for Summary
Disposition Against Respondents Ireeco, LLC and Ireeco Limited (collectively, “Respondents™).
This motion addresses the appropriate monetary remedies for Respondents’ violations of Section
15(a) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (“Exchange Act”), as a result of which
Respondents collectively received more than $3 million in fees for brokering investments
pursuant to the EB-5 visa program at a time when neither was registered as a broker-dealer. For
the reasons detailed below, disgorgement should be awarded against each respondent in the
amount of fees received, plus prejudgment interest. A one-time, first-tier penalty of $75,000
should also be awarded against each respondent.

I. Procedural Background

On June 23, 2015, the Securities and Exchange Commission (“Commission”), having
accepted Respondents’ Offer of Settlement, issued the Order Instituting Administrative and
Cease-and-Desist Proceedings Pursuant to Sections 15(b) and 21C of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934, Making Findings, and Imposing Remedial Sanctions and a Cease-and-Desist Order,
and Ordering Continuation of the Proceedings (“OIP™). In the OIP, the Commission (a) found
that Respondents violated Exchange Act Section 15(a)(1)—a finding Respondents neither admit
nor deny, (b) ordered Respondents to cease and desist from any future violations, (c) ordered that
Respondents be censured, and (d) ordered that the hearing officer hold further proceedings to
determine th\e appropriateness of an order of disgorgement and/or civil penalties and, if so, the
amount thereof.

In connection with the determination of the monetary relief issues, the OIP provides:

(a) [Respondents] will be precluded from arguing they did not violate the
federal securities laws described in this Order;

(b) they may not challenge the validity of their Offer or this Order;



() solely for the purposes of such additional proceedings, the findings made
in this Order shall be accepted as and deemed true by the hearing officer;
and
(d) the hearing officer may determine the issues raised in the additional
proceedings on the basis of affidavits, declarations, excerpts of sworn
deposition or investigative testimony, and documentary evidence.
(OIP § IV)
Pursuant to the August 3, 2015 Scheduling Order, the monetary relief issues will be
determined by way of a motion for summary disposition. (AP Rulings Release No. 3004).
II.  Statement of Facts
A. Facts Deemed True for Purposes of the Monetary Relief Determination
1. Respondents and Other Relevant Persons
Respondent Ireeco, LLC is a Florida Limited Liability company formed in May 2006 by
Stephen Pamnell and Andrew Bartlett. Ireeco, LLC has never been registered with the
Commission in any capacity. From at least January 2010 through May 2012, Ireeco, LLC acted
as an unregistered broker-dealer in connection with the sales of securities involving the EB-5
Visa Program.’
Respondent Ireeco Limited is a Hong Kong entity formed by Parnell and Bartlett in May
2012 purpoﬁedly for tax purposes. Ireeco Limited is the 100% owner of Ireeco, LLC. Ireeco
Limited has never been registered with the Commission in any capacity. From at least May 2012

through the present, Ireeco Limited has been acting as an unregistered broker-dealer in

connection with the sales of securities involving the EB-5 Visa Program.’

'OIP § HILA.1.
OIP § 1ILLA.2.



Parnell, age 57, is a resident of Boca Raton, Florida. He is the co-managing member of
Ireeco, LLC, and also a principal and equal co-owner of Ireeco Limited. Parnell previously was
registered with the State of Florida as an investment adviser representative with Investment Visa
Advisors LLC.?

Bartlett, age 61, is a resident of Osprey, Florida. He is the co-managing member of
Ireeco, LLC, and also a principal and equal co-owner of Ireeco Limited.”

2. Factual Background
a. The EB-5 Visa Program

Congress created the EB-5 Visa Program back in 1990 to provide would-be immigrants
with the opportunity to become lawful permanent residents by investing in the U.S. economy.
To qualify for an EB-5 visa, the foreign applicant first must invest $1 million ($500,000 if in a
targeted employment area) in a USCIS—approveci U.S. commercial enterprise. Once the
investment requirement has been met, the foreign applicant then can apply for a conditional
green card (I-526 Petition), which is good for two years from approval. If the investment creates
or preserves at least 10 full-time jobs during that time, the foreign applicant then may apply to
have the conditions removed (I-829 Petition) from his or her green card and live and work‘ in the
U.S. permanently.’

In 1992,‘ a program was enacted that set aside a certain number of EB-5 visas for
investments that were affiliated with an economic unit known as a “regional center,” defined as
any public or private entity involved with the prbmotion of economic growth, improved regional

productivity, job creation and increased domestic capital investment. EB-5 regional centers are

S0IP § 111.A.3.
*OIP § 111.A 4.
°OIP § 111.B.a.5.



designated by the USCIS to administer EB-5 investment projects baséd on proposals for
promoting economic growth.6

An applicant investor is only required to invest $500,000 if done through a regional
center. Many regional centers also requi;e each applicant investor to pay an administrative fee,
which varies from project to project and typically offsets the regional center’s legal fees, travel,
and other expenses. By investing through a regional center, the foreign investor is relieved of the
day-to-day operations of the business and is not responsible for the direct management of the
center’s investment. As a result, the vast majority of issued EB-5 visas have been for applicants
who invest through regional centers.’

b. Respondents’ EB-S Business

Parnell and Bartlett formed Ireeco, LLC in 2006. Between at least January 2010 and
May 2012, Ireeco, LLC solicited foreign investors who wished to invest in the EB-5 Visa
Program through regional centers. Ireeco, LLC employed four to five people located in the
United States, including Parnell and Bartlett, and operated primarily through its website,
www.whicheb5.com. According to its website, Ireeco, LLC worked with foreign individuals to
determine if the EB-5 Visa Program would work for them. Ireeco, LLC stated that it provided
foreign investors with the information and education they would need in choosing the right
regional center to invest with. The website included information about Parnell and Bartlett’s
background and experience.®

Ireeco, LLC claimed to have provided independent EB-5 “education and information” to

over 3,300 immigrants from 34 countries. It also claimed to have a 100% success rate in that all

°OIP § 111.B.a.6.
OIP § I11.B.a.7.
S0IP § 111.B.b.8.
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of its customers were successful in obtaining their I-526 petitions and that those who reached the
1-829 petition stage were successful in obtaining their unconditional green card. On its website,
Ireeco, LLC cautioned potential investors that “[e]very regional center is in competition to sell
you on why their business plan is better than anyone else’s; they want your money and thus they
carefully paint a picture of all the positive aspects of their regional center often without making
you aware of any potential negatives.”9

In May 2012, Parnell and Bartlett formed Ireeco Limited, a Hong Kong entity, and it
became a managing member of Ireeco, LLC. Ireeco Limited has since replaced Ireeco, LLC as
the company that solicits foreign investors for EB-5 investments and is now the contracting party
with the regional centers. Although Ireeco Limited is currently listed as the owner of the
website, www.whicheb5.com, a “U.S. Admin Office” address for the company out of Greenville,
South Carolina appears prominently on the site. Ireeco Limited relied on the same small staff of
four to five people located in the United States, including Parnell and Bartlett, that operated
Ireeco, LLC.'®

c. Unregistered Broker Activity

Through their website, Respondents offered to assist foreign investors in choosing the
right EB-5 projects. As a first step, the potential investor would request information through the
website and then would be contacted by Parnell or another of Respondents’ representatives. The
objective of that first contact with the potential investor was to ascertain the applicant’s interest

in the program and level of knowledge. In at least 10 instances, potential investors already were

°OIP § 111.B.b.9.
"°OIP § 111.B.b.10.
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residing in the U.S. on some other type of temporary visa when they were solicited by Ireeco,
LLC or later by Ireeco Limited.""

After the initial call with the potential investor, representatives from Respondents would
try to arrange for a more substantive follow-up call with the investor to discuss the next step in
the EB-5 investment process. At that point, Respondents proceeded to send the potential investor
EB-5 industry publications and other information about the program. Respondents also provided
the investor with marketing information touting Parnell’s and Bartlett’s experience and expertise
in EB-5 investments. If Respondents were unable to set up a follow-up call with the investor and
months had passed since that initial contact, Respondents would email the prospect to see if he or
she remained interested in the EB-5 Visa Program. Respondents would send these emails
automatically to potential customers three months after the first inquiry, and then again after 18
months.'?

If Parnell or another of Respondents’ representatives were able to arrange follow-up calls
with potential investors, they would then talk to the prospects about their background, visa
status, understanding of how U.S. businesses operate, area of business in their home country, and
interest in a particular geographical area or a specific type of EB-5 project. Based on the
information obtained from the potential customer, Respondents determined first if he or she
qualified for the EB-5 project, and second, what his or her investment preferences were. "

Once Respondents had a better understanding of the potential investor’s EB-5
preferences and suitability, Respondents gave the investor one or more EB-5 regional center

projects as possible choices, as well as background information about those centers.

"OIP § 1I.B.c.11.
2OIP § 111.B.c.12.
BOIP § 111.B.c.13.
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Respondents performed “due diligence” on each of the regional centers it selected for their
customers.

After investors identified which of the regional centers they were most interested in,
Respondents “registered” the customers with the regional center by providing their names,
contact information and visa status. The investors then dealt directly with the regional center,
with Respondents being consulted by investors on occasion. The regional centers provided their
offering documents directly to investors. Investors also woul.’d contact Respondents from time to
time if they had questions about the investments or offering materials."”

Respondents did not collect fees directly from the investors. Instead, under the “referral
partner agreements” first between Ireeco, LLC and the regional centers it selected for its
customers and later between Ireeco Limited and the regional centers, the centers compensated
Respondents for each registered investor who invested funds in an EB-5 offering. Respondents
earned the fee once the investor’s [-526 petition (conditional green card) was approved by
USCIS. The fee was a commission based on a fixed portion of the “administrative fee” the
investor paid to the regional center.'®

From January 2010 through the present, Respondents were paid fees—approximately
$2,146,116.15 for Ireeco, LLC and $1,479,633.85 for Ireeco Limited'—for actively soliciting
over 158 foreign investors for selected regional centers.'® Together, these investors invested a

combined total of $79 million in the regional centers.'’

“OIP § 111.B.c.14.

POIP § II1.B.c.15.

“OIP § 11.B.c.16.

"Exh. A (Declaration of Brian T. James, § 4 & Exhs. 1-3).
BOIP § IIL.B.c.17.

'9]d.
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III. Remedies
A. Disgorgement
Disgorgement is appropriate in the amount of the fees received by Respondents:
Disgorgement is intended primarily to prevent unjust enrichment. Although the
amount of disgorgement should include all gains flowing from the illegal activities,
calculating that amount requires only a reasonable approximation of profits causally
connected to the violation. Once the Division shows that its disgorgement figure
reasonably approximates the ill-gotten gains, the burden shifts to the respondent to
demonstrate that the Division’s estimate is not a reasonable approximation. Thus,
exactitude is not a requirement; so long as the measure of disgorgement is
reasonable, any risk of uncertainty should fall on the wrongdoer whose illegal
conduct created that uncertainty.
Ralph Calabro, AP File No. 3-15015, 2015 WL 3439152, *44 (May 29, 2015) (Commission
Opinion) (footnotes, quotations, and alterations omitted). Disgorgement is appropriate in cases
involving broker registration violations. See Kenneth C. Meissner, AP File No. 3-16175, 2015 WL
4624707, *12-13 (Aug. 4, 2015) (Initial Decision) (imposing disgorgement against defendant
whose sole violation was Exchange Act Section 15(a)(1)); ¢f. SEC v. Rockwell Energy of Texas,
LLC, 2012 WL 360191, *6 (S.D. Tex. Feb. 1, 2012) (“Disgorgement is appropriate not only in
cases of fraud . . . but also where a defendant violates the securities registration provision of the
federal securities laws.”). Commissions received from unlawful sales can provide the required
-reasonable approximation of a respondent’s ill-gotten gains. Calabro, 2015 WL 3439152, *44,
*45. Business expenses incurred in connection with the commissions are not properly offset
against the disgorgement amount. /d at *44 n.233.

Here, as described above, Ireeco, LLC and Ireeco Limited received in fees, respectively,

$2,146,116.15 and $1,479,633.85, and disgorgement in those amounts should be ordered.


http:1,479,633.85
http:2,146,116.15

B. Prejudgment Interest

Prejudgment interest should ordinarily be awarded on the disgorgement amount, “except in
the most unique and compelling circumstances . . . in order to deny a wrongdoer the equivalent of
an interest free loan from the wrongdoer’s victims.” Terence Michael Coxon, AP File No. 3-9218,
2003 WL 21991359, at *14 (Aug. 21, 2003) (Commission Opinion), aff'd, 137 F. App’x 975 (9th
Cir. 2005). Prejudgment interest should be calculated using the delinquent tax rate established by
the Internal Revenue Service, 26 U.S.C. § 6621(a)(2), and assessed on a quarterly basis.
Accordingly, prejudgment interest in the amount of $76,211.73 for Ireeco LLC and $52,543.97
should be awarded.*

C. Civil Penalties

Civil penalties “are intended to punish, and label defendants wrongdoers.” Gabelli v. SEC,
133 S. Ct. 1216, 1223 (2013). Penalties also serve to deter both the violator and “others in similar
positions from engaging in future violations.” Jokn P. Flannery, AP File No. 3-14081, 2014 WL
7145625, *41 (Dec. 15, 2014) (Commission Opinion), petitions for review filed, No. 15-1080
(1st Cir. Jan. 14, 2015). Exchange Act Section 21B(b) establishes a tiered system of penalties.
Under the first tier,”' the maximum penalty for an entity is $75,000 per violation. See 17 C.F.R. §

201.1005.%

*prejudgment interest reports for Ireeco, LLC and Ireeco Limited are attached respectively as Exhibits B
and C. These calculations are conservative, (a) starting the running of interest in February 2014, since
Respondents last received commissions at that time, and (b) stopping the running of interest in May 2015,
when the tentative settlement was reached.

*'The Division does not seek second- or third-tier penalties against Respondents.

*Under the Federal Civil Penalties Inflation Adjustment Act of 1990, as amended by the Debt Collection
Improvement Act of 1996, the statutory penalty amounts are adjusted to account for inflation, based on
violation dates. 17 C.F.R. §§ 201.1001-1004, Tbl. II-IV to Subpt. E. The amounts set forth in the text
apply because the violations occurred after the adjustment date of March 3, 2009 but before the
adjustments that took place in March 2013. See 17 C.F.R. § 201.1004, Tbl. IV to Subpt.

-9-
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Under Section 21B(b) a penalty can be imposed for “each act or omission” constituting a
violation, so in a case involving Section 15(a)(1), the maximum total penalty would be the highest
penalty for the applicable tier multiplied by the number of transactions “effected,” “induced,” or
“attempted to [be] induced.” See Eric J. Brown, AP File No. 3-13532, 2012 WL 625874, *17 &
n.59 (Feb. 27, 2012) (Commission Opinion) (“Regarding the number of ‘acts or omissions’ against
which to apply the maximum second-tier penalty, we believe that imposing a penalty for each
defrauded customer is appropriate.”); see also SEC v. Pentagon Capital Management, 725 F.3d
279, 288 n.7 (2d Cir. 2013) (“[W]e find no error in the district court’s methodology for calculating
the maximum penalty by counting each late trade as a separate violation.”); SEC v. Lazare Indus.,
Inc., 294 Fed. App’x 711, 715 (3d Cir. 2008) (unpublished) (affirming imposition of $500,000
civil penalty because the statutes “provide for a maximum penalty of $100,000 for individuals for
each violation (i.e., each of Harley’s at least 54 sales of stock)”) (emphasis in original); CFTC v.
Levy, 541 F.3d 1102, 1111 (11th Cir. 2008) (holding, where regulation authorized $120,000 civil
penalty “for each such violation,” that “after finding that Levy had committed at least five
violations of the Commodity and Exchange Act, the district court properly multiplied the
maximum civil penalty of $120,000 by five™).

In assessing the appropriate penalty, the Commission considers “whether there was
fraudulent misconduct; harm to others or unjust enrichment, taking into account any restitution;
whether the respondent had previous violations; the need for deterrence of such persons; and such
other matters as justice may require.” Montford & Co., Inc., AP File No. 3-14536, 2014 WL
1744130, *24 (May 2, 2014) (Commission Opinion); see 15 U.S.C. § 78u—2(c) (statutory factors).

The penalty the Division is seeking, a single first-tier $75,000 penalty as to each -

Respondent, is appropriate here. Registration violations—even “standalone” violations where

-10-



fraud is not alleged—are serious, and warrant a significant penalty. Respondents’ conduct is
relatively recent; occurred over an extended period, and resulted in tens of millions being invested.
In addition, a penalty would deter future violations by Respondents and others. Finally the
penalty the Division is seeking is significantly less than Respondents’ pecuniary gain and a tiny
fraction of the amount that could be imposed if the penalty were calculated on a per-sale basis. See
Kenneth C. Meissner, AP File No. 3-16175, 2014 WL 7330318, *5 (Dec. 23, 2014) (settled order
finding violation of Exchange Act Section 15(a) and imposing $48,000 civil penalty, the
approximate amount of commissions respondent received); see also id., 2015 WL 1534398, *11-
12 (Apr. 7, 2015) (Initial Decision) (finding second-tier penalty appropriate for registration
violation but declining to impose due to inability to pay).>

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, the Division requests that its Motion for Summary
Disposition be granted, and the following relief be imposed:

(a) against Respondent Ireeco, LLC, disgorgement of $2,146,116.15, prejudgment
interest of $76,211.73, and a civil penalty of $75,000, and

(b)  against Respondent Ireeco Limited, disgorgement of $1,479,633.85, prejudgment
interest of $52,543.97, and a civil penalty of $75,000.

Exd

¥ Ability to pay “may be considered, but it is only one factor. Considering it is also discretionary . . . .
Johnny Clifton, AP File No. 3-14266, 2013 WL 3487076, *16 n.116 (July 12, 2013) (Commission
Opinion). Respondents “bear[] the burden of demonstrating inability to pay,” Craig Berkman, AP File
No. 3-15249, 2014 WL 2089917, *3 (May 19, 2014) (quotation and citation omitted) (Initial Decision),
and the Division will address in its reply brief Respondents’ ability-to-pay arguments.

-11-
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August 18, 2015 Res ectfully subrmtted

Andrew O. SChlff

Regional Trial Counsel
Direct Line: (305) 982-6390
schiffa@sec.gov

DIVISION OF ENFORCEMENT

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
801 Brickell Avenue, Suite 1800

Miami, FL 33131

Phone: (305) 982-6300

Fax: (305) 536-4154

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that an original and three copics of the foregoing were filed with the
Securities and Exchange Commission, Office of the Secretary, 100 F Street, N.E., Washington,
D.C. 20549-9303 and that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served by Email and
U.S. Mail, on this 18th day of August 2015, on the following persons entitled to notice:

The Honorable Jason S. Patil
Administrative Law Judge

Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20549

Joseph A. Sacher

SACHER, ZELMAN, HARTMAN,

PAUL, BEILEY & SACHER, P.A.

1401 Brickell Avenue, Seventh Floor

Miami, Florida 33131

(Counsel for Respondents Ireeco, LLC and Ireeco Limited)

A ////(//

Andrew Schiff, Esq
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Before the
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDING
File No. 3-16647

DECLARATION OF BRIAN T. JAMES IN
In the Matter of SUPPORT OF THE DIVISION OF
ENFORCEMENT’S MOTION FOR
IREECO, LLC and SUMMARY DISPOSITION
IREECO LIMITED
Respondents.

Brian T. James do hereby declare under penalty of perjury, in accordance with 28 U.S.C.
§ 1746, that the following is true and correct, and that I am competent to testify as to the matters
stated herein:

1. I am over 21 years of age. I am employed as Senior Counsel for the United States
Securities and Exchange Commission’s (“Commission”) Division of Enforcement, and have
been employed in this capacity since December 2010. I have been a member in good standing of
the Florida State Bar since 2000.

2. In more than four years as a Commission attorney, I have performed numerous
enforcement investigations. As part of these investigations, I am regularly required to, among
other things, gather documentary evidence, interview witnesses, and conduct sworn testimony in
order to determine if violations of the federal securities laws have occurred or are occurring.

3. I make this declaration based upon my personal knowledge and information
gathered during the course of the Commission’s investigation of Ireeco, LLC and Ireeco Limited

(“Respondents™).




4. As part of the Commission’s investigation, I caused certain requests for
documents to be made to Respondents, both formally through a subpoena and informally. One
such request was for documents showing the consultancy fees paid to Ireeco, LLC, and a
subsequent request for an update to the information produced in response to the initial request.
Respondents’ initial préduction (for the period January 2, 2010 through October 2012) and
supplemental production (for the period January 2013 through February 2014), redacted to
remove information relating to the EB-5 applicants’ addresses and telephone numbers, are
attached respectively as Exhibits 1 and 2 to this Declaration. Based on these documents, the fees
totaled $3,625,750.

5. Respondents also produced profit and loss figures for Ireeco, LLC for the years
2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013. These documents are attached collectively as Exhibit 3 to this
Declaration. Based on these documents, Ireeco LLC’s total income for this period was
$2,146,116.15. My understanding based on information Respondents proffered through their
counsel is that the $1,479,633.85 difference between the total fees of $3,625,750 (per Exhibits 1
and 2), and Ireeco LLC’s total income of $2,146,116.15 (per Exhibit 3), represents the fees paid
to Ireeco Limited.

[ declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true an

€75
Executed on August 18, 2015

BRIAN T. JAMES
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IREECO LLC

Profit & Loss
January through December 2010

Jan - Dec 10
Ordinary Income/Expense
income
Advertising Contributions 712.17
Income 444,903.98
Total Income 445,616.15
Expense
Admin Services 47,250.00
Advertising 653.46
Bank Service Charges 277.01
Distribution to Partners** 350,000.00
Education 675.00
Expenses 260.00
Government Fees 138.75
Office Supplies 110.00
Postage and Delivery 265.52
Printing and Reproduction 1,111.81
Professional Fees 462.56
Professional Services 238.00
Publications 827.87
Rent 1,381.85
Software 138.87
Telephone 1,804.44
Telephone Reimbursement 2,302.81
Translation 505.22
Web Hosting 368.25
Web Services 6,745.09
Total Expense 455,616.51
Net Ordinary Income -9,900.36
Other Income/Expense
Other Income
Publishing Royalties 1,490.06
Total Other Income 1,480.06
Net Other Income 1,490.06
Net Income -8,410.30

** These funds were split 50/50 to
Andrew Bartlett LLC
Stephen Parnell LLC
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IREECO LLC

Profit & Loss
January through December 2011

Jan - Dec 11
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
Income 670,500.00
Total Income 670,500.00
Expense
Admin Services 62,500.00
Advertising 958.64
Bank Service Charges 649.83
Distribution to Partners™ 578,500.00
Expenses 768.44
Government Fees 193.75
Hosting Fee 9.95
Membership 1,250.00
Office Supplies 137.75
_Printing and Reproduction 195.98
Rent 1,379.33
Software 49.95
Telephone 1,698.31
Telephone Reimbursement 3,849.80
Translation 638.81
Travel & Ent
Travel 238.50
Total Travel & Ent 238.50
Web Hosting 509.59
Web Services 4,844.18
Total Expense 658,372.81
Net Ordinary Income 12,127.19
Other income/Expense
Other Income
Publishing Royalties 1,521.84
Total Other Income 1,521.84
Net Other Income 1,521.84
Net Income 13,649.03

** These funds were split 50/50 to
Andrew Bartlett LLC
Stephen Parnell LLC

CONFIDENTIAL
SEC Inquiry (FL-03771) lreeco0075%4


http:13,649.03
http:1,521.84
http:1,521.84
http:1,521.84
http:12,127.19
http:658,372.81
http:4,844.18
http:3,849.80
http:1,698.31
http:1,379.33
http:1,250.00
http:578,500.00
http:62,500.00
http:670,500.00
http:670,500.00

IREECO LLC

Profit & Loss
January through December 2012

Jan - Dec 12
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income )
income 876,500.00
Total Income 876,500.00
Expense
Admin Services 77,000.00
Bank Service Charges 430.60
Contributions $,000.00
Distribution to Partners* 731,500.00
Education 350.00
Expenses 10,000.00
Filing Fees 50.00
Government Fees 138.75
Hosting Fee 9.95
Insurance 2,697.24
Membership 750.00
Office Supplies 187.59
Postage and Delivery 146.38
Printing and Reproduction 364.70
Professional Fees )
Legal Fees 19,818.29
Professional Fees - Other 1,832.85
Total Professional Fees 21,651.14
Rent 3,235.35
Software 217.50
Telephone 2,441.88
Telephone Reimbursement 3,719.42
Transiation 1,468.51
Travel & Ent 518.08
Web Hosting 2,290.60
Web Services 6,392.33
Total Expense 874,560.02
Net Ordinary Income 1,839.98
Other Income/Expense
Other Income
Other Income
Currency Exchange 706.88
Total Other Income 706.88
Publishing Royalties 1,107.04
Total Other Income 1,813.92
Net Other Income 1,813.92
Net Income 3,753.90

** These funds were split 50/50 to
Andrew Bartlett LLC
Stephen Parnell LLC
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IREECO LLC
Profit & Loss

January through December 2013

Jan - Dec 13
Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
income 153,500.00
Total Income 153,500.00
Expense
Admin Services 102,000.00
Advertising 2,439.41
Bank Service Charges 273.28
Expenses 2,500.00
Government Fees 293.75
Office Supplies 59.99
Postage and Delivery 29.27
Printing and Reproduction 771.45
Professional Fees
Legal Fees 30,528.52
Professional Fees - Other 0.77
Total Professional Fees 30,529.29
Professional Services 1,369.87
Rent 2,421.05
Search information 1.85
Software 1,210.45
Telephone 2,286.13
Telephone Reimbursement 3,611.13
Translation 1,622.83
Web Development 500.00
Web Hosting 616.00
Web Services - 11,830.80
Total Expense 164,366.65
Net Ordinary Income -10,866.65
QOther Income/Expense
Other Income
Other Income
Currency Exchange 168.21
Other Income - Other 8.00
Total Other Income 206.21
Publishing Royalties 1,292.48
Total Other Income 1,498.69
Net Other Income 1,498.69
Net Income -9,367.96
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Ireeco, LLC Prejudgment Interest Calculation
Period Rate

Quarter Range

Page 1 of 1

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission

Annual Rate

Division of Enforcement

Prejudgment Interest Report

Quarter Interest

Principal+Interest

Violation Amount

03/01/2014-03/31/2014
04/01/2014-06/30/2014
07/01/2014-09/30/2014
10/01/2014-12/31/2014
01/01/2015-03/31/2015
04/01/2015-04/30/2015

3%
3%
3%
3%
3%
3%

0.25%
0.75%
0.76%
0.76%
0.74%
0.25%

$5,468.19
$16,092.67
$16,391.20
$16,515.15
$16,278.29
$5,466.23

$2,146,116.15
$2,151,584.34
$2,167,677.01
$2,184,068.21
$2,200,583.36
$2,216,861.65
$2,222,327.88

Prejudgment Violation Range

03/01/2014-04/30/2015

http://enforcenet/PJIC%20Web/Data_Entry.html

Quarter Interest Total
$76,211.73

Prejudgment Total
$2,222,327.88

8/13/2015


http://enforcenet/P
http:2,222,327.88
http:76,211.73

Division of Enforcement

 Ireeco, LLC Prejudgment Interest Calculation
Quarter Range Annual Rate Period Rate Quarter Interest

Prejudgment Interest Report

Page 1 of 1

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission

Principal+Interest

Violation Amount

$2,146,116.15

03/01/2014-03/31/2014 3% 0.25% $5,468.19 $2,151,584.34
04/01/2014-06/30/2014 3% 0.75% $16,092.67 $2,167,677.01
07/01/2014-09/30/2014 3% 0.76% $16,391.20 $2,184,068.21
10/01/2014-12/31/2014 3% 0.76% $16,515.15 $2,200,583.36
01/01/2015-03/31/2015 3% 0.74% $16,278.29 $2,216,861.65
04/01/2015-04/30/2015 3% 0.25% $5,466.23 $2,222,327.88
Prejudgment Violation Range Quarter Interest Total Prejudgment Total

$2,222,327.88

03/01/2014-04/30/2015 $76,211.73

http://enforcenet/PJIC%20Web/Data_Entry.html

8/13/2015
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