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SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses the Securities and Exchange Commission’s motion for
default judgment against Daryl M. Davis in an action to enforce a 2019 SEC administrative order. The
court recommends granting the motion in part and denying it in part, including assessment of a third-
tier civil money penalty of $184,767. It recommends denying prejudgment interest and treating post-
judgment interest as available by operation of law, while addressing requested injunctive relief.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Report and recommendation on the Securities and Exchange
Commission's motion for default judgment in an action seeking
enforcement of a Commission administrative order.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 55, well-pleaded allegations
concerning liability are accepted as true after default, but damages and
other relief must be independently supported. The court must
determine whether the complaint states a plausible claim and whether
the requested relief is supported by the pleadings and evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether default judgment was appropriate under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 55.

2. Whether the well-pleaded allegations established violations of Sections 206(1) and 206(2) of the
Investment Advisers Act.

3. Whether the court could assess a third-tier civil money penalty of $184,767.

4. Whether the Commission established an entitlement to prejudgment interest and post-judgment interest.

5. Whether the Commission established a reasonable and substantial likelihood of future securities-law
violations sufficient to warrant injunctive relief.

HOLDINGS

1. Default judgment was appropriate because Davis failed to plead or otherwise defend, did not
successfully challenge service, and did not respond to the motion for default judgment or its supplement.

2. The well-pleaded allegations established a plausible violation of Sections 206(1) and 206(2) of the
Advisers Act because Davis was an investment adviser who engaged in fraudulent activities through
material misrepresentations and negligently breached fiduciary duties.

3. A third-tier civil money penalty of $184,767 was warranted based on Davis's fraudulent and recurrent
conduct, high scienter, and the significant risk of substantial losses to others.

4. Prejudgment interest should be denied because the Commission failed to provide a factual and
evidentiary basis for calculating the amount or identifying when interest began to accrue.

5. The request for a separate award of post-judgment interest should be denied because such interest
applies by operation of law to a money judgment.

6. The Commission did not establish a reasonable and substantial likelihood that Davis would violate
securities laws in the future, so injunctive relief should be denied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Although the United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit has a strong policy that cases be decided
on the merits, default judgment is appropriate when the adversary process has been halted because of an
essentially unresponsive party.”

“A defendant’s default does not automatically entitle the plaintiff to entry of a default judgment; rather, that
decision is left to the discretion of the court.”

“The critical question for a district court in deciding whether to issue a permanent injunction in view of past
violations is whether there is a reasonable likelihood that the wrong will be repeated.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Daryl M. Davis was the sole owner and founder of The Parrish Group, LLC, an investment-advising firm. Davis
created and used a brochure that allegedly misrepresented the firm's assets under management, employees,



leadership, clients, and registration status, and the brochure was used at least 80 times with prospective clients
between July 2016 and November 2017. Davis also sent emails falsely stating that Parrish Group managed $1.4
billion in assets. In 2019, Davis entered into a settlement with the Commission, which issued an administrative
order requiring a $184,767 civil monetary penalty and other relief; Davis did not seek review and did not pay the
penalty.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Commission filed the action on July 1, 2024, seeking enforcement of a 2019 administrative order under the
Advisers Act and Investment Company Act. Davis failed to plead or otherwise defend, and the Clerk entered
default on September 11, 2025. The district court denied Davis's motion to vacate default based on improper
service and referred the default-judgment motion to Magistrate Judge Erin Aslan for a report and
recommendation. The report recommends granting default judgment in part by assessing a $184,767 civil money
penalty, while denying prejudgment interest, post-judgment interest, and injunctive relief.
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