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Commissioners

The three initial Commissioners took office March 1, 1903. From 1903 to 1919 the Commissioners were appointed
by the Governor subject to confirmation by the General Assembly. Between 1919 and 1926 they were elected by popular
vote. Between 1926 and 1928 they were appointed by the Governor subject to confirmation by the General Assembly. Since
1928 they have been elected by the General Assembly.

The names and terms of office of the Commissioners:

Years
Beverley T. Crump March 1, 1903 to June 1, 1907 4
Henry C. Stuart March 1, 1903 to February 28, 1908 5
Henry Fairfax March 1, 1903 to October 1, 1905 3
Jos. E. Willard October 1, 1905 to February 18, 1910 4
Robert R. Prentis June 1, 1907 to November 17, 1916 9
Wm. F. Rhea February 28, 1908 to November 15, 1925 18
J. R. Wingfield February 18, 1910 to January 31, 1918 8
C. B. Garnett November 17, 1916 to October 28, 1918 2
Alexander Forward February 1, 1918 to December 5, 1923 5
Robert E. Williams November 12, 1918 to July 1, 1919 1
(Temporary Appointment during absence of Forward on military service)
S. L. Lupton October 28, 1918 to June 1, 1919 1
Berkley D. Adams June 12, 1919 to January 31, 1928 9
Oscar L. Shewmake December 16, 1923 to November 24, 1924 1
H. Lester Hooker November 25, 1924 to January 31, 1972 47
Louis S. Epes November 16, 1925 to November 16, 1929 4
Wm. Meade Fletcher February 1, 1928 to December 19, 1943 16
George C. Peery November 29, 1929 to April 17, 1933 3
Thos. W. Ozlin April 17, 1933 to July 14, 1944 11
Harvey B. Apperson January 31, 1944 to October 5, 1947 4
Robert O. Norris August 30, 1944 to November 20, 1944
L. McCarthy Downs December 16, 1944 to April 18, 1949 5
W. Marshall King October 7, 1947 to June 24, 1957 10
Ralph T. Catterall April 28, 1949 to January 31, 1973 24
Jesse W. Dillon July 16, 1957 to January 28, 1972 14
Preston C. Shannon March 10, 1972 to January 31, 1996 25
Junie L. Bradshaw March 10, 1972 to January 31, 1985 13
Thomas P. Harwood, Jr. February 20, 1973 to February 20, 1992 19
Elizabeth B. Lacy April 1, 1985 to December 31, 1988 4
Theodore V. Morrison, Jr. February 15, 1989 to December 31, 2007 19
Hullihen Williams Moore February 26, 1992 to January 31, 2004 13
Clinton Miller February 15, 1996 to January 31, 2006 11
Mark C. Christie February 1, 2004 to
Judith Williams Jagdmann February 1, 2006 to
James C. Dimitri September 3, 2008 to
From 1903 through 2012 the lines of succession were:

Years Years Years
Crump 4 Stuart 5 Fairfax 3
Prentis 9 Rhea 18 Willard 4
Garnett 2 Epes 4 Wingfield 8
Lupton 1 Peery 3 Forward 5
Adams 9 Ozlin 11 Williams 1
Fletcher 16 Norris 0 Shewmake 1
Apperson 4 Downs 5 Hooker 47
King 10 Catterall 24 Bradshaw 13
Dillon 14 Harwood 19 Lacy 4
Shannon 25 Moore 13 Morrison 19
Miller 11 Christie 9 Dimitri 4

Jagdmann 7
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CHAPTER 20

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
RULES OF PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE

PART 1.
GENERAL PROVISIONS.
5 VAC 5-20-10. Applicability.

The State Corporation Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure are promulgated pursuant to the authority of § 12.1-25 of the Code of
Virginia and are applicable to the regulatory and adjudicatory proceedings of the State Corporation Commission except where superseded by more specific
rules for particular types of cases or proceedings. When necessary to serve the ends of justice in a particular case, the commission may grant, upon motion or
its own initiative, a waiver or modification of any of the provisions of these rules, except 5 VAC 5-20-220, under terms and conditions and to the extent it
deems appropriate. These rules do not apply to the internal administration or organization of the commission in matters such as the procurement of goods
and services, personnel actions, and similar issues, nor to matters that are being handled administratively by a division or bureau of the commission.

5 VAC 5-20-20. Good faith pleading and practice.

Every pleading, written motion, or other document presented for filing by a party represented by an attorney shall be signed by at least one
attorney of record in the attorney's individual name, and the attorney's mailing address and telephone number, and where available, telefax number and email
address, shall be stated. An individual not represented by an attorney shall sign the individual's pleading, motion, or other document, and shall state the
individual's mailing address and telephone number. A partnership not represented by an attorney shall have a partner sign the partnership's pleading, motion,
or other document, and shall state the partnership's mailing address and telephone number. A nonlawyer may only represent the interests of another before
the commission in the presentation of facts, figures, or factual conclusions, as distinguished from legal arguments or conclusions. In the case of an individual
or entity not represented by counsel, each signature shall be that of the individual or a qualified officer or agent of the entity. Documents signed pursuant to
this rule need not be under oath unless so required by statute.

The commission allows electronic filing. Before filing electronically, the filer shall complete an electronic document filing authorization form,
establish a filer authentication password with the Clerk of the State Corporation Commission and otherwise comply with the electronic filing procedures
adopted by the commission. Upon establishment of a filer authentication password, a filer may make electronic filings in any case. All documents submitted
electronically must be capable of being printed as paper documents without loss of content or appearance.

The signature of an attorney or party constitutes a certification that (i) the attorney or party has read the pleading, motion, or other document; (ii)
to the best of the attorney's or party's knowledge, information, and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, the pleading, motion or other document is well
grounded in fact and is warranted by existing law or a good faith argument for the extension, modification, or reversal of existing law; and (iii) the pleading,
motion or other document is not interposed for any improper purpose, such as to harass or to cause unnecessary delay or needless increase in the cost of
litigation. A pleading, written motion, or other document will not be accepted for filing by the Clerk of the Commission if it is not signed.

An oral motion made by an attorney or party in a commission proceeding constitutes a representation that the motion (i) is well grounded in fact
and is warranted by existing law or a good faith argument for the extension, modification, or reversal of existing law; and (ii) is not interposed for any
improper purpose, such as to harass or to cause unnecessary delay or needless increase in the cost of litigation.

5 VAC 5-20-30. Counsel.

Except as otherwise provided in 5 VAC 5-20-20, no person other than a properly licensed attorney at law shall file pleadings or papers or appear
at a hearing to represent the interests of another person or entity before the commission. An attorney admitted to practice in another jurisdiction, but not
licensed in Virginia, may be permitted to appear in a particular proceeding pending before the commission in association with a member of the Virginia
State Bar. The Virginia State Bar member will be counsel of record for every purpose related to the conduct and disposition of the proceeding.

In all appropriate proceedings before the Commission, the Division of Consumer Counsel, Office of the Attorney General, may appear and
represent and be heard on behalf of consumers' interests, and investigate matters relating to such appearance, and otherwise may participate to the extent
reasonably necessary to discharge its statutory duties.

5 VAC 5-20-40. Photographs and broadcasting of proceedings.

Electronic media and still photography coverage of commission hearings will be allowed at the discretion of the commission.

5 VAC 5-20-50. Consultation by parties with commissioners and hearing examiners.

No commissioner or hearing examiner shall consult with any party or any person acting on behalf of any party with respect to a pending formal
proceeding without giving adequate notice and opportunity for all parties to participate.
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5 VAC 5-20-60. Commission staff.

The commissioners and hearing examiners shall be free at all times to confer with any member of the commission staff. However, no facts nor
legal arguments likely to influence a pending formal proceeding and not of record in that proceeding shall be furnished ex parte to any commissioner or
hearing examiner by any member of the commission staff.

5 VAC 5-20-70. Informal complaints.

All correspondence and informal complaints shall be referred to the appropriate division or bureau of the commission. The head of the division
or bureau receiving this correspondence or complaint shall attempt to resolve the matter presented. Matters not resolved to the satisfaction of all
participating parties by the informal process may be reviewed by the full commission upon the proper filing of a formal proceeding in accordance with the
rules by any party to the informal process.

PART II.
COMMENCEMENT OF FORMAL PROCEEDINGS.
5 VAC 5-20-80. Regulatory proceedings.

A. Application. Except where otherwise provided by statute, rule or commission order, a person or entity seeking to engage in an industry or
business subject to the commission's regulatory authority, or to make changes in any previously authorized service, rate, facility, or other aspect of such
industry or business that, by statute or rule, must be approved by the commission, shall file an application requesting authority to do so. The application shall
contain (i) a specific statement of the action sought; (ii) a statement of the facts that the applicant is prepared to prove that would warrant the action sought;
(iii) a statement of the legal basis for such action; and (iv) any other information required by law or regulation. Any person or entity filing an application
shall be a party to that proceeding.

B. Participation as a respondent. A notice of participation as a respondent is the proper initial response to an application. A notice of
participation shall be filed within the time prescribed by the commission and shall contain (i) a precise statement of the interest of the respondent; (ii) a
statement of the specific action sought to the extent then known; and (iii) the factual and legal basis for the action. Any person or entity filing a notice of
participation as a respondent shall be a party to that proceeding.

C. Public witnesses. Any person or entity not participating in a matter pursuant to subsection A or B of this section may make known their
position in any regulatory proceeding by filing written comments in advance of the hearing if provided for by commission order or by attending the hearing,
noting an appearance in the manner prescribed by the commission, and giving oral testimony. Public witnesses may not otherwise participate in the
proceeding, be included in the service list, or be considered a party to the proceeding.

D. Commission staff. The commission staff may appear and participate in any proceeding in order to see that pertinent issues on behalf of the
general public interest are clearly presented to the commission. The staff may, inter alia, conduct investigations and discovery, evaluate the issues raised,
testify and offer exhibits, file briefs and make argument, and be subject to cross-examination when testifying. Neither the commission staff collectively nor
any individual member of the commission staff shall be considered a party to the case for any purpose by virtue of participation in a proceeding.

5 VAC 5-20-90. Adjudicatory proceedings.

A. Initiation of proceedings. Investigative, disciplinary, penal, and other adjudicatory proceedings may be initiated by motion of the
commission staff or upon the commission's own motion. Further proceedings shall be controlled by the issuance of a rule to show cause, which shall give
notice to the defendant, state the allegations against the defendant, provide for a response from the defendant and, where appropriate, set the matter for
hearing. A rule to show cause shall be served in the manner provided by § 12.1-19.1 or § 12.1-29 of the Code of Virginia. The commission staff shall prove
the case by clear and convincing evidence.

B. Answer. An answer or other responsive pleading shall be filed within 21 days of service of the rule to show cause, unless the commission
shall order otherwise. The answer shall state, in narrative form, each defendant's responses to the allegations in the rule to show cause and any affirmative
defenses asserted by the defendant. Failure to file a timely answer or other responsive pleading may result in the entry of judgment by default against the
party failing to respond.

5 VAC 5-20-100. Other proceedings.

A. Promulgation of general orders, rules, or regulations. Before promulgating a general order, rule, or regulation, the commission shall, by
order upon an application or upon its own motion, require reasonable notice of the contents of the proposed general order, rule, or regulation, including
publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations, and afford interested persons an opportunity to comment, present evidence, and be heard. A copy of
each general order, rule, and regulation adopted in final form by the commission shall be filed with the Registrar of Regulations for publication in the
Virginia Register of Regulations.

B. Petitions in other matters. Persons having a cause before the commission, whether by statute, rule, regulation, or otherwise, against a
defendant, including the commission, a commission bureau, or a commission division, shall proceed by filing a written petition containing (i) the identity of
the parties; (ii) a statement of the action sought and the legal basis for the commission's jurisdiction to take the action sought; (iii) a statement of the facts,
proof of which would warrant the action sought; (iv) a statement of the legal basis for the action; and (v) a certificate showing service upon the defendant.

Within 21 days of service of a petition under this rule, the defendant shall file an answer or other responsive pleading containing, in narrative
form, (i) a response to each allegation of the petition and (ii) a statement of each affirmative defense asserted by the defendant. Failure to file a timely



ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

answer may result in entry of judgment by default against the defendant failing to respond. Upon order of the commission, the commission staff may
participate in any proceeding under this rule in which it is not a defendant to the same extent as permitted by 5 VAC 5-20-80 D.

C. Declaratory judgments. Persons having no other adequate remedy may petition the commission for a declaratory judgment. The petition
shall meet the requirements of subsection B of this section and, in addition, contain a statement of the basis for concluding that an actual controversy exists. In
the proceeding, the commission shall by order provide for the necessary notice, responsive pleadings, and participation by interested parties and the
commission staff.

PART III.
PROCEDURES IN FORMAL PROCEEDINGS.

5 VAC 5-20-110. Motions. Motions may be filed for the same purposes recognized by the courts of record in the Commonwealth. Unless
otherwise ordered by the commission, any response to a motion must be filed within 14 days of the filing of the motion, and any reply by the moving party
must be filed within ten days of the filing of the response.

5 VAC 5-20-120. Procedure before hearing examiners.

A. Assignment. The commission may, by order, assign a matter pending before it to a hearing examiner. Unless otherwise ordered, the hearing
examiner shall conduct all further proceedings in the matter on behalf of the commission in accordance with these rules. In the discharge of his duties, the
hearing examiner shall exercise all the adjudicatory powers possessed by the commission including, inter alia, the power to administer oaths; require the
attendance of witnesses and parties; require the production of documents; schedule and conduct pre-hearing conferences; admit or exclude evidence; grant or
deny continuances; and rule on motions, matters of law, and procedural questions. The hearing examiner shall, upon conclusion of all assigned duties, issue a
written final report and recommendation to the commission at the conclusion of the proceedings.

B. Objections and certification of issues. An objection to a ruling by the hearing examiner during a hearing shall be stated with the reasons
therefor at the time of the ruling. Any objection to a hearing examiner's ruling may be argued to the commission as part of a response to the hearing
examiner's report. A ruling by the hearing examiner that denies further participation by a party in interest or the commission staff in a proceeding that has not
been concluded may be immediately appealed to the commission by filing a written motion with the commission for review. Upon the motion of any party or
the staff, or upon the hearing examiner's own initiative, the hearing examiner may certify any other material issue to the commission for its consideration and
resolution. Pending resolution by the commission of a ruling appealed or certified, the hearing examiner shall retain procedural control of the proceeding.

C. Responses to hearing examiner reports. Unless otherwise ordered by the hearing examiner, responses supporting or objecting to the hearing
examiner's final report must be filed within 21 days of the issuance of the report. A reply to a response to the hearing examiner's report may only be filed
with leave of the commission. The commission may accept, modify, or reject the hearing examiner's recommendations in any manner consistent with law
and the evidence, notwithstanding an absence of objections to the hearing examiner's report.

5 VAC 5-20-130. Amendment of pleadings.

No amendment shall be made to any pleading after it is filed except by leave of the commission, which leave shall be liberally granted in the
furtherance of justice. The commission shall make such provision for notice and for opportunity to respond to the amended pleadings as it may deem
necessary and proper.

5 VAC 5-20-140. Filing and service.

A pleading or other document shall be considered filed with the commission upon receipt of the original and required copies by the Clerk of the
Commission no later than the time established for the closing of business of the clerk's office on the day the item is due. The original and copies shall be
stamped by the Clerk to show the time and date of receipt.

Electronic filings may be submitted at any time and will be deemed filed on the date and at the time the electronic document is received by the
commission's database; provided, that if a document is received when the clerk's office is not open for public business, the document shall be deemed filed
on the next regular business day. A filer will receive an electronic notification identifying the date and time the document was received by the commission's
database. An electronic document may be rejected if it is not submitted in compliance with these rules.

When a filing would otherwise be due on a day when the clerk’s office is not open for public business during all or part of a business day, the
filing will be timely if made on the next regular business day that the office is open to the public. Except as otherwise ordered by the commission, when a
period of 15 days or fewer is permitted to make a filing or take other action pursuant to commission rule or order, intervening weekends or holidays shall not
be counted in determining the due date.

Service of a pleading, brief, or other document filed with the commission required to be served on the parties to a proceeding or upon the
commission staff, shall be effected by delivery of a true copy to the party or staff, or by deposit of a true copy into the United States mail or overnight
express mail delivery service properly addressed and postage prepaid, or via hand-delivery, on or before the date of filing. Service on a party may be made
by service on the party's counsel. Alternatively, electronic service shall be permitted on parties or staff in cases where all parties and staff have agreed to
such service, or where the commission has provided for such service by order. At the foot of a formal pleading, brief, or other document required to be
served, the party making service shall append a certificate of counsel of record that copies were mailed or delivered as required. Notices, findings of fact,
opinions, decisions, orders, or other documents to be served by the commission may be served by United States mail. However, all writs, processes, and
orders of the commission, when acting in conformity with § 12.1-27 of the Code of Virginia, shall be attested by the Clerk of the Commission and served in
compliance with § 12.1-19.1 or 12.1-29 of the Code of Virginia.
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5 VAC 5-20-150. Copies and format.

Applications, petitions, motions, responsive pleadings, briefs, and other documents filed by parties must be filed in an original and 15 copies
unless otherwise directed by the commission. Except as otherwise stated in these rules, submissions filed electronically are exempt from the copy
requirement. One copy of each responsive pleading or brief must be served on each party and the commission staff counsel assigned to the matter, or, if no
counsel has been assigned, on the general counsel.

Each document must be filed on standard size white opaque paper, 8-1/2 by 11 inches in dimension, must be capable of being reproduced in
copies of archival quality, and only one side of the paper may be used. Submissions filed electronically shall be made in portable document format (PDF).

Each document shall be bound or attached on the left side and contain adequate margins. Each page following the first page shall be numbered. If
necessary, a document may be filed in consecutively numbered volumes, each of which may not exceed three inches in thickness. Submissions filed
electronically may not exceed 100 pages of printed text of 8-1/2 by 11 inches.

Each document containing more than one exhibit should have dividers separating each exhibit and should contain an index. Exhibits such as
maps, plats, and photographs not easily reduced to standard size may be filed in a different size, as necessary. Submissions filed electronically that otherwise
would incorporate large exhibits impractical for conversion to electronic format shall be identified in the filing and include a statement that the exhibit was
filed in hardcopy and is available for viewing at the commission or that a copy may be obtained from the filing party. Such exhibit shall be filed in an
original and 15 copies.

All filed documents shall be fully collated and assembled into complete and proper sets ready for distribution and use, without the need for
further assembly, sorting, or rearrangement.

The Clerk of the Commission may reject the filing of any document not conforming to the requirements of this rule.
5 VAC 5-20-160. Memorandum of completeness.

With respect to the filing of a rate application or an application seeking actions, that by statute or rule must be completed within a certain number
of days, a memorandum shall be filed by an appropriate member of the commission staff within ten days of the filing of the application stating whether all
necessary requirements imposed by statute or rule for filing the application have been met and all required information has been filed. If the requirements
have not been met, the memorandum shall state with specificity the remaining items to be filed. The Clerk of the Commission immediately shall serve a
copy of the memorandum on the filing party. The first day of the period within which action on the application must be concluded shall be set forth in the
memorandum and shall be the initial date of filing of applications that are found to be complete upon filing. Applications found to require supplementation
shall be complete upon the date of filing of the last item identified in the staff memorandum. Applications shall be deemed complete upon filing if the
memorandum of completeness is not timely filed.

5 VAC 5-20-170. Confidential information.

A person who proposes in good faith in a formal proceeding that information to be filed with or delivered to the commission be withheld from
public disclosure on the ground that it contains trade secrets, privileged, or confidential commercial or financial information shall file this information under
seal with the Clerk of the Commission, or otherwise deliver the information under seal to the commission staff, or both, as may be required. Items filed or
delivered under seal shall be securely sealed in an opaque container that is clearly labeled "UNDER SEAL," and, if filed, shall meet the other requirements
for filing contained in these rules. An original and 15 copies of all such information shall be filed with the clerk. One additional copy of all such information
shall also be delivered under seal to the commission staff counsel assigned to the matter, or, where no counsel has been assigned, to the general counsel who,
until ordered otherwise by the commission, shall disclose the information only to the members of the commission staff directly assigned to the matter as
necessary in the discharge of their duties. Staff counsel and all members of the commission staff, until otherwise ordered by the commission, shall maintain
the information in strict confidence and shall not disclose its contents to members of the public, or to other staff members not assigned to the matter. The
commission staff or any party may object to the proposed withholding of the information.

When an application (including supporting documents and prefiled testimony) contains information that the applicant claims to be confidential,
the filing shall be made under seal and accompanied by a motion for protective order or other confidential treatment. The provision to a party of information
claimed to be trade secrets, privileged, or confidential commercial or financial information shall be governed by a protective order or other individual
arrangements for confidential treatment.

On every document filed or delivered under seal, the producing party shall mark each individual page of the document that contains confidential
information, and on each such page shall clearly indicate the specific information requested to be treated as confidential by use of highlighting, underscoring,
bracketing or other appropriate marking. All remaining materials on each page of the document shall be treated as nonconfidential and available for public
use and review. If an entire document is confidential, or if all information provided in electronic format under Part IV of these rules is confidential, a
marking prominently displayed on the first page of such document or at the beginning of any information provided in electronic format, indicating that the
entire document is confidential shall suffice.

Upon challenge, the information shall be treated as confidential pursuant to these rules only where the party requesting confidential treatment can
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the commission that the risk of harm of publicly disclosing the information outweighs the presumption in favor of public
disclosure. If the commission determines that the information should be withheld from public disclosure, it may nevertheless require the information to be
disclosed to parties to a proceeding under appropriate protective order.

Whenever a document is filed with the clerk under seal, an original and one copy of an expurgated or redacted version of the document deemed
by the filing party or determined by the commission to be confidential shall be filed with the clerk for use and review by the public. A document containing
confidential information shall not be submitted electronically. An expurgated or redacted version of the document may be filed electronically. Documents
containing confidential information must be filed in hardcopy and in accordance with all requirements of these rules. Upon a determination by the
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commission or a hearing examiner that all or portions of any materials filed under seal are not entitled to confidential treatment, the filing party shall file one
original and one copy of the expurgated or redacted version of the document reflecting the ruling.

When the information at issue is not required to be filed or made a part of the record, a party who wishes to withhold confidential information
from filing or production may move the commission for a protective order without filing the materials. In considering such a motion, the commission may
require production of the confidential materials for inspection in camera, if necessary.

A party may request additional protection for extraordinarily sensitive information by motion filed pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-110, and filing the
information with the Clerk of the Commission under seal and delivering a copy of the information to commission staff counsel under seal as directed above.
Whenever such treatment has been requested under Part IV of these rules, the commission may make such orders as necessary to permit parties to challenge
the requested additional protection.

The commission, hearing examiners, any party and the commission staff may make use of confidential material in orders, filing pleadings,
testimony, or other documents, as directed by order of the commission. When a party or commission staff uses confidential material in a filed pleading,
testimony, or other document, the party or commission staff must file both confidential and nonconfidential versions of the pleading, testimony, or other
document. Confidential versions of filed pleadings, testimony, or other documents shall clearly indicate the confidential material contained within by
highlighting, underscoring, bracketing or other appropriate marking. When filing confidential pleadings, testimony, or other documents, parties must submit
the confidential version to the Clerk of the Commission securely sealed in an opaque container that is clearly labeled "UNDER SEAL." Nonconfidential
versions of filed pleadings, testimony, or other documents shall expurgate, redact, or otherwise omit all references to confidential material.

The commission may issue such order as it deems necessary to prevent the use of confidentiality claims for the purpose of delay or obstruction of
the proceeding.

A person who proposes in good faith that information to be delivered to the commission staff outside of a formal proceeding be withheld from
public disclosure on the ground that it contains trade secrets, privileged, or confidential commercial or financial information may deliver the information
under seal to the commission staff, subject to the same protections afforded confidential information in formal proceedings.

5 VAC 5-20-180. Official transcript of hearing.

The official transcript of a hearing before the commission or a hearing examiner shall be that prepared by the court reporters retained by the
commission and certified by the court reporter as a true and correct transcript of the proceeding. Transcripts of proceedings shall not be prepared except in
cases assigned to a hearing examiner, when directed by the commission, or when requested by a party desiring to purchase a copy. Parties desiring to
purchase copies of the transcript shall make arrangement for purchase with the court reporter. When a transcript is prepared, a copy thereof shall be made
available for public inspection in the clerk's office. If the transcript includes confidential information, an expurgated or redacted version of the transcript
shall be made available for public inspection in the clerk's office. Only the parties who have executed an agreement to adhere to a protective order or other
arrangement for access to confidential treatment in such proceeding and the commission staff shall be entitled to access to an unexpurgated or unredacted
version of the transcript. By agreement of the parties, or as the commission may by order provide, corrections may be made to the transcript.

5 VAC 5-20-190. Rules of evidence.

In proceedings under 5 VAC 5-20-90, and all other proceedings in which the commission shall be called upon to decide or render judgment only
in its capacity as a court of record, the common law and statutory rules of evidence shall be as observed and administered by the courts of record of the
Commonwealth. In other proceedings, evidentiary rules shall not be unreasonably used to prevent the receipt of evidence having substantial probative effect.

5 VAC 5-20-200. Briefs.

Written briefs may be authorized at the discretion of the commission, except in proceedings under 5 VAC 5-20-100 A, where briefs may be filed
by right. The time for filing briefs and reply briefs, if authorized, shall be set at the time they are authorized. The commission may limit the length of a
brief. The commission may by order provide for the electronic filing or service of briefs.

5 VAC 5-20-210. Oral argument.

The commission may authorize oral argument, limited as the commission may direct, on any pertinent matter at any time during the course of the
proceeding.

5 VAC 5-20-220. Petition for rehearing or reconsideration.

Final judgments, orders, and decrees of the commission, except judgments prescribed by § 12.1-36 of the Code of Virginia, and except as
provided in 88 13.1-614 and 13.1-813 of the Code of Virginia, shall remain under the control of the commission and subject to modification or vacation for
21 days after the date of entry. Except for good cause shown, a petition for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed not later than 20 days after the date of
entry of the judgment, order, or decree. The filing of a petition will not suspend the execution of the judgment, order, or decree, nor extend the time for
taking an appeal, unless the commission, within the 21-day period following entry of the final judgment, order or decree, shall provide for a suspension in an
order or decree granting the petition. A petition for rehearing or reconsideration must be served on all parties and delivered to commission staff counsel on
or before the day on which it is filed. The commission will not entertain responses to, or requests for oral argument on, a petition. An order granting a
rehearing or reconsideration will be served on all parties and commission staff counsel by the Clerk of the Commission.

5 VAC 5-20-230. Extension of time.

The commission may, at its discretion, grant a continuance, postponement, or extension of time for the filing of a document or the taking of an
action required or permitted by these rules, except for petitions for rehearing or reconsideration filed pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-220. Except for good cause
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shown, motions for extensions shall be made in writing, served on all parties and commission staff counsel, and filed with the commission at least three days
prior to the date the action sought to be extended is due.

PART IV.
DISCOVERY AND HEARING PREPARATION PROCEDURES.
5 VAC 5-20-240. Prepared testimony and exhibits.

Following the filing of an application dependent upon complicated or technical proof, the commission may direct the applicant to prepare and file
the testimony and exhibits by which the applicant expects to establish its case. In all proceedings in which an applicant is required to file testimony,
respondents shall be permitted and may be directed by the commission or hearing examiner to file, on or before a date certain, testimony and exhibits by
which they expect to establish their case. Any respondent that chooses not to file testimony and exhibits by that date may not thereafter present testimony or
exhibits except by leave of the commission, but may otherwise fully participate in the proceeding and engage in cross-examination of the testimony and
exhibits of commission staff and other parties. The commission staff also shall file testimony and exhibits when directed to do so by the commission. Failure
to comply with the directions of the commission, without good cause shown, may result in rejection of the testimony and exhibits by the commission. With
leave of the commission and unless a timely objection is made, the commission staff or a party may correct or supplement any prepared testimony and
exhibits before or during the hearing. In all proceedings, all evidence must be verified by the witness before introduction into the record, and the
admissibility of the evidence shall be subject to the same standards as if the testimony were offered orally at hearing, unless, with the consent of the
commission, the staff and all parties stipulate the introduction of testimony without need for verification. An original and 15 copies of prepared testimony
and exhibits shall be filed unless otherwise specified in the commission's scheduling order and public notice, or unless the testimony and exhibits are filed
electronically and otherwise comply with these rules. Documents of unusual bulk or weight and physical exhibits other than documents need not be filed in
advance, but shall be described and made available for pretrial examination.

5 VAC 5-20-250. Process, witnesses, and production of documents and things.

A. Subpoenas. Commission staff and any party to a proceeding shall be entitled to process, to convene parties, to compel the attendance of
witnesses, and to compel the production of books, papers, documents, or things provided in this rule.

B. Commission issuance and enforcement of other regulatory agency subpoenas. Upon motion by commission staff counsel, the commission
may issue and enforce subpoenas at the request of a regulatory agency of another jurisdiction if the activity for which the information is sought by the other
agency, if occurring in the Commonwealth, would be a violation of the laws of the Commonwealth that are administered by the commission.

A motion requesting the issuance of a commission subpoena shall include:

1. A copy of the original subpoena issued by the regulatory agency to the named defendant;

2. An affidavit of the requesting agency administrator stating the basis for the issuance of the subpoena under that state's laws; and

3. A memorandum from the commission's corresponding division director providing the basis for the issuance of the commission subpoena.

C. Document subpoenas. In a pending proceeding, at the request of commission staff or any party, the Clerk of the Commission shall issue a
subpoena. When a matter is under investigation by commission staff, before a formal proceeding has been established, whenever it appears to the
commission by affidavit filed with the Clerk of the Commission by the commission staff or an individual, that a book, writing, document, or thing
sufficiently described in the affidavit, is in the possession, or under the control, of an identified person and is material and proper to be produced, the
commission may order the Clerk of the Commission to issue a subpoena and to have the subpoena duly served, together with an attested copy of the
commission's order compelling production at a reasonable place and time as described in the commission's order.

D. Witness subpoenas. In a pending proceeding, at the request of commission staff or any party, the Clerk of the Commission shall issue a
subpoena.

5 VAC 5-20-260. Interrogatories or requests for production of documents and things.

The commission staff and any party in a formal proceeding before the commission, other than a proceeding under 5VAC5-20-100 A, may serve
written interrogatories or requests for production of documents upon a party, to be answered by the party served, or if the party served is an entity, by an
officer or agent of the entity, who shall furnish to the staff or requesting party information as is known. Interrogatories or requests for production of
documents, including workpapers pursuant to 5VAC5-20-270, that cannot be timely answered before the scheduled hearing date may be served only with
leave of the commission for good cause shown and upon such conditions as the commission may prescribe. Such otherwise untimely interrogatories or
requests for production of documents, including workpapers pursuant to 5\VAC5-20-270, may not be served until such leave is granted. Interrogatories or
requests for production of documents may be served upon a member of the commission staff, or an expert or consultant filing testimony on behalf of the
commission staff, in a proceeding under 5 VAC 5-20-80 to discover: (i) factual information that supports the workpapers submitted by the staff pursuant to
5VAC5-20-270, including electronic spreadsheets that include underlying formulas and assumptions; (ii) any other documents relied upon as a basis for
recommendations or assertions in prefiled testimony, staff reports or exhibits filed by staff, or by an expert or consultant filing testimony on behalf of the
staff; or (iii) the identity of other formal proceedings in which an expert or consultant filing testimony on behalf of the staff testified regarding the same or a
substantially similar subject matter. The disclosure of communications within the commission shall not be required and, except for good cause shown, no
interrogatories or requests for production of documents may be served upon a member of the commission staff, or an expert or consultant filing testimony on
behalf of the staff, prior to the filing of staff's testimony. All interrogatories and requests for production of documents shall be filed with the Clerk of the
Commission. Responses to interrogatories and requests for production of documents shall not be filed with the Clerk of the Commission.
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The response to each interrogatory or document request shall identify by name the person making the response. Any objection to an interrogatory
or document request shall identify the interrogatory or document request to which the objection is raised, and shall state with specificity the basis and
supporting legal theory for the objection. Objections shall be served with the list of responses or in such manner as the commission may designate by order.
Responses and objections to interrogatories or requests for production of documents shall be served within 10 days of receipt, unless otherwise ordered by
the commission. Upon motion promptly made and accompanied by a copy of the interrogatory or document request and the response or objection that is
subject to the motion, the commission will rule upon the validity of the objection; the objection otherwise will be considered sustained.

Interrogatories or requests for production of documents may relate to any matter not privileged, which is relevant to the subject matter involved,
including the existence, description, nature, custody, condition, and location of any books, documents, or other tangible things, and the identity and location
of persons having knowledge of evidentiary value. It is not grounds for objection that the information sought will be inadmissible at the hearing if the
information appears reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

Where the response to an interrogatory or document request may only be derived or ascertained from the business records of the party questioned,
from an examination, audit, or inspection of business records, or from a compilation, abstract, or summary of business records, and the burden of deriving or
ascertaining the response is substantially the same for one entity as for the other, a response is sufficient if it (i) identifies by name and location all records
from which the response may be derived or ascertained; and (ii) tenders to the inquiring party reasonable opportunity to examine, audit, or inspect the
records subject to objection as to their proprietary or confidential nature. The inquiring party bears the expense of making copies, compilations, abstracts, or
summaries.

5 VAC 5-20-270. Hearing preparation.

In a formal proceeding, a party or the commission staff may serve on a party a request to examine the workpapers supporting the testimony or
exhibits of a witness whose prepared testimony has been filed in accordance with 5 VAC 5-20-240. The movant may request abstracts or summaries of the
workpapers, and may request copies of the workpapers upon payment of the reasonable cost of duplication or reproduction. Copies requested by the
commission staff shall be furnished without payment of copying costs. In actions pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-80 A, the commission staff shall, upon the filing
of its testimony, exhibits, or report, provide (in either paper or electronic format) a copy of any workpapers that support the recommendations made in its
testimony or report to any party upon request and may additionally file a copy of such workpapers with the Clerk of the Commission. The Clerk of the
Commission shall make any filed workpapers available for public inspection and copying during regular business hours.

5 VAC 5-20-280. Discovery applicable only to 5 VAC 5-20-90 proceedings.

This rule applies only to a proceeding in which a defendant is subject to a monetary penalty or injunction, or revocation, cancellation, or
curtailment of a license, certificate of authority, registration, or similar authority previously issued by the commission to the defendant:

1. Discovery of material in possession of the commission staff. Upon written motion of the defendant, the commission shall permit the defendant
to inspect and, at the defendant's expense, copy or photograph (exclusive of investigative notes): (i) any relevant written or recorded statements, the
existence of which is known, after reasonable inquiry, by the commission staff counsel assigned to the matter to be within the custody, possession, or control
of commission staff, made by (a) the defendant, or representatives or agents of the defendant if the defendant is other than an individual, or (b) any witness
whom the commission staff intends, or does not intend, to call to testify at the hearing, to a commission staff member or law enforcement officer; (ii)
designated books, tangible objects, papers, documents, or copies or portions thereof, that are within the custody, possession, or control of commission staff
and that commission staff intends to introduce into evidence at the hearing or that the commission staff obtained for the purpose of the instant proceeding;
and (iii) the list of the witnesses that commission staff intends to call to testify at the hearing. Upon good cause shown to protect the identity of persons not
named as a defendant, the commission or hearing examiner may direct the commission staff to withhold disclosure of material requested under this rule. The
term “statement" as used in relation to any witness (other than a defendant) described in clause (i) of this subdivision includes a written statement made by
said witness and signed or otherwise adopted or approved by him, and verbatim transcriptions or recordings of a witness' statement that are made
contemporaneously with the statement by the witness.

A motion by the defendant or staff under this rule shall be filed and served at least 30 days before the hearing date. The motion shall include all
relief sought. A subsequent motion may be made only upon a showing of cause as to why the motion would be in the interest of justice. An order or ruling
granting relief under this rule shall specify the time, place, and manner of making discovery and inspection permitted, and may prescribe such terms and
conditions as the commission may determine.

Upon written motion of the commission staff, staff may also obtain the list of witnesses that the defendant intends to call to testify at
the hearing, and inspect, copy, and photograph, at commission staff's expense, the evidence that the defendant intends to introduce into evidence
at the hearing.

The commission staff and the defendant shall be required to produce the information described above as directed by the commission
or hearing examiner, but not later than 10 days prior to the scheduled hearing; and the admission of any additional evidence not provided in
accordance herewith shall not be denied solely on the basis that it was not produced timely, provided the additional evidence was produced to
commission staff or the defendant as soon as practicable prior to the hearing, or prior to the introduction of such evidence at the hearing. The
requirement to produce the information described in this section shall be in addition to any requirement by commission staff or the defendant to
timely respond to an interrogatory or document request made pursuant to 5VAC5-20-260.

Nothing in this rule shall require the disclosure of any information, the disclosure of which is prohibited by statute or other legal
privilege. The disclosure of the results of a commission staff investigation or work product of commission staff counsel shall not be required.

2. Depositions. After commencement of a proceeding to which this rule applies, the commission staff or a party may take the testimony of (i) a
party, or (ii) a person not a party for good cause shown to the commission or hearing examiner, other than a member of the commission staff, by deposition
on oral examination or by written questions. Depositions may be used for any purpose for which they may be used in the courts of record of the
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Commonwealth. Except where the commission or hearing examiner finds that an emergency exists, no deposition may be taken later than 10 days in advance
of the formal hearing. The attendance of witnesses at depositions may be compelled by subpoena. Examination and cross-examination of the witness shall be
as at hearing. Depositions may be taken in the City of Richmond or in the town, city, or county in which the deposed person resides, is employed, or does
business. The parties and the commission staff, by agreement, may designate another place for the taking of the deposition. Reasonable notice of the intent to
take a deposition must be given in writing to the commission staff counsel and to each party to the action, stating the time and place where the deposition is
to be taken. A deposition may be taken before any person (the "officer") authorized to administer oaths by the laws of the jurisdiction in which the deposition
is to be taken. The officer shall certify his authorization in writing, administer the oath to the deponent, record or cause to be recorded the testimony given,
and note any objections raised. In lieu of participating in the oral examination, a party or the commission staff may deliver sealed written questions to the
officer, who shall propound the questions to the witness. The officer may terminate the deposition if convinced that the examination is being conducted in
bad faith or in an unreasonable manner. Costs of the deposition shall be borne by the party noticing the deposition, unless otherwise ordered by the
commission.

3. Requests for admissions. The commission staff or a party to a proceeding may serve upon a party written requests for admission. Each matter
on which an admission is requested shall be stated separately. A matter shall be deemed admitted unless within 21 days of the service of the request, or some
other period the commission may designate, the party to whom the request is directed serves upon the requesting party a written answer addressing or
objecting to the request. The response shall set forth in specific terms a denial of the matter set forth or an explanation as to the reasons the responding party
cannot truthfully admit or deny the matter set forth. Requests for admission shall be filed with the Clerk of the Commission and simultaneously served on
commission staff counsel and on all parties to the proceeding.

Adopted: September 1, 1974

Revised: May 1, 1985 by Case No. CLK850262

Revised: August 1, 1986 by Case No. CLK860572 and Repealed June 1, 2001 by Case No. CLK000311
Adopted: June 1, 2001 by Case No. CLK000311

Revised: January 15, 2008 by Case No. CLK-2007-00005

Revised: February 24, 2009 by Case No. CLK-2008-00002

Revised: August 9, 2011 by Case No. CLK-2011-00001
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LEADING MATTERS DISPOSED OF BY FORMAL ORDERS
BUREAU OF FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

CASE NO. BAN20050954
APRIL 25, 2012

APPLICATION OF
ACE CASH EXPRESS, INC.

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

CORRECTING AND LICENSE REISSUANCE ORDER

On June 10, 2005, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order in this case granting Ace Cash Express, Inc.
("Company"), a license to engage in business as a payday lender under Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia (formerly Chapter 18 of Title 6.1 of
the Code of Virginia). Thereafter, the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") reported to the Commission that an office address contained in the Order
is incorrect as a result of information supplied by the Company.

ACCORDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The eleventh location listed in the Order Granting a License entered on June 10, 2005, is hereby corrected, nunc pro tunc to that date, to read
"3819 Kecoughtan Avenue, Hampton, Virginia 23669" rather than "3819 Kecoughtan Avenue, Hampton, Virginia 23661."

(2) All other provisions of the Order Granting a License entered on June 10, 2005, shall remain in full force and effect.

(3) The Bureau shall issue and deliver to the Company a corrected license certificate.

CASE NO. BAN20050956
APRIL 25, 2012

APPLICATION OF
ACE VIRGINIA TITLE LOANS LLC

For a license to engage in business as a motor vehicle title lender

CORRECTING AND LICENSE REISSUANCE ORDER

On April 5, 2011, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order in this case granting Ace Virginia Title Loans LLC
("Company") a license to engage in business as a motor vehicle title lender under Chapter 22 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia. Thereafter, the Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau") reported to the Commission that an office address contained in the Order is incorrect as a result of information supplied by
the Company.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The twenty-ninth location listed in the Order Granting a License entered on April 5, 2011, is hereby corrected, nunc pro tunc to that date, to

read "1496 Lynnhaven Parkway, Suite 101, Virginia Beach, Virginia 23453" rather than "1496 Lynnhaven Parkway, Suite 101, Virginia Beach, Virginia
23456."

(2) All other provisions of the Order Granting a License entered on April 5, 2011, shall remain in full force and effect.

(3) The Bureau shall issue and deliver to the Company a corrected license certificate.
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CASE NO. BAN20110498
JANUARY 20, 2012

APPLICATION OF
GUARANTEED PAYDAY LOANS .L.C.

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

Guaranteed Payday Loans L.L.C., a Virginia limited liability company, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"),
pursuant to § 6.2-1806 of the Code of Virginia, for a license to engage in the business of making payday loans at 8191 Brook Road, Suite 9, Richmond,
Virginia 23227. The application was investigated by the Commission’s Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the application is APPROVED provided that the applicant begins business within one (1) year from the date of this Order and
the applicant gives written notice to the Bureau stating the date business was begun within ten (10) days thereafter.

CASE NO. BAN20120050
FEBRUARY 22, 2012

APPLICATION OF
KENNETH R. LEHMAN

To acquire control of First Capital Bancorp, Inc.

ORDER OF APPROVAL

Kenneth R. Lehman of Arlington, Virginia, has filed with the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") the application required by
§ 6.2-704 of the Code of Virginia to acquire up to 52% of First Capital Bancorp, Inc., a Virginia bank holding company. The Commission's Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau") investigated the proposed acquisition.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, finds that the application meets the criteria in
§ 6.2-705 of the Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the proposed acquisition of First Capital Bancorp, Inc., by Kenneth R. Lehman is APPROVED, provided the acquisition takes
place within one (1) year from the date of this Order and the applicant notifies the Bureau of the effective date of the transaction within ten (10) days thereof.

CASE NUMBER: BANZ20120169
JUNE 21, 2012

APPLICATION OF
PAYNE'S TITLE LOANS, LLC

For a license to engage in business as a motor vehicle title lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

Payne's Title Loans, LLC ("Applicant"), a Virginia corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to
§ 6.2-2203 of the Code of Virginia, for a license to engage in the business of making motor vehicle title loans at the following locations: (1) 816 Cherry
Avenue, Charlottesville, Virginia 22903; (2) 1905 Seminole Trail, Charlottesville, Virginia 22901; and (3) 727 North Main Street, Culpeper, Virginia 22701.
The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the application and the Bureau's report, finds that the application meets the criteria in
Chapter 22 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the application is APPROVED provided that the Applicant begins business within one (1) year from
the date of this Order and the Applicant gives written notice to the Bureau stating the date business was begun within ten (10) days thereafter.
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CASE NUMBER: BAN20120175
JUNE 19, 2012

APPLICATION OF
DAVID L. SOKOL AND THE DAVID L. SOKOL REVOCABLE TRUST

To acquire control of Middleburg Financial Corporation

ORDER OF APPROVAL

David L. Sokol of Wilson, Wyoming, and The David L. Sokol Revocable Trust ("Applicant") have filed with the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") the application required by § 6.2-704 of the Code of Virginia to acquire up to 30% of the voting stock of Middleburg Financial Corporation,
a Virginia bank holding company. The Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") investigated the proposed acquisition.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, finds that the application meets the criteria in
§ 6.2-705 of the Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the proposed acquisition of Middleburg Financial Corporation by David L. Sokol and The David L. Sokol Revocable Trust is

APPROVED provided the acquisition takes place within one (1) year from the date of this Order and the Applicant notifies the Bureau of the effective date
of the transaction within ten (10) days thereof.

CASE NO. BAN20120217
JULY 6, 2012

APPLICATION OF
NEWPORT NEWS SHIPBUILDING EMPLOYEES' CREDIT UNION, INC.
D/B/A BAYPORT CREDIT UNION

To merge with membersTrust Credit Union

ORDER APPROVING A MERGER

Newport News Shipbuilding Employees' Credit Union, Inc. d/b/a Bayport Credit Union ("Applicant"), a Virginia state-chartered credit union, has
applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to § 6.2-1344 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), to merge with membersTrust Credit
Union, a Virginia state-chartered credit union. The Applicant will be the survivor of the proposed merger. The application was investigated by the Bureau
of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the application and the Bureau's report, finds that: (1) the field of membership of the credit
union that is proposed to result from the merger satisfies the requirements of § 6.2-1327 B of the Code; (2) the plan of merger will promote the best interests
of the members of the credit unions; and (3) the members of membersTrust Credit Union and the board of directors of the Applicant have approved the plan
of merger in accordance with applicable law.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT, provided the merging credit unions comply with the applicable provisions of the Virginia Nonstock
Corporation Act', the proposed merger of membersTrust Credit Union into Newport News Shipbuilding Employees' Credit Union, Inc. d/b/a Bayport Credit
Union is APPROVED, effective upon the issuance by the Clerk of the Commission of a certificate of merger. Following the merger, Newport News
Shipbuilding Employees' Credit Union, Inc. d/b/a Bayport Credit Union shall be authorized to operate a service facility, in addition to its current service
facilities, at what is now the office of membersTrust Credit Union at 4388 Holland Road, Suite 100, Virginia Beach, Virginia 23452. The authority granted
herein shall expire one (1) year from the date of this Order Approving A Merger unless extended by order of the State Corporation Commission prior to the
expiration date.

' Va. Code § 13.1-801 et seq.

CASE NO. BFI-2011-00224
JANUARY 12, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

DOMINION MANAGEMENT SERVICES, INC. D/B/A CASHPOINT,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that on
September 27, 2010, Dominion Management Services, Inc. d/b/a CashPoint ("Defendant") filed an application for a license to engage in the business of
making motor vehicle title loans under Chapter 22 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), which was approved by the Commission on December 2,
2010; that subsequent to the Defendant being granted a license, the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") learned that between
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October 1, 2010, and December 1, 2010, the Defendant made nine hundred thirteen (913) motor vehicle title loans without a license in violation of
§ 6.2-2201 of the Code; hat on July 19, 2011, the Bureau examined the Defendant and alleged that it had violated § 6.2-2207 B of the Code in
one (1) instance, § 6.2-2215 (1) of the Code in eighteen (18) instances, § 6.2-2215 (3) of the Code in one (1) instance, § 6.2-2215 (5) of the Code in one (1)
instance, § 6.2-2215 (11) of the Code in two (2) instances, § 6.2-2215 (13) of the Code in one (1) instance, § 6.2-2216 D of the Code in one (1) instance,
§ 6.2-2216 E of the Code in one (1) instance, § 6.2-2217 A of the Code in three (3) instances, § 6.2-2217 B of the Code in one (1) instance, § 6.2-2217 C of
the Code in seven (7) instances, 10 VAC 5-210-30 A in one (1) instance, 10 VAC 5-210-50 D in fourteen (14) instances, and 10 VAC 5-210-50 M in four
(4) instances; and that upon being informed that the Commissioner intended to recommend the imposition of a civil penalty and the suspension of the
Defendant's license, the Defendant offered to settle this case by paying a civil penalty in the sum of Thirty Five Thousand Dollars ($35,000) and abiding by
the provisions of this Order, tendered said sum to the Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in this case. The Commissioner has
recommended that the Commission accept the Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to the authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the Defendant's offer of settlement, and the recommendation of the
Commissioner, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Defendant's offer in settlement of this case is accepted.

(2) The Defendant shall, no later than thirty (30) days from the date of this Order, refund to borrowers all interest, fees, and charges paid in
connection with the motor vehicle title loans that the Defendant made without a license between October 1, 2010, and December 1, 2010, which total
approximately Five Hundred Seventy Seven Thousand Dollars ($577,000).

(3) The Defendant's license to engage in the business of making motor vehicle title loans shall be suspended for a period of two (2) months
commencing on January 16, 2012. However, subject to all restrictions and requirements of the Code, the Defendant may continue to service any outstanding
motor vehicle title loans made by the Defendant prior to January 16, 2012.

(4) This case is continued generally on the Commission's docket.

CASE NO. BFI-2011-00228
JANUARY 23, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
AA MORTGAGE GROUP LLC,

Defendant

ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that
AA Mortgage Group, LLC ("Defendant"), is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia; that
the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.2-1604 of the Code of Virginia was cancelled on October 27, 2011; that the Commissioner, pursuant to
delegated authority, gave written notice to the defendant by certified mail on November 17, 2011, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of the
Defendant's license unless a new bond was filed by December 17, 2011, and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed in the Office of
the Clerk on or before December 12, 2011; and that no written request for a hearing was received or filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage broker is hereby revoked.

CASE NO. BFI-2011-00228
MARCH 23, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
AA MORTGAGE GROUP, LLC,
Defendant

VACATING ORDER

On January 23, 2012, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order ("January 23, 2012 Order") revoking the mortgage
broker license issued to AA Mortgage Group, LLC ("Defendant"), under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia for failure to maintain its surety
bond in force as required by law. Thereafter, the Staff of the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Staff") reported that said Order had been tendered
erroneously to the Commission for entry inasmuch as the Defendant's license was surrendered previously.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered this matter and the Staff's recommendation, is of the opinion that the January 23, 2012 Order
should be vacated.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The January 23, 2012 Order entered in this case, revoking the Defendant's license to engage in business as a mortgage broker is vacated
effective as of that date.

(2) This case is dismissed as moot.

(3) The papers filed herein shall be placed among the ended causes.

CASE NO. BFI-2011-00229
JANUARY 23, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
BONDCORP REALTY SERVICES, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Bondcorp
Realty Services, Inc. ("Defendant"), is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia; that the
bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.2-1604 of the Code of Virginia was cancelled on October 31, 2011; that the Defendant failed to respond to
numerous requests from the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau"); that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the
defendant by certified mail on November 18, 2011, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of the Defendant's license for failure to respond to Bureau
requests in violation of 10 VAC 5-160-50 and failure to maintain a surety bond in violation of § 6.2-1604 of the Code, and (2) that a written request for a
hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before December 12, 2011; and that no written request for a hearing was received or filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION finds that the Defendant has failed to respond to requests from the Bureau and has failed to maintain its bond in
force as required by law.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage broker is hereby revoked.

CASE NO. BFI-2011-00230
MARCH 20, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
ADVANCE AMERICA,
CASH ADVANCE CENTERS OF VIRGINIA, INC. D/B/A ADVANCE AMERICA,
CASH ADVANCE CENTERS,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Advance
America, Cash Advance Centers of Virginia, Inc. d/b/a Advance America, Cash Advance Centers ("Defendant"), is a licensed payday lender under
Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 (formerly Chapter 18 of Title 6.1) of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); and that on November 12, 2010, the Commission's Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau") examined the Defendant and alleged that it had violated § 6.1-459 (6) of the Code in twenty-nine (29) instances;
§ 6.1-459 (7) of the Code in fifteen (15) instances; § 6.1-459 (8) of the Code in four (4) instances; § 6.1-459 (10) of the Code in five (5) instances;
§ 6.1-459 (17) of the Code in one (1) instance; § 6.1-459 (21) of the Code in one (1) instance; § 6.1-459 (26) of the Code in seven (7) instances;
10 VAC 5-200-30 B of the Commission's regulations governing payday lending ("Regulations") in six (6) instances; 10 VAC 5-200-70 C of the Regulations
in one (1) instance; 10 VAC 5-200-110 D of the Regulations in seventy (70) instances; 10 VAC 5-200-110 I of the Regulations in one (1) instance; and
10 VAC 5-200-110 K of the Regulations in one (1) instance. The Commissioner further reported that upon being informed that he intended to recommend
the imposition of a civil penalty, the Defendant offered to settle this case by paying a civil penalty in the sum of One Hundred Thousand Dollars ($100,000)
and abiding by the provisions of this Order, tendered said sum to the Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in this case. The
Commissioner has recommended that the Commission accept the Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to the authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the
Code.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the Defendant's offer of settlement, and the recommendation of the
Commissioner, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Defendant's offer in settlement of this case is accepted.
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(2) The Defendant shall not file any applications under Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 of the Code until the Bureau has conducted a follow-up
examination of the Defendant and found significant improvement in the Defendant's compliance with Virginia law.
(3) This case is dismissed.

(4) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. BFI-2011-00233
JANUARY 19, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
NATIONAL FUTURE MORTGAGE, INC,,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that National Future Mortgage,
Inc. ("Defendant"), is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender and mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia; that
the Defendant failed to respond to numerous requests from the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") relating to the Defendant's transition to the
Nationwide Mortgage Licensing System and Registry ("NMLS"), in violation of 10 VAC 5-160-50; that the Commissioner of Financial Institutions,
pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on November 21, 2011, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation
of the Defendant's license, and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before December 21, 2011; and
that no written request for a hearing was filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION finds that the Defendant has violated 10 VAC 5-160-50 by failing to respond to Bureau requests relating to the
Defendant's transition to NMLS.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage lender and mortgage broker is
hereby revoked.

CASE NO. BFI-2011-00233
FEBRUARY 3, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
NATIONAL FUTURE MORTGAGE, INC.,
Defendant

VACATING ORDER

On January 19, 2012, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order revoking the mortgage lender and mortgage broker
license issued to National Future Mortgage, Inc. ("Defendant") for failure to respond to numerous requests from the Bureau of Financial Institutions
("Bureau") relating to the Defendant's transition to the Nationwide Mortgage Licensing System and Registry. Thereafter, the Defendant contacted the
Bureau and contended that it had surrendered its license prior to the entry of said Order, and the Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner")
recommended that the Order be vacated.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner, finds that the Order revoking
the Defendant's mortgage lender and mortgage broker license should be vacated.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Order Revoking License entered herein on January 19,2012, is VACATED effective as of that date.
(2) This case is dismissed.

(3) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. BFI-2011-00235
FEBRUARY 3, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: Inre: low-income designated credit unions

ORDER ADOPTING A REGULATION

On November 28, 2011, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order to Take Notice of a proposal by the Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau") to adopt a parity regulation that would give state-chartered credit unions the power to obtain a low-income designation so
that they can take advantage of various benefits and resources that are currently available to federal credit unions that have obtained a low-income
designation. The Order and proposed regulation were published in the Virginia Register of Regulations on December 19, 2011, posted on the Commission's
website, and mailed to all state-chartered credit unions and other interested parties. State-chartered credit unions and other interested parties were afforded
the opportunity to file written comments or request a hearing on or before January 6, 2012.

Comments on the proposed regulation were filed by the Virginia Credit Union League, Virginia Credit Union, Inc., Newport News Shipbuilding
Employees' Credit Union, Inc. d/b/a BayPort Credit Union, Beacon Credit Union, Incorporated, Virginia Transfer and Storage Company, Virginians Against
Payday Loans, and the Virginia Interfaith Center for Public Policy. All of the comment letters supported the proposed regulation. The Commission did not
receive any requests for a hearing.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the proposed regulation, the comments filed, the record herein, and applicable law, concludes
that the proposed regulation should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The proposed regulation, as attached hereto, is adopted effective February 15, 2012.
(2) This Order and the attached regulation shall be posted on the Commission's website at http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(3) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall send a copy of this Order, including a copy of the attached regulation, to the
Virginia Registrar of Regulations for publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations.

(4) This case is dismissed from the Commission's docket of active cases.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "Credit Unions" is on file and may be examined at the State Corporation Commission, Clerk's Office,
Document Control Center, Tyler Building, First Floor, 1300 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. BFI-2011-00238
FEBRUARY 29, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

RUSSELL KINNARD HENRY, JR.,
Defendant

ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") of the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") has reported to the
Commission that Russell Kinnard Henry, Jr. ("Defendant"), of Harrisonburg, Virginia, pled guilty in the United States District Court, Western District of
Virginia (Harrisonburg Division), on November 9, 2011, to the felonies of (1) bank fraud, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1344; (2) theft, embezzlement, or
misapplication by bank officer or employee greater than $1,000, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 656; and (3) false statement for purpose of influencing a
financial institution, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1014; and that in the opinion of the Commissioner, the guilty plea and the acts that led to it are reasonably
related to the qualifications, functions, or duties of a person employed by, or in a position of management or control of, a mortgage lender or mortgage
broker licensed under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Chapter 16"). On December 13, 2011, the Commissioner gave written notice to the
Defendant by certified mail (1) of his intention to recommend to the Commission that the Defendant be barred, pursuant to § 6.2-1620 of the Code of
Virginia, from any position of employment, management, or control of any mortgage lender or mortgage broker licensed under Chapter 16; and (2) that a
written request for a hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Commission on or before January 13, 2012; and that no written request
for a hearing was received or filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner, finds that the Defendant has
pled guilty to multiple felonies, and the guilty plea involved offenses reasonably related to the qualifications, functions, or duties of a person employed by, or
in a position of management or control of, a licensed mortgage lender or mortgage broker.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Defendant is hereby barred from any position of employment, management, or control of a mortgage lender or mortgage broker licensed
under Chapter 16.

(2) This case is dismissed, and the papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. BFI1-2012-00003

JULY 6, 2012
PETITON OF
DANIEL MCDONALD
For approval of mortgage loan originator license
EINAL ORDER

On January 23, 2012, Daniel McDonald ("Petitioner") filed a Petition pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-100, Other proceedings, of the State Corporation
Commission's ("Commission") Rules of Practice and Procedure, 5 VAC 5-20-10 et seq., contesting the denial of his application for a mortgage loan
originator license by the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau"). The Petitioner requested a hearing before the Commission.

On January 30, 2012, the Commission entered a Scheduling Order which, among other things, scheduled a hearing for March 15, 2012, and
assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner to conduct all further proceedings on behalf of the Commission and to file a final report.

On February 10, 2012, the Petitioner filed a response in which he maintained that he is entitled to a mortgage loan originator license because he
has met all the requirements of the Nationwide Mortgage Licensing System and Registry, and the Bureau has failed to provide any legal basis for denying
him a mortgage loan originator license.

On March 2, 2012, the Bureau filed its response to the Petition. In its response, the Bureau argued that the decision by E. J. Face, Jr.,
Commissioner of Financial Institutions, to deny the Petitioner a mortgage loan originator license should be affirmed. The Bureau stated that pursuant to
§ 6.2-1706 of the Code of Virginia, applicants for a mortgage loan originator license must demonstrate to the Commission that they possess the financial
responsibility, character, and general fitness such as to warrant belief that they will act as a mortgage loan originator efficiently and fairly, in the public
interest, and in accordance with law. In determining whether an applicant should be granted a mortgage loan originator license, the Bureau considers a
number of factors in determining whether to grant or deny the license, including: (i) whether the applicant has significant outstanding debts and is the
subject of one or more judgments or liens; (ii) if this is the case, whether the applicant has demonstrated good faith efforts to satisfy all outstanding debts;
and (iii) whether the applicant has falsely responded to questions on his application and/or failed to disclose certain information to the Bureau that is relevant
to its analysis.

In support of Commissioner Face's denial, the Bureau attached a copy of the License Denial Order that was issued on December 27, 2011. The
License Denial Order provided the following reasons in support of the denial: (i) the Petitioner has two unsatisfied judgments totaling Fifteen Thousand
Nine Hundred Sixty-five Dollars ($15,965); (ii) the Petitioner has an unsatisfied federal tax lien of Thirteen Thousand Three Hundred Fifteen Dollars
($13,315); (iii) the Petitioner initially failed to disclose his unsatisfied judgments and federal tax lien in his application for a license; (iv) when questioned by
the Bureau about his failure to disclose his unsatisfied judgments and federal tax lien, the Petitioner responded in a manner that conflicted with information
that he had previously furnished to the Bureau; (v) the Petitioner has four unpaid collection accounts totaling Eleven Thousand Five Hundred Ninety-nine
Dollars ($11,599), three charged-off accounts totaling Nine Thousand Eight Hundred Eighty-two Dollars ($9,882), and a mortgage loan with an outstanding
balance of Three Hundred Seventeen Thousand Six Hundred Seventy-seven Dollars ($317,677) that is more than one hundred eighty (180) days past due;
(vi) the Petitioner has not demonstrated good faith efforts to satisfy all of his outstanding debts; (vii) the Petitioner is the president and sole owner of
Security Trust Mortgage, L. L. C. ("S T M"), a licensed mortgage broker; (viii) during an examination of S T M conducted on June 2, 2010, the Bureau cited
at least one violation of law in connection with each of the loan files reviewed; (ix) on October 14, 2010, the Bureau cited S T M for two violations of Rule
10 VAC 5-160-20, Operating rules, of the Commission's Rules Governing Mortgage Lenders and Brokers, 10 VAC 5-160-10 et seq., caused by a pre-
approval letter that the Petitioner gave to a consumer; and (x) the Petitioner failed to disclose in his application for a license all of his employers within the
past ten (10) years.

The evidentiary hearing was convened on March 22, 2012." The Petitioner appeared pro se. He called no witnesses and did not testify on his
own behalf. The Bureau appeared by its counsel, Scott A. White, Esquire.

The Bureau presented the testimony of two witnesses: Melissa McCollum, who is a senior financial analyst with the Bureau, and Ernest R.
Street, who is a principal financial analyst with the Bureau. Ms. McCollum testified regarding a mortgage pre-approval letter that the Petitioner issued in a
real estate transaction. Mr. Street testified that the Bureau has adopted internal guidelines that are applied in a consistent manner to determine whether an
applicant is qualified under the law to become licensed. He also testified about his review of the Petitioner's application and his specific reasons for
recommending that it be denied.

On April 27, 2012, the Hearing Examiner filed his report ("Report"), which thoroughly summarized the factual and procedural history of this
case, as well as the evidence and arguments presented at the hearing. Additionally, the Hearing Examiner made a number of findings and recommendations
in his Report. Specifically, the Hearing Examiner made the following findings:

' The hearing was originally scheduled for March 15, 2012; however, it was continued by the Hearing Examiner for one week so that the Bureau could
provide a list of its witnesses to the Petitioner.
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(1) Commissioner Face did not abuse his discretion when he denied [the]
Petitioner's application for a mortgage loan originator license;

(2) The reasons cited in the Bureau's License Denial Order are true, supported
by credible evidence, and apply directly to [the] Petitioner's financial
responsibility, character and general fitness to hold a mortgage loan originator
license; and

(3) The Commission should affirm the Bureau's decision to deny [the]
Petitioner a mortgage loan originator license.

Based on his findings, the Hearing Examiner concluded by recommending that the Commission enter an order adopting his findings and
recommendations and dismissing this case from the Commission's docket of active cases.’

On April 25, 2012, the Petitioner sent a letter to the Commission requesting that the record be reopened to receive additional evidence.* In
support, the Petitioner stated that he was not given ample time to gather and submit the documents in question prior to the hearing. On May 31, 2012, the
Bureau filed a response in which it stated that the documents, in addition to not being timely submitted, were either cumulative of existing evidence or
lacked relevance to the proceedings.

Both the Petitioner and the Bureau filed comments to the Report on May 14, 2012, and May 18, 2012, respectively. The Petitioner asked the
Commission to void the Hearing Examiner's recommendations, while the Bureau asked the Commission to adopt the Hearing Examiner's findings and

recommendations and affirm the Bureau's License Denial Order in the case of the Petitioner.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the entire record in this proceeding, including the Report and the comments thereto, grants the
Petitioner's Motion® and adopts the Hearing Examiner's findings of fact and recommendations.®

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1)The Petitioner's Motion to Reopen the Record is hereby GRANTED.

(2)The Bureau of Financial Institutions' License Denial Order in this case is hereby AFFIRMED.
(3) The Petition of Daniel McDonald is hereby DISMISSED.

(4) The papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

2 Report at 15.
*1d. at 16.

4 By Order dated May 10, 2012, we treated this letter as a motion to reopen the record ("Motion") to receive additional evidence. The Motion was granted,
and we allowed the Bureau an opportunity to respond within fourteen (14) days of the date of the Order.

* Although we grant the Petitioner's Motion, we note that with the exception of the IRS form that withdrew a federal tax lien filed against the Petitioner, the
submitted exhibits were cumulative of evidence already in the record. Furthermore, the withdrawn tax lien does not affect our finding that the Petitioner

failed to disclose such lien to the Bureau.

¢ As this case is before us in a civil capacity, we do not adopt any finding of the Hearing Examiner related to criminal activity.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00006
SEPTEMBER 5, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
SERVICE 157 MORTGAGE, INC.,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Service 1* Mortgage, Inc. ("Defendant"), is licensed to engage in
business as a mortgage lender and mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); that the Staff learned in November 2011
that the Defendant sent direct mail advertisements to Virginia consumers in violation of 10 VAC 5-160-60 of the Commission's Rules Governing Mortgage
Lenders and Brokers, 10 VAC 5-160-10 et seq., and § 6.2-941 (C) of the Code; that an examination conducted by the Staff in February 2012 found that the
Defendant sent additional direct mail advertisements to Virginia consumers in violation of 10 VAC 5-160-60; and that upon being informed that the
Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") intended to recommend the imposition of a fine, the Defendant offered to settle this case by
paying a fine in the sum of Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000) and by abiding by the provisions of this Settlement Order, tendered said sum to the
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Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in the case. The Commissioner has recommended that the Commission accept the Defendant's
offer of settlement pursuant to the authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code.
Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) Service 1* Mortgage, Inc.'s offer in settlement of this case is accepted.
(2) The Defendant shall cease and desist from sending direct mail advertisements to Virginia consumers that are false, misleading, or deceptive.
(3) The Defendant shall comply with all provisions of 10 VAC 5-160-60 and §§ 6.2-941 (C) and 6.2-1614 (8) of the Code.

(4) This case is dismissed, and the papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00013
MARCH 6, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: Inre: national mortgage servicing settlement

ORDER APPROVING CONSENT JUDGMENTS

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has requested that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") approve and
accept five proposed joint state-federal consent judgments by and between the U.S. Department of Justice, the U.S. Department of the Treasury, the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, forty-nine (49) state attorneys general, numerous state regulatory agencies, and (a) Bank of America
Corporation, et al., (b) JPMorgan Chase & Co., et al., (c) Citigroup Inc., et al., (d) Ally Financial, Inc., et al., and (e) Wells Fargo & Company, et al. The
Commissioner has recommended that the Commission (i) approve and accept the five proposed consent judgments, and (ii) authorize the Commissioner to
execute any documents attendant to the proposed consent judgments necessary to evidence the Commission's approval and acceptance.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the terms of the proposed consent judgments and the recommendation of the Commissioner, is
of the opinion and finds that the proposed consent judgments should be approved and accepted, and that the Commissioner should be authorized to execute
any documents attendant to the proposed consent judgments necessary to evidence the Commission's approval and acceptance.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The five proposed joint state-federal consent judgments are approved and accepted.

(2) The Commissioner is authorized to execute any documents attendant to the proposed consent judgments necessary to evidence the
Commission's approval and acceptance.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00014
JUNE 5, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
MICROFINANCE INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION
D/B/A ALANTE FINANCIAL,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that
Microfinance International Corporation d/b/a Alante Financial ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in the business of money transmission under Chapter 19
of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); that the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions alleged that the Defendant violated §§ 6.2-1906 (B),
6.2-1905 (D), and 6.2-1917 (D) of the Code; and that upon being informed that the Commissioner intended to recommend that the Defendant's license be
revoked pursuant to § 6.2-1907 (B) of the Code, the Defendant offered to settle this case by surrendering its money transmitter license no later than June 30,
2012, and waived its right to a hearing in this case. The Commissioner has recommended that the Commission accept the Defendant's offer of settlement
pursuant to the authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the Defendant's offer of settlement, and the recommendation of the
Commissioner, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Defendant's offer in settlement of this case is accepted.
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(2) The Defendant shall surrender its money transmitter license no later than June 30, 2012.

(3) This case is continued generally.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00015
MAY 3, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
GOMAX LENDING INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Go Max Lending Inc.
("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Chapter 16"); that the Defendant
failed to maintain at least Two Hundred Thousand Dollars ($200,000) in funds available for the operation of its business, as required by Chapter 16; that the
Commissioner of Financial Institutions, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on March 22, 2012 (1) of his
intention to recommend revocation of the Defendant's license and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk of
the Commission on or before April 23, 2012; and that no written request for a hearing was filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain at least Two Hundred Thousand Dollars ($200,000) in funds
available for the operation of its business as required by law.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage lender is hereby revoked.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00018
JUNE 25, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

QC FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC. D/B/A QUIK CASH,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that QC
Financial Services, Inc. d/b/a Quik Cash ("Defendant") is a licensed payday lender under Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); and that
on July 22, 2011, the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") examined the Defendant and alleged that it had violated § 6.2-1816 (6) of the
Code; violated § 6.2-1816 (7) of the Code; violated subsection B of 10 VAC 5-200-30, Notice and payday lending pamphlet, of the Commission's rules
governing payday lending ("Rule") 10 VAC 5-200-10 et seq.; violated subsection C of Rule 10 VAC 5-200-70, Additional business requirements and
restrictions; and violated subsections D, I, J, and K of Rule 10 VAC 5-200-110, Payday lending database. The Commissioner further reported that upon
being informed that he intended to recommend the imposition of a civil penalty, the Defendant offered to settle this case by paying a civil penalty in the sum
of Fifty-five Thousand Dollars ($55,000), tendered said sum to the Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in the case. The
Commissioner has recommended that the Commission accept the Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to the authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the
Code.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the Defendant's offer of settlement, and the recommendation of the
Commissioner, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Defendant's offer in settlement of this case is accepted.
(2) This case is dismissed.

(3) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. BFI-2012-00022
MAY 15, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In re: Mortgage Loan Originators

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Section 6.2-1720 of the Code of Virginia provides that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") shall adopt such regulations as it
deems appropriate to effect the purposes of Chapter 17 (§ 6.2-1700 et seq.) of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Chapter 17"). The Commission's
regulations governing licensed mortgage loan originators ("licensees") are set forth in Chapter 161 of Title 10 of the Virginia Administrative Code
("Chapter 161").

The Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") has submitted to the Commission proposed amendments to Chapter 161. The proposed
regulations set forth the criteria used for determining whether an applicant for a mortgage loan originator license has the financial responsibility, character,
and general fitness required for licensure under § 6.2-1706 of the Code of Virginia. The proposed changes to Chapter 161 also include various conforming
and clarifying amendments based on federal regulations adopted in 2011 pursuant to the Federal Secure and Fair Enforcement for Mortgage Licensing Act of
2008 ("S.A.F.E. Act").! In addition, the proposed regulations reflect certain statutory amendments to Chapter 17 that will become effective on July 1, 2012.2
The proposed regulations also (i) require records containing consumers' personal financial information to be disposed of in a secure manner, (ii) clarify the
Commission's enforcement authority under Chapter 17, and (iii) require licensees to provide the Bureau with a written response, books, records,
documentation, or information requested by the Bureau within the time period specified in the Bureau's request. Various other technical and clarifying
amendments, including changes resulting from the recodification of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia,’ also have been proposed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, based on the information supplied by the Bureau, is of the opinion and finds that the proposed regulations should
be considered for adoption with a proposed effective date of July 1, 2012.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The proposed regulations are appended hereto and made a part of the record herein.

(2) Comments or requests for a hearing on the proposed regulations must be submitted in writing to Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation
Commission, ¢/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, on or before June 20, 2012. Requests for a hearing shall state why a
hearing is necessary and why the issues cannot be adequately addressed in written comments. All correspondence shall contain a reference to Case No.
BFI-2012-00022. Interested persons desiring to submit comments or request a hearing electronically may do so by following the instructions available at the

Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(3) This Order and the attached proposed regulations shall be posted on the Commission's website at http:/www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(4) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall send a copy of this Order, including a copy of the attached proposed regulations,
to the Virginia Registrar of Regulations for publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "Mortgage Loan Originators" is on file and may be examined at the
State Corporation Commission, Clerk's Office, Document Control Center, Tyler Building, First Floor,
1300 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia.

! The S.A.F.E. Act authorized the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD") to monitor and enforce states' compliance with the
S.A.F.E. Act's requirements for state licensing and registration, and HUD issued rules setting minimum standards for state licensing and registration.
76 Fed. Reg. 38464 (June 30, 2011). Title X of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act transferred rulemaking authority under
the S.A.F.E. Act from HUD to the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau ("CFPB") effective July 21, 2011. The CFPB thereafter published Regulation H,
S.A.F.E. Mortgage Licensing Act — State Compliance and Bureau Registration System, 12 C.F.R. Part 1008, based on HUD's regulations.
76 Fed. Reg. 78483 (Dec. 19, 2011).

2 Chapters 52 and 187 of the 2012 Virginia Acts of Assembly.

3 Chapter 794 of the 2010 Virginia Acts of Assembly recodified Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia as Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia effective October 1,
2010. Chapter 16.1 of Title 6.1 has been replaced by Chapter 17 of Title 6.2.
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CASE NO. BFI-2012-00022
AUGUST 1, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In re: Mortgage Loan Originators

ORDER ADOPTING REGULATIONS

On May 15, 2012, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order to Take Notice ("May 15 Order") of a proposal by the
Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") to amend the Commission's regulations governing licensed mortgage loan originators, which are set forth in
Chapter 161 of Title 10 of the Virginia Administrative Code, 10 VAC 5-161-10 et seq. The May 15 Order and proposed regulations were published in the
Virginia Register of Regulations on June 4, 2012, posted on the Commission's website, and mailed to all licensed mortgage loan originators, licensed
mortgage lenders, licensed mortgage brokers, and other interested parties. Licensees and other interested parties were afforded the opportunity to file written
comments or request a hearing on or before June 20, 2012.

Comments on the proposed regulations were filed by Tyler Craddock, Executive Director of the Virginia Manufactured and Modular Housing
Association; Rita E. Povich of Today's Mortgage LLC; and Nathan J. Burch, Claudia P. Hauyon, Joe G. Lucas, Jerry Quick, Stephen B. Shapbell, and
Charles Lee Tighe, all of whom identified themselves as being with McLean Mortgage Corporation. Comments were also filed by Glen Bralley, Pamela
Caldwell, Darius Jenkins, James Perkins, Brad R. Roche, and Leslie Wish. No requests for a hearing were filed.

Mr. Craddock asserted that the proposed language in 10 VAC 5-161-20 A is not consistent with Chapters 52 and 187 of the 2012 Acts of
Assembly, which amended § 6.2-1701 of the Code of Virginia to require licensure for individuals who "engage in the business of a mortgage loan
originator." Ms. Povich recommended that the time period specified in 10 VAC 5-161-60 C for providing certain notices to the Bureau remain at 15 days
instead of being changed to one (1) business day. The other 12 commenters expressed concern about 10 VAC 5-161-45 A, which would govern whether an
individual shall be found to have the financial responsibility required by § 6.2-1706 of the Code of Virginia. These commenters generally contended that the
proposal would cause numerous licensed mortgage loan originators to lose their licenses, and several commenters requested that the Commission grandfather
such individuals so that they would not have to comply with this regulation. Some of these commenters also asserted that the dollar thresholds in
subdivision A 1 for outstanding judgments, collection accounts, governmental liens, and delinquent accounts are too small or restrictive.

The Bureau considered the comments filed and responded to them in its Statements of Position, which the Bureau filed with the Clerk of the
Commission on July 16, 2012. Based on its responses, the Bureau stated that it is amenable to adjusting the time period in 10 VAC 5-161-60 C to five (5)
calendar days but otherwise recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed regulations.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the proposed regulations, the comments filed, the Bureau's Statements of Position, the record
herein, and applicable law, concludes that the time period set forth in 10 VAC 5-161-60 C of the proposed regulations should be modified so that licensed
mortgage loan originators have five (5) calendar days to provide the required notices to the Bureau. The Commission further concludes that the proposed
regulations, as modified, should be adopted with an effective date of August 15, 2012.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The proposed regulations, as modified herein and attached hereto, are adopted effective August 15, 2012.

(2) This Order and the attached regulations shall be posted on the Commission's website at: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(3) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall send a copy of this Order, including a copy of the attached regulations, to the
Virginia Registrar of Regulations for publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations.

(4) This case is dismissed, and the papers filed herein shall be placed in the Commission's file for ended causes.
NOTE: A copy of the Attachment entitled "Mortgage Loan Originators" is on file and may be examined at the

State Corporation Commission, Clerk's Office, Document Control Center, Tyler Building, First Floor,
1300 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00025
JUNE 15, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
JPAY, INC.,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that JPay, Inc. ("Defendant"),
engaged in the business of money transmission without obtaining a license in violation of § 6.2-1901 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); and that the
Defendant has offered to settle this case by paying a fine in the sum of Twenty-five Thousand Dollars ($25,000), tendered said sum to the Commonwealth of
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Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in this case. The Commissioner of Financial Institutions has recommended that the Commission accept the
Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to the authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Defendant's offer in settlement of this case is accepted.

(2) This case is dismissed.

(3) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00030
JUNE 1, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In re: database inquiry fee

ORDER MODIFYING DATABASE INQUIRY FEE

Section 6.2-1810 B 4 of the Code of Virginia requires every payday lender licensed under Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia
("licensee") to pay a database inquiry fee to the database provider in order to defray the cost of submitting an inquiry to the payday lending database.
Rule 10 VAC 5-200-115, Database inquiry fee, of the State Corporation Commission's ("Commission") rules governing payday lending,
10 VAC 5-200-10 et seq., provides that the amount of the database inquiry fee shall not exceed $5 per loan. On October 16, 2008, the Commission
established a database inquiry fee of $0.68 per consummated payday loan, which became effective January 1, 2009."! Section 6.2-1817 C of the Code of
Virginia permits licensees to charge borrowers a verification fee of up to $5 per loan, which is used in part to defray the cost of the database inquiry fee.

The database provider, Veritec Solutions, LLC ("Veritec"), has requested that the Commission increase the database inquiry fee to $1.24 per
consummated payday loan. In support of its request, Veritec cites the significant variance between: (i) the minimum payday loan volume in the
Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") that it expected for 2009 and 2010; which served as one of the bases for setting the database inquiry fee at
$0.68 per loan; and (ii) actual payday loan volume in the Commonwealth following the statutory reforms and required use of the payday lending database,
which became effective January 1, 2009.% Veritec reports that it is not seeking to recover the revenue that it had anticipated when it submitted its proposal to
the Commission in 2008 but rather to sustain the database going forward assuming that there are no significant changes in loan volume. The Commissioner
of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reviewed Veritec's request and has recommended that the Commission modify the database inquiry fee.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the information supplied by Veritec and the recommendation of the Commissioner, finds that
the amount of the database inquiry fee should be increased to $1.24 per consummated payday loan and that such amount bears a reasonable relationship to
the actual cost of operating the database.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Beginning July 1, 2012, every licensee shall pay a database inquiry fee of $1.24 per consummated payday loan; and

(2) All database inquiry fees shall be remitted by each licensee directly to Veritec on a weekly basis.

' Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel., State Corporation Commission, Ex parte: In Re: database inquiry fee, Case No. BFI-2008-00373, 2008 S.C.C. Ann.
Rept. 121, Order Establishing Database Inquiry Fee (Oct. 16, 2008).

? According to the 2010 annual report published by the Bureau of Financial Institutions, the following are the total number of payday loans made by
licensees in recent years: 3,537,395 (2007); 3,378,047 (2008); 437,766 (2009); and 435,273 (2010).

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00031
AUGUST 1, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

OFFICIAL PAYMENTS CORPORATION,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Official
Payments Corporation ("Defendant") engaged in the business of money transmission without obtaining a license in violation of § 6.2-1901 of the Code of
Virginia ("Code"); and that the Defendant has offered to settle this case by paying a civil penalty in the sum of Twenty-five Thousand Dollars ($25,000),
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tendered said sum to the Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in this case. The Commissioner has recommended that the
Commission accept the Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to the authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the Defendant's offer of settlement, and the recommendation of the
Commissioner, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Defendant's offer in settlement of this case is accepted.
(2) This case is dismissed.

(3) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00037
OCTOBER 23, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
NICOLE G. HATHAWAY,

Defendant

ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Nicole G.
Hathaway ("Defendant") of New Kent, Virginia, pled guilty in September 2011 to the felony of mail fraud in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1341, related to her
participation in a mortgage loan fraud scheme; that on March 14, 2012, the Defendant was convicted of felony mail fraud in the United States District Court,
Eastern District of Virginia (Richmond Division); and that in the opinion of the Commissioner, the conviction and the acts that led to it are reasonably
related to the qualifications, functions, or duties of a person employed by, or in a position of management or control of, a mortgage lender or mortgage
broker licensed under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"). On July 31, 2012, the Commissioner gave written notice to the Defendant by
first class and certified mail: (1) of his intention to recommend to the Commission that the Defendant be barred, pursuant to § 6.2-1620 of the Code, from
any position of employment, management, or control of any licensed mortgage lender or mortgage broker; and (2) that a written request for a hearing was
required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before August 31, 2012. No written request for a hearing was received or filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner, finds that the Defendant has
pled guilty to and has been convicted of a felony involving fraud, and the conviction involved an offense reasonably related to the qualifications, functions,
or duties of a person employed by, or in a position of management or control of, a licensed mortgage lender or mortgage broker.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Defendant is barred from any position of employment, management, or control of a licensed mortgage lender or mortgage broker.

(2) This case is dismissed.

(3) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00038
SEPTEMBER 26, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

ENVOY MORTGAGE, LTD, LP (USED IN VA BY: ENVOY MORTGAGE, LTD),
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Envoy
Mortgage, LTD, LP (Used in VA by: Envoy Mortgage, LTD) ("Defendant"), is a licensed mortgage lender and mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of
Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); and that on January 25, 2012, the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions examined the Defendant and
alleged that it had: failed to provide required disclosures to residential mortgage loan applicants in violation of § 6.2-406 A (2) of the Code; permitted
unlicensed individuals to take applications for or offer or negotiate the terms of residential mortgage loans on behalf of the Defendant in violation of
10 VAC 5-160-20 (7) of the Commission's Rules Governing Mortgage Lenders and Brokers, 10 VAC 5-160-10 et seq.; and failed to comply with the
requirements for lock-in agreements in violation of 10 VAC 5-160-30 (B). The Commissioner further reported that the Defendant, upon being informed that
the Commissioner intended to recommend to the Commission the imposition of a civil penalty, offered to settle this case by paying a civil penalty in the sum
of Fourteen Thousand Dollars ($14,000), tendered said sum to the Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in the case. The
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Commissioner has recommended that the Commission accept the Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to the authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the
Code.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the Defendant's offer of settlement, and the recommendation of the
Commissioner, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Defendant's offer in settlement of this case is accepted.
(2) This case is dismissed.

(3) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00062
OCTOBER 25, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
JUSTIN ENTERPRISES, INC.
D/B/A CASH TO PAYDAY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Justin
Enterprises, Inc. d/b/a Cash To Payday ("Defendant"), is a licensed payday lender under Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); and that
on November 4, 2011, the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions examined the Defendant and alleged that it had violated subdivisions 1, 6, 7, 8, 17,
and 25 of §6.2-1816 of the Code and the following provisions of the Commission's rules governing payday lending, 10 VAC 5-200-10 et seq.:
10 VAC 5-200-20 G, 10 VAC 5-200-30 B, 10 VAC 5-200-70 C, and subsections D, I, J, and K of 10 VAC 5-200-110. The Commissioner further reported
that, upon being informed that the Commissioner intended to recommend the imposition of a civil penalty, the Defendant offered to settle this case by paying
a civil penalty in the sum of Twenty-five Thousand Dollars ($25,000), tendered said sum to the Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing
in this case. The Commissioner has recommended that the Commission accept the Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to the authority granted under
§ 12.1-15 of the Code.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the Defendant's offer of settlement, and the recommendation of the
Commissioner, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Defendant's offer in settlement of this case is accepted.
(2) This case is dismissed.

(3) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00063
NOVEMBER 26, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

INTEGRITY PDL SERVICES, LLC,
Defendant

CEASE AND DESIST ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that
Integrity PDL  Services, LLC ("Defendant"), in violation of § 6.2-1801 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), is engaging in the business of making payday
loans to Virginia residents without having first obtained a license; that the Commissioner, pursuant to § 6.2-1822 of the Code, gave written notice to the
Defendant by certified mail on August 28, 2012, (i) of his intention to seek an order from the Commission requiring the Defendant to cease and desist from
engaging in the business of making payday loans to Virginia residents, and (ii) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed in the Office of
the Clerk on or before October 5, 2012; and that no written request for a hearing was received or filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner, finds that the Defendant is
engaging in the business of making payday loans to Virginia residents in violation of § 6.2-1801 of the Code.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Defendant shall immediately cease and desist from engaging in the business of making payday loans to Virginia residents in violation of
§ 6.2-1801 of the Code of Virginia.

(2) This case is dismissed.

(3) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00065
DECEMBER 18, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
SENTRIX FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC.,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Staff of the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") reported that Sentrix Financial Services, Inc. ("Defendant"), is licensed to
engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia; that on December 6, 2011, the Bureau of Financial
Institutions ("Bureau") examined the Defendant and on March 26, 2012, the Bureau completed a special investigation of the Defendant and, as a result of the
examination and investigation, alleged that the Defendant had violated § 6.2-406 and subsection 1 of § 6.2-1614 of the Code of Virginia, as well as
10 VAC 5-160-20 A (7) and 10 VAC 5-160-60 of the Commission's Rules Governing Mortgage Lenders and Brokers, 10 VAC 5-160-10 et seq., the
requirements of the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act' and the requirements of the Equal Credit Opportunity Act, Regulation B;* and that upon being
informed that the Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") intended to recommend the imposition of a fine, the Defendant offered to settle
this case by paying a fine in the sum of Twelve Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($12,500) in four (4) equal installments of Three Thousand One Hundred
Twenty-five Dollars (83,125), with the first installment due immediately and the subsequent installments due monthly thereafter on the 15th of each month,
and waived its right to a hearing in the case. The Commissioner recommended that the Commission accept the Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to
the authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the offer of settlement of the Defendant, and the recommendation of the
Bureau, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Defendant's offer in settlement of this case is accepted.

(2) The Defendant shall fully comply with the aforesaid terms and undertakings of this settlement.

(3) The State Corporation Commission shall retain jurisdiction in this matter for all purposes, including the institution of a show cause

proceeding or taking such other action it deems appropriate on account of the Defendant's failure to comply with the terms and undertakings of the
settlement.

'12 U.S.C. § 2601 et seq.

212. C.F.R. § 202.1 et seq.

CASE NO. BFI-2012-00068
OCTOBER 18, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: Inre: Mortgage Lenders and Mortgage Brokers

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Section 6.2-1613 of the Code of Virginia provides that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") shall adopt such regulations as it
deems appropriate to effect the purposes of Chapter 16 (§ 6.2-1600 et seq.) of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Chapter 16"). The Commission's
regulations governing licensed mortgage lenders and mortgage brokers ("licensees") are set forth in Chapter 160 of Title 10 of the Virginia Administrative
Code ("Chapter 160").

The Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") has submitted to the Commission proposed amendments to Chapter 160. The proposed
regulations: (i) clarify that a person engaged solely in the business of a loan processor or underwriter is not a mortgage broker subject to licensure under
Chapter 16; (ii) set forth the requirements for a licensee's use of third party loan processors and underwriters; (iii) define the term "refinancing"; (iv) prohibit
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licensees from making any false, deceptive, or misleading statement to borrowers or the Bureau; and (v) require licensees to use mortgage loan originators
who are licensed, covered by the licensee's surety bond, sponsored by the licensee in the Nationwide Mortgage Licensing System and Registry ("Registry"),
and who are either an employee or an exclusive agent of the licensee. Further, the proposed regulations make a number of changes pertaining to retention of
records, providing notices and written reports through the Registry, updating of records within the Registry, advertising, and other matters.

NOW THE COMMISSION, based on the information supplied by the Bureau, is of the opinion and finds that the proposed regulations should
be considered for adoption with a proposed eftective date of January 1, 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The proposed regulations are appended hereto and made a part of the record herein.

(2) Comments or requests for a hearing on the proposed regulations must be submitted in writing to Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation
Commission, ¢c/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, on or before December 7, 2012. Requests for a hearing shall state
why a hearing is necessary and why the issues cannot be adequately addressed in written comments. All correspondence shall contain a reference to Case
No. BFI-2012-00068. Interested persons desiring to submit comments or request a hearing electronically may do so by following the instructions available
at the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(3) This Order and the attached proposed regulations shall be posted on the Commission's website at http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(4) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall send a copy of this Order, including a copy of the attached proposed regulations,
to the Virginia Registrar of Regulations for publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations.

NOTE: A copy of appended "Rules Governing Mortgage Lenders and Brokers" is on file and may be examined
at the State Corporation Commission, Clerk's Office, Document Control Center, Tyler Building, First Floor,
1300 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia.
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CLERK'S OFFICE

CASE NO. CLK-2012-00006
NOVEMBER 26, 2012

IN RE:
THE DISTHENE GROUP, INC.

INVOLUNTARY DISSOLUTION ORDER

On September 6, 2012, the Circuit Court of Buckingham County ("Circuit Court") entered a Decree of Dissolution ("Decree") in Case No.
CL11-117, directing that The Disthene Group, Inc., a Virginia corporation, be dissolved pursuant to § 13.1-749 of the Code of Virginia. Thereafter, a
certified copy of the Decree was delivered to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission").

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Pursuant to § 13.1-749 A of the Code of Virginia, The Disthene Group, Inc., is hereby DISSOLVED.

(2) The Clerk of the Circuit Court is requested to advise the Commission when all of the assets of the corporation have been distributed to its
creditors and shareholders, if any, upon receipt of which advice the Commission will enter an order terminating the corporation's existence.

(3) This case is continued generally on the Commission's docket.

CASE NO. CLK-2012-00006
DECEMBER 17, 2012

IN RE:
THE DISTHENE GROUP, INC.

ORDER ON PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

On November 26, 2012, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Involuntary Dissolution Order ("Dissolution Order")
dissolving The Disthene Group, Inc. ("Petitioner"), following a Decree ("Decree") entered by the Circuit Court of Buckingham County ("Circuit Court")
directing that Petitioner be dissolved pursuant to § 13.1-749 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"). On December 10, 2012, the Petitioner filed a Petition for
Reconsideration ("Petition") with the Commission requesting that the Commission vacate or suspend the Dissolution Order, or, in the alternative, enter an
order stating that the Dissolution Order shall remain non-final pending the Petitioner's appeal of the Decree to the Supreme Court of Virginia ("Supreme
Court"). The Petitioner alleges that the adjudication of the proceedings in the Circuit Court is not final, and that the Petitioner will suffer substantial
prejudice by the Dissolution Order if the Supreme Court overturns the Decree or otherwise rules that the Petitioner should not be dissolved.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered this matter, is of the opinion and finds as follows. Rule 5 VAC 5-20-220 of the Commission's
Rules of Practice and Procedure, 5 VAC 5-0-10 et seq. ("Rule"), provides that final judgments, orders, and decrees of the Commission, with certain
exceptions, remain under the control of the Commission and subject to modification or vacation for 21 days after the date of entry. Section 13.1-749 of the
Code, however, requires that the Commission enter two orders to effect dissolution of a corporation and termination of its corporate existence. First, the
Commission must enter an order of involuntary dissolution after a court enters a decree directing that a corporation shall be dissolved. Second, after the
court advises the Commission that the winding up of the corporation and distribution of its assets are complete, the Commission must enter an order
terminating the corporate existence. The Dissolution Order is not a final Commission order for purposes of § 13.1-749 of the Code, and the matter of the
Petitioner's dissolution and termination of its corporate existence remains active on the Commission's docket. Thus, having considered the Petition for
Reconsideration, the Commission is of the opinion that the Petitioner's request to vacate or suspend the November 26, 2012 Involuntary Dissolution Order
should be denied.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Petitioner's request to vacate or suspend the November 26, 2012 Involuntary Dissolution Order is DENIED.

(2) This case is continued generally on the Commission's docket.
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BUREAU OF INSURANCE

CASE NO. INS-1991-00068
SEPTEMBER 26, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

FIDELITY BANKERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

On September 10, 2012, Jacqueline K. Cunningham, as Deputy Receiver ("Deputy Receiver") of Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Company Trust
and First Dominion Mutual Life Insurance Company (formerly Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Company) (collectively, "Companies"), pursuant to
§ 38.2-1519 of the Code of Virginia and 5 VAC 5-20-80 of the State Corporation Commission's ("Commission") Rules of Practice and Procedure,
5 VAC 5-20-10 et seq., filed a Final Report and Application for Order Approving Termination of Receivership and Closure of Proceeding ("Final Report").
The Final Report, among other things, provided thorough information on the completion of the steps taken as outlined in the Liquidation Order.'
Additionally, the Deputy Receiver requested that the Commission approve the termination and closure of the receivership proceedings and discharge the
Deputy Receiver and the Special Deputy Receiver of the duties associated with the receivership.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) All actions taken by the Deputy Receiver as described in the Plans of Liquidation and Final Report are hereby ADOPTED and RATIFIED.
(2) The Deputy Receiver's Final Report is hereby APPROVED.

(3) The receivership proceedings are hereby TERMINATED, CLOSED and DISMISSED.

(4) The Deputy Receiver's assignments of any First Dominion Mutual Life Insurance Company funds received post-closing to Cantilo &
Bennett, L.L.P., and Grant Thornton, LLP, is APPROVED until such time as those firms have been paid in full.

(5) The Deputy Receiver and Special Deputy Receiver, their staff, agents, and counsel are hereby DISCHARGED of any and all duties,
obligations, responsibilities, or liabilities owed, or allegedly owed, to the Companies, including any duty, obligation, responsibility, or liability owed, or
allegedly owed, to the Companies' beneficiaries, creditors, or the beneficiaries, assigns, or successors-in-interest of any of the foregoing.

(6) The Deputy Receiver and Special Deputy Receiver, their staff, agents, and counsel are hereby DISCHARGED from all further
responsibility for the affairs of the Companies, and any and all claims, demands, and causes of action of every kind that may arise from, or be connected

with, the administration of this receivership.

(7) This case is DISMISSED, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

2009 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 78, Order Approving Plans of Liquidation for Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Company Trust and First Dominion Mutual Life
Insurance Company and Related Matters (May 21, 2009).

CASE NO. INS-1997-00098
MARCH 20, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

THE HOME INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

The Home Insurance Company ("Defendant"), a foreign corporation domiciled in the State of New Hampshire, is licensed to transact the business
of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia.

By Order Suspending License entered herein May 20, 1997, the Defendant was prohibited from issuing any new contracts or policies of insurance
in Virginia.

By letter of Angela Anglum, Vice President and Corporate Secretary for the Defendant, on behalf of Peter A. Bengelsdorf, Special Deputy
Liquidator for the Defendant, dated February 29, 2012, and received by the State Corporation Commission's ("Commission") Bureau of Insurance
("Bureau") on March 5, 2012, the Commission was advised that the Defendant wishes to withdraw its license to transact the business of insurance in
Virginia.
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The withdrawal of the Defendant's license has been processed by the Bureau effective March 13, 2012.

In light of the foregoing the Bureau has recommended that the Order Suspending License entered by the Commission be vacated and this case be
closed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Bureau of Insurance, is of the opinion that the
Order Suspending License entered by the Commission should be vacated.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Order Suspending License entered by the Commission should be, and is hereby, VACATED;
(2) This case be, and is hereby, CLOSED; and

(3) The papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. INS-2003-00092
JULY 24, 2012

IN RE:

JOINT PETITION OF SPECIAL DEPUTY RECEIVERS
of

DOCTORS INSURANCE RECIPROCAL, RRG, In Receivership

AMERICAN NATIONAL LAWYERS INSURANCE RECIPROCAL, RRG, In Receivership
and

THE RECIPROCAL ALLIANCE, RRG, In Receivership,
Joint Petitioners

EINAL ORDER

On April 25, 2003, the Special Deputy Receivers ("SDRs") for Doctors Insurance Reciprocal, Risk Retention Group, American National Lawyers
Insurance Reciprocal, Risk Retention Group, and The Reciprocal Alliance, Risk Retention Group (collectively, "Companies"), by counsel, filed with the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") a Joint Petition for Expedited Review of Claims and Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal and Brief
in Support of Joint Petition ("Joint Petition"). Among other things, the Companies sought a finding by the Commission that the insureds of the Companies
were entitled to be treated in the same manner and with the same priority as Reciprocal of America ("ROA") insureds. The Companies sought to have their
insureds' claims and those of third-party claimants paid by ROA. The Companies also expressed concern about the fate of certain trust funds seized by the
Deputy Receiver of ROA ("Deputy Receiver") from a trust account held by First Virginia Reinsurance, Ltd. '

On July 14, 2003, the Commission issued an Order Referring Case to Hearing Examiner. In the order, the Commission stated its belief that
referring this case to a Hearing Examiner would facilitate its orderly disposition. 2

The litigation between the SDRs and the Deputy Receiver was halted by an Agreement to Stay Proceedings and Tolling Agreement that the
Hearing Examiner approved on October 10, 2003.*> On January 5, 2007, the Deputy Receiver filed a Notification of Termination, effectively restarting this
litigation.

During the course of the proceedings, the SDRs withdrew certain claims and requests for relief within the Amended Joint Petition. Apart from
those claims and requests for relief which were withdrawn or were the subject of the rulings in the Commission's February 14, 2008 Order, there were
remaining claims in the case by the SDRs and counterclaims by the Deputy Receiver.

On July 13, 2012, the S D R s and the Deputy Receiver, by their respective counsel, filed a Joint Request to Non-Suit Claims and Counterclaims
and Dismiss Case ("Joint Request"). In support of their Joint Request, the SDRs and Deputy Receiver state that they have determined, among other things,
that it is in the best interests of their respective estates that the claims and counterclaims be non-suited with prejudice. Only the receivers of the respective
estates and their designees have the right and authority to prosecute and defend claims regarding their estates. The SDRs and the Deputy Receiver request
that the case be dismissed with prejudice.

By way of relief, the SDRs and the Deputy Receiver requested that the Hearing Examiner issue a report: (i) ruling that the remaining claims of
the SDRs in this matter are non-suited with prejudice; (ii) ruling that the counterclaims of the Deputy Receiver herein are non-suited with prejudice;

" On June 20, 2003, the Commission entered an order directing that ROA and The Reciprocal Group be liquidated. That order set in motion the need to
resolve the issues raised in the Joint Petition as soon as practicable. Commonwealth of Virginia ex rel., State Corporation Commission v. Reciprocal of
America and The Reciprocal Group, Case No. INS-2003-00024, 2003 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 116 Order of Liquidation with a Finding of Insolvency and
Directing the Cancellation of Direct Insurance Policies (June 20, 2003).

2 On September 5, 2003, the Deputy Receiver of ROA filed a Motion for Summary Judgment in which he moved the Commission for summary judgment on
all claims of the Amended Joint Petition except for certain contract and constructive trust claims asserted. The Commission issued an Order Granting
Motion for Summary Judgment on February 14, 2008 ("February 14, 2008 Order"), 2008 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 131.

3 With slight modifications, the Commission approved the Tolling Agreement on December 13, 2005.



36
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

(iii) recommending to the Commission that this case be dismissed with prejudice as agreed between the SDRs and Deputy Receiver; and (iv) requesting
adoption of his recommendations by Order of the Commission to be entered as soon as practicable.

On July 17, 2012, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report in which he recommended that the Joint Request be granted and the case be dismissed
with prejudice. Additionally, the Hearing Examiner recommended that the comment period to his Report should be waived since the parties have agreed to a
final disposition of the case.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the record herein and the Report of the Hearing Examiner, is of the opinion that the findings
and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Joint Request to Non-Suit Claims and Counterclaims and Dismiss Case is hereby GRANTED.

(2) The remaining claims of the Special Deputy Receivers are hereby NON-SUITED WITH PREJUDICE.
(3) The counterclaims of the Deputy Receiver of ROA are hereby NON-SUITED WITH PREJUDICE.
(4) The case is DISMISSED, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

Commissioner Jagdmann did not participate in this matter.

CASE NO. INS-2006-00075
AUGUST 21, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
VESTA FIRE INSURANCE CORPORATION,
Defendant
FINAL ORDER

Vesta Fire Insurance Corporation ("Defendant"), a foreign corporation domiciled in the state of Texas, is licensed to transact the business of
insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth").

By Order Suspending License ("Order") entered December 10, 2007, the Defendant was prohibited from issuing any new contracts or policies of
insurance in the Commonwealth.

By affidavit of Craig A. Koenig, Special Deputy Receiver for the Defendant, in receivership, dated July 23, 2012, and received by the State
Corporation Commission's ("Commission") Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), the Commission was advised that the Defendant wishes to withdraw its license
to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth.

The withdrawal of the Defendant's license has been processed by the Bureau effective August 7, 2012.

In light of the foregoing the Bureau has recommended that the Order entered by the Commission be vacated and that this case be closed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Bureau, is of the opinion that the Order
entered by the Commission should be vacated.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Order Suspending License entered by the Commission on December 10, 2007, hereby is VACATED.

(2) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. INS-2007-00263
NOVEMBER 29, 2012

PETITION OF
SENTARA HEALTHCARE

For review of Reciprocal of America and The Reciprocal Group Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal
EINAL ORDER

On January 29, 2003, in a case styled Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel. State Corporation Commission v. Reciprocal of America, The
Reciprocal Group, and Jody M. Wagner, Treasurer of Virginia, Cause No. CHO03-135, the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond entered an order
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appointing the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") as Receiver of The Reciprocal Group and Reciprocal of America ("ROA") (collectively,
"Reciprocal Companies"). In addition, that order appointed Alfred W. Gross, Commissioner of the Commission's Bureau of Insurance, as Deputy Receiver
and Melvin J. Dillon as Special Deputy Receiver of the Reciprocal Companies, in accordance with Title 38.2, Chapters 12 and 15 of the Code of Virginia.'
Pursuant to his grant of authority, the Deputy Receiver, in his Sixth Directive of Deputy Receiver Adopting Amended Receivership Appeal Procedure,
established appeal procedures for appeals or challenges of any decision made by the Deputy Receiver or Special Deputy Receiver with respect to claims
against the Reciprocal Companies.

On August 16, 2007, Sentara Healthcare ("Sentara" or "Petitioner") filed a Petition for Review ("Petition") with the Commission contesting the
Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 001313. The Deputy Receiver advised the Petitioner that it owed approximately $1.2 million in
retrospective premiums on two (2) retrospective premium policies (WCVA007700 and WCVA007701) and deductibles on a general liability policy to
ROA. Sentara disputed the Deputy Receiver's contention that monies are due from the Petitioner.

By Order dated August 27, 2007, the Commission docketed the Petition, assigned the matter to a Hearing Examiner, and directed the Deputy
Receiver to file an answer or other responsive pleading to the Petition on or before October 5, 2007.

On November 8, 2007, Sentara filed a second Petition contesting subsequent determinations dated May 17, 2007 and May 18, 2007, which
allowed certain Sentara claims but offset them against the amount due ROA, reducing ROA's net claim against Sentara from approximately $1.2 million to
approximately $938,000. On December 7, 2007, upon motion by the Deputy Receiver, the two Petitions, which raise similar issues, relate generally to the
same claims, and seek similar relief, were consolidated.” Additionally, the Deputy Receiver requested that the case be continued generally in light of
ongoing settlement efforts and to promote judicial economy.

On September 11, 2012, the Deputy Receiver filed an Application for Order Approving Settlement Agreement ("Application") with the proposed
Settlement Agreement attached as Exhibit A. In addition, the Deputy Receiver requested that the Commission schedule a contingent hearing for
consideration of the Application to be held only in the event that written objections were timely filed pursuant to the procedure and schedule proposed in the
Application. The Deputy Receiver represented to the Commission that all parties of record in this matter were being provided a copy of the Application.

No notices of objection were filed in this case; therefore, on November 15, 2012, the Chief Hearing Examiner filed her Report in which she
cancelled the contingent hearing, found that the proposed Settlement Agreement was reasonable, and recommended to the Commission that it be approved.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the record herein and the Report of the Chief Hearing Examiner, is of the opinion that the
findings and recommendations of the Chief Hearing Examiner should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Settlement Agreement presented by the Deputy Receiver is hereby APPROVED.
(2) The case is dismissed, and the papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.

Commissioner Jagdmann did not participate in this matter.

' On January 10, 2011, the Commission entered an Order appointing Jacqueline K. Cunningham as Deputy Receiver of the Reciprocal Companies. See
Commonwealth ex rel. State Corp. Comm'n v. Reciprocal of America and Reciprocal Group, Case No. INS-2003-00024, 2011 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 71, Order
Appointing Jacqueline K. Cunningham as Deputy Receiver for Rehabilitation or Liquidation (Jan. 10, 2011).

% The second Petition was filed under a new case number, Case No. INS-2007-00337. The motion consolidated all filings into Case No. INS-2007-00263
and said motion was granted by the Hearing Examiner.

CASE NO. INS-2008-00100
AUGUST 7, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
THE GLEBE, INC,,
Registrant

EINAL ORDER

By Consent Order ("Order") entered by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") on May 9, 2008, The Glebe, Inc. ("Glebe"), a
continuing care retirement community located in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") and registered to provide continuing care in the
Commonwealth and its parent company, Virginia Baptist Homes, Inc., agreed, effective as of the date of the Order, to cease collecting entrance fees from
new residents until such time the Commission determined it was financially stable.'

' In anticipation of default on its loan obligations, the Glebe met with the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") to discuss its financial condition. Glebe
acknowledged that it was unable to meet its pro forma income and cash flow projections filed with the Bureau and agreed that until such time as the
Commission found it financially stable, it would cease and desist from collecting entrance fees.
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On August 16, 2011, Glebe, by counsel, filed a Petition to Vacate Consent Order ("Petition"). In its Petition, Glebe stated that on June 28, 2010,
in seeking to restructure its prepetition loan, Glebe had filed a voluntary petition for relief under Chapter 11 of Title 11 of the United States Code
("Bankruptcy Code") in the United States Bankruptcy Court for the Western District of Virginia, Roanoke Division ("Bankruptcy Court").> On July 19,
2011, Glebe filed an Amended Plan of Reorganization ("Amended Plan") that was subsequently approved by the Bankruptcy Court.?

The Bureau reviewed the Amended Plan and met with representatives of Glebe on June 13, 2011, to discuss the Amended Plan along with
Glebe's projections of income and cash flows. The Bureau stated that the projections and assumptions in the Amended Plan were reasonable and appeared to
place Glebe back into a position of financial stability, assuming that the Amended Plan, as presented, was approved by the Bankruptcy Court.*

Based upon Glebe's representations, the Bureau is of the opinion that, upon approval of the Amended Plan, Glebe would be capable of meeting its
pro forma income and cash flow projections and would be in a position to emerge from bankruptcy. Glebe would therefore avoid the circumstances required

for a determination of financial instability under § 38.2-4907 of the Code of Virginia® and, as such, the Bureau does not object to the relief requested.

On July 27, 2012, Glebe filed with the Commission its Notice Regarding The Entry of Order Confirming The Glebe, Inc.'s Third Amended Plan
of Reorganization, attaching the order entered by the Bankruptcy Court confirming its plan of reorganization as an exhibit.®

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Bureau, is of the opinion that the Petition to
Vacate Consent Order should be granted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Glebe, Inc.'s Petition to Vacate Consent Order is hereby GRANTED.
(2) The Consent Order entered by the State Corporation Commission on May 9, 2008, is hereby VACATED.

(3) This case is DISMISSED, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

? Glebe has continued in possession of its property and has continued to operate and manage its business as a debtor-in-possession pursuant to §§ 1107 (a)
and 1108 of the Bankruptcy Code.

? Glebe initially filed its Disclosure Statement and Plan of Reorganization with the Bankruptcy Court on June 10, 2011. The Amended Plan restructures the
loans owed by Glebe by cancelling certain bonds and reissuing new bonds to be repaid on a schedule that Glebe claims is feasible and manageable and
would make Glebe financially stable.

* In reaching its conclusion, the Bureau noted, among other factors, that the Amended Plan provides for restructuring of debt and business operations,
provides for issuance of new bonds with a feasible repayment schedule to meet obligations, provides for waiver of intercompany claims, projects increases in
occupancy, and projects cash increases along with increases in Glebe's cash reserves.

* Section 38.2-4907 of the Code of Virginia has been repealed and replaced with § 38.2-4925 of the Code of Virginia effective July 1, 2012. Both of these
provisions contain the same standard for Glebe's financial stability.

¢ The Bankruptcy Court approved a plan of reorganization filed by Glebe with that court on April 25, 2012 ("April 2012 Plan"). However, nothing in the
April 2012 Plan altered the Amended Plan in such a way as to change the Bureau's opinion concerning Glebe's financial stability.

CASE NO. INS-2009-00003
MARCH 19, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

STANDARD LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY OF INDIANA,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

Standard Life Insurance Company of Indiana ("Defendant"), a foreign corporation domiciled in the State of Indiana, is licensed to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia.

By Order Suspending License entered herein January 28, 2009, the Defendant was prohibited from issuing any new contracts or policies of
insurance in Virginia.

By letter of Randolph D. Lamberjack, Special Deputy Rehabilitator for the Defendant, dated February 22, 2012, and received by the State
Corporation Commission's ("Commission") Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") on February 28, 2012, the Commission was advised that the Defendant wishes
to withdraw its license to transact the business of insurance in Virginia. Additionally, the Defendant advised the Commission that all fixed or contingent
liabilities of the Defendant to Virginia policyholders and other Virginia creditors have been terminated or assumed by Guggenheim Life and Annuity
Company.

The withdrawal of the Defendant's license has been processed by the Bureau effective February 29, 2012.
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In light of the foregoing the Bureau has recommended that the Order Suspending License entered by the Commission be vacated and this case be
closed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Bureau, is of the opinion that the Order
Suspending License entered by the Commission should be vacated.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Order Suspending License entered by the Commission should be, and is hereby, VACATED;
(2) This case shall be, and is hereby, CLOSED; and

(3) The papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. INS-2009-00017
MARCH 5, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

ROBERTA L. GARCIA-GUAJARDO,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

On April 27, 2009, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued a Rule to Show Cause ("Rule") against the Defendant alleging
violations of § 38.2-1809 of the Code of Virginia based upon information received from an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau").
The Bureau alleged that the Defendant had continued to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia subsequent to the surrender of her
license on March 28, 2005. Additionally, the Rule alleged that the Defendant had failed to produce documents related to work she had performed on behalf
of Sanibel & Lancaster Insurance Agency, LLC ("Sanibel & Lancaster") as required by a Commission subpoena issued on March 11, 2009, that required a
response no later than April 6, 2009.

On May 19, 2009, counsel for the Defendant filed a Request for Extension stating that the Defendant and the Bureau needed additional time to
continue their current efforts to resolve the issues of this matter. The Bureau did not object to the request. On May 21, 2009, the Hearing Examiner issued a
Ruling granting the request, cancelling the hearing that had been scheduled in this matter, and continuing the matter generally.

In a separate but related case, the Commission issued a Rule to Show Cause ("2010 Rule") on March 18, 2010, in Case No. INS-2010-00019
against the Defendant, as well as Gary J. Hunter and Sanibel & Lancaster. The 2010 Rule alleged, among other things, that the Defendant continued to act
as an insurance agent following the surrender of her license in 2005. Pleadings were filed, and a hearing was convened on June 24, 2010. On December 13,
2010, a Judgment Order was entered against the Defendant that, among other things, permanently enjoined her from transacting the business of insurance in
the Commonwealth of Virginia.

On February 1, 2012, the Bureau filed a Motion to Dismiss in Case No. INS-2009-00017 requesting that the Commission vacate the Rule and
dismiss the proceeding against the Defendant. The Bureau indicated that, given the injunctive relief obtained against the Defendant in Case No.
INS-2010-00019, the Bureau did not consider it necessary to pursue further the matter that is the subject of Case No. INS-2009-00017.

On February 3, 2012, the Hearing Examiner filed his report ("Report") in Case No. INS-2009-00017. Based upon the pleadings in this matter, the
Hearing Examiner recommended that the Bureau's Motion to Dismiss be granted.

On February 27, 2012, the Defendant filed comments to the Report.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, is of the opinion and finds that the Hearing Examiner's findings and
recommendations as detailed in his Report are reasonable and should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Bureau of Insurance's February 1, 2012 Motion to Dismiss is hereby GRANTED;
(2) The Rule to Show Cause issued against the Defendant on April 27, 2009, is hereby VACATED; and

(3) This case is dismissed from the Commission's docket, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2009-00032
MARCH 16, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION,
v.
SHENANDOAH LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER ESTABLISHING SURPLUS NOTES LIQUIDATION FUND

By order entered in the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond on February 12, 2009, in Case No. CH-09-673, the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") was appointed the Receiver of Shenandoah Life Insurance Company ("Shenandoah"). On January 27, 2012, the Deputy Receiver in this
matter filed her application ("Application") for the Commission's entry of an order establishing a Surplus Notes Liquidation Fund and resolving issues
regarding certain Shenandoah Surplus Notes.

In her Application, the Deputy Receiver requested that the Commission enter an Order establishing, among other things, a "Surplus Notes
Liquidation Fund" of $4 million from which will be paid, to the extent possible, any claim that Wilmington Trust Company ("Trustee"), the Bank of New
York ("Indenture Trustee"), or the investors in the Shenandoah Surplus Notes ("Noteholders") may assert under the Shenandoah Surplus Notes before the
Bar Date established in the Deputy Receiver's Sixth Directive issued October 25, 2011. In the alternative, the Deputy Receiver proposed that she be
authorized to transfer the Surplus Notes Liquidation Fund to the Trustee and Indenture Trustee as part of the Deputy Receiver's Rehabilitation Plan, in which
case the Trustee and Indenture Trustee, as applicable, would be responsible for distributing the Surplus Notes Liquidation Fund to the Noteholders in
accordance with their respective duties.

On February 6, 2012, the Commission entered an Order for Notice and Contingent Hearing ("Order for Notice"), which set a contingent hearing
on the Application for March 27, 2012, and directed the Deputy Receiver to publish notice of the contingent hearing and provide notice to the Noteholders
by first class mail or overnight delivery to the Trustee and Indenture Trustee. The Order for Notice directed any party objecting to the relief sought in the
Application to file a Notice of Objection with the Commission no later than March 1, 2012. The Order for Notice provided that if no Notices of Objection
were filed, then the Commission may, without holding a contingent hearing: (i) approve the Surplus Notes Liquidation Fund as the Trustees' and
Noteholders' sole recourse in the rehabilitation of Shenandoah from which payments would be made (a) to the Trustee and Indenture Trustee or (b) on all
approved claims filed by the Noteholders before the March 1, 2012, Bar Date; and (ii) approve all other relief sought in the Application.

On March 9, 2012, the Deputy Receiver provided proof of notice as required by the Order for Notice. No Notices of Objection were filed with
the Commission.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the Application, makes the following findings:

(1) The Surplus Notes Liquidation Fund is a fair and equitable resolution of any interest that the Trustee, the Indenture Trustee, and the
Noteholders may have in the assets and affairs of Shenandoah;

(2) No valid claim against Shenandoah will exist with respect to the Surplus Notes following the payment of the Surplus Notes Liquidation
Fund; and

(3) Any claim held by the Trustee, the Indenture Trustee, or the Noteholders in connection with the Surplus Notes that has not been timely filed
in accordance with the Sixth Directive and the Bar Date established therein is permanently barred.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The payment of the Surplus Notes Liquidation Fund to the Trustee and the Indenture Trustee or to the Noteholders in full satisfaction of all of
Shenandoah's obligations and liabilities under the Surplus Notes is hereby APPROVED, such payment to be made at such time after the closing of the
Rehabilitation Plan as the Deputy Receiver deems appropriate.

(2) The implementation of the Rehabilitation Plan insofar as it affects the Surplus Notes is hereby APPROVED.

(3) The contingent hearing scheduled for March 27, 2012, is hereby CANCELLED.

(4) This case is continued.
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CASE NO. INS-2009-00063
MARCH 19, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
ACA ASSURANCE, INC.,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

ACA Assurance, Inc. ("Defendant"), a foreign fraternal benefit society domiciled in the State of New Hampshire, is licensed to transact the
business of a fraternal benefit society in the Commonwealth of Virginia.

By Order Suspending License entered herein May 13, 2009, the Defendant was prohibited from issuing any new contracts or policies of insurance
in Virginia.

By letter of Angela Anglum, Esquire, on behalf of Peter A. Bengelsdorf, the Special Deputy Commissioner for ACA Assurance, Inc., in
Rehabilitation, dated February 10, 2012, and received by the State Corporation Commission's ("Commission") Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") on
February 21, 2012, the Commission was advised that the Defendant wishes to withdraw its license to transact the business of insurance in Virginia.
Additionally, the Defendant advised the Commission that the Defendant does not have any remaining Virginia policies.

The withdrawal of the Defendant's license has been processed by the Bureau effective February 21, 2012.

In light of the foregoing the Bureau has recommended that the Order Suspending License entered by the Commission be vacated and this case be
closed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Bureau, is of the opinion that the Order
Suspending License entered by the Commission should be vacated.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Order Suspending License entered by the Commission should be, and is hereby, VACATED;
(2) This case shall be, and is hereby CLOSED; and

(3) The papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes

CASE NO. INS-2009-00064
AUGUST 28, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
DIAMOND INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

Diamond Insurance Company ("Defendant"), a foreign corporation domiciled in the state of Illinois, is licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth").

By Order Suspending License ("Order") entered August 12, 2009, the Defendant was prohibited from issuing any new contracts or policies of
insurance in the Commonwealth. The Order was entered due to the Defendant's failure to maintain the minimum capital and surplus required by § 38.2-1028
of the Code of Virginia.

The Defendant's May 31, 2012 Monthly Statement, filed with the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") indicates that the Defendant is in
compliance with the statutory minimum capital and surplus requirement. The Bureau has recommended that the Defendant's license to transact the business

of insurance be restored to good standing and that this case be closed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Bureau, is of the opinion that the Order
entered by the Commission should be vacated.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Order Suspending License entered by the Commission on August 12, 2009, is hereby VACATED;

(2) This case is hereby CLOSED, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2009-00125
MARCH 19, 2012

PETITION OF
JAMES M. HOWARD, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE ESTATE OF SANDRA ELIZABETH JONES, DECEASED

For review of Reciprocal of America and The Reciprocal Group Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal
EINAL ORDER

On January 29, 2003, the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond entered an order appointing the State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
as Receiver of The Reciprocal Group and Reciprocal of America (collectively, the "Reciprocal Companies"). In addition, that order appointed Alfred W.
Gross, Commissioner of Insurance, as Deputy Receiver and Melvin J. Dillon as Special Deputy Receiver of the Reciprocal Companies, in accordance with
Title 38.2, Chapters 12 and 15 of the Code of Virginia.! Pursuant to his grant of authority, the Deputy Receiver in his Sixth Directive of Deputy Receiver
Adopting Amended Receivership Appeal Procedure established appeal procedures for appeals or challenges of any decision made by the Deputy Receiver or
Special Deputy Receiver with respect to claims against the Reciprocal Companies.

On May 28, 2009, James M. Howard, Administrator of the Estate of Sandra Elizabeth Jones, Deceased ("Petitioner"), filed a Petition for Review
("Petition") with the Commission contesting the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim Nos. 001085 and 001086.

By Order dated June 9, 2009, the Commission docketed the Petition, assigned the matter to a Hearing Examiner, and directed the Deputy
Receiver to file an Answer or other responsive pleading to the Petition on or before July 10, 2009.

On July 8, 2009, the Deputy Receiver, by counsel, filed an Agreed Motion to Stay Proceedings ("Motion") stating the parties were engaged in
discussions to resolve the matter amicably and requested the proceedings be stayed indefinitely to allow the parties to continue to work towards resolution of

the matter. By ruling dated July 8, 2009, the Motion was granted and the case was continued generally.

By letter dated January 11, 2012, counsel for the Deputy Receiver notified the Petitioner by letter of her intent to return the matter to the
Commission's docket of active cases.

On February 2, 2012, the Petitioner, by counsel, filed a Notice of Withdrawal of Petition for Review ("Notice of Withdrawal") stipulating that the
Commission's Order Granting Motion for Summary Judgment, entered on February 14, 2008, in Commission Case No. INS-2003-00092, is dispositive of
the claims set out in the Petition. Accordingly, the Petitioner withdrew his Petition with prejudice to its refiling. Counsel for the Deputy Receiver joined in
with the Petitioner's Notice of Withdrawal.

On February 29, 2012, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report in which he recommended that the Petitioner's Notice of Withdrawal be treated as
a Motion to Dismiss and should be granted. Additionally, the Hearing Examiner found that since the Deputy Receiver and the Petitioner are in agreement,

there is no need to allow an opportunity for comments to the Report.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the record herein and the Report of the Hearing Examiner, is of the opinion that the findings
and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Petitioner's Notice of Withdrawal is hereby GRANTED.
(2) The Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal dated April 29, 2009, is hereby AFFIRMED.

(3) The case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

' On January 10, 2011, the Commission entered an Order appointing Jacqueline K. Cunningham as Deputy Receiver of the Reciprocal Companies.

CASE NO. INS-2010-00075
JANUARY 19, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

SHENANDOAH LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY, in Receivership,
Respondents,

In Re Claim of SUPERIOR PERFORMERS, INC. d/b/a NATIONAL AGENTS ALLIANCE
EINAL ORDER
On February 12, 2009, the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond entered an order ("Order") appointing the State Corporation Commission

("Commission") as Receiver of Shenandoah Life Insurance Company ("Shenandoah"). In addition, on February 12, 2009, the Commission, by Order
Appointing Deputy Receiver for Conservation and Rehabilitation ("Order Appointing Deputy Receiver"), appointed Alfred W. Gross, Commissioner for the
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Commission's Bureau of Insurance, as Deputy Receiver, in accordance with Title 38.2, Chapter 15 of the Code of Virginia."! Pursuant to his grant of
authority, the Deputy Receiver, in his Second Directive of Deputy Receiver Adopting Receivership Appeal Procedures, established appeal procedures for
appeals or challenges of any decision made by the Deputy Receiver with respect to claims made against Shenandoah ("RAP").

The Order Appointing Deputy Receiver enjoined all persons from maintaining or furthering any action at law against Shenandoah except in
accordance with the instructions of the Deputy Receiver. On April 19, 2010, Superior Performers, Inc. d/b/a National Agents Alliance ("NAA"), by counsel,
pursuant to the RAP, filed with the Clerk of the Commission a Petition for Review contesting the Deputy Receiver's denial of its request to modify the Order
and allow NAA to proceed with mediation and/or complete the litigation against Shenandoah and Carolina Insurance Marketing in North Carolina Business
Court ("Petition").

On June 8, 2010, the Deputy Receiver filed a Motion to Dismiss and Plea in Bar ("Motion"). In his Motion, the Deputy Receiver asserted that
NAA's appeal should be dismissed with prejudice because it was not filed within the time period allowed by the RAP for an appeal to the Commission. In
his Motion, the Deputy Receiver argued that his letter of April 22, 2009 ("Letter"), was a determination of appeal and that NAA had 30 days from April 22,
2009, to file a Notice of Appeal with the Commission. The Deputy Receiver concluded that because the appeal was not filed within 30 days of his Letter,
NAA's appeal was time barred by the RAP. The Deputy Receiver further argued that NAA's Petition did not appeal the matters set forth in the Notice of
Claim Determination issued by the Deputy Receiver on November 3, 2009, and that NAA has waived its right to appeal those matters decided in the Notice
of Claim Determination.

On June 22, 2010, NAA filed an Opposition to Motion to Dismiss and Plea in Bar ("Opposition"). In support of its Opposition, NAA argued that
there was no final appealable decision by the Deputy Receiver on April 22, 2009. NAA further argued that its Petition did appeal the merits of its claim
against Shenandoah because it incorporated by reference NAA's letter of August 21, 2009, in which NAA requested that the Deputy Receiver consider the
merits of its claim against Shenandoah.

On July 13, 2010, the Hearing Examiner issued a report in which he found that the Deputy Receiver's Letter was not a Notice of Claim
Determination pursuant to the RAP because it did not contain the same language as the November 3, 2009, Notice of Claim Determination. The Hearing
Examiner also found that NAA timely appealed the Notice of Claim Determination issued on November 3, 2009, which denied NAA's request to lift the stay
to allow litigation pending in North Carolina to proceed and its claims for damages against Shenandoah. The Hearing Examiner denied the Deputy
Receiver's Motion and, pursuant to Rule 5 VAC 5-20-120 B of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, certified his Ruling to the Commission
for affirmation or reversal.

On July 19, 2010, the Deputy Receiver filed his Objections to the Hearing Examiner's Ruling and Certification to the Commission ("Objections").
In his Objections, the Deputy Receiver argued that his Letter constitutes a Notice of Claim Determination and that the Hearing Examiner's Ruling imposes a
requirement upon the Deputy Receiver that is not found in the RAP. The Deputy Receiver further argued that the Petition did not appeal the denial of NAA's
claim for damages from the receivership estate because the prayer for relief did not request that the denial of its claim be reversed.

On October 8, 2010, the Commission entered an Order affirming the Hearing Examiner's findings and recommendations and remanding the
matter to the Hearing Examiner. By Hearing Examiner's ruling entered April 1, 2011, an evidentiary hearing was scheduled to begin July 11, 2011. Prior to
July 11, 2011, the parties advised the Hearing Examiner that a settlement had been reached. In order to allow the parties to reduce their settlement to
writing, the scheduled hearing was cancelled.

On December 27, 2011, the parties filed a Joint Motion for Approval of Settlement, together with a Full and Final Release and Settlement
Agreement. On January 3, 2012, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report ("Report"). In his Report, the Hearing Examiner found that the Full and Final
Release and Settlement Agreement is fair, reasonable, and in the public interest and found that the Joint Motion for Approval of Settlement should be
granted.

The Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an order that: (1) adopts the findings and recommendations contained in his
Report; (2) grants the Joint Motion for Approval of Settlement; (3) approves the Full and Final Release and Settlement Agreement; (4) grants to NAA a
general creditor claim in the settlement amount of $60,000, the payment of which is subject to the terms of the Full and Final Release and Settlement
Agreement; and (5) passes the papers herein to the file for ended causes.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the record herein and the Report of the Hearing Examiner, is of the opinion that the findings
and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Hearing Examiner's findings and recommendations are hereby AFFIRMED; and

(2) The papers herein shall be passed to the file for ended causes.

! Effective January 1, 2011, the Commission appointed Jacqueline K. Cunningham Deputy Receiver of Shenandoah.
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CASE NO. INS-2011-00002
NOVEMBER 13, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
JAMES STUART NESBIT,

Defendant

JUDGMENT ORDER

On February 16, 2012, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered a Rule to Show Cause ("Rule") against James Stuart Nesbit
("Defendant") based upon allegations made by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"). Specifically, the Bureau alleged that the Defendant violated:
(1) § 38.2-1831 (10) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by engaging in dishonest practices and demonstrating incompetence or untrustworthiness in the
conduct of the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and (2) § 38.2-1812 F of the Code by sharing commissions with an entity not
licensed for the same class of insurance.

In the Rule, the Commission directed the Defendant to file a responsive pleading on or before March 16, 2012, and scheduled a hearing for
May 1,2012. The Rule assigned the matter to a Hearing Examiner to conduct further proceedings on behalf of the Commission and to file a final report.

On March 16, 2012, the Defendant filed a Responsive Pleading and represented that he intended to appear at the hearing on May 1, 2012.

The evidentiary hearing on the Rule was convened as scheduled on May 1, 2012, in Richmond, Virginia. DeMarion P. Johnston, Esquire, and
Gauhar R. Naseem, Esquire, appeared on behalf of the Bureau. Billy J. Seabolt, Esquire, appeared on behalf of the Defendant.

During the hearing the Bureau offered, and the Hearing Examiner accepted into evidence, numerous exhibits and the testimony of four witnesses,
including the testimony and associated documents of: (1)the Bureau's senior investigator Charles Marshall; (2) Mark Hamby, President of Capitol
Securities Management, Inc.; and (3) Commonwealth residents Otha Thomas Parker, III, and Nina Fentress Garris.! While the Defendant did not testify on
his own behalf at the hearing, the Bureau offered, and the Hearing Examiner accepted into evidence, excerpts from his deposition that were taken in
connection with this proceeding. The Defendant did not offer any rebuttal evidence during the hearing.

On July 11, 2012, the Hearing Examiner issued her report ("Report"), which thoroughly summarized the factual and procedural history of this
case, as well as the evidence and arguments presented at the hearing. In her Report, the Hearing Examiner made the following findings and
recommendations:

(1) The Defendant committed eight (8) violations of § 38.2-1831 (10) of the Code.

(2) The Defendant committed eight (8) violations of § 38.2-1812 F of the Code.

(3) The Commission should assess a penalty against the Defendant in the amount of One Thousand Dollars ($ 1,000) per violation, for a total
penalty of Sixteen Thousand Dollars ($16,000).2

(4) The Commission should suspend the Defendant's insurance licenses for a period of two (2) years.?

The Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an order adopting the findings of her Report and dismissing the case from the
Commission's docket of active cases.” Comments to the Hearing Examiner's Report were due twenty-one (21) days from the date of the Report. On
August 1, 2012, the Bureau filed comments in support of the Report and asked the Commission to adopt the Hearing Examiner's findings and

recommendations. The Defendant did not file comments.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, is of the opinion and finds that the Hearing Examiner's findings and
recommendations are reasonable, are supported by the evidentiary record, and should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The findings and recommendations of the July 11, 2012, Report of A. Ann Berkebile, Hearing Examiner, are hereby adopted.

(2) Pursuant to § 38 .2-218 B of the Code of Virginia, the Defendant is hereby penalized in the amount of One Thousand Dollars ($ 1,000) per
violation for a total penalty of Sixteen Thousand Dollars ($16,000).

(3) The insurance licenses of James Stuart Nesbit are hereby suspended for a period of two (2) years from the date of entry of this Order.

! Prior to presenting testimony, the Bureau introduced several stipulated documents: (1) bank records from TowneBank in Virginia Beach; and (2) Central
Registration Depository records from the Financial Industry Regulatory Authority for Daryl Bank and the Defendant.

? In her Report, the Hearing Examiner concluded that the Bureau's requested monetary penalty of Twenty Thousand Dollars ($20,000) was not supported by
clear and convincing evidence that the Defendant's violations of the Code were willful.

3 Report at 14,

“1d.
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(4) The Commission shall retain jurisdiction in this matter for all purposes, including the institution of a show cause proceeding, or taking such
other action it deems appropriate on account of the Defendant's failure to comply with the terms and undertakings of this Order.

CASE NO. INS-2011-00003
SEPTEMBER 25, 2012

PETITION OF
SALMONS SPECIALIZED HAULING, INC.

For review of a decision by the National Council on Compensation Insurance pursuant to §§ 38.2-1923 and 38.2-2018 of the Code of Virginia
ORDER

On January 4, 2011, Salmons Specialized Hauling, Inc. ("Salmons"),' filed with the Clerk of the State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
a Petition for review of a decision by the National Council on Compensation Insurance ("NCCI") pursuant to §§ 38.2-1923 and 38.2-2018 of the Code of
Virginia. In its Petition, Salmons appeals the decision by the NCCI to classify it as a grain elevator operation, Class Code 8304, rather than as a feed,
fertilizer, hay, or grain dealer, Class Code 8215. This classification decision ultimately affects the cost of Salmons' workers' compensation insurance
premiums.

By Order Scheduling Hearing entered January 13, 2011, the Commission, among other things, docketed the Petition, assigned the matter to a
Hearing Examiner for further proceedings, and scheduled an evidentiary hearing.

On June 7, 2011, the hearing was convened. Salmons presented the testimony of Ronald Hurwitz, an independent consultant who provides
managerial and accounting services to Salmons and its related companies. NCCI presented the testimony of Ronald Darna, a rules and classification
manager for NCCL.

On August 3, 2012, the Chief Hearing Examiner issued her Report, which thoroughly summarized the factual and procedural history of this case,
as well as the evidence and arguments presented at the hearing. The Chief Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an order (i) adopting
the findings in her Report; (ii) affirming the NCCI classification of Salmons operations as Class Code 8304; (iii) directing NCCI to clarify the phraseology
and scope of Class Code 8215; (iv) directing NCCI to re-assess the relative risk and decision to pool drivers with other grain elevator employees; and
(v) dismissing the case.”

On August 17, 2012, Salmons filed comments to the Chief Hearing Examiner's Report in which it asserts that Code 8215 best describes the
business of Salmons and that NCCI has collected no claims or loss data to perform the analyses necessary to support its classification and premium rate
decisions. On August 24, 2012, NCCI filed its response to the Chief Hearing Examiner's Report, generally supporting the Chief Hearing Examiner's
recommendations but raising practical concerns regarding the availability of data to perform a study regarding separate treatment for drivers who are grain
elevator employees.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the record in its entirety, including the Petition, the evidence and exhibits presented at the
hearing, the Chief Hearing Examiner's Report and comments thereon, and the applicable law, is of the opinion that the findings and recommendations of the
Chief Hearing Examiner should be adopted with the exception of the recommendation directing NCCI to re-assess the relative risk and decision to pool
drivers with other grain elevator employees. We note that NCCI has raised practical concerns regarding the availability of data to perform such a study.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The recommendations of the Chief Hearing Examiner's Report are ADOPTED IN PART, as noted above.

(2) The Petition of Salmons Specialized Hauling, Inc., for review of a decision by the National Council on Compensation Insurance pursuant to
§§ 38.2-1923 and 38.2-2018 of the Code of Virginia is hereby DENIED.

(3) The classification of the National Council on Compensation Insurance of Salmons Specialized Hauling, Inc., as Class Code 8304 is hereby
AFFIRMED.

(4) The case is dismissed from the Commission's docket of active cases, and the papers herein shall be passed to the file for ended causes.

! Salmons Specialized Hauling, Inc., owns and operates a fleet of road tractors that are used to support the delivery of feed grain purchased and sold by
Salmons, Inc. Parties agreed from the outset that both companies, Salmons Specialized Hauling, Inc. and Salmons, Inc., would be considered as one for
purposes of this matter. They were not treated as separate entities for purposes of buying insurance and for the purpose of the decision of an NCCI review
panel.

2 Chief Hearing Examiner's Report at 13-14.
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CASE NO. INS-2011-00047
FEBRUARY 22, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

GROUP HOSPITALIZATION AND MEDICAL SERVICES, INC.,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a target market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of a health services plan in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, has
violated §§ 38.2-316 B and 38.2-316 C 1 of the Code of Virginia by failing to comply with policy and form filing requirements; violated subsection 1 of
§ 38.2-502 and § 38.2-503 of the Code of Virginia, as well as 14 VAC 5-90-55 A, 14 VAC 5-90-55 B, 14 VAC 5-90-60 A 1, 14 VAC 5-90-60 A 2,
14 VAC 5-90-60 B 3, 14 VAC 5-90-60 B 4, 14 VAC 5-90-80 A, 14 VAC 5-90-100 A, 14 VAC 5-90-100 B, and 14 VAC 5-90-110 of the Rules Governing
Advertisement of Accident and Sickness Insurance by failing to comply with advertising requirements; violated §§ 38.2-510 A2, 38.2-510 A 3,
38.2-510 A 5, 38.2-510 A 6, and 38.2-510 A 15 of the Code of Virginia by failing to comply with claim settlement practices; violated § 38.2-610 A 2 of the
Code of Virginia by failing to give to applicants for insurance written notice of an adverse underwriting decision in the form approved by the Commission;
violated §§ 38.2-1812 A and 38.2-1833 A 1 of the Code of Virginia by failing to comply with agent licensing requirements; violated § 38.2-3407.1 B of the
Code of Virginia by failing to pay interest at the legal rate of interest from the date of fifteen (15) working days from the Defendant's receipt of proof of loss
to the date that the claim was paid; violated §§ 38.2-3407.14 A, 38.2-3407.14 B, 38.2-3407.15 B 1, 38.2-3407.15 B 2, 38.2-3407.15 B 3, 38.2-3407.15 B 4,
38.2-3407.15 B 5, 38.2-3407.15 B 6, 38.2-3407.15 B 7, 38.2-3407.15 B 8, 38.2-3407.15 B 9, 38.2-3407.15 B 10, and 38.2-3407.15 B 11 of the Code of
Virginia by failing to comply with premium notice requirements and ethics and fairness requirements for business practices; violated § 38.2-3542 C of the
Code of Virginia by failing to provide adequate notice of termination of coverage; and violated § 38.2-5804 A of the Code of Virginia by failing to comply
with complaint system requirements.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of Fifty-three Thousand
Dollars ($53,000), waived its right to a hearing, agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order from future violations of §§ 38.2-510 A 6,
38.2-3407.14 A, 38.2-3407.14 B or 38.2-5804 A of the Code of Virginia, and agreed to comply with the Corrective Action Plan contained in the Target
Market Conduct Examination Report as of March 31, 2009.

The Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of the Defendant pursuant to the authority granted
the Commission in § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the offer of settlement of the Defendant, and the recommendation of the
Bureau of Insurance, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;

(2) The Defendant cease and desist from any future conduct that constitutes a violation of §§ 38.2-510 A 6, 38.2-3407.14 A, 38.2-3407.14 B or
38.2-5804 A of the Code of Virginia; and

(3) The papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. INS-2011-00155
MAY 8, 2012

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION,
v.
SHENANDOAH LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER TERMINATING REHABILITATION PROCEEDING AND
PERMITTING THE COMPANY TO RESUME POSSESSION OF ITS
PROPERTY AND THE MANAGEMENT OF ITS AFFAIRS

Before the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") is a notice ("Notice"), filed on May 8, 2012, by Jacqueline K. Cunningham, in her
capacity as Deputy Receiver ("Deputy Receiver") of Shenandoah Life Insurance Company ("Shenandoah" or "Company"), as required by the Commission's
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October 20, 2011 Final Order Approving Plan of Conversion, Rehabilitation Plan, and Acquisition of Control, and Granting Related Relief ("Order
Approving Rehabilitation Plan").!

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

1. The Circuit Court for the City of Richmond, Virginia ("Court"), found Shenandoah to be in a hazardous financial condition, placed the
Company into receivership, and appointed the Commission as receiver of the Company (in such capacity, "Receiver") with all the powers and authority
expressed or implied under the provisions of Title 38.2, Chapter 15 of the Code of Virginia and as set forth in the Court's Final Order Appointing Receiver
for Rehabilitation or Liquidation, dated February 12, 2009 ("Receivership Order").?

2. Pursuant to the Receivership Order, the Receiver is authorized to take any and all actions that it deems advisable in connection with the
liquidation or rehabilitation of the Company and is further authorized to act as the receivership court of record, to oversee the rehabilitation or liquidation of
the Company, and to approve any other authorized steps that it considers advisable in connection with the affairs of the Company pursuant to § 38.2-1508 of
the Code of Virginia and Article IX, § 3 of the Constitution of Virginia without need for further order of the Court.

3. The Receiver, in accordance with authority granted to it by the Court under the Receivership Order, pursuant to the Receiver's Order
Appointing Deputy Receiver for Conservation and Rehabilitation,” as amended by the Receiver's Amendment to Order Appointing Deputy Receiver for
Conservation and Rehabilitation* ("Order Appointing Deputy Receiver"), appointed the Deputy Receiver to act on behalf of the Commission in its capacity
as Receiver for the period the Commission is the Receiver of the Company.

4.  The Receivership Order, the Order Appointing Deputy Receiver, and applicable Virginia law vest title, both legal and equitable, in the
Receiver to all of the Company's property, including its affairs, business, assets, records, and all other property of any kind or nature, and give the Receiver
and the Deputy Receiver the sole right to conduct the business of the Company and each of its subsidiaries.

5. On June 24, 2011, the Deputy Receiver filed her Application for: (A) a Final Order Approving Rehabilitation Plan (Including Plan of
Conversion) and Acquisition of Control, and Granting Related Relief; and (B) a Final Order Terminating Rehabilitation Proceeding ("Application"), reciting
that the Deputy Receiver had determined that: (i) the proposed conversion of the Company from a domestic mutual life insurance company to a domestic
stock life insurance company pursuant to a plan of conversion ("Plan of Conversion") and rehabilitation would be in the best interests of the Company, its
members, policyholders ("Policy