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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 2014 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 11 Dimitri 6

Jagdmann 9



ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Preface

The State Corporation Commission is vested with regulatory authority over many businesses and economic interests
in Virginia. These interests are as varied as the SCC's powers, which are derived from the Constitution of Virginia and state
statutes. The SCC's authority ranges from setting rates charged by public utilities to serving as the central filing office in
Virginia for corporate charters.

Established by the Virginia Constitution of 1902 to oversee the railroad and telephone and telegraph industries
operating in the Commonwealth, the SCC's jurisdiction now includes supervision of many businesses that have a direct
impact on Virginia consumers. The SCC is charged with administering the Virginia laws related to the regulation of public
utilities, insurance, state-chartered financial institutions, investment securities, retail franchising, and utility and railroad
safety. In addition, it is the state's central filing office for Uniform Commercial Code financing statements and for
documents that create corporations, limited liability companies, business trusts, and limited partnerships.

The SCC's structure is unique. No other state has placed in a single agency such a broad array of regulatory
responsibility. Created by the state constitution as a permanent department of government, the SCC possesses legislative,
judicial, and administrative powers. The decisions of the SCC can be appealed only to the Supreme Court of Virginia.
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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
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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 §§ 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 SVAC5-20-100 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 SVAC5-20-270, 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 SVACS5-20-270, 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
5VACS5-20-270, 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 SVACS5-20-260.

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 staft 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. BAN20020839
JULY 25, 2014

APPLICATION OF
FINANCIAL EXCHANGE COMPANY OF VIRGINIA, INC.
D/B/A MONEY MART

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

CORRECTING AND LICENSE REISSUANCE ORDER

On November 7, 2002, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order in this case granting Financial Exchange Company
of Virginia, Inc. d/b/a Money Mart ("Company"), a license to engage in business as a payday lender under Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 (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 and that the Company subsequently paid the fee required by Commission
regulation for reissuance of its license certificate.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(€8] The tenth location listed in the Order Granting a License entered on November 7, 2002, is hereby corrected, nunc pro tunc to that date,
to read "1375 E. Little Creek Road, Norfolk, Virginia 23518" rather than "1375 E. Little Creek Road, Norfolk, Virginia 23503."

2) All other provisions of the Order Granting a License entered on November 7, 2002, shall remain in full force and effect.

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

CASE NO. BAN20130373
JANUARY 10, 2014

REQUEST BY
VIRGINIA BEACH COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

To be designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization

ORDER GRANTING DESIGNATION

Virginia Beach Community Development Corporation, a Virginia corporation, has requested that the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") designate it as a bona fide nonprofit organization pursuant to § 6.2-1701.1 of the Code of Virginia and 10 VAC 5-161-75 of the
Commission's rules governing mortgage loan originators, 10 VAC 5-161-10 et seq. ("Rules"). The request was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the corporation's request and the Bureau's report, finds that the request meets the criteria in
Rule 10 VAC 5-161-75.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT Virginia Beach Community Development Corporation is designated as a bona fide nonprofit
organization for purposes of Chapter 17 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia and the Commission's Rules.

CASE NO. BAN20130375
FEBRUARY 27, 2014

APPLICATION OF
NORTHERN STAR CREDIT UNION, INCORPORATED

To merge with Belt Line Employees Credit Union, Incorporated

ORDER APPROVING A MERGER

Northern Star Credit Union, Incorporated ("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, to merge with Belt Line Employees Credit Union, Incorporated, a Virginia state-chartered
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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 of Virginia; (2) the plan of merger will promote the
best interests of the members of the credit unions; and (3) the members of Belt Line Employees Credit Union, Incorporated 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, § 13.1-801 ef seq. of the Code of Virginia, the proposed merger of Belt Line Employees Credit Union, Incorporated into the Applicant is
APPROVED, effective upon the issuance by the Clerk of the Commission of a certificate of merger. The authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year
from the date of this Order unless extended by order of the Commission prior to the expiration date.

CASE NO. BAN20140030
MARCH 13, 2014

APPLICATION OF
CITIZENS AND FARMERS BANK

For a certificate of authority to conduct a banking and trust business following a merger with Central Virginia Bank and for authority to operate
the authorized offices of the merging banks

ORDER GRANTING AUTHORITY

Citizens and Farmers Bank, a Virginia state-chartered bank, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to
§ 6.2-822 of the Code of Virginia, for a certificate of authority to conduct a banking and trust business following a merger with Central Virginia Bank, a
Virginia state-chartered bank. Citizens and Farmers Bank proposes to be the surviving bank in the merger and seeks authority to operate all of the currently
authorized offices of the merging banks. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, finds that: (1) the provisions of law have been
complied with; (2) the capital stock of the resulting bank will be $2,783,000, and its surplus will be not less than $72,449,000; (3) the public interest will be
served by the banking facilities of the resulting bank in the communities where its offices will be located; (4) the oaths of all directors have been taken and
filed in accordance with the provisions of § 6.2-863 of the Code of Virginia; (5) the resulting bank will conduct a legitimate banking business; (6) the moral
fitness, financial responsibility, and business qualifications of those named as officers and directors of the resulting bank are such as to command the
confidence of the community; and (7) the deposits of the resulting bank will be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT a certificate of authority to conduct a banking and trust business is GRANTED to Citizens and
Farmers Bank, effective upon the issuance by the Clerk of the Commission of a certificate of merger in the proposed transaction. The resulting bank is
authorized to operate a main office at 802 Main Street, West Point, King William County, Virginia, and is authorized to maintain and operate, in addition to
its current offices and facilities, the offices of Central Virginia Bank listed in Attachment A. The authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year from the
date of this Order unless extended by Commission order prior to the expiration date.

CASE NO. BAN20140040
MARCH 14, 2014

NOTICE OF
SOUTHERN NATIONAL BANCORP OF VIRGINIA, INC.

To acquire Prince George's Federal Savings Bank

ORDER OF APPROVAL

Southern National Bancorp of Virginia, Inc., a Virginia bank holding company, has filed with the State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
the notice required by § 6.2-1160 of the Code of Virginia of its proposed acquisition of Prince George's Federal Savings Bank, a federal savings bank. The
Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") investigated the proposed acquisition.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the notice and the report of the Bureau, finds that the proposed acquisition will not have a
detrimental effect on the safety or soundness of the Virginia bank subsidiary of Southern National Bancorp of Virginia, Inc.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the proposed acquisition of Prince George's Federal Savings Bank by Southern National Bancorp of
Virginia, Inc. is APPROVED, provided that: (i) if prior to consummation of the transaction there are any material changes in the terms or conditions of the
proposed acquisition from those represented in the application, the applicant shall immediately notify the Bureau so that the Bureau can evaluate the impact
of such changes on the proposed acquisition; (ii) the acquisition is consummated within one (1) year from the date of this Order; and (iii) the applicant
notifies the Bureau of the effective date of the transaction within ten (10) days thereof.
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CASE NO. BAN20140041
MAY 22, 2014

APPLICATION OF
SONABANK

For a certificate of authority to conduct a banking business following a merger with Prince George's Federal Savings Bank and for authority to
operate the authorized offices of the merging financial institutions

ORDER GRANTING AUTHORITY

Sonabank, a Virginia state-chartered bank, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to § 6.2-1146 of the Code
of Virginia, for a certificate of authority to conduct a banking business following a merger with Prince George's Federal Savings Bank, a federal savings
bank. Sonabank proposes to be the surviving financial institution in the merger and seeks authority to operate all of the currently authorized offices of the
merging financial institutions. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, finds that: (1) the provisions of law have been
complied with; (2) the capital stock of the resulting bank will be $2,000,000, and its surplus will be not less than $95,820,000; (3) the public interest will be
served by the banking facilities of the resulting bank in the communities where its offices will be located; (4) the oaths of all directors have been taken and
filed in accordance with the provisions of § 6.2-863 of the Code of Virginia; (5) the resulting bank will conduct a legitimate banking business; (6) the moral
fitness, financial responsibility, and business qualifications of those named as officers and directors of the resulting bank are such as to command the
confidence of the community; and (7) the deposits of the resulting bank will be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the proposed merger of Prince George's Federal Savings Bank into Sonabank is APPROVED and a
certificate of authority to conduct a banking business is GRANTED to Sonabank, effective upon the issuance by the Clerk of the Commission of a certificate
of merger in the proposed transaction. The resulting bank is authorized to operate a main office at 6830 Old Dominion Drive, McLean, Fairfax County,
Virginia, and is authorized to maintain and operate, in addition to its current offices and facilities, the offices of Prince George's Federal Savings Bank listed
in Attachment A. The authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year from the date of this Order unless extended by Commission order prior to the
expiration date.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A 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. BAN20140047
MARCH 13, 2014

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

To merge with Chesapeake City Employees 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, to merge with Chesapeake City Employees
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 of Virginia; (2) the plan of merger will promote the
best interests of the members of the credit unions; and (3) the members of Chesapeake City Employees 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, § 13.1-801 et seq. of the Code of Virginia, the proposed merger of Chesapeake City Employees Credit Union into the Applicant is
APPROVED, effective upon the issuance by the Clerk of the Commission of a certificate of merger. Following the merger, the Applicant shall be
authorized to operate a service facility, in addition to its current service facilities, at what is now the office of Chesapeake City Employees Credit Union at
401 Albemarle Drive, Suite 102, Chesapeake, Virginia 23322. The authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year from the date of this Order unless
extended by order of the Commission prior to the expiration date.
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CASE NO. BAN20140072
MARCH 27, 2014

APPLICATION OF
MARTINSVILLE DU PONT EMPLOYEES CREDIT UNION, INCORPORATED

To merge with Martinsville Postal Credit Union, Incorporated

ORDER APPROVING A MERGER

Martinsville Du Pont Employees Credit Union, Incorporated ("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, to merge with Martinsville Postal Credit Union, Incorporated, 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 of Virginia; (2) the plan of merger will promote the
best interests of the members of the credit unions; and (3) the members of Martinsville Postal Credit Union, Incorporated 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, § 13.1-801 ef seq. of the Code of Virginia, the proposed merger of Martinsville Postal Credit Union, Incorporated into the Applicant is

APPROVED, effective upon the issuance by the Clerk of the Commission of a certificate of merger. The authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year
from the date of this Order unless extended by order of the Commission prior to the expiration date.

CASE NO. BAN20140088
MAY 21, 2014

APPLICATION OF
XENITH BANKSHARES, INC.

To acquire control of Colonial Virginia Bank

ORDER OF APPROVAL

Xenith Bankshares, Inc., a Virginia bank holding company, has filed with the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") the application
required by § 6.2-704 of the Code of Virginia to acquire control of Colonial Virginia Bank, a Virginia state-chartered bank. 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.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the proposed acquisition of Colonial Virginia Bank by Xenith Bankshares, Inc. is APPROVED,
provided that: (i) if prior to consummation of the transaction there are any material changes in the terms or conditions of the proposed acquisition from those
represented in the application, the applicant shall immediately notify the Bureau so that the Bureau can evaluate the impact of such changes on the proposed
acquisition; (ii) the acquisition is consummated within one (1) year from the date of this Order; and (iii) the applicant notifies the Bureau of the effective date
of the transaction within ten (10) days thereof.

CASE NO. BAN20140094
MAY 21, 2014

APPLICATION OF
XENITH BANK

For a certificate of authority to conduct a banking business following a merger with Colonial Virginia Bank and for authority to operate the
authorized offices of the merging banks

ORDER GRANTING AUTHORITY

Xenith Bank, a Virginia state-chartered bank, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to § 6.2-822 of the
Code of Virginia, for a certificate of authority to conduct a banking business following a merger with Colonial Virginia Bank, a Virginia state-chartered
bank. Xenith Bank proposes to be the surviving bank in the merger and seeks authority to operate all of the currently authorized offices of the merging
banks. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, finds that: (1) the provisions of law have been
complied with; (2) the capital stock of the resulting bank will be $19,000,000, and its surplus will be not less than $75,000,000; (3) the public interest will be
served by the banking facilities of the resulting bank in the communities where its offices will be located; (4) the oaths of all directors have been taken and
filed in accordance with the provisions of § 6.2-863 of the Code of Virginia; (5) the resulting bank will conduct a legitimate banking business; (6) the moral
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fitness, financial responsibility, and business qualifications of those named as officers and directors of the resulting bank are such as to command the
confidence of the community; and (7) the deposits of the resulting bank will be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT a certificate of authority to conduct a banking business is GRANTED to Xenith Bank, effective upon
the issuance by the Clerk of the Commission of a certificate of merger in the proposed transaction. The resulting bank is authorized to operate a main office
at 901 East Cary Street, Suite 1700, City of Richmond, Virginia, and is authorized to maintain and operate, in addition to its current offices and facilities, the
offices of Colonial Virginia Bank listed in Attachment A. The authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year from the date of this Order unless extended
by Commission order prior to the expiration date.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A 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. BAN20140095
JULY 15, 2014

APPLICATION OF
PCC TITLE LOANS, LLC

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

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

PCC Title Loans, LLC ("Applicant"), a Virginia limited liability company, 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 785-B East Market Street,
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22801. 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.

CASE NO. BAN20140109
JUNE 3, 2014

APPLICATION OF
LSF8 CANADA LIMITED

To acquire 100% of Financial Exchange Company of Virginia, Inc. d/b/a Money Mart

ORDER OF APPROVAL

LSF8 Canada Limited has filed with the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") the application required by § 6.2-1808 of the Code of
Virginia to acquire 100% of Financial Exchange Company of Virginia, Inc. d/b/a Money Mart, a licensee under Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 of the Code of
Virginia. The 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
§ 6.2-1808 of the Code of Virginia.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the proposed acquisition of Financial Exchange Company of Virginia, Inc. d/b/a Money Mart by LSF8
Canada Limited is APPROVED, provided that the acquisition takes place within one (1) year from the date of this Order and the applicant gives written
notice to the Bureau stating the date the acquisition occurred within ten (10) days thereafter.
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CASE NO. BAN20140134
JULY 15, 2014
APPLICATION OF
NEWPORT NEWS SHIPBUILDING EMPLOYEES' CREDIT UNION, INC.
D/B/A BAYPORT CREDIT UNION

To merge with Hampton Roads Postal Credit Union, Inc.

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, to merge with Hampton Roads Postal Credit
Union, Inc., 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 of Virginia; (2) the plan of merger will promote the
best interests of the members of the credit unions; and (3) the members of Hampton Roads Postal Credit Union, Inc. 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, § 13.1-801 et seq. of the Code of Virginia, the proposed merger of Hampton Roads Postal Credit Union, Inc. into the Applicant is
APPROVED, effective upon the issuance by the Clerk of the Commission of a certificate of merger. The authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year
from the date of this Order unless extended by order of the Commission prior to the expiration date.

CASE NO. BAN20140151
DECEMBER 18, 2014

APPLICATION OF
TIDEWATER LOANS LLC
D/B/A AMERICAN TITLE LOANS

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

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

Tidewater Loans LLC d/b/a American Title Loans ("Applicant"), a Virginia limited liability company, 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
4830 Virginia Beach Boulevard, Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462. 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.

CASE NO. BAN20140162
SEPTEMBER 24, 2014

APPLICATION OF
EAGLE BANCORP, INC.

To acquire control of Virginia Heritage Bank

ORDER OF APPROVAL

Eagle Bancorp, Inc., an out-of-state bank holding company with headquarters in Bethesda, Maryland, has filed with the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") the application required by § 6.2-704 of the Code of Virginia to acquire control of Virginia Heritage Bank, a Virginia bank.
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.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the proposed acquisition of Virginia Heritage Bank by Eagle Bancorp, Inc. is APPROVED, provided
that: (i) if prior to consummation of the transaction there are any material changes in the terms or conditions of the proposed acquisition from those
represented in the application, the applicant shall immediately notify the Bureau so that the Bureau can evaluate the impact of such changes on the proposed
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acquisition; (ii) the acquisition is consummated within one (1) year from the date of this Order; and (iii) the applicant notifies the Bureau of the effective date
of the transaction within ten (10) days thereof.

CASE NO. BAN20140171
SEPTEMBER 5, 2014
REQUEST BY
PIEDMONT HOUSING ALLIANCE

To be designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization

ORDER GRANTING DESIGNATION

Piedmont Housing Alliance, a Virginia corporation, has requested that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") designate it as a bona
fide nonprofit organization pursuant to § 6.2-1701.1 of the Code of Virginia and 10 VAC 5-161-75 of the Commission's rules governing mortgage loan
originators, 10 VAC 5-161-10 et seq. ("Rules"). The request was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the organization's request and the Bureau's report, finds that the request meets the criteria in
Rule 10 VAC 5-161-75.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT Piedmont Housing Alliance is designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization for purposes of
Chapter 17 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia and the Commission's Rules.

CASE NO. BAN20140176
OCTOBER 28, 2014

REQUEST BY
GREATER LYNCHBURG HABITAT FOR HUMANITY, INC.

To be designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization

ORDER GRANTING DESIGNATION

Greater Lynchburg Habitat for Humanity, Inc., a Virginia corporation, has requested that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
designate it as a bona fide nonprofit organization pursuant to § 6.2-1701.1 of the Code of Virginia and 10 VAC 5-161-75 of the Commission's rules
governing mortgage loan originators, 10 VAC 5-161-10 et seq. ("Rules"). The request was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial
Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the organization's request and the Bureau's report, finds that the request meets the criteria in
Rule 10 VAC 5-161-75.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT Greater Lynchburg Habitat for Humanity, Inc. is designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization for
purposes of Chapter 17 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia and the Commission's Rules.

CASE NO. BAN20140190
OCTOBER 7, 2014
REQUEST BY
ROCKBRIDGE AREA HABITAT FOR HUMANITY, INC.

To be designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization

ORDER GRANTING DESIGNATION

Rockbridge Area Habitat for Humanity, Inc., a Virginia corporation, has requested that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
designate it as a bona fide nonprofit organization pursuant to § 6.2-1701.1 of the Code of Virginia and 10 VAC 5-161-75 of the Commission's rules
governing mortgage loan originators, 10 VAC 5-161-10 et seq. ("Rules"). The request was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial
Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the organization's request and the Bureau's report, finds that the request meets the criteria in
Rule 10 VAC 5-161-75.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT Rockbridge Area Habitat for Humanity, Inc., is designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization for
purposes of Chapter 17 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia and the Commission's Rules.
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CASE NO. BAN20140197
OCTOBER 28, 2014
REQUEST BY
HABITAT FOR HUMANITY OF NORTHERN VIRGINIA, INC.

To be designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization

ORDER GRANTING DESIGNATION

Habitat for Humanity of Northern Virginia, Inc., a Virginia corporation, has requested that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
designate it as a bona fide nonprofit organization pursuant to § 6.2-1701.1 of the Code of Virginia and 10 VAC 5-161-75 of the Commission's rules
governing mortgage loan originators, 10 VAC 5-161-10 et seq. ("Rules"). The request was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial
Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the organization's request and the Bureau's report, finds that the request meets the criteria in
Rule 10 VAC 5-161-75.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT Habitat for Humanity of Northern Virginia, Inc. is designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization for
purposes of Chapter 17 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia and the Commission's Rules.

CASE NO. BAN20140203
OCTOBER 3, 2014

APPLICATION OF
EVB

For a certificate of authority to conduct a banking and trust business following a merger with Virginia Company Bank and for authority to operate
the authorized offices of the merging banks

ORDER GRANTING AUTHORITY

EVB, a Virginia state-chartered bank, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to § 6.2-822 of the Code of
Virginia, for a certificate of authority to conduct a banking and trust business following a merger with Virginia Company Bank, a Virginia state-chartered
bank. EVB proposes to be the surviving bank in the merger and seeks authority to operate all of the currently authorized offices of the merging banks. The
application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, finds that: (1) the provisions of law have been
complied with; (2) the capital stock of the resulting bank will be $10,195,000, and its surplus will be not less than $86,973,000; (3) the public interest will be
served by the banking facilities of the resulting bank in the communities where its offices will be located; (4) the oaths of all directors have been taken and
filed in accordance with the provisions of § 6.2-863 of the Code of Virginia; (5) the resulting bank will conduct a legitimate banking business; (6) the moral
fitness, financial responsibility, and business qualifications of those named as officers and directors of the resulting bank are such as to command the
confidence of the community; and (7) the deposits of the resulting bank will be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT a certificate of authority to conduct a banking and trust business is GRANTED to EVB, effective
upon the issuance by the Clerk of the Commission of a certificate of merger in the proposed transaction. The resulting bank is authorized to operate a main
office at 307 Church Lane, Tappahannock, Essex County, Virginia, and is authorized to maintain and operate, in addition to its current offices and facilities,
the offices of Virginia Company Bank listed in Attachment A. The authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year from the date of this Order unless
extended by Commission order prior to the expiration date.

CASE NO. BAN20140233
OCTOBER 7, 2014
REQUEST BY
STAUNTON — AUGUSTA - WAYNESBORO HABITAT FOR HUMANITY, INC.

To be designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization

ORDER GRANTING DESIGNATION

Staunton — Augusta — Waynesboro Habitat for Humanity, Inc., a Virginia corporation, has requested that the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") designate it as a bona fide nonprofit organization pursuant to § 6.2-1701.1 of the Code of Virginia and 10 VAC 5-161-75 of the
Commission's rules governing mortgage loan originators, 10 VAC 5-161-10 et seq. ("Rules"). The request was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the organization's request and the Bureau's report, finds that the request meets the criteria in
Rule 10 VAC 5-161-75.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT Staunton — Augusta — Waynesboro Habitat for Humanity, Inc. is designated as a bona fide nonprofit
organization for purposes of Chapter 17 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia and the Commission's Rules.
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CASE NO. BAN20140234
OCTOBER 30, 2014

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

To merge with Hampton City Employees Credit Union, Incorporated

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, to merge with Hampton City Employees
Credit Union, Incorporated, 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 of Virginia; (2) the plan of merger will promote the
best interests of the members of the credit unions; and (3) the members of Hampton City Employees Credit Union, Incorporated 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, § 13.1-801 et seq. of the Code of Virginia, the proposed merger of Hampton City Employees Credit Union, Incorporated into the Applicant
is APPROVED, effective upon the issuance by the Clerk of the Commission of a certificate of merger. Following the merger, the Applicant shall be
authorized to operate a service facility, in addition to its current service facilities, at what is now the office of Hampton City Employees Credit Union,
Incorporated at 22 Lincoln Street, 3™ Floor, Hampton, Virginia 23669. The authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year from the date of this Order
unless extended by order of the Commission prior to the expiration date.

CASE NO. BAN20140254
DECEMBER 16, 2014

REQUEST BY
FARMVILLE AREA HABITAT FOR HUMANITY, INC.

To be designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization

ORDER GRANTING DESIGNATION

Farmville Area Habitat for Humanity, Inc., a Virginia corporation, has requested that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
designate it as a bona fide nonprofit organization pursuant to § 6.2-1701.1 of the Code of Virginia and 10 VAC 5-161-75 of the Commission's rules
governing mortgage loan originators, 10 VAC 5-161-10 et seq. ("Rules"). The request was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial
Institutions ("Bureau").

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the organization's request and the Bureau's report, finds that the request meets the criteria in
Rule 10 VAC 5-161-75.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT Farmville Area Habitat for Humanity, Inc., is designated as a bona fide nonprofit organization for
purposes of Chapter 17 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia and the Commission's Rules.

CASE NO. BFI-2013-00019
AUGUST 27, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
BING SING D. WANG A/K/A
CINDY WANG,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") alleged in a Rule to Show Cause "Rule" filed on June 4, 2014, that Bing Sing D. Wang a/k/a
Cindy Wang ("Defendant") pled guilty and was convicted of federal charges of conspiracy to commit bank fraud, and that Wang's guilty plea and criminal
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 mortgage lender or mortgage broker licensee. In the Rule, the Bureau requested that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") bar
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Wang from any position of employment, management, or control of any Virginia licensed mortgage lender or mortgage broker in accordance with
§ 6.2-1620 of the Code of Virginia ("Code").

The Commission is authorized by § 6.2-1620 (A) ( iii) of the Code to bar a person from any position of employment, management, or control of
any licensee, upon making a finding, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the person, after July 1, 2003, was convicted of, or pled guilty or nolo
contendere to, any crime, if the criminal conviction or plea involved any offense reasonably related to the qualifications, functions, or duties of a person
employed by, or in a position of management or control of, a licensee.

The Defendant has been advised of her 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 she has waived her right to a hearing, and agreed to be barred from any position of

employment, management, or control of any Virginia mortgage lender or mortgage broker licensee.

The Bureau 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.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the offer of settlement of the Defendant, the recommendation of the Hearing
Examiner, 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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

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

CASE NO. BFI-2013-00070
MARCH 25, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: Inre: Payday Lending

ORDER ADOPTING REGULATIONS

On September 3, 2013, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order to Take Notice of a proposal by the Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau") to amend the Commission's regulations governing licensed payday lenders, which are set forth in Chapter 200 of Title 10 of
the Virginia Administrative Code, 10 VAC 5-200-10 et seq. The Order to Take Notice and proposed regulations were published in the Virginia Register of
Regulations on September 23, 2013, posted on the Commission's website, and sent to all licensed payday lenders and other interested parties. Licensees and
other interested parties were afforded the opportunity to file written comments or request a hearing on or before October 25, 2013.

Comments on the proposed regulations were filed by Carla Stone Witzel, Esquire, of Gordon Feinblatt, LLC; Meade Spotts, Esquire, of Spotts
Fain PC; and David B. Irvin, Senior Assistant Attorney General, of the Office of the Attorney General. The Commission did not receive any requests for a
hearing.

Ms. Witzel indicated in her comments that the proposed addition of "debit card" to the definition of "good funds instrument" in 10 VAC 5-200-10
and to the payday lending pamphlet text in 10 VAC 5-200-80 conflicts with the prohibition against electronically debiting a borrower's deposit account or
otherwise obtaining any funds from a borrower by electronic means. Accordingly, Ms. Witzel recommended that the Commission add an exception for debit
cards to 10 VAC 5-200-20 H.'

Also, in 10 VAC 5-200-20 H, Mr. Spotts suggested that licensees should be permitted to print a check on behalf of a borrower, at the borrower's
request, at such time as the borrower makes a partial payment, or a payment on an extended payment plan or an extended term loan. These checks would be
drawn on the borrower's deposit account and would replace the original security check, so that the security check held by the licensee would reflect the
borrower's reduced loan balance.

Mr. Irvin recommended deleting the words "following the expiration of any applicable record retention periods" from 10 VAC 5-200-20 P and
adding a sentence which provides that a licensee or former licensee must abide by the record retention requirements set forth in § 6.2-1809 of the Code of
Virginia. In 10 VAC 5-200-85 B, Mr. Irvin proposed adding a requirement that any mailing sent by a licensee to a consumer contain the name and address
of the payday lender as set forth in the license issued by the Commission in the space for a return address on the outside of the envelope. Mr. Irvin also
proposed adding "print media proofs" to 10 VAC 5-200-85 E.

! We considered Ms. Witzel's comment and agree with the Bureau that adding "debit card" to the definition of "good funds instrument" in 10 VAC 5-200-10
does not conflict with the prohibition in 10 VAC-5-200-20 H. A borrower that uses a debit card to make a payment on a payday loan initiates the financial
transaction, as opposed to the licensee initiating the payment and debiting the borrower's deposit account or otherwise obtaining funds from the borrower by
electronic means.
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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 February 12, 2014. Based on its responses, the Bureau stated that it is amenable to (1) adding language in 10 VAC 5-200-20 H that clarifies
that a licensee is permitted to print a replacement security check for a borrower at such time that the borrower makes a payment on an extended payment
plan or an extended term loan; (2) deleting the words "following the expiration of any applicable record retention periods" from the first sentence of
10 VAC 5-200-20 P; and (3) adding "print media proofs" to 10 VAC 5-200-85 E. Apart from also adding language to the text of the payday lending
pamphlet in 10 VAC 5-200-80 to reflect the changes made to 10 VAC 5-200-20 H, the Bureau otherwise recommended that the Commission adopt the
proposed regulations as proposed.

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 proposed regulations should be modified to incorporate certain suggestions that were made by commenters and
the Bureau. The Commission further concludes that the proposed regulations, as modified, should be adopted with an effective date of May 1, 2014, so that
licensees have a reasonable period of time in which to implement the amendments to the regulations.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The proposed regulations, as modified herein and attached hereto, are adopted effective May 1, 2014.
(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 provide 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 "Payday Lending" 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-2013-00081
JULY 28, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
CPL HOLDINGS, LLC,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that CPL
Holdings, LLC ("Defendant") acquired 100% of the ownership of LMB Mortgage Services, Inc., a licensed mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2
(§ 6.2-1600 et seq.) of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), without prior Commission approval in violation of § 6.2-1608 of the Code; and that the Defendant
offered to settle this case by paying a fine in the sum of Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000), 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.
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CASE NO. BFI-2013-00096
JANUARY 30, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

SI MORTGAGE COMPANY

D/B/A SISTAR MORTGAGE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that
SI Mortgage Company d/b/a Sistar Mortgage Company ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender and broker under Chapter 16 of
Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); that on January 11, 2013, the Bureau of Financial Institutions examined the Defendant and as a result of the
examination alleged that the Defendant had violated §§ 6.2-406 and 6.2-1601 of the Code, as well as 10 VAC 5-160-20 and 10 VAC 5-160-50 of the
Commission's Rules Governing Mortgage Lenders and Brokers, 10 VAC 5-160-10 et seq.; and 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-Four Thousand Dollars
($24,000) in four consecutive monthly installments of Six Thousand Dollars ($6,000) with the first installment due January 15, 2014, 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) The Defendant shall fully comply with the aforesaid terms and undertakings of this settlement.

(3) 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 the settlement.

CASE NO. BFI-2013-00129
JANUARY 8, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
ULTRALIGHT FS, INC.
f/k/a OBOPAY, INC.,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Obopay,
Inc. ("Obopay")' is licensed to engage in the business of money transmission under Chapter 19 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); and that the
Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") alleged that Obopay: (1) has had significant and ongoing losses; (2) has inadequate policies and
procedures as well as a highly questionable business plan in place to achieve profitability; (3) failed to file audited financial statements for the twelve-month
fiscal year ending December 31, 2012, in violation of § 6.2-1905 D of the Code; (4) failed to maintain at all times the minimum net worth required by
§ 6.2-1906 B of the Code; (5) failed to maintain at all times the permissible investments required by § 6.2-1918 A of the Code; (6) failed to conduct a due
diligence review of a new authorized delegate and failed to implement a reasonable risk-based supervision program to monitor such authorized delegate, in
violation of § 6.2-1911 B of the Code; (7) failed to provide written notice of various administrative or regulatory proceedings, in violation of § 6.2-1917 C of
the Code; (8) failed to provide written notice of its appointment of new senior officers and directors within ten days, in violation of § 6.2-1917 D of the
Code; (9) failed to accurately report its Virginia transaction volume in its 2012 semi-annual report, in violation of 10 VAC 5-120-40 of the Commission's
rules governing money order sellers and money transmitters, 10 VAC 5-120-10 ef seq.; (10) failed to maintain books, accounts, and records in accordance
with § 6.2-1916 of the Code; and (11) provided the Bureau with unreliable and contradictory internal financial statements that made it impossible to assess
Obopay's true financial condition. The Commissioner also reported that upon being informed that he intended to recommend that Obopay's license be
revoked pursuant to § 6.2-1907 B of the Code, Ultralight FS, Inc. f/k/a Obopay, Inc. ("Defendant"), offered to settle this case by surrendering Obopay's
money transmitter license 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.

! Obopay recently changed its name to Ultralight FS, Inc. The license remains in the name of Obopay, Inc.
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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-2013-00131
FEBRUARY 27, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
METCITY CAPITAL LLC
(USED IN VA BY: JT HOLDING LLC),
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that MetCity
Capital LLC (Used in VA by: JT Holding LLC) ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the
Code of Virginia ("Code"); that the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.2-1604 of the Code was cancelled on December 1, 2013; and the
Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on December 11, 2013, (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
January 10, 2014. As of the date of this Order, the Defendant has not filed a new bond nor has the Commission received a written request for a hearing.

The Commissioner, upon the Defendant's failure to file a new bond or request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order
revoking the Defendant's license to engage in business as a mortgage broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner, is of the opinion and finds that
the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage broker is hereby revoked.
(2) This case is dismissed.

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

CASE NO. BFI-2013-00131
MARCH 19, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

METCITY CAPITAL LLC

(USED IN VA BY: JT HOLDING LLC),
Defendant

ORDER GRANTING RECONSIDERATION

On February 27, 2014, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued an Order Revoking a License in this docket." On March 18,
2014, Donald Anderson filed a Petition for Reconsideration pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-220 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure,
5 VAC 5-20-10 ef seq., on behalf of MetCity Capital LLC (Used in VA by: JT Holding LLC) ("Defendant") requesting that the Commission reconsider the
revocation of the Defendant's Virginia mortgage broker license.

THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, grants reconsideration for the purposes of continuing jurisdiction over this matter and
considering the above-referenced request.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140230016
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Reconsideration is granted for the purpose of continuing jurisdiction over this matter and considering the above-referenced request.

(2) This matter is continued pending further order of the State Corporation Commission.

CASE NO. BFI-2013-00131
MAY 2, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

METCITY CAPITAL LLC

(USED IN VA BY: JT HOLDING LLC),
Defendant

ORDER ON RECONSIDERATION

By Order Revoking a License entered on February 27, 2014, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") revoked the mortgage broker
license of MetCity Capital LLC (Used in VA by: JT Holding LLC) ("Defendant"), for failing to continuously maintain a bond in full force as required by
§ 6.2-1604 of the Code of Virginia.

On March 18, 2014, the Defendant filed a Petition for Reconsideration ("Petition") pursuant to 14 VAC 5-20-220 of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure, 14 VAC 5-20-10 ef seq., requesting that the Commission reconsider the revocation of its mortgage broker license.

On March 19, 2014, the Commission issued an Order Granting Reconsideration, by which it retained jurisdiction over this matter, and ordered the
Defendant to file (1) a bond in conformance with § 6.2-1604 of the Code of Virginia, and (2) verification that a bond had been continuously maintained in
full force, on or before April 22, 2014. As of the date of this Order, the Defendant has not filed a bond with the Commission, nor proof that a bond has been
continuously maintained.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, is of the opinion that the Defendant's Petition should be denied.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Order Revoking a License entered February 27, 2014 is hereby AFFIRMED.

(2) The Defendant's Petition for Reconsideration is DENIED.

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

CASE NO. BFI-2013-00132
MARCH 13, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: Inre: Ocwen Financial Corporation and Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC
ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has requested that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") approve and
accept a multi-state Settlement Agreement and Consent Order ("Agreement"), a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, by and between
Ocwen Financial Corporation and Ocwen Loan Servicing, LLC, a licensed mortgage lender under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia, and
various state regulatory agencies. The Commissioner has recommended that the Commission (i) approve and accept the Agreement, and (ii) authorize the
Commissioner to execute any documents attendant to the Agreement necessary to evidence the Commission's approval and acceptance.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Agreement is approved and accepted.

(2) The Commissioner is authorized to execute any documents attendant to the Agreement necessary to evidence the Commission's approval and
acceptance.
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CASE NO. BFI-2013-00133
FEBRUARY 27, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

NORTH SOUTH FINANCIAL LLC,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner"), has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that North
South Financial LLC ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Code");
that the Defendant failed to provide the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") access to its premises, books, records, and information in order for the
Bureau to conduct an examination in violation of § 6.2-1611 of the Code; that the Defendant failed to pay its annual fee due May 25, 2013, as required by
§ 6.2-1612 of the Code; that the Defendant failed to maintain the required surety bond in violation of § 6.2-1604 of the Code; and the Commissioner,
pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on December 17, 2013, (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 January 17, 2014. As of
the date of this Order, the Defendant has not filed, nor has the Commission received, a written request for a hearing.

The Commissioner, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the
Defendant's license to engage in business as a mortgage broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner, is of the opinion and finds that
the Defendant (1) failed to provide the Bureau access to its premises, books, records, and information, (2) failed to pay its annual fee, and (3) failed to
maintain its bond in force as required by law.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage broker is hereby revoked.
(2) This case is dismissed.

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

CASE NO. BFI-2014-00002
AUGUST 28, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
BD PDL SERVICES, LLC
A/K/A
BD PDL SERVICES.COM, LLC
BOTTOM DOLLAR PAYDAY, AND
BOTTOMDOLLARPAYDAY.COM,
Defendant

CEASE AND DESIST ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that BD PDL
Services, LLC a/k/a BD PDL Services.com, LLC, Bottom Dollar Payday, and BottomDollarPayday.com ("Defendant") is engaging in the business of
making payday loans to Virginia residents in violation of § 6.2-1801 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); that the Commissioner, pursuant to § 6.2-1822 of the
Code, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on May 14, 2014, (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 without a license, and to comply with Chapter 18
of Title 6.2 (§ 6.2-1800 et seq.) of the Code, and (ii) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before
June 26, 2014; 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) BD PDL Services, LLC a/k/a BD PDL Services.com, Bottom Dollar Payday, and BottomDollarPayday.com shall immediately (i) cease and
desist from engaging in the business of making payday loans to Virginia residents in violation of § 6.2-1801 of the Code, and (ii) comply with Chapter 18 of
Title 6.2 of the Code.

(2) This case is dismissed.

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

CASE NO. BFI-2014-00006
APRIL 15, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
VIP PDL SERVICES, LLC
A/K/A THE VIP LOAN SHOP.COM,
Defendant

CEASE AND DESIST ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that VIP PDL
Services, LLC a/k/a The VIP Loan Shop.com ("Defendant") is engaging in the business of making payday loans to Virginia residents in violation of
§ 6.2-1801 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); that the Commissioner, pursuant to § 6.2-1822 of the Code, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified
mail on February 27, 2014, (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 without a license, and to comply with Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 (§ 6.2-1800 et seq.) of the Code, and
(ii) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before April 1, 2014; 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.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) VIP PDL Services, LLC a/k/a The VIP Loan Shop.com shall immediately (i) cease and desist from engaging in the business of making
payday loans to Virginia residents in violation of § 6.2-1801 of the Code, and (ii) comply with Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 of the Code.

(2) This case is dismissed.

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

CASE NO. BFI-2014-00009
SEPTEMBER 24, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In re: Money Order Sellers and Money Transmitters

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Section 6.2-1913 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 19 (§ 6.2-1900 ef seq.) of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia. The Commission's regulations governing
licensed money order sellers and money transmitters ("licensees") are set forth in Chapter 120 of Title 10 of the Virginia Administrative Code
("Chapter 120").

The Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") has submitted to the Commission proposed amendments to Chapter 120. The proposed
regulations: (i) define various terms including "generally accepted accounting principles," "merchant or service provider," and "senior officer"; (ii) clarify
the scope of the term "money transmission"; (iii) require licensees to file a quarterly report of outstanding and permissible investments; (iv) clarify that
permissible investments must be unencumbered and held solely in the name of the licensee; (v) prohibit licensees from providing false, misleading, or
deceptive information to the Bureau or a Virginia resident; (vi) clarify that the acts and omissions of a licensee's authorized delegates constitute acts and
omissions of the licensee; (vii) require licensees and former licensees to maintain their contact information with the Bureau until they have no outstanding
money orders and money transmission transactions; (viii) add certain receivables from depository institutions as permissible investments and limit
receivables under § 6.2-1919 A 5 of the Code of Virginia as permissible investments; (ix) require licensees and their authorized delegates to dispose of
records containing consumers' personal financial information in a secure manner; (x) specify additional events that require licensees to file a written report
with the Commissioner of Financial Institutions; (xi) prescribe an application fee for any person submitting an application to acquire 25% or more of the
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ownership of a licensee; and (xii) prohibit licensees from allowing an authorized delegate to designate or appoint a subdelegate to sell money orders or
engage in money transmission business. Various technical and other clarifying amendments 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 January 1, 2015.

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 November 20, 2014. 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-2014-00009. 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 provide 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 the Attachment entitled "Money Order Sellers and Money Transmitters" 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-2014-00012
JULY 16, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.

LOAN SHOP A/K/A LOAN SHOP

ONLINE AND LOAN SHOP ONLINE.COM,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Loan Shop
a/k/a Loan Shop Online and Loan Shop Online.com ("Defendant") has engaged in the business of making payday loans to Virginia residents in violation of
§ 6.2-1801 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); and that upon being informed that the Commissioner planned to recommend that a cease and desist order be
entered against the Defendant, the Defendant offered to settle this case by abiding by the provisions of this Order and waived its right to a hearing. 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 (i) cease and desist from engaging in the business of making payday loans to Virginia residents in violation of
§ 6.2-1801 of the Code, and (ii) comply with Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 (§ 6.2-1800 et seq.) of the Code.

(3) This case is dismissed.

(4) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. BFI-2014-00014
JULY 15, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
ACI WORLDWIDE CORP.,

Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that ACI
Worldwide Corp. ("Defendant") acquired 100% of the ownership of Official Payments Corporation, a licensed money transmitter under Chapter 19 of
Title 6.2 (§ 6.2-1900 et seq.) of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), without prior Commission approval in violation of § 6.2-1914 of the Code; and that the
Defendant offered to settle this case by paying a fine in the sum of Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000), 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-2014-00023
AUGUST 1, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
NEW AMERICA FINANCIAL CORPORATION,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that New
America Financial Corporation ("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 on October 31, 2013, the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") examined the Defendant and as a result of the
examination alleged that the Defendant had violated §§ 6.2-1614 (1) and 6.2-406 A of the Code; 10 VAC 5-160-30 B, 10 VAC 5-160-20 (8), and
10 VAC 5-160-60 A (2) of the Commission's Rules Governing Mortgage Lenders and Brokers, 10 VAC 5-160-10 ef seq.; and 12 CFR §§ 1024.7 (b),
1024.7 (d), and 1024.15 of the Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act (Regulation X); and 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 Thirteen Thousand Five
Hundred Dollars ($13,500), and waived its right to a hearing in the case. The Defendant will pay the civil penalty in two equal installments of Six Thousand
Seven Hundred Fifty Dollars ($6,750), with the first installment to be paid on July 15, 2014, and the second installment to be paid on August 15, 2014. 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 fully comply with the aforesaid terms and undertakings of this settlement.
(3) This case is dismissed.

(4) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. BFI-2014-00024
JULY 15, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
EXECUTIVE FINANCIAL SERVICES CO., INC,,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Executive Financial Services
Co., Inc. ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender and a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia
("Chapter 16"); that the Defendant failed to maintain at least $200,000 in funds available for the operation of its mortgage lending 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 May 7,
2014, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of the Defendant's mortgage lender license, and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required to be
filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before June 9, 2014; and that no written request for a hearing was filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain at least $200,000 in funds available for the operation of its mortgage
lending 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-2014-00026
JULY 15, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
MD FINANCIAL LLC
D/B/A WIRE INTO CASH,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that
MD Financial LLC d/b/a Wire Into Cash ("Defendant") has engaged in the business of making payday loans to Virginia residents in violation of § 6.2-1801
of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); and that upon being informed that the Commissioner planned to recommend that a cease and desist order be entered
against the Defendant, the Defendant offered to settle this case by abiding by the provisions of this Order and waived its right to a hearing. 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 (i) cease and desist from engaging in the business of making payday loans to Virginia residents in violation of
§ 6.2-1801 of the Code, and (ii) comply with Chapter 18 of Title 6.2 (§ 6.2-1800 et seq.) of the Code.

(3) This case is dismissed.

(4) The papers filed herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. BFI-2014-00027
MAY 22, 2014

IN THE MATTER OF
LIFE LINE CREDIT UNION, INC.

5855 Bremo Road, Suite 701
Richmond, Virginia 23226

ORDER CLOSING THE CREDIT UNION

Upon examination of Life Line Credit Union, Inc., a Virginia state-chartered credit union under Chapter 13 of Title 6.2 (§ 6.2-1300 ef seq.) of the
Code of Virginia having its share accounts federally insured by the National Credit Union Administration ("NCUA"), and on the basis of other information
presented by the Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner"), the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") finds that it is necessary in
order to protect the public interest to close Life Line Credit Union, Inc. in accordance with § 6.2-1313 B of the Code of Virginia and to seek the appointment
of the NCUA Board as receiver to act as liquidating agent for Life Line Credit Union, Inc., as provided by law. The Commission further finds, based on
various reports and other information, that (1) Life Line Credit Union, Inc., is insolvent, (2) Life Line Credit Union, Inc. has insufficient net worth for safe
and sound operation, (3) no reasonable prospect for rehabilitation of Life Line Credit Union, Inc., exists, (4) Life Line Credit Union, Inc. has failed to devise
an acceptable plan for restoration of its net worth, (5) action must be taken to protect the members of Life Line Credit Union, Inc., and conserve its assets,
and (6) disposition of its assets and liabilities by the NCUA Board as receiver is in the public interest.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) Life Line Credit Union, Inc., be closed, and Life Line Credit Union, Inc., hereby is closed, as of 4:00 pm on Friday, May 23, 2014.
(2) Life Line Credit Union, Inc., shall deliver its books, assets, and affairs to the Commissioner or such agents as he may designate.

(3) The Commissioner or his agents shall take charge of such books, assets, and affairs and then relinquish them to the receiver, the NCUA
Board, to act as liquidating agent for Life Line Credit Union, Inc., pursuant to an appropriate order by a circuit court.

(4) A notice of closing shall be posted at the main entrance of Life Line Credit Union, Inc.

CASE NO. BFI-2014-00039
AUGUST 28, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
IST SOLUTION MORTGAGE INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that
Ist Solution Mortgage Inc. ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia
("Code"); that the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.2-1604 of the Code was cancelled on July 15, 2014; and that the Commissioner, pursuant to
delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on July 18, 2014, (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 August 18, 2014. As of the date of this
Order, the Defendant has not filed a new bond and the Commission has not received a written request for a hearing. Therefore, the Commissioner has
recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's license to engage in business as a mortgage broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner, is of the opinion and finds that
the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage broker is hereby revoked.
(2) This case is dismissed.

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



35
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

CASE NO. BFI-2014-00042
OCTOBER 17, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
SUMMIT FUNDING, INC.
D/B/A GREENWOOD LENDING,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Summit
Funding, Inc. d/b/a Greenwood Lending ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender and mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of
Title 6.2 (§ 6.2-1600 et seq.) of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); that on December 11, 2013, the Bureau of Financial Institutions examined the Defendant and
as a result of the examination alleged that the Defendant had violated §§ 6.2-406 A, 6.2-1614 (1), and 55-66.3 of the Code; 10 VAC 5-160-30 and
10 VAC 5-160-60 A (2) of the Commission's Rules Governing Mortgage Lenders and Brokers, 10 VAC 5-160-10 et seq.; and 12 C.F.R. § 1024.7 (d); and
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 Fourteen Thousand Dollars ($14,000), 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-2014-00043
OCTOBER 3, 2014

IN RE:

EASTERN VIRGINIA BANKSHARES, INC.
and

EVB

ORDER REDUCING FEES

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Eastern
Virginia Bankshares, Inc., a Virginia bank holding company, and its wholly owned subsidiary, EVB, a Virginia state-chartered bank, have filed applications
with the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") for (i) Eastern Virginia Bankshares, Inc., to acquire 100% of the outstanding voting shares of Virginia
Company Bank, a Virginia state-chartered bank, and (ii) Virginia Company Bank to merge with and into EVB; that the total application fees incident to such
filings prescribed by §§ 6.2-704 A 3 and 6.2-908 B 4 of the Code of Virginia would be Fourteen Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($14,500); and that Eastern
Virginia Bankshares, Inc., and EVB have requested that the Commission reduce such fees pursuant to its authority granted under § 6.2-908 C of the Code of
Virginia. The Commissioner has reported to the Commission that the requested reduction in fees would not be detrimental to the Bureau's effectiveness.

GOOD CAUSE having been shown, the total fees payable by Eastern Virginia Bankshares, Inc., and EVB in connection with the
above-referenced applications is hereby reduced to Seven Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($7,500).

CASE NO. BFI-2014-00044
OCTOBER 27, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
EC FINANCIAL LLC,

Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that
EC Financial LLC ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); that
the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.2-1604 of the Code was cancelled on September 2, 2014; and that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated
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authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on September 11, 2014, (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 October 13, 2014. As of the date of this
Order, the Defendant has not filed a new bond and the Commission has not received a written request for a hearing. Therefore, the Commissioner has
recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's license to engage in business as a mortgage broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner, is of the opinion and finds that
the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage broker is hereby revoked.
(2) This case is dismissed.

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

CASE NO. BFI-2014-00044
NOVEMBER 13, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
EC FINANCIAL LLC,
Defendant

ORDER GRANTING RECONSIDERATION

On October 27, 2014, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued an Order Revoking a License in this docket.! On November 10,
2014, EC Financial LLC ("Defendant"), by counsel, filed a Petition for Reconsideration pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-220 of the Commission's Rules of Practice
and Procedure, 5 VAC 5-20-10 ef seq., requesting that the Commission reconsider the revocation of the Defendant's Virginia mortgage broker license.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, grants reconsideration for the purposes of continuing jurisdiction over this
matter and considering the above-referenced request.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) Reconsideration is granted for the purpose of continuing jurisdiction over this matter and considering the above-referenced request.

(2) This matter is continued pending further order of the Commission.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 141050077

CASE NO. BFI-2014-00045
SEPTEMBER 22, 2014

IN RE:
APPROVED FINANCIAL CORP.

ORDER CANCELLING A CERTIFICATE
On August 25, 1952, Government Employees Finance and Industrial Loan Corporation was issued a certificate of authority to engage in business
as an industrial loan association. Thereafter, the name of the company was changed to American Industrial Loan Association and later to Approved
Financial Corp. Now the Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that
the company's president, by letter dated August 4, 2014, surrendered its certificate of authority to engage in business as an industrial loan association, and the

Commissioner recommended to the Commission that the surrender be accepted.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner, is of the opinion that it should
accept the surrender of Approved Financial Corp.'s certificate of authority.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The surrender of the certificate authorizing Approved Financial Corp., formerly known as Government Employees Finance and Industrial
Loan Corporation, to engage in business as an industrial loan association is hereby accepted.

(2) Such certificate is cancelled and shall be of no further force or effect.

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



37
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

CASE NO. BFI-2014-00046
DECEMBER 12, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

A-1 MORTGAGE CORPORATION,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that
A-1 Mortgage Corporation ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.2 of the Code of Virginia
("Code"); that the Defendant failed to pay its annual fee due May 25, 2014 as required by § 6.2-1612 of the Code; and the Commissioner, pursuant to
delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on October 8, 2014, (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 November 10, 2014. As of the
date of this Order, the Defendant has not paid its annual fee and the Commission has not received a written request for a hearing. Therefore, the
Commissioner has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's license to engage in business as a mortgage broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner, is of the opinion and finds that
the Defendant failed to pay its annual fee as required by law.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage broker is hereby revoked.
(2) This case is dismissed.

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

CASE NO. BFI-2014-00054
OCTOBER 20, 2014

IN RE:
TOWNE BANK

ORDER REDUCING FEES

The Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") has reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that
Towne Bank, a Virginia state-chartered bank, has filed applications with the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") for Franklin Federal Savings Bank,
a federal savings institution, and its parent, Franklin Financial Corporation, to merge into Towne Bank; that the total application fees incident to such filings
prescribed by §§ 6.2-908 B 4 and 6.2-1202 C 6 of the Code of Virginia would be Fifteen Thousand Dollars ($15,000); and that Towne Bank has requested
that the Commission reduce such fees pursuant to its authority granted under §§ 6.2-908 C and 6.2-1202 E of the Code of Virginia. The Commissioner has
also reported to the Commission that the basis for the requested reduction in fees is reasonable and that such reduction would not be detrimental to the
Bureau's effectiveness.

GOOD CAUSE having been shown, the total fees payable by Towne Bank in connection with the above-referenced applications is hereby
reduced to Seven Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($7,500).
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CLERK'S OFFICE
CASE NO. CLK-2013-00003
MAY 1, 2014

IN RE:
DANMARC, INC.

ORDER TERMINATING CORPORATE EXISTENCE

On December 14, 2012, the Circuit Court of Arlington County ("Circuit Court") entered a decree ("Decree") in CL NO. 10-568 directing that
DanMarc, Inc., a Virginia corporation, be dissolved pursuant to § 13.1-749 A of the Code of Virginia. Thereafter, a certified copy of the Decree was
delivered to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission").

On January 16, 2013, the Commission entered an Involuntary Dissolution Order in this case dissolving DanMarc, Inc. pursuant to § 13.1-749 A
of the Code of Virginia. Thereafter, the Clerk of the Circuit Court delivered a certified copy of a Final Decree reciting that all of the assets of DanMarc, Inc.
have been distributed to its creditors and shareholders.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The corporate existence of DanMarc, Inc., is hereby terminated pursuant to § 13.1-749 B 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. CLK-2013-00012
MARCH 7, 2014

SELF STORAGE PARTNERS, LLC and
WONDERLAND 1, LLC,
Petitioners
V.
PAUL PECK,
Defendant

FINAL ORDER

On June 25, 2013, Self Storage Partners, LLC ("SSP") and Wonderland I, LLC ("Wonderland") (collectively, "Petitioners"), by counsel, filed a
Petition with the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-100 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure,
5 VAC 5-20-10 et seq." The Petition concerns Articles of Organization filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Commission ("Clerk") by Paul Peck
("Defendant" or "Peck") to form SSP and Wonderland in 2010.

The Petition alleges that the Defendant lacked authority to act for the Petitioners, including filing the Articles of Organization. The Petitioners
allege that the Articles of Organization fail to identify the real organizers of the companies and fail to include intended terms. Based on these allegations, the
Petitioners assert that the Defendant acted in an ultra vires capacity and usurped control of the Petitioners.” The Petitioners rely in part upon a final order of
the Circuit Court of the City of Norfolk ("Circuit Court") in a previous lawsuit styled Peck v. Decipher, Inc.® The Circuit Court Order entered on
November 30, 2012, and following an evidentiary trial, held in part that Peck acted as the agent of Decipher in forming the Petitioners; that 100% ownership
and control of SSP vests in Decipher; and 51% ownership and 100% control of Wonderland vests in SSP. The Circuit Court Order further held that "[t]hose
certain actions of [Peck] in naming himself the sole organizer, member, and manager of SSP and Wonderland I, LLC, were ultra vires as were those portions
of writings granting [Peck] control of SSP or Wonderland I, LLC."*

As part of the Petition, the Petitioners request the Commission enter an order correcting each of their Articles of Organization effective as of the
date of formation, as well as correct the effects of the Articles of Organization filed by the Defendant in an ultra vires capacity and without authority.” As

! The Petitioners originally filed separate petitions on June 3, 2013, under the signature of their manager rather than their counsel. The Petition filed on
June 25, 2013, consolidated the previously submitted petitions and was submitted by the Petitioners' counsel. Pursuant to the Scheduling Order entered on
July 15, 2013, the case proceeded on the Petition filed on June 25, 2013.

? Petition at 1-3.

* Order, Peck v. Decipher, Inc., Case No. CL11-7907 (Cir. Ct. City of Norfolk) (entered Nov. 30, 2012) (hereinafter "Circuit Court Order"). Decipher, Inc.
("Decipher") is the manager of both Petitioners.

* Circuit Court Order at 2.

® Petition at 3-4.
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part of the Petition, the Petitioners also include proposed Articles of Organization that identify additional organizers of the Petitioners, as well as add
operating terms that the Petitioners allege the Defendant should have included in the Articles of Organization that he filed in 2010.

On July 15, 2013, the Commission entered its Scheduling Order in which, among other things, the Commission assigned the matter to a Hearing
Examiner to conduct all further proceedings in this case, directed the Petitioners to file proof of service of the Petition upon the Defendant, and directed the
Clerk to file a response to the Petition.

On August 9, 2013, the Clerk, by counsel, responded to the Petition ("Clerk's Response"). Based upon its review of the Petition as well as
§ 13.1-1004 E of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), the Clerk determined that the issues in this case are whether the Commission may correct the Articles of
Organization as requested by the Petitioners, as well as whether the Commission may eliminate the effects of the filings made through the Defendant's
alleged ultra vires conduct.® The Clerk took the position that: (1) the Commission may correct the Articles of Organization based upon prior judicial
findings of ultra vires conduct; (2) correction may occur following the Clerk's receipt of appropriate Articles of Organization from the Petitioners; and
3) otheg than limited correction of the Articles of Organization, the Commission does not have broader authority to eliminate the effects of the Defendant's
actions.

On August 13, 2013, the Defendant, by counsel, filed his Response to Petition ("Defendant's Response"). The Defendant, among other things,
claimed that the Commission's authority to grant the relief requested by Petitioners is limited to the u/tra vires acts set forth in the Circuit Court Order —
specifically, naming himself as sole organizer, member and manager of SSP and Wonderland. The Defendant also alleged that because the Articles of
Organization filed in 2010 do not identify him as a member or manager of the Petitioners, the only wultra vires action concerning the filed Articles of
Organization, as determined by the Circuit Court, was naming himself as the sole organizer of the Petitioners. Accordingly, the Defendant contended that
the Petitioners' relief under § 13.1-1004 E of the Code is limited to amending the Articles of Organization to name the proper organizers.®

On August 28, 2013, the Petitioners filed a Motion to Strike Defendant's Response to Petition ("Motion to Strike") and a Motion to Leave to
Reply to Defendant's Response to Petition ("Motion for Leave"). As part of their Motion to Strike and the proposed Reply to Defendant's Response included
with the Motion for Leave, the Petitioners alleged that: (1) the Defendant should be estopped from relying upon the assertions in the Response; (2) the
Defendant made misrepresentations in the Response; (3) the Defendant has conflicts of interest in this proceeding; (4) the Defendant lacked the authority to
take prior actions on behalf of SSP and Wonderland; and (5) the Defendant now lacks authority and standing to oppose the relief requested in the Petition.

The Hearing Examiner held a prehearing conference by telephone with the parties and counsel to the Clerk on September 12, 2013, to clarify
disputed issues in the case. On September 13, 2013, the Hearing Examiner entered a Ruling accepting the Petitioners' reply as a legal memorandum, but not
as evidence, in the case and directing the Petitioners to file "drafts of their revised, proposed Articles of Organization for [SSP] and Wonderland."® On
September 27, 2013, the Petitioners provided the Defendant and the Commission with the following documents: (1) proposed corrected Articles of
Organization for SSP and Wonderland; and (2) amended and restated Articles of Organization for SSP and Wonderland.

The hearing was convened as scheduled on October 4, 2013. James A. Evans, Esquire, appeared on behalf of the Petitioners. Gregory A.
Giordano, Esquire, and Brian C. Purcell, Esquire, appeared on behalf of Peck. Donnie L. Kidd, Esquire, appeared on behalf of the Clerk.

At the hearing, the Petitioners presented the testimony of Warren Lynwood Holland, Jr., Decipher's CEO; and the Clerk presented the testimony
of Charles Rogers, Principal Charter Examiner for the Commission.

On October 24, 2013, the Hearing Examiner entered a Ruling allowing post-hearing briefs to be filed by November 13, 2013. The Petitioners, the
Defendant, and the Clerk each filed a post-hearing brief.

On December 5, 2013, the Hearing Examiner filed her Report ("Report") and addressed several issues raised by the Petitioners at the hearing.

First, the Hearing Examiner addressed the Petitioners' arguments that the Circuit Court Order barred the Defendant's participation in this case.
Reviewing the Circuit Court Order, the Hearing Examiner determined that it prohibits the Defendant from continued participation in the business activities
of Decipher, SSP, and Wonderland.'® The Hearing Examiner further determined, however, that the Circuit Court Order does not prohibit the Defendant
from defending himself in any legal proceeding involving SSP or Wonderland, particularly when the results of such a legal proceeding may impact the
Defendant's contractual obligations. Noting that the Commission case could impact such obligations, the Hearing Examiner found that the Defendant could
defend himself in the Commission action. "’

Second, the Hearing Examiner disagreed with the Petitioners' assertion that the Commission has "broad authority, pursuant to § 13.1-1004 E of
the Code, to retroactively modify previously filed Articles of Organization as a means of eliminating all possible effects of a filer's overall ultra vires
conduct."'? Instead, the Hearing Examiner determined that the Commission's authority under § 13.1-1004 E of the Code is "limited to the correction of the
Commission's records."" Based on this determination, the Hearing Examiner found that the only records subject to correction under § 13.1-1004 E of the

® Clerk's Response at 5.

7 Clerk's Response at 1-2.

# Defendant's Response at 3.

? September 13, 2013 Hearing Examiner's Ruling at 3.
1" Report at 8.

.

.

Bd.
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Code are the Petitioners' Articles of Organization filed in 2010, which contain statutorily required information and inaccurately identify the Defendant as the
only organizer of the Petitioners."*

Third, the Hearing Examiner determined that, according to the Circuit Court Order, the only finding of ultra vires conduct as to the Petitioner's
Articles of Organization filed in 2010 was that the Defendant named himself as the "sole organizer, member, and manager of' the Petitioners.'
Accordingly, the Hearing Examiner found that the Commission has authority pursuant to § 13.1-1004 E of the Code to correct the Petitioners' Articles of
Organization to include all of the organizers of SSP and Wonderland.'®

The Hearing Examiner, however, did not find it appropriate to adopt and approve other broad modifications to the Articles of Organization
sought by the Petitioners in three proposed sets of Articles of Organization that they submitted with the Petition and on September 27,2013. The Hearing
Examiner found that these modifications did not constitute corrections to the Defendant's ultra vires filings at the Commission.'” Addressing several
retroactive provisions proposed by the Petitioners, the Hearing Examiner further noted that "correction" of records under § 13.1-1004 E of the Code does not
authorizelgadding provisions or information that could not have existed when the record was initially filed or that may have unintended consequences if
changed.

The Hearing Examiner found that the appropriate correction to the Petitioners' Articles of Organization filed in 2010 — made in accordance with
§ 13.1-1004 E of the Code — is the addition of Warren L. Holland, Jr., Cindy Thornburg, and Decipher as organizers of the Petitioners. The Hearing
Examiner thus recommended that the Commission enter an order authorizing the filing of corrected Articles of Organization for SSP and Wonderland with
this change but denying the Petitioners' request for additional extensive, retroactive provisions.'’

On December 26, 2013, the Petitioners filed comments on the Hearing Examiner's Report, asserting that the Commission has broad authority
under § 13.1-1004 E of the Code to eliminate the effects of ultra vires filings.”® The Petitioners further stated that, while it can be argued that the proposed
Articles of Organization would not have been submitted as an initial submission, that fact is not material and the Commission should erase the far-reaching
effects of Peck's wrongful execution of multiple documents.?' Neither the Defendant nor the Clerk filed comments on the Hearing Examiner's Report.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the record in this matter, the Hearing Examiner's Report, the Petitioners' comments, and the
applicable statutes, is of the opinion and finds that the Hearing Examiner's findings and recommendations should be adopted. In this regard, we note that
§ 13.1-1004 E of the Code constrains the Commission "to correct Commission records so as to eliminate the effects of clerical errors and of filings made by
a person without authority to act for the limited liability company." Thus, our authority to "eliminate the effects of" ultra vires conduct under the facts of
this case is limited to correcting the Articles of Organization, consistent with the Circuit Court Order. This is the correction recommended by the Hearing
Examiner, which we hereby adopt.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The findings and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner are hereby ADOPTED.

(2) The Petition of SSP and Wonderland is hereby GRANTED to the extent that the Petitioners may revise the Articles of Organization for each
Petitioner to identify Decipher, Warren L. Holland, Jr., and Cindy Thornburg as organizers of the Petitioners. To effectuate this change, the Petitioners,
within thirty (30) days of the date of entry of this Order, must submit to the Office of the Clerk a signature page for each Petitioner's Articles of Organization
that bears the signatures of Decipher, Warren L. Holland, Jr., and Cindy Thornburg. If the Clerk receives these signature pages within thirty (30) days of the
date of this Order, the signature pages shall be added to the Articles of Organization currently on file with the Clerk for each of the Petitioners and the
effective date of this change shall be the original date of formation for each of the Petitioners.

(3) This case is dismissed from the Commission's docket, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

“1d. at9.

15 Id. (quoting Ex. 3 at 2, 9 3).
"% 1d. at 9.

1.

"* Id. at 9-10.

" Id. at 10.

* Comments at 1-3.

2 1d. at 4.
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CASE NO. CLK-2013-00018
APRIL 8, 2014

MIDATLANTIC FARM CREDIT, ACA,
Petitioner
V.

MIDATLANTIC FARM CREDIT ACA LLC,
Defendant

FINAL ORDER

On October 28, 2013, MidAtlantic Farm Credit, ACA ("Petitioner"), by counsel, filed with the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") a
Complaint in the Office of the Clerk ("Clerk"), pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-70 and 5 VAC 5-20-100 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure,
5 VAC 5-20-10 et seq.

The Petitioner alleged, among other things, that MidAtlantic Farm Credit ACA LLC ("Defendant") was formed as a limited liability company in
the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Virginia") on July 16, 2013." The Petitioner discovered the Defendant's existence in August 2013 and alleged that it did
not form the Defendant and has no record of any dealings with the Defendant's registered agent, Jeffery C. Bliss ("Bliss"). Further, the Petitioner alleged
that the Defendant's name is confusingly similar to its own and that it had been unable to contact, locate, or identify persons affiliated with the Defendant —
including Bliss, which the Petitioner asserts might be an assumed name based on its own investigation into the Defendant. As part of the Complaint, the
Petitioner expressed concern that the Defendant may have been formed as part of a scheme to redirect checks or wire transfers intended for the Petitioner.

In the Complaint, the Petitioner requested that the Commission cancel the Defendant's existence.” In support, the Petitioner alleged that: (i) there
is no legitimate reason why any company should exist that uses a name that is confusingly similar to the Petitioner's name; and (ii) there are numerous
questions surrounding the existence of the Defendant and its registered agent, as alleged by the Petitioner, that raise grave suspicions concerning the
Defendant's legitimacy as a Virginia LLC.

On November 14, 2013, the Commission entered its Scheduling Order in which, among other things, the Commission assigned the matter to a
Hearing Examiner to conduct all further proceedings, and provided for responses to the Petition by the Defendant and the Clerk.

On November 25, 2013, the Petitioner filed a Supplement to Complaint and proof of notice. In its Supplement to Complaint, the Petitioner
further alleged, among other things, that it had learned of purported fraudulent activities of the Defendant with regard to unauthorized bank accounts opened
at BB&T Bank ("BB&T") and established in the name of "MidAtlantic Farm Credit ACA LLC."?

On December 17, 2013, the Clerk, by counsel, responded to the Petition. The Clerk addressed the Petitioner's request to cancel the Defendant's
existence on the grounds that the Defendant has a confusingly similar name and the possibility that it is committing a fraud upon the Petitioner. The Clerk
noted that neither of the Petitioner's grounds provide a basis to cancel the Defendant's existence under the Virginia Limited Liability Company Act,
§§ 13.1-1000 et seq. of the Code of Virginia ("Code"). The Clerk, however, further noted that relief is available through an alternative provision not alleged
by the Petitioner. Specifically, the Clerk stated that the factual allegations of the Complaint, if proved, support involuntary cancellation of the Defendant's
existence pursuant to § 13.1-1050.3 A.2 of the Code for failure to maintain a registered office or a registered agent in Virginia.

On January 21, 2014, the Petitioner filed a Motion for Summary Judgment ("Motion"). In support of its Motion and as part of an accompanying
affidavit, the Petitioner stated that attempts to serve the Defendant with copies of the pleadings in this case by personal service and mail have been
unsuccessful. These service attempts were made at the address of the Defendant's registered office on record with the Clerk and directed to the registered
agent at that same address of record.

On February 11, 2014, the Hearing Examiner filed his Report ("Report"). In his Report, the Hearing Examiner stated that there were no disputed
facts in the case and found that Summary Judgment should be granted. In support of his finding, the Hearing Examiner noted that the Defendant's registered
office is not located at the address of record on file with the Clerk and that the Defendant's registered agent cannot be located at that address or any other
address. The Hearing Examiner recommended the Commission adopt the finding in his Report, grant the Petitioner's Motion for Summary Judgment, and
cancel the Defendant's existence as a limited liability company. In addition, the Hearing Examiner allowed 21 days for comment to his Report. No
comments were filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the record in this matter, the Hearing Examiner's Report, and the applicable statutes, is of
the opinion that the Hearing Examiner's finding and recommendations should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The finding and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner are hereby ADOPTED.

(2) The Petitioner's Motion is hereby GRANTED.

! Although the Complaint alleges that the Defendant was chartered as a corporation in Virginia, the Clerk's records, as well as Exhibit 2 appended to the
Complaint, show that the Defendant was formed as a Virginia limited liability company.

2 Although the Complaint requests that the Commission terminate the Defendant's corporate charter, the Defendant is a limited liability company, an entity
whose existence, under certain circumstances, may be involuntarily canceled by the Commission.

* According to the Supplement to Complaint, the BB&T account was established the same day that the Commission issued the Defendant's certificate of
organization.
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(3) The Defendant's existence as a Virginia limited liability company is hereby CANCELLED pursuant to § 13.1-1050.3 A.2 of the Code for
failing to maintain a registered office or a registered agent in Virginia.

(4) This case is dismissed from the Commission's docket, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. CLK-2013-00019
FEBRUARY 21, 2014

JACKI GAIL LEWIS,
Petitioner
v.

24X7 COMPUTER SERVICES, LLC,
Defendant

FINAL ORDER

On November 5, 2013, the Office of the Clerk ("Clerk") of the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") received a letter from Jacki Gail
Lewis ("Petitioner") alleging that someone had used her personal information without her authorization to illegally form 24X7 Computer Services, LLC
("Defendant"), and asking that the Commission cancel the Defendant's existence. Based upon the allegations and request for relief, the Clerk filed the letter
on November 8, 2013, as a petition ("Petition") pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-100 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 5 VAC 5-20-10 ef seq.

On November 22, 2013, the Commission entered a Scheduling Order in which it, among other things, docketed the Petition; directed the
Petitioner to serve a copy of her letter together with a copy of the Scheduling Order on the Defendant by certified mail, return receipt requested; directed the
Defendant to file an answer or other responsive pleading within 21 days after service upon it of a copy of the Scheduling Order and the Petitioner's letter;
directed the Clerk to file a response to the Petitioner's letter and the relief requested therein; and assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner to conduct all
further proceedings on behalf of the Commission and file a final report.

On December 17, 2013, the Clerk, by counsel, responded to the Petition. The Clerk stated, among other things, that the issue is whether the
Commission may void the records resulting in the formation of the Defendant effective as of the date of its formation based on an allegedly unauthorized
filing.! The Clerk responded that the Commission, upon proof of the allegations, may void the records based upon § 13.1-1004 E of the Code of Virginia,
which authorizes the Commission to correct records that were made without authority.

By Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated December 26, 2013, the matter was set for hearing on January 27, 2014. The hearing commenced as
scheduled. The Petitioner participated telephonically and appeared pro se. The Defendant failed to appear after having been served with notice of the
hearing. The Clerk appeared by its counsel, Donnie L. Kidd, Esquire.

On February 10, 2014, the Hearing Examiner filed his Report ("Report"). In his Report, the Hearing Examiner found, among other things, that
the clear and convincing evidence presented at the hearing proved that the Defendant was formed by persons unknown, or their accomplices, who were not
authorized to act on behalf of the limited liability company. The Hearing Examiner recommended the Commission void ab initio the Certificate of
Organization issued to the Defendant on April 13,2013. In addition, the Petitioner waived her comments to the Report.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the record in this matter, the Hearing Examiner's Report, and the applicable statutes, is of
the opinion that the Hearing Examiner's findings and recommendations should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The findings and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner are hereby ADOPTED.
(2) The Petition of Jacki Gail Lewis is hereby GRANTED.

(3) The Certificate of Organization issued to the Defendant is hereby VOID ab initio and the Clerk shall promptly make such entries in the
records of his office as may be necessary to reflect the relief afforded by this Order.

(4) This case is dismissed from the Commission's docket, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

! Response at 1.
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CASE NO. CLK-2014-00005
NOVEMBER 10, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

THE NORTHERN NECK CHILDREN'S HOME, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER TERMINATING CORPORATE EXISTENCE

On July 23, 2014, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order directing the involuntary termination of The Northern

Neck Children's Home, Inc.'s ("Defendant") corporate existence pursuant to §§ 13.1-909 A (5) and 13.1 915 A (ii) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") pending
judicial dissolution of the Defendant in a Virginia Circuit Court. '

On September 17, 2014, the Circuit Court for the County of Lancaster ("Circuit Court") entered an order approving the liquidation of the assets of
the Defendant ("September 17, 2014 Order").? Thereafter, the Circuit Court entered a Decree reciting that all of the assets of the Defendant had been
distributed in accordance with the September 17, 2014 Order and ordered the case closed. *

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The existence of the Defendant is hereby terminated pursuant to §§ 13.1-909 A (5), 13.1-911 B, and 13.1-915 A (ii) of the Code.

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

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140730076.

2 In Re: The Northern Neck Children's Home, Inc., Case No. CL14000054-00, Order Approving Liquidation of the Assets of The Northern Neck Children's
Home, Inc. (Cir. Ct. Lancaster County Sept. 17, 2014).

3 In Re: The Northern Neck Children's Home, Inc., Case No. CL14000054-00, Decree (Cir. Ct. Lancaster County Oct. 17, 2014).
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BUREAU OF INSURANCE

CASE NO. INS-1998-00179
APRIL 28, 2014

PETITION OF
DAVID S. AND ELIZABETH W. HARDIN

For review of HOW Insurance Company, Home Warranty Corporation, and Home Owners Warranty Corporation Deputy Receiver's
Determination of Appeal

ORDER

On October 14, 1994, the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond, Virginia, entered an order in Case No. CH94E01059-00 ("Receivership Order")
appointing the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") as Receiver of HOW Insurance Company, Home Warranty Corporation, and Home Owners
Warranty Corporation (collectively, "HOW Companies"). The Receivership Order granted the Commission the authority to proceed with the rehabilitation
or liquidation of the HOW Companies and established a receivership appeal procedure to govern appeals and challenges to decisions rendered by the
Receiver or the Receiver's duly authorized representatives.

On August 25, 1998, David S. and Elizabeth W. Hardin (collectively, "Petitioners") filed a Petition for Review ("Petition") with the Clerk of the
Commission contesting the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 2869421.

The Petitioners asserted, among other things, that the Deputy Receiver's decision to deny their claim for coverage was in error due to: (1) the
lack of timely notification that structural coverage existed on their dwelling which deprived Petitioners of their rights to request performance during the
coverage period of the Insurance/Warranty Program, and (2) the existence of Major Structural Defects ("MSDs") prior to the expiration of the
Insurance/Warranty Program that were a result of the original construction of the dwelling and that should be covered.'

By Order dated September 4, 1998, 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 September 25, 1998, the Deputy Receiver filed a Motion to Dismiss and Answer to Petition for Review ("Motion to Dismiss") and a
Memorandum in Support of the Motion to Dismiss. In his Motion to Dismiss, the Deputy Receiver asserted that the Petitioners' claims for warranty
coverage were time-barred by the express contractual provisions of the Insurance/Warranty Program and, further, that the defects alleged did not constitute
MSDs as that term was defined by the documents defining the scope of the Insurance/Warranty Program and the process for submitting covered claims
("Insurance/Warranty Documents").> The Deputy Receiver contended that the Petitioners thus failed to assert a claim upon which relief could be granted,
and the Petition should be dismissed.

By Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated October 8, 1998, the Petitioners were directed to file any response to the Motion to Dismiss.

On October 26, 1998, the Petitioners filed an answer to the Deputy Receiver's Motion to Dismiss. The Petitioners asserted, among other things,
that the issue relevant to the appeal was not whether the previous homeowners notified them of the existence of the Insurance/Warranty Program. Rather,
they asserted the Deputy Receiver had the obligation to notify homeowners of their rights in a timely fashion.’ In addition, the Petitioners contended that the
Deputy Receiver had an implied obligation and responsibility to the policyholders to notify them of the status of their policy. They asserted that the lack of
timely nq}iﬁcation was "at the very least, negligent, and it deprived us of our rights to request performance" during the term of the Insurance/Warranty
Program.

On October 7, 2007, the Chief Hearing Examiner issued a Ruling in this matter. In her Ruling, the Chief Hearing Examiner stated that on
June 13, 2005, the Commission entered its Order Approving Plans of Liquidation for the HOW Companies.® She noted that the Plan of Liquidation required
the Deputy Receiver to wind down the businesses of the HOW Companies and concluded it would be in the best interests of all of the HOW Companies'
policyholders and creditors to conclude pending matters.

The Chief Hearing Examiner explained that § 8.01-335 of the Code of Virginia provides that certain cases may, in the discretion of the court, be
stricken from the docket and the action discontinued where there has been no order or proceeding, other than to continue the case, entered for over two years
upon at least fifteen days' notice to the parties. She noted that no pleadings or other activities had occurred with respect to the matter since 2001. Therefore,

! Petition at 2.

? Deputy Receiver's Response.

? Petitioners' Response to Motion to Dismiss ("Petitioners' Response") at 2.

*1d.

5 Commonwealth of Virginia, at the relation of the State Corporation Commission v. HOW Insurance Company, a Risk Retention Group, Home Warranty
Corporation, and Home Owners Warranty Corporation, Case No. INS-1994-00218, Order Approving Plans of Liquidation, 2005 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 58
(June 13, 2005).

® Ruling at 1.



45
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

the Chief Hearing Examiner advised the parties that the matter would be dismissed unless good cause was shown on or before October 26, 2007, why the
matter should not be dismissed from the Commission's docket of active cases.”

On October 25, 2007, the Deputy Receiver filed comments to the Ruling in which he agreed with the Chief Hearing Examiner's conclusion that
the case was ripe for dismissal. On October 26, 2007, the Petitioners filed comments requesting that the case not be dismissed.

On March 17, 2014, the Chief Hearing Examiner issued her Report ("Chief Hearing Examiner's Report"). After noting that no settlement had
been reached in this case, she considered the outstanding Motion to Dismiss and made the following findings:

(1) All coverage, including MSD coverage, expired on May 1, 1997, prior to receipt of Petitioners' claim by the
HOW Companies;

(2) Petitioners' claim is therefore time-barred by the express provisions of the Insurance/Warranty Documents;
(3) The Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal should be affirmed; and
(4) This Petition should be dismissed.®

The Chief Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an order adopting her findings, granting the Motion to Dismiss, affirming
the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal, and dismissing the Petition.’

The parties were directed to file comments within 21 days of the entry of the Chief Hearing Examiner's Report. No comments were filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, is of the opinion and finds that the findings and recommendations of the Chief
Hearing Examiner should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The findings in the Chief Hearing Examiner's Report are hereby ADOPTED.

(2) The Deputy Receiver's Motion to Dismiss is hereby GRANTED.

(3) The Petition of David S. and Elizabeth W. Hardin for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DENIED.
(4) The Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 2869421 issued by the Deputy Receiver is hereby AFFIRMED.

(5) The case is DISMISSED, and the papers herein shall be passed to the file for ended causes.

71d. at 1-2.
8 Chief Hearing Examiner's Report at 10.

°Id.

CASE NO. INS-2002-00121
MAY 14, 2014

PETITION OF
MARIANNE AND CHARLES ANDERSON

For review of HOW Insurance Company, Home Warranty Corporation and Home Owners Warranty Corporation Deputy Receiver's
Determination of Appeal

ORDER

On October 14, 1994, the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond, Virginia, entered an order in Case No. CH94E01059-00 ("Receivership Order")
appointing the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") as Receiver of HOW Insurance Company, Home Warranty Corporation, and Home Owners
Warranty Corporation (collectively, "HOW Companies"). The Receivership Order granted the Commission the authority to proceed with the rehabilitation
or liquidation of the HOW Companies and established a receivership appeal procedure to govern appeals and challenges to decisions rendered by the
Receiver or the Receiver's duly authorized representatives.

Marianne and Charles Anderson (collectively, "Petitioners") filed with the Clerk of the Commission a Petition for Review of Deputy Receiver's
Determination of Appeal ("Petition") contesting the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 3550864-A.

The Petitioners asserted, among other things, that their home had major defects in the siding that should have been covered under an
insurance/warranty program that was offered by the HOW Companies in which the Petitioners' home had been enrolled by the builder ("Insurance/Warranty
Program"). Specifically, the Petitioners contended that the basis for denial of the claim had erroneously been based upon the term of coverage. The
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Petitioners advised that they had expended extensive time and effort to ascertain and assess the siding problem, which effort began before coverage under the
Insurance/Warranty Program expired. '

By Order dated May 9, 2002, 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 May 31, 2002, the Deputy Receiver filed a Motion to Dismiss and Answer to Petition for Review ("Motion to Dismiss") and a Memorandum
in Support of the Motion to Dismiss ("Memorandum"). The Deputy Receiver asserted that the Petitioners' claims for warranty coverage were time-barred by
the express contractual provisions of the Insurance/Warranty Program.” The Deputy Receiver further asserted that even if timely submitted, the allegations
were insufficient to support a claim for Major Structural Defects ("MSD") as the definition of an MSD requires actual physical damage to and failure of one
of only eight designated load-bearing elements of the home.”> The Deputy Receiver contended that the Petitioners thus failed to assert a claim upon which
relief could be granted, and the Petition should be dismissed.*

In their Reply the Petitioners contended, among other things, that the sole reliance on the terms of the Insurance/Warranty Program bewildered
Petitioners, and they asserted other circumstances should be considered.’

On April 15, 2014, the Chief Hearing Examiner issued her Report and made the following findings:

(1) All coverage, including MSD coverage and the expiration of the grace period, expired on August 31, 2000, prior to receipt of Petitioners'
claim by the HOW Companies.

(2) The Petitioners' claim is time-barred by the express provisions of the Insurance/Warranty Documents [for submitting covered claims].

(3) The Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal should be affirmed.

(4) The Petition should be dismissed.®

The Chief Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission adopt the findings of her Report, grant the Motion to Dismiss, affirm the
Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal, and dismiss the Petition.” The parties were directed to file comments within 21 days of the entry of the Chief

Hearing Examiner's Report. No comments were filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, is of the opinion and finds that the findings and recommendations of the Chief
Hearing Examiner should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The findings in the Chief Hearing Examiner's Report are hereby ADOPTED.

(2) The Deputy Receiver's Motion to Dismiss is hereby GRANTED.

(3) The Petition of Marianne and Charles Anderson for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DENIED.
(4) The Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 3550864-A issued by the Deputy Receiver is hereby AFFIRMED.

(5) The case is DISMISSED, and the papers herein shall be passed to the file for ended causes.

! Petition at 1.

2 Deputy Receiver's Memorandum at 2-4.
*Id. at 4.

*1d. at 3, 4.

* Reply Brief of Petitioner(s] at 1.

® Chief Hearing Examiner's Report at 5.

"Id.
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CASE NO. INS-2009-00062
OCTOBER 31, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
GREEK CATHOLIC UNION OF THE U.S.A.,
Defendant

FINAL ORDER

Greek Catholic Union of the U.S.A. ("Defendant"), a foreign fraternal benefit society domiciled in the State of Pennsylvania, is licensed to
transact the business of a fraternal benefit society in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth").

By Order Suspending License ("Order") entered May 22, 2009, the Defendant was prohibited from transacting new business in the
Commonwealth until further order of the State Corporation Commission ("Commission").! The Order was entered due to the Defendant's 2008 Annual
Statement, which indicated a 76% decline in surplus.?

The Defendant's June 30, 2014 Quarterly Statement filed with the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") indicates that the Defendant is
in compliance with Virginia's financial regulatory requirements. The Bureau has recommended that the Defendant's license to transact the business of a
fraternal benefit society 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 entered by the Commission on May 22, 2009, is hereby VACATED.
(2) This case is hereby DISMISSED.

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

' Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel. State Corporation Commission v. Greek Catholic Union of the U.S.A., 2009 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 130, Order Suspending
License (May 22, 2009).

2 Pursuant to 14 VAC 5-290-30 of the Commission's Rules Establishing Standards for Companies Deemed to Be in Hazardous Financial Condition,
14 VAC 5-290-10 ef seq., when an insurer's excess of surplus to policyholders over and above an insurer's statutorily required surplus to policyholders has
decreased by more than fifty percent in the preceding twelve-month period or any shorter period of time, the Commission may deem such condition to be
hazardous to policyholders, creditors, or the general public.

CASE NO. INS-2009-00140
NOVEMBER 24, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

TRIAD GUARANTY INSURANCE CORPORATION,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Pursuant to § 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") may suspend or revoke the license of any
insurance company to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") whenever the Commission finds that the
company has been found insolvent by a court in any other state.

Triad Guaranty Insurance Corporation, a foreign corporation domiciled in the state of Illinois ("Defendant"), initially was licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth on December 11, 1987.

By Impairment Order entered by the Commission on June 23, 2009", the Defendant was ordered to cure the impairment in its surplus on or before
September 23, 2009, and notify the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of its president or other authorized officer.

By letter of Kenneth W. Jones, the Defendant's President and Chief Executive Officer, received by the Commission's Bureau of Insurance on
August 25, 2009, the Defendant voluntarily consented not to solicit or issue any new insurance policies or contracts in the Commonwealth, other than the

' Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel. State Corporation Commission v. Triad Guaranty Insurance Corporation, Case No. INS-2009-00140, 2009 S.C.C. Ann.
Rpt. 156, Impairment Order (June 23, 2009).
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modification or refinance of existing business, until further order of the Commission. On October 8, 2009, the Commission vacated the Impairment Order
and entered a Consent Order to this effect.’

Subsequently, on December 11, 2012, an Order of Rehabilitation was entered in the Circuit Court of Cook County, Illinois ("Circuit Court"),
against the Defendant by the Director of Insurance of the State of Illinois.> The Circuit Court found that the Defendant "is insolvent and that its further
transaction of business would be hazardous to its policyholders, or to its creditors, or to the public."* In addition, the Defendant's Virginia corporate
certificate of authority was revoked on April 30, 2014, for failure to file its 2013 annual report and pay its 2013 annual registration fee.

The Bureau of Insurance has recommended that, based on the foregoing, the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth be revoked.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to December 10,
2014, revoking the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth unless on or before December 10, 2014, the
Defendant files with Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation Commission, ¢/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, a
request for a hearing before the Commission with respect to the proposed revocation of the Defendant's license.

2 Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel. State Corporation Commission v. Triad Guaranty Insurance Corporation, Case No. INS-2009-00140, Consent Order
(Oct. 8, 2009).

3 State of Illinois ex rel. Boron v. Triad Guaranty Insurance Corporation et al., Case No. 12 CH 43895, Order of Rehabilitation (Dec.11, 2012).

‘1d at2.

CASE NO. INS-2009-00140
DECEMBER 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

TRIAD GUARANTY INSURANCE CORPORATION,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

In an Order to Take Notice ("Order") entered November 24, 2014,' Triad Guaranty Insurance Corporation, an Illinois domiciled insurer
("Defendant") licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), was ordered to take notice that the Commission would enter an order subsequent to December 10, 2014, revoking the license of the
Defendant unless on or before December 10, 2014, the Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for hearing before the Commission to
contest the proposed revocation.

On October 8, 2009, the Defendant voluntarily consented not to solicit or issue any new insurance policies or contracts in the Commonwealth,
other than the modification or refinance of existing business, until further order of the Commission.> Subsequently, on December 11, 2012, an Order of
Rehabilitation was entered in the Circuit Court of Cook County ("Court"), Illinois, against the Defendant.® The Court found that the Defendant "is insolvent
and that its further transaction of business would be hazardous to its policyholders, or to its creditors, or to the public."* In addition, the Defendant's Virginia
corporate certificate of authority was revoked on April 30, 2014, for failure to file its 2013 annual report and pay its 2013 annual registration.

As of the date of this Order, the Defendant has not requested a hearing regarding the proposed revocation of its license. The Bureau of Insurance
("Bureau") has recommended that the Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth be revoked.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Bureau, is of the opinion that the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth should be revoked.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 141120193.

2 See Consent Order entered in this docket on Oct. 8, 2009. The Commission entered an Impairment Order against the Defendant on June 23, 2009, that was
vacated when the Consent Order was entered.

? State ex rel. Boron v. Triad Guaranty Ins. Corp. et al., Case No. 12 CH 43895, Order of Rehabilitation (I1l. Cir. Ct. Dec. 11, 2012).

‘1d. at2.
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(3) The Bureau shall cause notice of the revocation of the Defendant's license to be published in the manner set forth in § 38.2-1043 of the Code
of Virginia.

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

CASE NO. INS-2011-00239
JULY 28, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
SOUTHERN TITLE INSURANCE CORPORATION, in Receivership,

ORDER OF LIQUIDATION WITH A FINDING OF INSOLVENCY

On October 4, 2013, Jacqueline K. Cunningham, as Deputy Receiver ("Deputy Receiver") of Southern Title Insurance Corporation ("'Southern
Title" or "Company"), filed with the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") her application ("Application") for the Commission's entry of an Order
of Liquidation declaring Southern Title to be insolvent, approving the proposed claims filing deadline, authorizing use of the unearned premium reserve
("UPR") in accordance with § 38.2-4613 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), and addressing all related matters.

On October 18, 2013 the Commission entered a scheduling order ("Scheduling Order") that (i) set a hearing ("Liquidation Hearing") on the
Deputy Receiver's proposed liquidation of Southern Title; (ii) established response dates for those persons wishing to oppose the Application; (iii) approved
notice procedures for the Liquidation Hearing and other receivership proceedings, and (iv) appointed a Hearing Examiner to conduct all further proceedings
in this matter.'

The notice procedures required that the Deputy Receiver provide direct written notice of the Liquidation Hearing to all creditors, claimants, and
policyholders for whom Southern Title's records provided a valid mailing address, and publish notice of the Liquidation Hearing one day a week for two
consecutive weeks in publications specified in a schedule of publications attached to the Application. In addition, the Deputy Receiver was authorized to use
electronic mail to provide notice to any claimant, creditor, or policyholder for whom Southern Title maintains a valid electronic mail address.

The Liquidation Hearing was held before the Senior Hearing Examiner on May 13, 2014. Joseph West, Esquire, and Michael P. Marcin, Esquire,
appeared on behalf of the Deputy Receiver. John O. Cox, Esquire, appeared on behalf of the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"). The Deputy
Receiver presented her case for liquidation of Southern Title through four witnesses: (i) Susan E. Roehm, Director of Information Services for Palomar
Financial; (ii) Donald Beatty, Esquire, Senior Counsel in the Commission's Office of General Counsel; (iii) Joel Vaag, Principal for Oliver Wyman Actuarial
Consultants ; and (iv) Clark Thomson, CPA, Managing Partner for Calhoun, Thomson & Matza, LLP.

Ms. Roehm testified, among other things, that her firm was hired by the Deputy Receiver to handle accounting and various other tasks for the
receivership including providing notice to all creditors, claimants, and policyholders for whom Southern Title's records provide valid mailing addresses. Ms.
Roehm also testified as to the Deputy Receiver's compliance with the notice requirements of the Scheduling Order.>

Mr. Beatty testified that he is the Special Deputy Receiver for Southern Title and that as such he is responsible for the day to day operation of the
Company.> Mr. Beatty testified that according to Southern Title's December 31, 2012, audited financial statement, the Company was insolvent by
$30,438,982.* Mr. Beatty also testified that as of December 31, 2013, Southern Title's liabilities exceeded its assets by $25,446,699° and that it was unable
to pay its obligations.® Mr. Beatty contended that efforts to rehabilitate the Company would be futile due to deep insolvency.” In addition, Mr. Beatty noted
that the Deputy Receiver issued a request for proposals seeking a purchaser of the Company, or reinsurance, or any other possible arrangements and that no
proposals were received.® Because further efforts to rehabilitate the Company would be futile, Mr. Beatty recommended that Southern Title be liquidated.’

Mr. Beatty advised that the UPR is a reserve established by § 38.2-4610.1 of the Code for the protection of policyholders.'” Mr. Beatty testified
that as of December 20, 2011, the date that the Company was placed into receivership, the UPR was $9,974,279."" Mr. Beatty testified that § 38.2-4613 C of

! Doc. Con. Cen. No. 131050066.
2 Roehm, Tr. at 8-12.

3 Beatty, Tr. at 14.

* Id. at 16-17; Exhibit No. 3.

* Beatty, Tr. at 17; Exhibit No. 4.
® Beatty, Tr. at 17-18.

"1d. at 18.

81d. at 19.

Id.

10 7d. at 20.
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the Code provides that the UPR may be used for (i) the payment of expenses of administration of a receivership; (ii) policyholder claims filed before the
claims filing deadline; and (iii) if there are any remaining funds, claims filed after the claims filing deadline but within twenty years of the deadline.'?

Mr. Vaag testified as to his duties as the appointed actuary to Southern Title since 2012."* Mr. Vaag testified that he was engaged, in part, to
provide an estimate of the unpaid loss and loss adjustment expense for Southern Title.'* Mr. Vaag testified that as of December 31, 2013, the range of
unpaid loss and loss adjustment expense liabilities, net of reinsurance, was $33,547,000 to $40,009,000, with a central estimate of $36,778,000."

Finally, Mr. Thomson testified that his firm was engaged to audit the statutory basis financial statements for the year ended December 31, 2012.'¢
Mr. Thomson affirmed that as of December 31, 2012, Southern Title was insolvent by $30,438,982."7 He opined that the Company cannot fulfill its
obligations in the normal course of business. '®

On June 12, 2014, the Senior Hearing Examiner issued his Report ("Report") which summarized the factual and procedural history of this case, as
well as the evidence and arguments presented at the Liquidation Hearing. In his Report, the Senior Hearing Examiner found that the Deputy Receiver had
provided notice to claimants, creditors, and policyholders as directed in the Scheduling Order. The Senior Hearing Examiner also found that, based on the
evidence presented during the Liquidation Hearing, Southern Title is insolvent as liabilities far exceed assets, and the Company is unable to pay its
obligations as they become due in the ordinary course of business. Based on the Company's insolvency, and its failed efforts to locate either a purchaser or
reinsurance, the Senior Hearing Examiner found that further efforts to rehabilitate Southern Title would be futile.'” He found that the Commission should
grant the Deputy Receiver's Application and enter a liquidation order as requested by the Deputy Receiver.” He recommended that the Commission enter
an order adopting his findings and dismissing the case.’'

The Report allowed the parties 21 days to provide comments. No comments were filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, is of the opinion and finds that the Senior Hearing Examiner's findings and
recommendations are reasonable and should be adopted except that we will keep this case open pending resolution of the receivership.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Deputy Receiver's Application is hereby GRANTED.

(2) Southern Title is hereby found and declared to be INSOLVENT, as that term is defined in § 38.2-1501 of the Code.
(3) Further efforts to rehabilitate Southern Title would be futile, and the Company should be liquidated.

(4) The Deputy Receiver is hereby directed to proceed with the LIQUIDATION of Southern Title in accordance with the provisions of
Title 38.2, Chapter 15 of the Code, other applicable Virginia law, and the orders of the Commission, and all subject to the further orders of the Commission.

(5) The Deputy Receiver is hereby AUTHORIZED to use assets equal to the value of the UPR on December 20, 2011 ($9,974,279), to enter into
contracts of reinsurance to pay all policyholder claims, or if no such contracts of reinsurance are effected, to be distributed according to the order of
preference in § 38.2-4613 C of the Code, and to report its Statutory Premium Reserve liability as $9,974,279, less any distribution or payment made in
accordance with § 38.2-4613 of the Code;

(6) The Claims Filing Deadline is hereby established at six (6) months following the date entry of this Order, applicable to all claims against
Southern Title other than Pending Claims and Administrative Claims, all as more fully described in the Application;

' Id. at 21; Exhibit No. 5.
12 Beatty, Tr. at 24.

13 Vaag, Tr. at 34.

"“1d. at 35.

"* Id. at 36; Exhibit No. 8.
1 Thomson, Tr. at 39-40.
"7 Id. at 40; Exhibit No. 11.
'8 Thomson, Tr. at 41.

! Report at 6.

*1d. at9.

2.
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(7) The Deputy Receiver is hereby AUTHORIZED to:

i

vi.

Vii.

viii.

Xi.

Xii.

Promulgate reasonable requirements for the method of presentment and for perfecting claims including, but not limited to, the
following: that all claims be rendered certain, liquidated, and non-contingent within a reasonable time following initial presentment
but no more than one year following expiration of the Claims Filing Deadline;

Continue managing the affairs of Southern Title until such time as it is liquidated and dissolved;
Maintain a reasonable reserve of both UPR and non-UPR assets for the costs and expenses of administration;

Allocate the costs and expenses of administration between UPR and non-UPR assets in the proportion those assets bear to the value of
all estate assets;

Allocate the costs and expenses of paying claims pursuant to §§ 38.2-1509 B 1 (ii) and 38.2-4613 C (ii) of the Code between UPR and
non-UPR assets in the proportion those assets bear to the value of all estate assets;

After reserving for the costs and expenses of administration, pursuant to §§ 38.2-1509 B 1 and 38.2-1510 of the Code, including the
costs of curative actions taken to resolve title defects that, left uncured, might give rise to claims under insurance policies issued by
Southern Title, adjudicate and pay out non-UPR designated funds according to the following priorities:

1. The claims of all secured creditors with a perfected security interest not voidable under § 38.2-1513 of the Code to the extent of
the value of their security;

2. The claims of the associations for "covered claims" and "contractual obligations," as defined in § 38.2-1603 of the Code and in
other applicable comparable statutes in other jurisdictions, and the claims of other policyholders arising out of insurance
contracts apportioned without preference, such payments to be made from Southern Title assets in accordance with a
Commission order or directive of the Deputy Receiver setting the payment percentage;

3. Taxes owed to the United States and other debts owed to any person, including the United States, which by the laws of the
United States are entitled to priority;

4.  Claims for wages entitled to priority as provided in § 38.2-1514 of the Code;

5. On a pro rata basis, claims of all other creditors; and

6.  That portion of all Late Filed Claims, as described in the Application, scheduled to be paid from non-UPR fund sources.

Adjudicate and pay out UPR designated funds in the following order of preference:

1. All expenses incurred under § 38.2-4613 of the Code in connection with the receivership and rehabilitation proceedings,
including the costs of curative actions taken to resolve title defects that, left uncured, might give rise to claims under insurance
policies issued by Southern Title;

2. Policyholder claims for losses filed before the Claims Filing Deadline apportioned without preference, such payments to be
made from Southern Title assets in accordance with a Commission order or directive of the Deputy Receiver setting the payment

percentage; and

3. Policyholder claims for losses that were filed after the Claims Filing Deadline, as they are allowed until such time as no funds
remain or until December 20, 2031, whichever is earlier.

Transfer UPR assets that remain unpaid or undistributed after December 20, 2031, if any, to the non-UPR accounts of Southern Title
to be administered as non-UPR designated funds;

In the event that she cannot find any person owed funds by the Company, deliver such unclaimed funds to the custody of the state of
that person's last known address, as shown by the Company's books and records, pursuant to the procedures established by that state's
unclaimed property laws;

Create a trust to hold any unclaimed funds if the applicable state unclaimed property laws did not permit her to deliver any such
unclaimed funds to the relevant states prior to the date that Southern Title would cease to exist and the receivership would terminate;

Cause a third party or contractor of the Company to assume remaining obligations and contingencies of Southern Title in exchange for
reasonable consideration, and be authorized to obtain an independent opinion from an actuarial or accounting firm regarding the
reasonableness of consideration paid for the assumption of Southern Title obligations or contingencies; and

Take all steps necessary and appropriate to liquidate and dissolve Southern Title as soon as reasonably practicable.

(8) The rights, interests, and contingent claims of all policyholders, and creditors of the Company are hereby fixed as of the date of the entry of

this Order;
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(9) The Deputy Receiver is hereby authorized, in her reasonable discretion, to issue a directive extending the Claims Filing Deadline for a period
no greater than one (1) year;

(10) The termination and closure of these receivership proceedings upon application of the Deputy Receiver, at the completion of the liquidation,
for the Commission's order terminating these proceedings is hereby approved; and

(11) This matter is continued.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00035
NOVEMBER 24, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
RED ROCK INSURANCE COMPANY
f/k/a BANCINSURE, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Pursuant to § 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") may suspend or revoke the license
of any insurance company to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") whenever the Commission finds that
the company is insolvent, or is in a condition that any further transaction of business in this Commonwealth is hazardous to its policyholders, creditors, and
public in this Commonwealth.

Red Rock Insurance Company f/k/a Bancinsure, Inc., a foreign corporation domiciled in the state of Oklahoma ("Defendant"), is licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth.

By Impairment Order ("Impairment") entered herein March 19, 2013,' the Defendant was ordered to eliminate the impairment in its surplus and
restore the same to at least $3 million and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of the Defendant's president or other authorized
officer within 90 days of the date of entry of the Impairment. In addition, on August 21, 2014, the District Court of Oklahoma County, State of Oklahoma
entered an Order Placing Insurer into Receivership and Liquidation, Appointing Receiver, and for Permanent Injunction” against the Defendant. The Court
found that the Defendant "is currently insolvent and in a condition such that continued operation would be hazardous to the policyholders, the creditors of
the insurer or the general public."?

As of the date of this Order, the Defendant has failed to eliminate the impairment in its surplus.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant, TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to December 5,
2014, suspending the license of the Defendant to transact new insurance business in the Commonwealth unless on or before December 5, 2014, the
Defendant files with Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation Commission, ¢/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, a
request for a hearing before the Commission with respect to the proposed suspension of the Defendant's license.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 130330020.

2 State of Oklahoma, ex rel. Doak v. Red Rock Insurance Company, Case No. CJ-2014-4353, Order Placing Insurer into Receivership and Liquidation,
Appointing Receiver, and for Permanent Injunction (Aug. 12, 2014).

*Id. at 3.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00035
DECEMBER 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
RED ROCK INSURANCE COMPANY
F/K/A BANCINSURE, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER SUSPENDING LICENSE

In an Order to Take Notice ("Order") entered herein November 24, 2014," Red Rock Insurance Company f/k/a Bancinsure, Inc., an Oklahoma
corporation ("Defendant") licensed to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), was ordered to take notice
that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") would enter an order subsequent to December 5, 2014, suspending the license of the Defendant

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 141120194.
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unless on or before December 5, 2014, the Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing before the Commission to contest the
proposed suspension.

The Order was entered due to the Defendant's failure to eliminate the impairment in its surplus and restore the same to at least $3 million and
advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of the Defendant's president or other authorized officer on or before June 19, 2013.> In
addition, on August 21, 2014, the District Court of Oklahoma County, State of Oklahoma ("Court"), entered an Order Placing Insurer into Receivership and
Liquidation, Appointing Receiver, and for Permanent Injunction® against the Defendant. The Court found that the Defendant "is currently insolvent and in a

condition such that continued operation would be hazardous to the policyholders, the creditors of the insurer or the general public."*

As of the date of this Order, the Defendant has not filed a request to be heard before the Commission with respect to the proposed suspension of
its license.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Pursuant to § 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth is hereby SUSPENDED.

(2) The Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth until further order of the Commission.
(3) The appointments of the Defendant's agents to act on behalf of the Defendant in the Commonwealth are hereby SUSPENDED.

(4) The Defendant's agents shall transact no new insurance business on behalf of the Defendant in the Commonwealth until further order of the
Commission.

(5) The Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") shall cause an attested copy of this Order to be sent to each of the Defendant's agents appointed to act on
behalf of the Defendant in the Commonwealth as notice of the suspension of such agent's appointment.

(6) The Bureau shall cause notice of the suspension of the Defendant's license to be published in the manner set forth in § 38.2-1043 of the Code.

? The Commission entered an Impairment Order against the Defendant on March 19, 2013. (Doc. Con. Cen. No. 130330020). The Impairment Order
directed the Defendant to eliminate the impairment and provide the affidavit within 90 days.

3 State ex rel. Doak v. Red Rock Ins. Co., Case No. CJ-2014-4353, Order Placing Insurer into Receivership and Liquidation, Appointing Receiver, and for
Permanent Injunction (Dist. Ct. Okla. County Aug. 12, 2014).

‘1d at3.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00036
JULY 15, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
REUBEN MAYFIELD, JR.
and
M&M INSURANCE AGENCY, INC.,
Defendants

FINAL ORDER

On March 21, 2013, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued a Rule to Show Cause against Reuben Mayfield, Jr. ("Mayfield")
and M&M Insurance Agency, Inc. ("Agency") (collectively, "Defendants"), based on allegations made by the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau")
that the Defendants: (i) misappropriated premiums in violation of § 38.2-1813 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"); (ii) failed to obey previous orders of the
Commission by continuing to mishandle premiums after entering into Commission Settlement Orders that contained orders to cease and desist from
mishandling premiums in violation of § 12.1-33 of the Code; and (iii) violated § 38.2-1831 of the Code by violating previous orders of the Commission;
improperly withholding, misappropriating, or converting premiums received in the course of doing insurance business; and using dishonest practices or
demonstrating incompetence or untrustworthiness in the conduct of business in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"). The Bureau sought
monetary penalties and the revocation of the Defendants' insurance licenses.

Based on its investigation of these violations, the Bureau asserted that Mayfield repeatedly failed to remit premiums to insurers in the ordinary
course of business and engaged in "floating," whereby Mayfield used premiums for purposes other than paying for an insured's policy (such as to pay for
personal and/or business expenses) and then used premiums from other insureds, collected at a later date, to repay the funds he had used. The Bureau further
alleged that Mayfield allowed the Agency's trust account ("Premium Account") to incur numerous insufficient funds ("NSF") charges in a two-year period,
resulting in bank fees of approximately $8,000 that were paid, at least in part, with insureds' premiums. Additionally, the Bureau alleged that the Premium
Account incurred 16 negative balances between January 2010 and May 2012, at times when it should have contained insureds' premiums.
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As a result of its investigation, the Bureau also alleged that the Defendants had violated numerous Commission Settlement Orders' requiring
them to cease and desist from mishandling premiums in violation of § 38.2-1813 of the Code. The Defendants agreed to the Prior Settlement Orders
following earlier similar allegations by the Bureau that they had mishandled premiums.

An evidentiary hearing in this matter commenced on July 30, 2013. William Stanton, Esquire, and Scott A. White, Esquire, appeared as counsel
for the Bureau. JoAnne L. Nolte, Esquire, appeared as counsel for the Defendants, who fully participated in the hearing.

During the hearing, the Bureau called seven witnesses: three consumers (Theodore H. Giles ("Giles"), Rev. Charles Smith ("Smith") and
Theodore Fuller ("Fuller")) who purchased insurance from the Defendants; a Special Investigator for an insurer; a business associate of Mayfield; Bureau
Senior Investigator Larry Beadles ("Beadles"); Jasper Carl Williams; and Deputy Commissioner for Agent Regulation and Administration in the Bureau,
Brian P. Gaudiose ("Gaudiose"). The consumers offered testimony concerning their purchase of insurance from Mayfield. Beadles testified about his
examination of Defendants' business records and bank accounts. Gaudiose discussed Mayfield's disciplinary history with the Bureau and the appropriateness
of revocation given Mayfield's previous opportunities for change as well as recent problems concerning his mishandling of premium funds.

The Defendants called five witnesses: one consumer (Tierra Simone Terrell ("Terrell")); the Vice President of the Professional Insurance Agents
Association of Virginia and the District of Columbia, Inc., Dennis Yocom ("Yocom"); Mayfield's wife; the Agency's accountant since January 2013; and
Mayfield. Terrell testified about her business experiences with Mayfield. Yocom testified about Mayfield's involvement in professional organizations and
submitted a letter in support of the Defendants. The accountant expressed his opinion that voluntary safeguards - including changing banks and hiring an
accountant to oversee the Premium

Account - were now in place to assure proper money handling. Mayfield testified about his business practices, asserting that he inadvertently
transferred premiums out of the Premium Account and that problems with the Premium Account were due to bank "holds" and/or bad checks from
consumers.

On April 21, 2014, the Hearing Examiner filed his report ("Report"), which thoroughly summarized the factual and procedural history of the case,
as well as the evidence and arguments presented at the hearing. Specifically, he analyzed the experiences of the three insureds presented by the Bureau,
stating that the insureds' experiences" fit the general pattern of a premium account that failed to be maintained in accordance with the fiduciary standards
required by law."? He found that the Bureau has provided clear and convincing evidence that each Defendant committed 242 violations of § 38.2-1813 of
the Code, including the following:

(I) The Defendants mishandled premiums in violation of Code § 38.2-1813(A):

(a) 210 times when they failed to hold premiums in a fiduciary capacity as evidenced by 210 insufficient funds fees incurred in the
Premium Account;

(b) 19 times when they failed to hold premiums in a fiduciary capacity as evidenced by 19 negative balances in the Premium
Account;

(c) One time when they converted $8,500 of Giles Care [Transportation Service LLC or "Giles Care"] premiums to Mayfield in
September 2011;

(d) One time when they used Mr. Fuller's premiums to pay for Giles Care's insurance;
(e) One time when they used the Full Gospel [Tabernacle Church or "Full Gospel"] premiums to pay the Agency's rent;

(f) One time when they failed to remit the $650 in premiums they accepted from Full Gospel and the premium account balance fell
below $650, which suggests the funds were mishandled; and

(g) One time when they used premiums to pay for a hotel stay at the Wyndham Resort.

(II) The Defendants mishandled premiums in violation of Code § 38.2-1813(A) when they failed to remit premiums in the ordinary course
of business and when they failed to remit premiums belonging to:

(a) Giles Care for eight months;
(b) Fuller for six months; and
(c) Full Gospel for three months.

(ITI) The Defendants also failed to maintain an accurate record and itemization of premiums in violation of Code § 38.2-1813(B) when they
failed to record five separate disbursements made related to Giles Care's premium in the Agency's Cash Disbursement Journal.?

' The Hearing Examiner found that the Defendants violated the following Commission Orders: State Corporation Commission v. Reuben Mayfield, Jr. and
M&M Insurance Agency, Inc., Case No. INS-1997-00296, Doc. Con. Cen. No. 980110178, Settlement Order (Jan. 8, 1998); State Corporation Commission
v. Reuben Mayfield, Jr. and M&M Insurance Agency, Inc., Case No. INS-2001-00067, Doc. Con. Cen. No. 010420068, Settlement Order (Apr. 26, 2001);
State Corporation Commission v. Reuben Mayfield, Jr. and M&M Insurance Agency, Inc., Case No. INS-2004-00330, Doc. Con. Cen. No. 050320489,
Settlement Order (Mar. 24, 2005) (hereinafter, "Prior Settlement Orders").

2 Report at 24.

3 Id. at 24-25.
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The Hearing Examiner also discussed the Defendants' compliance with the Prior Settlement Orders. Based on his findings that each of the
Defendants committed 242 violations of § 38.2-1813 of the Code in this case, he found that each of the violations of § 38.2-1813 of the Code also constitutes
a violation of the Commission's Prior Settlement Orders.*

The Hearing Examiner also considered whether Mayfield complied with the provision of the Prior Settlement Order in Case No. INS-2004-00330
whereby he agreed to sell the Agency for five years. The Hearing Examiner found that Mayfield complied with this provision by divesting his ownership
interest in the Agency for five years.”

Concerning penalties, the Hearing Examiner considered the Bureau's contention that the Defendants' licenses should be revoked pursuant to
§ 38.2-1831 of the Code, specifically for the following causes: (i) subdivision 2, "[v]iolating any insurance laws, or violating any regulation, subpoena or
order of the Commission or of another state's insurance regulatory authority;" (ii) subdivision 6, "[i]mproperly withholding, misappropriating or converting
any moneys or properties received in the course of doing insurance business; and (iii) subdivision 10, "[u]sing fraudulent, coercive, or dishonest practices, or
demonstrating incompetence, or untrustworthiness in the conduct of business in this Commonwealth or elsewhere, or demonstrating financial irresponsibility
in the handling of applicant, policyholder, agency, or insurance company funds."®

Based on the findings that the Defendants mishandled premiums in violation of § 38.2-1813 of the Code and violated the Prior Settlement Orders,
the Hearing Examiner found that the Bureau has provided clear and convincing evidence that the Defendants are in violation of § 38.2-1831 (2).” He also
found that the Bureau provided clear and convincing evidence that the Defendants are in violation of § 38.2-1831 (6) of the Code, stating that each of the
210 NSF fees and the 19 negative balances in the Agency Premium Account indicate that the Defendants failed to hold premiums in a separate fiduciary
account, and the premiums were used or commingled with funds used for purposes other than paying premiums.®

The Hearing Examiner also found that the Bureau has provided clear and convincing evidence that the Defendants are in violation of
§ 38.2-1831 (10) of the Code based on the evidence that the Defendants engaged in fraudulent, incompetent or dishonest business conduct by failing to
procure insurance after receiving funds from Fuller and Smith; by failing to inform Fuller that the Department of Motor Vehicles suspended his driver's
license because Mayfield used his premium to pay for another insured's policy; and by producing conflicting versions of Mayfield's cash disbursement
journal related to premiums from Giles. The Hearing Examiner also found that the Defendants demonstrated incompetence in regard to bank fees.’

The Hearing Examiner then considered the Defendants' voluntary procedures put in place since January 2013 to address the Bureau's concerns,
such as changing banks and changing accountants, Mayfield's career as an insurance agent, and Mayfield's history of mishandling premium accounts. To
ensure the Defendants cease and desist from mishandling customer premiums, the Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission should revoke the
licenses of the Defendants.' He further recommended that, if the Commission decides that the Defendants should retain their licenses, the Defendants
shoulg receive penalties limited to $50,000 per Defendant.!” He also recommended that the Commission adopt all the findings in his Report and dismiss this
case.

On May 9, 2014, the Defendants, by counsel, filed comments to the Report. The Defendants asserted that the violations were due to a
combination of factors, many of which were outside of the Defendants' control, such as problems caused by the U.S. mail system and banking institutions, as
well as Mayfield's "inadvertently taking double commissions."" The Defendants also cited the testimony of Mayfield and the Agency's accountant "that the
voluntary procedures that Defendants have put into place are working,"'* including switching banks, hiring another licensed agent to assist in running the
Agency, and engaging an accountant to write checks from the Premium Account.”” The Defendants offered for the accountant to report regularly to the
Bureau concerning certain aspects of the Defendants' business.'®

The Defendants asserted that they would be unable to pay penalties of $100,000."” Lastly, they urged in the event of license revocation that they
be allowed to retain their licenses for at least twelve months so that they could sell their insurance book of business. '®

*1d. at 25-26.
*1d. at 28.
1d. at17.
71d. at 28.
Y.

°Id. at 28-29.
" 1d. at 29-30.
"' 1d. at 30.

2 d.

13 Defendant's Comments to the Report of Howard P. Anderson, Jr., Hearing Examiner dated April 21, 2014 at 6 (hereinafter "Defendants' Comments").
“d.

P Id. at 6-9.

"% 1d. at9.

7 Id. at 10.
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NOW THE COMMISSION, wupon consideration of this matter, is of the opinion and finds that the Hearing Examiner's findings and
recommendations as detailed in his Report should be adopted with modification. We will allow the Defendants to retain their licenses for six months from
the date of this Order, during which time the Defendants are directed to wind down their insurance business. During this period, the Defendants will
continue all voluntary procedures implemented to ensure the proper handling of insureds' funds that they discussed during the hearing and in the Defendants'
Comments. We also will require Mayfield to contact the Bureau every sixty (60) days during the six-month period to inform the Bureau of the progress he
has made in winding down his business. At the end of the six-month period, the Defendants' licenses will automatically be revoked.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The findings and recommendations of the April 21, 2014 Report are hereby ADOPTED with modification as set forth herein.

(2) The Defendants' licenses to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth are hereby REVOKED, effective six months from the
date of this Order.

(3) For the next six months, beginning at the date of this Order, the Defendants shall wind down their insurance business.

(4) For the next six months, beginning at the date of this Order, the Defendants shall continue all voluntary procedures implemented to ensure the
proper handling of insureds' funds that they discussed during the hearing and in the Defendants' Comments filed May 9, 2014.

(5) For the next six months, beginning at the date of this Order, Mayfield shall contact the Bureau every sixty (60) days to inform the Bureau of
the progress he has made in winding down the Defendants' business. Specifically, Mayfield shall submit a written report to Deputy Commissioner Brian P.
Gaudiose or his designee providing a detailed status concerning the sale of the insurance book of business.

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

81d. at 11.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00054
APRIL 1, 2014

APPLICATION OF
GREGORY M. SHEPARD

For approval of acquisition of control of or merger with a domestic insurer
FINAL ORDER

On April 8, 2013, Gregory M. Shepard ("Applicant" or "Mr. Shepard") requested that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
approve his Form A Statement Regarding the Acquisition of Control of a Domestic Insurance Company ("Application") pursuant to § 38.2-1323 of the Code
of Virginia and 14 VAC 5-260-40 of the Commission's Rules Governing Insurance Holding Companies, 14 VAC 5-260-10 et seq. The Application
requested approval of the Applicant's proposal to acquire 22.7% of the outstanding voting stock of Donegal Group, Inc. ("DGI"), parent company of
Southern Insurance Company, a Virginia domestic insurer. In addition, Mr. Shepard filed Exhibits H-N to the Form A as confidential.

On November 22, 2013, the Commission entered a Preliminary Order. The Commission stated that the Application was incomplete but that it
was in the best interests of the Applicant, DGI, and the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), for the matter to be docketed to facilitate resolution of
any issues related to any motions that were before the Commission. Among other things, the Commission appointed a Hearing Examiner to address any
pending motions and to conduct all further proceedings in the matter.

On February 19, 2014, counsel for Mr. Shepard filed a letter announcing the withdrawal of his Form A. Mr. Shepard asked that the Hearing
Examiner's Ruling dated February 10, 2014, allowing the unsealing of personal financial documents Mr. Shepard had filed under seal, be vacated,
withdrawn, or stayed.

On February 19, 2014, the Bureau filed a letter stating that it had no objection to Mr. Shepard's request that his information filed under seal
remain confidential.

On February 21, 2014, the Hearing Examiner filed his Report ("Report"). In his Report the Hearing Examiner found that based on the withdrawal
of Mr. Shepard's Form A, the Application should be dismissed and Exhibits H-P of Mr. Shepard's Amended Form A, which was filed December 16, 2013,
should be resealed and treated as confidential. The Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission adopt the findings of his Report and dismiss this
case. In addition, he allowed for a 21-day comment period. No comments to the Report were filed in this matter.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the record in this matter, the Hearing Examiner's Report, and the applicable statutes, is of
the opinion that the Hearing Examiner's findings and recommendations should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The findings and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner are hereby ADOPTED.

(2) 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-2013-00152
SEPTEMBER 5, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

COMMERCIAL TRAVELERS MUTUAL INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

FINAL ORDER

Commercial Travelers Mutual Insurance Company ("Defendant"), a foreign corporation domiciled in the State of New York, is licensed to
transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth").

By Order Suspending License ("Order") entered December 16, 2013, the Defendant was prohibited from soliciting or issuing any new insurance
policies or contracts in the Commonwealth until further order of the State Corporation Commission ("Commission")." The Order was entered due to the
Defendant's surplus falling below the $4 million minimum required by § 38.2-1030 of the Code of Virginia.

The Defendant's June 30, 2014 Quarterly Statement filed with the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") indicates that the Defendant is
in compliance with Virginia's 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 entered by the Commission on December 16, 2013, is hereby VACATED.
(2) This case is hereby DISMISSED.

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

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 131230025.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00157
JUNE 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
GEOFFREY S. YARK,
Defendant

ORDER DISMISSING CASE

On August 15, 2013, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued a Rule to Show Cause ("Rule") against Geoffrey S. Yark
("Defendant") based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") pursuant to § 38.2-1809 of the Code of Virginia. The Rule,
among other things, docketed the case, directed the Defendant to file a responsive pleading, scheduled a hearing for October 1, 2013, and assigned a Hearing
Examiner to conduct all further proceedings.

On September 30, 2013, the Bureau filed a Motion to Continue in which it stated that the Defendant and the Bureau had reached a tentative
resolution of the case. In a Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated September 30, 2013, the hearing scheduled for October 1, 2013, was canceled and the matter
was continued generally.

On June 2, 2014, the Bureau filed a Motion to Dismiss ("Motion") the Rule against the Defendant on the grounds that the Defendant had
voluntarily surrendered his insurance agent license and agreed to be precluded from reapplying for such license for a period of three years. Based on the
surrender of the Defendant's license, the Bureau decided to take no further remedial action against the Defendant and moved for the matter to be dismissed
from the Commission's docket.

On June 6, 2014, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report in which he found that the Bureau's Motion should be granted and recommended that
the Commission enter an order dismissing this proceeding from the Commission's docket of active case and passing the papers herein to the file for ended
causes.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, finds that the Hearing Examiner's finding and recommendations should be
adopted.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Bureau's Motion hereby is granted.
(2) This case hereby is dismissed.

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

CASE NO. INS-2013-00166
FEBRUARY 5, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

JAMES DOUGLAS PITTLER
and

PITTLER, MICHAELSON & FROST, INC.,
Defendants

FINAL ORDER

On July 19, 2013, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued a Rule to Show Cause ("Rule") against James Douglas Pittler
("Pittler") and Pittler, Michaelson & Frost, Inc. ("Agency") (collectively, "Defendants"), based on allegations made by the Commission's Bureau of
Insurance ("Bureau") that the Defendants: (i) failed to maintain records and make them available upon the Bureau's request, in violation of § 38.2-1809 of
the Code of Virginia ("Code"); and (ii) failed to report the initiation of regulatory proceedings and disciplinary orders entered by at least four other states
against Pittler in violation of § 38-2-1826 C of the Code.! Among other things, the Rule ordered the Defendants to appear at a hearing before the
Commission on September 16, 2013, and to file a responsive pleading to the Rule on or before August 16, 2013. The Rule also assigned this matter to a
Hearing Examiner to conduct further proceedings.

On August 29, 2013, the Bureau filed a Motion for Default Judgment ("Motion") in which the Bureau affirmed that the Defendants received
notice of the Rule by certified mailings sent to the address specified by Pittler and the Agency as the registered address for service of process. The Bureau
contended that the Defendants failed to claim the certified mailings and failed to file a responsive pleading to the Rule. The Bureau attached the affidavit of
its primary investigator in this matter, Linwood Bennett, to provide a factual basis for the Commission's jurisdiction and the Defendants' alleged violations.
In a Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated September 4, 2013, the Hearing Examiner found that the Bureau's Motion should be taken under advisement to be
addressed at the scheduled hearing.

On September 16, 2013, the evidentiary hearing for this matter was convened as scheduled. Donnie L. Kidd, Esquire, appeared on behalf of the
Bureau. The Defendants failed to appear at the hearing. Counsel for the Bureau presented proof of service of the Rule on the Defendants, the affidavit of
Linwood Bennett and all of the attachments to the affidavit, which consisted of nine documents that were admitted as evidence into the record.

During the Hearing, counsel for the Bureau stated that each Defendant committed one violation of § 38.2-1809 of the Code by failing to provide
or retain records and to make them available to the Bureau during the investigation. Additionally, the Bureau stated that each Defendant committed four
violations of § 38.2-1826 of the Code for failing to provide notification of the final disposition of administrative proceedings against Pittler in at least four
other states. For reasons stated by the Bureau during the hearing, the only relief sought by the Bureau was the revocation of the Defendants' insurance
licenses.

On January 2, 2014, the Hearing Examiner filed his Report ("Report"). Based on proof of notice and the Defendants' failure to file a responsive
pleading or make an appearance at the hearing, the Hearing Examiner found that the Defendants were in default and the Bureau's Motion should be granted.
In addition, the Hearing Examiner found that the Bureau provided clear and convincing evidence that the Defendants committed each of the violations
alleged by the Bureau. Finally, the Hearing Examiner found that the Commission should revoke the insurance licenses of the Defendants as sanctions in the
proceeding. He recommended that the Commission enter an order adopting his findings and dismissing the case from the Commission's docket of active
cases. The parties were granted 21 days to file comments to the Report. No comments were filed.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the record in this matter, the Hearing Examiner's Report, and the applicable statutes, is of
the opinion that the Hearing Examiner's findings and recommendations should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The findings and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner are hereby ADOPTED.
(2) The Bureau's Motion is hereby GRANTED.

(3) The licenses of the Defendants are hereby REVOKED.

(4) This case is dismissed from the Commission's docket, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.

! The Bureau later chose not to pursue the allegations concerning the failure to report the initiation of regulatory proceedings against Pittler but continued to
pursue the allegations concerning the failure to report disciplinary orders entered in four states against Pittler. Tr. at 7.
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CASE NO. INS-2013-00168
APRIL 28, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

MILESTONE PROVIDERS, LLC,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Pursuant to § 38.2-6002 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") may suspend or revoke the license
of an entity to act as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") whenever the Commission finds that the entity no
longer meets the requirements for licensure as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth. Section 38.2-6002 of the Code also provides that the
Commission may suspend or revoke the license of any viatical settlement provider when it has violated any provisions of Chapter 60 of Title 38.2 of the
Code.

Section 38.2-6002 of the Code requires that prior to the issuance of a license to act as a viatical settlement provider the Commission must find
that the applicant, if it is a nonresident limited liability company, has furnished proof of its authority to transact business in the Commonwealth. In addition,
§§ 38.2-6004 and 38.2-6011 of the Code require that a licensed viatical settlement provider must, on or before March 1 of each year, file with the
Commission an annual report and anti-fraud certification.

Milestone Providers, LLC, is a nonresident limited liability corporation domiciled in Pennsylvania ("Defendant"), that was licensed by the
Commission to act as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth. However, on September 25, 2013, the Commission entered an Order Suspending
License ("Order") against the Defendant prohibiting the Defendant from acting as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth until further order of
the Commission. The Order was entered due to the Defendant's failure to timely file its 2012 annual report and anti-fraud certification with the Commission.
Additionally, the Defendant's registration to transact business in the Commonwealth was cancelled by the Office of the Clerk of the Commission on
November 30, 2013.

The Bureau of Insurance has recommended that, based on the foregoing, the license of the Defendant to act as a viatical settlement provider in the
Commonwealth be revoked.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to May 9, 2014,
revoking the license of the Defendant to act as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth unless on or before May 9, 2014, the Defendant files with
Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation Commission, ¢/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, a request for a hearing before
the Commission with respect to the proposed revocation of the Defendant's license.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 130920283.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00168
SEPTEMBER 30, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

MILESTONE PROVIDERS, LLC,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

In an Order to Take Notice entered April 28, 2014," Milestone Providers, LLC, a nonresident limited liability corporation domiciled in
Pennsylvania ("Defendant") that was licensed by the Commission to act as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), was ordered to take notice that the Commission would enter an order subsequent to May 9, 2014, revoking the license of the Defendant
unless on or before May 9, 2014, the Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for hearing before the Commission to contest the proposed
revocation.

On September 25, 2013, the Commission entered an Order Suspending License ("Order")* against the Defendant prohibiting the Defendant from
acting as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth until further order of the Commission. The Order was entered due to the Defendant's failure to
timely file its 2012 annual report and anti-fraud certification with the Commission. Additionally, the Defendant's registration to transact business in the
Commonwealth was cancelled by the Office of the Clerk of the Commission on November 30, 2013.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140440089.

2 Doc. Con. Cen. No. 130920283.
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The Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") has recommended that, based on the foregoing, the license of the Defendant to act as a viatical settlement
provider in the Commonwealth be revoked.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to act as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth hereby is REVOKED.

(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a viatical settlement provider.

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

CASE NO. INS-2013-00169
APRIL 28, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

SECONDARY LIFE CAPITAL, LLC,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Pursuant to § 38.2-6002 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") may suspend or revoke the license
of an entity to act as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") whenever the Commission finds that the entity no
longer meets the requirements for licensure as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth. Section 38.2-6002 of the Code also provides that the
Commission may suspend or revoke the license of any viatical settlement provider when it has violated any provisions of Chapter 60 of Title 38.2 of the
Code.

Section 38.2-6002 of the Code requires that prior to the issuance of a license to act as a viatical settlement provider the Commission must find
that the applicant, if it is a nonresident limited liability company, has furnished proof of its authority to transact business in the Commonwealth. In addition,
§§ 38.2-6004 and 38.2-6011 of the Code require that a licensed viatical settlement provider must, on or before March 1 of each year, file with the
Commission an annual report and anti-fraud certification.

Secondary Life Capital, LLC, is a nonresident limited liability corporation domiciled in Washington, D.C. ("Defendant"), that was licensed by the
Commission to act as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth. However, on September 25, 2013, the Commission entered an Order Suspending
License ("Order")' against the Defendant prohibiting the Defendant from acting as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth until further order of
the Commission. The Order was entered due to the cancellation of the Defendant's certificate of authority to transact business in the Commonwealth and the
Defendant's failure to timely file its 2012 annual report and anti-fraud certification with the Commission.

The Bureau of Insurance has recommended that, based on the foregoing, the license of the Defendant to act as a viatical settlement provider in the
Commonwealth be revoked.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to May 12, 2014,
revoking the license of the Defendant to act as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth unless on or before May 12, 2014, the Defendant files
with Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation Commission, ¢c/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, a request for a hearing
before the Commission with respect to the proposed revocation of the Defendant's license.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 130920284.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00169
SEPTEMBER 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

SECONDARY LIFE CAPITAL, LLC,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

In an Order to Take Notice ("Order") entered April 28, 2014," Secondary Life Capital, LLC, a nonresident limited liability corporation domiciled
in Washington, D.C. ("Defendant") that was licensed by the Commission to act as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), was ordered to take notice that the Commission would enter an order subsequent to May 12, 2014, revoking the license of the
Defendant unless on or before May 12, 2014, the Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for hearing before the Commission to contest
the proposed revocation.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140440098.
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The Commission entered an Order Suspending License” against the Defendant on September 25, 2013, due to the cancellation of the Defendant's
certificate of authority to transact business in the Commonwealth and the Defendant's failure to timely file its 2012 annual report and anti-fraud certification
with the Commission.

As of the date of this Order, the Defendant has not requested a hearing regarding the proposed revocation of its license. The Bureau has
recommended that the Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth be revoked.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Bureau, is of the opinion that the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth should be revoked.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to act as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth hereby is REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a viatical settlement provider.

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

2 Doc. Con. Cen. No. 130920284.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00190
JUNE 16, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
RECIPROCAL OF AMERICA and
THE RECIPROCAL GROUP, in Receivership,

FINAL ORDER

On August 2, 2013, Jacqueline K. Cunningham, the Deputy Receiver ("Deputy Receiver") of Reciprocal of America ("ROA") and The
Reciprocal Group, filed an application ("Application") wherein the Deputy Receiver sought an order from the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") for approval of two major steps in this receivership: the increase of claims payments from 95% to 100%, and approval of a proposed Loss
Portfolio Transfer Agreement ("LPT Agreement") for ROA's workers' compensation insurance book of business.

Specifically, the Deputy Receiver sought the Commission's entry of: (1) a scheduling order setting a hearing on the proposed increase in the
claims payment percentage and the LPT Agreement for ROA's workers' compensation insurance book of business, approving notice procedures, and
establishing response dates; and (2) following the hearing, a final Commission order that: (i) authorized the increase from 95% to 100% of the percentage
that ROA may pay ("Payment Percentage") on approved claims by Guaranty Associations,' policyholders, and insureds for losses, indemnification, or
defense costs covered under ROA insurance policies (Policy Claims for Economic Damages a/k/a "Direct Claims"); (ii) authorized the payment of an
additional 5% distribution or credit to all Guaranty Associations, policyholders, and insureds who had received a 95% distribution on their Direct Claims to
account for the difference in payment percentage distributions; (iii) authorized the Deputy Receiver to make full payment on indirect claims if and when she
concluded that she could do so without undue risk of unlawful preference; (iv) authorized the continued payment of all administrative expenses and secured
creditor claims at 100%; (v) approved the proposed transfer of ROA's workers' compensation insurance business to Providence Washington Insurance
Company ("PWIC") in accordance with, and subject to, the terms and conditions of the LPT Agreement;” and (vi) approved the steps necessary to implement
and consummate the proposed Loss Portfolio Transfer and other transactions contemplated by the LPT Agreement (collectively, "Loss Portfolio Transfer").

On August 14, 2013, the Kentucky Hospitals filed a Notice of Participation.® The Kentucky Hospitals are policyholders and "direct insureds" of
ROA. Additionally, as subscribers of ROA, the Kentucky Hospitals also have an equity interest in the ROA receivership estate.* The Kentucky Hospitals
joined the case to protect their interests as policyholders, equity subscribers, and claimants of ROA. Through their participation, the Kentucky Hospitals
sought to ensure that no action was taken in this case, including approval of the proposed Loss Portfolio Transfer, which would prejudice or adversely affect

! The Guaranty Associations are statutory organizations that have been responsible for approximately half the claims in the Workers' Compensation Book (as
defined in the LPT Agreement) since the inception of the receivership. The Guaranty Associations include: Alabama Insurance Guaranty Association;
Arkansas Property & Casualty Insurance Guaranty Fund; Georgia Insurers Insolvency Pool; Kentucky Insurance Guaranty Association; Mississippi
Insurance Guaranty Association; Missouri Property & Casualty Insurance Guarantee Association; North Carolina Insurance Guarantee Association; South
Carolina Property & Casualty Insurance Guaranty Association; and Pennsylvania Property & Casualty Insurance Guaranty Association. Hearing Examiner's
Report at 2 and n.5.

? Pursuant to the LPT Agreement, claims processing for the workers' compensation book of business will be performed by an affiliate of PWIC, SeaBright
Insurance Company ("SeaBright").

* The Kentucky Hospitals ("Kentucky Hospitals") include: Appalachian Regional Healthcare; Hardin Memorial Hospital; Highlands Regional Medical
Center; Murray-Calloway County Hospital; Owensboro Mercy Health System; Regional Medical Center/Trover Clinic Foundation; Rockcastle Hospital and
Respiratory Care Center; St. Claire Regional Medical Center; and T.J. Sampson Community Hospital.

4 Kentucky Hospitals' Notice of Participation at 1-2.



62
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

either: (i) the priority status of the Kentucky Hospitals as claimants or their rights, individually and collectively, to seek and obtain payment of their ROA
claims; and (ii) their rights as equity subscribers.’

On August 29, 2013, the Commission entered a Scheduling Order Setting Hearing, Approving Notice Procedures, and Establishing Response
Dates. The Commission set a hearing on the Application for December 4, 2013. In addition, the Commission approved the Deputy Receiver's proposed
notice requirements and directed that notice of the Application and hearing be given. Finally, the Commission established a procedural schedule for the case
and assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner to conduct all further proceedings on behalf of the Commission and to file a final report.

A public hearing was convened as scheduled on December 4, 2013. The Deputy Receiver appeared by her counsel, Patrick H. Cantilo, Esquire.
The Commission's Bureau of Insurance appeared by its counsel, John O. Cox, Esquire. The Kentucky Hospitals appeared by their counsel, Greg E. Mitchell,
Esquire, and William J. George, Esquire. The Deputy Receiver's Proofs of Notice by Mailing, Publication, and Posting were accepted into the record as
Exhibit A. There were no public witnesses.

On March 31, 2014, the Hearing Examiner filed his Report ("Hearing Examiner's Report" or "Report"). In his Report he found® that:

(1) The Deputy Receiver's request to increase the Payment Percentage to 100% is reasonable and is supported by the evidence.

(2) The Commission may approve the LPT Agreement pursuant to § 38.2-136 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") without having to obtain
policyholder consent to the reinsurance transaction.

(3) Policyholders will not lose any rights or claims afforded under their original policies under the Virginia Property and Casualty Insurance
Guaranty Association Act as a result of the Commission's approval of the LPT Agreement.

(4) The Kentucky Hospitals offered no credible evidence that its member hospitals would be harmed as a result of the elimination of the
Guaranty Associations' statutory obligation to administer and pay ROA's claims under the terms of the LPT Agreement.

(5) The Kentucky Hospitals offered no evidence that PWIC could not meet its obligations to its policyholders, now or in the future.

(6) The language recommended by the Kentucky Hospitals should be included in the Commission's Final Order to address the issue of covered
claims ("Covered Claims").

(7) The Kentucky Hospitals' objections to the cost and efficiency of SeaBright managing ROA's workers' compensation claims have no merit.

(8) SeaBright has the expertise and resources to manage effectively ROA's workers' compensation claims in Kentucky and the other states in
which ROA did business.

(9) There is no statutory requirement under Virginia or Kentucky law that PWIC or SeaBright must have a physical presence in either state to
transact the business of insurance.

(10) The Commission should deny the Kentucky Hospitals' request to opt out of the LPT Agreement.

(11) The Kentucky Hospitals offered no compelling evidence that PWIC would be unable to meet its financial obligations to its insureds after the
Loss Portfolio Transfer.

(12) PWIC has the financial ability to enter into the LPT Agreement with ROA;
(13) The Kentucky Hospitals failed to establish that there were any significant discrepancies in ROA's loss reserves.
(14) There was no compelling business reason for the Deputy Receiver to study the costs of the Kentucky Hospitals assuming their own claims.

(15) The requirement to submit claim files to ROA within 30 days of the LPT Agreement closing date is not unduly burdensome and is necessary
to ensure the uninterrupted payment of workers' compensation benefits to injured workers.

(16) The issue of the commutation or assignment of the Gen Re Settlement Trust is moot’.

(17) SeaBright is duly licensed in Kentucky to administer the workers' compensation claims of the Kentucky Hospitals.

SId. at2.

® As an initial matter, the Hearing Examiner addressed which hospitals have appeared by counsel in this proceeding since the Kentucky Hospitals' Notice of
Participation listed nine hospitals as parties to the case, but subsequent pleadings and objections referred to fourteen additional hospitals and deleted one
hospital from the original list. The Hearing Examiner found the following hospitals have appeared and have subjected themselves to the Commission's
jurisdiction in this case: Appalachian Regional Healthcare; Baptist Health Madisonville; Baptist Health Richmond; Clinton County Hospital; Crittendon
Health Systems; Cumberland Hospital; Hardin Memorial Hospital; Harrison Memorial Hospital; Highlands Regional Medical Center; Livingston Hospital &
Healthcare Service; Marcum & Wallace Hospital; Marshall County Hospital; Monroe County Hospital; Murray-Calloway County Hospital; Ohio County
Hospital; Owensboro Mercy Health System; Pineville Community Hospital; Regional Medical Center/ Trover Clinic Foundation; Rockcastle Hospital and
Respiratory Care Center; St. Claire Regional Medical Center; St. Joseph Mt. Sterling (formerly, Gateway Regional Medical Center); T.J. Sampson
Community Hospital; and Twin Lakes Regional Medical Center. Hearing Examiner's Report at 24, 38. We adopt this finding of the Hearing Examiner.

” The Kentucky Hospitals listed this issue among its objections but did not raise this issue at the hearing, in its post-hearing brief, or in comments to the
Hearing Examiner's Report.
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(18) Kentucky law does not require SeaBright to have a managed healthcare system certified in all 120 counties.

(19) The Kentucky Hospitals failed to produce any compelling evidence that SeaBright's managed healthcare networks cannot deliver workers'
compensation benefits in Kentucky.®

The Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an order:
(1) Adopting the findings in his Report.

(2) Approving the proposed increase in the Payment Percentage.

(3) Approving the LPT Agreement and proposed Loss Portfolio Transfer.

(4) Providing that any amounts due from ROA to PWIC under the LPT Agreement and the Loss Portfolio Transfer shall be treated as a cost and
expense of administration under § 38.2-1509 B 1 of the Code, and holding that such payments to PWIC are not on account of an antecedent debt and are not
voidable under § 38.2-1513 of the Code.

(5) Relieving the Guaranty Associations from further liability and responsibility for Covered Claims that are part of the "Workers' Compensation
Book" (as defined in the LPT Agreement) previously covered by the Guaranty Associations and directing that after the Loss Portfolio Transfer becomes
effective, all claimants may only seek payment or reimbursement for the Workers' Compensation Book covered contracts (as defined in the LPT Agreement)
from PWIC, except to the extent that the Guaranty Associations fail to return timely the records regarding such claims to the Deputy Receiver.

(6) Providing that PWIC is not responsible or liable for any Indirect Claims and Excluded Losses (as defined in the LPT Agreement) and that no
person or entity shall have a valid claim or cause of action against PWIC for any amounts related to or arising in connection with, directly or indirectly, any
Indirect Claims and Excluded Losses.

(7) Requiring the Guaranty Associations and policyholders or their third-party administrators who have possession or control of any records or
files related to the Workers' Compensation Book to return the same to the Deputy Receiver no later than thirty (30) days after the Deputy Receiver makes a
written request for them.

(8) Providing that failure by a Guaranty Association, policyholder, or third-party administrator to return any such file or record within that time
will result in forfeiture and waiver by such Guaranty Association, policyholder, or third-party administrator of any right to coverage, payment, or
reimbursement by ROA and PWIC for such claims related to such delayed file or record.

(9) Allowing a policyholder to appeal a waiver of coverage under the LPT Agreement for the untimely submission of a claim file by a third party
pursuant to the Amended Receivership Appeal Procedure adopted in the Sixth Directive of Deputy Receiver on November 10, 2004°.

(10) Providing that no approval or consent is required from (i) any policyholder, insured, or other person covered under any policy that is part of
the Workers' Compensation Book, or (ii) any other person or entity in order to effect the assumption by PWIC of the Workers' Compensation Book, or to
otherwise effect and consummate the Loss Portfolio Transfer contemplated by, or in connection with, the LPT Agreement.

(11) Approving the retention by the receivership estate of the Gen Re Settlement Trust;'®

(12) Authorizing the Deputy Receiver to continue seeking an agreement to commute or assign the Gen Re Settlement Trust and, if successful in
those efforts, to make the corresponding adjustments in the LPT Agreement with PWIC.

(13) Approving (i) the assignment and transfer of the Transferred Reinsurance and Excess Insurance Contracts (as defined in the LPT
Agreement) to PWIC; (ii) the substitution of PWIC for ROA under each of those assigned Transferred Reinsurance and Excess Insurance Contracts; and (iii)
the release of ROA from any liability and obligation under those assigned Transferred Reinsurance and Excess Insurance Contracts.

(14) Assigning and transferring to PWIC all of ROA's rights and obligations under the Transferred Reinsurance and Excess Insurance Contracts,
as applicable, substituting PWIC for ROA under those assigned Transferred Reinsurance and Excess Insurance Contracts, and authorizing PWIC to assert
ROA's rights under such assigned Transferred Reinsurance and Excess Insurance Contracts and recover from the excess insurers and other reinsurers for its
own account any amounts that, in the absence of such assignment, would have been recoverable by ROA.

(15) Providing that the Covered Claims being transferred to PWIC as part of the Loss Portfolio Transfer are "claims of other policyholders
arising out of insurance contracts" pursuant to § 38.2-1509 B 1 (ii) of the Code, and that the Loss Portfolio Transfer in no way relieves the Guaranty
Associations from any future liability and responsibility for the Covered Claims in the event of PWIC's insolvency.

8 Hearing Examiner's Report at 38-39.

® The Sixth Directive of Deputy Receiver Adopting Amended Receivership Appeal Procedure may be found at:
http://www.reciprocalgroup.com/documents.htm.

' Over the years, the ROA had entered into a number of reinsurance contracts with General Reinsurance Corporation and its subsidiaries and affiliates ("Gen
Re"), some covering the Workers' Compensation Book liabilities. As a result of the settlement of a lawsuit, Gen Re established the Gen Re Settlement Trust.
Since the Deputy Receiver and Gen Re have not reached an agreement for the commutation or assignment to PWIC of the parties' obligations under the
reinsurance agreements and the Gen Re Settlement Trust, the Deputy Receiver will retain the rights and obligations under the Gen Re Settlement Trust after
the closing date of the LPT Agreement. Moreover, PWIC has an agreement to provide ROA the necessary reports and support for ROA to seek
reimbursements from the Gen Re Settlement Trust. Hearing Examiner's Report at 35-36.
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(16) Authorizing the Deputy Receiver to take any steps reasonably necessary to implement these measures and otherwise effect and consummate
the LPT Agreement and the transactions contemplated therein.'!

The Hearing Examiner provided the parties 21 days in which to submit comments.

On April 9, 2014, the Deputy Receiver filed Comments concerning recommendation number 9 in the Hearing Examiner's Report. The Deputy
Receiver commented that this recommendation should apply only so long as the receivership remains open and the Amended Receivership Appeal Procedure
remains in effect.'> On April 28, 2014, the Kentucky Hospitals filed Comments to the Report.'* The Kentucky Hospitals repeated several objections and
arguments that it raised in prior filings and at the hearing in this case, which were addressed by the Hearing Examiner.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, is of the opinion that the Hearing Examiner's findings and recommendations are
reasonable and should be adopted, along with the Deputy Receiver's requested modification to the Hearing Examiner's recommendation number 9. We
further find that the Deputy Receiver has met all the requirements of § 38.2-136 C of the Code.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The findings and recommendations contained in the Hearing Examiner's Report are hereby adopted, along with the modification to the
Hearing Examiner's recommendation number 9 as described in the Deputy Receiver's April 9, 2014 Comments.

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

' Hearing Examiner's Report at 39-41.
12 Comments of Deputy Receiver at 1.

1 By Order dated April 18, 2014, the Commission allowed the parties an extension of time until April 28, 2014, to file comments to the Hearing Examiner's
Report. Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140430035.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00229
JANUARY 15, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

GENWORTH LIFE AND ANNUITY INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a target market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Genworth Life and Annuity
Insurance Company ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), in certain instances, violated §§ 38.2-610 A (1) and 38.2-610 A (2) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by
failing to accurately provide the required adverse underwriting decision and reasons to insureds; violated § 38.2-1812 A of the Code by paying commissions
for services as an agent to persons who were not properly licensed and appointed; violated § 38.2-1822 A of the Code by knowingly permitting unlicensed
persons to act as agents; violated §§ 38.2-1833 A (1) and 38.2-1834 D of the Code by failing to comply with agent licensing requirements; and violated
§ 38.2-3115 B of the Code by failing to properly pay interest on life insurance proceeds.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of Thirteen Thousand Dollars
($13,000), waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the corrective action plan contained in the Target Market Conduct Examination Report as
of December 31, 2011.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

(2) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2013-00238
OCTOBER 14, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of revising the Rules Governing Long-term Care Insurance

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Section 12.1-13 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") provides that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") shall have the power to
promulgate rules and regulations in the enforcement and administration of all laws within its jurisdiction, and § 38.2-223 of the Code provides that the
Commission may issue any rules and regulations necessary or appropriate for the administration and enforcement of Title 38.2 of the Code. In addition,
§ 38.2-5202 of the Code provides specific authority for the promulgation of regulations pertaining to long-term care insurance.

The rules and regulations issued by the Commission pursuant to § 38.2-223 of the Code are set forth in Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative
Code. A copy may also be found at the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/boi/laws.aspx.

On November 26, 2012, the Commission entered an Order in which it noted an increase in the number and frequency of long-term care insurance
premium rate increase requests. The Commission directed the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") to prepare a report that studies premium rate increases
associated with long-term care policies." On October 4, 2013, the Bureau filed the requested report ("Report"). Subsequently, the Commission found that it
was appropriate to undertake a review of the Report and Chapter 200 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code, entitled Rules Governing Long-term
Care Insurance, 14 VAC 5-200-10 et seq. ("Rules").” The Commission issued two separate Orders® to allow interested persons and insurers writing
long-term care insurance in Virginia, as well as members of the general public and certain specific individuals, respectively, to comment on the Bureau's
Report and propose amendments to the Rules. As a result of those comments, the Bureau filed a Response ("Response") on May 1, 2014, that included a
number of specific recommendations for amendments to the Rules. Concurrently, the Commission scheduled a hearing to receive comments on the Bureau's
Response.* The hearing was held on June 19, 2014, at which time public oral comments were received.’

Based on the Bureau's Report, written and oral comments, and the Bureau's Response, the Bureau has submitted to the Commission proposed
amendments to the Rules, which amend the Rules at 14 VAC 5-200-30, 14 VAC 5-200-40, 14 VAC 5-200-70, 14 VAC 5-200-75, 14 VAC 5-200-77,
14 VAC 5-200-100, 14 VAC 5-200-120, 14 VAC 5-200-150, 14 VAC 5-200-153, 14 VAC 5-200-183, and 14 VAC 5-200-185; repeal the Rules at
14 VAC 5-200-20; and add new Rules at 14 VAC 5-200-125, 14 VAC 5-200-154, and 14 VAC 5-200-195.

The Bureau submits these proposed amendments to Chapter 200 to address concerns regarding the recent substantial premium rate increases
implemented by insurers writing long-term care insurance in Virginia. These amendments, in part, incorporate into Chapter 200 recent revisions to the
National Association of Insurance Commissioners' ("NAIC") Model Regulation, as well as the provisions of the NAIC's Model Bulletin of Alternative Filing
Requirements for Long-term Care Premium Rate Increases, which applies to rate increases for pre-rate stability policies (those issued prior to October 1,
2003) as well as post-rate stability policies (those issued on or after October 1, 2003) that are currently in effect. These amendments conform to the Bureau's
recommendations contained in its Response filed in this case.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion that the proposed amendments submitted by the Bureau to amend the Rules at 14 VAC 5-200-30,
14 VAC 5-200-40, 14 VAC 5-200-70, 14 VAC 5-200-75, 14 VAC 5-200-77, 14 VAC 5-200-100, 14 VAC 5-200-120, 14 VAC 5-200-150,
14 VAC 5-200-153, 14 VAC 5-200-183, and 14 VAC 5-200-185; repeal the Rules at 14 VAC 5-200-20; and add new Rules at 14 VAC 5-200-125,
14 VAC 5-200-154, and 14 VAC 5-200-195, should be considered for adoption.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The proposal to amend the Rules at 14 VAC 5-200-30, 14 VAC 5-200-40, 14 VAC 5-200-70, 14 VAC 5-200-75, 14 VAC 5-200-77,
14 VAC 5-200-100, 14 VAC 5-200-120, 14 VAC 5-200-150, 14 VAC 5-200-153, 14 VAC 5-200-183, and 14 VAC 5-200-185; repeal the Rules at
14 VAC 5-200-20; and add new Rules at 14 VAC 5-200-125, 14 VAC 5-200-154, and 14 VAC 5-200-195, is attached hereto and made a part hereof.

(2) All interested persons who desire to comment in support of or in opposition to, or request a hearing to consider the amendments to
Chapter 200 of Title 14, shall file such comments or hearing request on or before December 1, 2014, with Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation

! Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel., State Corporation Commision, Ex Parte: In the matter of investigating long-term care insurance premium rates, Case
No. INS-2012-00282, Doc. Con. Cen. No. 121130186, Order Directing Report (Nov. 26, 2012).

% The Rules can be found at: http://law.lis.virginia.gov/admincode/title14/agency5/chapter200.

* Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel., State Corporation Commission, Ex Parte: In the matter of revising the Rules Governing Long-term Care Insurance,
Case No. INS-2013-00238, Doc. Con. Cen. No. 131130115, Order Initiating Proceeding (Nov. 25, 2013); and Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel., State
Corporation Commission, Ex Parte: In the matter of revising the Rules Governing Long-term Care Insurance, Case No. INS-2013-00238, Doc. Con. Cen.
No. 140120003, Amending Order (Jan. 13, 2014).

4 Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel., State Corporation Commission, Ex Parte: In the matter of revising the Rules Governing Long-term Care Insurance,
Case No. INS-2013-00238, Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140510027, Order Scheduling Hearing (May 1, 2014).

5 A transcript of the hearing can be found at: http://docket.scc.virginia.gov/vaprod/main.asp by using the "Search Cases" feature and searching for Case No.
INS-2013-00238.


http://www.scc.virginia.gov/boi/laws.aspx
http://law.lis.virginia.gov/admincode/title14/agency5/chapter200
http://docket.scc.virginia.gov/vaprod/main.asp
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Commission, ¢/o0 Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218. Interested persons desiring to submit comments electronically may
do so by following the instructions at the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case. All comments shall refer to Case No. INS-2013-00238.

(3) If no written request for a hearing on the proposal to amend Chapter 200 of Title 14 is received on or before December 1, 2014, the
Commission, upon consideration of any comments submitted in support of or in opposition to the proposal, may amend the Rules.

(4) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the proposal to amend the Rules, shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to
the Bureau in care of Deputy Commissioner Althelia P. Battle, who forthwith shall give further notice of the proposal to amend the Rules by mailing a copy
of this Order, together with the proposal, to all insurers licensed by the Commission to sell long-term care insurance in Virginia, and to all interested persons.

(5) The Commission's Division of Information Resources forthwith shall cause a copy of this Order, together with the proposal to amend the
Rules, to be forwarded to the Virginia Registrar of Regulations for appropriate publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations.

(6) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall make available this Order and the attached proposed amendments to the Rules on
the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(7) The Bureau shall file with the Clerk of the Commission an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of Ordering Paragraph (4)
above.

(8) This matter is continued.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00245
DECEMBER 22, 2014

PETITION OF
GADIENT ENTERPRISES, INC.

For review of Southern Title Insurance Corporation Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal
FINAL ORDER

On December 20, 2011, the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond entered an order in Case No. CL11005660-00 appointing the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission") as Receiver of Southern Title Insurance Corporation ("Southern Title"). On the same date, the Commission, by
Order Appointing Deputy Receiver for Conservation and Rehabilitation, appointed Jacqueline K. Cunningham, Commissioner of Insurance for the
Commission's Bureau of Insurance, as Deputy Receiver ("Deputy Receiver"), in accordance with Title 38.2, Chapter 15 of the Code of Virginia ("Code")."
Pursuant to her grant of authority, the Deputy Receiver in her Second Directive Adopting Receivership Appeal Procedure” established appeal procedures for
appeals or challenges of any decision made by the Deputy Receiver with respect to claims against Southern Title.

On October 25, 2013, Gadient Enterprises, Inc. ("Gadient Enterprises" or "Petitioner"), filed with the Commission, pursuant to the Supplemental
Rules of Practice and Procedure in Aid of Receivership Proceedings and Order in Aid of Receivership,® a Petition for Review of Deputy Receiver's
Determination of Appeal ("Petition") contesting the Deputy Receiver's denial of coverage made in connection with Southern Title Policy No. L92-194561
("Policy").

By Order* dated November 4, 2013, the Commission docketed the Petition and assigned the matter to a Hearing Examiner to conduct all further
proceedings in this matter. Thereafter the Deputy Receiver and the Petitioner filed a number of motions, responses and replies. These include: the Deputy
Receiver's Motion to Dismiss and Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss filed December 2, 2013;* Gadient Enterprises' Motion to Strike Southern
Title's Motion to Dismiss ("Motion to Strike") and Brief in Opposition to Such Motion ("Brief in Opposition") dated December 23, 2013;° the Deputy
Receiver's Motion to Strike Brief in Opposition and Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss and Memorandum in Support of Motion to Strike,
filed January 10, 2014;” Gadient Enterprises' Response to Southern Title's Motion to Strike Brief in Opposition, filed January 31, 2014;® Gadient Enterprises'

' Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel., State Corp. Comm'n v. Southern Title Ins. Corp., Case No. INS-2011-00239, 2011 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 200, Order
Appointing Deputy Receiver for Conservation and Rehabilitation (Dec. 20, 2011).

2 Jd. The Second Directive Adopting Receivership Appeal Procedure is available at: http://www.southerntitle.com/Documents.htm.

3 Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel., State Corp. Comm'n v. Southern Title Ins. Corp., in Receivership, Case No. INS-2011-00239, Doc. Con. Cen.
No. 120430039, Order in Aid of Receivership (Apr. 19, 2012).

* Doc. Con. Cen. No. 131110118.

’ Doc. Con. Cen. Nos. 131210011 and 131210012.

® Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140120144. The Motion to Strike and Brief in Opposition were filed electronically on December 23, 2013, in the wrong case docket
and on a date in which the Commission's offices were closed. The pleadings were accepted for filing on December 26, 2013, and were filed in the correct
case docket on January 16, 2014, when the error in the case number on the face of the pleadings was discovered.

" Doc. Con. Cen. Nos. 140110193 and 140110194,

8 Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140130155.
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Motion for Summary Judgment filed February 7, 2014;° the Deputy Receiver's Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion to Strike, filed February 14,
2014;' the Deputy Receiver's Response to Motion for Summary Judgment, filed February 27, 2014;"" and Gadient Enterprises' Reply to Southern Title's
Response to Gadient Enterprises' Motion for Summary Judgment, filed March 13, 2014."

On May 21, 2014, a hearing was convened. Norman Lamson, Esquire, appeared on behalf of Gadient Enterprises; Dabney J. Carr, IV, Esquire,
and Philip R. de Haas, Esquire, appeared on behalf of the Deputy Receiver; and John O. Cox, Esquire, appeared on behalf of the Commission's Bureau of
Insurance.

Factual Background

The Policy issued by Southern Title to Gadient Enterprises insured a first lien Deed of Trust ("Deed of Trust") from Barbara E. Corby-Martin
("Corby-Martin") to W.G. Pickford and William F. Meese ("Trustees") that was recorded in the Clerk's Office of the Circuit Court of Albemarle County,
Virginia ("Circuit Court"), securing Gadient Enterprises in the principal sum of $80,000. Corby-Martin pledged a certain 16.36 acres of land located in
Albemarle County, Virginia ("Property"), as collateral for: (i) a loan in the amount of $80,000 from Gadient Enterprises that was evidenced by a promissory
note ("Promissory Note"); and (ii) a lease between Dancing Rainbow, Inc. ("Dancing Rainbow"), a corporation owned and controlled by Corby-Martin, and
Gadient Enterprises for the Swiss Way Market in Scottsville, Virginia ("Lease"). The Deed of Trust provided that Corby-Martin and Jared Gellert'* granted
and conveyed to the Trustees the Property with general warranty of title.'*

Corby-Martin operated the Swiss Way Market for several years before running into financial trouble. In order to continue operating the Swiss
Way Market, Corby-Martin obtained loans from at least two other lenders and secured them with the Property. She used the proceeds of the loans, in part, to
pay off the Gadient Enterprises Promissory Note. Although Corby-Martin had satisfied the Promissory Note, Gadient Enterprises did not release the Deed of
Trust because it also secured Dancing Rainbow's obligations under the Lease. Corby-Martin later sold the property to a third entity in an attempt to pay off
some of her lenders.

Having exhausted her access to credit, Corby-Martin intentionally burned the Swiss Way Market to avoid payment of the lease and to collect
insurance proceeds on the property inside the store. Corby-Martin was convicted of arson and sentenced to a term in federal prison. Dancing Rainbow's
corporate existence was involuntarily terminated by the Commission for failure to pay its annual registration fee and file an annual report.'®

In its Petition, Gadient Enterprises sought a finding by the Commission that Southern Title was liable to the Petitioner as the named insured under
a policy of title insurance in the amount of $71,957.60, on the basis that the policy secured Gadient Enterprises against loss or damage sustained or incurred
by it by reason of the invalidity or unenforceability of the lien of the insured mortgage upon the title of the Property.

In addition, Gadient Enterprises stated the Circuit Court and the Supreme Court of Virginia ("Supreme Court") had refused to enforce the Deed of
Trust against the Property despite a finding by the Circuit Court that Dancing Rainbow owed Gadient Enterprises $71,957.60 with interest for breach of the
Lease, and the value of the Property far exceeded the amount owed. Gadient Enterprises sought a Commission determination of the amount of its claim so
that the claim may be paid in the event the Commission authorized payments from the Southern Title receivership estate.'”

Hearing Examiner's Report

On July 2, 2014, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report, which summarized the factual and procedural history of this case, as well as the
evidence and arguments presented at the hearing. The Hearing Examiner addressed several procedural and substantive issues raised by the parties in
preliminary filings and at the hearing. These issues included: (i) the timeliness of the filing of the Defendant's Brief in Opposition, (ii) whether payment of
the promissory note served to extinguish any coverage that would otherwise be due under the Policy, (iii) the extent of coverage provided by the Policy, (iv)
the application of certain Policy exclusions, and (v) whether Gadient Enterprises provided timely notice of its claim to the Deputy Receiver.

Procedural Issue
The Deputy Receiver moved to strike Gadient Enterprises' Brief in Opposition on the grounds that it was not timely filed pursuant to the

Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure ("Rules")." In support of the Motion to Strike, the Deputy Receiver argued that the Rules state that "any
response to a motion must be filed within 14 days of the filing of the motion," excluding intervening weekends and holidays.'* Southern Title filed its

? Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140210156.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140220011.

"' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140220256.

"> Doc. Con. Cen. No.140310387.

1 Mr. Gellert was subsequently released from the Deed of Trust.

' Report of Michael D. Thomas, Hearing Examiner, Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140710075 (July 2, 2014), at 1, 11. (citing Petition at 1-10) (hereinafter, "Report").
P d. at 11.

1.

"7 Id. at 2 (citing Petition at 2, 5-7).

85 VAC 5-20-10 et seq.

1 See 5 VAC 5-20-110 and 5 VAC 5-20-140 of the Rules.
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Motion to Dismiss on December 2, 2013, which made the Petitioner's response to the Motion to Dismiss due on or before December 20, 2013. The
Petitioner's Brief in Opposition certified that it was filed electronically with the Clerk of the Commission on December 23, 2013, a day when the
Commission's Clerk's office was closed, and it was accepted for filing on December 26, 2013. %

The Petitioner responded that Southern Title's Motion to Strike Brief in Opposition should be denied because the response period was
inapplicable. The Petitioner stated that Rule 5 VAC 5-20-110 is inapplicable because Southern Title's Motion to Dismiss is a responsive pleading pursuant
to Rule 5 VAC 5-20-100 rather than a motion under Rule 5 VAC 5-20-110. As a responsive pleading, the 14-day response period to respond to a motion
under Rule 5 VAC 5-20-110 was never triggered. In addition the Petitioner argued that its Motion to Strike and Brief in Opposition are essentially one
pleading, and the Brief in Opposition cannot be stricken without striking the Motion to Strike that it supports. Rule 5 VAC 5-20-110 allows Southern Title
to file a response to the Petitioner's Motion to Strike, not a motion to strike another motion to strike.?'

After reviewing these arguments, the Hearing Examiner explained that the Rules provide that

[m]otions 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.?

A motion to strike, in Virginia, is "[t]he test of the sufficiency of any defensive pleading in any suit in equity or action at law....">* The Hearing
Examiner found that a response to a motion to dismiss and a motion to strike a defensive pleading are substantively different pleadings. A response to a
motion to dismiss is governed by the Commission's Rules, and it is required to be filed within 14 business days of the filing of the motion to dismiss.** The
Hearing Examiner stated that § 8.01-274 of the Code permits a party to file a motion to strike a defensive pleading any time before the court takes up that
pleading; as a result, Gadient Enterprises' Motion to Strike and Brief in Opposition were timely filed.*

Substantive Issues

The Hearing Examiner next considered the Deputy Receiver's argument that there was no coverage under the Policy because the Promissory Note
had been repaid. The Deputy Receiver cited section 9(b) of the Conditions and Stipulations of the Policy, which provides that "[playment in part by any
person of the principal of the indebtedness, or any other obligation secured by the insured mortgage. ..shall reduce the amount of insurance pro tanto."*® The
Deputy Receivze7r argued that Corby-Martin's repayment of the $80,000 principal of the insured Promissory Note reduced the amount of insurance under the
Policy to zero.

The Petitioner argued that, assuming Corby-Martin's repayment of the $80,000 Promissory Note reduced the amount of insurance shown on the
face of the Policy to zero, Southern Title is nevertheless liable in the amount of $71,957.60 because it is the least amount under Section 7(a) (i), (ii), and
(iii),”® and this section prevails over Section 9(b).”

The Hearing Examiner reviewed Schedule A of the Policy and stated that the amount of insurance was $80,000, the estate or interest in the land
that was encumbered by the insured mortgage was fee simple, and the insured mortgage was the Deed of Trust.*® He noted that the Deed of Trust provided
that it secured both the Promissory Note between Corby-Martin and Gadient Enterprises, and the Lease between Dancing Rainbow and Gadient
Enterprises.’'

According to the Hearing Examiner, the insuring clause of the Policy provides coverage against loss or damage not exceeding the Amount of
Insurance stated in Schedule A incurred by the Insured by reason of the invalidity or unenforceability of the lien of the insured mortgage upon the title.*

2 Report at 10.

2 Id.

2 Rule 5 VAC 5-20-110.

3 Va. Code § 8.01-274.

* Report at 11 (citing Rule 5 VAC 5-20-140).

»1d.

% Id. at 14 (citing Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at Ex. 1, p. 7).

7 Id.

2 Section 7(a)(i)(ii) and (iii) of the Policy provide that the liability of the Company under the policy shall not exceed the least of the amount of insurance
stated on the face of the policy, the amount of unpaid principal indebtedness as reduced under Section 9, or the difference in the value of the insured interest
in the estate and the value of the interest in the estate subject to the defect in title. Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at Ex. 1.

¥ Report at 14 (citing Motion to Strike and Brief in Opposition at 2-7).

30 Id. (citing Brief in Support of Motion to Dismiss at Ex. 1, p.1).

3! Id. (citing Petition at Ex. C-2).

32 Id. at 14-15 (citing Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at Ex. 1, p. 4).
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The Hearing Examiner concluded that the $80,000 policy limit applies to the Deed of Trust, which secures both the Promissory Note and the Lease. The
Hearing Examiner explained that the Policy provided $80,000 in coverage for non-payment of the Promissory Note, or it provided $80,000 in coverage for
breach of the Lease, or it provided $80,000 in coverage for both non-payment of the Promissory Note and breach of the Lease.*

The Hearing Examiner next considered the Deputy Receiver's argument that the Policy insures only against a loss sustained by reason of the
unenforceability of the lien of the insured mortgage upon the title to the estate described in Schedule A of the Policy. The Deputy Receiver pointed out that
the estate or interest described in Schedule A of the Policy was the fee simple estate held by Corby-Martin on the Property upon which the Petitioner
attempted to foreclose.** The Deputy Receiver stated that, according to the Petition, the Circuit Court did not deny the Petitioner's request to foreclose on
the Deed of Trust because of the invalidity of the lien of the insured mortgage upon the title to the Property.® Instead, the Circuit Court ruled that the Deed
of Trust authorized a foreclosure sale only upon a failure to repay the Promissory Note, not upon the failure to pay rent under the Lease.*® Consistent with
the Circuit Court, the Hearing Examiner found that the Petitioner had a valid and enforceable lien that provided no remedy for breach of the Lease. Since
the lien is neither invalid nor unenforceable, coverage under the Policy was never triggered.”’

The Deputy Receiver also argued even if the Petitioner's loss was sustained by reason of the invalidity or unenforceability of the lien of the
insured mortgage upon the title to the estate at issue, the Policy excludes the Petitioner's claim.*® Exclusion 3(a) of the Policy excludes "[d]efects, liens,
encumbrances, adverse claims or other matters...created, suffered, assumed or agreed to by the insured claimant."* The Deputy Receiver contended that
any defect in the Deed of Trust was agreed to by the Petitioner. *’

The Petitioner argued that Exclusion 3(a) does not apply to this case, claiming that the language of the Policy requires actual knowledge of the
defect, as well as intentional misconduct, breach of duty, or otherwise inequitable dealings by the insured, and that such conduct on the part of the Petitioner
had not been demonstrated. !

The Hearing Examiner concluded that the attorney for the Petitioner was not directly responsible for drafting the Deed of Trust; however, he was
involved in the drafting process and was a trustee of the Property under the trust created by the document. The Hearing Examiner stated that Gadient
Enterprises had agreed to the essential terms of the Deed of Trust prior to its execution and filing with the Circuit Court. He found that exclusion 3(a)
excludes coverage for the Petitioner's claim because Gadient Enterprises, or its duly authorized agent, agreed to the terms of the Deed of Trust.*

Next, the Deputy Receiver argued that Exclusion 3(d) of the Policy, which excludes "[d]efects, liens, encumbrances, adverse claims or other
matters...attaching or created subsequent to the Date of Policy," applies because the liability for the unpaid rent that the Petitioner seeks to recover did not
accrue until after the Policy was issued.” The Petitioner responded that Exclusion 3(d) applies to matters arising after the date that the Policy was issued,
noting that the Deed of Trust was the document that was insured and it was in existence at the time the Policy was issued.**

The Hearing Examiner explained that the Promissory Note and the Lease referred to in the Deed of Trust were both in existence at the time the
Policy was issued. According to his analysis, since these instruments were subject to periodic payments reducing the amount owed and reducing the amount
secured by the Property, any damages accruing under the Deed of Trust would have to be determined upon default under the Promissory Note or upon
breach of the Lease. The Hearing Examiner found Exclusion 3(d) is inapplicable in this case.*

Finally, the Deputy Receiver argued that the Petitioner failed to provide timely written notice of its claim, citing Section 3 of the Policy
Conditions and Stipulations, which provides that "[t]he insured shall notify the Company promptly in writing...in case knowledge shall come to an insured
hereunder of any claim of title or interest which is adverse to the title to...the lien of the insured mortgage."* The Petitioner argued that it did provide

¥ 1d. at 15.

* Id. at 15 (citing Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at Ex. 1, pp. 1 and 4).
¥ Id. at 15 (citing Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at Ex. 1, p. 4).

% Jd. (citing Petition at 10; Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at Ex. 2.)
7 Id. at 16 (citing Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at Ex. 2, p. 2).

* Id. (citing Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at Ex. 1, p. 4).

¥ Id. (citing Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at Ex. 1, p. 5).

4 Id. (citing Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at 3, 8-9).

41 Id. (citing Motion to Strike and Brief in Opposition at 7-12).

1. at17.

* Id. (citing Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at 3, 8-9, and Ex. 1, p. 5).
“ Id. (citing Motion to Strike at 12-13).

*1d. at 17-18.

4 Id. at 18 (citing Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss at Ex. 1, p. 6).
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timely notice to Southern Title and that, in any event, Southern Title had notice.*” The Petitioner further claimed that, even if notice was not timely,
Southern Title would have to plead lack of notice and prove prejudice.*®

After review of the Policy and the arguments of the parties, the Hearing Examiner found that, under (ii) and (iii) of Section 3 of the Policy
Conditions and Stipulations, Gadient Enterprises was obligated to provide Southern Title with written notice of a potential claim prior to filing its suit in
Circuit Court in 2006 and to provide Southern Title with written notice of the Circuit Court's adverse finding after the court order on September 4, 2009, and
before entry of the Court's final order on October 5, 2009. The Hearing Examiner noted that the Petitioner did not provide written notice to Southern Title
until June 10, 2011, well after the Virginia Supreme Court denied Gadient Enterprises' petition for rehearing. The Hearing Examiner found that Southern
Title is prejudiced in that it has no access to Virginia courts to protect its interest under the Policy. The Hearing Examiner found that, pursuant to the terms
of Section 3 of the Policy, coverage was terminated when the Petitioner failed to provide timely written notice of its claim to Southern Title.*

After examining all procedural and substantive issues, the Hearing Examiner found that the Deputy Receiver's Motion to Dismiss should be
granted because the Petitioner's lien is neither invalid nor unenforceable; therefore, coverage under the Policy was never triggered. He also found that the
Petitioner's claim is excluded pursuant to Exclusion 3(a) of the Policy and that the Petitioner failed to provide timely notice of its claim. In granting the
Motion to Dismiss, the Hearing Examiner also found that the Petitioner's Motion to Strike and Motion for Summary Judgment should be denied.*®

Based on the pleadings, facts and arguments presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner made the following ultimate findings:

(1) Gadient Enterprises' Motion to Strike and Brief in Opposition were timely filed;

(2) The Deputy Receiver's Motion to Strike should be denied;

(3) The Policy limits applied to either the Promissory Note or the Lease, or both;

(4) Gadient Enterprises' lien is neither invalid nor unenforceable, therefore, coverage under the policy was never triggered;
(5) Gadient Enterprises' claim is excluded under Exclusion 3(a) of the Policy;

(6) Exclusion 3(d) of the Policy is inapplicable to this case;

(7) Gadient Enterprises failed to provide timely notice of its claim, therefore, coverage under the Policy was terminated pursuant to Section
3 of the Conditions and Stipulations of the Policy;

(8) The Deputy Receiver's Motion to Dismiss should be granted; and
(9) Gadient Enterprises' Motion to Strike and Motion for Summary Judgment should be denied.”'
The Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an order adopting his findings and recommendations; denying the Deputy
Receiver's Motion to Strike; granting the Deputy Receiver's Motion to Dismiss; denying the Petitioner's Motion to Strike and Motion for Summary
Judgment; affirming the Deputy Receiver's determination of appeal of the Petitioner's claim; dismissing the Petition with prejudice; and passing the papers in

the case to the file for ended causes.*

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, is of the opinion and finds that Gadient Enterprises' Petition should be denied
for the reasons set forth in the Hearing Examiner's Report.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Deputy Receiver's Motion to Strike hereby is DENIED.

(2) The Deputy Receiver's Motion to Dismiss hereby is GRANTED.

(3) Gadient Enterprises' Motion to Strike hereby is DENIED.

(4) Gadient Enterprises' Motion for Summary Judgment hereby is DENIED.

(5) The Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal of Gadient Enterprises' claim hereby is AFFIRMED.

4" Id. See also Motion to Strike and Brief in Opposition at 13-14.
48 Report at 18; Motion to Strike and Brief in Opposition at 14.

4 Report at 18-19.

*1d. at 19.

*' I1d. at 19-20.

52 Id. at 20.
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(6) Gadient Enterprises' Petition hereby is DISMISSED with prejudice.

(7) The case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be passed to the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00258
JANUARY 8, 2014

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

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that BCHH, Inc. ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated
§ 55-525.30 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by performing 111 settlements on Virginia property without being properly registered.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 55-525.31, 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of Seven Thousand Five Hundred
Dollars ($7,500) and waived its right to a hearing.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2013-00263
JANUARY 21, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

PHILADELPHIA INDEMNITY INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Philadelphia Indemnity Insurance Company
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1906 D of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by making or issuing insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the
rate and supplementary rate information filings in effect for the Defendant.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of One Thousand Dollars ($1,000),
waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated October 23, 2013.

The Bureau 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.
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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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2013-00264
FEBRUARY 7, 2014

PETITION OF

ANTHEM HEALTH PLANS OF VIRGINIA, INC.
and

HEALTHKEEPERS, INC.,

For approval to have associates located outside of Virginia conduct customer service and provider services back-up support for Anthem's Virginia
Medicaid managed care and FAMIS plans

FINAL ORDER

On December 11, 2013, Anthem Health Plans of Virginia, Inc. and HealthKeepers, Inc. (collectively, "Anthem" or "Petitioners"), filed a Petition
pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-100 B of the State Corporation Commission's ("Commission") Rules of Practice and Procedure, 5 VAC 5-20-10 et seq., and the
Final Order entered in Case No. INS-2007-00141." In the 2007 Final Order, the Commission continued the requirement that Anthem cause the following
services to be provided from offices located in Virginia: claims processing and case management, customer service, quality management, provider services,
medical management, and network development. The Commission permitted Anthem to provide the following services from offices located outside of the
Commonwealth of Virginia: actuarial, underwriting, marketing, community relations, distribution management, and sales. In the 2007 Final Order, the
Commission also provided that if Anthem seeks to provide any of the aforementioned services currently required to be provided from offices located in
Virginia to offices located outside of Virginia, it should seek permission from the Commission by filing a petition ". . . setting forth a specific and detailed
proposal for providing such services out of state, including specific and detailed information on Zow and where Anthem will provide such services, as well
as safeguards for ensuring adequate levels of service."?

In this Petition, Petitioners are asking for relief, in part, with respect to customer and provider services functions for Anthem's Medicaid/FAMIS
managed care plans and described in the Petition (the "Services") from the requirements in the 2007 Final Order that the Services be provided in Virginia.
The Petitioners are requesting to be allowed to use Anthem and Anthem affiliate associates located in states other than Virginia to perform the Services.
Petitioners represent that providing the Services as described in the Petition will increase efficiencies for both Medicaid/FAMIS members and providers by
helping to manage Virginia Medicaid/FAMIS call center wait times and call abandonment rates.’

The Petitioners represent that an advance draft of the Petition has been provided to the Office of the Attorney General's Division of Consumer
Counsel, to the Medical Society of Virginia ("MSV"), and to the Commission's Bureau of Insurance and that MSV has authorized the Petitioners to represent
that it does not object to the Petition.*

On December 19, 2013, the Commission entered a Scheduling Order in which it provided a deadline of January 15, 2014, for interested persons
to comment or to file a notice of participation as a respondent in this matter and provided a deadline of January 22, 2014, for the Bureau of Insurance
("Bureau") to file a response to the Petition.

No comments or notices of participation were filed. On January 7, 2014, the Bureau filed its response to the Petition. The Bureau stated that it
does not oppose the relief requested by Anthem.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, and the Bureau's response thereto, finds that the Petition should be granted.
Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Anthem's Petition is GRANTED.

(2) Anthem is, with respect to Anthem's Virginia Medicaid managed care and FAMIS plans, permitted to use Anthem and Anthem affiliate

associates located in states other than Virginia to answer provider and member calls in the event of peak demand and to ensure business continuity in the
event of an incident such as a national disaster, power outage or system outage.

! Petition of Anthem Health Plans of Virginia, Inc., et al., For Amendment of Final Order in Case No. INS-2002-00131, Case No. INS-2007-00141, 2007
S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 114, Final Order (Aug. 9, 2007) (hereinafter "2007 Final Order").

2 Id. at 116, paragraph 4.
3 Petition at 1 and 3.

41d. at4-5.
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(3) The other provisions of the Final Order in Case No. INS-2007-00141 are not affected hereby, and Anthem shall continue to comply
therewith.

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

CASE NO. INS-2013-00265
FEBRUARY 21, 2014

PETITION OF

ANTHEM HEALTH PLANS OF VIRGINIA, INC.
and

HEALTHKEEPERS, INC.,

For a finding that the provision of services pertaining to the Medicare-Medicaid Financial Alignment Demonstration project is exempt from the
provisions of the Final Order

FINAL ORDER

On December 11, 2013, Anthem Health Plans of Virginia, Inc. and HealthKeepers, Inc. (collectively, "Anthem" or "Petitioners"), filed a Petition
pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-100 B of the State Corporation Commission's ("Commission") Rules of Practice and Procedure, 5 VAC 5-20-10 et seq., and the
Final Order entered in Case No. INS-2007-00141." In the 2007 Final Order, the Commission continued the requirement that Anthem cause the following
services to be provided from offices located in Virginia: claims processing and case management, customer service, quality management, provider services,
medical management, and network development. The Commission permitted Anthem to provide the following services from offices located outside of the
Commonwealth of Virginia: actuarial, underwriting, marketing, community relations, distribution management, and sales. In the 2007 Final Order, the
Commission also provided that if Anthem seeks to provide any of the aforementioned services currently required to be provided from offices located in
Virginia to offices located outside of Virginia, it should seek permission from the Commission by filing a petition ". . . setting forth a specific and detailed
proposal for providing such services out of state, including specific and detailed information on Zow and where Anthem will provide such services, as well
as safeguards for ensuring adequate levels of service."?

In this Petition, Petitioners seek an exemption for the Medicare-Medicaid Financial Alignment Demonstration Project ("Duals Program") from
the terms and restrictions of the 2007 Final Order that certain services be provided in Virginia. Petitioners represent that at least three other Anthem
affiliates in other states will be involved in the Duals Program and that centralizing functions will allow Anthem and its affiliates to provide services in the
most cost effecti}ve manner with associates trained on the unique needs and specialized requirements of Medicare and Medicaid eligible enrollees in the
Duals Programs.

The Petitioners represent that an advance draft of the Petition has been provided to the Office of the Attorney General's Division of Consumer
Counsel ("Consumer Counsel"), to the Medical Society of Virginia ("MSV"), and to the Commission's Bureau of Insurance and that MSV has authorized the
Petitioners to represent that it does not object to the Petition.*

On December 19, 2013, the Commission entered a Scheduling Order in which it provided a deadline of January 15, 2014, for interested persons
to comment or to file a notice of participation as a respondent in this matter and provided a deadline of January 22, 2014, for the Bureau of Insurance
("Bureau") to file a response to the Petition.

On January 15, 2014, Consumer Counsel filed Comments. Consumer Counsel did not object to Anthem's request but requested that the
Commission clarify that any new program created by Anthem that would otherwise fall within the conditions set forth in the 2007 Final Order be bound by
such conditions.

On January 21, 2014, the Bureau filed its response to the Petition. The Bureau stated that it does not oppose the relief requested by Anthem and
further requested that Anthem's assertion that the restrictions in the 2007 Final Order not be taken into consideration in this matter.

On January 23, 2014, Anthem filed a Motion for Permission to File Reply Comments ("Motion").
On January 27, 2014, the Bureau filed its Response to the Motion. The Bureau stated that it does not oppose the Motion.

In its Reply Comments, Anthem stated that it wished to clarify that Anthem was not claiming that all new programs are exempt from the 2007
Final Order, but merely that the Commission should consider as a factor in deciding whether to grant Anthem's Petition the fact that the Duals Program, as a
clearly new program, was not one of the business activities that the Commission considered when entering the 2007 Final Order. Anthem further stated that
it understands that it must seek an exemption under the terms of the 2007 Final Order to conduct any of the services still subject to the 2007 Final Order
from a location outside Virginia.’

! Petition of Anthem Health Plans of Virginia, Inc., et al., For Amendment of Final Order in Case No. INS-2002-00131, Case No. INS-2007-00141,
2007 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 114, Final Order (Aug. 9, 2007) (hereinafter, "2007 Final Order").

2 Id. at 116, paragraph 4.
? Petition at 4 and 5.
*1d. at9.

* Reply Comments at 2.
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NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, finds that the Petition should be granted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Anthem's Motion is GRANTED.

(2) Anthem's Petition is GRANTED.

(3) Anthem is, with respect to the Duals Program, permitted to use Anthem and Anthem affiliate associates located in states other than Virginia.

(4) The other provisions of the 2007 Final Order in Case No. INS-2007-00141 are not affected hereby, and Anthem shall continue to comply
therewith.

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

CASE NO. INS-2013-00272
JANUARY 10, 2014

IN THE MATTER OF
AVIVA LIFE & ANNUITY COMPANY

Ex Parte: In the matter of Approval of a Multi-State Regulatory Settlement Agreement between Aviva Life & Annuity Company and the Florida
Office of Insurance Regulation, the California Department of Insurance, the North Dakota Insurance Department, the Illinois Department of
Insurance, the Pennsylvania Insurance Department, the lowa Division of Insurance and the New Hampshire Insurance Department for and on
behalf of the Virginia Bureau of Insurance and the Insurance Regulators of the remaining states, districts and territories of the United States

ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

ON THIS DAY came the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), by counsel, and requested: (i) State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
approval and acceptance of a multi-state Regulatory Settlement Agreement ("Agreement"), a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, by and
between the commissioners of insurance for the States of Florida, California, North Dakota, Illinois, Pennsylvania, lowa, and New Hampshire and Aviva
Life & Annuity Company, domiciled in Towa and licensed to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth");' and
(ii) authority to execute any documents attendant to the Agreement necessary to evidence the Commission's acceptance of the Agreement.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the terms of the Agreement together with the recommendation of the Bureau that the
Commission approve and accept the Agreement, is of the opinion, finds, and ORDERS that: (i) the Agreement is hereby APPROVED AND ACCEPTED;
and (ii) the Commissioner of Insurance is hereby authorized to execute any attendant documents necessary to evidence the Commission's approval and
acceptance of the Agreement.

NOTE: A copy of the attachment entitled "Regulatory Settlement Agreement" 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 Agreement also includes Aviva Life & Annuity Company of New York. Aviva Life & Annuity Company of New York is not licensed in the
Commonwealth; therefore, this Order does not apply to that company.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00273
JANUARY 21, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

DISCOVER PROPERTY AND CASUALTY INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Discover Property and Casualty Insurance Company
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-305 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to provide the information required by the statute in the insurance
policies.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.
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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 the sum of One Thousand Dollars ($1,000),
waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated October 15, 2013.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2013-00275
JANUARY 2, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

SETTLEMENT ESCROW AND ABSTRACT SOLUTIONS, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), and subsequent to the Bureau administratively terminating the
registration of Settlement Escrow and Abstract Solutions, Inc. ("Settlement Escrow" or "Defendant"), it is alleged that Settlement Escrow, duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 55-525.27 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), as well as 14 VAC 5-395-70 of the Commission's Rules Governing Settlement
Agents, 14 VAC 5-395-10 et seq. ("Rules"), by failing to maintain and produce documents repeatedly requested by the Bureau after the Defendant ceased
operations.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 55-525.31, 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant
has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of its right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated February 21, 2013, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of its right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 55-525.27 of the Code, as well as Rule
14 VAC 5-395-70, by failing to maintain and produce documents repeatedly requested by the Bureau after the Defendant ceased operations.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to one (1) year from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

(6) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2013-00277
JANUARY 23, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

ALLSTATE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Allstate Insurance Company ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"),
violated § 38.2-317 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to use insurance policies or endorsements as of the effective date that such policies or
endorsements were filed with the Commission.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of One Thousand Dollars ($1,000),
waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated November 26, 2013.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2013-00278
JANUARY 23, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
SENTINAL INSURANCE COMPANY, LTD.,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Sentinal Insurance Company, Ltd. ("Defendant"),
duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated
§ 38.2-1906 D of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by making or issuing insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate
information filings in effect for the Defendant.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 waived its right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective action plan
set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated October 25, 2013, and confirmed that restitution was made to 112 consumers in the amount of
Twenty-two Thousand Eight Hundred Ninety-one Dollars and Fifty Cents ($22,891.50).

The Bureau 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.

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2013-00280
JANUARY 10, 2014

IN THE MATTER OF

LINCOLN NATIONAL LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,

LINCOLN LIFE AND ANNUITY COMPANY OF NEW YORK, and
FIRST PENN PACIFIC LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY

Ex Parte: In the matter of Approval of a Multi-State Regulatory Settlement Agreement between Lincoln National Life Insurance Company,
Lincoln Life and Annuity Company of New York, and First Penn Pacific Life Insurance Company and the Florida Office of Insurance
Regulation, the California Department of Insurance, the North Dakota Insurance Department, the Illinois Department of Insurance, the
Pennsylvania Insurance Department, the Indiana Department of Insurance and the New Hampshire Insurance Department for and on behalf of the
Virginia Bureau of Insurance and the Insurance Regulators of the remaining states, districts and territories of the United States

ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

ON THIS DAY came the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), by counsel, and requested: (i) State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
approval and acceptance of a multi-state Regulatory Settlement Agreement ("Agreement"), a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, by and
between the commissioners of insurance for the States of Florida, California, North Dakota, Illinois, Pennsylvania, Indiana, and New Hampshire and Lincoln
National Life Insurance Company, domiciled in Indiana and licensed to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"); Lincoln Life and Annuity Company of New York, domiciled in New York and licensed to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth; and First Penn Pacific Life Insurance Company, domiciled in Indiana and licensed to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth; and (ii) authority to execute any documents attendant to the Agreement necessary to evidence the Commission's acceptance of the
Agreement.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the terms of the Agreement together with the recommendation of the Bureau that the
Commission approve and accept the Agreement, is of the opinion, finds, and ORDERS that: (i) the Agreement is hereby APPROVED AND ACCEPTED;
and (ii) the Commissioner of Insurance is hereby authorized to execute any attendant documents necessary to evidence the Commission's approval and
acceptance of the Agreement. Commissioner Christie did not participate in this matter.

NOTE: A copy of the attachment entitled "Regulatory Settlement Agreement" 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. INS-2013-00281
APRIL 24, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
EDWARD M. HAMLET,
Defendant

FINAL ORDER

On February 5, 2014, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued a Rule to Show Cause ("Rule") against Edward M. Hamlet
("Defendant"), based on allegations made by the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") that the Defendant had been convicted of two
insurance-related felony counts of embezzlement/grand larceny and that his insurance license should be revoked pursuant to § 38.2-1831 (9) of the Code of
Virginia. Among other things, the Rule scheduled a hearing to be held on April 9, 2014, and assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner to conduct all further
proceedings.

On April 9, 2014, the evidentiary hearing was convened as scheduled. Charles Homiller, Esquire, appeared on behalf of the Defendant. William
Stanton VII, Esquire, appeared on behalf of the Bureau. In his opening statement, counsel for the Bureau informed the Commission that the Bureau and the
Defendant had reached an agreement. After a brief recess, the Bureau and the Defendant offered: (i) a Voluntary Surrender of Insurance Agent or
Consultant License Authority;' (ii) a settlement offer signed by the Defendant;? and (iii) a limited consent to engage or participate in the business of

"Ex. 1.

2 Ex. 2.
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insurance pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 1033 ("Limited § 1033 Waiver").> The documents provide for the voluntary surrender of the Defendant's insurance
license and for the divestiture of Hamlet Insurance Services LLC ("Agency") within 90 days. The Limited § 1033 Waiver permits the Defendant to own and
provide administrative services to the Agency for 90 days.

On April 11, 2014, the Senior Hearing Examiner issued his Report. In his Report, the Senior Hearing Examiner recommended the Commission
accept the Defendant's tendered insurance license and proposed settlement. In addition, at the hearing the parties waived comments to the Report.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Senior Hearing Examiner's Report, the offer of settlement of the Defendant, and the
applicable law, is of the opinion and finds that the Hearing Examiner's recommendations should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The findings and recommendations in the April 11, 2014 Senior Hearing Examiner's Report are hereby adopted.
(2) The offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

3 Ex. 3.

CASE NO. INS-2013-00282
JANUARY 21, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
ALFA ALLIANCE INSURANCE CORPORATION,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Alfa Alliance Insurance Corporation
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-305 A and 38.2-305 B of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to provide the information required by the statute in
the insurance policy; violated § 38.2-502 of the Code by misrepresenting the benefits, advantages, conditions or terms of insurance policies; violated
§§ 38.2-604 A, 38.2-604.1 A, 38.2-610 A, 38.2-2118, 38.2-2120, 38.2-2124, 38.2-2125, and 38.2-2126 B of the Code by failing to accurately provide the
required notices to insureds; violated § 38.2-1318 of the Code by failing to provide convenient access to the files, documents, and records relating to the
examination; violated § 38.2-1833 of the Code by paying commissions to agencies/agents that were not appointed by the Defendant; violated § 38.2-1906 D
of the Code by making or issuing insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate information filings in effect for the
Defendant; violated §§ 38.2-2114 A, 38.2-2114 B, 38.2-2114 C, 38.2-2212 E, and 38.2-2212 F of the Code by failing to properly terminate insurance
policies; and violated § 38.2-510 A (3) of the Code as well as 14 VAC 5-400-30, 14 VAC 5-400-40 A, 14 VAC 5-400-50 C, 14 VAC 5-400-70 A, and
14 VAC 5-400-80 D of the Commission's Rules Governing Unfair Claim Settlement Practices, 14 VAC 5-400-10 et seq., by failing to properly handle
claims with such frequency as to indicate a general business practice.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of Thirty-eight Thousand Dollars
($38,000), waived its right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letters to the Bureau dated July 19, 2013, and
November 1, 2013, and confirmed that restitution was made to 28 consumers in the amount of Seven Thousand One Hundred Fifty-two Dollars and
Eighty-four Cents ($7,152.84).

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

(2) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2013-00283
APRIL 14, 2014

PETITION OF
GARY R. CORTELLESSA

For review of Southern Title Insurance Corporation Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal
FINAL ORDER
On December 20, 2011, the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond entered an order in Case No. CL11005660-00 appointing the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission") as Receiver of Southern Title Insurance Corporation ("Southern Title"). On the same date, the Commission, by
Order Appointing Deputy Receiver for Conservation and Rehabilitation, appointed Jacqueline K. Cunningham, Commissioner of Insurance for the
Commission's Bureau of Insurance, as Deputy Receiver ("Deputy Receiver"), in accordance with Title 38.2, Chapter 15 of the Code of Virginia.! Pursuant

to her grant of authority, the Deputy Receiver in her Second Directive Adopting Receivership Appeal Procedure established appeal procedures for appeals or
challenges of any decision made by the Deputy Receiver with respect to claims against Southern Title.

On November 25, 2013, Gary R. Cortellessa ("Petitioner"), by counsel, filed a Petition for Review of Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal
("Petition") with the Commission contesting the Deputy Receiver's determination ("Determination of Appeal") that he is not a policyholder of Southern Title
and that his claim for wages and a bonus is subordinate to Southern Title's policyholder and other contractual obligations.

By Order dated January 10, 2014, 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 January 31, 2014.

On January 31, 2014, the Deputy Receiver, by counsel, filed a Motion to Dismiss ("Motion") and Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss
("Memorandum in Support"). Among other things, the Deputy Receiver maintained that the Petition should be dismissed because it was not timely filed.>

The Petitioner did not file a response to the Motion.*

On March 5, 2014, the Hearing Examiner issued her Report in which she recommended that the Petition be dismissed. In support of her
recommendation, the Hearing Examiner noted that the Deputy Receiver issued her Determination of Appeal relative to the Petitioner's claim on October 22,
2013. The Hearing Examiner explained that, pursuant to the Receivership Appeal Procedure applicable to Southern Title's receivership, any challenge to, or
request for the review of, the Determination of Appeal was required to be filed with the Clerk of the Commission no later than November 21, 2013.* Since
the Petitioner did not file his Petition until November 25, 2013, the Hearing Examiner stated that it should be dismissed as untimely.”

The Hearing Examiner advised that the parties had 21 days from the date of entry of her Report to file comments. The parties did not file comments.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Deputy Receiver's Motion is hereby GRANTED.
(2) The Petition is hereby DISMISSED.

(3) The case is dismissed, and the papers filed herein shall be passed to the file for ended causes.

' Commonwealth of Virginia at the relation of the State Corporation Commission v. Southern Title Insurance Corporation, Case No. INS-2011-00239,
2011 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 200, Order Appointing Deputy Receiver for Conservation and Rehabilitation (Dec. 20, 2011).

2 Motion at 1; Memorandum in Support at 1-2. The Deputy Receiver also asserts that the Petition should be dismissed because it was not filed by an attorney
admitted to the Virginia State Bar (Motion at 1; Memorandum in Support at 2) and because it fails to state a claim upon which relief may be granted (Motion
at 1; Memorandum in Support at 2-5).

? Pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-110 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 5 VAC 5-20-010 et seq., such a response was required to be filed within
14 business days of the filing of the Motion.

* Pursuant to the Second Directive Adopting Receivership Appeal Procedure, a challenge to, or request for the review of, a Deputy Receiver's Determination
of Appeal must be filed within thirty days of the date of the Determination of Appeal; the failure to comply with this deadline results in the waiver of an
appeal. See Receivership Appeal Procedure, §§ C and A(9).

* Hearing Examiner's Report at 1-2.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00001
JANUARY 21, 2014

IN THE MATTER OF

GENWORTH LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY

GENWORTH LIFE AND ANNUITY INSURANCE COMPANY
GENWORTH LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY OF NEW YORK

Ex Parte: In the matter of Approval of a Multi-State Regulatory Settlement Agreement between Genworth Life Insurance Company, Genworth
Life and Annuity Insurance Company, and Genworth Life Insurance Company of New York and the Florida Office of Insurance Regulation, the
California Department of Insurance, the North Dakota Insurance Department, the Illinois Department of Insurance, the Pennsylvania Insurance
Department, the New Hampshire Insurance Department, the Delaware Department of Insurance and the Virginia Bureau of Insurance for and on
behalf of the Insurance Regulators of the remaining states, districts and territories of the United States

ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

ON THIS DAY came the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), by counsel, and requested: (i) State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
approval and acceptance of a multi-state Regulatory Settlement Agreement ("Agreement"), a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, by and
between the commissioners of insurance for the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") and the States of Florida, California, North Dakota, Illinois,
Pennsylvania, New Hampshire and Delaware, and Genworth Life Insurance Company, domiciled in Delaware and licensed to transact the business of
insurance in the Commonwealth; Genworth Life and Annuity Insurance Company, domiciled and licensed to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth; and Genworth Life Insurance Company of New York, domiciled in New York and licensed to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth; and (ii) authority to execute any documents attendant to the Agreement necessary to evidence the Commission's acceptance of the
Agreement.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the terms of the Agreement together with the recommendation of the Bureau that the
Commission approve and accept the Agreement, is of the opinion, finds, and ORDERS that: (i) the Agreement is hereby APPROVED AND ACCEPTED
and (ii) the Commissioner of Insurance is hereby authorized to execute any attendant documents necessary to evidence the Commission's approval and
acceptance of the Agreement.

NOTE: A copy of the attachment entitled "Regulatory Settlement Agreement" 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. INS-2014-00002
JANUARY 23, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
RECO L. CLYBURN,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Reco L. Clyburn ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by providing untrue information in his license application filed with the
Commission when he failed to report a number of criminal charges/convictions on his license application.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated December 4, 2013, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code by providing untrue
information in his license application filed with the Commission when he failed to report a number of criminal charges/convictions on his license
application.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.
(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00003
JANUARY 23, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
FILIP HADDAD,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Filip Haddad ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1813 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to hold funds received from insureds in a fiduciary capacity, and by
commingling business or personal funds with funds required to be maintained in a separate fiduciary account.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated November 22, 2013, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1813 of the Code by failing to hold funds
received from insureds in a fiduciary capacity, and by commingling business or personal funds with funds required to be maintained in a separate fiduciary
account.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

(6) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00004
JANUARY 23, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
ASHLEY THARPE,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Ashley Tharpe ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-1826 C and 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar
days an administrative action that was taken against her by the State of Ohio, and by providing untrue information in her license application filed with the
Commission when she failed to disclose a conviction on her license application.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated December 6, 2013, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated §§ 38.2-1826 C and 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code by failing
to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against her by the State of Ohio, and by providing untrue
information in her license application filed with the Commission when she failed to disclose a conviction on her license application.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00005
JANUARY 23, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
ANNE MARIE CATHEY,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Anne Marie Cathey ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 A of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to notify the Bureau within 30 days of a change in her residence
address.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.
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The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated November 12, 2013, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 A of the Code by failing to notify the
Bureau within 30 days of a change in her residence address.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00006
JANUARY 22, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
TOWER NATIONAL INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

IMPAIRMENT ORDER

Tower National Insurance Company, a Massachusetts domiciled insurer ("Defendant"), licensed by the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), is required by § 38.2-1028 of the Code of
Virginia ("Code") to maintain minimum capital of $1 million and minimum surplus of $3 million.

Section 38.2-1036 of the Code provides that if the Commission finds an impairment of the required minimum surplus of any foreign insurer, the
Commission may order the insurer to eliminate the impairment and restore the minimum surplus to the amount required by law and may prohibit the insurer
from issuing any new policies in the Commonwealth while the impairment of the insurer's surplus exists.

The Quarterly Statement of the Defendant, dated September 30, 2013, and filed with the Commission's Bureau of Insurance, indicates surplus of
$2,222.,007, an impairment of surplus of $777,993.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Within ninety (90) days of the date of this Impairment Order, the Defendant shall eliminate the impairment in its surplus, restore the same to
at least $3 million, and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of the Defendant's president or other authorized officer.

(2) The Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth while the impairment of the Defendant's surplus
exists and until further order of the Commission.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00006
JUNE 9, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
TOWER NATIONAL INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Pursuant to § 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") may suspend or revoke the license of any
insurance company to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") whenever the Commission finds that the
company is insolvent or is in a condition that any further transaction of business in this Commonwealth is hazardous to its policyholders, creditors, and
public in this Commonwealth.

Tower National Insurance Company, a foreign corporation domiciled in the state of Massachusetts ("Defendant"), is licensed by the Commission
to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth.

By Impairment Order ("Impairment") entered herein January 22, 2014,' the Defendant was ordered to eliminate the impairment in its surplus,
restore the same to at least $3 million, and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of the Defendant's president or other
authorized officer within 90 days of the date of entry of the Impairment.

As of the date of this Order, the Defendant has failed to eliminate the impairment in its surplus.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to June 25, 2014,
suspending the license of the Defendant to transact new insurance business in the Commonwealth unless on or before June 25, 2014, the Defendant files with
Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation Commission, ¢/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, a request for a hearing before
the Commission with respect to the proposed suspension of the Defendant's license.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 1401220190.

CASE NO. INS-2014-00006
SEPTEMBER 26, 2014

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

FINAL ORDER

By Impairment Order ("Impairment") entered by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") on January 22, 2014," Tower National
Insurance Company ("Defendant") was ordered to eliminate the impairment in its surplus, restore the same to at least $3 million, and advise the Commission
of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of the Defendant's president or other authorized officer within 90 days of the date of entry of the Impairment.

The Defendant failed to eliminate the impairment in its surplus and, therefore, the Commission entered an Order to Take Notice on June 9, 2014
("June 9, 2014 Order").> In the June 9, 2014 Order, the Defendant was ordered to take notice that the Commission would enter an order subsequent to
June 25, 2014, suspending the license of the Defendant to transact new insurance business in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") unless on
or before June 25, 2014, the Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing before the Commission with respect to the proposed
suspension of the Defendant's license.

On June 19, 2014, the Defendant filed a letter requesting a hearing before the Commission.’

On July 10, 2014, the Commission entered a Scheduling Order* in which it set a hearing in this matter for September 10, 2014, and assigned this
matter to a Hearing Examiner to conduct all further proceedings on behalf of the Commission.

On September 5, 2014, the Bureau filed its Motion to Dismiss ("Motion").” In support of its Motion, the Bureau stated that by affidavit of the
Defendant's Vice President, Insurance Regulatory Counsel, and Secretary, the Bureau was advised that as of September 5, 2014, the Defendant had

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140120190.
2 Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140620116.
3 Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140640046.

4 Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140720048.
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eliminated the impairment in its surplus and restored the same to at least $3 million. Based on the foregoing, the Bureau requested that the evidentiary
hearing scheduled for September 10, 2014, be cancelled and that the Hearing Examiner recommend to the Commission that it enter an order restoring the
Defendant's license to one in good standing and dismiss the matter from the Commission's docket of active cases.

On September 8, 2014, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report ("Report").® In his Report, the Hearing Examiner found, among other things, that
good cause having been shown, the Bureau's Motion should be granted. In addition, the Hearing Examiner found that the comment period to the Report
should be waived since the parties have agreed to the disposition of this case. The Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an order
adopting his findings, granting the Bureau's Motion, restoring the Defendant's license to one in good standing, dismissing this matter, and passing the papers
in the case to the file for ended causes.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The findings of the Hearing Examiner in his September 8, 2014 Report hereby are ADOPTED.
(2) The Bureau's Motion is hereby GRANTED.

(3) The Defendant's license is hereby RESTORED TO GOOD STANDING.

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

* Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140910091.

® Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140910110.

CASE NO. INS-2014-00008
JANUARY 23, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
ALLAN SAGES,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Allan Sages ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-1809 and 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to make records available promptly upon request
for examination by the Commission or its employees, and by providing incomplete or untrue information in his license application filed with the
Commission when he failed to report a number of criminal charges/convictions on his license application.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated December 17, 2013, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated §§ 38.2-1809 and 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code by failing to
make records available promptly upon request for examination by the Commission or its employees, and by providing incomplete or untrue information in
his license application filed with the Commission when he failed to report a number of criminal charges/convictions on his license application.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.
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(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00015
JANUARY 30, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

SHANA CHANDLER SHANNON,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Shana Chandler Shannon ("Defendant") violated
§§ 38.2-512 and 38.2-1822 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by making false statements relating to the business of insurance for the purpose of obtaining
funds from an individual, and by acting as an agent of an insurer without first obtaining a license in the manner and form prescribed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission").

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been advised of her 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 waived her right to a hearing and agreed to be permanently enjoined
from transacting the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth").

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.
(2) The Defendant is permanently enjoined from transacting the business of insurance in the Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00016
JANUARY 30, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
RENAISSANCE SETTLEMENT PARTNERS, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), and subsequent to the Bureau administratively terminating the
registration of Renaissance Settlement Partners, Inc. ("Defendant"), it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") violated § 55-525.27 of
the Code of Virginia ("Code"), as well as 14 VAC 5-395-70 of the Commission's Rules Governing Settlement Agents, 14 VAC 5-395-10 et seq. ("Rules"),
by failing to maintain and produce documents repeatedly requested by the Bureau after the Defendant ceased operations.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 55-525.31, 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant
has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.
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The Defendant has been notified of its right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 19, 2013, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of its right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 55-525.27 of the Code, as well as Rule
14 VAC 5-395-70, by failing to maintain and produce documents repeatedly requested by the Bureau after the Defendant ceased operations.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to one (1) year from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00019
FEBRUARY 11, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of Amending the Rules Governing Long-Term Care Insurance

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Section 12.1-13 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") provides that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") shall have the power to
promulgate rules and regulations in the enforcement and administration of all laws within its jurisdiction, and § 38.2-223 of the Code provides that the
Commission may issue any rules and regulations necessary or appropriate for the administration and enforcement of Title 38.2 of the Code.

The rules and regulations issued by the Commission pursuant to § 38.2-223 of the Code are set forth in Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative
Code. Copies of these rules and regulations may also be accessed via the Commission's website: http:/www.scc.virginia.gov/boi/laws.aspx.

The Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") has submitted to the Commission a proposal to amend the Rules Governing Long-Term Care Insurance at
Chapter 200 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code, specifically set forth at 14 VAC 5-200-65, Unintentional lapse.

The purpose of the amendments to 14 VAC 5-200-65 is to enhance the mailing of notice provisions to long-term care insurance policyholders
and/or designees. The current rules require that notice only be mailed by first class United States mail. The proposed amendment requires that long-term
care insurance carriers provide the policyholder or certificateholder, as well as a person designated by the policyholder or certificateholder, notice of lapse or
termination of the policy or certificate for nonpayment of premium at least 30 days prior to the effective date of such lapse or termination. It also specifies
that notice may be mailed by one of several means and that carriers must retain evidence of mailing the required notices. These proof-of-mailing provisions
will assist with determining whether a notice was properly sent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion that the proposed amendment submitted by the Bureau to amend 14 VAC 5-200-65 should be
considered for adoption.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The proposal to amend Chapter 200 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code, specifically 14 VAC 5-200-65, Unintentional lapse, is
attached hereto and made a part hereof.

(2) All interested persons who desire to comment in support of or in opposition to, or request a hearing to consider the amendments to
14 VAC 5-200-65, shall file such comments or hearing request on or before March 31, 2014, with Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation Commission, c/o
Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218. Interested persons desiring to submit comments electronically may do so by
following the instructions at the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case. All comments shall refer to Case No. INS-2014-00019.

(3) If no written request for a hearing on the proposal to amend 14 VAC 5-200-65 is received on or before March 31, 2014, the Commission,
upon consideration of any comments submitted in support of or in opposition to the proposal, may amend 14 VAC 5-200-65.
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(4) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the proposal to amend 14 VAC 5-200-65, shall be sent by the Clerk of the
Commission to the Bureau in care of Deputy Commissioner Althelia P. Battle, who forthwith shall give further notice of the proposal to amend 14 VAC 5-
200-65 by mailing a copy of this Order, together with the proposal, to all companies licensed by the Commission to write long-term care insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia, as well as all interested persons.

(5) The Commission's Division of Information Resources forthwith shall cause a copy of this Order, together with the proposal to amend
14 VAC 5-200-65, to be forwarded to the Virginia Registrar of Regulations for appropriate publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations.

(6) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall make available this Order and the attached proposed amendment to
14 VAC 5-200-65 on the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(7) The Bureau shall file with the Clerk of the Commission an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of Ordering Paragraph (4)
above.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "Long-Term Care Insurance" 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. INS-2014-00019
JUNE 4, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of Amending the Rules Governing Long-Term Care Insurance

ORDER ADOPTING RULES

By Order to Take Notice ("Order") entered February 11, 2014, all interested persons were ordered to take notice that subsequent to March 31,
2014, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") would consider the entry of an order to adopt amendments to the Rules Governing Long-Term
Care Insurance at Chapter 200 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code specifically set forth at 14 VAC 5-200-65, Unintentional lapse ("Rules").
These amendments were proposed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau").

The amendments to 14 VAC 5-200-65 were proposed to enhance the mailing of notice of lapse or termination provisions to long-term care
insurance policyholders and/or designees in order to protect such policyholders and/or designees from unintentionally lapsing their long-term care policies
due to nonpayment of premium. The current rules require that notice of lapse or termination only be mailed by first class United States mail. The proposed
amendments require that long-term care insurance carriers provide the policyholder or certificateholder, as well as a person designated by the policyholder or
certificateholder, notice of lapse or termination of the policy or certificate for nonpayment of premium at least 30 days prior to the effective date of such
lapse or termination. They also specify that notice of lapse or termination may be mailed by one of several means and that carriers must retain evidence of
mailing the required notices. These proof-of-mailing provisions will assist with determining whether a notice of lapse or termination was properly sent.

The Order required that on or before March 31, 2014, any person requesting a hearing on the amendments to 14 VAC 5-200-65 shall have filed
such request for hearing with the Clerk of the Commission ("Clerk"). No request for a hearing was filed with the Clerk.

The Order also required all interested persons to file their comments in support of or in opposition to the amendments to 14 VAC 5-200-65 on or
before March 31, 2014. Eleven residents of the Commonwealth of Virginia, as well as AARP Virginia, the Alzheimer's Association, the American Council
of Life Insurers, and the Virginia Poverty Law Center filed timely comments with the Clerk. The Bureau provided a response to these comments, which it
filed with the Clerk on May 12, 2014 ("Response").

As a result of these comments received, the Bureau recommended in its Response that the proposed amendments to 14 VAC 5-200-65 be further
revised as follows: amend 14 VAC 5-200-65 A 3 b and 14 VAC 5-200-65 A 3 c to provide for proof of mailing to specifically identified recipients obtained
from the commercial delivery service or United States Postal Service, respectively. This amendment will assist in determining whether a notice of lapse or
termination was properly sent to specified recipients.

The Bureau recommends that 14 VAC 5-200-65 be adopted as revised.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered this matter, the filed comments, the Bureau's response to the comments, and the Bureau's
recommendation to amend and revise 14 VAC 5-200-65, is of the opinion that 14 VAC 5-200-65 should be adopted as amended and revised.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The amendments and revisions to the Rules Governing Long-Term Care Insurance at Chapter 200 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative
Code, specifically set forth at 14 VAC 5-200-65, Unintentional lapse, which Rules are attached hereto and made a part hereof, are hereby ADOPTED to be
effective January 1, 2015.

(2) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the adopted, amended and revised Rules shall be sent by the Clerk to Althelia P.
Battle, Deputy Commissioner, Bureau of Insurance, State Corporation Commission, who forthwith shall give further notice of the adopted, amended and
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revised Rules by mailing a copy of this Order, including a clean copy of the revised 14 VAC 5-200-65 to all companies licensed by the Commission to write
long-term care insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, as well as all interested persons.

(3) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall cause a copy of this Order, together with the adopted, amended and revised
14 VAC 5-200-65, to be forwarded to the Virginia Registrar of Regulations for appropriate publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations.

(4) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall make available this Order and the attached adopted, amended and revised
14 VAC 5-200-65, on the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(5) The Bureau shall file with the Clerk an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of Ordering Paragraph (2) above.
NOTE: A copy of the Attachment entitled "Rules Governing Long-Term Care Insurance" 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. INS-2014-00025
MARCH 13, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
UNITRIN AUTO AND HOME INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Unitrin Auto and Home Insurance Company
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-305 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to provide information required by the statute in insurance policies.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of One Thousand Dollars ($1,000),
waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated October 23, 2013.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00027
MARCH 7, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

ACE AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY
and

ACE FIRE UNDERWRITERS INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that ACE American Insurance Company and ACE Fire
Underwriters Insurance Company (collectively, "Defendants"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business
of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-317 and 38.2-1906 D of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to use
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insurance policies or endorsements as of the effective date that such policies or endorsements were filed with the Commission, and by making or issuing
insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate information filings in effect for the Defendants.

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

The Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter whereupon the Defendants, without admitting any violation of
Virginia law, have made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth the sum of
Two Thousand Dollars ($2,000), waived their right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in their letter to the Bureau dated
January 8, 2014, and confirmed that restitution was made to 60 consumers in the amount of One Thousand Three Hundred Ninety-five Dollars ($1,395).

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

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The offer of the Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00028
FEBRUARY 28, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

ELECTRIC INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Electric Insurance Company ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated
§ 38.2-1906 D of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by making or issuing insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate
information filings in effect for the Defendant.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 waived its right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective action plan
set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated August 16, 2013, and confirmed that restitution was made to 40 consumers in the amount of Three Thousand
Two Hundred Fifty-seven Dollars and Seventy-three Cents ($3,257.73).

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

(2) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00030
APRIL 28, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

STEVEN EDWARD MEDLEY, JR.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Steven Edward Medley, Jr. ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by providing untrue information on his license application filed with the
Commission.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 25, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code by providing untrue
information on his license application filed with the Commission.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00031
MARCH 25, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

ALFA VISION INSURANCE CORPORATION
and

ALFA SPECIALTY INSURANCE CORPORATION,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Alfa Vision Insurance Corporation
and Alfa Specialty Insurance Corporation (collectively, "Defendants"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated: §§ 38.2-305 A and 38.2-305 B of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by
failing to provide the information required by the statute; § 38.2-310 of the Code for failing to state all fees in the policies; § 38.2-502 of the Code by
misrepresenting the benefits, advantages, conditions or terms of insurance policies; § 38.2-511 of the Code by failing to maintain complete complaint
registers; §§ 38.2-604 A, 38.2-604 B, 38.2-604 C, 38.2-604.1 A, 38.2-610 A, 38.2-1905 A, 38.2-2202 B, and 38.2-2234 A of the Code by failing to provide
the required notices to insureds; § 38.2-1833 of the Code by failing to appoint agents within 30 days of the application; § 38.2-1906 D of the Code by
making or issuing insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate information filings in effect for the Defendants;
§ 38.2-2204 of the Code by failing to provide coverage to the named insured and any other person using or responsible for the use of the motor vehicle;
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§§ 38.2-2208 B, 38.2-2212 D, 38.2-2212 E, and 38.2-2212 F of the Code by failing to properly terminate insurance policies; §§ 38.2-2214 and 38.2-2220 of
the Code by failing to use forms in the precise language filed and approved by the Bureau; § 38.2-2234 B of the Code by failing to use credit information
obtained to rate policies; and § 38.2-510 A (3) of the Code, as well as 14 VAC 5-400-30, 14 VAC 5-400-40 A, and 14 VAC 5-400-70 D of the Commission's
Rules Governing Unfair Claim Settlement Practices, 14 VAC 5-400-10 et seq., by failing to properly handle claims with such frequency as to indicate a
general business practice.

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

The Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter whereupon the Defendants, without admitting any violation of
Virginia law, have made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth the sum of
Forty-two Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($42,500), waived their right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in their
letters to the Bureau dated November 1, 2013, and January 31, 2014, and confirmed that restitution was made to 70 consumers in the amount of
Ten Thousand Two Hundred Seventy-six Dollars and Sixty-four cents ($10,276.64).

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

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The offer of the Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00032
APRIL 9, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
VICTORIA FIRE & CASUALTY COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Victoria Fire & Casualty Company
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated: §§ 38.2-305 A and 38.2-305 B of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to provide the information required by the statute
in insurance policies; § 38.2-310 B of the Code by failing to state all fees in the policies; § 38.2-502 of the Code by misrepresenting the benefits, advantages,
conditions or terms of insurance policies; § 38.2-511 of the Code by failing to maintain a complete complaint register; §§ 38.2-604 A 1, 38.2-604 B,
38.2-604 C, 38.2-610 A, 38.2-1905 A, 38.2-2210 A, 38.2-2230 and 38.2-2234 A of the Code by failing to provide required notices to insureds;
§ 38.2-1906 D of the Code by making or issuing insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate information filings in
effect for the Defendant; §§ 38.2-2234 B and 38.2-2234 E of the Code by failing to use credit information obtained to rate policies; §§ 38.2-2208 A,
38.2-2208 B, 38.2-2212 D, and 38.2-2212 E of the Code by failing to properly terminate insurance policies; §§ 38.2-2214 and 38.2-2220 of the Code by
failing to use forms in the precise language approved by the Commission; and §§ 38.2-510 A (1) and 38.2-510 A (10) of the Code, as well as
14 VAC 5-400-30, 14 VAC 5-400-40 A, 14 VAC 5-400-70 A, 14 VAC 5-400-70 D of the Commission's Rules Governing Unfair Claim Settlement
Practices, 14 VAC 5-400-10 et seq., by failing to properly handle claims with such frequency as to indicate a general business practice.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of Seventy-two Thousand Four
Hundred Dollars ($72,400), waived its right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letters to the Bureau dated
September 26, 2013, and December 6, 2013, and e-mails of December 13, 2013, and January 13, 2014, and confirmed that restitution was made to 50
consumers in the amount of Eight Thousand Five Hundred Eighty Dollars and Fifty-three Cents ($8,580.53).

The Bureau 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.

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00033
FEBRUARY 28, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
JAMES FRANKLIN LLOYD,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that James Franklin Lloyd ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1831 (9) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by having been convicted of a felony.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated February 3, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1831 (9) of the Code by having been convicted of
a felony.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to five (5) years from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00034
MARCH 11, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
SEAN A. GREEN,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Sean A. Green ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by providing incomplete or untrue information on his license application.
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The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated January 23, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code by providing incomplete or
untrue information on his license application.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00038
APRIL 8, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

CALIFORNIA CASUALTY INDEMNITY EXCHANGE,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that California Casualty Indemnity Exchange
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-305 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to provide the information required by the statute in insurance policies.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of One Thousand Dollars ($1,000),
waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated October 10, 2013.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

(2) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00039
APRIL 8, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

AMERICAN BANKERS INSURANCE COMPANY OF FLORIDA,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that American Bankers Insurance Company of Florida
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-305 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to provide the information required by the statute in insurance policies.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of One Thousand Dollars ($1,000),
waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated February 28, 2014.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00040
APRIL 8, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

AMERICAN BANKERS INSURANCE COMPANY OF FLORIDA,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that American Bankers Insurance Company of Florida
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-305 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to provide the information required by the statute in insurance policies.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of One Thousand Dollars ($1,000),
waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated February 28, 2014.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

(2) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00042
MAY 8, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
KATHRYN MACEY SMITH,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Kathryn Macey Smith ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by providing untrue information on her license application filed with the
Commission.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letters dated January 16, 2014, and
March 11, 2014, and mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code by providing untrue
information on her license application filed with the Commission.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00043
APRIL 9, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

GREAT AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY,

GREAT AMERICAN ASSURANCE COMPANY,

GREAT AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY OF NEW YORK,
and

GREAT AMERICAN ALLIANCE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Great American Insurance Company, Great
American Assurance Company, Great American Insurance Company of New York, and Great American Alliance Insurance Company (collectively,
"Defendants"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-305 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to provide information required by the statute in insurance policies.
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The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter whereupon the Defendants, without admitting any violation of
Virginia law, have made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth the sum of
One Thousand Dollars ($1,000) per company, for an amount totaling Four Thousand Dollars ($4,000), waived their right to a hearing, and agreed to comply
with the corrective action plan set forth in their letter to the Bureau dated March 10, 2014.

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

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The offer of the Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00044
AUGUST 6, 2014

PETITION OF
CHASE CARMEN HUNTER

For declaratory judgment
FINAL ORDER

On March 13, 2014, Chase Carmen Hunter ("Petitioner") filed a Petition for Declaratory Judgment ("Petition") with the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") in which she named the Commissioner of Insurance, Jacqueline Cunningham ("Commissioner") of the Bureau of Insurance
("Bureau") as the Respondent. The Petition asserted that the Commissioner is "using and has allowed the using of her authority against [the Petitioner], who
holds a Virginia insurance agent license . . . for reasons that are not within the scope of her authority" as provided by the Virginia Constitution, Title 38.2 of
the Code of Virginia ("Code") and Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code.! The Petition further asserted that the Commission "has jurisdiction to
grant this petition under Section 5 VAC 5-20-100 (C) and 14 VAC 5, and Virginia Code § 8.01-184, as amended."?

The Petition asserts that an employee of the Bureau "has used and is using the authority of his position at the Bureau of Insurance to falsely
accuse [the Petitioner] of violating Virginia laws" and "to threaten to terminate [the Petitioner's] License for such non-existent violations."> The Petition
further asserts that the Bureau employee has used and is using his position to "coerce and manipulate [the Petitioner], to deny [the Petitioner] liberty, and to
deny [the Petitioner] peaceful pursuit of her vocation and happiness to satisfy a personal agenda which is not supported by the [Commissioner's] authority"
under law.* Among other things, the Petition asserts that the Petitioner received communications from the Bureau employee in 2012 and 2013 requesting to
speak or meet with her.” When the Petitioner did not respond, the Petition asserts that the Bureau employee sent her a letter on January 14, 2014, stating
"that [the Petitioner] violated Virginia Code [§] 38.2-1809, as amended" and that the Bureau would revoke her license if she did not contact the Bureau
employee within ten days.°

The Petition requested that the Commission take jurisdiction of the case and enter a declaratory judgment that: (i) the Petitioner has not violated
§ 38.2-1809 of the Code; (ii) the Bureau has no jurisdiction to pursue the Petitioner personally or to pursue her "agency records" unless or until such time as
the Bureau advises the Petitioner specifically of any jurisdictional grounds for such pursuit, and that any request for "agency records" must be specific and
finite; (iii) the Petitioner has a constitutional right to equal treatment and equal protection of the law, such that the Bureau's actions directed to the Petitioner
must match those actions consistently seen in Commission cases described in the Petition; and (iv) the Petitioner has a fundamental human right and
constitutional right to know if a complaint that falls within the Commissioner's jurisdiction has been filed against the Petitioner, including the nature of the

! Petition at 9 3.
2Id. at 7 4.

*1d. at 3.

‘Id.

*Id. at 9 7-10.

SId. atq11.



98
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

complaint, the name of the complainant, and the specific allegations.” The Petition further requests that the Commission award the Petitioner reasonable
attorney's fees and costs, including all appellate fees and costs incurred, as well as award the Petitioner such further relief to which she may be entitled.®

On April 8, 2014, the Commission issued a Remand Order ("Remand Order") in which it directed that this case be remanded to the Bureau for
review of informal complaints under Rule 5 VAC 5-20-70 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure.” The Commission advised that "[i]f the
matter is not resolved by the informal complaint process, a formal proceeding may be appropriate." '’

Following entry of the Remand Order, the Petitioner made several filings with the Commission. On April 17, 2014, the Petitioner filed a Verified
Motion for Rehearing and Motion for Rehearing En Banc ("Rehearing Motion"). The Rehearing Motion contended that: (i) the Remand Order is factually
incorrect and mischaracterizes the issues; (ii) the Remand Order denies the Petitioner her requested relief; and (iii) Rule 5 VAC 5-20-70 does not apply to
the Petition."' The Rehearing Motion requested that the Commission reverse its Remand Order, take jurisdiction of this case, grant the Petition, enter default
judgment, and grant the relief requested in the Petition. '*

On April 17, 2014, the Petitioner also filed a Motion to Reveal the Names of All People Who Participated in the Decision Shown in the Remand
Order ("Names Motion"). The Names Motion stated that "there is no name of the hearing officer shown on the [Remand Order]" and requested the name of
the hearing officer assigned to this matter as well as the names of all people who participated in the Remand Order."

On April 18, 2014, the Petitioner filed a Verified Motion that the Petitioner Receive a Final Appealable Order Signed by the Hearing Officer for
the Purposes of Appeal ("Appealable Order Motion").'"* The Appealable Order Motion noted that the Remand Order "states that the matter is 'continued
generally.""® The Appealable Order Motion argued that "by including 'continued generally' in the Remand Order, the unknown hearing officer(s) have
violated the Petitioner's Due Process rights and human rights by denying her a final appealable order."'® The Appealable Order Motion requested "a final
appealable order signed and dated by the hearing officer for the purposes of appeal.""’

On April 30, 2014, the Bureau filed a Motion to Reinstate Petition ("Reinstate Motion"). The Bureau alleged that it had been unsuccessful in its
attempts to contact the Petitioner to address this matter through the informal complaint process required by the Remand Order.'® The Bureau requested that
the Commission reinstate the Petition.'” On April 30, 2014, the Commission entered an Order directing the Petitioner to file a response to the Reinstate
Motion within 14 days.

The Petitioner did not file a direct response to the Reinstate Motion. On May 5, 2014, however, the Petitioner filed a Verified Motion for
Judgment on the Pleadings and Verified Motion for Judgment by Default ("Default Motion"). The Default Motion stated that the Reinstate Motion "contains
many false statements of fact and false conclusions."?® The Default Motion further asserted that the Commissioner is in default and, as a result, has admitted
all the facts and allegations of the Petition.”’ The Default Motion thus argued that the Petitioner is entitled to default judgment as a matter of law.”> The
Default Motion asked the Commission to take jurisdiction of this case and grant the Petition as well as the relief requested in the Petition.”

"Id. at  42.

Y.

5 VAC 5-20-10 et seq.

' Remand Order at 3.

! Rehearing Motion at 99 4-6.

2 Id. at 9§ 24.

"> Names Motion at 99 1-2.

4 On April 18, 2014, the Petitioner also filed the following notices with the Commission: (i) Notice of Appeal from the Remand Order with the Supreme
Court of Virginia; and (ii) Notice of Impending Lawsuit Against Scott White and William Stanton in Their Official and Individual Capacities under
U.S. Code Section 1983. Messrs. White and Stanton are two of the staff counsel representing the Bureau in this matter.

!5 Appealable Order Motion at 1.

1d atq5.

Id atq7.

'8 Reinstate Motion at 2.

¥ Id. at 3.

0 Default Motion at 2.

2 1d. atq 3.

21d. atq 4.

B Id. atq 14.
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On May 6, 2014, the Petitioner filed a Verified Motion for Sanctions ("Sanctions Motion"). The Sanctions Motion maintained that the Bureau's
Reinstate Motion was the Commissioner's first appearance in this matter and that the Reinstate Motion "contains many false statements and false
conclusions."? The Sanctions Motion asserted that the Commissioner "through her counsel, has knowingly made false statements to this tribunal as
described herein and sanctions are appropriate."? Specifically, the Sanctions Motion requested that the Commission: (i) grant the Sanctions Motion, strike
the Reinstate Motion and sanction the Commissioner and the counsel of record $100 each "for wasting [the] Petitioner's time by requiring her to file a
response to the frivolous, false and fraudulent" Reinstate Motion; (ii) award the Petitioner reasonable attorney's fees and costs, including all appellate fees
and costs incurred; and (iii) "award [the Petitioner] such further relief to which she may be entitled."*

On May 6, 2014, the Petitioner also filed a Second Verified Motion for Rehearing and Verified Motion for Rehearing En Banc ("Second
Rehearing Motion"). The Second Rehearing Motion noted that the Petitioner's Rehearing Motion has been pending "for more than a fortnight," but the
Commission responded on the same day to the Bureau's Reinstate Motion.”” The Second Rehearing Motion asserted that the Commission's failure to
respond to the Petitioner's Rehearing Motion was a "willful refusal to perform ministerial duties which violates the Petitioner's Due Process rights and
human rights and constitutes a fraud upon the tribunal."*® The Second Rehearing Motion stated that the Petitioner filed this motion "to give the unknown,
secret hearing officer who is drafting documents on behalf of the [Commission] in this matter a second opportunity to remedy the errors forthwith."* The
Second Rehearing Motion requested that the Commission grant the Second Rehearing Motion, reverse its Remand Order, take jurisdiction of this case, and
"that upon reviewing this matter" grant the Petition, enter default judgment, and grant the relief requested in the Petition.*’

On May 13, 2014, the Bureau filed its response to the Petitioner's Default Motion ("Default Motion Response"). The Bureau maintained that the
Default Motion should be treated as a response to the Bureau's Reinstate Motion.?' The Bureau pointed out that the Petitioner "appears to agree that formal
proceedings are appropriate."*> The Bureau disagreed that it is in default and that the Petitioner is entitled to default judgment as a matter of law.* The
Bureau maintained that it is not in default because the Remand Order directed an informal review process during which the Bureau was not required to
respond to the Petition.* In addition, the Bureau contended that default judgment is discretionary and inappropriate in this case: (i) due to the Bureau's
belief that a response was not required until ordered by the Commission; (ii) because denial of a default judgment would not prejudice the Petitioner; and
(iii) "inzslight of the serious, but incorrect assertions [the Petitioner] continues to make against the Bureau, "the Commission should decide the Petition on the
merits.”

In its Default Motion Response, the Bureau attached a letter dated May 7, 2014, to the Petitioner from the Bureau ("May 7™ Letter"), in which the
Bureau requested information in connection with its investigation of the Petitioner's alleged sale of certain renters' insurance policies to at least 16 Virginia
customers.*® The Bureau maintained that the May 7™ Letter includes the information sought by the Petitioner in her request for declaratory judgment,
making the Petition moot.*” In the alternative, the Bureau asked that the Commission allow the Bureau the opportunity to file a response to the Petition.*®

On June 3, 2014, the Commission entered an Order ("June 3™ Order") that, among other things, assigned this matter to a Hearing Examiner to
conduct all further proceedings, address pending motions, and file a final report.

On June 19, 2014, the Senior Hearing Examiner entered a Ruling that allowed the Petitioner and the Bureau to file by July 11, 2014, the
following: (i) any additional argument, information, or support to be considered in deciding this matter; and (ii) a request for a public evidentiary hearing, if
desired.”

 Sanctions Motion at § 2-3.

B Id. a9 5.

% Jd. atq 8.

7 Second Rehearing Motion at 4 2-4.
B 1d. atq 4.

¥ Id. atq 5.

0 1d. atq 6.

3! Default Motion Response at 2-3.
1d. at3.

¥ Id. at 3-6.

*1d. at4-5.

¥ Id. at 5-6.

3 Id. at 6, Attachment 1.

7 1d. at 6-7.

®1d. at7.

¥ Ruling at 2.
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On July 7, 2014, the Petitioner filed a Notice of Other Litigation Against Mark C. Christie, James C. Dimitri and Judith Williams Jagdmann,
Commissioners; and Against Alexander F. Skirpan, Hearing Examiner, and Service of Process of the Petition that is the Subject of this Other Litigation
("Notice of Other Litigation").*’

On July 11, 2014, the Bureau filed a Memorandum In Support of Denial of the Petitioner's Pending Motions and for Dismissal of the Petition
("Memorandum"). The Bureau argued that all of the Petitioner's pending motions should be denied.*’ The Bureau maintained that four of the six motions
(i.e., Rehearing Motion, Names Motion, Appealable Order Motion, and Second Rehearing Motion) pertain to the Remand Order and are moot, based on the
Commission's June 3™ Order.*> The Bureau asserted that the Sanctions Motion should be denied as unsupported and inappropriate.** Finally, the Bureau
reiterated its position that the Default Motion should be denied because the Commission did not require a response to the Petition and because a default
judgment is inappropriate in this case.**

The Memorandum further argued that the Commission should dismiss the Petition. The Bureau stated that there is no actual controversy to
review because the Bureau has taken no action against the Petitioner concerning any violation of § 38.2-1809 of the Code.* The Bureau also contended that
the Petition was moot because its May 7™ Letter provided the Petitioner with the relief requested in her Petition.*®

In addition, the Bureau alleged that the Petitioner has failed to provide access to the records requested in the May 7™ Letter.*” The Bureau
maintained that the Petitioner's "failure to respond to the [May 7" Letter] has yielded a new violation of § 38.2-1809 of the Code for which the Bureau will
request penalties, including the revocation of Hunter's insurance license."** The Bureau then offered the following procedural options:

(i) Allow the Bureau to submit a counterpleading for joint resolution here;

(ii) Dismiss the Petition, after which the Bureau may file a Rule to Show Cause or take other appropriate steps regarding the Petitioner's
violations of § 38.2-1809 of the Code; or

(iii) Proceed forward on the Petitioner's claims while allowing the Bureau an opportunity to conduct discovery and properly defend against her
assertions. ¥

In response to the Hearing Examiner's Ruling entered on June 19, 2014, the Petitioner did not submit to the Commission either any additional
arguments regarding her Petition or pending motions, or request an evidentiary hearing.*

On July 18, 2014, the Senior Hearing Examiner issued his Report, which thoroughly summarized the issues raised in the Petition, the motions and
responses filed by the parties in this matter, as well as the procedural history of this case. In his Report, the Senior Hearing Examiner found as a preliminary
matter that the Bureau's allegations concerning events occurring subsequent to the filing of the Petition should not be considered as part of this proceeding.
He recommended that the Commission rule on the issues raised in the Petition and permit the Bureau to raise any issues, outside of the ones addressed in the
Petition, in a future, separate proceeding, if necessary.’'

> The Notice of Other Litigation provided for the acceptance of the service of process for a Petition for Writ of Prohibition and Writ of Mandamus filed by
the Petitioner in the Supreme Court of Virginia on July 3, 2014. The attached writ asked the Supreme Court of Virginia to prohibit the Commission from
certain actions and requested, among other things, that the Commission case be closed.

4 Memorandum at 1, 7-10.

*1d. at7-8.

#1d. at 8-9.

*1d. at 9-10.

#1d. at2,10-12.

*1d. at2,12-14.

Y1d. at 2, 14.

*1d. at 14-15.

¥ 1d.at15.

% On July 17, 2014, the Petitioner filed an Emergency Motion to Stay All Proceedings in this matter with the Supreme Court of Virginia, which was denied
on July 24, 2014.

5! Report at 6.
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The Senior Hearing Examiner also found that:

(1) As of the date of the Petition (i.e., March 13, 2014), the Petitioner has not violated § 38.2-1809 of the Code based on the Petitioner's apparent
confusion as to the nature of the Bureau's requests, the Petitioner's pledge of future compliance with the Bureau's requests, and the facts as otherwise
presented by the Petitioner and the Bureau. He clarified that this finding applies only to the events covered by the Petition and does not extend to events
subsequent to the filing of the Petition. >

(ii) The Bureau's May 7™ letter: (a) advised the Petitioner of the jurisdictional grounds for requesting specific and finite agency records;
(b) provided the Petitioner with more information and specificity than the Bureau provided to any of the defendants in the nine cases cited in the Petition;
and (c) provided the Petitioner with sufficient information regarding the complaint for which the Bureau is conducting its investigation. The Senior Hearing
Examiner found that the Bureau thus has addressed those portions of the Petition, rendering a declaratory judgment by the Commission on the requests moot
and unnecessary. >

(iii) Based upon the record, each of the following pending motions made by the Petitioner are moot and should be denied: (a) Rehearing Motion
(which argued that the Remand Order denied the Petitioner's requested relief); (b) Names Motion (which sought the names of the hearing officer and all
other people that participated in the Remand Order); (c) Appealable Order Motion (which asserted that failing to provide "a final appealable order signed and
dated by the hearing officer . . ." was a violation of the Petitioner's due process and human rights); and (d) Second Rehearing Motion (which requested the
Commission to retake jurisdiction of the case and rule on the Petition).**

(iv) Based upon the record, the Petitioner's Default Motion should be denied.*

(v) Based upon the record, the Petitioner's Sanctions Motion should be denied.*®

(vi) The Petitioner should not be awarded reasonable attorney's fees and costs and is not entitled to any further relief.*’

The Senior Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission adopt the findings and recommendations in the Report and dismiss this case
from the Commission's docket of active cases. The Report allowed the parties ten (10) business days from the date of the Report to file comments. No

comments were filed.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The findings and recommendations of the July 18, 2014 Report are hereby ADOPTED.

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

2 1d. at 10.
3 Id. at 12-13.
*Id. at 14-17.
> Id. at 15-16.
56 Id. at 16.

7 1d. at 13.

CASE NO. INS-2014-00046
APRIL 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
CHARLES A. CRESS,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Charles A. Cress ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-512 and 38.2-1831 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by making false statements on a document relating to the business
of insurance to obtain a benefit and by violating other insurance laws.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.
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The Defendant has been advised of his 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 the sum of Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000),
waived his right to a hearing, and agreed to the suspension of his license for a period of 180 days from the date of entry of this Settlement Order ("Order").

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.
(2) The Defendant's license is hereby suspended for a period of 180 days from the date of entry of this Order.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00048
MARCH 25, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
KARL CANAII,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Karl Canaii ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Michigan.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated February 25, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Michigan.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

(6) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00049
MARCH 31, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

TEACHERS PROTECTIVE MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

IMPAIRMENT ORDER

Teachers Protective Mutual Life Insurance Company, a Pennsylvania domiciled insurer ("Defendant"), licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), is required by § 38.2-1030 of the
Code of Virginia ("Code") to maintain minimum surplus of $4 million.

Section 38.2-1036 of the Code provides that if the Commission finds an impairment of the required minimum surplus of any foreign insurer, the
Commission may order the insurer to eliminate the impairment and restore the minimum surplus to the amount required by law and may prohibit the insurer
from issuing any new policies in the Commonwealth while the impairment of the insurer's surplus exists.

The Annual Statement of the Defendant, dated December 31, 2013, and filed with the Commission's Bureau of Insurance, indicates surplus of
$3,443,574, an impairment of surplus of $556,426.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Within ninety (90) days of the date of entry of this Order, the Defendant shall eliminate the impairment in its surplus, restore the same to at
least $4 million, and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of the Defendant's president or other authorized officer.

(2) The Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia while the impairment of the
Defendant's surplus exists and until further order of the Commission.

CASE NO. INS-2014-00049
JULY 2, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

TEACHERS PROTECTIVE MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Pursuant to § 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") may suspend or revoke the license of any
insurance company to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") whenever the Commission finds that the
company is insolvent, or is in a condition that any further transaction of business in this Commonwealth is hazardous to its policyholders, creditors, and
public in this Commonwealth.

Teachers Protective Mutual Life Insurance Company ("Defendant"), a foreign corporation domiciled in the state of Pennsylvania, is licensed by
the Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth.

By Impairment Order ("Impairment") entered herein March 31, 2014, the Defendant was ordered to eliminate the impairment in its surplus and
restore the same to at least $4 million and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of the Defendant's president or other authorized
officer within 90 days of the date of entry of the Impairment.

As of the date of this Order, the Defendant has failed to eliminate the impairment in its surplus.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the Defendant, TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to July 14,
2014, suspending the license of the Defendant to transact new insurance business in the Commonwealth unless on or before July 14, 2014, the Defendant
files with Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation Commission, ¢/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, a request for a
hearing before the Commission with respect to the proposed suspension of the Defendant's license.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140330006.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00049
JULY 25, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

TEACHERS PROTECTIVE MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER SUSPENDING LICENSE

In an Order to Take Notice ("Order") entered herein on July 2, 2014,' Teachers Protective Mutual Life Insurance Company, a Pennsylvania
corporation ("Defendant") licensed to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), was ordered to take notice
that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") would enter an order subsequent to July 14, 2014, suspending the license of the Defendant unless on
or before July 14, 2014, the Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing before the Commission to contest the proposed
suspension.

The Order was entered due to the Defendant's failure to eliminate the impairment in its surplus and restore the same to at least $4 million and
advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of the Defendant's president or other authorized officer on or before June 30, 2014.”

As of the date of this Order, the Defendant has not filed a request to be heard before the Commission with respect to the proposed suspension of
its license.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Pursuant to § 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth is hereby SUSPENDED.

(2) The Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth until further order of the Commission.
(3) The appointments of the Defendant's agents to act on behalf of the Defendant in the Commonwealth are hereby SUSPENDED.

(4) The Defendant's agents shall transact no new insurance business on behalf of the Defendant in the Commonwealth until further order of the
Commission.

(5) The Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") shall cause an attested copy of this Order to be sent to each of the Defendant's agents appointed to act on
behalf of the Defendant in the Commonwealth as notice of the suspension of such agent's appointment.

(6) The Bureau shall cause notice of the suspension of the Defendant's license to be published in the manner set forth in § 38.2-1043 of the Code.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140710069.

2 The Commission entered an Impairment Order against the Defendant on March 31, 2014 (Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140330006).

CASE NO. INS-2014-00056
JUNE 27, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
DANA GUINN,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Dana Guinn ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-512 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by making false representations on a document relating to the business of
insurance for the purpose of obtaining a fee, commission, money, or other benefit from any insurer, agent, broker, premium finance company, or individual.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 23, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.
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The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-512 of the Code by making false representations
on a document relating to the business of insurance for the purpose of obtaining a fee, commission, money, or other benefit from any insurer, agent, broker,
premium finance company, or individual.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00059
APRIL 14, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
CHRISTOPHER KOPATZ,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Christopher Kopatz ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against him by the State of California.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 11, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of California.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.
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(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00060
APRIL 14, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
LAWRENCE T. KING,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Lawrence T. King ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days administrative
actions that were taken against him by the State of Wisconsin and the State of North Dakota.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 11, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days administrative actions that were taken against him by the State of Wisconsin and the State of North Dakota.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

(6) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00060
MAY 1, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
LAWRENCE T. KING,
Defendant

ORDER GRANTING RECONSIDERATION

On April 14, 2014, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued an Order Revoking License in this docket." On April 30, 2014,
Lawrence T. King filed a Petition for Reconsideration pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-220 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure,
5 VAC 5-20-10 et seq., requesting that the Commission reconsider the revocation of his Virginia insurance agent license.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, grants reconsideration for the purposes of continuing jurisdiction over this
matter and considering the above-referenced request.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) Reconsideration is granted for the purpose of continuing jurisdiction over this matter and considering the above-referenced request.

(2) This matter is continued pending further order of the Commission.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140420061.

CASE NO. INS-2014-00061
APRIL 14, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

RICHARD OLEN DICKERSON,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Richard Olen Dickerson ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days administrative
actions that were taken against him by the State of West Virginia and the State of Texas.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 11, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days administrative actions that were taken against him by the State of West Virginia and the State of Texas.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.
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(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00062
MAY 9, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
BENJAMIN VICTOR FISTEL,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Benjamin Victor Fistel ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Colorado.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letters dated March 11, 2014, and
April, 9, 2014, and mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Colorado.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00063
APRIL 14, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

DARYL CRAIG OSTRANDER, SR.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Daryl Craig Ostrander, Sr. ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Wisconsin.
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The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 11, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Wisconsin.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00064
APRIL 15, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
HEATHER L. BISSONETTE,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Heather L. Bissonette ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Virginia"), violated §§ 38.2-1809 and 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to make records available promptly upon request for
examination, and by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against her by the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 17, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in Virginia as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated §§ 38.2-1809 and 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to
make records available promptly upon request for examination, and by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action
that was taken against her by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in Virginia is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in Virginia as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in Virginia prior to sixty (60) days from the date of this
Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in Virginia.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00065
MAY 29, 2014

PETITION OF

ANTHEM HEALTH PLANS OF VIRGINIA, INC.
and

HEALTHKEEPERS, INC.,

For modification of the Final Order to permit an Anthem affiliate to provide certain medical management services from locations outside Virginia
FINAL ORDER

On April 8, 2014, Anthem Health Plans of Virginia, Inc., and HealthKeepers, Inc. (collectively, "Anthem" or "Petitioners"), filed a Petition
pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-100 B of the State Corporation Commission's ("Commission") Rules of Practice and Procedure, 5 VAC 5-20-10 ef seq., and the
Final Order entered in Case No. INS-2007-00141." In the 2007 Final Order, the Commission continued the requirement that Anthem cause the following
services to be provided from offices located in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Virginia"): claims processing and case management, customer service,
quality management, provider services, medical management, and network development. The Commission permitted Anthem to provide the following
services from offices located outside of Virginia: actuarial, underwriting, marketing, community relations, distribution management, and sales. In the
2007 Final Order, the Commission also provided that if Anthem seeks to provide any of the aforementioned services currently required to be provided from
offices located in Virginia to offices located outside of Virginia, it should seek permission from the Commission by filing a petition "... setting forth a
specific and detailed proposal for providing such services out of state, including specific and detailed information on sow and where Anthem will provide
such services, as well as safeguards for ensuring adequate levels of service."*

In this Petition, Petitioners are requesting that the 2007 Final Order be modified to allow American Imaging Management, Inc., an Anthem
affiliate, to provide certain medical management services for radiology, sleep programs and oncology from offices outside of Virginia but within the United
States.® Petitioners represent that providing the services described in the Petition will not diminish the quality of existing medical management services
provided to customers in Virginia.*

The Petitioners represent that an advance draft of the Petition has been provided to the Office of the Attorney General's Division of Consumer
Counsel ("Consumer Counsel"), to the Medical Society of Virginia ("MSV"), and to the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") and that MSV has
authorized the Petitioners to represent that it does not object to the Petition.’

On April 16, 2014, the Commission entered a Scheduling Order in which it provided a deadline of May 2, 2014, for interested persons to
comment or to file a notice of participation as a respondent in this matter and provided a deadline of May 9, 2014, for the Bureau to file a response to the
Petition.

On May 2, 2014, Consumer Counsel filed comments. Consumer Counsel stated that based on the specific situation described in the Petition as
well as Anthem's assertions that service levels will not be degraded and that the affiliate will have no member contact, it does not object to the Petition.® On
May 5, 2014, the Bureau filed its response to the Petition. The Bureau stated that it does not oppose the relief requested by Anthem.’

' Petition of Anthem Health Plans of Virginia, Inc., et al., For Amendment of Final Order in Case No. INS-2002-00131, Case No. INS-2007-00141,
2007 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 114, Final Order (Aug. 9, 2007) (hereinafter "2007 Final Order").

2Id. at 116, para. 4.

3 Petition at 1, 4 and 7.

*1d. at 3.

*Id. at 8.

¢ Consumer Counsel Comments at 2.

" Bureau Comments at 1.
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NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, finds that the Petition should be granted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Anthem's Petition is GRANTED.

(2) Anthem is, with respect to medical management services that involve the application of Anthem's medical guidelines to preauthorization and
specific claim coverage requests for radiology, sleep programs, and oncology, permitted to use its affiliate American Imaging Management, Inc., to provide

such services from locations outside of Virginia but within the United States.

(3) The other provisions of the Final Order in Case No. INS-2007-00141 are not affected hereby, and Anthem shall continue to comply
therewith.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00066
APRIL 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
EVEREST NATIONAL INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Everest National Insurance Company
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1906 D of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by making or issuing insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the
rate and supplementary rate information filings in effect for the Defendant.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of One Thousand Dollars ($1,000),
waived its right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated March 14, 2014, and confirmed that
restitution was made to four consumers in the amount of Two Hundred Fifty-three Dollars and Thirty-four Cents ($253.34).

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00068
MAY 22, 2014

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

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Great American Insurance Company
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-317 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to use insurance policies or endorsements as of the effective date that
such policies or endorsements are filed with the Commission.
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The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of One Thousand Dollars ($1,000),
waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated March 28, 2014.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00070
APRIL 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
RYAN BRALEY,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Ryan Braley ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against him by the State of California.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 26, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of California.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

(6) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00071
APRIL 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
DANIEL PATRICK COBB,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Daniel Patrick Cobb ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days administrative
actions that were taken against him by the States of Georgia, South Dakota, New York, and Delaware.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 20, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days administrative actions that were taken against him by the States of Georgia, South Dakota, New York, and Delaware.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00073
APRIL 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

TIFFANY MICHELLE GILLESPIE,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Tiffany Michelle Gillespie ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days administrative
actions that were taken against her by the State of Wisconsin and the State of New York.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.
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The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 20, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days administrative actions that were taken against her by the State of Wisconsin and the State of New York.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00074
APRIL 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
MIKE LEE GONZALES,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Mike Lee Gonzales ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against him by the State of New York.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 20, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of New York.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.
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(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00076
MAY 8, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
FARA D. MORROW,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Fara D. Morrow ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-512 A and 38.2-1826 A of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by making false statements on or relative to an application
for insurance in order to obtain a fee or commission, and by failing to report within 30 calendar days to the Commission a change in her residence address.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated March 10, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated §§ 38.2-512 A and 38.2-1826 A of the Code by making
false statements on or relative to an application for insurance in order to obtain a fee or commission, and by failing to report within 30 calendar days to the
Commission a change in her residence address.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00077
MAY 5§, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

LAWRENCE MICHAEL BLUSEWICZ,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Lawrence Michael Blusewicz ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
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("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Ohio.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has

committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 3, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Ohio.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00078
MAY 13, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
TWIN CITY FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Twin City Fire Insurance Company ("Defendant"),
duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated
§ 38.2-1906 D of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by making or issuing insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate
information filings in effect for the Defendant.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 waived its right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective action plan
set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated April 22, 2014, and confirmed that restitution was made to 1,007 consumers in the amount of Three Thousand
One Hundred Ninety-four Dollars and Ninety-two Cents ($3,194.92).

The Bureau 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.

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.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00079
MAY 8, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
DIAMOND STATE LIABILITY COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Diamond State Liability Company ("Defendant"),
duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-317 and 38.2-1906 D of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by issuing insurance policies or endorsements without having
filed such policies or endorsements with the Commission at least 30 days prior to their effective date, and by making or issuing insurance contracts or
policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate information filings in effect for the Defendant.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of Two Thousand Dollars ($2,000),
waived its right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated February 21, 2014, and confirmed that
restitution was made to seven consumers in the amount of Two Hundred Six Dollars and Three Cents ($206.03).

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00080
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

EXECUTIVE RISK INDEMNITY, INC.
and

FEDERAL INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Executive Risk Indemnity, Inc. and Federal
Insurance Company (collectively, "Defendants"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance
in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1906 D of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by making or issuing insurance contracts or
policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate information filings in effect for the Defendants.

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

The Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter whereupon the Defendants, without admitting any violation of
Virginia law, have made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth the sum of One Thousand
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Dollars ($1,000) per company for an amount totaling Two Thousand Dollars ($2,000), waived their right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective
action plan set forth in their letter to the Bureau dated April 25, 2014, and confirmed that restitution was made to 33 consumers in the amount of
Thirty Five Thousand Two Hundred Ninety-one Dollars ($35,291).

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

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The offer of the Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00081
MAY 19, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

ASSURANCEAMERICA INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that AssuranceAmerica Insurance
Company ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-305 A of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to provide the information required by the statute in its
insurance policies; violated § 38.2-1833 of the Code by failing to properly appoint agents and agencies; violated §§ 38.2-1905 A, 38.2-2202 A, 38.2-2202 B,
38.2-2206 A, 38.2-2230, and 38.2-2234 A of the Code by failing to provide the required notices to insureds; violated § 38.2-1906 D of the Code by making
or issuing insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate information filings in effect for the Defendant; violated
§§ 38.2-2208 A, 38.2-2208 B, and 38.2-2212 E of the Code by failing to properly terminate insurance policies; violated §§ 38.2-2234 B and 38.2-2234 E of
the Code by failing to properly use credit information obtained when rating the policy; violated § 38.2-510 A of the Code , as well as 14 VAC 5-400-30,
14 VAC 5-400-40 A, and 14 VAC 5-400-70 D of the Commission's Rules Governing Unfair Claim Settlement Practices, 14 VAC 5-400-10 et seq., by
failing to properly handle claims with such frequency as to indicate a general business practice.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of Twenty-eight Thousand Seven
Hundred Ten Dollars ($28,710), waived its right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set forth in its letter to the Bureau dated
January 20, 2014, and confirmed that restitution was made to 115 consumers in the amount of Twenty Thousand Four Hundred Thirty-nine Dollars and
Seventy-four Cents ($20,439.74).

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

(2) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00082
JULY 30, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

JUSTICE TITLE & ESCROW, LLC,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Justice Title & Escrow, LLC ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"),
violated § 55-525.24 A of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to handle funds deposited with it in connection with escrow, settlement, or closing in a
fiduciary capacity, and failing to segregate funds for each depository by escrow, settlement, or closing; violated § 38.2-4614 A 1 of the Code by paying for
business referrals pursuant to an agreement; and violated § 38.2-1812 F of the Code by sharing insurance commissions with unlicensed persons.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 55-525.31, 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of Seven Thousand Five Hundred
Dollars ($7,500); agreed to cease and desist from (i) violating § 38.2-4614 A 1 of the Code; (ii) violating § 38.2-1812 F of the Code; and (iii) knowingly or
willfully violating § 55-525.24 A of the Code; waived its right to a hearing; and agreed to comply with Titles 38.2 and 55 of the Code.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

(3) The Defendant shall cease and desist from violating §§ 38.2-4614 A 1, 38.2-1812 F, and 55-525.24 A of the Code of Virginia.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00083
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
PRIDE SETTLEMENT AND ESCROW, LLC,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Pride Settlement and Escrow, LLC ("Defendant"),
duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 55-525.24, 38.2-4614 A (1), and 38.2-1812 F of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to adhere to written
instructions, by disbursing funds to entities not listed on the HUD-1 settlement statement, and by collecting and retaining a recording fee that had already
been incorporated in the payoff amount; by paying for the referral of business; and by sharing commissions with unlicensed entities.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 55-525.31, 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 the sum of Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000),
waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order.

The Bureau 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.
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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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

(2) The Defendant shall cease and desist from any conduct that constitutes a violation of §§ 55-525.24, 38.2-4614 A (1) or 38.2-1812 F of the
Code.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00085
MAY 8, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
NICHOLAS WHITNER,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Nicholas Whitner ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-1826 C and 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar
days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of California, and by providing untrue information in his license application filed with
the Commission.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 10, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated §§ 38.2-1826 C and 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code by failing
to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of California, and by providing untrue
information in his license application filed with the Commission.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

(6) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00086
MAY 8, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
JUSTIN KYLE TRIPP,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Justin Kyle Tripp ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days administrative
actions that were taken against him by the State of California and the State of Florida.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 10, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days administrative actions that were taken against him by the State of California and the State of Florida.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00086
MAY 27, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
JUSTIN KYLE TRIPP,
Defendant

ORDER GRANTING RECONSIDERATION

On May 8, 2014, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued an Order Revoking License in this docket." On May 23, 2014, Justin
Kyle Tripp filed a petition for reconsideration pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-220 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 5 VAC 5-20-10 et seq.,
requesting that the Commission reconsider the revocation of his Virginia insurance agent license.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of this matter, grants reconsideration for the purposes of continuing jurisdiction over this
matter and considering the above-referenced request.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140520044,
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) Reconsideration is granted for the purpose of continuing jurisdiction over this matter and considering the above-referenced request.
(2) The Commission's May 8, 2014 Order Revoking License hereby is suspended pending further order of the Commission.

(3) This matter is continued pending further order of the Commission.

CASE NO. INS-2014-00087
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
ALLIED PROPERTY AND CASUALTY INSURANCE COMPANY,
AMCO INSURANCE COMPANY,
and
DEPOSITORS INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Allied Property and Casualty Insurance Company,
AMCO Insurance Company, and Depositors Insurance Company (collectively, "Defendants"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated § 38.2-1906 A of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing
to file with the Commission certain rate and supplementary rate information on or before the date they became effective.

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

The Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter whereupon the Defendants, without admitting any violation of
Virginia law, have made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendants have waived their right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the
corrective action plan set forth in their letter to the Bureau dated March 5, 2014, and confirmed that restitution was made to 36 consumers in the amount of
Five Thousand Five Hundred Thirty Dollars and Seventy-two Cents ($5,530.72).

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

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The offer of the Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00088
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

ALLIED PROPERTY AND CASUALTY INSURANCE COMPANY,

AMCO INSURANCE COMPANY,

DEPOSITORS INSURANCE COMPANY,

NATIONWIDE MUTUAL FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY,

NATIONWIDE MUTUAL INSURANCE COMPANY,

NATIONWIDE PROPERTY & CASUALTY INSURANCE COMPANY,
and

NATIONWIDE AGRIBUSINESS INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Allied Property and Casualty Insurance Company,
AMCO Insurance Company, Depositors Insurance Company, Nationwide Mutual Fire Insurance Company, Nationwide Mutual Insurance Company,
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Nationwide Property & Casualty Insurance Company, and Nationwide Agribusiness Insurance Company (collectively, "Defendants"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated § 38.2-1906 D of the Code
of Virginia ("Code") by making or issuing insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate information filings in effect
for the Defendants.

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

The Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter whereupon the Defendants, without admitting any violation of
Virginia law, have made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendants waived their right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the
corrective action plan set forth in their letter to the Bureau dated March 5, 2014, and confirmed that restitution was made to 41 consumers in the amount of
Sixteen Thousand Two Hundred One Dollars and Sixty-four Cents ($16,201.64).

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

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The offer of the Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00089
MAY 9, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

FREESTONE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Pursuant to § 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") may suspend or revoke the license of any
insurance company to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth") whenever the Commission finds that the
company has been found insolvent by a court of another state.

Freestone Insurance Company, a foreign corporation domiciled in the State of Delaware ("Defendant"), initially was licensed by the Commission
to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth on August 24, 2009.

On April 28, 2014, the Chancery Court of the State of Delaware ("Court") entered a Rehabilitation and Injunction Order ("Order") against the
Defendant.! The Court found that the Defendant is "impaired, in unsound condition, and in such condition as to render its further transaction of insurance
presently and prospectively hazardous to its policyholders."?

The Bureau of Insurance has recommended that, based on the foregoing, the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth be suspended.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to May 19, 2014,
suspending the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth unless on or before May 19, 2014, the Defendant files
with Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation Commission, ¢/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, a request for a hearing
before the Commission with respect to the proposed suspension of the Defendant's license.

! State of Delaware ex rel. Stewart v. Freestone Insurance Company, Case No. 9574-VCL.

2 Order at 1 and 2.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00089
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

FREESTONE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER SUSPENDING LICENSE

In an Order to Take Notice entered May 9, 2014 ("May 9 Order"), Freestone Insurance Company, a Delaware corporation ("Defendant") licensed
to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), was ordered to take notice that the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") would enter an order subsequent to May 19, 2014, suspending the license of the Defendant unless on or before May 19, 2014,
the Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing before the Commission to contest the proposed suspension.

The May 9 Order was entered due to the entry of a Rehabilitation and Injunction Order against the Defendant by the Chancery Court of the State
of Delaware ("Court") on April 28, 2014." The Court found that the Defendant is "impaired, in unsound condition, and in such condition as to render its
further transaction of insurance presently and prospectively hazardous to its policyholders."?

As of the date of this Order, the Defendant has not filed a request to be heard before the Commission with respect to the proposed suspension of
its license.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Pursuant to § 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"), the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth is hereby SUSPENDED.

(2) The Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth until further order of the Commission.
(3) The appointments of the Defendant's agents to act on behalf of the Defendant in the Commonwealth are hereby SUSPENDED.

(4) The Defendant's agents shall transact no new insurance business on behalf of the Defendant in the Commonwealth until further order of the
Commission.

(5) The Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") shall cause an attested copy of this Order to be sent to each of the Defendant's agents appointed to act on
behalf of the Defendant in the Commonwealth as notice of the suspension of such agent's appointment.

(6) The Bureau shall cause notice of the suspension of the Defendant's license to be published in the manner set forth in § 38.2-1043 of the Code.

! State of Delaware ex rel. Stewart v. Freestone Insurance Company, Case No. 9574-VCL.

2 Order at 1 and 2.

CASE NO. INS-2014-00089
NOVEMBER 17, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

FREESTONE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Pursuant to § 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") may suspend or revoke the license of any
insurance company to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Virginia") whenever the Commission finds that the licensee has
been found insolvent by a court of any other state.

Freestone Insurance Company, a foreign corporation domiciled in the state of Delaware ("Defendant"), is licensed by the Commission to transact
the business of insurance in Virginia. However, the Commission entered an Order Suspending License ("Order")! against the Defendant on May 29, 2014.
The Order was entered due to the entry of a Rehabilitation and Injunction Order against the Defendant by the Court of Chancery of the State of Delaware

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140530228.
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("Court") on April 28, 2014.> The Court found that the Defendant was "impaired, in unsound condition, and in such condition as to render its further
transaction of insurance presently and prospectively hazardous to its policyholders."*

Subsequently, on July 22, 2014, the Court of Chancery of the State of Delaware entered a Liquidation and Injunction Order with Bar Date,
effective August 15, 2014, finding that the Defendant "is insolvent, that further efforts to rehabilitate [the Defendant] would be useless, and that an order of
liquidation is appropriate."*

The Bureau of Insurance has recommended that, based on the foregoing, the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in
Virginia be revoked.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to December 3,
2014, revoking the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in Virginia unless on or before December 3, 2014, the Defendant files with
Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation Commission, ¢/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, a request for a hearing before
the Commission with respect to the proposed revocation of the Defendant's license.

2 State of Delaware ex rel. Stewart v. Freestone Insurance Company, Case No. 9574-VCL, Rehabilitation and Injunction Order (Apr. 28, 2014).
? Rehabilitation and Injunction Order at 1 and 2.

4 In re Rehabilitation of Freestone Insurance Company, Case No. 9574-VCL, Liquidation and Injunction Order with Bar Date (July 22, 2014), at 2. Both the
Rehabilitation ~ and  Injunction  Order and the Liquidation and Injunction Order with Bar Date are available at:
http://www.delawareinsurance.gov/departments/berg/rehab_bureau_freestone.shtml.

CASE NO. INS-2014-00089
DECEMBER 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

FREESTONE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

In an Order to Take Notice ("Order")" entered November 17, 2014, Freestone Insurance Company, a Delaware domiciled insurer ("Defendant")
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"),
was ordered to take notice that the Commission would enter an order subsequent to December 3, 2014, revoking the license of the Defendant unless on or
before December 3, 2014, the Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for hearing before the Commission to contest the proposed
revocation.

The Commission entered an Order Suspending License against the Defendant on May 29, 2014 ("May 29 Order").> The May 29 Order was
entered due to the entry of a Rehabilitation and Injunction Order against the Defendant by the Court of Chancery of the State of Delaware ("Court") on
April 28, 2014.> The Court found that the Defendant was "impaired, in unsound condition, and in such condition as to render its further transaction of
insurance presently or prospectively hazardous to its policyholders."*

As of the date of this Order, the Defendant has not requested a hearing regarding the proposed revocation of its license. The Bureau of Insurance
("Bureau") has recommended that the Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth be revoked.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Bureau, is of the opinion that the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth should be revoked.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth.

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 141110294.
2 Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140530228.
3 State ex rel. Stewart v. Freestone Ins. Co., Case No. 9574-VCL, Rehabilitation and Injunction Order (Del. Ch. Apr. 28, 2014).

4 Rehabilitation and Injunction Order at 1 and 2.
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(3) The Bureau shall cause notice of the revocation of the Defendant's license to be published in the manner set forth in § 38.2-1043 of the Code
of Virginia.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00091
JULY 10, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
SANDRA DIESEL,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Sandra Diesel ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-1826 A and 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report within 30 calendar days to the
Commission a change in her residence address, and by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken
against her by the State of California.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letters dated April 10, 2014, and
June 24, 2014, and mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated §§ 38.2-1826 A and 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing
to report within 30 calendar days to the Commission a change in her residence address, and by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days
an administrative action that was taken against her by the State of California.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00092
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
MARK HERMOSILLO,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Mark Hermosillo ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-1826 A and 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report within 30 calendar days to the
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Commission a change in his residence address, and by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken
against him by the State of California.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 10, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated §§ 38.2-1826 A and 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing
to report within 30 calendar days to the Commission a change in his residence address, and by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against him by the State of California.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00094
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
JOSH JACKSON,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Josh Jackson ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days administrative
actions that were taken against him by the States of Kentucky, Minnesota, West Virginia and Kansas.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 21, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days administrative actions that were taken against him by the States of Kentucky, Minnesota, West Virginia and Kansas.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.
(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00095
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

MARCO ANTONIO TUFINO-MARTINEZ,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Marco Antonio Tufino-Martinez ("Defendant"),
duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-512 B, 38.2-1826 A, and 38.2-1831 (12) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by affixing the signature of any
other person to a document pertaining to the business of insurance without the written authorization of the person whose signature appears on such
document; by failing to report within 30 calendar days to the Commission a change in his residence address; and by forging another's name to an application
for insurance.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 3, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated §§ 38.2-512 B, 38.2-1826 A, and 38.2-1831 (12) of the
Code by affixing the signature of any other person to a document pertaining to the business of insurance without the written authorization of the person
whose signature appears on such document; by failing to report within 30 calendar days to the Commission a change in his residence address; and by forging
another's name to an application for insurance.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

(6) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00097
JUNE 3, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
CRISTINA MARIE ALLEN,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Cristina Marie Allen ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived
from her business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from her business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 3 1.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00099
JUNE 3, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
DERRICK PATRICK O'NEILL,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Derrick Patrick O'Neill ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived
from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.
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NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00100
JUNE 3, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
JARED GUMARO MARTINEZ,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Jared Gumaro Martinez ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income
derived from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00101
JUNE 3, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
BRUNSWICK INSURANCE AGENCY, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Brunswick Insurance Agency, Inc. ("Defendant"),
duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income
derived from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.
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The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of its right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of its right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00102
JUNE 3, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
KEVIN A. LAY,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Kevin A. Lay ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived
from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

(3) This case is dismissed and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00104
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

BRADLEY JOSEPH PLUMMER,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Bradley Joseph Plummer ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income
derived from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00105
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
TIMOTHY K. BONNELL,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Timothy K. Bonnell ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived
from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.
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NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00105
JUNE 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
TIMOTHY K. BONNELL,
Defendant

VACATING ORDER

On May 29, 2014, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order Revoking License ("Order") in this case, revoking the
license issued to Timothy K. Bonnell ("Defendant") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Virginia") for failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived from his business in Virginia for calendar year 2013.

As of the date of this Vacating Order, the Defendant has reported to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived from his business
in Virginia for calendar year 2013. The Commission's Bureau of Insurance has therefore recommended that the Order be vacated and the Defendant's
license be reinstated.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Order in this case is hereby VACATED;

(2) The Defendant's license is hereby REINSTATED;

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00106
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
MANRY-RAWLS, LLC,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Manry-Rawls, LLC ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived
from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of its right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of its right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.
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NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00107
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
NICOLE L. BROWN,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Nicole L. Brown ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived
from her business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from her business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00108
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
JOHN THOMAS FOREMAN,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that John Thomas Foreman ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived
from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.
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The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00109
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
HUB INTERNATIONAL MIDWEST LIMITED,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that HUB International Midwest Limited ("Defendant"),
duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income
derived from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of its right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of its right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

(3) This case is dismissed and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00110
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
GREAT POINT INSURANCE SERVICES, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Great Point Insurance Services, Inc. ("Defendant"),
duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income
derived from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of its right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of its right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00111
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

PALADIN INSURANCE SERVICES, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Paladin Insurance Services, Inc. ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income
derived from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of its right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of its right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.
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NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00112
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

PROFESSIONAL RISK MANAGEMENT SERVICES, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Professional Risk Management Services, Inc.
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the
Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross
premium income derived from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of its right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of its right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from its business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00113
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
JEFFREY EARL FREEMAN,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Jeffrey Earl Freeman ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived
from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.
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The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00114
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
STEWART E. TETREAULT,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Stewart E. Tetreault ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived
from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

(3) This case is dismissed and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00115
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
ROBERT A. FORTI,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Robert A. Forti ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-406 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission the direct gross premium income derived
from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code 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 violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 14, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-406 of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission the direct gross premium income derived from his business in this Commonwealth during the preceding year ending December 31.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00116
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

ALLSTATE INSURANCE COMPANY,

ALLSTATE PROPERTY AND CASUALTY INSURANCE COMPANY,
and

ALLSTATE INDEMNITY COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Allstate Insurance Company, Allstate Property and
Casualty Insurance Company, and Allstate Indemnity Company (collectively, "Defendants"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated § 38.2-305 A of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to
provide the information required by the statute in the insurance policies.

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

The Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter whereupon the Defendants, without admitting any violation of
Virginia law, have made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendants have waived their right to a hearing and agreed to comply with
the corrective action plan set forth in their letter to the Bureau dated May 14, 2014.

The Bureau has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of the Defendants pursuant to the authority granted the
Commission in § 12.1-15 of the Code.
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NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the offer of settlement of the Defendants, and the recommendation of the
Bureau, is of the opinion that the Defendants' offer should be accepted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The offer of the Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00117
JUNE 4, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of Repealing the Rules Governing Essential and Standard Health Benefit Plan Contracts

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Section 12.1-13 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") provides that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") shall have the power to
promulgate rules and regulations in the enforcement and administration of all laws within its jurisdiction, and § 38.2-223 of the Code provides that the
Commission may issue any rules and regulations necessary or appropriate for the administration and enforcement of Title 38.2 of the Code.

The rules and regulations issued by the Commission pursuant to § 38.2-223 of the Code are set forth in Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative
Code. A copy may also be found at the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case/boi/laws.aspx.

The Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") has submitted to the Commission a proposal to repeal the rules set forth in Chapter 234 of Title 14 of the
Virginia Administrative Code, entitled Rules Governing Essential and Standard Health Benefit Plan Contracts, 14 VAC 5-234-10 ef seq. ("Rules").

In 1992, the Essential Health Services Panel established a requirement to offer all small employers essential and standard health benefit plans that
covered various minimum health benefits. Chapter 234 was promulgated as a result of this requirement. The repeal of Chapter 234 is necessary because the
plan requirements for essential and standard health benefit plan contracts have been preempted by the provisions of the Affordable Care Act (P.L. 111-148,
as amended), which require health plans offered in the individual and small group markets to provide a comprehensive set of benefits referred to as "essential
health benefits." These essential health benefits are codified at § 38.2-3451 of the Code. In addition, the 2013 General Assembly deleted references to the
requirement for essential and standard health benefit plans contained in § 38.2-3431 of the Code.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion that Chapter 234 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code should be considered for repeal.
Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The proposal that Chapter 234 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code be repealed is attached hereto and made a part hereof.

(2) All interested persons who desire to comment in support of or in opposition to, or request a hearing to oppose repealing Chapter 234 of
Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code, shall file such comments or hearing request on or before August 1, 2014, with Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State
Corporation Commission, ¢/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218. Interested persons desiring to submit comments
electronically may do so by following the instructions at the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case. All comments shall refer to Case No.
INS-2014-00117.

(3) If no written request for a hearing on the proposal to repeal Chapter 234 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code is received on or
before August 1, 2014, the Commission, upon consideration of any comments submitted in support of or in opposition to the proposal, may repeal the Rules.

(4) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the proposal to repeal the Rules, shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to
the Bureau in care of Deputy Commissioner Althelia P. Battle, who forthwith shall give further notice of the proposal to repeal the Rules by mailing a copy
of this Order, together with the proposal, to all insurers, health services plans, fraternal benefit societies, and health maintenance organizations licensed to
issue policies of accident and sickness insurance, subscription contracts, or evidences of coverage in this Commonwealth; and every multiple employer
welfare arrangement operating in this Commonwealth and subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, as well as to all interested persons.

(5) The Commission's Division of Information Resources forthwith shall cause a copy of this Order, together with the proposal to repeal the
Rules, to be forwarded to the Virginia Registrar of Regulations for appropriate publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations.

(6) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall make available this Order and the attached proposal to repeal the Rules on the
Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(7) The Bureau shall file with the Clerk of the Commission an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of Ordering Paragraph (4)
above.

NOTE: A copy of the Attachment entitled "Rules Governing Essential and Standard Health Benefit Plan
Contracts" 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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CASE NO. INS-2014-00117
AUGUST 25, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of Repealing the Rules Governing Essential and Standard Health Benefit Plan Contracts

ORDER REPEALING RULES

By Order to Take Notice ("Order") entered June 4, 2014, all interested persons were ordered to take notice that subsequent to August 1, 2014, the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") would consider the entry of an order repealing the rules entitled Rules Governing Essential and Standard
Health Benefit Plan Contracts, 14 VAC 5-234-10 et seq. ("Rules"), as proposed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), which repeal the Rules at
14 VAC 5-234-10 through 14 VAC 5-234-100.

The Order required that on or before August 1, 2014, any person objecting to the repeal of the Rules file a request for a hearing with the Clerk of
the Commission ("Clerk"). No request for a hearing was filed with the Clerk.

The Order also required all interested persons to file their comments in support of or in opposition to the repeal of the Rules on or before
August 1, 2014. No comments on the proposed repeal of the Rules were filed with the Clerk.

The repeal of Chapter 234 is necessary because the plan requirements for essential and standard health benefit plan contracts have been
preempted by the provisions of the Affordable Care Act (P.L. 111-148, as amended), which require health plans offered in the individual and small group
markets to provide a comprehensive set of benefits referred to as "essential health benefits." These essential health benefits are codified at § 38.2-3451 of the
Code of Virginia ("Code"). In addition, the 2013 General Assembly deleted references to the requirement for essential and standard health benefit plans
contained in § 38.2-3431 of the Code.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the recommendation of the Bureau to repeal Chapter 234 of Title 14 of the Virginia
Administrative Code, is of the opinion that the Rules should be repealed.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Rules Governing Essential and Standard Health Benefit Plan Contracts at 14 VAC 5-234-10 through 14 VAC 5-234-100, which are
attached hereto and made a part hereof should be, and are hereby, REPEALED to be effective September 1, 2014.

(2) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the repealed Rules, shall be sent by the Clerk to the Bureau in care of Deputy
Commissioner Althelia P. Battle, who forthwith shall give further notice of the repeal of the Rules by mailing a copy of this Order, together with a notice of
the repealed rules, to all insurers, health services plans, fraternal benefit societies, and health maintenance organizations licensed to issue policies of accident
and sickness insurance, subscription contracts, or evidences of coverage in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"); and every multiple employer
welfare arrangement operating in this Commonwealth and subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, as well as to all interested persons.

(3) The Commission's Division of Information Resources forthwith shall cause a copy of this Order, together with the attached repealed Rules, to
be forwarded to the Virginia Registrar of Regulations for appropriate publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations.

(4) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall make available this Order and the repealed Rules on the Commission's website:
http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(5) The Bureau shall file with the Clerk an aftidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of Ordering Paragraph (2) above.
NOTE: A copy of the Attachment entitled "Rules Governing Essential and Standard Health Benefit Plan

Contracts" 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. INS-2014-00118
JUNE 4, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of Amending the Rules Governing Health Maintenance Organizations

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Section 12.1-13 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") provides that the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") shall have the power to
promulgate rules and regulations in the enforcement and administration of all laws within its jurisdiction, and § 38.2-223 of the Code provides that the
Commission may issue any rules and regulations necessary or appropriate for the administration and enforcement of Title 38.2 of the Code.
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The rules and regulations issued by the Commission pursuant to § 38.2-223 of the Code are set forth in Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative
Code. A copy may also be found at the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/boi/laws.aspx.

The Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") has submitted to the Commission proposed amendments to rules set forth in Chapter 211 of Title 14 of the
Virginia Administrative Code, entitled Rules Governing Health Maintenance Organizations, 14 VAC 5-211-10 ef seq. ("Rules"), which amend the Rules at
14 VAC 5-211-20, 14 VAC 5-211-70 through 14 VAC 5-211-90, 14 VAC 5-211-130, 14 VAC 5-211-160 through 14 VAC 5-211-190, 14 VAC 5-211-210
through 14 VAC 5-211-240; add new Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-165; and repeal the Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-60, 14 VAC 5-211-100 through
14 VAC 5-211-120, 14 VAC 5-211-200, and 14 VAC 5-211-260.

The amendments to Chapter 211 are necessary to conform the Rules to new provisions of the Code passed by the 2014 General Assembly that
remove conversion of coverage requirements, modify point-of-service benefits, and establish "reasonable assurance" criteria. In addition, the amendments to
the Rules incorporate various new state statutory requirements, including those that appear in §§ 38.2-3444, 38.2-3451, and 38.2-3452 of the Code and
safeguard against potential conflicts between the Rules and the provisions of the Affordable Care Act.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion that the proposed amendments submitted by the Bureau to amend the Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-20,
14 VAC 5-211-70 through 14 VAC 5-211-90, 14 VAC 5-211-130, 14 VAC 5-211-160 through 14 VAC 5-211-190, 14 VAC 5-211-210 through
14 VAC 5-211-240; add new Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-165; and repeal the Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-60, 14 VAC 5-211-100 through 14 VAC 5-211-120,
14 VAC 5-211-200, and 14 VAC 5-211-260, should be considered for adoption.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The proposal to amend the Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-20, 14 VAC 5-211-70 through 14 VAC 5-211-90, 14 VAC 5-211-130,
14 VAC 5-211-160 through 14 VAC 5-211-190, 14 VAC 5-211-210 through 14 VAC 5-211-240; add new Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-165; and repeal the Rules
at 14 VAC 5-211-60, 14 VAC 5-211-100 through 14 VAC 5-211-120, 14 VAC 5-211-200, and 14 VAC 5-211-260, is attached hereto and made a part
hereof.

(2) All interested persons who desire to comment in support of or in opposition to, or request a hearing to consider the amendments to
Chapter 211 of Title 14, shall file such comments or hearing request on or before August 1, 2014, with Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation Commission,
c/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218. Interested persons desiring to submit comments electronically may do so by
following the instructions at the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case. All comments shall refer to Case No. INS-2014-00118.

(3) If no written request for a hearing on the proposal to amend Chapter 211 of Title 14 is received on or before August 1, 2014, the
Commission, upon consideration of any comments submitted in support of or in opposition to the proposal, may amend the Rules.

(4) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the proposal to amend the Rules, shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to
the Bureau in care of Deputy Commissioner Althelia P. Battle, who forthwith shall give further notice of the proposal to amend the Rules by mailing a copy
of this Order, together with the proposal, to all health maintenance organizations licensed by the Commission, and to all interested persons.

(5) The Commission's Division of Information Resources forthwith shall cause a copy of this Order, together with the proposal to amend the
Rules, to be forwarded to the Virginia Registrar of Regulations for appropriate publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations.

(6) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall make available this Order and the attached proposed amendment to the Rules on
the Commission's website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(7) The Bureau shall file with the Clerk of the Commission an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of Ordering Paragraph (4)
above.

(8) This matter is continued.
NOTE: A copy of the Attachment entitled "Rules Governing Health Maintenance Organizations" 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. INS-2014-00118
SEPTEMBER 9, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of Amending the Rules Governing Health Maintenance Organizations

ORDER ADOPTING RULES

By Order to Take Notice ("Order") entered June 4, 2014, all interested persons were ordered to take notice that subsequent to August 1, 2014, the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") would consider the entry of an order to adopt amendments to the Rules Governing Health Maintenance
Organizations at Chapter 211 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code ("Rules"), which amend the Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-20, 14 VAC 5-211-70
through 14 VAC 5-211-90, 14 VAC 5-211-130, 14 VAC 5-211-160 through 14 VAC 5-211-190, 14 VAC 5-211-210 through 14 VAC 5-211-240; add new
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Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-165; and repeal the Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-60, 14 VAC 5-211-100 through 14 VAC 5-211-120, 14 VAC 5-211-200, and
14 VAC 5-211-260. These amendments were proposed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau").

The amendments to the Rules were proposed to conform the Rules to new provisions of the Code of Virginia ("Code") passed by the
2014 General Assembly that remove conversion requirements, modify point-of-service benefits, and establish "reasonable assurance" criteria. In addition,
the amendments to the Rules incorporate various new state statutory requirements, including those that appear in §§ 38.2-3444, 38.2-3451, and 38.2-3452 of
the Code, and safeguard against potential conflicts between the Rules and the provisions of the federal Affordable Care Act (P.L. 111-148, as amended).

The Order required that on or before August 1, 2014, any person requesting a hearing on the amendments to the Rules shall have filed such
request for hearing with the Clerk of the Commission ("Clerk"). No request for a hearing was filed with the Clerk.

The Order also required all interested persons to file their comments in support of or in opposition to the amendments to the Rules on or before
August 1, 2014. The Bureau received one comment, which was timely filed with the Clerk, from Kaiser Foundation Health Plan of Mid-Atlantic States, Inc.
The Bureau provided a response to these comments, which it filed with the Clerk on August 18, 2014 ("Response").

As a result of the comments received, the Bureau recommended in its Response that the Rules be further revised to include: (i) the addition of a
reference to the definition of "excepted benefits" that appears in § 38.2-3431 of the Code into the definition of "individual health insurance coverage" in
14 VAC 5-211-20; (ii) the revision of the definition of "out-of-pocket maximum" in 14 VAC 5-211-20; (iii) the revision of subdivisions A 1, 2, and 3 and
subsection C of 14 VAC 5-211-70 to clarify the continuation of coverage provisions; (iv) the addition of subsection C to 14 VAC 5-211-90 to clarify that a
grandfathered plan that excludes a deductible from the out-of-pocket maximum may continue to do so as long as the plan remains grandfathered; (v) the
revision of subdivision B 14 of 14 VAC 5-211-210 to add in the words "enrollment and" prior to "eligibility requirements"; and (vi) additional minor
wording revisions for clarification in several other sections.

The Bureau has submitted the Rules, as amended, to the Commission, and the Bureau recommends that the Rules be adopted as revised.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered this matter, the filed comments, the Bureau's Response to the comments, and the Bureau's
recommendation to further amend and revise the Rules, is of the opinion that the Rules should be adopted as amended and revised.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The amendments and revisions to the Rules Governing Health Maintenance Organizations at Chapter 211 of Title 14 of the Virginia
Administrative Code, which amend the Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-20, 14 VAC 5-211-70 through 14 VAC 5-211-90, 14 VAC 5-211-130, 14 VAC 5-211-160
through 14 VAC 5-211-190, 14 VAC 5-211-210 through 14 VAC 5-211-240; add new Rules at 14 VAC 5-211-165; and repeal the Rules at
14 VAC 5-211-60, 14 VAC 5-211-100 through 14 VAC 5-211-120, 14 VAC 5-211-200, and 14 VAC 5-211-260, and are attached hereto and made a part
hereof, are hereby ADOPTED to be effective January 1, 2015.

(2) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the adopted Rules, shall be sent by the Clerk to the Bureau in care of Deputy
Commissioner Althelia P. Battle, who forthwith shall give further notice of the adopted Rules by mailing a copy of this Order, together with a clean copy of
the adopted Rules, to all health maintenance organizations licensed by the Commission, and to all interested persons.

(3) The Commission's Division of Information Resources forthwith shall cause a copy of this Order, together with the adopted Rules, to be
forwarded to the Virginia Registrar of Regulations for appropriate publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations.

(4) The Commission's Division of Information Resources shall make available this Order and the attached adopted Rules on the Commission's
website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/case.

(5) The Bureau shall file with the Clerk an aftidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of Ordering Paragraph (2) above.

NOTE: A copy of the Attachment entitled "Rules Governing Health Maintenance Organizations" 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. INS-2014-00121
DECEMBER 16, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
KURT A. JONES
and
SUDDEN BAIL BONDS, LLC,
Defendants

FINAL ORDER

On June 11, 2014, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued a Rule to Show Cause ("Rule") based on an investigation by the
Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") against Kurt A. Jones ("Jones") and Sudden Bail Bonds, LLC ("SB Bonds") (collectively, "Defendants"),
pursuant to § 38.2-1809 of the Code of Virginia ("Code"). The Rule alleged that the Defendants failed to hold premiums in a fiduciary capacity when they
wrongfully converted at least $970 of premiums in violation of § 38.2-1813 of the Code.
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The Rule, among other things, set a hearing date of September 10, 2014, appointed a Hearing Examiner to conduct all further proceedings and to
file a final report, and ordered the Defendants to file a responsive pleading on or before July 30, 2014.

On July 30, 2014, the Defendants filed a Response to Rule to Show Cause ("Response") denying that they had wrongfully converted $970 of
premiums in violation of § 38.2-1813 of the Code. Jones signed the Response.' Attached to the Response was the copy of a cashier's check dated April 24,
2014, made out to Aaron Duncan ("Duncan") and Chances Bail Bonds in the amount of $970.

On September 10, 2014, the hearing was convened as scheduled. Jones appeared without an attorney and requested a continuance. William
Stanton, Esquire, appeared as counsel for the Bureau. The request for a continuance was denied because it was not properly or timely filed and good cause
was not shown.? Also, Mr. Stanton argued that SB Bonds did not file a responsive pleading or make an appearance in this case. The Hearing Examiner
found that SB Bonds is in default.’

The Bureau called as witnesses Duncan, a bail bondsman and owner of Chances Bail Bonds, and Linwood Bennett, senior investigator with the
Bureau. Jones testified on his own behalf.

On October 28, 2014, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report. In his Report, the Hearing Examiner stated that the facts and circumstances in the
case were not in dispute. The Hearing Examiner noted that Jones had a few disagreements with Duncan's testimony but that the discrepancies were not
material to a finding pursuant to § 38.2-1813 A of the Code. According to the Hearing Examiner, the facts in the case appeared to show a personal loan
between Duncan and Jones. The two were friends, and Jones signed a promissory note and eventually paid Duncan the withheld funds in full. The Hearing
Examiner stated that after Jones attempted to make a partial payment, which Duncan refused, Jones did not pay the full amount to Duncan within the time
stipulated in the promissory note. Before payment was made in full, Duncan filed a complaint with the Bureau alleging that Jones had withheld premiums,
and the Bureau initiated its investigation. *

The Hearing Examiner explained that the language of § 38.2-1813 A of the Code is broad in stating that all premiums or other funds received in
any manner by an agent must be held in a fiduciary capacity. He found that the Defendants violated § 38.2-1813 A of the Code when Jones personally and
as agent for SB Bonds withheld premiums that should have been held in a fiduciary capacity. However, the Hearing Examiner found that because the
Defendants had no prior history of violations with the Bureau and Jones had been forthright and accepting of responsibility in the matter, there should be no
penalties, suspensions, or revocation of licenses in this matter. °

The Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an Order adopting the findings of his Report and dismissing the case.®

The parties were given 21 days from the date of the Hearing Examiner's Report to file comments. The parties 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 and should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The findings and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner's Report filed on October 28, 2014, are hereby ADOPTED.

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

' Rule 5 VAC 5-20-30 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 5 VAC 5-20-10 et seq. ("Rules"), states "[e]xcept 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."

* Tr. at 4-9; Rule 5 VAC 5-20-230.

> Tr. at 9.

4 Report at 3.

.

®Id. at 3-4.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00123
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
ROBYN SOUTHERS,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Robyn Southers ("Defendant"), duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-1826 C and 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar
days an administrative action that was taken against her by the State of Colorado, and by providing misleading and incomplete information in her license
application filed with the Commission.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 21, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated §§ 38.2-1826 C and 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code by failing
to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against her by the State of Colorado, and by providing
misleading and incomplete information in her license application filed with the Commission.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00124
MAY 29, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
KEISHA DENISE HOLLEY,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Keisha Denise Holley ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against her by the State of South Carolina.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.
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The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 29, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against her by the State of South Carolina.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00127
JUNE 13, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

GEICO CASUALTY COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that GEICO Casualty Company ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated
§ 38.2-1905 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by assigning points under a safe-driver insurance plan to a vehicle other than the vehicle customarily driven
by the operator incurring the points.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a 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 waived its right to a hearing, agreed to comply with the corrective action plan set
forth in its letter to the Bureau dated May 20, 2014, and confirmed that restitution was made to 9,475 consumers in the amount of $724,319.86.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

(2) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00129
JUNE 20, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

MITSUI SUMITOMO INSURANCE COMPANY OF AMERICA
and

MITSUI SUMITOMO INSURANCE USA INC.,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Mitsui Sumitomo Insurance Company of America
and Mitsui Sumitomo Insurance USA Inc. (collectively, "Defendants"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated §§ 38.2-317 and 38.2-1906 D of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to use insurance
policies or endorsements as of the effective date that such policies or endorsements were filed with the Commission, and by making or issuing contracts or
policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate information filings in effect for the Defendants.

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

The Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendants, without admitting any violation of
Virginia law, have made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendants have waived their right to a hearing; complied with the corrective
action plans set forth in their letters to the Bureau dated September 30, 2013, and October 1, 2013; paid refunds as indicated in the Companies'
correspondence dated September 30, 2013, March 28, 2014, and April 30, 2014; and tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of $4000.

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

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The offer of the Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00131
JUNE 26, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

REGENT INSURANCE COMPANY
and

GENERAL CASUALTY COMPANY OF WISCONSIN,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Regent Insurance Company and General Casualty
Company of Wisconsin (collectively, "Defendants"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of
insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-317 and 38.2-1906 D of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to use
insurance policies or endorsements as of the effective date that such policies or endorsements were filed with the Commission, and by making or issuing
insurance contracts or policies not in accordance with the rate and supplementary rate information filings in effect for the Defendants.

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

The Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter whereupon the Defendants, without admitting any violation of
Virginia law, have made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth the sum of
One Thousand Dollars ($1,000) each for an amount totaling Two Thousand Dollars ($2,000), waived their right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the
corrective action plan set forth in their letter to the Bureau dated May 23, 2014.

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



148
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The offer of the Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00138
JULY 14, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

THE PRUDENTIAL INSURANCE COMPANY OF AMERICA,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that The Prudential Insurance Company of America
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), in a certain instance violated 14 VAC 5-400-60 of the Commission's Rules Governing Unfair Claim Settlement Practices,
14 VAC 5-400-10 et seq., by failing to properly investigate a claim prior to acceptance or denial.

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

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 the sum of Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000)
and waived its right to a hearing.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00140
JUNE 20, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
JAMES B. JOHNSTON, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that James B. Johnston, Inc. ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent and a surplus lines broker in the
Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to pay the Bureau of Insurance
Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue
cease and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a
defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of its right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 20, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.
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The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of its right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code by failing to pay the Bureau
of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00142
JUNE 20, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

JACQUELINE MARIE PALUMBO,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Jacqueline Marie Palumbo ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent and a surplus lines broker in the
Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to pay the Bureau of Insurance
Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue
cease and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a
defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 20, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code by failing to pay the Bureau
of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

(3) This case is dismissed, and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00143
JUNE 19, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

DEBORAH NICCOLE PALMER,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Deborah Niccole Palmer ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to pay the Bureau of Insurance Maintenance Assessment
and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue
cease and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a
defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 20, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code by failing to pay the Bureau
of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00144
JUNE 19, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
JOHN H. WEIGLE, JR.
and
THE WEIGLE INSURANCE GROUP,
Defendants

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that John H. Weigle, Jr. and The Weigle Insurance
Group (collectively, "Defendants"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as surplus lines
brokers in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to pay the Bureau of
Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue
cease and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a
defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendants have been notified of their right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 20, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendants' address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendants, having been advised in the above manner of their right to a hearing in this matter, have failed to request a hearing and have not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendants' failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendants'
licenses to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as surplus lines brokers.
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NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendants have violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code by failing to pay the
Bureau of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The licenses of the Defendants to transact the business of insurance as surplus lines brokers in the Commonwealth are hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendants shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as surplus lines brokers.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00146
JUNE 19, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
BRUCE KENNETH HOWSON,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Bruce Kenneth Howson ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to pay the Bureau of Insurance Maintenance Assessment
and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue
cease and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a
defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 20, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code by failing to pay the Bureau
of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00147
JUNE 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

FIRST CHOICE INSURANCE INTERMEDIARIES, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that First Choice Insurance Intermediaries, Inc.
("Defendant"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the
Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to pay the Bureau of Insurance
Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.
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The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue
cease and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a
defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of its right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 20, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of its right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code by failing to pay the Bureau of
Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00149
JUNE 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
MICHAEL G. ANDERSON,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Michael G. Anderson ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to pay the Bureau of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other
related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue
cease and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a
defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 20, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code by failing to pay the Bureau
of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

(3) This case is dismissed and the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00150
JUNE 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

SCOTT H. KELLER
and

SPECIALTY RISK SOLUTIONS, LLC,
Defendants

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Scott H. Keller and Specialty Risk Solutions, LLC
(collectively, "Defendants"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as surplus lines
brokers in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to pay the Bureau of
Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue
cease and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a
defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendants have been notified of their right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 20, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendants' address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendants, having been advised in the above manner of their right to a hearing in this matter, have failed to request a hearing and have not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendants' failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendants'
licenses to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as surplus lines brokers.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendants have violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code by failing to pay the
Bureau of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The licenses of the Defendants to transact the business of insurance as surplus lines brokers in the Commonwealth are hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendants shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as surplus lines brokers.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00151
JUNE 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
MICHAEL JOSEPH EICHHORN
and
INTERNATIONAL PLACEMENT SERVICES, LC,
Defendants

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Michael Joseph Eichhorn and International
Placement Services, LC (collectively, "Defendants"), duly licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of
insurance as surplus lines brokers in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing
to pay the Bureau of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue
cease and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a
defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendants have been notified of their right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 21, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendants' address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendants, having been advised in the above manner of their right to a hearing in this matter, have failed to request a hearing and have not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.
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The Bureau, upon the Defendants' failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendants'
licenses to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as surplus lines brokers.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendants have violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code by failing to pay the
Bureau of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The licenses of the Defendants to transact the business of insurance as surplus lines brokers in the Commonwealth are hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendants shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as surplus lines brokers.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00152
JUNE 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

GEORGE MICHAEL GAVARIS,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that George Michael Gavaris ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of
Virginia ("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to pay the Bureau of Insurance Maintenance Assessment
and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue
cease and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a
defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 20, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code by failing to pay the Bureau
of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00154
JUNE 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
ANDREA KEEL FITTERLING,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Andrea Keel Fitterling ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth of Virginia
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("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to pay the Bureau of Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other
related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1831, and 38.2-1857.7 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue
cease and desist orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a
defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 20, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of her right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-4809.1 of the Code by failing to pay the Bureau of
Insurance Maintenance Assessment and other related fines and penalties for the calendar year 2013.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as a surplus lines broker in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as a surplus lines broker.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00159
JULY 15, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

MYSTY LEIGH NELSON

A/K/A MYSTY LEIGH REYNA,
Defendant

CONSENT ORDER

By Order Revoking License' entered on May 30, 2012, in Case No. INS-2012-00059, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission")
ordered, among other things, the revocation of the license of Mysty Leigh Nelson a/k/a Mysty Leigh Reyna ("Defendant") to transact the business of
insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia ("Virginia") for violating §§ 38.2-512, 38.2-1809, 38.2-1812, 38.2-1812.2, 38.2-1813, and 38.2-1822 of the
Code of Virginia ("Code").

On June 4, 2012, the Defendant filed a petition for reconsideration® in which she requested that her license be reinstated and that she be given the
opportunity to settle the matter. On June 18, 2012, the Defendant tendered to Virginia the sum of Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000), waived her right to a
hearing, and agreed to be placed on probation for a period of three years.

By Order On Reconsideration® entered by the Commission on June 19, 2012, the Commission accepted the offer of settlement of the Defendant
and reinstated her license to transact the business of insurance in Virginia, and placed the Defendant on probation for a period of three years.

After the June 19, 2012 Order was entered, the Defendant notified the Bureau that she was no longer a resident of Virginia and therefore was no
longer eligible to hold a Virginia producer license. As a result, the Defendant's Virginia license was administratively terminated and she was unable to
complete her agreed upon probation.

On June 4, 2014, the Defendant filed an application to be licensed as an insurance agent in Virginia. After a review of the application and related
documents, the Bureau informed the Defendant that her license would be granted if she agreed to be placed on probation for a period of three years from the
date of licensure. In addition, during the probationary period, the Defendant would have to agree to the Bureau performing periodic audits of her activities
related to the business of insurance to ensure compliance with the insurance laws of Virginia.

' Commonwealth of Virginia ex rel. State Corporation Commission v. Mysty Leigh Reyna, Case No. INS-2012-00059, 2012 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 84, Order
Revoking License (May 30, 2012).

2 Doc. Cont. Cen. No. 120610046.

3 Commonwealth of Virginia ex rel. State Corporation Commission v. Mysty Leigh Reyna, Case No. INS-2012-00059, 2012 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 85, Order on
Reconsideration (June 19, 2012) (hereafter, "June 19, 2012 Order").
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By letter dated June 6, 2014, and attached herein, the Defendant consented to three years of probation from the date of licensure, as well as
periodic audits by the Bureau.

In light of the foregoing, the Bureau has recommended that this Consent Order be entered in this matter.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in Virginia is hereby GRANTED.
(2) The Defendant will be placed on probation for a period of three (3) years from the date of licensure.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00160
SEPTEMBER 18, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
IVY JOE BOSTICK, SR.,

Defendant

FINAL ORDER
On July 1, 2014, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued a Rule to Show Cause ("Rule")' against Ivy Joe Bostick, Sr.
("Defendant"), based on allegations made by the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") that the Defendant had violated §§ 38.2-512 (A),
38.2-502 (1), 38.2-1831 (7), and 38.2-1831 (10) of the Code of Virginia. The Rule, among other things, assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner and
scheduled an evidentiary hearing for September 23, 2014. The Rule also ordered the Defendant to file a responsive pleading with the Clerk of the
Commission on or before July 23, 2014.

On July 23, 2014, the Defendant filed his Answer to the Rule. Among other things, he denied that he committed the violations described in the
Rule and indicated that he intended to appear at the hearing.

On August 7, 2014, the Bureau filed a Motion to Dismiss wherein the Bureau represented that, subsequent to filing his Answer, the Defendant
initiated settlement negotiations with the Bureau. According to the Bureau, the Defendant had voluntarily surrendered his insurance license, and the Bureau
no longer believed it necessary to pursue further action against the Defendant.

On August 11, 2014, the Hearing Examiner issued her Report ("Report"). In her Report, she cancelled the September 23, 2014 hearing and
recommended that the Commission dismiss the Rule against the Defendant.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the matter, is of the opinion and finds that the Hearing Examiner's recommendation as
detailed in her Report should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The recommendation in the Report hereby is adopted.
(2) The Rule hereby is dismissed.

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

' Doc. Con. Cen. No. 140710009.
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CASE NO. INS-2014-00161
OCTOBER 8, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
ROBERT G. DRAPER,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Robert G. Draper ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by providing untrue information in his license application filed with the
Commission.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated September 15, 2014, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code by providing untrue
information in his license application filed with the Commission.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00162
NOVEMBER 7, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

ROYALL BRAXTON FERGUSON, III,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Royall Braxton Ferguson, III ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-1812 A, 38.2-1822 A, and 38.2-1831 (14) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by paying commissions to an unlicensed
individual, by permitting a person to act in this Commonwealth as an agent of an insurer licensed to transact the business of insurance in this Commonwealth
without first obtaining a license in a manner and in a form prescribed by the Commission, and by knowingly accepting insurance business from an individual
who is not licensed.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.
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The Defendant has been advised of his 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 the sum of Seven Thousand Five Hundred
Dollars ($7,500), waived his right to a hearing, agreed to the suspension of his insurance agent licenses for a period of 90 days from the date of entry of this
Settlement Order ("Order"), and agreed to be placed on probation for a period of 3 years from the date of entry of this Order. If, during the period of
probation, the Bureau has good cause to believe that the Defendant has violated the terms and conditions of the probation, the Bureau will initiate formal
administrative action to revoke the Defendant's insurance agent licenses.

The Bureau 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.

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 offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein is hereby accepted.

(2) The Defendant's insurance agent licenses are suspended for a period of ninety (90) days from the date of entry of this Order.
(3) The Defendant is placed on probation for a period of three (3) years from the date of entry of this Order.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00163
JULY 10, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
RODOLFO JIMENEZ,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Rodolfo Jimenez ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated §§ 38.2-1809 and 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to make records available promptly upon request
for examination by the Commission or its employees, and by providing materially incorrect, misleading, incomplete or untrue information in his license
application filed with the Commission.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated May 20, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated §§ 38.2-1809 and 38.2-1831 (1) of the Code by failing to
make records available promptly upon request for examination by the Commission or its employees, and by providing materially incorrect, misleading,
incomplete or untrue information in his license application filed with the Commission.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.

(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.
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(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00164
JULY 10, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
KENNETH L. VENABLE,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Kenneth L. Venable ("Defendant"), duly licensed
by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Ohio.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has

committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 24, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Ohio.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00165
JULY 10, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
BERNARD L. FIELDS,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Bernard L. Fields ("Defendant"), duly licensed by
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
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("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Oklahoma.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated June 5, 2014, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing and has not
otherwise communicated with the Bureau.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Oklahoma.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.

(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an appointment to act as an insurance agent in the
Commonwealth.

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

CASE NO. INS-2014-00166
JULY 10, 2014

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
RODNEY RAPHEAL WILSON,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that Rodney Rapheal Wilson ("Defendant"), duly
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
("Commonwealth"), violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia ("Code") by failing to report to the Commission within 30 calendar days an
administrative action that was taken against him by the State of New York.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease and desist
orders, and suspend or revoke a defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that a defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letters dated April 21, 2014, and
June 4, 2014, and mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau.

The Defendant, having been advised in the above manner of his right to a hearing in this matter, has failed to request a hearing.

The Bureau, upon the Defendant's failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's
license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

NOW THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code by failing to report to the
Commission within 30 calendar days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of New York.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth is hereby REVOKED.
(2) All appointments issued under said license are hereby VOID.
(3) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth as an insurance agent.

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth prior to sixty (60) days from the
date of this Order.

(5) The Bureau shall notify every insura