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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
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
From 1903 through 2006 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 18
Miller 11 Christie 3

Jagdmann 1



ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION



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 the 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; sanctions.

Every pleading, written motion, or other paper 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 paper, 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
paper, and shall state the partnership's mailing address and telephone number. A non-lawyer 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 a qualified officer or agent. The pleadings need not be under oath unless so required by
statute. The Commission may provide, by order, a manner for acceptance of electronic signatures in particular cases.

The signature of an attorney or party constitutes a certification that: (i) the attorney or party has read the pleading, motion, or other paper; (ii) to
the best of the attorney's or party's knowledge, information, and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, it 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) it 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 paper will not be accepted for
filing by the Clerk of the Commission if 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.

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.
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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 control, 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 5 VAC 5-20-80 A or 5 VAC 5-20-80 B 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 is the proper initial responsive pleading to a rule to show cause. An answer 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 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 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 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 5 VAC 5-20-100 B 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.
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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 the rules. In the discharge of his or her 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.

B. Objections and certification of issues. An objection to a ruling by the hearing examiner shall be stated with the reasons therefore at the time
of the ruling, and the objection 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 formal 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 formal pleading or other related 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. The commission may by order make provision for electronic filing of documents,
including facsimile.

When a filing would otherwise be due on a day when the Clerk's office is not open for public business, the filing will be timely if made on the
next regular business day when the office is open to the public. When a period of fifteen 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 formal 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 properly addressed
and stamped, on or before the date of filing. Service on a party may be made by service on the party's counsel. 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. The commission may, by order, provide for electronic service of documents, including facsimile. Notices, findings of fact, opinions, decisions,
orders, or other paper 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 and served in compliance with § 12.1-19.1 or § 12.1-29 of the Code of
Virginia.

5 VAC 5-20-150. Copies and format.

Applications, petitions, responsive pleadings, briefs, and other documents must be filed in an original and 15 copies. 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 %2 by 11 inches in dimension, and must be capable of being
reproduced in copies of archival quality. Pleadings shall be bound or attached on the left side and contain adequate margins. Each page following the first
page must be numbered. If necessary, a document may be filed in consecutively numbered volumes, each of which may not exceed three inches in
thickness. Pleadings 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. 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
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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 a formal proceeding that information to be filed with or submitted 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 submit the information under seal to the commission staff as may be required. One copy of all such
information also shall be submitted 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.

Upon challenge, the filing party shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the commission that the information should be withheld from 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 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.

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.

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 of the Commission's office. 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 8§ 12.1-36 of the Code of Virginia, and except as
provided in 88 13.1-614 and 13.1-813 of the Code of Virginia, shall remain under the control of the commission and subject to modification or vacation for
21 days after the date of entry. Except for good cause shown, a petition for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed not later than 20 days after the date of
entry of the judgment, order, or decree. The filing of a petition will not suspend the execution of the judgment, order, or decree, nor extend the time for
taking an appeal, unless the commission, within the 21 day period following entry of the final judgment, order or decree, shall provide for a suspension in an
order or decree granting the petition. A petition for rehearing or reconsideration must be served on all parties and delivered to commission staff counsel on
or before the day on which it is filed. The commission will not entertain responses to, or requests for oral argument on, a petition. An order granting a
rehearing or reconsideration will be served on all parties and commission staff counsel by the Clerk of the Commission.

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

The commission may, at its discretion, grant a continuance, postponement, or extension of time for the filing of a document or the taking of an
action required or permitted by these rules, except for petitions for rehearing or reconsideration filed pursuant to 5 VAC 5-20-220. Except for good cause
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.
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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 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. 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 a 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. Documents. In a pending case, 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. Witnesses. Ina pending case, at the request of commission staff or any party, the Clerk of the Commission shall issue a subpoena.
5 VAC 5-20-260. Interrogatories to parties or requests for production of documents and things.

The commission staff and a party in a formal proceeding before the commission, other than a proceeding under 5 VAC 5-20-100 A and C, 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 requesting party information as is known. Interrogatories or requests for production of documents
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. No interrogatories or requests for production of documents may be served upon a member of the commission
staff, except to discover factual information that supports the workpapers submitted by the staff to the Clerk of the Commission pursuant to 5 VAC
5-20-270. All interrogatories and requests for production of documents shall be filed with the Clerk of the Commission.

The response to each interrogatory or document request shall identify by name the person making the response. Objections, if any, to specified
questions shall be stated with specificity, citing appropriate legal authority, and served with the list of responses. Responses and objections to interrogatories
or requests for production of documents shall be served within 14 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
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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, upon the filing of its
testimony, exhibits, or report, will compile and file with the Clerk of the Commission three copies of any workpapers that support the recommendations
made in its testimony or report. The Clerk of the Commission shall make the workpapers available for public inspection and copying during regular
business hours.

5 VAC 5-20-280. Discovery in 5 VAC 5-20-90 proceedings.

The following applies only to proceedings in which a defendant is subject to monetary or injunctive penalties, or revocation, cancellation, or
curtailment of a license, certificate of authority, registration, or similar authority previously issued by the commission to the defendant.

A. 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 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 the
defendant, or representatives, or agents of the defendant if the defendant is other than an individual, to a commission staff member or law enforcement
officer.

A motion by the defendant under this rule shall be filed and served at least 10 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 interests of justice. An order granting relief
under 5 VAC 5-20-280 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.

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

B. Depositions. After commencement of an action to which this rules applies, the commission staff or a party may take the testimony of a party
or another person or entity, 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 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 party 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 or her
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.

C. Requests for admissions. The commission staff or a party to the 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 matter.

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
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LEADING MATTERS DISPOSED OF BY FORMAL ORDERS

BUREAU OF FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.

CASE NOS. BAN20040499 and BAN20040560
JANUARY 23, 2006

APPLICATIONS OF
ANYKIND CHECK CASHING, LC D/B/A CHECK CITY

For authority to allow a third party to conduct tax preparation and electronic tax filing business in the licensee's payday lending offices

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Anykind Check Cashing, LC d/b/a Check City ("Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission"), pursuant to 10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to allow a third party to conduct tax preparation and
electronic tax filing business in the Company's payday lending offices. The applications were investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial
Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the applications and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other businesses are financial in nature and
the applications should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the applications is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1

The Company shall not make a payday loan to a borrower to enable the borrower to pay a fee related to tax preparation or electronic tax
filing services provided by the third party at the Company's payday lending offices.

Neither the Company nor the third party shall make, arrange, or broker a payday loan that is secured in part by an interest in a borrower's tax
refund, or in whole or in part by (i) any other assignment of income payable to a borrower, or (ii) any assignment of an interest in a
borrower's account at a depository institution. This condition shall not be construed to prohibit the Company from making a payday loan
that is secured solely by a check payable to the Company.

Neither the Company nor the third party shall engage in the business of accepting funds for transmission to the Internal Revenue Service or
other governmental instrumentalities in a form negotiable by the Company or the third party unless licensed as a money transmitter or
exempt from licensing under Chapter 12 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

The third party shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its tax preparation and electronic tax filing businesses. The third party shall not make or cause to be
made any misrepresentation as to its being licensed by the Commission or Bureau to conduct tax preparation and electronic tax filing, or as
to the extent to which it is subject to supervision or regulation.

The third party shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the conduct of its tax preparation and electronic tax
filing businesses.

The third party shall maintain books and records for its tax preparation and electronic tax filing businesses separate and apart from the
Company's payday lending business and in a different location within the payday lending offices. The Bureau shall be given access to all
such books and records and be furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure compliance with the
conditions as well as all applicable laws and regulations.

The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where a third party conducts tax preparation and electronic tax filing
business.

Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.
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CASE NOS. BAN20042648 and BAN20052963
OCTOBER 30, 2006

APPLICATIONS OF
TOSH OF UTAH, INC. (USED IN VIRGINIA BY: TOSH, INC.) D/B/A CHECK CITY CHECK CASHING

For authority to conduct tax preparation and electronic tax filing business in the licensee's payday lending offices

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Tosh of Utah, Inc. (Used in Virginia by: Tosh, Inc.) d/b/a Check City Check Cashing ("Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to 10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to allow a third party to
conduct tax preparation and electronic tax filing business in the Company's payday lending offices. The applications were investigated by the Commission's
Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the applications and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other businesses are financial in nature and
the applications should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the applications is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1. The Company shall not make a payday loan to a borrower to enable the borrower to pay a fee related to tax preparation or electronic tax
filing services provided by the third party at the Company's payday lending offices.

2. Neither the Company nor the third party shall make, arrange, or broker a payday loan that is secured in part by an interest in a borrower's tax
refund, or in whole or in part by (i) any other assignment of income payable to a borrower, or (ii) any assignment of an interest in a
borrower's account at a depository institution. This condition shall not be construed to prohibit the Company from making a payday loan
that is secured solely by a check payable to the Company.

3. Neither the Company nor the third party shall engage in the business of accepting funds for transmission to the Internal Revenue Service or
other governmental instrumentalities in a form negotiable by the Company or the third party unless licensed as a money transmitter or
exempt from licensing under Chapter 12 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

4.  The third party shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its tax preparation and electronic tax filing businesses. The third party shall not make or cause to be
made any misrepresentation as to its being licensed by the Commission or Bureau to conduct tax preparation and electronic tax filing, or as
to the extent to which it is subject to supervision or regulation.

5. The third party shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the conduct of its tax preparation and electronic tax
filing businesses.

6. The third party shall maintain books and records for its tax preparation and electronic tax filing businesses separate and apart from the
Company's payday lending business and in a different location within the payday lending offices. The Bureau shall be given access to all
such books and records and be furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure compliance with these
conditions as well as all applicable laws and regulations.

7. The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where a third party conducts tax preparation and electronic tax filing
business.

8.  Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.

CASE NO. BAN20051188
JANUARY 5, 2006

APPLICATION OF
TRINITY CREDIT COUNSELING, INC. D/B/A TRINITY DEBT MANAGEMENT

For a license to engage in business as a credit counseling agency

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

Trinity Credit Counseling, Inc. d/b/a Trinity Debt Management, an Ohio corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) for a license to engage in business as a credit counseling agency at 11229 Reading Road, Cincinnati, Ohio 45241. The application was
investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 10.2 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the license requested in the application is GRANTED provided that the applicant begins business within one (1) year from this
date and the applicant gives written notice to the Bureau stating the date business was begun within twenty (20) days thereafter.
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CASE NO. BAN20051201
JANUARY 3, 2006

APPLICATION OF
JMLJ, LLC D/B/A FAST BUCKS OF VA

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

JMLJ, LLC d/b/a Fast Bucks of VA, a Virginia limited liability company, has applied to the State Corporation Commission (*Commission™) for a
license to engage in the business of payday lending at 5520 Lakeside Avenue, Richmond, Virginia 23228. The application was investigated by the
Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

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

CASE NO. BAN20052039
AUGUST 3, 2006

APPLICATION OF
CHRISTIAN CREDIT ONE, INC.

For a license to engage in business as a credit counseling agency

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

Christian Credit One, Inc., an Ohio corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") for a license to engage in
business as a credit counseling agency at 6730 Roosevelt Avenue, 4th Floor, Franklin, Ohio 45005. The application was investigated by the Commission's
Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 10.2 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the license requested in the application is GRANTED provided that the applicant begins business within one (1) year from this
date and the applicant gives written notice to the Bureau stating the date business was begun within twenty (20) days thereafter.

CASE NO. BAN20052064
MARCH 22, 2006

APPLICATION OF
FREEDOMPOINT CORPORATION D/B/A THE FREEDOMPOINT

For a license to engage in business as a credit counseling agency

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

FreedomPoint Corporation d/b/a The FreedomPoint, a Maryland corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission (*Commission™)
for a license to engage in business as a credit counseling agency at 8930 Stanford Boulevard, Columbia, Maryland 21045. The application was investigated
by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 10.2 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the license requested in the application is GRANTED provided that the applicant begins business within one (1) year from this
date and the applicant gives written notice to the Bureau stating the date business was begun within twenty (20) days thereafter.



17
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

CASE NO. BAN20052253
FEBRUARY 9, 2006

APPLICATION OF
SECURITY ONE BANK

For a certificate of authority to begin business as a bank at 5860 Columbia Pike, Suite 104, Baileys Crossroads, Fairfax County, Virginia

ORDER GRANTING AUTHORITY

Security One Bank, a Virginia corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to Chapter 2 of Title 6.1
of the Code of Virginia, for a certificate of authority to begin business as a bank at 5860 Columbia Pike, Suite 104, Baileys Crossroads, Fairfax County,
Virginia. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the investigation report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the public interest will be served by
additional banking facilities in Fairfax County, where the applicant proposes to conduct business. The Commission also finds that: (1) all applicable
provisions of law have been complied with; (2) financially responsible individuals have subscribed for capital stock and surplus in an amount deemed by the
Commission to be sufficient to warrant successful operation; (3) the oaths of all directors have been taken and filed in accordance with § 6.1-48 of the Code
of Virginia; (4) the applicant was formed in order to conduct a legitimate banking business; (5) the moral fitness, financial responsibility, and business
qualifications of those named as officers and directors of the proposed bank are such as to command the confidence of the community; and (6) the deposits
of the bank are to be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that a certificate of authority for Security One Bank to engage in banking business at the specified location is
GRANTED, provided the following conditions are met before the bank opens for business:

(1) Capital funds totaling $15,000,000 are paid in to the bank and allocated as follows: $7,500,000 to capital stock and $7,500,000 to surplus;
(2) The bank actually obtains insurance of its accounts by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation; and
(3) The bank receives the approval of the Commissioner of Financial Institutions of its appointment of a chief executive officer and gives the

Bureau written notice of the date the bank will open for business. If the bank does not open for business within one (1) year from the date of this Order, the
authority granted herein shall expire unless it is extended by the Commission.

CASE NO. BAN20052481
JANUARY 24, 2006

APPLICATION OF
CONSUMERS ALLIANCE PROCESSING CORPORATION

For a license to engage in business as a credit counseling agency

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

Consumers Alliance Processing Corporation, a California corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission (“"Commission") for a
license to engage in business as a credit counseling agency at 5937 Darwin Court, Suite 109, Carlsbad, California 92008. The application was investigated
by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions (“Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 10.2 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the license requested in the application is GRANTED provided that the applicant begins business within one (1) year from this
date and the applicant gives written notice to the Bureau stating the date business was begun within twenty (20) days thereafter.

CASE NO. BAN20052542
FEBRUARY 1, 2006

APPLICATION OF
VYA, LLC

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

VYAJ, LLC, a Virginia limited liability company, has applied to the State Corporation Commission (“"Commission™) for a license to engage in
the business of payday lending at 8460 Centreville Road, Manassas Park, Virginia 20111. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau").



18
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

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

CASE NO. BAN20052653
FEBRUARY 10, 2006

APPLICATION OF
VIRGINIA BUSINESS BANK

For a certificate of authority to begin business as a bank at 9020 Stony Point Parkway, Suite 225, City of Richmond, Virginia

ORDER GRANTING AUTHORITY

Virginia Business Bank, a Virginia corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to Chapter 2 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia, for a certificate of authority to begin business as a bank at 9020 Stony Point Parkway, Suite 225, City of Richmond,
Virginia. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the investigation report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the public interest will be served by
additional banking facilities in the City of Richmond, where the applicant proposes to conduct business. The Commission also finds that: (1) all applicable
provisions of law have been complied with; (2) financially responsible individuals have subscribed for capital stock and surplus in an amount deemed by the
Commission to be sufficient to warrant successful operation; (3) the oaths of all directors have been taken and filed in accordance with § 6.1-48 of the Code
of Virginia; (4) the applicant was formed in order to conduct a legitimate banking business; (5) the moral fitness, financial responsibility, and business
qualifications of those named as officers and directors of the proposed bank are such as to command the confidence of the community; and (6) the deposits
of the bank are to be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that a certificate of authority for Virginia Business Bank to engage in the banking business at the specified
location is GRANTED, provided the following conditions are met before the bank opens for business:

(1) Capital funds totaling $16,686,780 are paid in to the bank and allocated as follows: $8,343,390 to capital stock and $8,343,390 to surplus;
(2) The bank actually obtains insurance of its accounts by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation; and
(3) The bank receives the approval of the Commissioner of Financial Institutions of its appointment of a chief executive officer and gives the

Bureau written notice of the date the bank will open for business. If the bank does not open for business within one (1) year from the date of this Order, the
authority granted herein shall expire unless it is extended by the Commission.

CASE NO. BAN20052813
SEPTEMBER 11, 2006

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

For authority to conduct the business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments in its payday lending offices

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Financial Exchange Company of Virginia, Inc. d/b/a Money Mart (“Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission™), pursuant to 10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to conduct the business of arranging tax
refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments in its payday lending offices. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial
Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other business is financial in nature and the
application should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the application is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1. The Company shall not make a payday loan to a borrower to enable the borrower to pay any fee, finance charge, or other amount the
borrower owes in connection with a tax refund anticipation loan or tax refund payment.

2. The Company shall not make, arrange, or broker a payday loan that is secured in part by an interest in a borrower's tax refund, or in whole or
in part by (i) any other assignment of income payable to a borrower, or (ii) any assignment of an interest in a borrower's account at a
depository institution. This condition shall not be construed to prohibit the Company from making a payday loan that is secured solely by a
check payable to the Company drawn on a borrower's account at a depository institution.
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The Company shall not arrange a tax refund anticipation loan or tax refund payment to enable a person to pay any amount owed to the
Company as a result of a payday loan transaction.

The Company shall not arrange a tax refund anticipation loan and make a payday loan contemporaneously or in response to a single request
for a loan.

The Company shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments. The Company shall
not make or cause to be made any misrepresentation as to its being licensed by the Commission or Bureau to conduct the business of
arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments, or as to the extent to which it is subject to supervision or regulation.

The Company shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the business of arranging tax refund anticipation
loans and tax refund payments.

The Company shall maintain books and records for its business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments separate
and apart from it payday lending business and in a different location within its payday lending offices. The Bureau shall be given access to
all such books and records and be furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure compliance with these
conditions as well as all applicable laws and regulations.

The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where it conducts the business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans
and tax refund payments.

Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.

CASE NOS. BAN20052841 and BAN20052842
JULY 6, 2006

APPLICATIONS OF
ACE CASH EXPRESS, INC.

For authority to allow a third party to conduct tax preparation and electronic tax filing business in the licensee's payday lending offices

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Ace Cash Express, Inc. ("Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to
10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to allow a third party to conduct tax preparation and electronic tax filing business in
the Company's payday lending offices. The applications were investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the applications and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other businesses are financial in nature and
the applications should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the applications is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1

The Company shall not make a payday loan to a borrower to enable the borrower to pay a fee related to tax preparation or electronic tax
filing services provided by the third party at the Company's payday lending offices.

Neither the Company nor the third party shall make, arrange, or broker a payday loan that is secured in part by an interest in a borrower's tax
refund, or in whole or in part by (i) any other assignment of income payable to a borrower, or (ii) any assignment of an interest in a
borrower's account at a depository institution. This condition shall not be construed to prohibit the Company from making a payday loan
that is secured solely by a check payable to the Company.

Neither the Company nor the third party shall engage in the business of accepting funds for transmission to the Internal Revenue Service or
other governmental instrumentalities in a form negotiable by the Company or the third party unless licensed as a money transmitter or
exempt from licensing under Chapter 12 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

The third party shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its tax preparation and electronic tax filing businesses. The third party shall not make or cause to be
made any misrepresentation as to its being licensed by the Commission or Bureau to conduct tax preparation and electronic tax filing, or as
to the extent to which it is subject to supervision or regulation.

The third party shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the conduct of its tax preparation and electronic tax
filing businesses.

The third party shall maintain books and records for its tax preparation and electronic tax filing businesses separate and apart from the
Company's payday lending business and in a different location within the payday lending offices. The Bureau shall be given access to all
such books and records and be furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure compliance with these
conditions as well as all applicable laws and regulations.
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The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where a third party conducts tax preparation and electronic tax filing
business.

Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.

CASE NO. BAN20052843
SEPTEMBER 14, 2006

APPLICATION OF
ACE CASH EXPRESS, INC.

For authority to allow a third party to conduct the business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments in its payday
lending offices

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Ace Cash Express, Inc. ("Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the State Corporation Commission (*Commission"), pursuant to
10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to allow a third party to conduct the business of arranging tax refund anticipation
loans and tax refund payments in its payday lending offices. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions

("Bureau™).

Having considered the application and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other business is financial in nature and the
application should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the application is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1.

The Company shall not make a payday loan to a borrower to enable the borrower to pay any fee, finance charge, or other amount the
borrower owes in connection with a tax refund anticipation loan or tax refund payment arranged by the third party at the Company's payday
lending offices.

Neither the Company nor the third party shall make, arrange, or broker a payday loan that is secured in part by an interest in a borrower's tax
refund, or in whole or in part by (i) any other assignment of income payable to a borrower, or (ii) any assignment of an interest in a
borrower's account at a depository institution. This condition shall not be construed to prohibit the Company from making a payday loan
that is secured solely by a check payable to the Company drawn on a borrower's account at a depository institution.

The third party shall not arrange a tax refund anticipation loan or tax refund payment to enable a person to pay any amount owed to the
Company as a result of a payday loan transaction.

The third party and the Company shall not arrange a tax refund anticipation loan and make a payday loan contemporaneously or in response
to a single request for a loan.

The third party shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments. The third party shall
not make or cause to be made any misrepresentation as to its being licensed by the Commission or Bureau to conduct the business of
arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments, or as to the extent to which it is subject to supervision or regulation.

The third party shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the business of arranging tax refund anticipation
loans and tax refund payments.

The third party shall maintain books and records for its business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments separate
and apart from the Company's payday lending business and in a different location within the payday lending offices. The Bureau shall be
given access to all such books and records and be furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure
compliance with these conditions as well as all applicable laws and regulations.

The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where a third party conducts the business of arranging tax refund
anticipation loans and tax refund payments.

Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.
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CASE NO. BAN20052959
JANUARY 3, 2006

APPLICATION OF
UNIVERSAL CREDIT CORPORATION OF VA D/B/A THE CASH COMPANY

For authority to relocate an office

ORDER APPROVING RELOCATION OF AN OFFICE
WITH AN ADMONITION

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission that Universal Credit Corporation of VA d/b/a The Case
Company ("Company") is licensed to engage in business as a payday lender under Chapter 18 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the Company applied
for authority to relocate an office from 3177 Lee Highway, Suite 4, Bristol, Virginia 24202 to 3173 B Lee Highway, Bristol, Virginia 24202; that upon
investigation of the application it was found that the office had been relocated without the approval required by § 6.1-451(B) of the Code of Virginia but that
otherwise the conditions in that statute for approval of the application were met; and the Commissioner of Financial Institutions recommended that the
application be approved with an admonition. Upon consideration thereof,

IT IS ORDERED THAT:
1. The application for authority to relocate the office is approved; and

2. The company is admonished that further violations of § 6.1-451(B) of the Code of Virginia may result in the imposition of fines under
§ 6.1-467 of the Code of Virginia or other appropriate sanctions.

CASE NO. BAN20052962
NOVEMBER 3, 2006

APPLICATION OF
ANYKIND CHECK CASHING, LC D/B/A CHECK CITY

For authority to allow a third party to conduct the business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments in its payday
lending offices

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Anykind Check Cashing, LC d/b/a Check City ("Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission"), pursuant to 10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to allow a third party to conduct the business of
arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments in its payday lending offices. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau
of Financial Institutions (“Bureau").

Having considered the application and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other business is financial in nature and the
application should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the application is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1. The Company shall not make a payday loan to a borrower to enable the borrower to pay any fee, finance charge, or other amount the
borrower owes in connection with a tax refund anticipation loan or tax refund payment arranged by the third party at the Company's payday
lending offices.

2. Neither the Company nor the third party shall make, arrange, or broker a payday loan that is secured in part by an interest in a borrower's tax
refund, or in whole or in part by (i) any other assignment of income payable to a borrower, or (ii) any assignment of an interest in a
borrower's account at a depository institution. This condition shall not be construed to prohibit the Company from making a payday loan
that is secured solely by a check payable to the Company drawn on a borrower's account at a depository institution.

3. The third party shall not arrange a tax refund anticipation loan or tax refund payment to enable a person to pay any amount owed to the
Company as a result of a payday loan transaction.

4. The third party and the Company shall not arrange a tax refund anticipation loan or tax refund payment and make a payday loan
contemporaneously or in response to a single request for a loan.

5. The third party shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments. The third party shall
not make or cause to be made any misrepresentation as to its being licensed by the Commission or Bureau to conduct the business of
arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments, or as to the extent to which it is subject to supervision or regulation.

6. The third party shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the business of arranging tax refund anticipation
loans and tax refund payments.
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7. The third party shall maintain books and records for its business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments separate
and apart from the Company's payday lending business and in a different location within the payday lending offices. The Bureau shall be
given access to all such books and records and be furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure
compliance with these conditions as well as all applicable laws and regulations.

8. The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where a third party conducts the business of arranging tax refund
anticipation loans and tax refund payments.

9. Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.

CASE NO. BAN20052964
NOVEMBER 3, 2006

APPLICATION OF
TOSH OF UTAH, INC. (USED IN VIRGINIA BY: TOSH, INC.) D/B/A CHECK CITY CHECK CASHING

For authority to allow a third party to conduct the business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments in its payday
lending offices

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Tosh of Utah, Inc. (Used in Virginia by: Tosh, Inc.) d/b/a Check City Check Cashing ("Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to 10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to allow a third party to
conduct the business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments in its payday lending offices. The application was investigated by
the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other business is financial in nature and the
application should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the application is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1. The Company shall not make a payday loan to a borrower to enable the borrower to pay any fee, finance charge, or other amount the
borrower owes in connection with a tax refund anticipation loan or tax refund payment arranged by the third party at the Company's payday
lending offices.

2. Neither the Company nor the third party shall make, arrange, or broker a payday loan that is secured in part by an interest in a borrower's tax
refund, or in whole or in part by (i) any other assignment of income payable to a borrower, or (ii) any assignment of an interest in a
borrower's account at a depository institution. This condition shall not be construed to prohibit the Company from making a payday loan
that is secured solely by a check payable to the Company drawn on a borrower's account at a depository institution.

3. The third party shall not arrange a tax refund anticipation loan or tax refund payment to enable a person to pay any amount owed to the
Company as a result of a payday loan transaction.

4. The third party and the Company shall not arrange a tax refund anticipation loan or tax refund payment and make a payday loan
contemporaneously or in response to a single request for a loan.

5. The third party shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments. The third party shall
not make or cause to be made any misrepresentation as to its being licensed by the Commission or Bureau to conduct the business of
arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments, or as to the extent to which it is subject to supervision or regulation.

6. The third party shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the business of arranging tax refund anticipation
loans and tax refund payments.

7. The third party shall maintain books and records for its business of arranging tax refund anticipation loans and tax refund payments separate
and apart from the Company's payday lending business and in a different location within the payday lending offices. The Bureau shall be
given access to all such books and records and be furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure
compliance with these conditions as well as all applicable laws and regulations.

8. The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where a third party conducts the business of arranging tax refund
anticipation loans and tax refund payments.

9. Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.
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CASE NO. BAN20052988
FEBRUARY 23, 2006

APPLICATION OF
COMMUNITY CASH ADVANCE, INC.

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

Community Cash Advance, Inc., a Virginia corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission™) for a license to engage
in the business of payday lending at 1401E Wilborn Avenue, South Boston, Virginia 24592. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau
of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

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

CASE NO. BAN20053048
FEBRUARY 1, 2006

APPLICATION OF
THE RICHMOND POSTAL CREDIT UNION (INCORPORATED)

To merge with Richmond Transit Federal Credit Union

ORDER APPROVING A MERGER

The Richmond Postal Credit Union (Incorporated), a Virginia state-chartered credit union, has applied to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission"), pursuant to § 6.1-225.27 of the Code of Virginia, to merge with Richmond Transit Federal Credit Union, a federally chartered credit union.
The application was investigated by the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that: (1) the field of membership of the credit union which
is proposed to result from the merger satisfies the requirements of § 6.1-225.23 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 Richmond Transit Federal Credit Union and the board of directors of The Richmond
Postal Credit Union (Incorporated) have approved the plan of merger in accordance with applicable law.

THEREFORE, provided the merging credit unions comply with the applicable provisions of the Virginia Nonstock Corporation Act, the merger
of Richmond Transit Federal Credit Union into The Richmond Postal Credit Union (Incorporated) is APPROVED, effective upon the issuance by the Clerk
of the Commission of a certificate of merger. Following the merger, The Richmond Postal Credit Union (Incorporated) shall be authorized to operate as a
service facility, in addition to its two current service facilities, what is now the office of Richmond Transit Federal Credit Union at 101 South Davis Avenue,
Richmond, Virginia 23261. The authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year from this date unless extended by Commission order prior to the
expiration date.

CASE NOS. BAN20053072 and BAN20053073
JULY 5, 2006

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

For authority to conduct tax preparation and electronic tax filing business in its payday lending offices

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Financial Exchange Company of Virginia, Inc. d/b/a Money Mart ("Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission™), pursuant to 10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to conduct tax preparation and electronic
tax filing business in its payday lending offices. The applications were investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the applications and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other businesses are financial in nature and
the applications should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the applications is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1. The Company shall not make a payday loan to a borrower to enable the borrower to pay a fee related to tax preparation or electronic tax
filing services.
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2. The Company shall not make, arrange, or broker a payday loan that is secured in part by an interest in a borrower's tax refund, or in whole or
in part by (i) any other assignment of income payable to a borrower, or (ii) any assignment of an interest in a borrower's account at a
depository institution. This condition shall not be construed to prohibit the Company from making a payday loan that is secured solely by a
check payable to the Company.

3. The Company shall not engage in the business of accepting funds for transmission to the Internal Revenue Service or other governmental
instrumentalities in a form negotiable by the Company unless licensed as a money transmitter or exempt from licensing under Chapter 12 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

4. The Company shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its tax preparation and electronic tax filing businesses. The Company shall not make or cause to be
made any misrepresentation as to its being licensed by the Commission or Bureau to conduct tax preparation and electronic tax filing, or as
to the extent to which it is subject to supervision or regulation.

5. The Company shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the conduct of its tax preparation and electronic tax
filing businesses.

6. The Company shall maintain books and records for its tax preparation and electronic tax filing businesses separate and apart from the
Company's payday lending business and in a different location within the payday lending offices. The Bureau shall be given access to all
such books and records and be furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure compliance with these
conditions as well as all applicable laws and regulations.

7. The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where it conducts tax preparation and electronic tax filing business.

8. Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.

CASE NO. BAN20053091
FEBRUARY 21, 2006

APPLICATION OF
EMERGICASH, LLC

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

EmergiCash, LLC, a Virginia limited liability company, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission™) for a license to engage
in the business of payday lending at 909 Richmond Road, Staunton, Virginia 24401. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

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

CASE NO. BAN20053178
OCTOBER 30, 2006

APPLICATION OF
EDWARD'S PAYDAY LOANS, INC.

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

Edward's Payday Loans, Inc., a Virginia corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission™) for a license to engage in
the business of payday lending at 6230-F North Kings Highway, Alexandria, Virginia 22303. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau
of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the application is APPROVED provided that the applicant begins business within one (1) year from this date and the applicant
gives written notice to the Bureau stating the date business was begun within ten (10) days thereafter.
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CASE NO. BAN20060042
JANUARY 12, 2006

APPLICATION OF
CREDIT FOUNDATION OF AMERICA

For authority to relocate an office

ORDER APPROVING RELOCATION OF AN OFFICE
WITH AN ADMONITION

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission that Credit Foundation of America, (“Company") is licensed to
engage in business as a credit counseling agency under Chapter 10.2 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the Company applied for authority to relocate
an office from 9501 Jeronimo Road, Suite 120, Irvine, California 92618 to 23101 Lake Center Drive, Suite 110, Lake Forest, California 92630; that upon
investigation of the application it was found that the office had been relocated without the approval required by § 6.1-363.8(B) of the Code of Virginia but
that otherwise the conditions in that statute for approval of the application were met; and the Commissioner of Financial Institutions recommended that the
application be approved with an admonition. Upon consideration thereof,

IT IS ORDERED THAT:
1. The application for authority to relocate the office is approved; and

2. The company is admonished that further violations of § 6.1-363.8(B) of the Code of Virginia may result in the imposition of fines under
§ 6.1-363.23 of the Code of Virginia or other appropriate sanctions.

CASE NO. BAN20060089
FEBRUARY 23, 2006

APPLICATION OF
KWIK CASH INC

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

Kwik Cash Inc, a Virginia corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission (*Commission™) for a license to engage in the business
of payday lending at 203 Main Street, Brookneal, Virginia 24528. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions
("Bureau™).

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

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

CASE NO. BAN20060092
FEBRUARY 1, 2006

APPLICATION OF
BB&T CORPORATION

To acquire Main Street Banks, Inc.

ORDER OF APPROVAL

BB&T Corporation ("BB&T"), an out-of-state bank holding company that controls a Virginia bank, filed with the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") the notice required by 8§ 6.1-406 of the Code of Virginia of its proposed acquisition of Main Street Banks, Inc., a Georgia bank holding
company. The Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") investigated the proposed transaction.

Having considered the notice and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the proposed acquisition will not have a detrimental effect
on the safety or soundness of the Virginia bank subsidiary of BB&T.

THEREFORE, the proposed acquisition of Main Street Banks, Inc. by BB&T is APPROVED, provided the acquisition takes place within one
(1) year from this date and the applicant notifies the Bureau of the effective date of the transaction within ten (10) days thereof.
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CASE NO. BAN20060163
MARCH 30, 2006

APPLICATION OF
C-3 FINANCIAL, INC. D/B/A EZ CASH, CASH ADVANCE

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

C-3 Financial, Inc. d/b/a EZ Cash, Cash Advance, a Virginia corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") for a
license to engage in the business of payday lending at 2076 Magnolia Avenue, Suite A, Buena Vista, Virginia 24416. The application was investigated by
the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

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

CASE NOS. BAN20060271, BAN20060272, BAN20060273,
BAN20060274, BAN20060275, and BAN20060276
MARCH 6, 2006

APPLICATIONS OF
MONEY MANAGEMENT INTERNATIONAL, INC. D/B/A CONSUMER CREDIT COUNSELING SERVICE OF GREATER WASHINGTON

For authority to establish additional offices

ORDER APPROVING ADDITIONAL OFFICES
WITH AN ADMONITION

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff report-ed to the State Corporation Commission that Money Management International, Inc. d/b/a Consumer
Credit Counseling Service of Greater Washington, (“Company") is licensed to engage in business as a credit counseling agency under Chapter 10.2 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the Company applied for authority to establish additional offices at the following locations: (1) 3927 Old Lee
Highway, Suite 101-E, Fairfax, Virginia 22030; (2) 2971 Valley Avenue, Winchester, Virginia 22601; (3) 604 South King Street, Suite 7, Leesburg, Virginia
20175; (4) 801 North Pitt Street, Suite 117, Alexandria, Virginia 22314; (5) 10629 Crestwood Drive, Manassas, Virginia 20109; and (6) 12662-B Lake
Ridge Drive, Woodbridge, Virginia 22192; that upon investigation of the applications it was found that the offices were established without the approval
required by § 6.1-363.8(B) of the Code of Virginia but that otherwise the conditions in that statute for approval of the applications were met; and the
Commissioner of Financial Institutions recommended that the applications be approved with an admonition. Upon consideration thereof,

IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The applications for authority to establish additional offices are approved; and

(2) The company is admonished that further violations of § 6.1-363.8(B) of the Code of Virginia may result in the imposition of fines under
§ 6.1-363.23 of the Code of Virginia or other appropriate sanctions.

CASE NO. BAN20060337
JUNE 19, 2006

APPLICATION OF
CASH & GO, INC.

For authority to sell prepaid telephone cards from its payday lending office

ORDER DENYING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Cash & Go, Inc. ("Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the State Corporation Commission (“Commission"), pursuant to
§ 6.1-413 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to sell prepaid telephone cards from its payday lending office. The application was investigated by the
Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions (“Bureau™).

10 VAC 5-200-100 of the Virginia Administrative Code, which implements § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, governs the conduct of other
business in payday lending offices. As prescribed in 10 VAC 5-200-100 B, only those other businesses that are financial in nature will be approved by the
Commission. A business is considered "financial in nature" if it primarily deals with the offering of debt, money or credit, or services directly
related thereto.
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Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the business of selling prepaid telephone cards is not
financial in nature because it does not primarily deal with the offering of debt, money or credit, or services directly related thereto.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT the authority requested in the application is DENIED.

CASE NO. BAN20060515
MARCH 15, 2006

APPLICATION OF
UNION BANKSHARES CORPORATION

To acquire Prosperity Bank & Trust Company

ORDER OF APPROVAL

Union Bankshares Corporation, a Virginia bank holding company, has filed with the State Corporation Commission (*Commission") the
application required by § 6.1-383.1 of the Code of Virginia to acquire all of the voting shares of Prosperity Bank & Trust Company, a Virginia bank. The
Bureau of Financial Institutions (“Bureau") investigated the proposed acquisition.

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in § 6.1-383.2 of the
Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the proposed acquisition of all of the voting shares of Prosperity Bank & Trust Company by Union Bankshares Corporation is

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

CASE NOS. BAN20060564 and BAN20060565
APRIL 18, 2006

APPLICATIONS OF
SOUTHSIDE BANK

For a certificate of authority to do a banking and trust business following a merger with Hanover Bank and Bank of Northumberland,
Incorporated and for authority to operate the authorized offices of the merging banks

ORDER GRANTING AUTHORITY

Southside Bank, a Virginia state-chartered bank with its main office at 307 Church Lane, Tappahannock, Essex County, Virginia, has applied to
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission™), pursuant to § 6.1-44 of the Code of Virginia, for a certificate of authority to do a banking and trust
business following a merger with Hanover Bank and Bank of Northumberland, Incorporated. All of the foregoing banks are Virginia state-chartered banks
and subsidiaries of Eastern Virginia Bankshares, Inc., a multi-bank holding company based in Tappahannock, Virginia. Southside 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. It further intends to change its name
to "EVB." The applications were investigated by the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the applications and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that: (1) the provisions of law have been complied with;
(2) the capital stock of the resulting bank will be $10,193,000, and its surplus will be not less than $55,844,000; (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 § 6.1-48 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.

THEREFORE, a certificate of authority to do a banking and trust business is GRANTED to Southside 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 307 Church
Lane, Tappahannock, Essex County, Virginia, and is authorized to maintain and operate, in addition to its current offices and facilities, the offices that have
been operated by Hanover Bank and Bank of Northumberland, Incorporated. The offices operated by the merging banks are listed in Attachment A. Unless
the merger is consummated within one (1) year of the date of this order, the authority granted herein shall expire unless extended by Commission order prior
to that date.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A is on file and may be examined at the State Corporation Commission, Bureau of Financial Institutions, Tyler
Building, 1300 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia.
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CASE NO. BAN20060655
JULY 6, 2006

APPLICATION OF
BUCKEYE CHECK CASHING OF VIRGINIA, INC. D/B/A CHECK$MART

For authority to allow a third party to conduct open-end credit business from the licensee's payday lending offices

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Buckeye Check Cashing of Virginia, Inc. d/b/a Check$mart ("Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the State Corporation
Commission (“Commission"), pursuant to 10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to allow a third party to conduct open-end
credit business from the Company's payday lending offices. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions
("Bureau™).

Having considered the application and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other business is financial in nature and the
application should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the application is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1. The Company shall not make a payday loan to enable a borrower to pay any fee, finance charge, or other amount the borrower owes to the
third party in connection with an open-end credit transaction.

2. The third party shall not permit a person to take a cash advance under an open-end credit account to enable such person to pay any amount
owed to the Company as a result of a payday loan transaction.

3. The Company and third party shall not enter into an open-end credit transaction and make a payday loan contemporaneously or in response
to a single request for a loan.

4. The third party shall not enter into an open-end credit transaction that is secured by an interest in one-to-four-family residential owner-
occupied property located in the Commonwealth unless such third party is licensed or exempt from licensing under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1
of the Code of Virginia.

5. The third party shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its open-end credit business, including the rates, terms or conditions of its loans. The third party shall
not make or cause to be made any misrepresentation as to its being a licensed lender, or as to the extent to which it is subject to supervision
or regulation.

6. The third party shall not sell insurance or enroll borrowers under group insurance policies.

7. The third party shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the conduct of its open-end credit business.

8. The third party shall maintain books and records for its open-end credit business separate and apart from the Company's payday lending
business and in a different location within the payday lending offices. The Bureau shall be given access to all such books and records and be
furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure compliance with these conditions as well as all applicable
laws and regulations.

9. The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where a third party conducts open-end credit business.

10. Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.

CASE NO. BAN20060709
MAY 8, 2006

APPLICATION OF
WOODCO ENTERPRISES LLC D/B/A PAYDAY EXPRESS

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

Woodco Enterprises LLC d/b/a Payday Express, a Virginia limited liability company, has applied to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") for a license to engage in the business of payday lending at 793 West Main Street, Suite 7, Abingdon, Virginia 24210. The application was
investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

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



29
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

CASE NO. BAN20060797
APRIL 18, 2006

APPLICATION OF
MONARCH FINANCIAL HOLDINGS, INC.

To acquire Monarch Bank

ORDER OF APPROVAL

Monarch Financial Holdings, Inc., a Virginia corporation, has filed with the State Corporation Commission ("Commission™) the application
required by § 6.1-383.1 of the Code of Virginia to acquire all of the voting shares of Monarch Bank, a Virginia state-chartered bank. The Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau") investigated the proposed acquisition.

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in § 6.1-383.2 of the
Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the proposed acquisition of all of the voting shares of Monarch Bank by Monarch Financial Holdings, Inc. is APPROVED,

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

CASE NO. BAN20060887
AUGUST 23, 2006

APPLICATION OF
C M A FINANCIAL SERVICES LLC D/B/A C M A CHECK CASHING AND PAYDAY ADVANCE LOAN

For authority to conduct tax preparation business in its payday lending office(s)

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

C M A Financial Services LLC d/b/a C M A Check Cashing and Payday Advance Loan (“Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to
the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to 10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to conduct tax
preparation business in its payday lending office(s). The Company will also be engaged in the check cashing business, as permitted by statute. The
application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other business is financial in nature and the
application should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the application is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1. The Company shall not make a payday loan to a borrower to enable the borrower to pay a fee related to its tax preparation or check cashing
services.

2. The Company shall not make, arrange, or broker a payday loan that is secured in part by an interest in a borrower's tax refund, or in whole or
in part by (i) any other assignment of income payable to a borrower, or (ii) any assignment of an interest in a borrower's account at a
depository institution. This condition shall not be construed to prohibit the Company from making a payday loan that is secured solely by a
check payable to the Company.

3. The Company shall not engage in the business of accepting funds for transmission to the Internal Revenue Service or other governmental
instrumentalities in a form negotiable by the Company unless licensed as a money transmitter or exempt from licensing under Chapter 12 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

4. The Company shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its tax preparation business. The Company shall not make or cause to be made any misrepresentation
as to its being licensed by the Commission or Bureau to conduct tax preparation, or as to the extent to which it is subject to supervision or
regulation.

5. The Company shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the conduct of its tax preparation business.

6. The Company shall maintain books and records for its tax preparation and check cashing businesses separate and apart from its payday
lending business and in a different location within its payday lending office(s). The Bureau shall be given access to all such books and
records and be furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure compliance with these conditions as well as
all applicable laws and regulations.

7. The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where it conducts tax preparation business.

8.  Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.
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CASE NO. BAN20060985
JUNE 8, 2006

APPLICATION OF
ROCKINGHAM HERITAGE BANK

For a certificate of authority to do a banking business following a merger with Albemarle First Bank and for authority to operate the authorized
offices of the merging banks

ORDER GRANTING AUTHORITY

Rockingham Heritage Bank, a Virginia state-chartered bank with its main office at 101 University Boulevard, City of Harrisonburg, Virginia, has
applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to § 6.1-44 of the Code of Virginia, for a certificate of authority to do a banking
business following its merger with Albemarle First Bank, a Virginia state-chartered bank. Rockingham Heritage 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 Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that: (1) the provisions of law have been complied with;
(2) the capital stock of the resulting bank will be $14,956,000, and its surplus will be not less than $37,654,000; (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 § 6.1-48 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.

THEREFORE, a certificate of authority to do a banking business is GRANTED to Rockingham Heritage 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
101 University Boulevard, City of Harrisonburg, Virginia, and is authorized to maintain and operate, in addition to its current offices and facilities, the
offices that have been operated by Albemarle First Bank. The offices operated by the merging banks are listed in Attachment A. Unless the merger is
consummated within one (1) year of the date of this Order, the authority granted herein shall expire unless extended by Commission order prior to that date.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A is on file and may be examined at the State Corporation Commission, Bureau of Financial Institutions, Tyler
Building, 1300 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. BAN20060986
JUNE 8, 2006

APPLICATION OF
PREMIER COMMUNITY BANKSHARES, INC.

To acquire Albemarle First Bank

ORDER OF APPROVAL

Premier Community Bankshares, Inc., a Virginia bank holding company, has filed with the State Corporation Commission (*Commission") the
application required by 8§ 6.1-383.1 of the Code of Virginia to acquire all of the voting shares of Albemarle First Bank, a Virginia bank. The Bureau of
Financial Institutions (“Bureau") investigated the proposed acquisition.

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in § 6.1-383.2 of the
Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the proposed acquisition of all of the voting shares of Albemarle First Bank by Premier Community Bankshares, Inc. is

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

CASE NO. BAN20061057
MAY 18, 2006

APPLICATION OF
BB&T CORPORATION

To acquire First Citizens Bancorp

ORDER OF APPROVAL

BB&T Corporation ("BB&T"), an out-of-state bank holding company that controls a Virginia bank, filed with the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") the notice required by § 6.1-406 of the Code of Virginia of its proposed acquisition of First Citizens Bancorp, a Tennessee bank holding
company. The Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") investigated the proposed transaction.
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Having considered the notice and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the proposed acquisition will not have a detrimental effect
on the safety or soundness of the Virginia bank subsidiary of BB&T.

THEREFORE, the proposed acquisition of First Citizens Bancorp by BB&T is APPROVED, provided the acquisition takes place within
one (1) year from this date and BB&T notifies the Bureau of the effective date of the transaction within ten (10) days thereof.

CASE NO. BAN20061117
JUNE 15, 2006

APPLICATION OF
MERCANTILE BANKSHARES CORPORATION

To acquire James Monroe Bancorp, Inc.

ORDER OF APPROVAL

Mercantile Bankshares Corporation, an out-of-state bank holding company with headquarters in Baltimore, Maryland, has filed with the State
Corporation Commission (“Commission") the application required by § 6.1-399 of the Code of Virginia to acquire James Monroe Bancorp, Inc., a bank
holding company located in Arlington, Virginia. The Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") investigated the proposed transaction.

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in § 6.1-383.2 of the
Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the proposed acquisition of James Monroe Bancorp, Inc. by Mercantile Bankshares Corporation is APPROVED, provided the
acquisition takes place within one (1) year from this date and the applicant notifies the Bureau of the effective date within ten (10) days thereof.

CASE NO. BAN20061205
SEPTEMBER 22, 2006

APPLICATION OF
GET MANAGEMENT GROUP, LLC D/B/A ACE CASH EXPRESS

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

GET Management Group, LLC d/b/a Ace Cash Express, a North Carolina limited liability company, has applied to the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission™) for a license to engage in the business of payday lending at the following locations: (1) 1272 Concord Avenue, Richmond,
Virginia 23228; and (2) 4 Dunlop Village, Colonial Heights, Virginia 23834. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial
Institutions ("Bureau™).

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

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

CASE NO. BAN20061206
OCTOBER 2, 2006

APPLICATION OF
GET MANAGEMENT GROUP, LLC D/B/A ACE CASH EXPRESS

For authority to conduct business as an agent of a money order seller/money transmitter in its payday lending offices

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

GET Management Group, LLC d/b/a Ace Cash Express (“Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission™), pursuant to 10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to conduct business as an agent of a
money order seller/money transmitter in the Company's payday lending offices. The Company will also be engaged in the check cashing business, as
permitted by statute. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other business is financial in nature and the
application should be granted subject to the following conditions:
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1. The Company shall not make a payday loan to a borrower to enable the borrower to purchase or pay a fee related to money orders, money
transmission, or check cashing services available at the Company's payday lending offices.

2. The Company shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to its money order sales, money transmission, and
check cashing businesses.

3. The Company shall be and remain a party to a written agreement to act as an agent for a person licensed to sell money orders and engage in
the money transmission business under Chapter 12 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia (*money order seller/money transmitter licensee").
The Company shall not engage in money order sales or money transmission services on its own behalf or on behalf of any person other than
a money order seller/money transmitter licensee with whom it has a written agency agreement.

4. The Company shall maintain books and records for its money order sales, money transmission, and check cashing businesses separate and
apart from its payday lending business and in a different location within the payday lending offices. The Bureau shall be given access to all
such books and records and be furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure compliance with these
conditions as well as all applicable laws and regulations.

5. The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where it conducts business as an agent of a money order seller/money
transmitter licensee.

6. Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.

CASE NO. BAN20061375
DECEMBER 15, 2006

APPLICATION OF
TWT PAYDAY LOANS, INC. D/B/A COLORTYME

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

TWT Payday Loans, Inc. d/b/a Colortyme, a Virginia corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission (“"Commission") for a license
to engage in the business of payday lending at 2323 Memorial Avenue, Suite 13, Lynchburg, Virginia 24558. The application was investigated by the
Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions (“Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

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

CASE NO. BAN20061406
JUNE 20, 2006

APPLICATION OF
EASTERN SPECIALTY FINANCE, INC. D/B/A CHECK 'N GO

For a license to engage in business as a payday lender

ORDER GRANTING A LICENSE

Eastern Specialty Finance, Inc. d/b/a Check 'n Go, an Ohio corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission (“Commission") for a
license to engage in the business of payday lending at 66 locations (see attachment). The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in Chapter 18 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the license requested in the application is GRANTED, provided that the applicant begins business within one (1) year from this
date and the applicant gives written notice to the Bureau stating the date business was begun within ten (10) days thereafter.
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CASE NO. BAN20061420
MAY 31, 2006

APPLICATION OF
CONSUMER CREDIT COUNSELING SERVICE OF SAN FRANCISCO

For authority to relocate an office

ORDER APPROVING RELOCATION OF AN OFFICE
WITH AN ADMONITION

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission that Consumer Credit Counseling Service of San Francisco,
("Company") is licensed to engage in business as a credit counseling agency under Chapter 10.2 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the Company
applied for authority to relocate an office from 150 Post Street, 5" Floor, San Francisco, California 94108 to 595 Market Street, Suite 1500, San Francisco,
California 94105; that upon investigation of the application it was found that the office had been relocated without the approval required by § 6 1-363.8(B)
of the Code of Virginia but that otherwise the conditions in that statute for approval of the application were met; and the Commissioner of Financial
Institutions recommended that the application be approved with an admonition. Upon consideration thereof,

IT IS ORDERED THAT:
1. The application for authority to relocate the office is approved; and

2. The company is admonished that further violations of § 6.1-363.8(B) of the Code of Virginia may result in the imposition of fines under
§ 6.1-363.23 of the Code of Virginia or other appropriate sanctions.

CASE NO. BAN20061557
JULY 12, 2006

APPLICATION OF
CAPITAL ONE FINANCIAL CORPORATION

To acquire North Fork Bancorporation, Inc. and its bank subsidiaries

ORDER OF APPROVAL

Capital One Financial Corporation (“Capital One"), a Virginia bank holding company, filed with the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") the notice required by § 6.1-406 of the Code of Virginia of its proposed acquisition of North Fork Bancorporation, Inc., a New York bank
holding company, and its bank subsidiaries, North Fork Bank and Superior Savings of New England, N.A. The Bureau of Financial Institutions (*Bureau")
investigated the proposed transaction.

Having considered the notice and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the proposed acquisition will not have a detrimental effect
on the safety or soundness of the Virginia bank subsidiary of Capital One.

THEREFORE, the proposed acquisition of North Fork Bancorporation, Inc. by Capital One is APPROVED, provided the acquisition takes
place within one (1) year from this date and Capital One notifies the Bureau of the effective date of the transaction within ten (10) days thereof.

CASE NO. BAN20061866
AUGUST 16, 2006

APPLICATION OF
FIRST CAPITAL BANCORP, INC.

To acquire First Capital Bank

ORDER OF APPROVAL

First Capital Bancorp, Inc., a Virginia corporation, has filed with the State Corporation Commission ("Commission™) the application required by
§6.1-383.1 of the Code of Virginia to acquire all of the voting shares of First Capital Bank, a Virginia state-chartered bank. The Bureau of Financial
Institutions ("Bureau") investigated the proposed acquisition.

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in § 6.1-383.2 of the
Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the proposed acquisition of all of the voting shares of First Capital Bank by First Capital Bancorp, Inc. is APPROVED,
provided the acquisition takes place within one (1) year from this date and the application notifies the Bureau of the effective date of the transaction within
ten (10) days thereof.
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CASE NO. BAN20062066
SEPTEMBER 11, 2006

APPLICATION OF
ACE ACQUISITION CORP.

To acquire 100 percent of the ownership of ACE Cash Express, Inc.

ORDER OF APPROVAL

ACE Acquisition Corp., a Delaware corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to acquire 100 percent of the
ownership of ACE Cash Express, Inc., a licensed payday lender under Chapter 18 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia. The application was investigated by
the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in § 6.1-452 of the
Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the acquisition of ACE Cash Express, Inc. by ACE Acquisition Corp. is APPROVED, provided the acquisition takes place

within one (1) year from this date and the applicant gives written notice to the Bureau stating the date the acquisition occurred within ten (10) days
thereafter.

CASE NO. BAN20062198
OCTOBER 2, 2006

APPLICATION OF
FINANCIAL CONSULTING SERVICES, LLC D/B/A EZ CASH

For authority to allow a third party to conduct open-end credit business from the licensee's payday lending offices

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Financial Consulting Services, LLC d/b/a EZ Cash ("Company"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission"), pursuant to 10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to allow a third party to conduct open-end credit
business from the Company's payday lending offices. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other business is financial in nature and the
application should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the applications is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1. The Company shall not make a payday loan to enable a borrower to pay any fee, finance charge, or other amount the borrower owes to the
third party in connection with an open-end credit transaction.

2. The third party shall not permit a person to take a cash advance under an open-end credit account to enable such person to pay any amount
owed to the Company as a result of a payday loan transaction.

3. The Company and third party shall not enter into an open-end credit transaction and make a payday loan contemporaneously or in respond to
a single request for a loan.

4. The third party shall not enter into an open-end credit transaction that is secured by an interest in one-to-four-family residential owner-
occupied property located in the Commonwealth unless such third party is licensed or exempt from licensing under Chapter 6 of Title 6.1 of
the Code of Virginia.

5. The third party shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its open-end credit business, including the rates, terms or conditions of its loans. The third party shall
not make or cause to be made any misrepresentation as to its being a licensed lender. or as to the extent to which it is subject to supervision
or regulation.

6. The third party shall not sell insurance or enroll borrowers under group insurance policies.

7. The third party shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the conduct of its open-end credit business.

8. The third party shall maintain books and records for its open-end credit business separate and apart from the Company's payday lending
business and in a different location within the payday lending offices. The Bureau shall be given access to all such books and records and be
furnished with such information and records as it may require in order to assure compliance with these conditions as well as all applicable
laws and regulations.

9. The Company should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where a third party conducts open-end credit business.

10. Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.
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CASE NO. BAN20062199
OCTOBER 2, 2006

APPLICATION OF
ADVANCE 'TIL PAYDAY, LLC (USED IN VA BY: ADVANCE, LLC)

For authority to conduct open-end credit business from its payday lending office(s)

ORDER GRANTING OTHER BUSINESS AUTHORITY

Advance 'Til Payday, LLC (Used in VA by: Advance, LLC) ("Licensee"), a licensed payday lender, has applied to the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission™), pursuant to 10 VAC 5-200-100 and § 6.1-463 of the Code of Virginia, for authority to conduct open-end credit business from
its payday lending office(s). The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the applications and the Bureau's report, the Commission finds that the proposed other business is financial in nature and the
application should be approved.

THEREFORE, the authority requested in the applications is GRANTED subject to the following conditions:

1

10.

The Licensee shall not make a payday loan to a borrower to pay any fee, finance charge, or other amount the borrower owes to the Licensee
in connection with an open-end credit transaction.

The Licensee shall not permit a person to take a cash advance under an open-end credit account to enable such person to pay any amount
owed to the Licensee as a result of a payday loan transaction.

The Licensee shall not enter into an open-end credit transaction and make a payday loan contemporaneously or in response to a single
request for a loan.

The Licensee shall not enter into an open-end credit transaction that is secured by an interest in one-to-four-family residential owner-
occupied property located in the Commonwealth unless the Licensee obtains a license or is exempt from licensing under Chapter 16 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

The Licensee shall not use or cause to be published any advertisement or other information that contains any false, misleading or deceptive
statement or representation concerning its open-end credit business, including the rates, terms or conditions of its loans. The Licensee shall
not make or cause to be made any misrepresentation as to its being licensed to conduct open-end credit business, or as to the extent to which
it is subject to supervision or regulation.

The Licensee shall not sell insurance or enroll borrowers under group insurance policies.

The License shall comply with all federal and state laws and regulations applicable to the conduct of its open-end credit business.

The Licensee shall maintain books and records for its open-end credit business separate and apart from its payday lending business and in a
different location within the payday lending office(s). The Bureau shall be given access to all such books and records and be furnished with
such information and records as it may require in order to assure compliance with these conditions as well as all applicable laws and
regulations.

The Licensee should maintain a copy of this Order at each location where it conducts open-end credit business.

Violation of any condition contained in this Order may result in revocation of the authority hereby conferred.

CASE NO. BAN20062278
NOVEMBER 13, 2006

APPLICATION OF
FINANCIAL PARTNERS CREDIT UNION

To conduct credit union business in Virginia

ORDER OF APPROVAL

Financial Partners Credit Union, a North Carolina state-chartered credit union, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"),
pursuant to § 6.1-225.61 of the Code of Virginia, to conduct business as a credit union at 100 Railroad Avenue, Galax, Virginia 24333. The application was
investigated by the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in § 6.1-225.61 of the
Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the application of Financial Partners Credit Union to conduct credit union business at 100 Railroad Avenue, Galax, Virginia
24333 is APPROVED.
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CASE NO. BAN20062316
NOVEMBER 3, 2006

APPLICATION OF
BANK OF ROCKBRIDGE

For a certificate of authority to begin business as a bank at 744 North Lee Highway, Rockbridge County, Virginia

ORDER GRANTING AUTHORITY

Bank of Rockbridge, a Virginia corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission™), pursuant to Chapter 2 of Title 6.1
of the Code of Virginia, for a certificate of authority to begin business as a bank at 744 North Lee Highway, Rockbridge County, Virginia. The application
was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau").

Having considered the application and the investigation report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the public interest will be served by
additional banking facilities in Rockbridge County, where the applicant proposes to conduct business. The Commission also finds that: (1) all applicable
provisions of law have been complied with; (2) financially responsible individuals have subscribed for capital stock and surplus in an amount deemed by the
Commission to be sufficient to warrant successful operation; (3) the oaths of all directors have been taken and filed in accordance with § 6.1-48 of the Code
of Virginia; (4) the applicant was formed in order to conduct a legitimate banking business; (5) the moral fitness, financial responsibility, and business
qualifications of those named as officers and directors of the proposed bank are such as to command the confidence of the community; and (6) the deposits
of the bank are to be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that a certificate of authority for Bank of Rockbridge to engage in banking business at the specified location is
GRANTED, provided the following conditions are met before the bank opens for business:

(1) Capital funds totaling $8,000,000 are paid in to the bank and allocated as follows: $2,000,000 to capital stock and $6,000,000 to surplus;
(2) The bank actually obtains insurance of its accounts by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation; and
(3) The bank receives the approval of the Commissioner of Financial Institutions of its appointment of a chief executive officer and gives the

Bureau written notice of the date the bank will open for business. If the bank does not open for business within one (1) year from the date of this Order, the
authority granted herein shall expire unless it is extended by the Commission.

CASE NOS. BAN20062539 and BAN20062540
NOVEMBER 9, 2006

APPLICATIONS OF
CARTER BANK & TRUST

For a certificate of authority to begin business as a bank at 4 East Commonwealth Boulevard, City of Martinsville, Virginia following a merger
with ten (10) banks and for authority to operate the authorized offices of the merging banks

ORDER GRANTING AUTHORITY

Carter Bank & Trust, a Virginia corporation, has applied to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission™), pursuant to Chapter 2 of Title 6.1
of the Code of Virginia, for a certificate of authority to begin business as a bank at 4 East commonwealth Boulevard, City of Martinsville, Virginia,
following a merger with ten (10) Virginia headquartered national banks ("National Banks") (see attached list of the banks and their authorized offices).
Carter Bank & Trust proposes to be the surviving bank in the merger and seeks authority to operate all of the currently authorized offices of the National
Banks. Carter Bank & Trust was incorporated to facilitate the merger of the National Banks into a single state charter. The applications were investigated
by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions (“Bureau").

Having considered the applications and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that: (1) all provisions of law have been complied with;
(2) the stock of Carter Bank & Trust has been subscribed, and the capital of the resulting bank will be sufficient to warrant successful operation; (3) the oaths
of all directors have been taken and filed in accordance with the provisions of § 6.1-48 of the Code of Virginia; (4) Carter Bank & Trust will conduct a
legitimate banking business; (5) the moral fitness, financial responsibility, and business qualifications of those named as officers and directors of Carter
Bank & Trust are such as to command the confidence of the community; (6) the public interest will be served by banking facilities in the communities where
the offices will be located; and (7) the deposits of Carter Bank & Trust will be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) A certificate of authority to do a banking business is granted to Carter Bank & Trust, effective immediately prior to the issuance by the Clerk
of the Commission of a certificate merging the National Banks into Carter Bank & Trust. The resulting bank, which will have its main office at 4 East
Commonwealth Boulevard, City of Martinsville, Virginia, is authorized to maintain and operate branches at all of the office locations currently operated by
the National Banks.

(2) The authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year from this date unless extended by Commission order prior to the expiration date.

NOTE: A copy of the Attachment entitled “The Merging Banks and Their Authorized Offices" is on file and may be examined at the State
Corporation Commission, Bureau of Financial Institutions, Tyler Building, 1300 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia.
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CASE NO. BAN20062690
NOVEMBER 3, 2006

APPLICATION OF
TRANSCOMMUNITY FINANCIAL CORPORATION

To acquire Bank of Rockbridge

ORDER OF APPROVAL

TransCommunity Financial Corporation, a Virginia bank holding company, has filed with the State Corporation Commission (“Commission") the
application required by § 6.1-383.1 of the Code of Virginia to acquire all of the voting shares of Bank of Rockbridge, a Virginia bank. The Bureau of
Financial Institutions ("Bureau") investigated the proposed acquisition.

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that the application meets the criteria in § 6.1-383.2 of the
Code of Virginia.

THEREFORE, the proposed acquisition of all of the voting shares of Bank of Rockbridge by TransCommunity Financial Corporation is

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

CASE NO. BAN20062830
NOVEMBER 22, 2006

APPLICATION OF
TIDEWATER TELEPHONE EMPLOYEES CREDIT UNION, INCORPORATED

To merge with Fort Monroe Credit Union, Incorporated

ORDER APPROVING A MERGER

Tidewater Telephone Employees Credit Union, Incorporated, a Virginia state-chartered credit union, has applied to the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission™), pursuant to § 6.1-225.27 of the Code of Virginia, to merge with Fort Monroe Credit Union, Incorporated, a Virginia
state-chartered credit union. The application was investigated by the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions (*Bureau").

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau, the Commission finds that: (1) the field of membership of the credit union which
is proposed to result from the merger satisfies the requirements of § 6.1-225.23 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 Fort Monroe Credit Union, Incorporated and the board of directors of Tidewater
Telephone Employees Credit Union, Incorporated have approved the plan of merger in accordance with applicable law.

THEREFORE, provided the merging credit unions comply with the applicable provisions of the Virginia Nonstock Corporation Act, the merger
of Fort Monroe Credit Union, Incorporated into Tidewater Telephone Employees Credit Union, Incorporated is APPROVED, effective upon the issuance
by the Clerk of the Commission of a certificate of merger. Following the merger, Tidewater Telephone Employees Credit Union, Incorporated shall be
authorized to operate as service facilities, in addition to its current service facilities, what are now the offices of Fort Monroe Credit Union, Incorporated at:
(1) 108 West Mercury Boulevard, Hampton, Virginia 23669; and (2) Post Exchange Building, 102 Griffith Street, Fort Monroe, Virginia 23651. The
authority granted herein shall expire one (1) year from this date unless extended by Commission order prior to the expiration date.

CASE NO. BFI-2005-00012
JANUARY 17, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: Inre: proposed mortgage lender and mortgage broker regulations

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

On February 11, 2005, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order To Take Notice of proposed amendments to the
Commission's Rules Governing Mortgage Lenders and Brokers, 10 VAC 5-160-10 et seq. The Order and proposed amendments were published in the
Virginia Register on March 7, 2005, posted on the Commission's website, and mailed to all licensees under the Mortgage Lender and Broker Act (“the Act"),
§ 6.1-408 et seq. of the Code of Virginia, and other interested persons. All interested persons were afforded an opportunity to file written comments and
request a hearing.

Numerous written comments were filed but no request for a hearing was received. On April 25, 2005, the Commission entered an Order
Directing Response to Comments, which required the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") to file a response to the comments received on or before
June 17, 2005. The Bureau duly filed its Response to Comments, which was delivered to all commenters. On July 12, 2005, the Commission entered an
Order Permitting Further Responses, which authorized all commenters to file a reply to the Bureau's Response on or before August 26, 2005. Several of the
commenters filed such a reply.
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NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record, the proposed amended regulations, and all comments, responses and replies filed,
finds that the proposed amended regulations should be modified in light of certain comments, responses, and replies received, and that licensed mortgage
lenders and mortgage brokers and other interested parties should be afforded an opportunity to file written comments or request a hearing on the modified
proposed amended regulations.

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

(2) Comments or requests for a hearing on the modified proposed amended regulations must be submitted in writing to Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State
Corporation Commission, c/o Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, on or before February 22, 2006. Comments should be
limited to the modifications made to the proposed amended regulations and not reiterate comments that were previously filed in this case. All
correspondence shall contain a reference to Case No. BFI-2005-00012. 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/caseinfo.htm.

(3) If no written request for a hearing on the modified proposed amended regulations is filed on or before February 22, 2006, the Commission,
upon consideration of any comments submitted in support of or in opposition to the modifications, may adopt the modified proposed amended regulations
effective May 1, 2006.

(4) The modified proposed amended regulations shall be posted on the Commission's website at http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.

(5) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the modified proposed amended regulations, shall be sent to the Registrar of
Regulations for publication in the Virginia Register.

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

CASE NO. BFI-2005-00012
APRIL 24, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In re: proposed mortgage lender and mortgage broker regulations

ORDER ADOPTING REGULATIONS

By Order entered in this case on February 11, 2005, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") directed that notice be given of the
Bureau of Financial Institutions' proposal to amend the Commission's Rules Governing Mortgage Lenders and Brokers, 10 VAC 5-160-10 et seqg. of the
Virginia Administrative Code. The Order and proposed amendments were published in the Virginia Register on March 7, 2005, posted on the Commission's
website, and mailed to all licensees under the Mortgage Lender and Broker Act (“the Act"), § 6.1-408 et seg. of the Code of Virginia, and other interested
persons. All interested persons were afforded an opportunity to file written comments and request a hearing.

Numerous written comments were filed but no request for a hearing was received. On April 25, 2005, the Commission entered an Order
Directing Response to Comments, which required the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") to file a response to the comments received on or before
June 17, 2005. The Bureau filed its Response to Comments, which was delivered to all commenters. On July 12, 2005, the Commission entered an Order
Permitting Further Responses, which authorized all commenters to file a reply to the Bureau's Response on or before August 26, 2005. Several of the
commenters filed such a reply.

On January 17, 2006, the Commission entered an Order to Take Notice of modified proposed amended regulations and offered all interested
persons an opportunity to file written comments and request a hearing. The Order and modified proposed amended regulations were published in the
Virginia Register on February 6, 2006, posted on the Commission's website, and mailed to all licensees under the Act. The Commission received eight
comment letters addressing the modified proposed amended regulations but no requests for a hearing.

We have carefully considered the comments of interested persons and the Bureau. In response to such comments, we note that the final version
of the regulations that we promulgate today, to be effective September 1, 2006, contains substantial and significant changes from the version initially
proposed in the Order to Take Notice that was entered on February 11, 2005, many of which changes were in direct response to comments filed with the
Commission.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record, the modified proposed amended regulations, and all of the comments, responses and
replies filed in this case, concludes that the modified proposed amended regulations should be adopted with certain changes to 10 VAC 5-160-20. The
Commission further concludes that the effective date of the regulations should be delayed in order to allow licensees a reasonable period of time to modify
their practices to conform to the regulations.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The attached regulations, 10 VAC 5-160-10 et seq., are adopted effective September 1, 2006.

(2) The regulations shall be posted on the Commission's website at http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.
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(3) An attested copy hereof, together with a copy of the regulations, shall be sent to the Registrar of Regulations for publication in the Virginia
Reqister.

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

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

CASE NO. BFI-2005-00027
JUNE 6, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
AMERICAN FIDELITY, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in
business as a mortgage lender under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the Defendant failed to timely file its annual report due March 1,
2005, in violation of § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia and failed, after being notified, to settle its liability for failure to timely file said annual report; that
the Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 2006, in violation of § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner of Financial
Institutions, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on March 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend
revocation of its license unless the Defendant settled its liability for failure to timely file its 2004 annual report and file its 2005 annual report by April 21,
2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before April 11, 2006; and that no response or written
request for hearing was received or filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has violated the provisions of Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2005-00041
SEPTEMBER 11, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
UNITED CAPITAL, INC. D/B/A UNITED CAPITAL MORTGAGE,
Defendant

DISMISSAL ORDER

On May 17, 2005, the State Corporation Commission (*Commission™) entered a Settlement Order requiring United Capital, Inc. d/b/a United
Capital Mortgage ("Defendant"), a licensed mortgage lender and mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia, to refund, in
accordance with an agreed schedule, one hundred nineteen thousand three hundred ninety-one dollars and ninety-five cents ($119,391.95) in fees that were
identified by the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau") as having been collected in violation of § 6.1-422 B 4 of the Code of Virginia, and provide the
Bureau with copies of the cancelled checks or other written evidence demonstrating that the affected borrowers have received the refunds. Although the
agreed schedule provided for refunds to be made by the Defendant through June 1, 2007, the Bureau has reported that the Defendant has already made all of
the required refunds. Accordingly, the Bureau has recommended that the Commission dismiss this case.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) This case is dismissed.
(2) This case is stricken from the Commission's docket of active cases.

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



40
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

CASE NO. BFI-2005-00098
JUNE 6, 2006

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

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in
business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the Defendant failed to timely file its annual report due March 1,
2005, in violation of § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia, and failed, after being notified, to settle its liability for failure to timely file said annual report; that
the Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 2006, in violation of § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner of Financial
Institutions, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on March 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend
revocation of its license unless the Defendant settled its liability for failure to timely file its 2004 annual report and filed its 2005 annual report by April 21,
2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the office of the Clerk on or before April 11, 2006; and that no response or written
request for hearing was received or filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has violated the provisions of Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2005-00115
JANUARY 12, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In re: proposed amendments to payday lending pamphlet

ORDER ADOPTING A REGULATION

By Order entered in this case on October 17, 2005, the State Corporation Commission (*Commission™) directed that notice be given of the
Bureau of Financial Institutions' proposal to amend 10 VAC 5-200-80 of the Virginia Administrative Code, which prescribes the contents of the pamphlet
that persons licensed under Chapter 18 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia (*Chapter 18") must furnish to borrowers before entering into a payday loan. The
proposed amendments reflect certain requirements and prohibitions added by Chapter 295 of the 2004 Acts of Assembly and Chapter 571 of the 2005 Acts
of Assembly. Notice of the proposed regulation was published in the Virginia Register on November 14, 2005, posted on the Commission's website, and
sent by the Commissioner of Financial Institutions to all payday lenders licensed under Chapter 18. Interested parties were afforded an opportunity to file
written comments or request a hearing on or before December 16, 2005. One comment letter was received. The Commission believes that the proposed
changes to 10 VAC 5-200-80 are consistent with, if not identical to, the 2004 and 2005 amendments to Chapter 18.

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record, the proposed regulation, and the comment letter received, concludes that the
proposed regulation should be adopted as proposed with a delayed effective date in order to allow licensees a reasonable period of time to modify the
contents of their pamphlets.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The proposed regulation, 10 VAC 5-200-80, attached hereto is adopted effective March 1, 2006.

(2) The regulation shall be posted on the Commission's website at http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.

(3) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the regulation, shall be sent to the Registrar of Regulations for publication in the
Virginia Register.

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

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "Chapter 200. 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.
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CASE NO. BFI-2005-00117
JANUARY 31, 2006

IN RE:
APPLICATION OF THE WASHINGTON BANK

For a certificate of authority to engage in the banking business

DISMISSAL ORDER

On September 14, 2005, The Washington Bank, a Virginia corporation ("Applicant"), filed an application with the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") pursuant to § 6.1-13 of the Code of Virginia for a certificate of authority to engage in the banking business. On October 31, 2005,
WashingtonFirst Bank, a District of Columbia bank ("Respondent"), filed a Notice of Participation as a Respondent in this case alleging, among other things,
that the Applicant's name and logo are confusingly similar to Respondent's name and logo. On December 30, 2005, the Commission entered an Order
Setting a Hearing which scheduled a hearing for February 16, 2006, limited to receipt of evidence and argument on the question of whether Applicant's name
or logo so resembled the name or logo of Respondent as to likely cause confusion or mistake, or to deceive, within the meaning of § 59.1-92.3(6) of the
Code of Virginia. That Order also directed the Applicant to file a response to Respondent's Notice of Participation and assigned the question to a Hearing
Examiner.

On January 12, 2006, the parties filed a joint motion seeking cancellation of the scheduled hearing and suspension of the procedural schedule
pending dismissal of this case, the Applicant having previously filed a motion in which it agreed to change its name and logo. On January 18, 2006, the
Hearing Examiner filed his report ordering that the scheduled hearing be cancelled and recommending that the other relief requested in the joint motion be
granted. On January 24, 2006, the parties filed another joint motion seeking dismissal of this case, the Applicant having changed its name to Security One
Bank and amended its application to reflect the name change.

Upon consideration whereof, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
1. This case is dismissed from the Commission's docket of active matters.
2. The papers filed herein shall be placed among the ended causes.

3. The Bureau of Financial Institutions shall continue its investigation of the Applicant's application for a certificate of authority to engage in the
banking business.

CASE NO. BFI-2005-00122
MARCH 1, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
VIRIDIAN LENDING, LLC,

Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) that Viridian Lending, LLC ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code
of Virginia; that the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.1-413 of the Code of Virginia was cancelled on November 12, 2005; that the Commissioner,
pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on January 11, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of
its license unless a new bond was filed by February 11, 2006, and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on
or before February 1, 2006; and that no new bond or written request for a hearing was received or filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law, and

IT IS ORDERED that the license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage broker is hereby revoked.
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CASE NO. BFI-2005-00125
MARCH 2, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
AMSTAR MORTGAGE CORPORATION,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission (*Commission) that Amstar Mortgage Corporation
("Defendant™) is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that on March 14, 2005, the
Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions examined the Defendant and found that it had violated various laws applicable to the conduct of its licensed
business; that the Defendant offered to settle this case by payment of a fine in the sum of ten thousand dollars ($10,000), tendered said sum to the
Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in the case; and the Commissioner of Financial Institutions recommended that the Commission
accept Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) 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-2006-00002
MARCH 2, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
PROFESSIONAL MORTGAGE GROUP, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) that Professional Mortgage Group, Inc. ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1
of the Code of Virginia; that the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.1-413 of the Code of Virginia was cancelled on December 26, 2005; that the
Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on January 9, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend
revocation of its license unless a new bond was filed by February 9, 2006, and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed in the Office of
the Clerk on or before January 30, 2006; and that no new bond or written request for a hearing was received or filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00005
MARCH 1, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
BRIDGE CAPITAL CORPORATION,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission (*Commission™) that Bridge Capital Corporation ("Defendant")
is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender and broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that on July 26, 2005, the
Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions examined the Defendant and found that it had violated various laws applicable to the conduct of its licensed
business; that the Defendant offered to settle this case by payment of a fine in the sum of ten thousand dollars ($10,000), tendered said sum to the
Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in the case; and the Commissioner of Financial Institutions recommended that the Commission
accept Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) Defendant's offer in settlement of this case is accepted.
(2) This case is dismissed.

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00006
MARCH 6, 2006

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

SETTLEMENT ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission (“Commission") that Cornerstone Mortgage, Inc.
("Defendant™) is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that on April 15, 2005, the
Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions examined the Defendant and found that it had violated various laws applicable to the conduct of its licensed
business; that the Defendant offered to settle this case by payment of 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 the case; and the Commissioner of Financial Institutions recommended that the Commission
accept Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) 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-2006-00011
FEBRUARY 23, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

V.
BERKSHIRE HATHAWAY INC.,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Vanderbilt Mortgage and Finance, Inc.
(the "Company"), is licensed to engage in business under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the Defendant, Berkshire Hathaway Inc.,
acquired the stock of the Company without applying for and obtaining Commission approval, in violation of § 6.1-416.1 of the Code of Virginia; that upon
being informed that the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (“Commissioner") intended to recommend the imposition of a fine, the Defendant, without
admitting or denying the violation, offered to settle this case by payment of the sum of five thousand dollars ($5,000), tendered said sum to the
Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in the case; and the Commissioner recommended that the Commission accept Defendant's offer
of settlement pursuant to authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) 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-2006-00014
APRIL 27, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
123LOAN, LLC,

Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission (*Commission") that 123Loan, LLC ("Defendant") is licensed
to engage in business as a mortgage lender and broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commission's Bureau of Financial
Institutions received complaints about the Defendant's mortgage loan solicitations and found that the Defendant had violated § 6.1-424 of the Code of
Virginia; that the Defendant offered to settle this case by payment of 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 the case; and the Commissioner of Financial Institutions recommended that the Commission
accept Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) 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-2006-00020
JUNE 9, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
1ST MILLENNIUM MORTGAGE, LLC,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the
Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 2006, as required by § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated
authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on April 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license unless the
annual report was filed by May 17, 2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before May 9,
2006; and that no annual report or written request for hearing was filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to file the annual report required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00036
JUNE 9, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
FIDELITY FIRST MORTGAGE, INC,,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender and broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia;
that the Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 2006, as required by § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner, pursuant to
delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on April 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license
unless the annual report was filed by May 17, 2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before
May 9, 2006; and that no annual report or written request for hearing was filed.
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Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to file the annual report required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00046
JUNE 9, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
HOME EQUITY LOAN PRODUCTS, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the
Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 20086, as required by § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated
authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on April 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license unless the
annual report was filed by May 17, 2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before May 9,
2006; and that no annual report or written request for hearing was filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to file the annual report required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00048

JUNE 9, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
IMA, INC. D/B/A INTERNATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the
Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 2006, as required by § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated
authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on April 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license unless the
annual report was filed by May 17, 2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before May 9,
2006; and that no annual report or written request for hearing was filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to file the annual report required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00049
JUNE 9, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
INTEGRUS MORTGAGE, LLC,

Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender and broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia;
that the Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 2006, as required by § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner, pursuant to
delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on April 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license
unless the annual report was filed by May 17, 2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before
May 9, 2006; and that no annual report or written request for hearing was filed.
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Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to file the annual report required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00051
JUNE 9, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
LIBERTY HOUSE FINANCIAL GROUP, L.L.C.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the
Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 2006, as required by § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated
authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on April 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license unless the
annual report was filed by May 17, 2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before May 9,
2006; and that no annual report or written request for hearing was filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to file the annual report required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00056
JUNE 9, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

MOUNTAIN VALLEY MORTGAGE CORPORATION,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the
Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 2006, as required by § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated
authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on April 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license unless the
annual report was filed by May 17, 2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before May 9,
2006; and that no annual report or written request for hearing was filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to file the annual report required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00059
JUNE 9, 2006

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

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the
Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 20086, as required by § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated
authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on April 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license unless the
annual report was filed by May 17, 2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before May 9,
2006; and that no annual report or written request for hearing was filed.
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Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to file the annual report required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00064
JUNE 9, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
PARK WEST MORTGAGE, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the
Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 20086, as required by § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated
authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on April 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license unless the
annual report was filed by May 17, 2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before May 9,
2006; and that no annual report or written request for hearing was filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to file the annual report required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00071
JUNE 9, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
SERVICE FIRST MORTGAGE, L.C.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender and broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia;
that the Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 2006, as required by § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner, pursuant to
delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on April 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license
unless the annual report was filed by May 17, 2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before
May 9, 2006; and that no annual report or written request for hearing was filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to file the annual report required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00075
JUNE 9, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

UNITED CALIFORNIA SYSTEMS INTERNATIONAL, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the
Defendant failed to file its annual report due March 1, 2006, as required by § 6.1-418 of the Code of Virginia; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated
authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on April 21, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license unless the
annual report was filed by May 17, 2006, and (2) that a written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before May 9,
2006; and that no annual report or written request for hearing was filed.



48
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to file the annual report required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00089
DECEMBER 8, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
MORTGAGE LENDERS NETWORK USA, INC.,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission (“Commission™) that Mortgage Lenders Network USA, Inc.
("Defendant™) is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that on May 25, 2005, the
Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions (“Bureau™) examined the Defendant and found that it had violated various laws applicable to the conduct of
its licensed business; that the Defendant addressed each item in the Bureau's examination report and communicated its responses to the Bureau; that the
Defendant offered to settle this case by payment of a fine in the sum of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000), tendered said sum to the Commonwealth of
Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in the case; and the Commissioner of Financial Institutions recommended that the Commission accept Defendant's
offer of settlement pursuant to authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

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

(2) Provided the Defendant complies with the requirements in § 6.1-416 B of the Code of Virginia, the Bureau shall accept and process an
application by the Defendant to relocate its office from 3600 Mansell Road, Suite 220, Alpharetta, Georgia 30022 to 3600 Mansell Road, 4th Floor,
Alpharetta, Georgia 30022 without regard to the Bureau's findings from its May 25, 2005 examination.

(3) This case is dismissed.

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00094
JUNE 15, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
ATLANTIC BAY MORTGAGE GROUP, L.L.C.,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") that Atlantic Bay Mortgage Group, L.L.C.
("Defendant™), is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender and mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that on
September 28, 2005, the Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions examined the Defendant and found that it had violated various laws applicable to the
conduct of its licensed business; that the Defendant offered to settle this case by payment of a fine in the sum of twenty thousand dollars ($20,000), tendered
said sum to the Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in the case; and the Commissioner of Financial Institutions recommended that
the Commission accept Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) 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-2006-00101
SEPTEMBER 18, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
ELEND MORTGAGE, LLC,

Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that Elend Mortgage, LLC ("Defendant"), is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code
of Virginia; that the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.1-413 of the Code of Virginia was cancelled on June 30, 2006; that the Commissioner,
pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on July 10, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its
license unless a new bond was filed by August 10, 2006, and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or
before July 31, 2006; and that no new bond or written request for a hearing was received or filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00102
SEPTEMBER 18, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
ARROW SERVICE CORPORATION,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) that Arrow Service Corporation ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the
Code of Virginia; that the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.1-413 of the Code of Virginia was cancelled on June 30, 2006; that the Commissioner,
pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on July 10, 2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its
license unless a new bond was filed by August 10, 2006, and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or
before July 31, 2006; and that no new bond or written request for a hearing was received or filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00115
OCTOBER 31, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
HOME LENDING PARTNERS, L.L.C.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that Home Lending Partners, L.L.C. ("Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of
the Code of Virginia; that the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.1-413 of the Code of Virginia was cancelled on September 7, 2006; that the
Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on September 11, 2006, (1) of his intention to
recommend revocation of its license unless a new bond was filed by October 11, 2006, and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed in
the Office of the Clerk on or before October 2, 2006; and that no new bond or written request for a hearing was received or filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law, and

IT IS ORDERED that the license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage broker is hereby revoked.
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CASE NO. BFI-2006-00115
NOVEMBER 13, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
HOME LENDING PARTNERS, L.L.C.,
Defendant

VACATING ORDER

GOOD CAUSE having been shown, the Order Revoking a License entered herein October 31, 2006, is hereby vacated.

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00117
DECEMBER 20, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
FIDELITY FINANCIAL MORTGAGE CORPORATION,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) that Fidelity Financial Mortgage Corporation (*Defendant") is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of
Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the Defendant repeatedly failed to respond to the Bureau of Financial Institutions' examination report dated January 24,
20086, in violation of 10 VAC 5-160-50; that the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.1-413 of the Code of Virginia was cancelled on September 12,
2006; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on September 21, 2006, (1) of his
intention to recommend revocation of its license unless a new bond was filed by October 21, 2006, and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required
to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before October 12, 2006; and that no new bond or written request for a hearing was received or filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law and repeatedly violated
10 VAC 5-160-50, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00122
NOVEMBER 20, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
MORTGAGE PROS, INC. D/B/A MORTGAGE PROS USA,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) that Mortgage Pros, Inc. d/b/a Mortgage Pros USA (“Defendant”) is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16
of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.1-413 of the Code of Virginia was cancelled on October 4, 2006;
that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on October 5, 2006, (1) of his intention to
recommend revocation of its license unless a new bond was filed by November 5, 2006, and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed
in the Office of the Clerk on or before October 26, 2006; and that no new bond or written request for a hearing was received or filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law, and

IT IS ORDERED that the license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage broker is hereby revoked.
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CASE NO. BFI-2006-00123
NOVEMBER 20, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

J& H MORTGAGE CONSULTANTS, INC. D/B/A CREATIVE LENDING SOLUTIONS,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions (*Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) that J & H Mortgage Consultants, Inc. d/b/a Creative Lending Solutions ("Defendant™) is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage
broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.1-413 of the Code of Virginia was
cancelled on October 6, 2006; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on October 11,
2006, (1) of his intention to recommend revocation of its license unless a new bond was filed by November 11, 2006, and (2) that a written request for a
hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before November 1, 2006; and that no new bond or written request for a hearing was
received or filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00125
DECEMBER 8, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
SOCIETY FUNDING GROUP, LLC,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING A LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("Commissioner") reported to the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") that Society Funding Group, LLC ("Defendant"), is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the
Code of Virginia; that the bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to § 6.1-413 of the Code of Virginia was cancelled on October 15, 2006; that the
Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on October 26, 2006, (1) of his intention to
recommend revocation of its license unless a new bond was filed by November 26, 2006, and (2) that a written request for a hearing was required to be filed
in the Office of the Clerk on or before November 16, 2006; and that no new bond or written request for a hearing was received or filed.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain its bond in force as required by law, and

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00126
DECEMBER 20, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
PULTE MORTGAGE LLC,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY, the Staff reported to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission™) that Pulte Mortgage LLC ("Defendant") is
licensed to engage in business as a mortgage lender and mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia; that on April 5, 2006, the
Commission's Bureau of Financial Institutions examined the Defendant and found that it had violated various laws applicable to the conduct of its licensed
business; that the Defendant offered to settle this case by payment of a fine in the sum of twenty thousand dollars ($20,000), tendered said sum to the
Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing in the case; and the Commissioner of Financial Institutions recommended that the Commission
accept Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to authority granted under § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Defendant's offer in settlement of this case is accepted.
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(2) This case is dismissed.

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

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00127
NOVEMBER 14, 2006

IN THE MATTER OF

THE NANSEMOND CREDIT UNION, INCORPORATED
MERGER INTO

ABNB FEDERAL CREDIT UNION

ORDER APPROVING THE MERGER

The Staff of the Bureau of Financial Institutions ("Bureau™) has reported and represented to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission"):

(1) The Nansemond Credit Union, Incorporated ("Nansemond"), a Virginia chartered credit union, has approximately $2 million in assets and
1,829 members. The adjusted October 2006 financial statement of Nansemond discloses it to be insolvent with a negative net worth of $22,575.

(2) Nansemond has been experiencing ongoing financial difficulties, including numerous accounting and loan underwriting problems. These
trends have reached a point where Nansemond is no longer viable as a separate entity. The trends are confirmed in a Bureau memorandum dated
November 8, 2006, and attached exhibits.

(3) An emergency exists, and it is in the best interests of the members of Nansemond to have Nansemond immediately merged into ABNB
Federal Credit Union ("ABNB"), a federally chartered credit union.

(4) In order for Nansemond to be merged into ABNB under § 6.1-225.10 of the Code of Virginia, the board of directors of both corporations
must approve a plan of merger. The board of directors of both credit unions have approved a plan of merger that provides, among other things, that the
remaining members of Nansemond will become members of ABNB.

(5) ABNB's member accounts are insured by the National Credit Union Share Insurance Fund.

Having considered the report and the above representations of the Bureau, the Commission finds that Nansemond is insolvent, an emergency
exists, the board of directors of both credit unions have approved the merger, and the merger is in the best interests of the members of Nansemond.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The merger of Nansemond into ABNB is hereby approved pursuant to § 6.1-225.10 of the Code of Virginia.

(2) Pursuant to 8§ 6.1-225.10 of the Code of Virginia, this Order shall take the place of the usual approval of the merger by the members of both
credit unions. Nansemond shall promptly provide its members of record with notice of Nansemond's insolvency and its merger into ABNB for the purpose

of providing such members an opportunity to challenge the finding that Nansemond is insolvent. Nansemond shall also preserve and make available to its
members the relevant books and records for a period of thirty (30) days after such notice is sent.

CASE NO. BFI-2006-00131
DECEMBER 4, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: Inre: annual fees for mortgage lenders and mortgage brokers

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, § 6.1-420 of the Mortgage Lender and Broker Act (the "Act") requires licensed mortgage lenders and mortgage brokers to pay an
annual fee calculated in accordance with a schedule set by the State Corporation Commission (“*Commission");

WHEREAS, the Commission previously promulgated a regulation that set forth a schedule of annual fees to be paid by mortgage lenders and
mortgage brokers; and

WHEREAS the Bureau of Financial Institutions has proposed to make certain technical changes to 10 VAC 5-160-40 that would round each
annual fee down to the nearest whole dollar, update the annual report due date in order to conform to § 6.1-418 of the Act, and adjust the cutoff date for
assessing mortgage lenders and mortgage brokers that are granted a license or additional authority on or after January 1 of the year of assessment;

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) The proposed regulation is appended hereto and made a part of the record herein.
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(2) Comments on the proposed regulation must be submitted in writing to Joel H. Peck, Clerk, State Corporation Commission, c/o Document
Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, on or before January 19, 2007. All correspondence shall contain a reference to Case No.
BFI-2006-00131. Interested persons desiring to submit comments electronically may do so by following the instructions available at the Commission's
website: http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.

(3) The proposed regulation shall be posted on the Commission's website at http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.

AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the proposed regulation, shall be sent to the Registrar of Regulations for publication in
the Virginia Register.

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

CASE NO. CLK-2005-00008
JANUARY 25, 2006

BROOKSIDE DEVELOPER, L.L.C. F/K/A BROOKSIDE DEVELOPMENT, LLC,
Petitioner,

V.
FAUQUIER COUNTY WATER AND SANITATION AUTHORITY,
and
REES, BROOME & DIAZ, P.C,
Defendants

EINAL ORDER

On July 5, 2005, Brookside Developer, L.L.C. f/k/a Brookside Development, LLC ("Brookside" or “Petitioner"), filed a Petition with the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission"), pursuant to 8§ 12.1-12 and 12.1-13 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") and Rule 5 VAC 5-20-100 B and
Rule 5 VAC 5-20-100 C of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure (“Rules"). The Petitioner alleges that Fauquier County Water and Sanitation
Authority ("WSA") and Rees, Broome & Diaz, P.C. ("RBD") (collectively, "Defendants") wrongfully and unlawfully reserved the name "Brookside
Development, LLC" in April 2005. The Petitioner seeks declaratory relief, including that the aforesaid reservation of the name "Brookside Development,
LLC" by the Defendants be declared void ab initio. The Petition also alludes to ongoing litigation in the Circuit Court of Fauquier County among the
Petitioner and other real estate development limited liability companies and the WSA.

On July 21, 2005, the Defendants filed their Answer and a Motion to Dismiss Petition (“Motion to Dismiss"). The Defendants denied most of the
assertions in the Petition, alleged that such assertions were frivolous, and denied that the Commission has jurisdiction in this matter. The Defendants
claimed that their reservation of the lapsed name of "Brookside Development, LLC" was legitimate and lawful. In addition, the Defendants raised other
affirmative defenses and concluded by requesting that the Commission dismiss the Petition and award the Defendants attorneys' fees, costs and expenses
pursuant to § 12.1-32 of the Code of Virginia.

On August 11, 2005, Brookside filed the Petitioner's Opposition to Respondents' Motion to Dismiss, Petitioner's Motion to Strike Affirmative
Defenses, and Request for Hearings ("Motion to Strike"). Brookside argued that the Motion to Dismiss should be denied and moved to strike the affirmative
defenses asserted by the Defendants.

On August 22, 2005, the Defendants filed a Reply to the Petitioner's Opposition in which, among other things, the Defendants argued that
Brookside's pleading filed on August 11, 2005, should have been filed no later than August 4, 2005, and thus, should be struck as untimely. In addition, the
Defendants asserted that the relief sought in the Petition is moot in that the Defendants' reservation of the name "Brookside Development, LLC" expired on
August 12, 2005, and Brookside has now reserved the name for itself. Furthermore, the Defendants seek an award of reasonable costs and attorneys' fees.

On September 1, 2005, Brookside filed its reply concerning its Motion to Strike Affirmative Defenses. The Petitioner requests the Commission:
(i) declare the reservation of the name "Brookside Development, LLC" void ab initio; (ii) expunge the Defendants' improper name reservation from the
records of the Commission; (iii) order that the Petitioner's reinstatement of registration be deemed to have occurred under its former name; and (iv) award
Petitioner its costs.

On September 26, 2005, the Commission issued its Preliminary Order in which it docketed the case and assigned this matter to a Hearing
Examiner to conduct all further proceedings.

A Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated October 6, 2005, scheduled an oral argument on this matter for October 20, 2005. The oral argument was
convened as scheduled on October 20, 2005. Joseph S. Luchini, Esquire, and Curtis G. Manchester, Esquire, appeared on behalf of Brookside. Stephen M.
Sayers, Esquire, and Robert E. Scully, Jr., Esquire, appeared on behalf of the Defendants.

On November 30, 2005, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report. In his Report, he found that: (1) the WSA is a "person" pursuant to
88 13.1-603 and -1002 that may reserve the name of a limited liability company; (2) Section 13.1-1013 A contains no required purpose in regards to the
reservation of a name; and (3) the Defendants' reservation of the name was lawful. The Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an
Order that adopts the findings of his Report and dismisses the case from the Commission's docket of active proceedings.

On December 21, 2005, counsel for the Petitioner filed comments on the Hearing Examiner's Report requesting, among other things, that the
Commission decline to adopt the findings of the Report. On the same date, counsel for the Defendants filed comments in support of the Hearing Examiner's
Report and requested that the Commission grant its request for costs and expenses, including attorneys' fees, pursuant to Va. Code Ann. § 12.1-32 and
5 VAC 5-20-20.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the pleadings, the applicable statutes, the Hearing Examiner's Report and the comments
thereto, is of the opinion and finds that the findings and recommendations of the November 30, 2005, Hearing Examiner's Report should be adopted. We
also find no basis to grant the Defendants' request for costs and expenses, including attorneys' fees.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The findings and recommendations of the November 30, 2005, Hearing Examiner's report are hereby adopted.

(2) This case is dismissed, and the papers filed herein shall be placed in the Commission's file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. CLK-2006-00003
JUNE 22, 2006

JEAN B. HUDSON,
Petitioner,
V.

JOHNNY MACK BROWN,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

On January 9, 2006, the petitioner, Jean B. Hudson, an Assistant U.S. Attorney, filed a Petition with the State Corporation Commission
("Commission") seeking expungement from records in the Office of the Clerk of a Uniform Commercial Code financing statement filed by the Defendant as
a putative secured party naming petitioner as debtor. Expungement of the financing statement was premised, as alleged in the Petition, upon the petitioner
never having been indebted to the defendant and the false, fraudulent, and unauthorized character of the financing statement. By Preliminary Order dated
February 17, 2006, the Commission, among other things, directed that the Defendant file an Answer with the Clerk within twenty-one (21) days after service
of the Petition upon the Defendant.

On March 7, 2006, the Defendant filed a Motion (1) seeking an extension of time to file an Answer on the ground that he had not been sent the
Petition, (2) requesting that counsel be appointed to represent him or that he be provided a copy of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, and
(3) objecting to the petitioner being represented by the United States Attorney in this matter. By Order dated March 16, 2006, the Commission directed that
a copy of the Petition and attached exhibits and the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure be sent to the Defendant, directed the Defendant to file his
Answer within thirty (30) days after receipt of the Petition, denied Defendant's request for appointment of counsel, and granted the Defendant leave to renew
his objection to petitioner's representation by the United States Attorney with citation of relevant authorities when Defendant filed his Answer.

The Defendant did not file an Answer as required, but on March 31, 2006, filed a Motion to Dismiss Petition for Lack of Evidence Thereof
asserting that there has been no evidentiary hearing to determine the validity of the filed financing statement and that the Commission should defer acting
upon the Petition until that issue is determined by another tribunal. Petitioner filed a response to this motion, and the motion was denied by Commission
Order dated May 5, 2006. On May 22, 2006, petitioner filed Petitioner's Motion for Summary Judgment based upon Defendant's failure to file an Answer
accompanied by petitioner's affidavit supporting the allegations in the Petition. On June 6, 2006, Defendant filed a response to this motion conceding that he
filed the financing statement as alleged in the Petition and seeking to justify the filing on the basis that he claims to be unlawfully imprisoned as a result of
actions taken by the petitioner in her role as his prosecutor.

While we reject the Defendant's effort to use his opportunity to respond to the motion for summary judgment to allege matters which should have
been alleged in an answer, we must observe that the matters alleged in his response to the motion do not justify the UCC filing. Under § 8.9A-310 of the
Code of Virginia, filing a financing statement is a method by which a secured party may perfect a security interest in certain collateral. The term "secured
party" is defined in § 8.9A-102(72) of the Code of Virginia, and the Defendant alleges nothing in his response to the motion for summary judgment that
brings him within that statutory definition.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Petitioner's motion for summary judgment is hereby granted.

(2) The UCC financing statement numbered 050707 7136-7 filed by Defendant is hereby declared void ab initio.

(3) The Clerk's Office shall immediately expunge from its records UCC financing statement numbered 050707 7136-7 filed by Defendant.

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

CASE NO. CLK-2006-00005
JUNE 22, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Inre: PERKINS & ASSOCIATES, LLC

ORDER VACATING A CERTIFICATE

On December 14, 2005, the State Corporation Commission (“Commission") issued a certificate of organization for a Virginia limited liability
company named Michelle Perkins & Associates, LLC ("Michelle"). On December 21, 2005, the Commission issued a certificate of organization for a
Virginia limited liability company named Perkins & Associates, LLC (“Perkins"). On June 7, 2006, a member of Perkins filed a Petition with the
Commission alleging that the existence of Perkins was wrongfully terminated on May 15, 2006, as the result of the filing of a certificate of cancellation,
pursuant to § 13.1-1050 of the Code of Virginia, by a person associated with Michelle but having no authority from Perkins to act for that company. The
Petition requested that the wrongful termination of the existence of Perkins be nullified.
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Upon consideration of the Petition and the Commission's records,
IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The May 15, 2006 termination of the existence of Perkins & Associates, LLC, is vacated effective on that date.
(2) The existence of Perkins & Associates, LLC, a Virginia limited liability Company, is reinstated retroactive to May 15, 2006.

(3) The Clerk of the Commission shall make such entries in the records in his office as may be necessary to reflect the relief afforded in
this Order.
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BUREAU OF INSURANCE

CASE NO. INS-1997-00219
OCTOBER 11, 2006

PETITION OF
WENDELL P. AND VANESSA C. TYLER

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 appointing the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) the Receiver of HOW Insurance Company ("HOWIC"), Home Warranty Corporation (*HWC"), and Home Owners Warranty Corporation
("HOW") (collectively, "HOW Companies" or "HOW"). 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 (“"RAP") to govern appeals and challenges to decisions rendered by the
Receiver or the Receiver's duly authorized representatives.

On July 7, 1997, Wendell P. and Vanessa C. Tyler ("Petitioners") filed a Petition for Review ("Petition") with the Clerk of the Commission
contesting the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 4405612.

By Order dated July 30, 1997, 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 September 5, 1997.

On September 5, 1997, the Deputy Receiver filed a Motion for Summary Judgment. Pursuant to the ruling dated September 9, 1997, the
Petitioners were directed to file any response to the Motion for Summary Judgment on or before September 29, 1997. The Petitioners did not file a response.
By ruling dated December 9, 1997, the Deputy Receiver's Motion for Summary Judgment was granted in part, and the Deputy Receiver was directed to file
an Answer to the Petition.

On January 6, 1998, the Deputy Receiver filed his Answer to the Petition. By ruling dated January 14, 1998, a telephonic hearing was scheduled
and a procedural schedule was established.

The hearing was continued several times at the request of the parties. On January 21, 2000, the Petitioners requested a continuance due to
continuing medical problems of Mr. Tyler. Accordingly, by ruling dated January 27, 2000, the matter was continued generally until further ruling by the
Hearing Examiner.

No pleadings or other activity occurred with respect to this matter subsequent to the ruling of January 27, 2000. Thus, a Hearing Examiner's
Ruling dated July 25, 2006, informed the parties, via certified mail, that this matter would be dismissed unless the parties showed good cause on or before
August 10, 2006, why this matter should not be dismissed from the Commission's docket of active cases. On August 1, 2006, the Deputy Receiver advised
that he did not oppose dismissal. On August 8, 2006, the rulings mailed to the Petitioners were returned to the Commission, indicating that the Petitioners'
post office box had been closed. On August 10, 2006, the Deputy Receiver provided a possible street address for the Petitioners.

By ruling dated August 15, 2006, the Hearing Examiner extended until August 31, 2006, the deadline for the parties to provide good cause why
the matter should not be dismissed and directed that the ruling be mailed to the possible street address for the Petitioners. The case file includes proof that
the ruling was received by the Petitioners on August 19, 2006.

No responses have been filed by the Petitioners.

On September 13, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report in which he recommended that the Petition of Wendell P. and Vanessa C. Tyler
should be dismissed with prejudice based upon their failure to respond.

Upon consideration of the record herein and the Report of the Hearing Examiner, the Commission is of the opinion, and so finds, that the findings
and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. The Petition of Wendell P. and Vanessa C. Tyler for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DISMISSED WITH
PREJUDICE;

2. The Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 4405612 issued by the Deputy Receiver on June 4, 1997, is hereby AFFIRMED; and

3. The case is dismissed, and the papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-1997-00249
SEPTEMBER 26, 2006

PETITION OF
BRIGHTON HOMES d/b/a B-A HOMES, INC.

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 appointing the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) the Receiver of HOW Insurance Company ("HOWIC"), Home Warranty Corporation ("HWC"), and Home Owners Warranty Corporation
("HOW") (collectively, "HOW Companies" or "HOW"). 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 ("RAP") to govern appeals and challenges to decisions rendered by the
Receiver or the Receiver's duly authorized representatives.

On August 4, 1997, Brighton Homes d/b/a B-A Homes, Inc. (“Petitioner”) filed a Petition for Review (“Petition") with the Clerk of the
Commission contesting the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. D1878.

By Order dated August 25, 1997, the Commission docketed the Petition, assigned the matter to a Hearing Examiner, and directed the Deputy
Receiver to file an Answer or other responsive pleading to the Petition on or before October 17, 1997.

The Deputy Receiver filed timely an Answer to the Petition in which, among other things, he moved that the homeowners, Jim and Marla Van
Wyk ("homeowners"), be made a party to the proceeding. By ruling dated December 1, 1997, the Deputy Receiver's motion was granted, the homeowners
were joined in the proceeding, and a procedural schedule and telephonic hearing were established.

The hearing was continued several times at the request of the parties. On July 6, 1998, the Petitioner, by counsel, filed a motion for continuance
stating that it had reached an agreement with the homeowners whereby the Petitioner agreed to make certain repairs to the homeowners' residence. Counsel
for the Deputy Receiver had no objection to the requested continuance. Accordingly, by ruling dated July 6, 1998, the matter was continued generally until
further ruling by the Hearing Examiner.

No pleadings or other activity occurred with respect to this matter subsequent to the ruling of July 6, 1998. Thus, a Hearing Examiner's Ruling
dated July 25, 2006, informed the parties, via certified mail, that this matter would be dismissed unless the parties showed good cause on or before
August 10, 2006, why this matter should not be dismissed from the Commission's docket of active cases. The case file includes proof that the ruling was
received by the Petitioner and the Deputy Receiver on July 28, 2006. On July 31, 2006, the Deputy Receiver advised that he did not oppose dismissal. The
Petitioner made no response.

On August 15, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report and made the following findings and recommendations:

1. No responses were filed in response to the Ruling dated July 25, 2006.

2. The Deputy Receiver's denial of Claim No. D1878 should be affirmed.

3. The Petition of Brighton Homes d/b/a B-A Homes, Inc. should be dismissed.

Upon consideration of the record herein and the Report of the Hearing Examiner, the Commission is of the opinion, and so finds, that the findings
and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
1. The Petition of Brighton Homes d/b/a B-A Homes, Inc. for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DISMISSED;
2. The Determination of Appeal in Claim No. D1878 issued by the Deputy Receiver on July 9, 1997, is hereby AFFIRMED; and

3. The case is dismissed, and the papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2001-00065
MARCH 15, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
TOWER NATIONAL INSURANCE COMPANY (FORMERLY NORTH AMERICAN LUMBER INSURANCE COMPANY),
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

Tower National Insurance Company, a foreign corporation domiciled in the State of Massachusetts (formerly North American Lumber Insurance
Company) ("Defendant™), initially was licensed to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia on November 27, 1984.

By order entered herein April 19, 2001, the Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia was
suspended based on the Defendant's failure to file its 2000 Annual Statement with the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau™) on or before March 1, 2001, as well as
the agreement of the Massachusetts Commissioner of Insurance, the Receiver of the Defendant.

On March 4, 2005, the Supreme Judicial Court for Suffolk County, Massachusetts entered an order approving the sale of the charter and licenses
of the Defendant to the Tower Group, Inc., free from its liabilities. Immediately following the sale, the Defendant's name was changed from North
American Lumber Insurance Company to Tower National Insurance Company.

The Quarterly Statement of the Defendant dated September 30, 2005, and timely filed with the Bureau reflects that the Defendant is in
compliance with Virginia's minimum capital and surplus requirements as set forth in § 38.2-1028 of the Code of Virginia.

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

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2002-01300
AUGUST 22, 2006

PETITION OF
CENTENNIAL HOMES, INC. d/b/a TRENDMAKER HOMES

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 appointing the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) the Receiver of HOW Insurance Company ("HOWIC"), Home Warranty Corporation (*HWC"), and Home Owners Warranty Corporation
("HOW") (collectively, "HOW Companies" or "HOW"). 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 (“"RAP") to govern appeals and challenges to decisions rendered by the
Receiver or the Receiver's duly authorized representatives.

On November 21, 2002, Centennial Homes, Inc., d/b/a Trendmaker Homes (“Centennial Homes" or "Petitioner") filed a Petition for Review
("Petition™) with the Clerk of the Commission contesting the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 3590958.

By Order dated November 27, 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 or before January 17, 2003.

On January 8, 2003, counsel for the Deputy Receiver and Centennial Homes filed a Joint Motion for Continuance (*Joint Motion™). In support of
the Joint Motion, the parties stated that the Petition addressed issues substantively similar in the three petitions previously filed by the Petitioner and pending
before the Commission (Case Nos. INS-2001-00081, INS-2001-00082, and INS-2002-00040, which were consolidated) at the time of filing. The Deputy
Receiver and Centennial Homes were awaiting the Commission's decision with regard to the pending cases, and jointly moved for a general continuance of
the captioned proceeding pending final disposition of the other petitions set forth above. By Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated January 15, 2003, the Joint
Motion was granted.
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On October 28, 2003, the Commission entered an Order in the above-mentioned consolidated cases, ruling that the Petitions be denied, the
Determinations of Appeal issued respectively to each Petition be affirmed, and the cases be dismissed. On November 20, 2003, Centennial Homes filed an
appeal with the Supreme Court of Virginia ("Court"). On March 30, 2004, the Court affirmed the Commission's Order of October 28, 2003.

The Petitioner has taken no action in this case since the decision by the Court.

By Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated May 22, 2006, the parties were advised that pursuant to § 8.01-335 of the Code of Virginia, the matter
would be dismissed unless the parties showed good cause on or before June 7, 2006, why the matter should not be dismissed.

On July 18, 2006, Howard P. Anderson, Jr. issued his Report and made the following findings and recommendations:
1. No responses were filed in response to the Ruling dated May 22, 2006.
2. The Petition of Centennial Homes, Inc. d/b/a Trendmaker Homes should be dismissed with prejudice.

Upon consideration of the record herein and the Report of the Hearing Examiner, the Commission is of the opinion, and so finds, that the findings
and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner should be adopted.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. The Petition of Centennial Homes, Inc. d/b/a Trendmaker Homes for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby
DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE;

2. The Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 3590958 issued by the Deputy Receiver on October 25, 2002 is hereby AFFIRMED; and

3. The case is dismissed, and the papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. INS-2003-00158
MARCH 21, 2006

PETITION OF
KENNETH R. PATTERSON

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

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

On July 18, 2003, Kenneth R. Patterson ("Petitioner") filed a Petition for Review with the Commission contesting the Deputy Receiver's
Determination of Appeal in Claim No. CH03-135. By Order dated July 30, 2003, the Commission docketed the Petition, assigned the case to a Hearing
Examiner, and directed the Deputy Receiver to file an Answer or other responsive pleading to the Petition on or before August 29, 2003.

On August 20, 2003, the Deputy Receiver filed an Agreed Motion for Continuance. In support of the motion, the Deputy Receiver stated that the
Petitioner and ROA were named defendants in three federal court class actions pending at the time of the motion. Since many of the issues relevant to the
disposition of this Petition were also likely to be at issue in those pending federal and state court class actions, to promote judicial economy, the Deputy
Receiver and the Petitioner jointly moved for a general continuance of this matter. The Chief Hearing Examiner granted the motion by Ruling dated
August 21, 2003.

On November 29, 2005, the Deputy Receiver moved to lift the stay and resume the case. By ruling dated January 4, 2006, the motion was
granted and the parties were directed to submit an agreed procedural schedule for consideration by January 18, 2006.

On January 18, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed a Motion to Adopt Proposed Agreed Procedural Schedule. Counsel for the Petitioner was
consulted and agreed to the proposed schedule. By ruling dated January 23, 2006, a procedural schedule was established and a hearing was set for June 21,
2006.

On February 10, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed a Motion for Summary Judgment. The Chief Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated February 13,
2006, provided Petitioner with an opportunity to respond and the Deputy Receiver with an opportunity to reply. No response was filed.

On February 15, 2006, the Petitioner filed a Motion for Nonsuit to withdraw his Petition without a decision on the merits. The Petitioner
requested this matter be dismissed without prejudice. The Deputy Receiver did not oppose that motion.

On March 9, 2006, the Chief Hearing Examiner issued her Report in which she made the following findings and recommendations:
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1. The Motion for Nonsuit should be granted, thereby rendering moot the Deputy Receiver's Motion for Summary Judgment;
2. The hearing scheduled for June 21, 2006, should be canceled;

3. The Commission should enter an order dismissing the Petition of Kenneth R. Patterson without prejudice; and

4. The matter should be stricken from the Commission's docket of active cases.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
1. The Petitioner's Motion for Nonsuit is hereby GRANTED;

2. The Petition of Kenneth R. Patterson for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DISMISSED WITHOUT
PREJUDICE; and

3. The papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. INS-2003-00206
OCTOBER 11, 2006

PETITION OF
FIRST VIRGINIA REINSURANCE, LTD.

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

On September 26, 2003, First Virginia Reinsurance, Ltd. ("FVR"), by counsel, filed a Petition for Review ("Petition™) contesting the Deputy
Receiver of Reciprocal of America and The Reciprocal Group's (collectively "ROA") determination of appeal. On October 6, 2003, the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission™) entered an Order Docketing Case, Appointing Hearing Examiner, and Setting Date for Filing Answer, in which the
Commission docketed the case, assigned it to a Hearing Examiner, and directed the Deputy Receiver to file an Answer or other responsive pleading on or
before November 14, 2003.

On November 12, 2003, the Deputy Receiver filed a Notice of Temporary Restraining Order (“Notice™). Therein, the Deputy Receiver advised
the Commission that the United States Bankruptcy Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Richmond Division (the "Bankruptcy Court") entered a
Temporary Restraining Order ("TRO") in the matter styled Petition of Malcolm L. Butterfield and Michael W. Morrison as Joint Provisional Liquidators of
First Virginia Reinsurance, Ltd., Case No. 03-40202 (DOT). According to the Notice, on October 10, 2003, FVR filed a Petition in the Supreme Court of
Bermuda seeking, inter alia, an order from that court that FVR be wound up by the court under the provisions of the Bermuda Companies Act of 1981 and
further requested the appointment of Joint Provisional Liquidators for FVR. The Notice also indicated that on October 13, 2003, the Supreme Court of
Bermuda issued an Order granting the Petition filed by FVVR and appointed Joint Provisional Liquidators for FVR.

Subsequent ancillary proceedings were initiated in the Bankruptcy Court, which issued its TRO on October 30, 2003. In the Notice, the Deputy
Receiver requested that the Commission take notice of the TRO and stay the instant proceedings until the Bankruptcy Court issues are resolved.”

By Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated November 14, 2003, the Hearing Examiner continued this matter generally until such time as the TRO is
dissolved, and/or the Bankruptcy Court issues are resolved.

On September 14, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed an Application for Order Approving Settlement Agreement (“Application"). Therein, the
Deputy Receiver provided the history of this litigation, as well as the corollary proceedings in Bermuda and the Bankruptcy Court. He also represented to
the Commission that, "[d]ue to the cost and unpredictability of litigation, and the complexity of the overlapping federal, state, and foreign jurisdictions
involved in this matter, it was determined that a settlement would help insure the maximum benefit to ROA's policyholders, other creditors, and the
public."? The Deputy Receiver also provided the details of the settlement agreement ("Settlement") reached between the Deputy Receiver and the Joint
Liquidators of FVR. The Deputy Receiver further represented that “the [Settlement] is fundamentally fair to all interested parties, and respectfully requests
that the [Settlement] be approved and implemented."®

On September 20, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed a Motion for Expedited Treatment of Application for Order Approving Settlement Agreement
("Motion") wherein he indicates that the Settlement between the Deputy Receiver and the Joint Liquidators of FVR must be entered by the respective courts
on or before November 1, 2006, or the Settlement may be terminated pursuant to its terms. Accordingly, the Deputy Receiver requests that the Commission
expedite its review of the Application, such that its approval may be granted prior to November 1, 2006.*

! See Notice at 2-3.
2 See Application at 7.
%1d. at 8.

* See Motion at 2.
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On September 21, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report. Therein, the Hearing Examiner discussed the procedural history of this case,
the Application, and the terms of the Settlement, and he recommended that the Commission adopt the findings of his Report and approve the Settlement.

On September 27, 2006, the Special Deputy Receivers ("SDRs") for the Tennessee Reciprocals® filed Comments and Response of Special Deputy
Receivers to Application for Order Approving Settlement Agreement and Hearing Examiner's Report ("Comments"). Therein, the SDRs contend that, while
they are not parties to this proceeding, the trust funds that are in dispute between FVR and ROA were "established ostensibly as security for FVR's
reinsurance obligations to ROA relating to claims under the policies of the RRGs and to maintain an account from which ROA could withdraw funds only
to pay claims made under policies issued by the RRGs, even in the event of ROA's insolvency."® The SDRs also state that, while they neither object nor
agree to approval of the Settlement, they request that any Order approving the Settlement incorporate conditions set forth in their comments.” The SDRs
request that the Commission enter no orders in this matter to the prejudice of the SDRs' claims in Case No. INS-2003-00092,% ". .. .with respect to
disposition of the monies from the Trust Account to remain after the contemplated settlement payment is made to FVR."® The SDRs also request that any
orders issued by the Commission approving the Settlement provide that such orders are without prejudice to the SDRs' claims in Case No. INS-2003-00092.

On September 28, 2006, the Commission entered a Scheduling Order, in which it provided an opportunity for the parties to respond to the
Comments on or before October 6, 2006. The Scheduling Order also provided for notice to parties in a number of related ROA proceedings.*

On October 2, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed the Response of the Deputy Receiver to Comments of Risk Retention Groups' Special Deputy
Receivers ("Response to Comments™). The Deputy Receiver asserts that the Settlement requires a $6 million payment by ROA to FVR, which will be made
from the disputed trust funds.'* The Deputy Receiver also contends that the SDRs are aware of, and do not object to, this payment.'? The Deputy Receiver
also argues that the payment pursuant to the Settlement does not violate his Fifth Directive,*® because the payment effectively settles a secured claim, or
because the payment pertains to assets which are not undisputed assets of ROA.** The Deputy Receiver further contends that the Settlement does not restrict
in any way the ability of the SDRs to pursue their claims in Case No. INS-2003-00092, and he requests that the Commission approve the Settlement
unconditionally, deeming the representation of the Deputy Receiver and the terms of the Settlement itself as sufficient assurance that the Settlement will not
have an unjustified untoward effect on the claims of the SDRs in Case No. INS-2003-00092.%

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the record in this proceeding, including the Application, the Settlement, the Hearing Examiner's
Report, and the applicable law finds that the findings of the Hearing Examiner should be adopted and that the Settlement between the Deputy Receiver and
the Joint Liquidators of FVR should be approved. We have carefully reviewed the terms thereof, as well as the representation of the Deputy Receiver that
approving the terms of the Settlement will be in the best interest of the receivership estate, the policyholders, other creditors, and the public.*®

We have also reviewed the terms of our Order Cancelling Hearing in Case No. INS-2003-00092, which required that notice be provided to parties
to that case before the Deputy Receiver could disburse funds from the estate. If an objection was filed prior to the proposed action of the Deputy Receiver,
such action could not be taken absent further Order of the Commission. We find it unnecessary in this case to decide whether the disputed trust funds are
funds of the receivership estate. The specific trust funds are claimed by several different parties, including the Deputy Receiver, the Joint Liquidators of
FVR, and the SDRs. Since all of the aforementioned persons understand that the $6 million payment under the Settlement will be made from the trust funds

® The "Tennessee Reciprocals” are Doctors Insurance Reciprocal, Risk Retention Group ("RRG"), American National Lawyers Insurance Reciprocal, RRG,
and The Reciprocal Alliance, RRG. The Tennessee Reciprocals were placed in receivership in Tennessee soon after ROA entered receivership in Virginia.

® See Comments at 2.

"1d. at 3.

® In re: Joint Petition of Special Deputy Receivers of Doctors Insurance Reciprocal, Risk Retention Group, In Receivership, American National Lawyers
Insurance Reciprocal, Risk Retention Group, In Receivership, and The Reciprocal Alliance, Risk Retention Group, In Receivership, Case No.
INS-2003-00092.

® See Comments at 4.

% In addition to parties in this case and Case No. INS-2003-00092, the Scheduling Order was also mailed to all parties in Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel.
State Corporation Commission, Applicants v. Reciprocal of America, In Receivership, The Reciprocal Group, In Receivership, Respondents, Case No.
INS-2003-00024, which is the general receivership case.

1 According to the Application, on April 3, 2003, the Deputy Receiver seized approximately $56.9 million from a trust account holding funds pursuant to a
trust agreement between FVR and ROA. See Application at 1-2. While the Deputy Receiver contends that these funds were held for the sole benefit of
ROA, as security for FVR's reinsurance obligations to ROA, the SDRs have asserted that these funds were held for the benefit of the Tennessee Reciprocals
and their policyholders and claimants.

12 Response to Comments at 2.

%% pursuant to the Deputy Receiver's Fifth Directive, the Deputy Receiver directed the discontinuance of almost all payments from the receivership estate,
effective April 30, 2003.

 Response to Comments at 3.
5 1d. at 4-5.

%6 See Application at 8.
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at issue and either do not object or specifically support such payment, we find that such payment does not violate the terms of our previous Order Cancelling
Hearing or the Deputy Receiver's Fifth Directive.’” We have also provided notice of this proceeding to parties in other ROA-related cases.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Application of the Deputy Receiver of ROA is APPROVED.

(2) The Settlement between the Deputy Receiver and the Joint Liquidators of FVR is APPROVED.

(3) This matter is closed and the papers herein be passed to the file for ended causes.

Commissioner Jagdmann did not participate in this matter.

" We noted in our Order Cancelling Hearing that such Order did not "constitute findings of fact or conclusions of law with regard to the Joint Petition for
Expedited Review of Claims and Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal filed by the [SDRs] on April 25, 2003, or otherwise, and is without prejudice
to claims and defenses of the parties." Order Cancelling Hearing at 3. By approving the Application herein, we also make no such findings of fact or
conclusions of law with regard to the claims in Case No. INS-2003-00092.

CASE NO. INS-2003-00268
NOVEMBER 17, 2006

PETITION OF
ROBERT AND CYNTHIA TROCKI

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 appointing the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) the Receiver of HOW Insurance Company ("HOWIC"), Home Warranty Corporation (*HWC"), and Home Owners Warranty Corporation
("HOW") (collectively, "HOW Companies" or "HOW"). 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 (“"RAP") to govern appeals and challenges to decisions rendered by the
Receiver or the Receiver's duly authorized representatives.

On December 24, 2003, Robert and Cynthia Trocki (“Petitioners") filed a Petition for Review ("Petition™) with the Clerk of the Commission
contesting the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 3807295.

By Order dated December 31, 2003, 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 February 13, 2004.

On February 13, 2004, the Deputy Receiver filed his Answer to the Petition in which he argued that the Petitioners' allegations were insufficient
to support a claim for major structural defect coverage because the defect claimed is specifically excluded under the HOW Insurance Warranty document.

By ruling dated March 17, 2004, the matter was scheduled for telephonic hearing and a procedural schedule was established.

On May 7, 2004, the Petitioners filed a letter with the Commission requesting a postponement of the scheduled hearing in order to allow them
additional time to obtain legal representation. The Deputy Receiver did not oppose the request for postponement. Accordingly, by ruling dated May 12,
2004, the matter was continued generally until further ruling by the Hearing Examiner.

No pleadings or other activity occurred with respect to this matter subsequent to the ruling of May 12, 2004. Thus, a Hearing Examiner's Ruling
dated July 26, 2006, informed the parties, via certified mail, that this matter would be dismissed unless the parties showed good cause on or before
August 11, 2006, why the matter should not be dismissed from the Commission's docket of active cases. On August 1, 2006, the Deputy Receiver advised
that he did not oppose dismissal. On August 11, 2006, Massachusetts counsel filed a response on behalf of the Petitioners seeking additional time to secure
Virginia counsel. The matter was continued, and the parties were directed to advise the status of discussions in a Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated
August 15, 2006.

On September 15, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed a letter indicating that the parties had reached an agreement to resolve all issues of this matter.
On September 20, 2006, the parties filed a Stipulation of Agreement and Agreed Motion for Dismissal of Petition. The Petitioners agreed to withdraw their
Petition and execute a release in exchange for a payment of $5,250. Neither party admitted liability or mistake.

On October 13, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report and made the following findings and recommendations:

1. The agreed resolution of this case is reasonable.

2. The Agreed Motion for Dismissal of Petition should be granted.

Upon consideration of the record herein and the Report of the Hearing Examiner, the Commission is of the opinion, and so finds, that the findings
and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner should be adopted.
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Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
1. The Agreed Motion for Dismissal of Petition is hereby GRANTED;
2. The Petition of Robert and Cynthia Trocki for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DISMISSED; and

3. The case is dismissed, and the papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. INS-2004-00112
SEPTEMBER 11, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

MUTUAL BENEFITS CORPORATION,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

In an order entered herein September 14, 2004, Mutual Benefits Corporation, a Florida-domiciled viatical settlements provider (“Defendant™),
licensed by the State Corporation Commission (“Commission") to transact the business of a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth of Virginia
pursuant to Chapter 60 (§ 38.2-6000 et seq.) of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia was ordered to take notice that the Commission would enter an order
subsequent to September 28, 2004, suspending the license of the Defendant unless on or before September 28, 2004, the Defendant filed with the Clerk of
the Commission a request for a hearing before the Commission to contest the proposed license suspension.

The order to take notice was entered upon the recommendation of the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") based on an Emergency
Cease and Desist Order ("Florida Order"), entered on May 3, 2004, by the Florida Office of Insurance Regulation, the Defendant's domiciliary regulator
("Florida Office"), which suspended the Defendant's license to transact the business of a viatical settlement provider in Florida and ordered the Defendant to
cease and desist immediately from acting as a viatical settlement provider in and from Florida.

In addition, on May 4, 2004, the United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida ("District Court"), in Securities and Exchange
Commission v. Mutual Benefits Corp., Case Number 04-60573-CIV-MORENO, entered an Order Appointing Receiver, which appointed Roberto Martinez
as the Receiver ("Receiver") for the Defendant and several of its affiliates. The District Court also entered an order designated as a Temporary Restraining
Order and Other Emergency Relief against the Defendant, the Defendant's officers, and several of the Defendant's affiliates (the foregoing hereinafter
sometimes are referred to collectively as "Defendants™) upon a motion filed by the Securities and Exchange Commission ("SEC") requesting various orders
to be entered against the Defendants based on the District Court's finding that the SEC had presented a prima facie case of securities laws violations by the
Defendants and shown a reasonable likelihood that the Defendants would harm the investing public by continuing to violate the federal securities laws.

The Defendant filed a timely request with the Clerk of the Commission for a hearing with respect to the proposed suspension of the Defendant's
license.

In an order entered herein September 30, 2004, this matter was assigned to the Chief Hearing Examiner to conduct all further proceedings in this
case on behalf of the Commission and file a Report.

On February 24, 2005, an Order Granting Motion for Authorization was entered by the District Court, which granted the Receiver's Motion for
Authorization to enter into consent orders for termination or revocation of the Defendant's licenses as well as to abandon or not renew licenses of the
Defendant.

In addition, On March 29, 2005, the Defendant and the Florida Office entered into a Consent Order wherein the Defendant's viatical settlement
provider license was revoked, based on information disclosed in the course of its investigation and the SEC's action against the Defendant.

The Receiver, by letter dated July 10, 2006, and filed with the Clerk of the Commission on July 13, 2006, withdrew its request for a hearing and
voluntarily consented to the revocation of the Defendant's license to transact the business of a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth of Virginia.

On July 25, 2006, the Bureau filed a motion requesting that, given the foregoing, the Chief Hearing Examiner enter a ruling recommending that
the Commission enter an order revoking the Defendant's license to transact the business of a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth of Virginia.

On July 31, 2006, the Chief Hearing Examiner filed her Report, which granted the Bureau's motion and recommended that the Commission enter
an order revoking the Defendant's license to transact the business of a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth of Virginia and dismissing this case.
The Report also provided that any comments to the Report must be filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Commission within twenty-one (21) days from the
date of the Report. No comments to the Report have been filed.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) Pursuant to § 38.2-6002 G of the Code of Virginia, the license of the Defendant to transact the business of a viatical settlement provider in
the Commonwealth of Virginia is hereby, REVOKED;

(2) The Defendant shall transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as a viatical settlement provider;
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(3) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as a viatical settlement provider in the Commonwealth of Virginia prior to
five (5) years from the date of this Order;

(4) The Bureau of Insurance 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;

(5) This case is hereby dismissed; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2005-00048
OCTOBER 24, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

SENIOR AMERICAN LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

FINAL ORDER
Senior American Life Insurance Company, a foreign corporation domiciled in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania ("Defendant"), initially was
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia on September 29,
1988.

Section 38.2-1028 of the Code of Virginia requires that insurers licensed to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
maintain minimum capital of $1,000,000 and minimum surplus of $3,000,000.

By order entered herein June 24, 2005, the Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia was
suspended due to the Defendant's failure to comply with such minimum surplus requirement and the Defendant's voluntary consent to the suspension.

The Quarterly Statement of the Defendant dated June 30, 2006, and the Defendant's 2005 Annual Audited Financial Statement, both timely filed
with the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), reflect that the Defendant is in compliance with Virginia's minimum capital and surplus
requirements as set forth in § 38.2-1028.

In light of the foregoing, the Bureau has recommended that the Order Suspending License entered by the Commission be vacated, the Defendant's
license be restored, and this case be closed.

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

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Order Suspending License entered by the Commission is hereby VACATED;

(2) Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia is hereby RESTORED;
(3) This case is hereby DISMISSED; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2005-00049
DECEMBER 18, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

PROVIDENCE WASHINGTON INSURANCE COMPANY OF NEW YORK,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

Providence Washington Insurance Company of New York, a New York-domiciled corporation (“"Defendant™), initially was licensed by the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission™) to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia on June 4, 1996.
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By Order entered herein July 12, 2005, the Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia was
suspended due to the Defendant's failure to comply with the minimum surplus requirement set forth in § 38.2-1028 of the Code of Virginia.

On October 17, 2006, documents were filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Commission reflecting that as of October 17, 2006, the Defendant
was merged with and into Providence Washington Insurance Company, a Rhode Island-domiciled corporation licensed by the Commission to transact the

business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia.

The Bureau of Insurance has recommended that this case be closed given that the suspension of the Defendant's license is moot due to the merger
of the Defendant with and into another insurer.

THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Bureau of Insurance, is of the opinion that this case
should be closed;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) This case is hereby closed; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2005-00073
MARCH 17, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
VIRGINIA PHYSICIANS INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

On September 14, 2005, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered a Settlement Order ("Order") in this case. That Order,
among other things, required the Defendant to:

(1) Cease and desist from soliciting or issuing any new or renewal contracts of insurance in Virginia until such time as it obtained an insurance
license and certificate of authority or received the prior approval of the Commission to issue surplus lines insurance pursuant to Chapter 48 of Title 38.2;

(2) Provide ongoing medical malpractice coverage under policies issued to all Virginia insureds until the earlier of either: (i) the specific date
that each insured's coverage ended; or (ii) the specific date that any replacement coverage secured by the insureds became effective;

(3) Pay all covered claims by any Virginia insureds during any applicable period of coverage and fully defend all covered claims and pay all
claims, losses, and costs related thereto pursuant to the applicable terms and conditions of each insured's policy;

(4) Refund to Virginia insureds all unearned premiums on a pro rata basis within thirty (30) days of the applicable date of cancellation;

(5) Provide all insureds with a copy of the Order together with a notice of the effective date of expiration of their coverage within twenty (20)
days of the date of the Order;

(6) Provide evidence that each hospital requiring evidence of insurance coverage from the Defendant's insureds had been notified that the
Defendant is not authorized to transact the business of insurance in Virginia; and

(7) File an affidavit with the Bureau of Insurance on or before January 31, 2006, confirming that the Defendant had complied with the terms of
the Order.

On February 10, 2006, the Defendant filed an affidavit with the Bureau indicating that it had complied with the terms of the Order. There being
nothing further to be done herein, it is hereby ORDERED that this matter be dismissed from the Commission's docket of active cases and the papers filed
herein be placed in the Commission's files for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2005-00160
AUGUST 21, 2006

PETITION OF
MISSISSIPPI INSURANCE GUARANTY ASSOCIATION

For review of Reciprocal of America And The Reciprocal Group Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal
FINAL ORDER

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

On July 19, 2005, the Mississippi Insurance Guaranty Association (“Petitioner" or "MIGA") filed a Petition for Review (“Petition") with the
Commission contesting the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal concerning Claim No. 00116125. The Petitioner is appealing the Deputy Receiver's
decision to deny its claim for $24,950, the amount MIGA paid in settlement of a claim brought by the Estate of Peggy Johnson against Forrest General
Hospital ("FGH" or "Hospital").

According to the Petition, the claim arose when Johnson, who was a patient at the Hospital, died from injuries sustained when she fell and hit her
head. Johnson's family subsequently filed suit against the Hospital. ROA insured the Hospital under both a general liability policy and a professional
liability policy. Because ROA is in receivership, MIGA took over the case. MIGA, relying on information obtained during an investigation of the incident,
settled the claim under the general liability policy, whereupon it submitted a proof of claim to the Deputy Receiver.

The Deputy Receiver denied the claim. He argues that based on the complaint filed against the Hospital, which alleged that the accident occurred
because the bed rails were not in the proper position, the professional liability policy should have applied rather than the general liability policy.
Consequently, because MIGA's request for reimbursement did not exceed the deductible applicable to the professional liability policy, the Deputy Receiver
contends that he is not authorized to reimburse MIGA for the amount it paid to settle the claim.

By Order entered July 28, 2005, the Commission docketed the Petition, assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner, and directed the Deputy
Receiver to file an Answer or other responsive pleading to the Petition on or before September 14, 2005. An evidentiary hearing was convened on
January 24, 2006. The parties filed post-hearing briefs on February 24, 2006.

On May 22, 2006, the Hearing Examiner filed his report ("Report"). The Report contains a thorough summary of the record in this proceeding, as
well as the Hearing Examiner's findings and recommendations. The Hearing Examiner found that MIGA's Petition should be granted, the Deputy Receiver's
determination reversed, and that MIGA should be reimbursed accordingly. The Hearing Examiner found that it was "entirely proper for MIGA to base its
coverage determination on the investigation conducted at the time of the incident." He further noted that “[i]n Virginia, the receiver or statutory successor of
an insolvent insurer is bound by settlements of covered claims by guaranty associations."* He concluded that "[t]he applicable statutes in Mississippi and
Virginia both Ieaci to the conclusion that MIGA acted within its authority and settled a covered claim, thereby entitling it to reimbursement of the settlement
funds expended.”

The Deputy Receiver filed comments on the Report on June 12, 2006. Therein, the Deputy Receiver contends that the Hearing Examiner's
Report does not reveal clearly whether the Hearing Examiner answered either of the two questions raised by this case. The Deputy Receiver contends that
the first question is whether he has the ability to challenge what he believes in good faith to be an erroneous decision by a guaranty association with respect
to whether a particular claim is a "covered claim." The second question that must be addressed, according to the Deputy Receiver, is “whether an incident
report and investigation or the actual presentation of a claim is determinative of coverage under an insurance policy."*

The Deputy Receiver contends that the interests of the receivership and its creditors will be served best by making clear whether the Deputy
Receiver may review the guaranty association's coverage determination to determine whether a claim is a "covered claim."* The Deputy Receiver continues
by contending that he does have such ability to review guaranty associations' determinations of whether a claim is a "covered claim." He further asserts that,
"based upon the allegations in the underlying complaint and the terms of the ROA coverage, this suit was clearly excluded from coverage under the [ROA
General Liability] policy."® He claims that the actual claim presented, rather than any investigation by an insured, must govern the question of which policy
is triggered and provides coverage. The Deputy Receiver contends that this is true under both Mississippi and Virginia law.® The Deputy Receiver
concludes by arguing that the claim that MIGA settled was not a "covered claim" and, consequently, the Deputy Receiver was not required to reimburse

! Report at 4.

21d.

® Deputy Receiver's Comments on the Report of Howard P. Anderson, Jr., Hearing Examiner ("Comments") at 2.
*1d. at 4-5.

%1d. at 8.

®1d. at 11, 13.
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MIGA for that payment. He requests that the findings and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner be clarified or rejected and that the Deputy Receiver's
Determination of Appeal be affirmed.”

On August 3, 2006, the National Conference of Insurance Guaranty Funds (“NCIGF") filed a Motion for Leave to File an Amicus Curiae Brief
("Motion"). Therein, the NCIGF requests that it be permitted to file an amicus curiae brief to the Commission before the Commission issues its final order if
"the Commission addresses the [issue of whether the Deputy Receiver may second guess a guaranty fund's covered claim determination or whether guaranty
funds have the authority under their statutes to make coverage determinations that are final and binding on the Deputy Receiver.]"® The NCIGF contends
that allowing the Deputy Receiver to second guess covered claim determinations will "result in duplicate efforts and expense on the part of the receiver and
the guaranty funds, will jeopardize the guaranty fund system's efficient and expert handling of claims, and will result in delayed payments of covered claims,
undermining the legislatures' intent in creating state insurance guaranty funds."®

On August 9, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed his Response in Opposition to the National Conference of Insurance Guaranty Funds' Motion for
Leave to File Amicus Curiae Brief ("Response”). The Deputy Receiver contends that the Motion and the NCIGF's request come too late. He argues that the
NCIGF has had ample notice of and opportunity to intervene in this proceeding, which began with MIGA filing its Petition over a year ago. The Deputy
Receiver also argues that no "comments on comments” are permitted under current Rule 5 VAC 5-20-120, and previous Commission Rule 5:16(e)
specifically prohibited such comments. He also claims that granting the Motion would be unfair to the Deputy Receiver given the NCIGF's obvious
alignment with MIGA's interests and MIGA's failure to file any comments on the Report.® He concludes by requesting that the Commission deny the
Motion or, alternatively, to permit the Deputy Receiver to respond to the NCIGF's brief if the Commission permits its filing."*

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the evidence and arguments of the parties, the pleadings, including the parties' post-hearing
briefs, the Hearing Examiner's Report and the comments thereto, the Motion and the Response thereto, and the applicable law, finds as follows.

As to the handling of the underlying claim by MIGA, we decline to conduct a de novo review of MIGA's handling thereof. We find that MIGA's
settlement was a reasonable compromise of a disputed claim. Thus, we make no substantive finding as to whether insurance coverage is triggered by the
insured's investigation or by the "eight corners" of the complaint against the insured and the relevant policy. We recognize that, by virtue of our decision
here and by directing the Deputy Receiver to reimburse MIGA, we are essentially determining, de facto, that the underlying claim was a "“covered claim."
Such determination is not intended to bind the Commission or the Deputy Receiver in future cases.

As to the issue that forms the backdrop to this proceeding, that is, whether the Commission or its Deputy Receiver may "second guess" a guaranty
association's covered claim determination or whether guaranty associations have the authority under their statutes to make coverage determinations that are
final and binding on the Commission or its Deputy Receiver, we think the law is unambiguous.

The disputed language is located in § 38.2-1609 B of the Code of Virginia. That section provides, in pertinent part, that "[t]he receiver,
liquidator, or statutory successor of an insolvent insurer shall be bound by settlements of covered claims by the Association or a similar organization in
another state." (emphasis added).'? We think the use of the term "covered claims" is significant. The language used indicates that a receiver is bound by
settlement of a claim that is “covered," and is not bound by a claim that is not a "covered claim." The definition of a "covered claim" is located in
§ 38.2-1603 of the Code of Virginia. Hence, the use of the word "covered" in § 38.2-1609 of the Code of Virginia cannot be construed as accidental.

While we were unable to find any authority that was directly on point on this question, we find support for our decision in Colaiannia v. Aspen
Indem. Corp.,*® a case that arose in a Colorado receivership proceeding. In Colaiannia, the Tennessee Insurance Guaranty Association ("TIGA") filed a
motion for allowance of late filed proofs of claim in the liquidation proceedings of Aspen Indemnity Corp. TIGA's proof of claim was filed six months after
the deadline established as the deadline for the filing of all proofs of claim against Aspen. The decision does not specify whether the underlying proof of
claim involved a settlement or not, but the court specifically referred to a similar provision of Colorado law providing that receivers are "bound by 'covered
claim' settlements made by guaranty associations. . ."** However, it is plain from the decision that the receiver denied the proof of claim and that the court
affirmed such denial, primarily on the basis that the deadline for filing the proof of claim had passed.' In short, if the receiver had no authority to determine
whether the claim was a "covered claim," the court would have had no occasion to address the question before it, because the receiver would have been
"bound by the settlement of a covered claim." Accordingly, the decision provides at least some support for the proposition that a receiver cannot blindly
disburse estate assets in a ministerial fashion when the guaranty association files its proof of claim.

71d.at 17.

& Motion at 2.
°1d. at 3.

0 Response at 3-5.
' 1d. at 5-6.

12 Mississippi law on this point is identical: "The receiver, liquidator, or statutory successor of an insolvent insurer shall be bound by settlements of covered
claims by the association or a similar organization in another state." Miss. Code Ann. § 83-23-121(3).

1% 885 P.2d 337 (Colo. Ct. App. 1994).

14885 P.2d at 337-338.

% Under Colorado law, a claim filed with a guaranty fund after the final date set by the court for the filing of claims against the liquidator or receiver was not
a "covered claim." 885 P.2d at 338 (construing Colorado law). Virginia has a similar provision in § 38.2-1606(A)(1)(b) of the Code of Virginia: "A covered

claim shall not include any claim filed with the Association after the final date set by the court for the filing of claims against the liquidator or receiver of an
insolvent insurer."
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While the Commission does not believe that a guaranty association in Virginia or any other state would willfully pay a non-covered claim, the
Commission, as the receiver and guardian of the estate of the insolvent insurer, must necessarily be able to determine whether a claim is in fact “covered.”
Otherwise, the Commission would be reading the word "covered" out of the statute. Such reading would violate well-known principles of statutory
construction. “[E]very provision in or part of a statute shall be given effect if possible." Gallagher v. Commonwealth, 205 Va. 666, 669 (1964) (citing
Tilton v. Commonwealth, 196 Va. 774, 784 (1955)). "Every part of an act is presumed to be of some effect and is not to be treated as meaningless unless
absolutely necessary." Raven Red Ash Coal Corp. v. Absher, 153 Va. 332, 335 (1929). We find that the use of the word “covered" is significant in the
context of § 38.2-1609 of the Code of Virginia.

If the Commission is bound by settlements of "covered claims," then it is similarly not bound by settlements of claims that are not "covered." We
do not believe that this issue should arise often, since we understand that guaranty associations are statutorily charged with and are carrying out their duty to
only pay "covered claims."*® However, in the rare case where it is disputed, this Commission has the authority to determine whether a claim settled by a
guaranty association is in fact "covered."*’

Notwithstanding the authority of the Commission and its Deputy Receiver to determine if a claim is a “covered claim," we think that the
settlement obtained by MIGA was a reasonable one, and, accordingly, we decline the Deputy Receiver's invitation to second-guess MIGA's "covered claim"
determination in this case. We find no evidence in the record of this proceeding indicating bad faith, collusion, or that the underlying settlement was
unreasonable.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Petition of the Mississippi Insurance Guaranty Association for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby
GRANTED.

(2) The Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 00116125 is REVERSED.
(3) The NCIGF's Motion for Leave to File an Amicus Curiae Brief is DENIED.
(4) The case is dismissed, and the papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.

Commissioner Jagdmann did not participate in this matter.

6 We are mindful that the guaranty associations are vested with a “great deal of the responsibility for processing and satisfying the claims of insureds and
claimants against insolvent insurers." Hirschbach Motor Lines, Inc. v. Missouri Ins. Guar. Ass'n, 782 S.W.2d 682, 684 (Mo. Ct. App. 1989). That same
court noted, however, that the insurance guaranty association's obligation to claimants and insureds "is in no way dependent upon [the guaranty
association's] ability to recoup its expenditures from the liquidator." Id.

7 We do not anticipate that the Deputy Receiver will be litigating this issue on a routine basis; to the contrary, we expect such litigation to be rare. Disputes
between the guaranty associations and the Deputy Receiver as to whether a claim is a “covered claim" should be confined to the situations where there is an
important legal principle or where there will be a potentially huge impact on the receivership from the claim that is disputed. The "follow-the-fortunes"
doctrine may be a closely analogous situation that may guide the Deputy Receiver in deciding whether to challenge the guaranty association's determination
that a claim is a "covered claim." The "follow-the-fortunes" doctrine, employed in the reinsurance context and designed in part to encourage settlement,
binds a reinsurer to accept the ceding insurer's "good faith decisions on all things concerning the underlying insurance terms and claims against the
underlying insured: coverage, tactics, lawsuits, compromise, resistance or capitulation." British Int'l Ins. Co. Ltd. v. Seguros La Republica, S.A., 342 F.3d
78, 85 (2d Cir. 2003). Under this doctrine, a reinsurer cannot second guess the good faith liability determinations made by its reinsured. See also Travelers
Cas. & Surety Co. v. Gerling Global Reinsurance Corp., 419 F.3d 181, 194 (2d Cir. 2005) (noting that "if a loss is covered by several policies, a good-faith,
reasonable allocation among those policies cannot violate their terms."); Commercial Union Ins. Co. v. Swiss Reinsurance America Corp., 413 F.3d 121,
124, 127 (1* Cir. 2005) (one purpose of the doctrine is to give the ceding insurer reasonable latitude to settle claims against it by the primary insured and to
bind the reinsurer (in some measure) from contesting the underlying settlement if it was reasonable and made in good faith). While we do not "bind" the
Deputy Receiver or ourselves to the "good faith" determinations of the guaranty associations in assessing whether a claim is a "covered claim," we think the
follow-the-fortunes doctrine is a useful analogy to guide the parties and to ensure that litigation over this issue is left for rare occasions.

CASE NO. INS-2005-00195

JUNE 5, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
ROGER LEWIS SEAY,
Defendant
FINAL ORDER

On September 9, 2005, the State Corporation Commission (*Commission™) issued a Rule to Show Cause ("Rule™) against Roger Lewis Seay
("Defendant™), an individual licensed by the Commission to transact the business of insurance. The Rule alleged that the Defendant violated §§ 38.2-502,
38.2-512, and 38.2-1804 of the Code of Virginia by engaging in the following activities: (1) Misrepresenting to applicants the premium payment option and
premiums to be paid for insurance policies; (2) Misrepresenting the payment option to applicants, then submitting applications to the insurer with payment
options that were different from what was represented to applicants, thereby earning a higher commission; (3) Signing applications for insurance that were
incomplete or blank and allowing applicants to sign forms that were incomplete or blank; (4) By engaging in the above actions, violated an order of the
Commission (Settlement Order in Case No. INS-2000-00019) in which Defendant agreed to cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation



70
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

of §§38.2-502 or 38.2-512 of the Code of Virginia; (5) Attempted to obtain a license from the state of Colorado through misrepresentation or fraud;
(6) Intentionally misrepresented the terms of actual or proposed insurance contracts; and (7) By virtue of the above conduct, has used fraudulent, coercive, or
dishonest practices and has demonstrated untrustworthiness in the conduct of the business of insurance.

The September 9, 2005, Rule assigned the matter to a Hearing Examiner and scheduled an evidentiary hearing for November 17, 2005, for the
Defendant to appear and show cause why he should not, in addition to a penalty under § 38.2-218 of the Code, have his insurance agent license revoked.

On November 17 and 18, 2005, the matter was heard by Howard P. Anderson, Jr., Hearing Examiner. Counsel appearing were Charles W.
Hundley, Esquire, for the Defendant and Donald C. Beatty, Esquire, for the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"). The Bureau presented testimony
from Thomas E. MacKnight, John E. Rhein, Patrice A. Rhein, Grace L. Browne, Alida E. Miller, Frances R. Galvin, Gladys D. Gayle, George M. Williams,
and Andy Marquez. The Defendant, Roger Seay, presented testimony from Beverly Beirne, Kenneth Beirne, Lewis David Fitzgerald, Michael Patrick
O'Dwyer, Quinn Eagan, Jeremiah Gorman, Elmer Stoll, and Dorothy Rose Stoll. The Defendant also testified on his own behalf.

On April 11, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report. In his Report, he found that: (1) Between 2000 and the end of 2002, the Defendant
on seven occasions signed and allowed the client to sign an enrollment form that was incomplete in violation of § 38.2-1804 of the Code of Virginia; (2) All
other charges contained in the Rule to Show Cause are not supported by the evidence and should be dismissed; (3) The Defendant should be fined in the
amount of $100.00 for each of the seven violations of § 38.2-1804 of the Code of Virginia, and all fines should be suspended upon condition that the
Defendant not violate any provision of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia for a period of five years from the date of the Final Order in this proceeding; and
(4) The Defendant's license to sell insurance in Virginia should not be suspended or revoked.

On April 13, 2006, the Defendant, by counsel, filed comments in support of the Hearing Examiner's Report and requested that the Commission
adopt the findings and recommendations of the Hearing Examiner.

On April 28, 2006, the Bureau filed comments on the Hearing Examiner's Report requesting that the Commission reconsider the Hearing
Examiner's finding that the Bureau failed to meet the standard of proof required to show that the Defendant attempted to obtain a license from the state of
Colorado through misrepresentation or fraud. The Bureau accepts the Hearing Examiner's finding that the Bureau did not establish fraud but states that the
Examiner did not address the question of whether or not the Defendant attempted to obtain a license through misrepresentation. The Bureau states that the
record shows that the Defendant did attempt to obtain a license from the state of Colorado through misrepresentation and therefore violated § 38.2-1831 of
the Code of Virginia.

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Rule, the record, the Hearing Examiner's Report, and the applicable statutes, is of the
opinion and finds that the Hearing Examiner's findings and recommendations are reasonable and should be adopted. We find insufficient evidence in the
record to support the Bureau's contention that the Defendant attempted to obtain his Colorado license through misrepresentation.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The findings and recommendations of the April 11, 2006, Hearing Examiner's Report are hereby adopted.

(2) The Defendant is fined in the amount of $100.00 for each of the seven violations of § 38.2-1804 of the Code of Virginia for a total of
$700.00, and all fines are hereby suspended upon the condition that the Defendant not violate any provision of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia for a period
of five years from the date of this Final Order.

(3) All other allegations contained in the Rule are hereby dismissed.

(4) This case is dismissed.

CASE NO. INS-2005-00202
OCTOBER 3, 2006

PETITION OF
TROVER CLINIC FOUNDATION

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

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

On September 15, 2005, Trover Clinic Foundation (“Trover" or "Petitioner"), a hospital located in Madisonville, Kentucky, filed a Petition for
Review with the Commission contesting the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal concerning Claim No. P-3. ROA insured the Petitioner for hospital
professional liability claims under a claims-made hospital professional liability policy issued on January 8, 2002, for a period of one year ending January 8,
2003. The Petitioner is appealing the Deputy Receiver's decision to deny insurance coverage for five claims that it submitted.

By Order entered September 21, 2005, the Commission docketed the Petition, assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner, and directed the Deputy
Receiver to file an Answer or other responsive pleading to the Petition on or before October 21, 2005.
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On October 20, 2005, the Deputy Receiver filed an Answer to Petition for Review, in which he argued that the Petitioner's claims were barred by
the terms of the policy for failure to provide timely notice. The policy required that claims be made to the company within the reporting period of the policy.
The Deputy Receiver asserted that he never received timely notice of the five subject claims. Accordingly, he requested that the Commission affirm his
Determination of Appeal and dismiss the Petition.

By Hearing Examiner's Ruling entered on January 6, 2006, a hearing was scheduled for April 4, 2006, to receive evidence on the Petition. At the
request of the Petitioner, a procedural schedule was amended, and the hearing was rescheduled to June 6, 2006. Furthermore, on April 24, 2006, in response
to a Motion in Limine filed by the Petitioner, the Hearing Examiner ruled that Virginia law, rather than Kentucky law, should be applied in the case.

A hearing was held on June 6, 2006. The Petitioner presented witnesses who testified regarding the standard procedures used to submit claims to
ROA.. The Petitioner's director of claims management testified that claim reports were submitted to ROA's third party administrator, Kentucky Hospital
Service Company d/b/a Coverage Option Associates ("COA"), within 24 hours after the dates indicated on the reports. These reports were sent via
facsimile, e-mail, or overnight mail. It was the Petitioner's practice to keep a copy of the e-mail transmittals to COA, but not facsimile transmittals. There
was also testimony that the same generic transmittal cover sheet was used with each faxed claim submission. The witness testified that she had no formal
confirmation that COA received any of the five subject claims; however, she had no reason to doubt that they were sent to COA because the same
procedures were used to submit all claims and the subject claims were the only ones allegedly not received by ROA. Another employee, whose duty it was
to submit claim reports to COA, testified that she was unsure whether she faxed or e-mailed the subject claims to COA. She speculated that because there
was no e-mail transmittal in any of the five subject claim files, she might have faxed the reports to ROA.

The Deputy Receiver presented witnesses who testified about the policy's claim reporting requirements, the claims reporting process, TRG's
database system, and the investigation of the subject claims. The claims supervisor for TRG testified that the policy issued to the Petitioner was a claims-
made policy, and it required any claim to be reported while the policy was in force. She testified that TRG maintained a claims database, and any claims the
Petitioner reported to ROA or COA prior to filing its Proof of Claim ("POC") should have been in the data system. When it was discovered that six claims
listed in the Petitioner's POC, including the five subject claims, were not in the data system, an investigation was conducted. The Deputy Receiver ultimately
found no evidence that ROA, TRG, or COA ever received any information regarding the five subject claims within the policy period.! Therefore, coverage
for these claims was denied.

On July 14, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his report. The Examiner noted that in order for the Petitioner to prevail, it must prove by a
preponderance of the evidence that it filed the subject claims with COA during the reporting period. The Examiner summarized the evidence presented by
the Petitioner as follows: even though none of its witnesses recalled sending the five claim reports to COA, it must have occurred based on their having
followed standard office procedures. The Examiner found this insufficient to satisfy the Petitioner's burden of proof. The Petitioner was unable to provide
any documentary evidence that the five subject claims were submitted to, or received by, COA. The Examiner also rejected the estoppel and equity
arguments made by the Petitioner.

Consequently, the Hearing Examiner made the following findings and recommendations:

1. Trover failed to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that COA or ROA timely received the subject claim reports;

2. The subject claims were not covered by Trover's claims-made hospital professional liability insurance policy with ROA,;

3. ROA should not be estopped from denying the subject claims;

4. There was no evidentiary basis for the Commission to exercise its equity jurisdiction; and

5. The Commission should adopt the findings of the Report, affirm the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. P-3, dismiss the
Petition with prejudice, and pass the papers to the file for ended causes.

On August 17, 2006, the Petitioner submitted Comments to the Hearing Examiner's Report.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
1. The Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. P-3 is hereby AFFIRMED;

2. The Petition of Trover Clinic Foundation for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DISMISSED with
prejudice; and

3. The papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.

Commissioner Jagdmann did not participate in this matter.

' After conducting a more refined search of its database, the Deputy Receiver discovered that the sixth claim had been reported in a timely manner.
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CASE NO. INS-2005-00212
APRIL 12, 2006

PETITION OF
MICHELLE VANCE

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

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

On September 23, 2005, Michelle Vance ("Petitioner"), by counsel, filed a Petition for Review with the Commission contesting the Deputy
Receiver's Determination of Appeal concerning Claim No. CS474492. The Petitioner was seeking to delay action on her appeal until it was clear that her
claim was being handled by Cannon Cochrane Management Services, Inc. (“Cannon") on behalf of the Petitioner's employer, Freeman Health System
("FHS"). Because the Petitioner has a pending claim before the Missouri Department of Labor and Industrial Relations Division of Workers' Compensation
("Missouri Workers' Compensation Division™), she was concerned that the Determination of Appeal could possibly foreclose her rights to payment on the
claim. Therefore, she requested that the Determination of Appeal be delayed until such time as confirmation of claim payment could be made.

By Order dated September 29, 2005, the Commission docketed the Petition, assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner, and directed the Deputy
Receiver to file an Answer or other responsive pleading to the Petition on or before November 4, 2005.

On November 4, 2005, the Deputy Receiver filed a Motion to Dismiss and Answer to Petition for Review. In his Motion, the Deputy Receiver
argued that the Petition should be dismissed because it was not filed in a timely manner according to the requirements set forth in the Amended Receivership
Appeal Procedure.

By Ruling dated January 9, 2006, the Hearing Examiner found that the Petition should be accepted as timely filed. A procedural schedule was
established and a hearing was scheduled for April 11, 2006. Pursuant to the procedural schedule, the Petitioner was directed to file her prefiled testimony
and exhibits on or before January 31, 2006.

On February 8, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed a Motion for Summary Judgment on the grounds that the Petitioner had failed to prefile or
otherwise provide any evidence to support her Petition.

By Ruling dated February 14, 2006, the Petitioner was directed to file any response to the Deputy Receiver's Motion for Summary Judgment on
or before February 22, 2006, and the Deputy Receiver was directed to file any reply by March 3, 2006.

On February 14, 2006, counsel for the Petitioner filed a Response and Notice of Withdrawal as Counsel. In her Response, the Petitioner did not
dispute the facts set forth in the Motion for Summary Judgment. The Petitioner reiterated her desire to leave all avenues of recovery open until such time as
her claim is settled with Cannon. The Petitioner also stated that she was unaware of any testimony or exhibits that would be relevant to her case other than
the proof of claim already on file.

On March 7, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report, in which he made the following findings and recommendations:

1. The Petitioner has failed to file any testimony or exhibits upon which to base her claim; and

2. The Commission should enter an order that adopts the findings of this report and dismiss this case from the Commission's docket of active
cases.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
1. The Petition of Michelle Vance for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DISMISSED;
2. The Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. CS474492 is hereby AFFIRMED; and

3. The papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.



73
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

CASE NO. INS-2005-00215
MARCH 17, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
ALPHASTAFF, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Pursuant to § 38.2-220 of the Code of Virginia, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") is authorized to issue temporary and
permanent injunctions restraining acts that violate or attempt to violate any of the provisions of Title 38.2 of the Code.

Pursuant to 14 VAC 5-410-60, any violation of Chapter 410 (14 VAC 5-410-10 through 14 VAC 5-410-80) shall be punished as provided for in
§ 38.2-218 of the Code, and the provisions of §§ 38.2-219 through 38.2-222 of the Code shall apply to any multiple employer welfare arrangement that fails
to comply with the provisions of Chapter 410.

Pursuant to 14 VAC 5-410-40 D, each fully insured multiple employer welfare arrangement shall file with the Commission on or before March 1
of each year (i) proof of coverage as set forth in subdivision B 5 of such section, and (ii) notice of any changes in its information as filed with the
Commission.

Alphastaff, Inc. ("Defendant"), is a Florida multiple employer welfare arrangement that is duly registered with the Commission to operate as a
fully insured multiple employer welfare arrangement in the Commonwealth of Virginia. The Defendant's corporate status, as listed in the Commission's
Clerk's Office, is "Fee Delinquent.”

The Defendant has failed to file with the Commission its 2005 annual proof of coverage and notice of any changes in information it previously
filed with the Commission as required by 14 VAC 5-410-40 D.

The Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") attempted to contact the Defendant numerous times over a period of six months by telephone,
facsimile, e-mail, and multiple certified letters in connection with its failure to file. A member of the Bureau's staff spoke by telephone with a representative
of the Defendant regarding the filing; however, despite assurances of the representative, no filing has been received by the Bureau, and the Defendant has
not otherwise communicated with the Bureau. In addition, subsequent attempts by the Bureau's counsel to contact the Defendant resulted in no response
from the Defendant.

The Bureau has recommended that, given the foregoing, the Defendant (i) be enjoined permanently from enrolling any new Virginia members in
its health plan, from writing any renewal business, and from otherwise operating as a multiple employer welfare arrangement in this Commonwealth; and
(ii) be ordered to wind down its current operations in this Commonwealth.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter a judgment order subsequent to
March 31, 2006, (i) permanently enjoining the Defendant from enrolling any new Virginia members in its health plan, from writing any renewal business,
and from otherwise operating as a multiple employer welfare arrangement in this Commonwealth; and (ii) ordering the Defendant to wind down its current
operations in this Commonwealth unless on or before March 31, 2006, the Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center,
P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, a responsive pleading and a request for a hearing before the Commission with respect to the proposed judgment
order.

CASE NO. INS-2005-00215
MAY 17, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

ALPHASTAFF, INC.,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

In an Order to Take Notice entered herein March 17, 2006, Alphastaff, Inc. ("Defendant"), a Florida multiple employer welfare arrangement duly
registered with the State Corporation Commission (“"Commission™) to operate as a fully insured multiple employer welfare arrangement in the
Commonwealth of Virginia, was alleged to have violated 14 VAC 5-410-40 D by failing to file with the Commission its annual proof of coverage due
March 1, 2005. The Defendant was ordered to take notice that the Commission would enter a judgment order subsequent to March 31, 2006: (i) permanently
enjoining the Defendant from enrolling any new Virginia members in its health plan, from writing any renewal business, and from otherwise operating as a
multiple employer welfare arrangement in this Commonwealth; and (ii) ordering the Defendant to wind down its current operations in this Commonwealth
for the reasons set forth therein, unless on or before March 31, 2006, the Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing before the
Commission with respect to the proposed judgment order.

By Response of Alphastaff, Inc. to Order to Take Notice and by Amended Response of Alphastaff, Inc. to Order to Take Notice, filed with the
Commission by Jack L. Wuerker, attorney for the Defendant, on March 31, 2006, and April 3, 2006, the Defendant filed its required annual proof of
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coverage filings for 2006 and 2005, respectively. Both the Response and the Amended Response also included the Defendant's request for a hearing in
connection with the proposed judgment order.

The Commission is authorized by 8§ 38.2-218 and 38.2-219 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties and issue cease and
desist orders upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

On May 8, 2006, the Defendant made an offer of settlement to the Commission in connection with the alleged violation of 14 VAC 5-410-40 D
of the Virginia Administrative Code wherein the Defendant withdrew its request for a hearing, tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of one
thousand hundred dollars ($1,000), and agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order.

In light of the foregoing, the Bureau has recommended that the Commission accept the Defendant's offer of settlement pursuant to the authority
granted the Commission in § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia, that the Order to Take Notice entered by the Commission be dismissed, and that this case be
closed.

THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the offer of settlement of the Defendant, and the recommendation of the Bureau of
Insurance, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted, the Order to Take Notice entered by the Commission should be dismissed, and this
case should be closed.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Order to Take Notice entered by the Commission is hereby, DISMISSED;

(2) The offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matters set forth herein is hereby accepted;

(3) The Defendant shall cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of 14 VAC 5-410-40 D;

(4) This case is hereby, closed; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2005-00216
MARCH 17, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
FREEDOMWORKS, INC. (FORMERLY CITIZENS FOR A SOUND ECONOMY),
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Pursuant to § 38.2-220 of the Code of Virginia, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") is authorized to issue temporary and
permanent injunctions restraining acts that violate or attempt to violate any of the provisions of Title 38.2 of the Code.

Pursuant to 14 VAC 5-410-60, any violation of Chapter 410 (14 VAC 5-410-10 through 14 VAC 5-410-80) shall be punished as provided for in
§ 38.2-218 of the Code, and the provisions of §§ 38.2-219 through 38.2-222 of the Code shall apply to any multiple employer welfare arrangement that fails
to comply with the provisions of Chapter 410.

Pursuant to 14 VAC 5-410-40 D, each fully insured multiple employer welfare arrangement shall file with the Commission on or before March 1
of each year (i) proof of coverage as set forth in subdivision B 5 of such section, and (ii) notice of any changes in its information as filed with the
Commission.

FreedomWorks, Inc., formerly Citizens for a Sound Economy ("Defendant"), is a District of Columbia multiple employer welfare arrangement
that is duly registered with the Commission to operate as a fully insured multiple employer welfare arrangement in the Commonwealth of Virginia. In
August 2004, the Defendant changed its name from Citizens for a Sound Economy to FreedomWorks, Inc., and filed the appropriate name change with the
Commission's Clerk's Office; however, the Defendant failed to notify the Commission's Bureau of Insurance (“Bureau") of the name change. The
Defendant's corporate status, as listed in the Clerk's Office, is "Withdrawn."

The Defendant has failed to file with the Commission its 2005 annual proof of coverage and notice of any changes in information it previously
filed with the Commission as required by 14 VAC 5-410-40 D.

The Bureau attempted to contact the Defendant numerous times over a period of six months by telephone, facsimile, and multiple certified letters
in connection with its failure to file. A member of the Bureau's staff ultimately spoke by telephone with a representative of the Defendant regarding the
filing; however, despite assurances of the representative, no filing has been received by the Bureau, and the Defendant has not otherwise communicated with
the Bureau. In addition, subsequent attempts by the Bureau's counsel to contact the Defendant resulted in no response from the Defendant.

The Bureau has recommended that, given the foregoing, the Defendant (i) be enjoined permanently from enrolling any new Virginia members in
its health plan, from writing any renewal business, and from otherwise operating as a multiple employer welfare arrangement in this Commonwealth; and
(ii) be ordered to wind down its current operations in this Commonwealth.
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IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter a judgment order subsequent to
March 31, 2006, (i) permanently enjoining the Defendant from enrolling any new Virginia members in its health plan, from writing any renewal business,
and from otherwise operating as a multiple employer welfare arrangement in this Commonwealth; and (ii) ordering the Defendant to wind down its current
operations in this Commonwealth unless on or before March 31, 2006, the Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center,
P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, a responsive pleading and a request for a hearing before the Commission with respect to the proposed judgment
order.

CASE NO. INS-2005-00216
APRIL 14, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
FREEDOMWORKS, INC. (FORMERLY CITIZENS FOR A SOUND ECONOMY),
Defendant

JUDGMENT ORDER

In an order entered herein March 17, 2006, FreedomWorks, Inc., formerly Citizens for a Sound Economy ("Defendant™), was ordered to take
notice that the State Corporation Commission (“Commission™) would enter a judgment order subsequent to March 31, 2006: (i) permanently enjoining the
Defendant from enrolling any new Virginia members in its health plan, from writing any renewal business, and from otherwise operating as a multiple
employer welfare arrangement in this Commonwealth; (ii) ordering the Defendant to wind down its current operations in this Commonwealth; and
(iii) ordering the Defendant to cease and desist from any further violations of 14 VAC 5-410, unless on or before March 31, 2006, the Defendant filed with
the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing before the Commission to contest the proposed judgment order.

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 judgment
order.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Defendant is hereby PERMANENTLY ENJOINED from enrolling any new Virginia members in its health plan, from writing any
renewal business, and from otherwise operating as a multiple employer welfare arrangement in the Commonwealth of Virginia;

(2) The Defendant immediately shall wind down its current operations in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

(3) The Defendant shall cease and desist from any conduct that constitutes a violation of 14 VAC 5-410.

CASE NO. INS-2005-00239
FEBRUARY 1, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

MERIT LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, has violated
subsection 1 of § 38.2-502, §§ 38.2-503, 38.2-510 A 2, 38.2-510 A 5, subsection 5 of § 38.2-606, subsection 8 of § 38.2-606, 38.2-1822 A, 38.2-3115 B,
38.2-3717 (2), 38.2-3725 A, 38.2-3735 C 2, 38.2-3737 A, 38.2-3737 B 2, and 38.2-3737 B 3 of the Code of Virginia, as well as 14 VAC 5-40-40 A 4,
14 VAC 5-40-40 A 5, 14 VAC 5-40-40 D 17, 14 VAC 5-40-40 F 3, 14 VAC 5-90-60 B 1, 14 VAC 5-90-60 C 2, 14 VAC 5-90-130 A, 14 VAC 5-400-50 A,
14 VAC 5-400-60 A, and 14 VAC 5-400-60 B.

The Commission is authorized by 8§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of fifteen thousand dollars
($15,000) and waived its right to a hearing.

The Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of the Defendant pursuant to the authority granted
the Commission in § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.
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THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the offer of settlement of the Defendant, and the recommendation of the Bureau of
Insurance, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted.

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2005-00260
MARCH 22, 2006

PETITION OF
LINDA KAY MOORE

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

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

On October 28, 2005, Linda Kay Moore (“Petitioner") filed a Petition with the Commission for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of
Appeal concerning Claim No. CS460832. The Petitioner stated that she was not attempting to receive payment from ROA at the present time. Rather, she
was seeking to delay action on her appeal until it was clear that her claim was being handled by the Missouri Property and Casualty Insurance Guaranty
Association ("Guaranty Association™). The Petitioner noted that the Guaranty Association had filed responsive pleadings on her behalf in the underlying
Missouri workers' compensation action, but that it consisted of a general denial and failed to indicate whether the Guaranty Association would handle or pay
the claim. The Petitioner was concerned that the Determination of Appeal could possibly foreclose her right to payment on the claim. Therefore, she
requested that the Determination of Appeal be delayed until such time as confirmation of claim payment could be made.

By Order dated November 2, 2005, the Commission docketed the Petition, assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner, and directed the Deputy
Receiver to file an Answer or other responsive pleading to the Petition on or before December 16, 2005.

On December 15, 2005, the Deputy Receiver filed a Demurrer and Answer to Petition for Review, and a Memorandum in Support of Demurrer
and Answer to Petition for Review. The Deputy Receiver acknowledged that certain aspects of the Petitioner's claims are in litigation before the Missouri
Department of Labor and Industrial Relations Division of Workers' Compensation. The Deputy Receiver asserted that if the Petitioner prevails, to the extent
any of the amount awarded is covered by her employer's ROA policy, those amounts would be paid by the Guaranty Association. The Guaranty Association
would then be entitled to seek reimbursement from the ROA estate for any payments made to her. As a result, the Petitioner has no direct claim against
ROA, which means there is no possibility the Determination of Appeal could foreclose her right to recovery on the claim.

On January 17, 2006, the Petitioner filed a Motion to Allow Response Out of Time and Response to Deputy Receiver's Motion to Dismiss. On
January 18, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed its Reply in Support of Demurrer and Answer to Petition for Review. Both parties reiterated arguments they
had made in their earlier pleadings.

On February 10, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report, in which he made the following findings and recommendations:

1. The language of the responsive pleading filed by the Guaranty Association in the workers' compensation action contradicts the Petitioner's
assertion that it gives no clear indication the Guaranty Association is handling the claim.

2. The handling of such claims by the Guaranty Association is consistent with the Commission's Order of Liquidation With a Finding of
Insolvency and Directing the Cancellation of Direct Insurance Policies.

3. Because the Guaranty Association is handling the Petitioner's claim, the Petitioner has no claim against ROA.
4. The Petition therefore fails to assert a claim on which relief may be granted.

5. The Commission should enter an order that adopts the findings in this Report, grants the Deputy Receiver's Demurrer, dismisses this case from
the Commission's docket of active cases, and passes the papers herein to the file for ended causes.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. The Deputy Receiver's Demurrer is hereby GRANTED;
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2. The Petition of Linda Kay Moore for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DISMISSED; and

3. The papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. INS-2005-00275
MARCH 29, 2006

PETITION OF
SUNNY ALBERGUCCI,

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

EINAL ORDER

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

On November 10, 2005, Sunny Albergucci ("Petitioner"), by counsel, filed a Petition for Review with the Commission contesting the Deputy
Receiver's Determination of Appeal concerning Claim No. CS370820. The Petitioner was seeking to delay action on her appeal until it was clear that her
claim was being handled by Alternative Risk Solutions ("ARS") on behalf of Petitioner's employer, Freeman Health System ("FHS"). Because the Petitioner
has a pending claim before the Missouri Department of Labor and Industrial Relations Division of Workers' Compensation (“Missouri Workers'
Compensation Division"), she was concerned that the Determination of Appeal could possibly foreclose her rights to payment on the claim. Therefore, she
requested that the Determination of Appeal be delayed until such time as confirmation of claim payment could be made.

By Order dated November 28, 2005, the Commission docketed the Petition, assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner, and directed the Deputy
Receiver to file an Answer or other responsive pleading to the Petition on or before January 6, 2006.

On December 30, 2005, the Deputy Receiver filed a Demurrer and Answer to Petition for Review, and a Memorandum in Support of Demurrer
and Answer to Petition for Review. The Deputy Receiver acknowledged that the Petitioner's claim is in litigation before the Missouri Workers'
Compensation Division. The Deputy Receiver asserted that if the Petitioner prevails, to the extent any of the amount awarded is covered by her employer's
ROA policy, those amounts would be paid by ARS on behalf of FHS. FHS would then be entitled to seek reimbursement from the ROA estate for any
payments made to her. As a result, the Petitioner has no direct claim against ROA, which means there is no possibility the Determination of Appeal could
foreclose her right to recovery on this claim.

The Deputy Receiver requested that the Commission enter an Order: (1) affirming the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal;
(2) dismissing the Petition; and (3) granting such other and further relief to the Deputy Receiver as might be just and proper.

The Petitioner filed no response to the Deputy Receiver's Demurrer.
On February 9, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report, in which he made the following findings and recommendations:

1. FHS is the proper party to seek reimbursement from the ROA estate for any funds that it is legally obligated to pay to the Petitioner that are
covered by FHS's insurance policy with ROA; and

2. The Commission should enter an order that adopts the findings of this report, grants the Deputy Receiver's Demurrer, affirms the Deputy
Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. CS370820, dismisses the Petition, and passes the papers herein to the file for ended causes.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. The Deputy Receiver's Demurrer is hereby GRANTED;

2. The Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. CS370820 is hereby AFFIRMED;

3. The Petition of Sunny Albergucci for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DISMISSED; and

4. The papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2005-00276
JUNE 22, 2006

PETITION OF
VIRGINIA R. WALKER,

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

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

On November 15, 2005, Virginia R. Walker (“Petitioner") filed a Petition for Review with the Commission contesting the Deputy Receiver's
Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 00025275. By Order dated November 28, 2005, the Commission docketed the Petition, assigned the case to a
Hearing Examiner, and directed the Deputy Receiver to file an Answer or other responsive pleading to the Petition on or before January 6, 2006.

On January 6, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed a Demurrer and Answer to Petition for Review, and Memorandum in Support of Demurrer and
Answer to Petition for Review. In his Demurrer, the Deputy Receiver argued the Petition for Review was not timely filed according to the requirements set
forth in the Amended Receivership Appeal procedure ("ARAP"). In his Answer, the Deputy Receiver also stated that the Petition fails to state a claim for
which the relief requested could be granted because pain and suffering are not compensable workers' compensation benefits in Virginia, and the two-year
statute of limitations for changing indemnity benefits due to a change in condition has expired.

On May 18, 2006, the Petitioner filed a response to the Deputy Receiver's Demurrer stating that she suffers continuous pain and discomfort
related to her back injury. She noted that although she was supposed to receive an Answer to her Petition for Review on or before January 6, 2006, she, in
fact, did not receive this information until January 18, 2006.

On May 19, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed his reply. The Deputy Receiver reiterated that the Petition for Review was not timely filed
according to the ARAP. The ARAP provides that appeals of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal must be filed with the Clerk of the Commission
by the thirtieth day following the date shown on the Determination of Appeal. The Determination of Appeal was dated October 14, 2005, thus any appeal
should have been received by the Clerk of the Commission by November 14, 2005. The Petitioner's appeal was filed on November 15, 2005.

On May 25, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report in which he made the following findings and recommendations:

1. The Petitioner was required to file her Petition with the Commission on or before November 14, 2005.

2. The Petition was dated November 10, 2005, and mailed to the Clerk of the Commission. However, the Petition was not received by the Clerk
of the Commission until November 15, 2005, one day late.

3. The Petitioner's claim is time-barred by the express terms of the ARAP; therefore, there is no need to address the issue of whether the Petition
states a claim for which relief may be granted.

4. The Deputy Receiver's Demurrer should be granted.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. The Deputy Receiver's Demurrer is hereby GRANTED;

2. The Petition of Virginia R. Walker for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DISMISSED with prejudice;
3. The Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. 00025275 is AFFIRMED; and

4. The case is dismissed, and the papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2005-00278
JANUARY 4, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
LIFE INVESTORS INSURANCE COMPANY OF AMERICA,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission (“Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, has violated
subsection 8 of § 38.2-606, 88 38.2-610, 38.2-1812 A, 38.2-1822 A, 38.2-1833 A 1, 38.2-1834 D, 38.2-3115 B, subsection 1 of § 38.2-3717, 38.2-3720 D,
38.2-3729 A, 38.2-3729 C, 38.2-3729 H 1, 38.2-3729 H 2, 38.2-3734, 38.2-3735 A 2, 38.2-3735 C 2, 38.2-3737 B 1, and 38.2-3737 B 3 of the Code of
Virginia, as well as 14 VAC 5-400-50 A, 14 VAC 5-400-60 A, and 14 VAC 5-400-60 B.

The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of twenty-nine thousand
dollars ($29,000) and waived its right to a hearing.

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

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2005-00280
MARCH 10, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
ERIC R. JOHNSON,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

On April 6, 2005, the Defendant applied for an insurance agent license with the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"). In the course of an
investigation, the Bureau determined that the Defendant was not of good character and did not have a good reputation for honesty. As a result, the Bureau
denied the Defendant's application, whereupon the Defendant requested a hearing.

On December 7, 2005, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") entered an Order Scheduling Hearing ("Order") in which the
Defendant was given the opportunity to appear before the Commission on January 4, 2006, and contest the Bureau's denial of his insurance agent license
application. The hearing date was rescheduled by mutual consent of the parties to February 7, 2006, and was rescheduled again by mutual consent to
March 21, 2006. In addition, the Commission issued an Amended Order on January 23, 2006, in response to the Bureau's Motion to Amend filed on
January 18, 2006. The Bureau requested that the Order be amended to add allegations it had learned of during interviews with witnesses in preparation for
the hearing.

On February 27, 2006, the Defendant withdrew his request for a hearing.

On February 28, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report in which he recommended that this case be dismissed with no further action
required of the Commission.

THE COMMISSION, having considered the pleadings and the Hearing Examiner's Report, is of the opinion that this matter should be
dismissed.
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IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:
(1) This case is hereby, DISMISSED; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2005-00282
NOVEMBER 30, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
WILLIAM L. YOUNG
and
THE YOUNG INSURANCE AGENCY GROUP, INC,,
Defendants

EINAL ORDER

Based on allegations of the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), on December 7, 2005, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") issued a
Rule to Show Cause against William L. Young (*'Young") and The Young Insurance Agency Group, Inc. ("Defendants™). Subsequently, on April 7, 2006,
the Commission issued an Amended Rule to Show Cause against the Defendants. Therein, the Bureau alleged that Young, acting on behalf of the licensed
insurance agency he has operated in Virginia since 1973, violated §§ 38.2-512, 38.2-1809, and 38.2-1813 of the Code of Virginia (“Code") and committed
acts as described in § 38.2-1831(10) of the Code by: (i) failing to hold in a separate account premiums and other funds required to be held in a fiduciary
capacity; (ii) failing to return to insureds returned premiums or other funds owed on insured accounts; (iii) failing to account for the status of funds listed as
credits on insured accounts; (iv) failing to pay premiums owed to surplus lines brokers in the ordinary course of business; (v) failing to procure insurance for
customers after receiving the down payment from them; (vi) making false or fraudulent statements by falsifying certificates of insurance; (vii) failing to
correct or withdraw certificates of insurance when coverage was denied; and (viii) failing to retain all records relative to insurance transactions for the three
previous calendar years and failing to make such records available promptly upon request by the Bureau.

An evidentiary hearing was conducted from June 13, 2006 through June 15, 2006. The Defendants appeared and, being represented by counsel,
fully participated in the hearing. The Bureau appeared by counsel. On October 3, 2006, the Hearing Examiner filed his report ("Report™), which thoroughly
summarized the factual and procedural history of this case, the evidence and arguments presented at the hearing, and the post-hearing briefs filed by the
Defendants and the Bureau. Additionally, the Hearing Examiner made a number of findings and recommendations in the Report. Specifically, the Hearing
Examiner made the following findings:

(i) The Bureau proved by clear and convincing evidence that the Defendants utilized a single operating account until February 2004, in violation
of § 38.2-1813 A and B of the Code, and the Hearing Examiner recommended a monetary sanction of $1,000;

(if) 1. The Bureau proved by clear and convincing evidence that the Defendants used the operating account to pay for personal expenses prior to
February 2004 in violation of § 38.2-1813 B of the Code, and the Hearing Examiner recommended a monetary sanction of $5,000;

2. The Bureau proved by clear and convincing evidence that subsequent to February 2004, the Defendants have commingled premium funds
with other business and personal funds in violation of § 38.2-1813 B of the Code, and the Hearing Examiner recommended a monetary sanction of $1,000;

(iif) The Bureau proved by clear and convincing evidence that the Defendants failed to return premiums owed to insureds and failed to account
for premiums or other funds in violation of § 38.2-1813 A of the Code, and the Hearing Examiner recommended a monetary sanction of $14,000;

(iv) The Bureau proved by clear and convincing evidence that the Defendants failed to pay premiums owed to CoverX in the ordinary course of
business in violation of § 38.2-1813 A of the Code, and the Hearing Examiner recommended a monetary sanction of $5,000;

(v) 1. Inregard to Verification Services, the Bureau proved by clear and convincing evidence that the Defendants violated § 38.2-1831(10) of
the Code, and the Hearing Examiner recommended a monetary sanction of $2,000;

2. In regard to Creasy Investigative Services, the Bureau proved by clear and convincing evidence that the Defendants violated
§ 38.2-1831(10) of the Code, and the Hearing Examiner recommended a monetary sanction of $2,000; and

3. In regard to Security Services Unlimited, the Bureau proved by clear and convincing evidence that the Defendants violated
§ 38.2-1831(10) of the Code, and the Hearing Examiner recommended a monetary sanction of $1,000.

The Hearing Examiner recommended a total monetary penalty of $31,000 based on the foregoing and also recommended that the Commission:
1. Permanently enjoin the Defendants from any further violations of Title 38.2 of the Code;

2. Permanently enjoin the Defendants from charging any personal expenses on the agency's credit cards and from paying for personal
expenses directly from any of the agency's accounts; and

3. Order the Defendants to pay all insurance companies in accordance with the terms of any agreement or contract, or in accordance with the
terms of the invoice.
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The Hearing Examiner concluded by recommending that the Commission enter an Order that adopts his findings and dismisses this case from the
Commission's docket of active cases.*

On October 23, 2006, the Defendants filed Comments on the Report, wherein the Defendants "urge the Commission to adopt the findings and
recommendations of the Hearing Officer as set forth in his report.”

On October 24, 2006, the Bureau filed Comments on the Report, wherein the Bureau did not take issue with most of the Hearing Examiner's
findings and recommendations. The Bureau asserted, however, that "license revocation is the only appropriate remedy for the Defendants."?

NOW THE COMMISSION, having considered the entire record in this proceeding, including the Report and the comments thereto, adopts the
Hearing Examiner's findings of fact as to the violations of law but modifies the recommendations concerning the sanctions to be imposed. We believe that
the Report itself provides sufficient justification for revoking the licenses of the Defendants. Indeed, the Hearing Examiner states that: (i) “revocation of the
Defendants' licenses would be consistent with the [foregoing] findings of violations;" (ii) "Young's failure to accept full responsibility for the mishandling of
premium funds suggests that such problems are likely to occur again in the future;"* (iii) "Young left the impression that his business practices fell far short
of the fiduciary standards required of a licensed agent;" and (iv) ". . . my assessment of the record as to the truthfulness of [Young] makes it difficult for me
to recommend that [Young] be permitted to retain his license."* Nor did the Defendants challenge any of these conclusions in their comments.

The Hearing Examiner determined that the foregoing "considerations are offset by consideration of Young's long service as an agent and by the
reforms he has instituted to address most of the problems that have been the subject of this proceeding."®

We nevertheless believe that it is appropriate in light of the foregoing to revoke the Defendants' licenses but to suspend such revocation
conditioned on the Defendants not violating any insurance laws, complying with the other terms of this Order, and reporting to the Bureau on a regular basis,
at least once a year for the next three (3) years, on their compliance with the terms hereof and promptly providing such information to the Bureau as the
Bureau deems necessary and appropriate.®

We believe that such suspended license revocation should continue for a period of three (3) years to ensure that the Defendants are complying
with the terms of this Order and the insurance laws of this Commonwealth, and that the public and those who come in contact with the Defendants are
protected. It is our sincere hope that the Defendants' lengthy service as agents, as well as the suspended license revocation, will provide sufficient incentive
for the Defendants to avoid repeating the serious violations that they committed in this case.

ACCORDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The licenses of the Defendants to transact the business of insurance in Virginia as an insurance agent be, and the same are hereby,
REVOKED, for the violations of the insurance laws as detailed in the Report and herein. The foregoing revocations are SUSPENDED for a period of
three (3) years from the date of this Order.

(2) The Defendants are penalized in the amount of $31,000, such payment to be made immediately.

(3) The Defendants are permanently ENJOINED from any further violations of Title 38.2 of the Code.

(4) The Defendants are permanently ENJOINED from charging any personal expenses on the agency's credit cards and from paying for
personal expenses directly from any of the agency's accounts.

(5) The Defendants shall pay all insurance companies in accordance with the terms of any agreement or contract, or in accordance with the terms
of the invoice.

(6) The Defendants shall report to the Bureau on a regular basis, at least once a year for the next three (3) years, as the Bureau directs, on their
compliance with the terms hereof and shall promptly provide such information to the Bureau as the Bureau deems necessary and appropriate.

(7) If the Defendants comply with all conditions herein, the status of the Defendants' licenses shall be considered fully restored at the end of the
three-year period.

! Report at 37-38.

2 Comments to the Hearing Examiner's Report at 3.

® The Hearing Examiner also stated that his impression that Young was unwilling to accept full responsibility for his actions lessened "his comfort that
[Young] will institute and maintain practices and procedures that will guarantee the timely payment of premium funds and the return of insureds' credits in
the future." Report at 37.

* Report at 36-37.

® Report at 37.

® While not included in his enumerated findings and recommendations, the Hearing Examiner recommended "that the Bureau conduct further investigations
of the Defendants to ensure compliance with the directives of the Commission." 1d.
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(8) The Bureau shall move the Commission to revoke this suspension if, during the next three (3) years, the Defendants fail to satisfy any of the
foregoing conditions or the Bureau determines that the Defendants have violated any other insurance laws or regulations.

(9) This matter is continued in order for the Defendants to report to the Bureau as indicated herein.

CASE NO. INS-2005-00283
FEBRUARY 7, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

AMERICAN TRANSINSURANCE GROUP,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated § 38.2-1024 A of the Code of Virginia by
transacting the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia without first obtaining an insurance company license from the Commission.

The Commission is authorized by 8§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged 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 waived its right to a hearing, agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease
and desist order, and agreed to pay any and all current and future claims that arise out of the agency's activities during October 1, 2001 through
December 31, 2003.

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

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

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:
(1) The offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) The Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of § 38.2-1024 A of the Code of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2005-00292
JANUARY 25, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
COMMONWEALTH LAND TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY,
TRANSNATION TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY,
and
LAWYER'S TITLE INSURANCE CORPORATION,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendants, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission™) to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated §§ 38.2-1300 C, 38.2-1329 C, and 38.2-4614
of the Code of Virginia by failing to file annual statements in accordance with the appropriate annual statement instructions and the accounting practices and
procedures manuals adopted by the NAIC, by failing to file registration statements in accordance with regulations and registration forms adopted or
approved by the Commission, and by paying a kickback, rebate, or other payment pursuant to an agreement that business incident to the issuance of title
insurance be referred to the Defendants. Additionally, Defendant Lawyer's Title Insurance Corporation violated § 38.2-4608 of the Code of Virginia by
failing to adhere to its published title insurance rates.
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The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the 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 tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of three
hundred thousand dollars ($300,000), waived their right to a hearing, and agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order.

The Bureau of Insurance 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 of Virginia.

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

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) The offer of the Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;

(2) The Defendants cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of §§ 38.2-1300 C, 38.2-1329 C, or 38.2-4614 of the Code of
Virginia, and Defendant Lawyer's Title Insurance Corporation cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of § 38.2-4608 of the Code of
Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2005-00293
AUGUST 1, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.

CHICAGO TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY
and

FIDELITY NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendants, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission™) to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated §§ 38.2-1300 C and 38.2-4614 of the Code of
Virginia by: (i) failing to file annual statements in accordance with the appropriate annual statement instructions and the accounting practices and
procedures manuals adopted by the National Association of Insurance Commissioners; and (ii) paying a kickback, rebate, thing of value or other payment
pursuant to an agreement that business incident to the issuance of title insurance be referred to the Defendants in connection with the placement of
reinsurance with affiliated reinsurers of certain lenders.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the 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 tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of fifty
thousand dollars ($50,000), waived their right to a hearing, and agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order.

The Bureau of Insurance 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 of Virginia.

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

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

(2) The Defendants cease and desist from the activities alleged in this matter to have given rise to a violation of § 38.2-4614 of the Code of
Virginia; and

(3) The papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2005-00295
JANUARY 10, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
HYMAN J. DRESS
and
HYDRESS INSURANCE AGENCY, INC,,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendants, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated §8§ 38.2-1809, 38.2-1813, and 38.2-1822 of
the Code of Virginia by failing to retain all records relative to insurance transactions for the three previous calendar years, by failing to hold all premiums,
return premiums, or other funds received by the Defendants in a fiduciary capacity, and by knowingly permitting a person to act as an agent without first
obtaining a license in the manner and form prescribed by the Commission.

The Commission is authorized by 8§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, 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 tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of five
thousand dollars ($5,000), waived their right to a hearing, and agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order.

The Bureau of Insurance 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 of Virginia.

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

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

(2) The Defendants cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of 8§ 38.2-1809, 38.2-1813 or 38.2-1822 of the Code of
Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00002
JANUARY 19, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

LISA SUE MIZE,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated subsection 1 of § 38.2-1831 of the Code of
Virginia by providing materially incorrect, misleading, incomplete or untrue information in her license application filed with the Commission.

The Commission is authorized by 8§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated November 17, 2005, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance.

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

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated subsection 1 of § 38.2-1831 of the Code of Virginia by
providing materially incorrect, misleading, incomplete or untrue information in her license application filed with the Commission.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) The licenses of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia are hereby
REVOKED;

(2) All appointments issued under said licenses are hereby VOID;
(3) The Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia prior to five (5)
years from the date of this Order;

(5) The Bureau of Insurance shall cause a copy of this Order to be sent to every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00003
JANUARY 19, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

RICHARD THOMAS ULLMAN,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia by
failing to report to the Commission within thirty days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Alabama.

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

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated December 1, 2005, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance.

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 of Insurance.

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

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia by failing to report to the
Commission within thirty days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Alabama.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) The licenses of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia are hereby
REVOKED;

(2) All appointments issued under said licenses are hereby VOID;
(3) The Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia prior to five (5)
years from the date of this Order;
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(5) The Bureau of Insurance shall cause a copy of this Order to be sent to every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00004
JANUARY 19, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

HOLLY J. PORTREY,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia by
failing to report to the Commission within thirty days an administrative action that was taken against her by the State of Alabama.

The Commission is authorized by 8§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of her right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated December 1, 2005, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance.

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 of Insurance.

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

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia by failing to report to the
Commission within thirty days an administrative action that was taken against her by the State of Alabama.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) The licenses of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia are hereby
REVOKED;

(2) All appointments issued under said licenses are hereby VOID;
(3) The Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia prior to five (5)
years from the date of this Order;

(5) The Bureau of Insurance shall cause a copy of this Order to be sent to every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00005
FEBRUARY 10, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
MINNESOTA LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission (“Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, has violated
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88§ 38.2-316 A, 38.2-316 B, 38.2-316 C 1, 38.2-316 C 2, subsection 1 of 5 38.2-502, 38.2-503, 38.2-610 A, 38.2-1812 A, 38.2-1822 A, 38.2-1834 D,
subsection 1 of 5 38.2-3717, subsection 2 of 5 38.2-3717, 38.2-3724 A, 38.2-3724 G, 38.2-3725 A, 38.2-3734, and 38.2-3737 A of the Code of Virginia, as
well as 14 VAC 5-40-40 A5, 14 VAC 5-40-40 E 2, 14 VAC 5-90-60 A 1,14 VAC 5-90-60 C 2,14 VAC 5-90-90 C, 14 VAC 5-400-50 A, and
14 VAC 5-400-60 B.

The Commission is authorized by $5 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of eighteen thousand
dollars ($18,000) and waived its right to a hearing.

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

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00006
JANUARY 23, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

UNITED SERVICES AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission™) to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated 14 VAC 5-400-40 A and
14 VAC 5-400-70 D by knowingly concealing from claimants benefits, coverages or other policy provisions that were pertinent to their claims, and by
failing to offer to claimants an amount which was fair and reasonable in cases where there was no dispute as to coverage or liability.

The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of five thousand dollars
($5,000) and waived its right to a hearing.

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

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

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

(2) The papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00008
FEBRUARY 17, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
RESOURCE LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission (“Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, has violated
subsection 1 of § 38.2-502, §§ 38.2-503, 38.2-604, subsection 8 of § 38.2-606, 38.2-1812 A, 38.2-1822 A, 38.2-1833 A 1, 38.2-1834 D, 38.2-3115 B,
38.2-3724 B 5, 38.2-3728, 38.2-3729 A, 38.2-3732, 38.2-3734, 38.2-3735 A, and 38.2-3735 A 2 of the Code of Virginia, as well as 14 VAC 5-40-40 A 4,
14 VAC 5-40-40 D 17, 14 VAC 5-40-60 B, 14 VAC 5-90-60 B 1, 14 VAC 5-90-130 A, 14 VAC 5-90-170 A, 14 VAC 5-400-50 A, 14 VAC 5-400-60 A,
and 14 VAC 5-400-60 B.

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

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of eighteen thousand
dollars ($18,000) and waived its right to a hearing.

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

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00012
FEBRUARY 9, 2006

LIBERTY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY
Ex Parte: In the matter of Approval of a Settlement Agreement between Liberty Life Insurance Company and the Director of Insurance for the
State of South Carolina, for and on behalf of the Virginia Bureau of Insurance and the Insurance Regulators of the affected States in the United

States

ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

ON THIS DAY came the Bureau of Insurance (“the Bureau"), by counsel, and requested (i) Commission approval and acceptance of a
Settlement Agreement dated December 20, 2005 (“the Agreement"), a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, by and between the Director
of Insurance for the State of South Carolina and Liberty Life Insurance Company (“"the Company"), a foreign insurer domiciled in the State of South
Carolina, which is licensed to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, and (ii) authority to execute any documents attendant to
the Agreement necessary to evidence the Commission's acceptance of the Agreement;

AND 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 be, and it is hereby, APPROVED AND
ACCEPTED and (ii) the Commissioner of Insurance be, and he is hereby authorized to execute any attendant documents necessary to evidence the
Commission's approval and acceptance of the Agreement.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "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.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00013
JUNE 13, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of adoption of adjusted prima facie rates for credit life and credit accident and sickness insurance pursuant to
8§ 38.2-3725, 38.2-3726, 38.2-3727 and 38.2-3730 of the Code of Virginia

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Pursuant to § 38.2-3730 B of the Code of Virginia, the Commission is required to conduct a hearing for the purpose of receiving comments from
interested parties with respect to proposed adjusted prima facie rates for credit life insurance and credit accident and sickness insurance to be effective for the
triennium commencing January 1, 2007.

The adjusted prima facie rates have been calculated and proposed on behalf of and by the Bureau of Insurance in accordance with the provisions
of Chapter 37.1 of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia (§§ 38.2-3717 et seq.), and are attached hereto.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The adjusted prima facie rates that have been calculated and proposed on behalf of and by the Bureau of Insurance in accordance with the
provisions of Chapter 37.1 of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia (8§ 38.2-3717 et seq.), are attached hereto and made a part hereof.

(2) Pursuant to § 38.2-3730 B of the Code of Virginia, the Commission shall conduct a hearing on July 20, 2006, at 10:00 a.m., in its courtroom,
Tyler Building, 2nd Floor, 1300 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219, for the purpose of receiving comments from interested persons with respect to
proposed adjusted prima facie rates for credit life insurance and credit accident and sickness insurance to be effective for the triennium commencing
January 1, 2007.

(3) On or before June 23, 2006, the Bureau of Insurance shall prefile any written reports or other data in support of the proposed adjusted prima
facie rates with the Clerk of the Commission and shall refer to Case No. INS-2006-00013.

(4) All interested persons who desire to file written comments in support of or in opposition to the proposed adjusted prima facie rates shall file
such comments on or before July 12, 2006, in writing with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia
23218, and shall refer to Case No. INS-2006-00013.

(5) Any interested persons desiring to appear before the Commission to present comments in the form of oral testimony shall file a notice of
appearance, along with a summary of such testimony on or before July 12, 2006, in writing with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center,
P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218, and shall refer to Case No. INS-2006-00013.

(6) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to Jacqueline K. Cunningham, Deputy Commissioner, Bureau
of Insurance, State Corporation Commission who shall cause a copy hereof to be sent to every insurance company licensed by the Bureau of Insurance to
transact the business of credit life and credit accident and sickness insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia and to all other interested persons and who
shall file in the record of this proceeding an affidavit evidencing notice compliance with this Order.

(7) On or before June 16, 2006, the Commission's Division of Information Resources shall make available this Order and the attached adjusted
rates on the Commission's website, http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "Proposed Adjusted Prima Facie Credit Life and Credit Accident and Sickness Insurance Rates" 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-2006-00013
JULY 21, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of adoption of adjusted prima facie rates for credit life and credit accident and sickness insurance pursuant to
8§ 38.2-3725, 38.2-3726, 38.2-3727 and 38.2-3730 of the Code of Virginia

ORDER ADOPTING ADJUSTED PRIMA FACIE RATES
FOR THE TRIENNIUM COMMENCING JANUARY 1, 2007

Pursuant to an order entered June 13, 2006, after notice to all insurers licensed by the Bureau of Insurance (the “Bureau™) to transact the business
of credit life and credit accident and sickness insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, the State Corporation Commission (the "Commission") conducted
a hearing on July 20, 2006, for the purpose of considering any public or other comment on the adoption of adjusted prima facie rates for credit life insurance
and credit accident and sickness insurance proposed by the Bureau pursuant to Chapter 37.1 of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia and the Credit Insurance
Experience Exhibits filed by licensed insurers for the reporting years 2003, 2004 and 2005. Represented by its counsel, the Bureau, by its witness, appeared
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before the Commission in support of the proposed adjusted prima facie rates. No public witnesses appeared before the Commission, and no written
comments were filed.

AND THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the recommendations of the Bureau and the law applicable to these issues, is
of the opinion, finds and ORDERS that the adjusted prima facie rates for credit life and credit accident and sickness insurance, as proposed by the Bureau,
which are attached hereto and made a part hereof, should be, and they are hereby, ADOPTED pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 37.1 of Title 38.2 of the
Code of Virginia and shall be effective for the triennium commencing January 1, 2007.

AN ATTESTED COPY hereof shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to Jacqueline K. Cunningham, Deputy Commissioner, Bureau of
Insurance, State Corporation Commission who (i) shall cause a copy hereof together with attachments, as and for the notice to insurers required by Code of
Virginia § 38.2-3725, to be sent to every insurance company licensed by the Bureau of Insurance to transact the business of credit life and credit accident
and sickness insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and (ii) who shall file in the record of this proceeding an affidavit evidencing notice compliance
with this order.

On or before July 28, 2006, the Commission's Division of Information Resources shall make available this Order and the attached adjusted rates
on the Commission's website, http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "Adjusted Prima Facie Credit Life and Credit Accident and Sickness Insurance Rates" 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-2006-00015
MARCH 23, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

THE SETTLEMENT GROUP, INC,,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission™) to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated § 6.1-2.23 C of the Code of Virginia by
retaining interest received on funds deposited in connection with an escrow settlement, or closing.

The Commission is authorized by § 6.1-2.27 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties and to suspend or revoke the
Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged
violations of Chapter 1.3 (§ 6.1-2.19 et seq.) of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia.

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

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of twenty-three thousand
five hundred dollars ($23,500) and waived its right to a hearing.

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

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

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

(2) The papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00017
FEBRUARY 16, 2006
UNITED FAMILY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY
Ex Parte: In the matter of Approval of a Settlement Agreement between United Family Life Insurance Company and the Commissioner of
Insurance for the State of Georgia, for and on behalf of the Virginia Bureau of Insurance and the Insurance Regulators of the affected States in the

United States

ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

ON THIS DAY came the Bureau of Insurance (“the Bureau"), by counsel, and requested (i) Commission approval and acceptance of a
Regulatory Settlement Agreement dated December 19, 2005 (“the Agreement"), a copy of which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, by and between
the Commissioner of Insurance for the State of Georgia and United Family Life Insurance Company (“the Company"), a foreign insurer domiciled in the
State of Georgia, which is licensed to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, and (ii) authority to execute any documents
attendant to the Agreement necessary to evidence the Commission's acceptance of the Agreement;

AND 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 be, and it is hereby, APPROVED AND
ACCEPTED and (ii) the Commissioner of Insurance be, and he is hereby authorized to execute any attendant documents necessary to evidence the
Commission's approval and acceptance of the Agreement.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "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-2006-00058
AUGUST 22, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
LARON DEFERRIS SHANNON, IIl,
Defendant
FINAL ORDER

On February 24, 2006, the State Corporation Commission ("Commission™) entered a Rule to Show Cause against Defendant, alleging violations
of §8 38.2-502, 38.2-503, 38.2-1838, and 38.2-1809 of the Code of Virginia.

On August 16, 2006, the Bureau of Insurance filed a Motion to Dismiss the above proceeding based on Defendant's offer of settlement to the
Commission on terms acceptable to the Bureau. Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law, has made an offer of settlement to the
Commission wherein the Defendant has, at the request of the Bureau, tendered payment to certain clients and has agreed to be permanently enjoined from
transacting the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia.

By Ruling entered August 17, 2006, the Hearing Examiner granted the Bureau's Motion to Dismiss and recommended that the Commission
accept Defendant's offer of settlement.

THE COMMISSION, having considered the Bureau's Motion to Dismiss and the recommendation of its Hearing Examiner, is of the opinion
that the Defendant's offer should be accepted, and that the matter should be dismissed;

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) The Rule to Show Cause entered herein be, and it is hereby, DISMISSED;

(2) The offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;

(3) Defendant is permanently enjoined from transacting the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

(4) The papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00065
MARCH 23, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
STONEBRIDGE CASUALTY INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission (“Commission™) to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated §§ 38.2-233 and 38.2-2006.1 of the Code of
Virginia by failing to file rates for its Credit Involuntary Unemployment Insurance program, and by failing to obtain approval for forms in the program prior
to using them.

The Commission is authorized by 8§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of nine thousand dollars
($9,000) waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the Corrective Action Plan set forth in the Defendant's letter of January 25, 2006.

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

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00067
APRIL 3, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

GREGORY D. BORN,
and

JEFFREY E. BORN,
Defendants

CONSENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendants violated 8§ 38.2-512, 38.2-1802, and 38.2-1831
of the Code of Virginia by making false statements or representations on or relative to an application for an insurance policy for the purpose of obtaining a
fee, commission, or other benefit, by selling, soliciting, or negotiating contracts of insurance in this Commonwealth on behalf of an insurer not licensed to
transact the business of insurance in this Commonwealth, and by using fraudulent, coercive, or dishonest practices, or demonstrating incompetence or
untrustworthiness in the conduct of business in the Commonwealth.

The State Corporation Commission (“Commission™) is authorized by § 38.2-220 of the Code of Virginia to issue temporary or permanent
injunctions in order to restrain acts which violate the provisions of Title 38.2- of the Code of Virginia.

The Defendants, having been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter, have voluntarily agreed to the issuance of an order permanently
enjoining them from transacting the business of insurance in Virginia.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT the Defendants are permanently enjoined from transacting the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00068
APRIL 20, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
PAUL SCOTT LEDOUX,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia by
failing to report to the Commission within thirty days an administrative action that was taken against him by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letters dated January 19, 2006 and
March 24, 2006, and mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance.

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 of Insurance.

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

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia by failing to report to the
Commission within thirty days an administrative action that was taken against him by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) The licenses of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia are hereby
REVOKED;

(2) All appointments issued under said licenses are hereby VOID;
(3) The Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia prior to five (5)
years from the date of this Order;

(5) The Bureau of Insurance shall cause a copy of this Order to be sent to every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00069
JUNE 1, 2006

PETITION OF
MARY ELIZABETH WILLIAMS,

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

On January 29, 2003, the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond entered an order appointing the State Corporation Commission (“Commission")
as Receiver of The Reciprocal Group ("TRG") and Reciprocal of America ("ROA") (collectively, "Companies"). In addition, that Order appointed Alfred
W. Gross, Commissioner of the Commission's Bureau of Insurance as Deputy Receiver and Melvin J. Dillon as Special Deputy Receiver of the Reciprocal
Companies, in accordance with Title 38.2, Chapters 12 and 15 of the Code of Virginia. Pursuant to his grant of authority, the Deputy Receiver in his Sixth
Directive of Deputy Receiver Adopting Amended Receivership Appeal Procedure established appeal procedures for appeals or challenges of any decision
made by the Deputy Receiver or Special Deputy Receiver with respect to claims against the Reciprocal Companies.
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On February 3, 2006, the Petitioner filed a Petition for Review with the Commission contesting the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal
concerning Claim No. MPU05159. The Petitioner is appealing the Deputy Receiver's decision to deny her claim for payment of $7.5 million dollars for a
workers' compensation injury that the Petitioner stated occurred in November 1999.*

By Order entered March 8, 2006, the Commission docketed the Petition, assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner, and directed the Deputy
Receiver to file an Answer or other responsive pleading to the Petition on or before March 31, 2006.

On March 31, 2006, the Deputy Receiver filed a Demurrer and Answer to Petition for Review, and a Memorandum in Support of Demurrer and
Answer to Petition for Review. The Deputy Receiver admits that the Petitioner suffered a work-related knee injury for which she had surgery on or about
December 31, 1998. However, the Deputy Receiver states that she was paid all benefits owed under the workers' compensation insurance policy provided to
her employer, Grenada Lake Medical Center. The claim was handled, paid, and closed after filing all of the appropriate forms with the Mississippi Workers'
Compensation Commission in 1999. In addition, the Deputy Receiver argued that the Petitioner failed to state a cause of action based on the following:
(1) the claim is barred by the statute of limitations; and (2) the Petitioner is not entitled to compensation for her pain and suffering since these are not
compensable benefits in Mississippi.

On April 10, 2006, the Petitioner filed a Reply in Opposition to the Demurrer.

On April 19, 2006, the Hearing Examiner issued his Report, in which he made the following findings and recommendations:

1. The ROA receivership estate has no contractual or legal obligation to pay any workers' compensation benefits until the employer for whom
ROA provides workers' compensation insurance coverage is first found responsible for the payment of such benefits;

2. The Petitioner failed to allege that the Mississippi Workers' Compensation Commission has made an award of additional workers'
compensation benefits against the Petitioner's former employer for the injuries the Petitioner allegedly suffered as a result of a workplace injury that occurred
on November 2, 1998;

3. The Petitioner therefore failed to state a claim for which relief may be granted; and

4. The Commission should enter an order that adopts the findings of this report, grants the Deputy Receiver's Demurrer, affirms the Deputy
Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. MPUO05159, dismisses the Petition, and passes the papers herein to the file for ended causes.

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

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. The Deputy Receiver's Demurrer is hereby GRANTED;

2. The Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal in Claim No. MPU05159 is hereby AFFIRMED;

3. The Petition of Mary Elizabeth Williams for review of the Deputy Receiver's Determination of Appeal is hereby DISMISSED; and

4. The papers herein are passed to the file for ended causes.

! The Petitioner's injury occurred on November 2, 1998, when she was employed by Grenada Lake Medical Center. Petition at 7.

CASE NO. INS-2006-00073
MARCH 15, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

FAMILY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

IMPAIRMENT ORDER

Family Life Insurance Company, a foreign corporation domiciled in the State of Texas (“Defendant"), and licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, is required to maintain minimum capital of $1,000,000
and minimum surplus of $3,000,000.

Section 38.2-1036 of the Code of Virginia provides, inter alia, 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 of Virginia while the impairment of its surplus exists.

The 2005 Annual Statement of the Defendant, dated as of December 31, 2005 (“Annual Statement™), and filed with the Commission's Bureau of
Insurance, indicates capital of $12,628,200 and surplus of $4,544,127. Note 1 A on page 19 of the Annual Statement reflects an investment in the common
stock of Financial Industries Corporation ("FIC") in the amount of $4,030,380 and furniture and equipment of $10,488, such amounts totaling $4,040,868.
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By Affidavit of Gregory D. Walker, Supervisor of the Financial Analysis Section of the Financial Regulation Division of the Bureau of
Insurance, dated March 13, 2006, and filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Commission on March 13, 2006, Mr. Walker states that under Virginia law,
specifically § 38.2-1300 of the Code of Virginia (which incorporates by reference the National Association of Insurance Commissioners Accounting
Practices and Procedures Manual, Volume 1) and Statement of Statutory Accounting Principle No. 88 of the National Association of Insurance
Commissioners Accounting Practices and Procedures Manual, Volume 1, an insurer is not permitted to record its investment in FIC common stock on such a
basis. Therefore, the Defendant's reported surplus must be adjusted by the amount of $4,030,380.

Mr. Walker also states in his Affidavit that under Virginia law, specifically Section 38.2-1300 of the Code (which incorporates by reference the
National Association of Insurance Commissioners Accounting Practices and Procedures Manual, Volume 1) and Statement of Statutory Accounting
Principles No. 4 and No. 19 of the National Association of Insurance Commissioners Accounting Practices and Procedures Manual, Volume 1, an insurer is
not permitted to include furniture and equipment as an admitted asset in the calculation of its surplus. Therefore, the Defendant's reported surplus also must
be adjusted by the amount of $10,488.

Collectively, per Mr. Walker's Affidavit, the Defendant's reported surplus must be adjusted by the amount of $4,040,868, which results in an
adjusted surplus of $503,259. The foregoing surplus adjustment results in an impairment of the Defendant's surplus of $2,496,741.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT, on or before June 15, 2006, the Defendant eliminate the impairment in its surplus and restore the
same to at least $3,000,000 and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of the Defendant's president or other authorized officer.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT 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-2006-00073
JUNE 30, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

FAMILY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

Family Life Insurance Company, a foreign corporation domiciled in the State of Texas ("Defendant"), initially was licensed by the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission™) to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia on September 24, 1992.

By impairment order entered herein March 15, 2006, the Defendant was ordered to eliminate the impairment in its surplus and restore the same to
at least $3,000,000 and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of the Defendant's president or other authorized officer on or
before June 15, 2006.

The Defendant also was ordered not to issue any 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.

By affidavit of the Defendant's President dated June 21, 2006, and filed with the Clerk of the Commission on June 27, 2006, the Commission was
advised that, as of March 31, 2006, the Defendant has eliminated the impairment in its surplus as reported in its Annual Statement dated as of
December 31, 2005.

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

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

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Impairment Order entered by the Commission is hereby VACATED,;
(2) This case is hereby DISMISSED; and

(3) The papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00074
APRIL 4, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
AMERICAN GENERAL ASSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a target market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission (“Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, has violated
subsection 1 of § 38.2-502 and §§ 38.2-503, 38.2-510 A 2, 38.2-510 A 5, 38.2-510 A 10, 38.2-511, 38.2-1834 D, 38.2-3115 B, subsection 1 of § 38.2-3717,
38.2-3725 A, 38.2-3728 B, 38.2-3729 A, 38.2-3729 H 2, subsection 1 of § 38.2-3732, subsection 2 of §38.2-3732, 38.2-3735 A 2, 38.2-3735 C 2,
38.2-3737 A, and 38.2-3737 B 3 of the Code of Virginia, as well as 14 VAC 5-40-40 D 2, 14 VAC 5-40-40 E 2, 14 VAC 5-40-60 B, 14 VAC 5-90-170 A,
14 VAC 5-400-50 A, 14 VAC 5-400-60 A, 14 VAC 5-400-60 B, and 14 VAC 5-400-70 A.

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

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of twenty-two thousand
dollars ($22,000) and waived its right to a hearing.

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

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00075
MARCH 17, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

VESTA FIRE INSURANCE CORPORATION,
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 whenever the Commission finds that the company has
violated any law of this Commonwealth.

Vesta Fire 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 of Virginia on November 5, 1986.

Pursuant to § 38.2-1301 of the Code and 14 VAC 5-270-50, all licensed foreign insurance companies are required to file an annual Audited
Financial Report with the Commission on or before June 30 of each year. The Defendant was required to file its 2004 Audited Financial Report with the
Commission on or before June 30, 2005; however, as of the date of this Order, the Defendant has failed to file such report.

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 of Virginia be suspended.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to March 29,
2006, suspending the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before March 29, 2006,
the Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, 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.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00076
MARCH 17, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
SHELBY CASUALTY INSURANCE COMPANY,
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 whenever the Commission finds that the company has
violated any law of this Commonwealth.

Shelby Casualty Insurance Company, 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 of Virginia on May 26, 1974.

Pursuant to § 38.2-1301 of the Code and 14 VAC 5-270-50, all licensed foreign insurance companies are required to file an annual Audited
Financial Report with the Commission on or before June 30 of each year. The Defendant was required to file its 2004 Audited Financial Report with the
Commission on or before June 30, 2005; however, as of the date of this Order, the Defendant has failed to file such report.

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 of Virginia be suspended.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to March 29,
2006, suspending the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before March 29, 2006,
the Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, 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.

CASE NO. INS-2006-00077
MARCH 17, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

THE SHELBY INSURANCE COMPANY,
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 whenever the Commission finds that the company has
violated any law of this Commonwealth.

The Shelby Insurance Company, 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 of Virginia on January 7, 1987.

Pursuant to § 38.2-1301 of the Code and 14 VAC 5-270-50, all licensed foreign insurance companies are required to file an annual Audited
Financial Report with the Commission on or before June 30 of each year. The Defendant was required to file its 2004 Audited Financial Report with the
Commission on or before June 30, 2005; however, as of the date of this Order, the Defendant has failed to file such report.

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 of Virginia be suspended.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to March 29,
2006, suspending the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before March 29, 2006,
the Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, 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.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00078
MARCH 17, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
FLORIDA SELECT INSURANCE COMPANY,
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 whenever the Commission finds that the company has
violated any law of this Commonwealth.

Florida Select Insurance Company, a foreign corporation domiciled in the State of Florida ("Defendant"), initially was licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia on October 2, 2001.

Pursuant to § 38.2-1301 of the Code and 14 VAC 5-270-50, all licensed foreign insurance companies are required to file an annual Audited
Financial Report with the Commission on or before June 30 of each year. The Defendant was required to file its 2004 Audited Financial Report with the
Commission on or before June 30, 2005; however, as of the date of this Order, the Defendant has failed to file such report.

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 of Virginia be suspended.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to March 29,
2006, suspending the license of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before March 29, 2006,
the Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, 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.

CASE NO. INS-2006-00080
MARCH 15, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

RAPPAHANNOCK HOME MUTUAL FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER SUSPENDING LICENSE

Rappahannock Home Mutual Fire Insurance Company (“Defendant”) is a Virginia-domiciled mutual assessment property and casualty insurer
licensed by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") pursuant to Chapter 25 (§ 38.2-2500 et seg.) of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia.

Section 38.2-2515 of the Code provides, inter alia, that every mutual assessment property and casualty insurer shall maintain a membership of at
least 100 persons at all times, and that if the number falls below 100, the insurer shall notify the Commission immediately. Upon its receipt of such
notification, the Commission may revoke the insurer's license or issue an order requiring the insurer to cure the deficiency in the number of its members.

By letter dated February 15, 2006, the Defendant notified the Commission's Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau™) that its membership had fallen below
100 members.

After discussions with the Bureau, the President of the Defendant, by letter dated February 22, 2006, and filed in the Office of the Clerk of the
Commission on March 10, 2006, voluntarily consented to the suspension of the Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia due to the decrease in its membership below the required level.

It is the understanding of the Bureau and the Defendant that this Suspension Order shall remain in place until such time as the Defendant's
business operations cease, whether as a result of dissolution or merger.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) Pursuant to the Defendant's voluntary consent and 8§ 38.2-1040 and 38.2-2515 of the Code of Virginia, the license of the Defendant to
transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia is hereby, SUSPENDED;

(2) The Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia until further order of the Commission;

(3) The appointments of the Defendant's agents to act on behalf of the Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia are hereby, SUSPENDED;
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(4) The Defendant's agents shall transact no new insurance business on behalf of the Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia until further
order of the Commission;

(5) The Bureau of Insurance 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 of Virginia as notice of the suspension of such agent's appointment; and

(6) The Bureau of Insurance 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 of Virginia.

CASE NO. INS-2006-00081
MAY 10, 2006

APPLICATION OF
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON COMPENSATION INSURANCE, INC.

For revisions of advisory loss costs and assigned risk workers' compensation insurance rates
ORDER

On March 16, 2006, the National Council on Compensation Insurance, Inc. (“NCCI"), filed with the State Corporation Commission
("Commission™) on behalf of its members, comprising all the insurance companies licensed to write workers' compensation insurance in the Commonwealth
of Virginia, revisions to certain approved loss costs and assigned risk rates that became effective on April 1, 2005. NCCI has proposed the revisions based
on its determination that the historical payrolls it used to establish the advisory loss costs and assigned risk rates for 25 classification codes were understated.
NCCI has also requested that the revisions be made retroactive to the original effective date for the loss costs and assigned risk rates in order to allow
insurance companies to issue refunds to affected policyholders or adjust the premium of affected policies upon final audit.

On May 9, 2006, the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") filed a memorandum in which it states that its consulting actuary has reviewed the
application and determined that the revised loss costs and assigned risk rates are actuarially acceptable and would not result in premiums that are excessive,
inadequate, or unfairly discriminatory. Accordingly, the Bureau recommends that the Commission approve the revised loss costs and assigned risk rates. In
a letter filed on May 10, 2006, the Division of Consumer Counsel, Office of Attorney General states that it is satisfied that NCCI's filing and proposal, as
well as the Bureau's recommendation, are appropriate under the circumstances.

NOW the Commission, having considered the application, the recommendation of the Bureau, and the comments of the Division of Consumer
Counsel, Office of Attorney General, is of the opinion and finds that the proposed revisions to the voluntary loss costs and assigned risk rates that have been
filed by NCCI in the proceeding on behalf of its members and subscribers should be, and they are hereby, APPROVED, applicable to new and renewal
policies effective April 1, 2005, to March 31, 2006.

CASE NO. INS-2006-00082
MAY 10, 2006

APPLICATION OF
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON COMPENSATION INSURANCE, INC.

For revisions of advisory loss costs and assigned risk workers' compensation insurance rates
ORDER

On March 16, 2006, the National Council on Compensation Insurance, Inc. (“NCCI"), filed on behalf of its members, comprising all the
insurance companies licensed to write workers' compensation insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, revisions to certain approved loss costs and
assigned risk rates that became effective on April 1, 2004. NCCI has proposed the revisions based on its determination that the historical payrolls it used to
establish the advisory loss costs and assigned risk rates for 29 classification codes were understated. NCCI has also requested that the revisions be made
retroactive to the original effective date for the loss costs and assigned risk rates in order to allow insurance companies to issue refunds to affected
policyholders or adjust the premium of affected policies upon final audit.

On May 9, 2006, the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") filed a memorandum in which it states that its consulting actuary has reviewed the
application and determined that the revised loss costs and assigned risk rates are actuarially acceptable and would not result in premiums that are excessive,
inadequate, or unfairly discriminatory. Accordingly, the Bureau recommends that the Commission approve the revised loss costs and assigned risk rates. In
a letter filed on May 10, 2006, the Division of Consumer Counsel, Office of Attorney General states that it is satisfied that NCCI's filing and proposal, as
well as the Bureau's recommendation, are appropriate under the circumstances.

NOW the Commission, having considered the application, the recommendation of the Bureau, and the comments of the Division of Consumer
Counsel, Office of Attorney General, is of the opinion and finds that the proposed revisions to the voluntary loss costs and assigned risk rates that have been
filed by NCCI in the proceeding on behalf of its members and subscribers should be, and they are hereby, APPROVED, applicable to new and renewal
policies effective April 1, 2004, to March 31, 2005.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00083
MAY 10, 2006

APPLICATION OF
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON COMPENSATION INSURANCE, INC.

For revisions of advisory loss costs and assigned risk workers' compensation insurance rates
ORDER

On March 16, 2006, the National Council on Compensation Insurance, Inc. ("NCCI"), filed on behalf of its members, comprising all the
insurance companies licensed to write workers' compensation insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, revisions to certain approved loss costs and
assigned risk rates that became effective on April 1, 2003. NCCI has proposed the revisions based on its determination that the historical payrolls it used to
establish the advisory loss costs and assigned risk rates for 32 classification codes were understated. NCCI has also requested that the revisions be made
retroactive to the original effective date for the loss costs and assigned risk rates in order to allow insurance companies to issue refunds to affected
policyholders or adjust the premium of affected policies upon final audit.

On May 9, 2006, the Bureau of Insurance (“Bureau") filed a memorandum in which it states that its consulting actuary has reviewed the
application and determined that the revised loss costs and assigned risk rates are actuarially acceptable and would not result in premiums that are excessive,
inadequate, or unfairly discriminatory. Accordingly, the Bureau recommends that the Commission approve the revised loss costs and assigned risk rates. In
a letter filed on May 10, 2006, the Division of Consumer Counsel, Office of Attorney General states that it is satisfied that NCCI's filing and proposal, as
well as the Bureau's recommendation, are appropriate under the circumstances.

NOW the Commission, having considered the application, the recommendation of the Bureau, and the comments of the Division of Consumer
Counsel, Office of Attorney General, is of the opinion and finds that the proposed revisions to the voluntary loss costs and assigned risk rates that have been

filed by NCCI in the proceeding on behalf of its members and subscribers should be, and they are hereby, APPROVED, applicable to new and renewal
policies effective April 1, 2003, to March 31, 2004.

CASE NO. INS-2006-00084
JULY 21, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
HENRY C. ROBERSON, I,
Defendant

EINAL ORDER

On March 17, 2006, a Rule to Show Cause was entered by the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") against the Defendant, alleging
violations of §§ 38.2-1826 A and 38.2-1826 B of the Code of Virginia.

On July 17, 2006, the Bureau of Insurance (“Bureau") filed a Motion to Dismiss the above proceeding based on the Defendant's offer of
settlement to the Commission on terms acceptable to the Bureau.

The Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law, has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has
tendered payment to the Commonwealth of Virginia in the sum of ten thousand dollars ($10,000) and has agreed not to contest the revocation of his license
if, after notice and opportunity to be heard, it is found that he has been convicted of a felony or is found to have violated any section of Title 38.2 of the
Code of Virginia.

By Ruling entered July 18, 2006, the Commission's Hearing Examiner granted the Bureau's Motion to Dismiss and recommended that the
Commission accept the Defendant's offer of settlement.

THE COMMISSION, having considered the Bureau's Motion to Dismiss and the recommendation of its Hearing Examiner, is of the opinion
that the Defendant's offer should be accepted and that the matter should be dismissed.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:
(1) The Rule to Show Cause entered herein be, and it is hereby, DISMISSED;
(2) The offer of the Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted; and

(3) The papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00085
MARCH 21, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
MARLON DEAN WORWELL,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia by
failing to report to the Commission within thirty days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Pennsylvania.

The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated February 14, 2006, and
mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance.

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 of Insurance.

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

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia by failing to report to the
Commission within thirty days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Pennsylvania.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) The licenses of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia are hereby
REVOKED;

(2) All appointments issued under said licenses are hereby VOID;
(3) The Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia prior to five (5)
years from the date of this Order;

(5) The Bureau of Insurance shall cause a copy of this Order to be sent to every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00099
APRIL 20, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
GREAT AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY,
GREAT AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY OF NEW YORK,
GREAT AMERICAN ASSURANCE COMPANY,
and
GREAT AMERICAN ALLIANCE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance (“Bureau”), it is alleged that the 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 by failing to file with the Commission all rates and supplementary rate information and all changes and amendments to the rates and supplementary
rate information made by it for use in the Commonwealth on or before the date they became effective.
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The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the 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 tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of seven
thousand two hundred dollars ($7,200), waived their right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the Corrective Action Plan set forth in their letter to the
Bureau dated December 7, 2005.

The Bureau of Insurance 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 of Virginia.

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00100
APRIL 12, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
NATIONWIDE MUTUAL INSURANCE COMPANY,
NATIONWIDE MUTUAL FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY,
NATIONWIDE GENERAL INSURANCE COMPANY,
and
NATIONWIDE ASSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendants, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated §§ 38.2-317 A and 38.2-510 A 10
of the Code of Virginia; 14 VAC 5-400-30, 14 VAC 5-400-40 A, 14 VAC 5-400-70 A, and 14 VAC 5-400-70 D; and a Cease and Desist Order entered by
the Commission in Case No. INS-2003-00012.

The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the 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 tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of
forty-five thousand dollars ($45,000), waived their right to a hearing, agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order, and agreed to
comply with the Corrective Action Plan outlined in their responses to the market conduct examination report. The Defendants have also agreed that a local
representative of the companies will meet with the Bureau on a quarterly basis for one (1) year and report on the progress they have made in correcting the
problems identified in this and previous exams.

The Bureau of Insurance 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 of Virginia.

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

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

(2) The Defendants cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of §§ 38.2-317 A or 38.2-510 A 10 of the Code of Virginia,
or 14 VAC 5-400-30, 14 VAC 5-400-40 A, 14 VAC 5-400-70 A, or 14 VAC 5-400-70 D; and

(3) The papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00102
JUNE 13, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
AMERICAN PIONEER LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission (*Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, has violated
8§ 38.2-502 and 38.2-503 of the Code of Virginia by misrepresenting the benefits, advantages, conditions or terms of an insurance policy, and by making,
publishing, disseminating, circulating, or placing before the public an advertisement, announcement or statement containing an assertion, representation or
statement relating to the business of insurance which was untrue, deceptive or misleading.

The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of seven thousand dollars
($7,000) and waived its right to a hearing.

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

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00102
JUNE 23, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
AMERICAN PIONEER LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

CORRECTING ORDER

In the Settlement Order entered herein June 13, 2006, the first paragraph set forth on page 1 of the Order, provides in part as follows: "Based on a
market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance..." The correct language, however, should read "Based on an inquiry performed by the
Bureau of Insurance..."

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The first paragraph set forth on page 1 of the Settlement Order entered on June 13, 2006, shall be deleted in its entirety, and the following
language shall be inserted in its place and corrected to read:

Based on an inquiry performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission ("Commission™) to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia, in certain instances, has violated 8§ 38.2-502 and 38.2-503 of the Code of Virginia by misrepresenting
the benefits, advantages, conditions or terms of an insurance policy, and by making, publishing, disseminating,
circulating, or placing before the public an advertisement, announcement or statement containing an assertion,
representation or statement relating to the business of insurance which was untrue, deceptive or misleading.

(2) All other provisions of the Settlement Order entered June 13, 2006, shall remain in full force and effect.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00104
MAY 22, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
NATIONAL GRANGE MUTUAL INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau"), it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the
State Corporation Commission (*Commission”) to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated 8§ 38.2-305, 38.2-510 C,
38.2-604.1, 38.2-1906 D, 38.2-2114, 38.2-2126 A 2, 38.2-2126 B, 38.2-2208, 38.2-2234 A 1, and 38.2-2234 B of the Code of Virginia, as well as
14 VAC 5-400-80 D.

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

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of fifty-nine thousand
dollars ($59,000), waived its right to a hearing, agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order, and agreed to comply with the Corrective
Action Plan set forth in their letter to the Bureau dated March 21, 2006.

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

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

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

(2) The Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of §§ 38.2-305, 38.2-510 C, 38.2-604.1, 38.2-1906 D,
38.2-2114, 38.2-2126 A 2, 38.2-2126 B, 38.2-2208, 38.2-2234 A 1 or 38.2-2234 B of the Code of Virginia, or 14 VAC 5-400-80 D; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00105
APRIL 20, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
GREAT AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY,
GREAT AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY OF NEW YORK,
GREAT AMERICAN ASSURANCE COMPANY,
and
GREAT AMERICAN ALLIANCE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance (“Bureau”), it is alleged that the 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 by failing to file with the Commission all rates and supplementary rate information and all changes and amendments to the rates and supplementary
rate information made by it for use in the Commonwealth on or before the date they became effective.

The Commission is authorized by 8§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the 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 tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of seven
thousand two hundred dollars ($7,200), 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 22, 2006.
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The Bureau of Insurance 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 of Virginia.

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00112
JULY 31, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

AMERICAN BANKERS INSURANCE COMPANY OF FLORIDA,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission™) to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated §§ 38.2-233 E, 38.2-305 B,
38.2-1812, 38.2-1822, and 38.2-2014 of the Code of Virginia.

The Commission is authorized by 8§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of forty-five thousand
dollars ($45,000), waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the Corrective Action Plan set forth in its correspondence to the Bureau of

Insurance dated March 17, 2006, and March 21, 2006, which included refunds to all insureds adversely affected by the Defendant's failure to comply with
the above-mentioned laws.

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

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

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

(2) The papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00113
MAY 4, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
EMPLOYERS INSURANCE COMPANY OF WAUSAU,
WAUSAU BUSINESS INSURANCE COMPANY,
and
WAUSAU UNDERWRITERS INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendants, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated §§ 38.2-231, 38.2-304, 38.2-305,
38.2-1812, 38.2-1833, 38.2-1906 D, and 38.2-2220 of the Code of Virginia, as well as 14 VAC 5-390-40 D.

The Commission is authorized by §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the 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 tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of
nineteen thousand two hundred fifty dollars ($19,250), waived their right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the Corrective Action Plan set forth in their
letter to the Bureau dated January 20, 2006.

The Bureau of Insurance 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 of Virginia.

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00118
JUNE 1, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
HARTFORD INSURANCE COMPANY OF THE MIDWEST,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission (“Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated 88 38.2-510 A 10, 38.2-606,
38.21906 D, 38.2-2208, and 38.2-2212 of the Code of Virginia, as well as 14 VAC 5-400-30, 14 VAC 5-400-40, 14 VAC 5-400-70 D, and
14 VAC 5-400-80 D.

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

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of forty-two thousand
eight hundred dollars ($42,800), waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the Corrective Action Plan set forth in its responses to the Market
Conduct Examination Report.

The Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of the Defendant pursuant to the authority granted
the Commission in § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia.
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THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the offer of settlement of the Defendant, and the recommendation of the Bureau of
Insurance, is of the opinion that the Defendant's offer should be accepted.

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00119
JUNE 1, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

BRISTOL WEST INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated §§ 38.2-305 B, 38.2-510 A 10,
38.2-610 A, 38.2-1812, 38.2-1833, 38.2-1905 A, 38.2-1906 D, 38.2-2214, and 38.2-2220 of the Code of Virginia, as well as 14 VAC 5-400-40 A,
14 VAC 5-400-70 D, and 14 VAC 5-400-80 D.

The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of twenty thousand
dollars ($20,000), waived its right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the Corrective Action Plan set forth in their responses to the Market Conduct
Examination Report.

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

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00120
JUNE 1, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

KEYSTONE INSURANCE COMPANY
and

AAA MID-ATLANTIC INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the 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, 38-.2-510 A 10,
38.2-604 A, 38.2-1906 D, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2114, 38.2-2208, 38.2-2212, 38.2-2220, and 38.2-2223 of the Code of Virginia, as well as 14 VAC 5-400-40 A,
14 VAC 5-400-50 C, and 14 VAC 5-400-70 D.
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The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's 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 tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of
thirty-three thousand four hundred dollars ($33,400), waived their right to a hearing, and agreed to comply with the Corrective Action Plan set forth in their
responses to the Market Conduct Examination Report.

The Bureau of Insurance 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 of Virginia.

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

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

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00121
JUNE 13, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

UNIVERSAL UNDERWRITERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

Based on a target market conduct examination performed by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, has violated
8§ 38.2-610, 38.2-1812 A, 38.2-1822 A, 38.2-1833 A 1, 38.2-1834 D, 38.2-3720 A 1, 38.2-3724 F, 38.2-3725, 38.2-3729 A, 38.2-3729 G, 38.2-3729 H 1,
38.2-3729 H 2, 38.2-3731 A, subsection 1 of § 38.2-3732, subsection 2 of § 38.2-3732, subsection 4 of § 38.2-3732, 38.2-3734, 38.2-3735 A, 38.2-3735 A 2,
38.2-3735 C 2, 38.2-3737 A, 38.2-3737 B 1, and 38.2-3737 B 2 of the Code of Virginia, as well as 14 VAC 5-40-40 A 5, 14 VAC 5-40-40 D 3,
14 VAC 5-40-40 F 1, 14 VAC 5-90-160, 14 VAC 5-100-50 1, 14 VAC 5-100-50 3, and 14 VAC 5-400-70 C.

The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1040 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations.

The Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon the Defendant, without admitting any violation of Virginia law,
has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein the Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of twenty-four thousand
dollars ($24,000) and waived its right to a hearing.

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

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

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

(2) The papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS-2006-00125
MAY 19, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
FREDRIC DARRYL RAMEY,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

Based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it is alleged that the Defendant, duly licensed by the State Corporation
Commission ("Commission") to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia by
failing to report to the Commission within thirty days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Maryland.

The Commission is authorized by 88 38.2-218, 38.2-219, and 38.2-1831 of the Code of Virginia to impose certain monetary penalties, issue cease
and desist orders, and suspend or revoke the Defendant's license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that the
Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation.

The Defendant has been notified of his right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter by certified letter dated April 13, 2006, and mailed
to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance.

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 of Insurance.

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

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that the Defendant has violated § 38.2-1826 C of the Code of Virginia by failing to report to the
Commission within thirty days an administrative action that was taken against him by the State of Maryland.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

(1) The licenses of the Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia are hereby
REVOKED;

(2) All appointments issued under said licenses are hereby VOID;
(3) The Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia prior to five (5)
years from the date of this Order;

(5) The Bureau of Insurance shall cause a copy of this Order to be sent to every insurance company for which the Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS-2006-00125
MAY 25, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

FREDRIC DARRYL RAMEY,
Defendant

CORRECTING ORDER

In the Settlement Order entered herein May 19, 2006, Ordering Paragraph (4), set forth on page 2 of the Order, reads as follows: "The Defendant
shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia prior to five (5) years from the date of this Order."
The correct language, however, should read "The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of
Virginia prior to one (1) year from the date of this Order."

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The language in Ordering Paragraph (4), set forth on page 2 of the Settlement Order entered on May 19, 2006, shall be deleted in its entirety,
and the following language shall be inserted in its place and stead:
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"The Defendant shall not apply to the Commission to be licensed as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth
of Virginia prior to one (1) year from the date of this Order.";

(2) All other provisions of the Settlement Order entered May 19, 2006, shall remain in full force and effect.

CASE NO. INS-2006-00128
JUNE 5, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
Ex Parte: In the matter of adopting Revisions to the Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Section 12.1-13 of the Code of Virginia 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 of Virginia 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 of Virginia.

The rules and regulations issued by the Commission pursuant to § 38.2-223 of the Code of Virginia are set forth in Title 14 of the Virginia
Administrative Code.

The Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau™) has submitted to the Commission a proposal to revise and amend the "Rules Governing Life Insurance
Replacements," which are set out at 14 VAC 5-30-10 through 14 VAC 5-30-100.

The revised and amended Rules adds annuities to the products under the Rules governing replacement and is consistent with the most recent
National Association of Insurance Commissioners (NAIC) “Life Insurance and Annuities Replacement Model Regulation.” The procedural requirements for
insurers and agents have been amended so that they are consistent with the NAIC Model. Sections 50 and 100 are being repealed, and Sections 51 and 55
are being added. New forms are also attached to the Rules.

The Commission is of the opinion that the revised and amended Rules submitted by the Bureau of Insurance should be considered for adoption.
THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The revised and amended Rules entitled "Rules Governing Life Insurance and Annuity Replacements,” which are set out at 14 VAC 5-30-10
through 14 VAC 5-30-100, be attached hereto and made a part hereof.

(2) All interested persons who desire to comment in support of or in opposition to, or to request a hearing to oppose the adoption of the revised
and amended Rules shall file such comments or hearing request on or before September 1, 2006, in writing with the Clerk of the Commission, Document
Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218 and shall refer to Case No. INS-2006-00128.

(3) The Bureau shall hold at least one meeting during the comment period, in order for interested parties to address questions about the Rules to
the Bureau. The first meeting shall be held on July 11, 2006 at 9:00 a.m. in the Training Room located on the 3" Floor of the State Corporation
Commission, 1300 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia, with subsequent meetings to be scheduled as necessary.

(4) If no request for a hearing on the adoption of the revised and amended Rules is filed on or before September 1, 2006, the Commission, upon
consideration of any comments submitted in support of or in opposition to the revised and amended Rules, may adopt the Rules as revised and amended by
the Bureau of Insurance.

(5) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the revised and amended Rules, shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to the
Bureau of Insurance in care of Deputy Commissioner Jacqueline K. Cunningham, who forthwith shall give further notice of the adoption of the revised and
amended Rules by mailing a copy of this Order, together with the revised and amended Rules, to all companies licensed by the Commission to write life
insurance, variable life insurance, annuities, or variable annuities in Virginia.

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

(7) On or before June 9, 2006, the Commission's Division of Information Resources shall make available this Order and the attached revised and
amended Rules on the Commission's website, http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.

(8) The Bureau of Insurance shall file with the Clerk of the Commission an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of paragraph (5)
above.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements” 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-2006-00128
SEPTEMBER 27, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of Adopting Revisions to the Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements

ORDER ADOPTING REVISIONS TO RULES

By Order entered herein June 5, 2006, all interested persons were ordered to take notice that subsequent to September 1, 2006, the State
Corporation Commission ("Commission™) would consider the entry of an Order adopting revisions proposed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") to the
Commission's Rules Governing Life Insurance and Annuity Replacements (“Rules"), set forth in Chapter 30 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code,
unless on or before September 1, 2006, any person objecting to the adoption of the proposed revisions filed a request for hearing with the Clerk of the
Commission ("Clerk").

The Order to Take Notice also required all interested persons to file their comments in support of or in opposition to the proposed revisions on or
before September 1, 2006.

Northwestern Mutual ("NM") filed comments to the proposed revisions with the Clerk on July 25, 2006. Northwestern Mutual did not request a
hearing.

The American Council of Life Insurers ("ACLI") sent comments electronically to the Bureau, but did not file them with the Clerk and did not
request a hearing.

The purpose of the revisions to the Rules is to add annuities to the products under the Rules governing replacement and for consistency with the
most recent National Association of Insurance Commissioners ("NAIC") "Life Insurance and Annuities Replacement Model Regulation."”

The Bureau has reviewed the comments and recommends that the proposed Rules be modified at 14 VAC 5-30-20 in the definitions of "agent,"
"illustration," and "marketing communications," and at 14 VAC 5-30-30 in the Exemptions section. In addition, the Bureau recommends modification to
Forms 30-A and 30-C. There are a few editorial revisions recommended by the Registrar as well.

The Bureau filed its Statements of Position in response to the comments filed by NM, as well as the comments sent by the ACLI, on
September 21, 2006.

THE COMMISSION, having considered the proposed revisions, the filed comments, and the Bureau's response to and recommendation
regarding the comments, is of the opinion that the attached revisions to the Rules should be adopted.

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The revisions to Chapter 30 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code entitled “"Rules Governing Life Insurance and Annuity
Replacements," amended at 14 VAC 5-30-10 through 14 VAC 5-30-100 and attached Forms, which are attached hereto and made a part hereof, should be,
and they are hereby, ADOPTED to be effective January 1, 2007.

(2) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to Jacqueline K. Cunningham, Deputy Commissioner, Bureau
of Insurance, State Corporation Commission, who forthwith shall give further notice of the adoption of the revisions to the Rules by mailing a copy of this
Order, including a clean copy of the attached final revised Rules, to all insurers licensed by the Commission to write life insurance, variable life insurance,
annuities or variable annuities in the Commonwealth of Virginia, and certain interested parties designated by the Bureau of Insurance.

(3) The Commission's Division of Information Resources forthwith shall cause a copy of this Order, including a copy of the attached revised
Rules, to be forwarded to the Virginia Registrar of Regulations for appropriate publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations and shall make this Order
and the attached revisions to the Rules available on the Commission's website, http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.

(4) The Bureau of Insurance shall file with the Clerk of the Commission an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements in Ordering
Paragraph (2) of this Order.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled “Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements” 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-2006-00128
OCTOBER 10, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of Adopting Revisions to the Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements

VACATING ORDER

GOOD CAUSE having been shown, the Order Adopting Revisions to Rules entered on September 27, 2006, on this matter is hereby vacated.

A COPY hereof shall be filed with the Clerk of the Commission and thereby placed in Case No. INS-2006-00128.

CASE NO. INS-2006-00128
OCTOBER 10, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
Ex Parte: In the matter of Adopting Revisions to the Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE OF REVISED PROPOSED RULES

Section 12.1-13 of the Code of Virginia 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 of Virginia 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 of Virginia.

The rules and regulations issued by the Commission pursuant to § 38.2-223 of the Code of Virginia are set forth in Title 14 of the Virginia
Administrative Code.

In an Order to Take Notice dated June 5, 2006, the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") submitted to the Commission a proposal to revise and amend
the "Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements,” which are set out at 14 VAC 5-30-10 through 14 VAC 5-30-100. Pursuant to an Order entered by the
Commission in this matter dated October 10, 2006, the Commission has vacated its Order Adopting Revisions to these Rules, and is allowing the Bureau to
submit Revised Proposed Rules for an additional comment period.

The purpose of the revised proposed Rules is to add annuities to the products under the rules governing replacement, and for consistency with the
most recent National Association of Insurance Commissioners (NAIC) "Life Insurance and Annuities Replacement Model Regulation.”

In light of comments that the Bureau previously received, the revised proposed rules are also modified at 14 VAC 5-30-20 in the definitions of
"agent," "illustration," and "marketing communications,” and at 14 VAC 5-30-30 in the Exemptions section. In addition, the Bureau recommends
modification to Forms 30-A and 30-C.

The Commission is of the opinion that the revised proposed Rules submitted by the Bureau of Insurance should be considered for adoption.
THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The revised proposed Rules entitled "Rules Governing Life Insurance and Annuity Replacements,” which are set out at 14 VAC 5-30-10
through 14 VAC 5-30-100, be attached hereto and made a part hereof.

(2) All interested persons who desire to comment in support of or in opposition to, or to request a hearing to oppose the adoption of the revised
proposed Rules shall file such comments or hearing request on or before November 30, 2006, in writing with the Clerk of the Commission, Document
Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218 and shall refer to Case No. INS-2006-00128.

(3) If no request for a hearing on the adoption of the revised proposed Rules is filed on or before November 30, 2006, the Commission, upon
consideration of any comments submitted in support of or in opposition to the revised proposed Rules, may adopt the Rules as submitted by the Bureau of
Insurance.

(4) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the revised proposed Rules, shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to the
Bureau of Insurance in care of Deputy Commissioner Jacqueline K. Cunningham, who forthwith shall give further notice of the adoption of the revised
proposed Rules by mailing a copy of this Order, together with the revised proposed Rules, to all companies licensed by the Commission to write life
insurance, variable life insurance, annuities, or variable annuities in Virginia.

(5) The Commission's Division of Information Resources forthwith shall cause a copy of this Order, together with the revised proposed 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 also make available this Order and the attached revised proposed Rules on the
Commission's website, http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.
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(7) The Bureau of Insurance shall file with the Clerk of the Commission an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of paragraph (4)
above.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements” 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-2006-00128
DECEMBER 12, 2006

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
Ex Parte: In the matter of Adopting Revisions to the Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements

ORDER ADOPTING REVISIONS TO RULES

By order entered herein June 5, 2006, all interested persons were ordered to take notice that subsequent to September 1, 2006, the State
Corporation Commission (“Commission™) would consider the entry of an Order adopting revisions proposed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") to the
Commission's Rules Governing Life Insurance and Annuity Replacements ("Rules"), set forth in Chapter 30 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code,
unless on or before September 1, 2006, any person objecting to the adoption of the proposed revisions filed a request for hearing with the Clerk of the
Commission ("Clerk").

The Order to Take Notice also required all interested persons to file their comments in support of or in opposition to the proposed revisions on or
before September 1, 2006.

Northwestern Mutual ("NM") filed comments to the proposed revisions with the Clerk on July 25, 2006. Northwestern Mutual did not request a
hearing.

The American Council of Life Insurers ("ACLI") sent comments electronically to the Bureau, but did not file them with the Clerk and did not
request a hearing.

The Bureau filed its Statements of Position in response to the comments filed by NM, as well as the comments sent by the ACLI, on
September 21, 2006.

Subsequently, the Bureau revised the proposed Rules, and by Order entered herein October 10, 2006, all interested persons were again provided
with the opportunity for comment, or to request a hearing by filed request with the Clerk on or before November 30, 2006. No comments and no requests
for hearing were timely filed with the Clerk.

The Bureau recommends that the proposed revised Rules be modified at 14 VAC 5-30-20 in the definition of "financed purchase,” to delete the
reference to “"contract.” This revision is in conformity with the most recent National Association of Insurance Commissioners “Life Insurance and Annuities
Replacement Model Regulation."

THE COMMISSION, having considered the proposed revisions, the filed comments, and the Bureau's response to and recommendation
regarding the comments, is of the opinion that the attached revisions to the Rules should be adopted.

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The revisions to Chapter 30 of Title 14 of the Virginia Administrative Code entitled "Rules Governing Life Insurance and Annuity
Replacements," amended at 14 VAC 5-30-10 through 14 VAC 5-30-100 and attached Forms, which are attached hereto and made a part hereof, should be,
and they are hereby, ADOPTED to be effective April 1, 2007.

(2) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to Jacqueline K. Cunningham, Deputy Commissioner, Bureau
of Insurance, State Corporation Commission who forthwith shall give further notice of the adoption of the revisions to the Rules by mailing a copy of this
Order, including a clean copy of the attached final revised Rules, to all insurers licensed by the Commission to write life insurance, variable life insurance,
annuities or variable annuities in the Commonwealth of Virginia, and certain interested parties designated by the Bureau of Insurance.

(3) The Commission's Division of Information Resources forthwith shall cause a copy of this Order, including a copy of the attached revised
Rules, to be forwarded to the Virginia Registrar of Regulations for appropriate publication in the Virginia Register of Regulations and shall make this Order
and the attached revisions to the Rules available on the Commission's website, http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.

(4) The Bureau of Insurance shall file with the Clerk of the Commission an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements in paragraph (2)
of this Order.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "Rules Governing Life Insurance and Annuity Replacements” 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-2006-00129
JUNE 2, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of Adopting New Rules Governing Suitability in Annuity Transactions

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

Section 12.1-13 of the Code of Virginia 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 of Virginia 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 of Virginia.

The rules and regulations issued by the Commission pursuant to § 38.2-223 of the Code of Virginia are set forth in Title 14 of the Virginia
Administrative Code.

The Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau") has submitted to the Commission a proposal to adopt new "Rules Governing Suitability in Annuity
Transactions" which are recommended to be set out at 14 VAC 5-45-10 through 14 VAC 5-45-50.

The proposed new Rules closely follow the National Association of Insurance Commissioners (NAIC) Model Regulation on the same subject.
The proposed Rules are as a result of increasing reports of inappropriate sales of annuities to consumers of all ages.

The Commission is of the opinion that the proposed new Rules submitted by the Bureau of Insurance should be considered for adoption.
THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

(1) The proposed new Rules entitled "Rules Governing Suitability in Annuity Transactions,” which are recommended to be set out at
14 VAC 5-45-10 through 14 VAC 5-45-50, be attached hereto and made a part hereof.

(2) All interested persons who desire to comment in support of or in opposition to, or to request a hearing to oppose the adoption of the proposed
new Rules shall file such comments or hearing request on or before September 1, 2006, in writing with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control
Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23218 and shall refer to Case No. INS-2006-00129.

(3) The Bureau shall hold at least one meeting during the comment period, in order for interested parties to address questions about the Rules to
the Bureau. The first meeting shall be held on July 11, 2006 at 9:00 a.m. in the Training Room located on the 3™ Floor of the State Corporation
Commission, 1300 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia, with subsequent meetings to be scheduled as necessary.

(4) If no request for a hearing on the adoption of the proposed new Rules is filed on or before September 1, 2006, the Commission, upon
consideration of any comments submitted in support of or in opposition to the proposed new Rules, may adopt the Rules as proposed by the Bureau of
Insurance.

(5) AN ATTESTED COPY hereof, together with a copy of the proposed new Rules, shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to the
Bureau of Insurance in care of Deputy Commissioner Jacqueline K. Cunningham, who forthwith shall give further notice of the adoption of the proposed
new Rules by mailing a copy of this Order, together with the proposed new Rules, to all companies licensed by the Commission to sell annuities or variable
annuities in Virginia.

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

(7) On or before June 9, 2006, the Commission's Division of Information Resources shall make available this Order and the attached proposed
new Rules on the Commission's website, http://www.scc.virginia.gov/caseinfo.htm.

(8) The Bureau of Insurance shall file with the Clerk of the Commission an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of
paragraph (5) above.

NOTE: A copy of Attachment A entitled "Rules Governing Suitability in Annuity Transactions" 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-2006-00129
SEPTEMBER 27, 2006
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of Adopting New Rules Governing Suitability in Annuity Transactions

ORDER ADOPTING RULES

By Order entered herein June 2, 2006, all interested persons were ordered to take notice that subsequent to September 1, 2006, the State
Corpo