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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 F. 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 1
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
Junie L. Bradshaw March 10, 1972 to January 31, 1985 13
Preston C. Shannon March 10, 1972 to
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, Ir. February 16, 1989 to
Hullihen Williams Moore February 1, 1992 to
From 1903 through 1992 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 21 Morrison 4 Moore 1
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Preface

The Constitution of Virginia establishes the State Corporation Commission as a specific department of State
government. The Commission is Virginia’s principal regulatory body in the business and economic fields. It sets
electric and intrastate telephone utility rates - as most citizens know - but its regulatory authority goes far beyond this.

Insurance, all State savings and lending institutions, rail and truck transportation, and investment securities are
under Commission supervision. The Commission also assesses public service corporations for State and local taxation
as well as charters all domestic and foreign corporations doing business in Virginia.

The primary reason for the Commission’s existence is to administer the laws which promote fair and equitable
treatment of the public by all businesses which are deemed by the State to provide a vital public service.
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RULES OF PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE

PART 1
THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

1:1. Constitutionally Created. The Commission is a permanent body with powers and duties prescribed by Article IX of the
Constitution and by statute (Code §§ 12.1-2, 12.1-12, ¢t seq.).

1:2. Seal of Commission. As described by the Code of Virginia, and when affixed to any paper, record or document, customarily by
the Clerk of the Commission, the seal has the same force and effect for authentication as the seal of a court of record in the State (Code §§ 12.1-3,
12.1-19).

1:3. Principal Office. Jefferson Building, Corner of Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia; mailing address: Box 1197, Zip
Code 23209.

1:4. Public Sessions: Writ or Process. Public sessions for the hearing of any complaint, proceeding, contest or controversy instituted
or pending, whether of the Commission’s own motion or otherwise, shall be at its principal office, or, in its discretion, when public necessity or the
convenience of the parties requires, elsewhere in the State. All notices, writs and processes of the Commission shall be returnable to the place of
any such session (Code §§ 12.1-5, 12.1-26, 12.1-29). Sessions are held throughout the year except during August. All cases will be set for a day
certain and the parties notified.

PART 11
ORGANIZATION

21. The Commission. The Commission consists of three members elected by the joint vote of the two houses of the General
Assembly for regular staggered terms of six years (Code § 12.1-6).

2:2. Chairman. One of its members is elected chairman by the Commission for a one-year term beginning on the first day of February
of each year (Code § 12.1-7).

2:3. Quorum. A majority of the Commissioners shall constitute a quorum for the exercise of judicial, legislative, and discretionary
functions of the Commission, whether there be a vacancy in the Commission or not, but a quorum shall not be necessary for the exercise of its
administrative functions (Code § 12.1-8).

2:4. Administrative Divisions . The public responsibilities of the Commission are divided among the following divisions:
(a) Accounting and Finance.

Periodic audit of all public utilities, electric, gas, telephone, electric and telephone cooperatives, radio common carriers, water and sewer.
Preparation of the analyses and studies incident to all utility applications to engage in affiliates’ transactions, issue securities, acquire
certificates of convenience and necessity and/or to increase rates.

(v) Bureau of Financial Institutions.

Examination of and supervisory responsibility for all state-chartered banks, trust companies, savings and loan associations, industrial loan
associations, credit unions, small loan companies, money order sales and non-profit debt counscling agencies, as provided by law.

(c) Bureau of Insurance.

Licensing and examination of insurance companies and agents, including contracts and plans for future hospitalization, medical and
surgical services, and premium finance companies; approval of policy forms; collection of premium taxes and fees; public filings of
financial statements and premium rates; rate regulation.

(C)) Clerk’s Office.

Administration of the corporate statutes concerning the issuance of certificates of incorporation, amendment, merger, etc., the
qualification of foreign corporations, and the assessment of annual registration fees; administration of the limited partnership statutes
concerning the filing of certificates of limited partnership, amendment and cancellation, the registration of foreign limited partnerships,
and the assessment of annual registration fees; public depository of corporate and limited partnership documents required to be filed
with the Commission; provides certified and uncertified copies of documents and information filed with the Commission; statutory agent
for service of process pursuant to Code §§ 8.01-285 et seq., 13.1-637, 13.1-766, 13.1-836, 13.1- 928, and 40.1-68; powers and functions of a
clerk of a court of record in all matters within the Commission’s jurisdiction.

(e Communications.

Responsible for regulation of rates and services of telephone and radio common carriers, including administrative interpretations and
rulings related to rules, regulations, rates and charges; investigation of consumer complaints; provides testimony in rate and service
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proceedings; development of special studies, including depreciation prescriptions; monitoring construction programs and service quality;
administration of the Ultility Facilities Act and maintenance of territorial maps as pertains to communications.

Corporate Operations.

Records and maintains on computer systems or microfilm the information and documents filed with the Clerk’s Office by corporations
and limited partnerships; takes telephonic requests for copies of such documents and information; provides facilities for "walk-in" viewing
of such information and documents; responds to telephonic requests for specific information concerning corporations and limited
partnerships of record in the Clerk’'s Office; processes requests for corporate and limited partnership forms prepared or prescribed by
the Commission; processes various types of documents delivered to the Commission for filing, including annual reports, registered
office/agent changes and annual registration fee payments.

Economic Research and Development.

Performs basic economic and financial research on matters involving the regulation of public utilities; conducts research on policy matters
confronting the Commission; provides financial and economic testimony in rate hearings, and engages in developing administrative
processes to facilitate the conduct of the Commission’s regulatory responsibilities.

Energy Regulation.

Responsible for regulation and rates and services of electric, gas, water and sewer utilities, including administrative interpretations and
rulings relating to rules, regulations, rates and charges; investigation of consumer complaints; maintenance of territorial maps;
preparation of testimony for rate and service proceedings; development of special studies, including depreciation prescriptions;
monitoring construction programs and service quality; administration of the Utility Facilities Act and enforcement of safety regulations
affecting gas pipelines and other facilities of gas utilities.

General Counsel.

Analysis of facts and legal issues for the Commission, and for purposes of appeal, relative to all matters coming before the Commission,
including certificates of convenience and necessity, facilities and rates affecting public utilities, insurance, banking, securities,
transportation, etc.

Motor Carrier.

Reviews and evaluates motor carrier rules and regulations; develops legislative and internal procedural changes or modifications
pertaining to motor carriers; work with other state and federal regulatory agencies and with motor catrier associations. Responsible for
the registration of vehicles and commodity authorization pertinent to all tractors, three-axle trucks (private and for-hire) and all for-hire
buses qualified to move interstate through Virginia, and all intrastate for-hire carriers, including taxicabs: certification or evidence of
liability and cargo insurance: emergency authority to qualified carriers, a registry of agents for process on interstate carriers. The Motor
Carrier Division is also responsible for the collection of the Virginia Motor Fuel Road Tax on a quarterly basis and also audits and
examines the records of motor carriers for road tax liability. Enforcement of motor carrier laws, Code §§ 56-273 et seq., and related rules
and regulations of the Commissions, by investigation and the power to arrest. Analysis of facts and issues of the Commission relative to
transportation companies, such as certificates of convenience and necessity sought by common carriers of persons or property, charter
party carriers, household goods carriers, petroleum tank truck carriers, sight-seeing carriers, and restricted parcel carriers, together with
applications for rate increases or alterations of service by motor and other surface carriers. Analysis of information for use in
prosecution before the Commission pertaining to transportation services.

Public Service Taxation.

Administration of Code §§ 58.1-2600 to 58.1-2690, evaluation and assessment for local taxation to all real and tangible personal property
of public service corporations: electric, gas, water, telephone and telegraph companies. Assessment of state taxes of public service
corporations: gross receipts tax, pole line tax, and special revenue tax. The assessment, collection and distribution of taxes to localities
for the rolling stock of certificated common carriers.

Railroad Regulation.

Investigates, at its own volition or upon complaint, rail service and the compliance with rules, regulations, and rates by rail common
carriers when intrastate aspects are involved. Analyzes and handles applications for intrastate rate increases or alteration of service,
together with all or other rail tariff matters.

Securities and Retail Franchising.

Registration of publicly offered securities, broker-dealers, securities salesmen, investment advisors and investment advisor
representatives; complaint investigation - "Biue Sky Laws"; registration of franchises and complaint investigation - Retail Franchising Act;
registration of intrastate trademarks and service marks; administration of Take-Over-Bid Disclosure Act.

Uniform Commercial Code.

Administration of Code §§ 8.9-401, et seq ., U.C.C. central filing office for financing statements, amendments, termination statements and

assignments by secured parties nationwide, being primary secured interests in equipment and inventories; discharge the duties of the
filing officer under the Uniform Federal Tax Lien Registration Act, Code §§ 55-142.1, et seq.
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PART 111
ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS

3:1. Conduct of Business. Persons who have business with the Commission will deal directly with the appropriate division, and all
correspondence should be addressed thereto.

3:22. Acts of Officers and Employees. Administrative acts of officers and employees are the acts of the Commission, subject to review
by the Commissioner under whose assigned supervision within the Commission's internal division the function was performed.

3:3. Review of Acts of Officers and Employees. Anyone dissatisfied with any administrative action of an employee should make
informal complaint to the division head, and if not thereby resolved, may present a complaint, as provided in Rule 5:4, for review by the
Commissioner under whose supervision the division head acted. Subject to the equitable doctrine of laches, and unless contrary to statute,
administrative acts may be reviewed and corrected for error of fact or law at any time. If necessary to complete relief, an order may be entered
effective retroactively.

3:4. Hearing Before the Commission. Upon written petition of any person in interest dissatisfied with any action taken by a division
of the Commission, or by its failure to act, resulting from disputed facts or from disputed statutory interpretation or application, the Commission
will set the matter for hearing. If the dispute be one of law only, in lieu of a hearing, the Commission may order a stipulation of facts and
submission of the issues and argument by written briefs. Oral argument in any such case shall be with the consent of the Commission.

PART IV
PARTIES TO PROCEEDINGS

4:1. Farties. Parties to a proceeding before the Commission are designated as applicants, petitioners, complainants, defendants,
protestants, or interveners, according to the nature of the proceeding and the relationship of the respective parties.

4:2. Applicants. Persons filing formal written requests with the Commission for some right, privilege, authority or determination
subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission are designated as applicants. '

4:3. Petitioners. Persons filing formal written requests for redress of some alleged wrong arising from acts or things done or omitted
to be done in violation of some law administered by the Commission, or in violation of some rule, regulation or order issued thereby, are designated
as petitioners.

4:4. Complainanis. Persons making informal written requests for redress of some alleged wrong arising from acts or things done or
omitted to be done in violation of some law administered by the Commission, or in violation of some rule, regulation or order issued thereby are
designated as complainants.

4:5. Defendants. In all complaints, proceedings, contests, or controversies by or before the Commission instituted by the
Commonwealth or by the Commission on its own motion, or upon petition, the party against whom the complaint is preferred, or the proceeding
instituted, shall be the defendant.

4:6. Protestanis. Persons filing a notice of protest and/or protest in opposition to the granting of an application, in whole or in part,
are designated as protestants. All protestants must submit evidence in support of their protest, and comply with the requircments of Rules 5:10,
5:16, and 6:2. A protestant may not act in the capacity of both witness and counsel except in his own behalf. All cross-examination permitted by a
protestant shall be material and relevant to protestant’s case as contemplated by Rules 5:10, 5:16 and 6:2.

4:7. Interveners. Any interested person may intervene in a proceeding commenced by an application, or by a Rule to Show Cause
under Rule 4:11, or by the Commission pursuant to Rule 4:12, by attending the hearing and executing and filing with the bailiff a notice of
appearance on forms provided for that purpose. An intervener, subject to challenge for lack of interest and subject to the general rules of relevancy
and redundancy, may testify in support of or in opposition to the object of the proceeding, may file a brief, and may make oral argument with leave
of the Commission, but may not otherwise participate in the proceeding before the Commission.

4:8. Counsel. No person not duly admitted to practice law before the court of last resort of any state or territory of the United States
or of the District of Columbia shall appear as attorney or counsel in any proceeding except in his own behalf when a party thereto, or in behalf of a
partnership, party to the proceeding, of which such person is adequately identified as a member; provided, however, no foreign attorney may appear
unless in association with a member of the Virginia State Bar.

4:9. Commission's Staff. Members of the Commission’s staff appear neither in support of, nor in opposition to, any party in any
cause, but solely on behalf of the general public interest to see that all the facts appertaining thereto are clearly presented to the Commission. They
may conduct investigations and otherwise evaluate the issue or issues raised, may testify and offer exhibits with reference thereto, and shall be
subject to cross-examination as any other witness. In all proceedings the Commission’s staff is represented by the General Counsel division of the
Commission.

4:10. Consumer Counsel. Code § 2.1-133.1 provides for a Division of Consumer Counsel within the office of the Attorney General, the
duties of which, in part, shall be to appear before the Commission to represent and be heard on behalf of consumers’ interests, and investigate such
matters relating to such appearance, with the objective of insuring that any matters adversely affecting the interests of the consumer are properly
controlled and regulated. In all such proceedings before the Commission, the Division of Consumer Counsel shall have as full a right of discovery as
is provided by these Rules for any other party, and otherwise may participate to the extent reasonably necessary to discharge its statutory duties.
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4:11. Rules To Show Cause. Investigative, disciplinary, and penal proceedings will be instituted by rule to show cause at the instigation
of the Commonwealth, by the Commission‘'s own motion as a consequence of any unresolved valid complaint upon petition, or for other good cause.
In all such proceedings the public interest shall be represented and prosecuted by the General Counsel division. The issuance of such a rule does
not place on the defendant the burden of proof.

4:12. Promulgation of General Orders, Rules or Regulations. Before promulgating any general order, rule or reguiation, the
Commission shall give reasonable notice of its contents and shall afford interested persons having objectnons thereof an opportunity to present
evidence and be heard. Oral argument in all such cases shall be by leave of the Commission, but briefs in support or opposition will be received
within a time period fixed by the Commission. .

4:13. Consultation by Parties with Commissioners. No party, or person acting on behalf of any party, shall confer with, or otherwise
communicate with, any Commissioner with respect to the merits of any pending proceeding without first giving adequate notice to all other parties,
other than interveners under Rule 4:7, and affording such other parties full opportunity to be present and to participate, or otherwise to make
appropriate response to the substance of the communication.

4:14. Consultation between Commissioners and their Staff. As provided by Rule 4:9, no member of the Commission's Staff is a

'party” to any proceeding before the Commission, regardiess of his participation in Staff investigations with respect thereto or of his participation

therein as a witness. Since the purpose of the Staff is to aid the Commission in the proper discharge of Commission duties, the Commissioners shall

be free at all times to confer with their Staff, or any of them, with respect to any proceeding. Provided, however, no facts not of record which

reasonably could be expected to influence the decision in any matter pending before the Commission shall be furnished to any Commissioner unless
all parties to the proceeding, other than interveners under Rule 4:7, be likewise informed and afforded a reasonable opportunity to respond.

PART V
PLEADINGS

5:1. Nature of Proceeding. The Commission recognizes both formal and informal proceedings. Matters requiring the taking of
evidence and all instances of rules to show cause are considered to be formal proceedings and must be instituted and progressed in conformity with
applicable rules. Whenever practicable, informal proceedings are recommended for expeditious adjustment of complaints of violations of statute,
rule or regulation, or of controversies arising from administrative action within the Commission. '

5:2. Filing Fees. There are no fees, unless otherwise provided by law, for filing and/or prosecuting formal or informal proceedings
before the Commission.

5:3. Declaratory Judgments. A person having no other adequate remedy may petition the Commission for a declaratory judgment
under Code § 8.01-184. In such a proceeding, the Commission shall provide by order for any necessary notice to third persons and intervention
thereof, which intervention shail be by motion.

5:4. Informal Proceedings (Complaints). Informal proceedings may be commenced by letter, telegram, or other instrument in
writing, directed to the appropriate Administrative Division, setting forth the name and post office address of the person or persons, or naming the
Administrative Division of the Commission, against whom the proceeding is instituted, together with a concise statement of all the facts necessary to
an understanding of the grievance and a statement of the relief desired. Matters so presented will be reviewed by the appropriate division or
Commissioner and otherwise handled with the parties affected, by correspondence or otherwise, with the object of resolving the matter without
formal order or hearing; but nothing herein shall preclude the issuance of a formal order when necessary or appropriate for full relief.

5:5. Complaint - An Informal Pleading. All complaints under Rule 5:4 are regarded initially as instituting an informal proceeding
and need comply only with the requisites of that Rule.

5:6. Subsequent Formal Proceeding. The instigation of an informal proceeding is without prejudice to the right thereafter to institute
a formal proceeding covering the same subject matter. Upon petition of any aggrieved party, or upon its own motion if necessary for full relicf, the
Commission will convert any unresolved valid complaint to a formal proceeding by the issuance of a rule to show cause, or by an appropnate order
setting a formal hearing, upon at least ten (10) days notice to the parties, or as shall be required by statute.

5:7. Rules to Show Cause - Style of Proceeding.

(a) Cases instituted by the Commission on its own motion against a defendant will be styled:

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
(Defendant’s name)
(b) Cases instituted by others against a defendant will be styled:
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGXNIA ex rel. (Complainant’s name)

(Defcndant s name)
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5:8. Promulgation of General Orders, Rules or Regulations - Style of Proceeding . Proccedmp Instituted by the Commission for
the captioned purposes will be styled:

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
Ex Farte,inre

5:9. Formal Pleadings. Pleadings in formal proceedings include applications, petitions, notices of protest, protests, answers, motions,
and comments on Hearing Examiners’ Reports. Printed form applications supplied by Administrative Divisions are not subject to Rules 5:10, 5:12
and 5:13.

5:10. Contents.

(a) In addition to the requirements of Rules 5:15 and 5:16, all formal pleading shall be appropriately designated (*Notice of Protest”,
*Answer”, etc.) and shall contain the name and post office address of each party by or for whom the pleading is filed, and the name and post office
address of counsel, if any. No such pleading need be under oath unless so required by statute, but shall be signed by counsel, or by each party in the
absence of counsel.

(b) Applications for tax refunds or the correction of tax assessments must comply with the applicable statutes.

5:11. Amendments. No amendments 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.

5:12. Copies and Paper Size Required.

(a) The provisions of this rule as to the number of copnes required to be filed shall control in all cases unless other rules applicable to
specnﬁc types of proceedmgs provide for a different number of copies or unless otherwise specified by the Commission. The Commlssnon may
require additional copies of any formal pleading to be filed at any time. )

(b) Applications, together with petitions filed by utilities, shall be filed in original with fifteen (15) copies unless otherwise specified by
the Commission. Applications, petitions, and supporting exhibits which are filed by a utility shall be bound securely on the left hand margin. An
application shall not be bound in volumes exceeding two inches in thickness. An application containing exhibits shall have tab dividers between each
exhibit and shall include an index identifying its contents.

(c) Petitions, other than those of utilities, shall be filed in original and five (5) copies.

(d)  Pre-trial motions whether responsive or special, shall be filed in original with four (4) copies, together with service of one (1) copy
upon all counsel of record and upon all parties not so represented.

(e) Protests, notices of protest, answers, and comments on Hearing Examiners’ Reports shall be filed in original with fifteen (15)
copies, together with service of one (1) copy upon counsel of record for each applicant or petitioner and upon any such party not so represented.

(f)  All documents of whatever nature filed with the Clerk of the Commission (Document Control Center) shall be produced on pages
81/2 x 11 inches in size. This rule shall not apply to tables, charts, plats, photographs, and other material that cannot be reasonably reproduced on
paper of that size.

In addition all documents filed with the Clerk shall be fully collated and assembled into complete and proper sets ready for distribution
and use, without the need for further assembly, sorting or rearrangment.

5:13. Filing and Service by Mail. Any formal pleading or other related document or paper shall be considered filed with the
Commission upon receipt of the original and required copies by the Clerk of the Commission at the following address: State Corporation
Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23216. Said original and copies shall immediately be stamped by the
Clerk showing date and time of receipt. Informal complaints shall conform to Rule 5:4. Any formal pleading or other document or paper required
to be served on the parties to any proceeding, absent special order of the Commission to the contrary, shall be effected by delivery of a true copy
thereof, or by depositing same in the United States mail properly addressed and stamped, on or before the day of filing. Notices, findings of fact,
opinions, decisions, orders or any other papers to be served by the Commission may be served by United States mail; provided however, all writs,
processes, and orders of the Commission acting in conformity with Code ? 12.1-27 shall be attested and served in compliance with Code ? 12.1-29.
At the foot of any formal pleading or other document or paper required to be served, the party making service shall append either acceptance of
service or a certificate of counsel of record that copies were mailed or delivered as required. Counsel herein shall be as defined in Rule 1:5, Rules of
the Supreme Court of Virginia.

5:14. Docket or Case Number. When a formal proceeding is filed with the Commission, it shall immediately be assigned an individual
number. Thereafter, all pleadings, papers, briefs, correspondence, etc., relating to said proceeding shall refer to such number.

5:15. Initial Pleadings. The initial pleading in any formal proceeding shall be an application or a petition.

(a) Applications: An application is the appropriate initial pleading in a formal proceeding wherein the applicant seeks au hority to
engage in some regulated industry or business subject to the Commission's regulatory control, or to make any changes in the presently authorized
service, rate, facilities, or other aspects of the public service purpose or operation of any such regulated industry or business for which Commission
authority is required by law. In addition to the requirements of Rule 5:10, each application shall contain (i) a full and clear statement of facts which
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the party or parties are prepared to prove by competent evidence, the proof of which will warrant the objective sought; and (ii) details of the
objective sought and the legal basis therefor.

(b) Petitions: A petition is the appropriate initial pleading in a formal proceeding wherein a party complainant seeks the redress of
some alleged wrong arising from prior action or inaction of the Commission, or from the violation of some statute or rule, regulation or order of the
Commission which it has the legal duty to administer or enforce. In addition to the requirements of Rule 5:10, each petition shall contain (i) a full
and clear statement of facts which the party or parties are prepared to prove by competent evidence, the proof of which will warrant the relief
sought; and (ii) a statement of the specific relief sought and the legal basis therefor.

5:16. Responsive Pleadings. The usual responsive pleadings in any formal proceeding shall be a notice of protest, protest, motion,
answer, or comments on a Hearing Examiner’s Report, as shall be appropriate, supplemented with such other pleadings, including stipulations of
facts and memoranda, as may be appropriate.

(a) Notice of Protest: A notice of protest is the proper initial response to an application in a formal proceeding by which a protestant
advises the Commission of his interest in protecting existing rights against invasion by an applicant. Such notice is appropriate only in those cases
in which the Commission requires the pre-filing of prepared testimony and exhibits as provided by Rules 6:1 and 6:2. In all other cases, the
appropriate initial responsive pleading of a protestant will be by protest as hereafter provided. In addition to the requirements of Rule 5:10, a
notice of protest shall contain a precise statement of the interest of the party or parties filing same, and it shall be filed within the time prescribed by
the Commission as provided by Rule 6:1.

(b) Protests: A protest is a proper responsive pleading to an application in a formal proceeding by which the protestant seeks to
protect existing rights against invasion by the applicant. It shall be the initial responsive pleading by a protestant in all cases in which the parties are
not required to pre-file testimony and exhibits. When such a pre-trial filing is required, a protest must be filed in support of, and subsequent to, a
notice of protest. A protest must be filed within the time prescribed by the Commission Order which, in cases involving pre-filed testimony and
exhibits, will always be subsequent to such filing by the applicant. In addition to the requirements of Rule 5:10, a protest shall contain (i) a precise
statement of the interest of the protestant in the proceeding; (ii) a full and clear statement of the facts which the protestant is prepared to prove by
competent evidence, the proof of which will warrant the relief sought; and (jii) a statement of the specific relief sought and the legal basis therefor.

(c) Answers: An answer is the proper responsive pleading to a petition or rule to show cause. An answer, in addition to the
requirements of Rule 5:10, shall contain (i) a precise statement of the interest of the party filing same; (ii) a full and clear statement of facts which
the party is prepared to prove by competent evidence, the proof of which will warrant the relief sought; and (iii) a statement of the specific relief
sought and the legal basis therefor. An answer must be filed within the time prescribed by the Commission.

(d) Motions: A motion is the proper responsive pleading for testing the legal sufficiency of any application, protest, or rule to show
cause. Recognized for this purpose are motions to dismiss and motions for more definite statement.

(i) Motion to Dismiss: Lack of Commission jurisdiction, failure to state a cause of action, or other legal insufficiency apparent on the
face of the application, protest, or rule to show cause may be raised by motion to dismiss. Such a motion, directed to any one or more
legal defects, may be filed separately or incorporated in a protest or any other responsive pleading which the Commission may direct be
filed. Responsive motions must be filed within the time prescribed by the Commission.

(ii) Motion for More Definite Statement: Whenever an application, protest, or rule to show cause is so vague, ambiguous, or indefinite as
to make it unreasonably difficult to determine a fair and adequate response thereto, the Commission, at its discretion, on proper request,
or of its own motion, may require the filling of a more definite statement or an amended application, protest, or rule and make such
provision for the filing of responsive pleadings and postponement of hearing as it may consider necessary and proper. Any such motion
and the response thereto must be filed within the time prescribed by the Commission.

(¢) Comments on a Hearing Examiner’s Report: Comments are the proper responsive pleading to a report of a Hearing Examiner.
Such comments may note a party’s objections to any of the rulings, findings of fact or recommendations made by an Examiner in his Report, or may
offer remarks in support of or clarifications regarding the Examiner's Report. No party may file a reply to comments on the Examiner’s Report.

5:17. Improper Joinder of Causes. Substantive rules or standards, or the procedures intended to implement same, previously adopted
by the Commission, governing the review and disposition of applications, may not be challenged by any party to a proceeding intended by these
Rules to be commenced by application. Any such challenge must be by independent petition.

5:18. Extension of Time. The Commission may, at its discretion, grant an extension of time for the filing of any responsive pleading
required or permitted by these Rules. Applications for such extensions shall be made by special motion and served on all parties of record and filed
with the Commission at least three (3) days prior to the date on which the pleading was required to have been filed.

PART V1
PREHEARING PROCEDURES

6.1. Docketing and Notice of Cases. All formal proceedings before the Commission are set for hearing by order, which, in the case of an
application shall also provide for notice to all necessary and potentially interested parties - either by personal service or publication, or both. This
original order shall also fix dates for filing prepared testimony and responsive pleadings, together with such other directives as the Commission
deem necessary and proper. The filing of a petition resulting in the issuance of a show cause order (except for a declaratory judgment) shall be
served as required by law upon the defendant or defendants. This order shall prescribe the time of hearing and provide for such other matters as
shall be necessary or proper.

6.2. Prepared Testimony and Exhibits. Following the filing of all applications dependent upon complicated or technical proof, the
Commission may direct the applicant to prepare and file with the Commission, well in advance of the hearing date, all testimony in question and
answer or narrative form, including all proposed exhibits, by which applicant expects to establish his case. Protestants, in all proceedings in which an
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applicant shall be required to pre-file testimony, shall be directed to pre-file in like manner and by a date certain all testimony an proposed exhibits
necessary to establish their case. Failure to comply with the directions of the Commission, without good cause shown, will result in rejection of the
testimony and exhibits by the Commission. For good cause shown, and with leave of the Commission, any party may correct or supplement, before
or during hearing, all pre-filed testimony and exhibits. In all proceedings all such evidence must be verified by the witness before the introduction
into the record. An original and fifteen (15) copies of prepared testimony and exhibits shall be filed unless otherwise specified in the Commission's
order and public notice. Documents of unusual bulk or weight, and physical exhibits other than documents, need not be prefiled, but shall be
described and made available for pretrial examination. Interveners are not subject to this Rule.

6:3. Process, Witnesses and Production of Documents and Things.

(a) In all matters within its jurisdiction, the Commission has the powers of a court of record to compel the attendance of witnesses and
the production of documents, and any party complainant (petitioner) or defendant in a show cause proceeding under Rule 4:11 shall be entitled to
process, to convene parties, and to compel the attendance of witnesses and the production of books, papers or documents as hereinafter provided.

(b) In all show cause proceedings commenced pursuant to Rule 4:11, notice to the parties of the nature of the proceeding, hearing date
and other necessary matters shall be effected by the Commission in accordance with Code § 12.1-29. Upon written request to the Clerk of the
Commission by any party to such a proceeding, with instructions as to mode of service, a summons will likewise be issued directing any person to
attend on the day and place of hearing to give evidence before the Commission.

(c) In a Rule 4:11 proceeding, whenever it appears to the Commission, by affidavit filed with the Clerk by a party presenting evidence
that any book, writing or document, sufficiently described in said affidavit, is in the possession, or under the control, of any identified persons not a
party to the proceeding, and is material and proper to be produced in said proceeding, either before the Commission or before any person acting
under its process or authority, the Commission will order the Clerk to issue a subpoena and to have same duly served, together with an attested copy
of the aforesaid order, compelling production at a reasonable time and place.

(d) In all proceedings intended by these Rules to be commenced by application, the subpoena of witnesses and for the production of
books, papers and documents shall be by order of the Commission upon special motion timely filed with the Clerk. Such a motion will be granted
only for good cause shown, subject to such conditions and restrictions as the Commission shall deem proper.

64. Interrogatories to Parties or Requests for Production of Documents and Things. Any party to any formal proceeding before the
Commission, except an intervencr and other than a proceeding under Rule 4:12 or a declaratory judgment proceeding, may serve written
interrogatories upon any other party, other than the Commission’s Staff, provided a copy is filed simultaneously with the Clerk of the Commission,
to be answered by the party served, or if the party served is a corporation, partnership or association, by an officer or agent thereof, who shall
furnish such information as is known to the party. No interrogatories may be served which cannot be timely answered before the scheduled hearing
date without leave of the Commission for cause shown and upon such conditions as the Commission may prescribe.

Answers are to be signed by the person making them. Objections, if any, to specified questions shall be noted within the list of answers.
Answers and objections shall be served within 21 days after the service of interrogatories, or as the Commission may otherwise prescribe. Upon
special motion of either party, promptly made, the Commission will rule upon the validity of any objections raised by answers, otherwise such
objections shall be considered sustained.

Interrogatoriés 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 necessarily grounds for objection that the information sought will be inadmissible at the hearing if such
information appears reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.

All interrogatories which request answers requiring the assembling or preparation of information or data which might reasonably be
considered as original work product are subject to objection. Where the answer to an interrogatory may be derived or ascertained from the business
records of the party questioned or from an examination, audit or inspection of such business records, or from a compilation, abstract or summary
based thereon, and the burden of deriving or ascertaining the answer is substantially the same for one party as for the other, an answer is sufficient
which specifies the records from which the answer may be derived and tenders to the questioning party reasonable opportumty to examine, audit or
inspect such records and to make copies, compilations, abstracts, or summaries.

This rule shall apply, insofar as practicable, to requests for the production of documents and things and to the production of same in the
same manner as it applies to written interrogatories and the answers filed thereto.

6:5. Hearing Preparation - Experts. In a formal proceeding intended by these Rules to be commenced by application, the applicant, any
party protestant, and the Commission staff may serve on any other such party a request to examine the work papers of any expert employed by such
party and whose prepared testimony has been pre-filed in accordance with the Rule 6:2. The examining party may make copies, abstracts or
summaries of such work papers, but in every case, except for the use of the Commission staff, copies of all or any portion or part of such papers will
be furnished the requesting party only upon the payment of the reasonable cost of duplication or reproduction. A copy of any request served as
herein provided shall be filed with the Commission.

6:6. Postponements. For cause shown, postponements, continuances and extensions of time will be granted or denied at the discretion
of the Commission, except as otherwise provided by law. Except in cases of extreme emergency, requests hereunder must be made at least fourteen
(14) days prior to the date set for hearing. In every case in which a postponement or continuance is granted it shall be the obligation of the
requesting party to arrange with all other parties for a satisfactory available substitute hearing schedule. Absent the ability of the parties to agree,
the Commission will be so advised and a hearing date will be set by the Commission. In either case, the requesting party shall propare an
appropriate draft of order for entry by the Commission, which order shall recite the agreement of the partics, or the absence thereof, and file the
same with an additional copy for each counsel of record as prescribed in Rule 5:13. Following entry, an attested copy of the order shall be served by
the Clerk on each counsel of record.
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6:7. Prehearing Conference. The Commission has the discretion in any formal proceeding to direct counsel of record to appear before it
for conference to consider:

(a) The simplification or limitation of issues;

(b) The nature and preparation of prepared testimony and exhibits;

(¢) The possibility of obtaining admissions of fact and of documents which will avoid unnecessary proof;
(d) The limitation of witnesses; '

(e) Such other matters as may aid in the disposition of the proceeding.

The Commission shall enter an order reciting the action taken at the conference, including any agreements made by the parties which
limit the issues for hearing to those not disposed of by admissions or agreements of counsel. Such other shall control the subsequent course of the
proceeding unless subsequently modified to prevent injustice.

Substantive rules or regulations, and any procedures intended to implement same, previously adopted by order of the Commission,
applicable to regulated businesses or industries, or classes thereof, will be applied by the Commission in reviewing and disposing of any application
thereafter filed by any such business or industry, whether incorporated in an appropriate prehearing order or not. Testimony or argument intended
to cancel or modify any such rule or regulation, or implementing procedures, will not be entertained except in a separate proceeding instituted by
the filing of an appropriate petition as provided in Rule 5:17.

PART VII
PROCEEDINGS BEFORE A HEARING EXAMINER

7:1. Proceedings Before a Hearing Examiner. The Commission may, by order, assign any matter pending before it to a Hearing
Examiner. In such event, and unless otherwise ordered, the Examiner shall conduct all further proceedings in the matter on behalf of the
Commission, concluding with the filing of the Examiner’s final Report to the Commission. In the discharge of such duties, the Hearing Examiner
shall exercise all the inquisitorial powers possessed by the Commission, including, but not limited to, the power to administer oaths, require the
appearance of witnesses and parties and 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. Any party objecting to any ruling or action of said
Examiner shall make known its objection with reasonable certainty at the time of the ruling, and may argue such objections to the Commission as a
part of its comments to the final report of said Examiner; provided, however, if any ruling by the Examiner denies further participation by any party
in interest in a proceeding not thereby concluded, such party shall have the right to file a written motion with the Examiner for his immediate
certification of such ruling to the Commission for its consideration. Pending resolution by the Commission of any ruling so certified, the Examiner
shall retain procedural control of the proceeding. Unless otherwise ordered, these Rules of Practice and Procedure shall apply to all proceedings
conducted by Hearing Examiners in like manner as proceedings conducted by the Commission.

PART VIII
" FORMAL HEARING

8:1. Official Transcript of Hearing. The official transcript of a formal hearing before the Commission shall be the transcript of the
stenographic notes taken at the hearing by the Commission’s regularly-employed court reporter and certified by him as a true and correct transcript
of said proceeding. In the absence of the Commission’s regular court reporter, the Commission will arrange for a suitable substitute whose certified
transcript will be recognized as the official record. Parties desiring to purchase copies of the transcript of record shall make arrangement therefor
directly with the Commission’s reporter or substitute reporter. Stenographic notes are not transcribed unless specifically requested by the
Commission or by some party in interest who wishes to purchase same. When the testimony is transcribed, a copy thereof is always lodged with the
Clerk where it is available for public inspection. (In the event of appeal from the Commission action the full record must be certified by the Clerk.)

8:2. Procedure at Hearing. Except as otherwise provided in a particular case, hearings shall be conducted by and before the Commission
substantially as follows: : .

(a) Open the Hearing. The presiding Commissioner shall call the hearing to order and thereafter shall give or cause to be given
(i) The title of the proceeding to be heard and its docket number;
(ii) The appearances of the parties, or their representatives, desiring to participate in the hearing which appearances shall be
stated orally for the record and shall give the person’s name, post office address, and the nature of his interest in the
proceeding. Parties will not be permitted to appear "as one's interest may appear”. Appearances will not be allowed for

anyone who is not personally present and participating in the hearing. Interveners shall comply with Rule 4:7;

(iii) The introduction into the record of a copy of the notice stating the time, place and nature of the hearing, the date or dates
such notice was given, and the method whereby it was served, together with any supporting affidavits which may be required;

(iv) A brief statement of the issues involved, or the nature and purpose of the hearing;

(v) Any motions, or other matters deemed appropriate by the presiding Commission, that should be disposed of prior to the
taking of testimony; and

(vi) The presentation of evidence.
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(b) Order of Receiving Evidence. Unless otherwise directed by the Commission, or unless provided for in special rules governing the
particular case, direct evidence ordinarily will be received in the following order, followed by such rebuttal evidence as shall be necessary and
proper:

(i) Upon Applications: (1) interveners, (2) applicant, (3) Commission’s staff, (4) Division of Consumer Counsel, (5) protestants.

(ii) Upon Rules to Show Cause under Rule 4:11: (1) complainant, (2) Commission’s staff, (3) Division of Consumer Counsel, (4)
defendant,

(iii) Upon Hearing as provided under Rule 4:12: (1) Commission’s staff, (2) Division of Consumer Counsel, (3) supporting
interveners, (4) opposing interveners.

(iv) Upon Petition under Rule 3:4: (1) petitioner, (2) Commission’s staff.

(c) Exhibits. Whenever exhibits are offered in evidence during a hearing, they will be received for identification and given an identifying
number. All exhibits will be numbered consecutively beginning with the numeral "1%, but will bear an identifying prefix such as "Applicant’s”,
“Defendant’s”, “protestant’s”, the name or initials of the witness, etc. Exhibits will not be received in evidence until after cross-examination. Parties
offering exhibits at the hearing (other than those whose size or physical character make it impractical) must be prepared to supply sufficient copies
to provide one (1) each for the record, the court reporter, each Commissioner, and each Commission staff member and party or counsel actively
participating in the hearing.

(d) Cross-Examination and Rules of Evidence. In all 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 this State. In all other proceedings, due regard shall be given to the technical and highly complicated subject matter the
Commission must consider, and exclusionary rules of evidence shall not be used to prevent the receipt of evidence having substantial probative
effect. Otherwise, effect shall be given to the rules of evidence recognized by the courts or record of this State. In all cases, cross-examination of
witnesses shall first be by the Commission’s counsel and then by the adverse parties, in such order as the Commission shall determine, limited as
provided in PART IV hereof. Ordinarily, cross-examination of a witness shall follow immediately after the direct examination. However, the
Commission , as its discretion, may allow the cross-examination to be deferred until later in the hearing or postponed to a subsequent date.
Repetitious cross-examination will not be allowed. '

8:3. Cumulative Evidence. Evidence offered by a party may be excluded whenever in the opinion of the Commission such evidence is 50
repetitious and cumulative as to unnecessarily burden the record without materially adding to its probative qualtities. When a number of
interveners present themselves at any hearing to testify to the same effect so that the testimony of the several witnesses would be substantially the
same, the Commission may, at its discretion, cause one of such witnesses to testify under oath and all other witnesses to adopt under oath such
testimony of the first witness. However, the proper parties shall have the right to cross-examine any witnesses who adopts the testimony of another
and does not personally testify in detail.

8:4. Judicial Notice. The Commission will take judicial notice of such matters as may be judicially noticed by the court of this State, and
the practice with reference thereto shall be the same before the Commission as before a court. In addition the Commission will take judicial notice
of its own decisions, but not of the facts on which the decision was based.

8:5. Prepared Statements. A witness may read into the record as his testimony statements of fact prepared by him, or written answers to
questions of counsel; provided, such statements or answers shall not include argument. At the discretion of the Commission, such statements or
answers may be received in evidence as an exhibit to the same extent and in the same manner as other exhibits concerning factual matters. In all
cases, before any such testimony is read or offered in evidence, one (1) copy each thereof shall be furnished for the record, the court reporter, each
Commissioner, Commission staff member and party or counsel actively participating in the hearing. The admissibility of all such written statements
or answers shail be subject to the same rules as if such testimony were offered in the usual manner.

8:6. Objections. Rule 5:21 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia declares that error will not be sustained to any ruling below
unless the objection was stated with reasonable certainty at the time of the ruling, except for good cause shown or to enable the Court to attain the
ends of justice.

8:7. Oral Arguments. The Commission at any formal hearing may require or allow oral argument on any issue presented for decision. In
adversary proceedings thirty (30) minutes ordinarily will be allowed each side for oral argument; provided, however, the Commission may allow
morge or less time for such argument. The Commission may require, or grant requests for, oral argument on questions arising prior or subsequent
to a formal hearing and fix the time and place for such argument. In all cases the Commission may limit the questions on which oral argument will
be heard.

8:8. Briefs. Written briefs may be required or allowed at the discretion of the Commission. The time for filing briefs shall be fixed at the
time they are required or authorized. For the purpose of expediting any proceeding wherein briefs are to be filed, the parties may be required to
file their respective briefs on the same date, and, unless otherwise ordered by the Commission, reply briefs will not then be permitted or received.
The time for filing reply briefs, if any, will be fixed by the Commission. Briefs should conform to the standards prescribed by Rule 5:33, Rules of
the Supreme Court of Virginia. Five (5) copies shall be filed with the Clerk, unless otherwise ordered, and three (3) copies each shall be mailed or
delivered to all other parties on or before the day on which the brief is filed. One or more counsel representing one party, or more than one party,
shall be considered as one party.

8:9. Petition for Rehearing or Reconsideration. All final judgments, orders and decrees of the Commission, except judgments as
prescribed by Code § 12.1-36, and except as provided in Code §§ 13.1-614 and 13.1-813, shall remain under the control of the Commission and
subject to be modified or vacated for twenty-one (21) days after the date of entry, and no longer. A petition for a rehearing or reconsideration must
be filed within said twenty-one (21) days, but the filing thereof will not suspend the execution of the judgment, order or decree, nor extend the time
for taking an appeal, unless the Commission, solely at its discretion, within said twenty-one (21) days, shall provide for such suspension in an order
or decree granting the petition. A petition for rehearing or reconsideration must be served on all other parties as provided by Rule 5:12, but no
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response to the petition, or oral argument thereon, will be entertained by the Commission. An order granting a rehearing or reconsideration will be
served on all parties by the Clerk.

8:10. Appeals Generally. Any final finding, decision settling the substantive law, order, or judgment of the Commission may be appealed
only to the Supreme Court of Virginia, subject to Code §§ 12.1-39, et'seq., and to Rule 5:21 of that Court. Suspension of Commission judgment,
order or decree pending decision of appeal is governed by Code § 8.01-676.

Adopted: September 1, 1974
Revised: May 1, 1985 by Case No. CLK850262
Revised: August 1, 1986 by Case No. CLK860572
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LEADING MATTERS DISPOSED OF BY FORMAL ORDERS
BUREAU OF FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

CASE NO. BFI910159
FEBRUARY 13, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CONTITRADE SERVICES CORPORATION

To acquire ContiMortgage Corporation (formerly Merchants Home Mortgage Corporation)

ORDER_APPROVING AN ACQUISITION

ON A FORMER DAY Contitrade Services Corporation filed an application, pursuant to Virginia Code § 6.1-416.1, for approval of its
acquisition of ContiMortgage Corporation, and later filed a Petition with the Clerk seeking certain relief. The application was investigated by the
Staff of the Bureau of Financial Institutions, who reported the results of that investigation to the Commission and recommended that the
application be granted. Upon consideration thereof, and the agreement of counsel to entry of this order,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the acquisition of ContiMortgage Corporation by ContiTrade Services Corporation is approved;
(2) That the Petition filed in this case is dismissed as moot; and '

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

CASE NO. BFI910319
APRIL 20, 1992

APPLICATION BY ‘
TRANSAMERICA FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC.

For a license to make loans under the provisions of Chapter 6, Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia at 1425 Seminole Trail, Albemarle
County, Virginia

ORDER _GRANTING A LICENSE

Transamerica Financial Services, Inc., by counsel, sought informal review of a denial by the Commissioner of Financial Institutions of a
license to make loans under the provisions of the Consumer Finance Act at the above location. The license was denied September 13, 1991,
pursuant to delegated authority; informal review is afforded by Rules 3:3, 3:4, and 5:4 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.

Now having considered the Petition, the investigation report, other relevant papers, and the Answer herein of the Bureau of Financial
Institutions, in light of all relevant facts and law, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that a license should be granted. In this instance, we
find that the evidence of a lack of demand for consumer finance loans is less persuasive than that which was before us in Application of City Finance
Company, d/b/a Public Finance Corporation, 1986 SCC Annual Report 18. Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that a license to make loans under the provisions of Chapter 6, Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia at 1425 Seminole
Trail, Albemarie County be granted to Transamerica Financial Services, Inc., and such a license hereby is granted.
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CASE NO. BFI910465
APRIL 1, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel. !
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
DIVERSIFIED LENDING SERVICES, INC,,
Defendant

DISMISSAL ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY the Staff reported to the Commission that the Defendant has complied with the conditions for reinstatement of
its license set forth in the Order Suspending License entered in this case on October 29, 1991; and that the Commissioner of Financial Institutions
has reinstated Defendant'’s license to engage in business as a mortgage lender and broker effective April 1, 1992. It appearing that nothing further
remains to be done in this case,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That this case be, and it is hereby, dismissed; and

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

CASE NOS. BFI920004 and BF1920005
JANUARY 10, 1992

APPLICATIONS OF
CRESTAR FINANCIAL CORPORATION

To own CRFC VA Interim Federal Savings Bank
and
CRESTAR BANK

To merge CRFC VA Interim Federal Savings Bank into Crestar Bank

ORDER_APPROVING THE ACQUISITION AND THE MERGER

Pursuant to Virginia Code Section 6.1-194.40, Crestar Financial Corporation, a Virginia bank holding company, applied to own CRFC VA
Interim Federal Savings Bank ("CRFC VA"), and Crestar Bank, a state bank, applied to merge CRFC VA into itself. CRFC VA is a federal savings
institution formed solely to facilitate the transfer of certain assets and liabilities of Perpetual Savings Bank, FSB, Vienna, Virginia, from the
Resolution Trust Corporation to Crestar Bank. CRFC VA was issued a federal charter and was duly authorized by the Office of Thrift Supervision
to operate the offices formerly belonging to Perpetual.

The applications were referred to the Bureau of Financial Institutions for investigation. Upon consideration of the applications and the
report of investigation of the Bureau, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that the ownership of CRFC VA by Crestar Financial Corporation
and the merger should be approved. In connection with the application to merge CRFC VA into Crestar Bank, the Commission finds that the
resulting entity will do business as a bank and that the applicant, Crestar Bank, meets and, as the resulting bank, will meet the standards established
by Code Section 6.1-13. : .

Accordingly, it is ordered that the applications of Crestar Financial Corporation to own CRFC VA Interim Federal Savings Bank and of
Crestar Bank to merge CRFC VA Interim Federal Savings Bank into itself are approved. The resulting bank, having its main office at 919 East
Main Street, City of Richmond, Virginia, will operate the following offices of CRFC VA Interim Federal Savings Bank: (1) 6216 Rolling Road,
Springfield, Fairfax County, Virginia; (2) 11180 South Lakes Drive, Reston, Fairfax County, Virginia; and (3) 1449-A Chain Bridge Road, McLean,
Fairfax County, Virginia. Within one year of the merger, as provided by law, the resulting bank shall conform its assets and operations to the
provisions of law regulating the operation of banks.

The merger approved by this order shall be effective upon the issuance by the Commission to Crestar Bank of a certificate of merger of
CRFC VA Interim Federal Savings Bank into Crestar Bank.
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CASE NO. BFI920050
JANUARY 31, 1992

IN THE MATTER OF:
THALHIMERS CREDIT UNION, INCORPORATED

Purchase of assets and assumption of liabilities by Virginia Credit Union, Inc.
ORDER AUTHORIZING THE PURCHASE AND ASSUMPTION
On this day came the staff of the Bureau of Financial Institutions and counsel and represented to the Commission:

(1) Thalhimers Credit Union, Incorporated (“Thathimers”) is a state-chartered credit union having asscts of some $1.5 million. The
credit union has its office on the premises of the Thalhimers Department Store, Sixth & Broad Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

(2) This downtown Thalhimers store, like six other Thalhimers’ stores, was closed to the public January 22, 1992, on account of the
company’s being merged into the May Company. Upon the final closing of the store on or about February 1, members of the credit union will not
have access to the credit union’s office.

(3) Four of the seven directors of Thalhimers are unavailable to direct the affairs of the credit union as of January 25, 1992.

(4) Some 265 borrowing members of the credit union, having outstanding loan balances of some $550,000, and some 300 depositing
members, owning shares amounting to some $272,000, are expected to be laid off. Withdrawals of deposits and loan delinquencies resulting from
the foregoing ioss of employment will certainly cause deterioration of, and likely will have a crippling effect on the condition of the credit union. It
appears that in the circumstances the credit union is in some danger of insolvency.

(5) Merger negotiations on the part of Thalhimers with the May Company's credit union, and with another small, Richmond-based credit
union, have been unsuccessful.

(6) The boards of directors of Thalhimers and of Virginia Credit Union, Inc. ("VACU”) have agreed on terms of a transfer of
Thalhimers’ assets to, and assumption of specified liabilities by, VACU. The agreement provides that members of Thalhimers will automatically
become members of VACU, owning share accounts of equal value in VACU. VACU has offices that are convenient to Thalhimers’ members, i.c.,
they are within blocks of Thalhimers’ location. The share accounts of both credit unions are insured by the National Credit Union Share Insurance
Fund ("NCUSIF") of the National Credit Union Administration ("NCUA").

(7) The NCUA has advised the Bureau of Financial Institutions that it is in accord with the proposed transfer of assets and liabilities,
and that the share accounts in the continuing credit union, including those transferred from Thalhimers, will be insured by NCUSIF.

(8) An emergency exists, and it would be in the best interest of the members of Thalhimers (and in VACU's best interest) to have the
transfer of assets and assumption of liabilities take place without delay.

Having considered the forgoing, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that an emergency and some danger of insolvency exists in
the circumstances facing Thalhimers, that the boards of directors of both credit unions have agreed on a purchase of assets and assumption of
liabilities, and that consummation of the purchase of assets and assumption of liabilities, as proposed in the agreement of the two boards, pursuant
to Commission approval in licu of voting by the respective memberships, is in the best interest of the members of Thalhimers Credit Union,
Incorporated.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Virginia Code § 6.1-225.10 F., that the purchase of assets of Thalhimers Credit Union,
Incorporated by Virginia Credit Union, Inc. and the assumption of the liabilities of Thalhimers Credit Union, Incorporated by Virginia Credit
Union, Inc., as provided in a certain agreement between Thalhimers and VACU, be autharized, and it hereby is authorized.

CASE NO. BFI920056
MARCH 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF
UNION BANCORP, INC.

Pursuant to Title 6.1, Chapter 13, Code of Virginia

ORDER GIVING NOTICE OF INTENT NOT TO DISAPPROVE AN ACQUISITION

ON A FORMER DAY came Union Bancorp, Inc. and filed its application, as required by Virginia Code § 6.1-383.1, to acquire 100
percent of the shares of Union Bank and Trust Company, Bowling Green, Virginia. Thereupon the application was referred to the Bureau of
Financial Institutions.

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau of Financial Institutions, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that
there has been compliance with the prerequisites set forth in Virginia Code § 6.1-383.1, and it finds further that no reasonable basis exists for
taking any of the other actions permitted the Commission by the provisions of § 6.1-383.2 of the Code.
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THEREFORE, the Commission hereby issues this notice of its intent not to disapprove the acquisition of 100 percent of the shares of
Union Bank and Trust Company by Union Bancorp, Inc. and orders that this matter be placed among the ended cases.

CASE NO. BFI920057
FEBRUARY 3, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

BENEFICIAL VIRGINIA, INC,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY the Staff reported to the Commission that the Defendant is a licensee under the Consumer Finance Act ("the
Act”), Chapter 6 of Title 6.1 of the Virginia Code; that during examinations of Defendant’s licensed offices conducted since mid-1989, it was
discovered that the company has committed numerous violations of the Act and rules and regulations promulgated thereunder; that such violations
of law continued notwithstanding Defendant’s assurances that it would conform its business practices to requirements of law, and notwithstanding
Defendant’s payment of a fine in 1989 for like violations of law; that upon being informed that the Commissioner of Financial Institutions ("the
Commissioner”) intended to recommend the imposition of fines for such violations, the Defendant offered to settle this case by payment of a fine in
the sum of forty-two thousand five hundred dollars ($42,500), tendered said sum to the Commonwealth of Virginia, and waived its right to a hearing
in this case; and the Commissioner recommended that the Commission accept Defendant’s offer of scttlement pursuant to Virginia Code § 12.1-15.
Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That Defendant's offer in settlement of this case be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) That this case be, and it is hereby, dismissed; and

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

CASE NO. BFI920062
MARCH 4, 1992

APPLICATION OF
F & M NATIONAL CORPORATION

Pursuant to § 6.1-406 of the Code of Virginia

ORDER APPROVING THE ACQUISITION

ON A FORMER DAY came F & M National Corporation and filed its notice, as required by Virginia Code § 6.1-406, to acquire
Farmers and Merchants Bank of Keyser, Keyser, West Virginia. The application was referred to the Bureau of Financial Institutions.

Having considered the aforesaid notice and the report herein of the Bureau of Financial Institutions, the Commission is of the opinion
and finds that the proposed acquisition will not affect detrimentally the safety or soundness of any Virginia bank. Therefore the Commission hereby
approves the acquisition of Farmers and Merchants Bank of Keyser by F & M National Corporation. This matter shall be placed among the ended
cases.

CASE NO. BFI1920076
FEBRUARY 21, 1992

APPLICATION OF
NORTHERN VIRGINIA BANKING COMPANY

For a certificate of authority to begin business as a bank at 107 Free Court, Sterling, Loudoun County, Virginia
ON A FORMER DAY came the applicant and filed its application for a certificate of authority, under Chapter 2, Title 6.1 of the Code

of Virginia, to begin business as a bank at 107 Free Court, Sterling, Loudoun County, Virginia. Thereupon the application was referred to the
Commissioner of Financial Institutions for investigation and report.
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NOW, ON THIS DAY, having considered the application herein and the investigation made by the Commissioner of Financial
Institutions, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that the public interest will be served by additional banking facilities in Sterling, Loudoun
County, Virginia, where the applicant bank is proposed. Furthermore, the Commission ascertains with respect to the application herein;

(1) That all provisions of law have been complied with;

(2) That financially responsible individuals have subscribed for capital stock, surplus, and a reserve for operation in an amount deemed
by the Commission to be sufficient to warrant successful operation;

(3) That the oaths of all directors have been taken and filed in accordance with the provisions of § 6.148 of the Code of Virginia;
(4) That the applicant was formed for no other reason than a legitimate banking business;

(5) That 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 in which the bank is proposed to be located; and

(6) That the applicant’s deposits are to be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.
THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that a certificate of authority authorizing Northern Virginia Banking Company to do a banking
business at 107 Free Court, Sterling, Loudoun County, Virginia, be granted, and said certificate hereby is granted, subject to and contingent upon

the following conditions being met before the bank opens for business:

1. That capital funds totaling $1,901,000 be paid into the bank and allocated as follows: $570,300 to capital stock, $665,350 to surpius,
and $665,350 to a reserve for operation;

2. That the bank actually obtain insurance of its accounts by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation;

3. That the applicant receive approval of appointment of its chief executive officer from the Commissioner of Financial Institutions, and
that it notify him of the date the applicant is to open for business; and

4. That if, for any reason, the bank fails to open for business within thirty days from this date, the authority granted herein shall expire.
Provided, however, that the Commission may renew or extend such authority by order entered prior to the expiration date.

CASE NO. BF1920077
FEBRUARY 21, 1992

IN THE MATTER OF
COMMUNITY BANK & TRUST COMPANY OF VIRGINIA

Purchase of assets and assumption of liabilities by Northern Virginia Banking Company

ORDER_TRANSFERRING ASSETS AND LIABILITIES

On this day came the staff of the Bureau of Financial Institutions, a representative of the Federal Reserve Bank for the Fifth Federal
Reserve District (Richmond), and counsel. In support of its request for a Commission order effecting the transaction described herein, the staff
represented:

(1) Community Bank & Trust Company of Virginia ("Community Bank") is a state-chartered bank having assets of some $28.4 million.
Community Bank is a member of the Federal Reserve System and has its banking office at 107 Free Court, Sterling, Loudoun County, Virginia. The
deposits of Community Bank areinsured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

(2) An examination of Community Bank as of November 30, 1991 was conducted by Federal Reserve examiners; FDIC examiners
performed a concurrent, but separate, examination. A review of certain classified loans was held January 16, 1992, at which time Community Bank's
management presented information to a panel of Federal Reserve, FDIC, and Bureau analysts. Making allowance for the adjustments made on
review, the Federal Reserve report of examination and the December 31, 1991 Report of Condition filed January 31, 1992, by the bank nevertheless
show Community Bank to be insolvent in that its liabilities exceed the value of its assets.

(3) Northern Virginia Banking Company ("NVBC") is a new, state-chartered bank, which (a) will inject $1.8 million dollars in capital
funds into a resulting bank immediately, (b) will add capable, experienced management to the organization, and (c) has committed to supply
significant additional capital in the next 60 days.

(4) The boards of directors of Community Bank and NVBC have agreed on terms and conditions whereby NVBC will purchase the
assets and assume the liabilities of Community Bank.

(5) The Bureau, the Federal Reserve, and the FDIC are in favor of the proposed transfer of assets and liabilities, and the FDIC has
agreed that the deposits formerly insured as liabilities of Community Bank will be insured upon their assumption by Northern Virginia Banking
Corporation.
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(6) An emergency exists, and it is in the interest of Community Bank’s depositors and the public to have the proposed transfer of assets
and assumption of liabilities take place without closing the bank and seeking the appointment of a receiver.

The Commission received the Federal Reserve report, the Report of Condition, and certain memoranda into the record. Having
considered those documents and the statements of its staff and of the Federal Reserve's representative, the Commission is of the opinion and finds:
that Community Bank & Trust Company of Virginia is insolvent, that an emergency exists, that the boards of directors of Community Bank and of
Northem Virginia Banking Corporation have entered into an agreement for the purchase of assets and assumption of liabilities of Community Bank
by Northern Virginia Banking Corporation, and that consummation of the purchase and assumption immediately, as proposed in the agreement of
the two boards, is in best interest of the depositors of Community Bank and in the public interest.

ACCORDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Virginia Code § 6.1-100.1, that the assets and liabilities of Community Bank & Trust
Company of Virginia be transferred to Northern Virginia Banking Company as provided in a certain agreement between Community Bank and
NVBC, and said transfer by purchase and assumption hereby is authorized and effected. And it is further ordered that the certificate of authority of
Community Bank to engage in the banking business be, and it hereby is, revoked. The officers and directors of Community Bank shall cease that
bank’s operation, turn over its assets and liabilities to NVBC pursuant to the agreement, and amend Community Bank’s articles of incorporation so
as to change the corporation’s name and reflect the absence of any authority henceforth to engage in the banking and trust business.

CASE NO. BFI1920102
JUNE 24, 1992

PETITION OF
AMERICAN INDUSTRIAL LOAN ASSOCIATION

For review of a ruling of the Bureau of Financial Institutions
OPINION AND FINAL ORDER
Opinion, Shannon, Chairman:

On January 22, 1992, the American Industrial Loan Association (“*Petitioner”) notified the Commissioner of the Bureau of Financial
Institutions, pursuant to Virginia Code § 6.1-383, that it proposed to form a subsidiary corporation, thereby acquiring more than 5% of the voting
shares of another company. Petitioner’s letter stated that the subsidiary would engage in activities permitted to a controlled subsidiary of a state
bank under Virginia Code § 6.1-58.1 and, in effect, the same activities permitted to a savings institution service corporation under Virginia Code
§ 6.1-194.69, Subsection 2.

In response, on February 14, 1992, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions ruled that the Petitioner could not form such a subsidiary
corporation, or, in the alternative, if such a subsidiary were to be allowed, it could not engage in its proposed activities at any location other than
that of the Petitioner, due to Virginia Code § 6.1-233, which provides that an industrial loan association may not have more than one office for the
conduct of its business. ’ -

On March 5, 1992, Petitioner filed a Petition requesting that this Commission review the ruling of February 14, 1992.
On April 20, 1992, the Bureau filed a brief responding to the Petition, and we heard oral argument on April 29, 1992.

After carefully considering the pleadings and argument, we are of the opinion and find that the Petitioner is not prohibited from forming
a subsidiary that would have an office at a location other than the Petitioner's location. First, by virtue of Virginia Code § 6.1-227, industrial loan
associations have the power found in Virginia Code § 13.1-627(6) to own the stock of any other entity, without any limitations regarding subsidiaries.
That being the case, we do not believe that industrial loan associations need additional statutory authority specifically granting them the right to
form subsidiaries. The Bureau attempted to analogize this situation to that of banks and savings and loan institutions, arguing that such entities are
not permitted, with certain exceptions, to invest in the stock of other corporations, and that the same rule should govern industrial loan associations.
That is precisely the point, however. Banks an savings and loans are subject to such prohibitions, see Virginia Code §§ 6.1-60.1 and 6.1-194.69, but,
disregarding one provision not relevant here,” there are no statutes which impose a similar restriction on industrial loan associations.

Secondly, we also find nothing to prevent such a subsidiary from conducting its business at a location other than that of the industrial loan
association itself. Virginia Code § 6.1-233 precludes an industrial loan association from having more than one office for the conduct of its business,
but this statute does not address the subject of where subsidiaries of such associations may locate. Accordingly, .

IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED:

(1) That the ruling dated February 14, 1992, issued by the Commissioner of Financial Institutions to the American Industrial Loan
Association is hereby vacated; and

(2) That there being nothing further to come before the Commission, this case shall be removed from the docket and the record
developed herein placed in the file for ended cases.
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1Virginia Code § 6.1-232 prohibits an industrial loan association which has certificates of investment issued and outstanding from owning
“any shares of stock issued by any other corporation except to the extent legal for banks,” but Petitioner is not such an association.

CASE NO. BFI1920116
MARCH 11, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ¢x rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
VIRGINIA STATE MORTGAGE, INC.,
Defendant

CEASE AND DESIST ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY the Staff reported to the Commission that the Defendant is licensed to engage in business as a mortgage
broker, but not as a mortgage lender, under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Virginia Code; that during a June, 1991 examination of the Defendant's
books and records by Bureau of Financial Institutions personnel, it was discovered that the Defendant had made more than ten (10) mortgage loans
in a consecutive twelve-month period, by closing such loans in its name, in violation of Virginia Code § 6.1-410; that the Commissioner of Financial
Institutions (“the Commissioner”) gave written notice to the Defendant, in accordance with Virginia Code § 6.1-426, that it would be ordered to
cease and desist engaging in business as a mortgage lender without a license on December 4, 1991, and that if the Defendant desired a hearing in
this matter, a timely written request for such a hearing must be filed with the Clerk; that no such timely request for hearing was filed; and the
Commissioner recommended that said cease and desist order be entered. Upon consideration whereof,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Defendant shall cease and desist making more than (10) mortgage loans in any consecutive
twelve-month period, by closing such loans in its name or otherwise, until such time as the Defendant obtains a license to engage in business as a
mortgage lender.

CASE NO. BFI920116
MARCH 18, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
VIRGINIA STATE MORTGAGE, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER DENYING REHEARING

On March 12, 1992 the Defendant, by counsel, filed a pleading designated "Petition for Rehearing” in Case No. BF1910512 seeking, among
other thing, reconsideration of the Cease and Desist Order entered in this case on March 11, 1992 upon various grounds. Upon consideration of
said pleading and the record herein, the Commission finds that the Defendant waived its right to a hearing in this case by failing to file a timely
request for a hearing, and that the pleading alleges no irregularity in the proceedings in this case or in the Cease and Desist Order. The
Commission is of the opinion that the Order merely prohibits the Defendant from conducting a business which it may not lawfully engage in without
the mortgage lender license it applied for, and was denied, in Case No. BF1910512. Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that Defendant’s request for rehearing be, and it is hereby, denied; and

IT 1S ORDERED that a copy of the Petition for Rehearing be filed among the papers in this case.

CASE NO. BF1920146
MARCH 30, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
ARTHUR G. BENNETIT,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY the Commissioner of Financial Institutions reported to the Commission that the Defendant is licensed to
engage in business under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Virginia Code; that a bond filed by the Defendant pursuant to Virginia Code § 6.1-113 was
canceled on March 20, 1992; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant by certified mail on
February 19, 1992 that his license would be revoked on March 23, 1992 unless a new bond was filed by that date, and that a written request for
hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Commission on or before March 5, 1992; and that no new bond, or written request
for hearing, was filed by the Defendant.
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Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant has failed to maintain a bond in force as required by Virginia Code § 6.1-413, and
itis

ORDERED that the license granted to Arthur G. Bennett to engage in business as a mortgage lender and broker be, and it is hereby,
revoked.

CASE NO. BF1920173
MAY 26, 1992

APPLICATION OF
FIRST BANCORP, INC.

Pursuant to Title 6.1, Chapter 13, Code of Virginia

ORDER GIVING NOTICE OF INTENT NOT TO DISAPPROVE AN ACQUISITION

ON A FORMER DAY came First Bancorp, Inc. and filed its application, as required by Virginia Code § 6.1-383.1, to acquire 100
percent of the shares of The First Bank and Trust Company, Lebanon, Virginia. Thereupon the application was referred to the Bureau of Financial
Institutions.

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau of Financial Institutions, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that
there has been compliance with the prerequisite set forth in Virginia Code § 6.1-383.1, and it finds further that no reasonable basis exists for taking
any of the other actions permitted the Commission by the provisions of § 6.1-383.2 of the Code.

THEREFORE, the Commission hereby issues this notice of its intent not to disapprove the acquisition of 100 percent of the shares of
The First Bank and Trust Company by First Bancorp, Inc. and orders that this matter be placed among the ended cases.

CASE NO. BFI1920219
SEPTEMBER 24, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
MORTGAGE SOLUTIONS, INC.,,
Defendant

ORDER SETTLING FINES AND SUSPENDING LICENSE

On June 16, 1992, a Rule to Show Cause was issued against the Defendant in this case alleging that, in the course of its business as a
licensed mortgage broker, the Defendant had violated various provisions of Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Virginia Code. On August 17, 1992, the
Defendant, by counsel, filed an Answer to the Rule to Show Cause. Thereafter, the Staff and Defendant agreed to a settiement of the case whereby
the Defendant would pay a fine in the sum of Five Thousand Dollars ($5,000), which sum was tendered to the Commonwealth, and the Defendant’s
mortgage broker license would be suspended for six months. The Commissioner of Financial Institutions recommended that this settiement be
approved pursuant to Virginia Code § 12.1-15. Upon consideration thereof,

IT IS ORDERED that Defendant’s offer in settlement of fines imposable in this case is approved.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the license granted to the Defendant to engage in business as a mortgage broker is suspended for a
period of six months from the date of this Order, and that the Defendant shall forward said license to the Bureau forthwith.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Defendant is hereby enjoined and restrained from engaging in business as a mortgage .broker,
as defined in Virginia Code § 6.1-409, during the suspension period herein prescribed, except that the Defendant may do all acts reasonable or
necessary to assist in effecting the closing of mortgage loans for which applications were received by Defendant prior to the date of this Order.

The Bureau of Financial Institutions shall reinstate Defendant’s license six months from the date of this Order if the following conditions
are met; namely

(1) The Defendant files a written request for reinstatement of its license with the Bureau prior to the end of the suspension period;

(2) The Defendant makes application to the Bureau prior to that date, in accordance with Virginia Code § 6.1-416, for approval of
relocation of its office to any address at which it intends to conduct business other than the address which presently appears upon its license; and

(3) No additional grounds for denial, revocation or suspension of Defendant’s license arise prior to that date.



27
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

If any condition specified herein is not met at the end of the suspension period, the license granted to Defendant to engage in business as
a mortgage broker shall not be reinstated, and shall stand revoked on that date. The Defendant waives its right to a hearing in this case by the
endorsement of its counsel upon this Order.

CASE NO. BF1920223
MAY 13, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
METROPOLITAN LEASING CORPORATION,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY the Commissioner of Financial Institutions reported to the Commission that the Defendant is licensed to
engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Virginia Code; that the Defendant failed to file its annual report due
March 25, 1992, as required by Virginia Code § 6.1-418; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the
Defendant by certified mail on April 15, 1992, that its license would be revoked on May 8, 1992 unless the annual report was filed, and that a written
request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before April 29, 1992; and that no annual report, or written request for
hearing, was timely filed by the Defendant.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant failed to file the annual report required by Virginia Code § 6.1-418, and it is

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

CASE NO. BFI920224
MAY 13, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
DAVID GARDNER,
Defendant

ORDER _REVOKING LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY the Commissioner of Financial Institutions reported to the Commission that the Defendant is licensed to
engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Virginia Code; that the Defendant failed to file his annual report due
March 25, 1992, as required by Virginia Code § 6.1-418; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the
Defendant by certified mail on April 15, 1992, that his license would be revoked on May 8, 1992 unless the annual report was filed, and that a written
request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before April 29, 1992; and that no annual report, or written request for
hearing, was timely filed by the Defendant.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant failed to file the annual report required by Virginia Code § 6.1-418, and it is

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

CASE NO. BFI920225
MAY 13, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
SFC MORTGAGE GROUP OF VIRGINIA, INC,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY the Commissioner of Financial Institutions reported to the Commission that the Defendant is licensed to
engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Virginia Code; that the Defendant failed to file its annual report due
March 25, 1992, as required by Virginia Code § 6.1-418; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the
Defendant by certified mail on April 15, 1992, that its license would be revoked on May 8, 1992 unless the annual report was filed, and that a written
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request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before April 29, 1992; and that no annual report, or written request for
hearing, was timely filed by the Defendant.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant failed to file the annual report required by Virginia Code § 6.1-418, and it is

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

CASE NO. BF1920226
MAY 13, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, exrel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

\ A
NANETTE H. HILLIARD,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY the Commissioner of Financial Institutions reported to the Commission that the Defendant is licensed to
engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Virginia Code; that the Defendant failed to file her annual report due
March 25, 1992, as required by Virginia Code § 6.1418; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the
Defendant by certified mail on April 15, 1992, that her license would be revoked on May 8, 1992 unless the annual report was filed, and that a
written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before April 29, 1992; and that no annual report, or written
request for hearing, was timely filed by the Defendant.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant failed to file the annual report required by Virginia Code § 6.1-418, and it is

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

CASE NO. BFI1920227
MAY 13, 1992

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

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY the Commissioner of Financial Institutions reported to the Commission that the Defendant is licensed to
engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Virginia Code; that the Defendant failed to file its annual report due
March 25, 1992, as required by Virginia Code § 6.1-418; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the
Defendant by certified mail on April 15, 1992, that its license would be revoked on May 8, 1992 unless the annual report was filed, and that a written
request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before April 29, 1992; and that no annual report, or written request for
hearing, was timely filed by the Defendant.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant failed to file the annual report required by Virginia Code § 6.1-418, 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. BFI1920228
MAY 13, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
YEGEN EQUITY LOAN CORP,,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

ON A FORMER DAY the Commissioner of Financial Institutions reported to the 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 Virginia Code; that the Defendant failed to file its annual
report due March 25, 1992, as required by Virginia Code § 6.1-418; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to
the Defendant by certified mail on April 15, 1992, that its license would be revoked on May 8, 1992 unless the annual report was filed, and that a
written request for hearing was required to be filed in the Office of the Clerk on or before April 29, 1992; and that no annual report, or written
request for hearing, was timely filed by the Defendant.

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant failed to file the annual report required by Virginia Code § 6.1-418, 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. BFI920237
JULY 21, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
[Ex Parte, in re: Adoption of a revised regulation governing nonprofit debt counseling agencies, pursuant to Va. Code § 6.1-363.1
ORDER_ADOPTING THE_REGULATION

By order dated June 4, 1992, the Commission directed that notice of the proposed regulation and of a July 21, 1992 hearing be given by
publication in the Richmond Times-Dispatch.and in the Virginia Register of Regulations. A copy of the order setting the hearing, with the
proposed regulation attached, was sent to each licensed debt counseling agency and to certain other interested parties. Comments on the proposed
regulation were invited.

No comment was submitted. The Bureau Staff and counsel appeared at the hearing.

Upon consideration of the proposed regulation and of the evidence and testimony of the Staff and counsel, the Commission finds that
notice of the hearing was duly given. And the Commission is of the opinion and finds that the subject regulation should be adopted with the
following two changes from the proposal:

. The hyphen in the word “nonprofit” should be deleted throughout;

. The final seatence in Section I1I, D. of the Regulation should be amended to provide for inspection of
each agency at least twice (not once) every three years;

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the regulation, “Non-Profit Debt Counseling Agencies”, VR225-01-1001, be adopted with the foregoing amendments, and it
hereby is adopted, effective this date; ’

(2) That notice of the adoption of this regulation shall be published in the Virginia Register;
(3) That the Bureau shall send a copy of the final Regulation to each nonprofit dcb‘t counseling agency licensed in Virginia; and

(4) That, there being nothing further to be done in this matter, this case be dismissed. The record herein shall be filed with the ended
causes.

NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitled “Nonprofit Debt Counseling Agencies” is on file and may be examined at the State
Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.
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CASE NO. BFI1920267
AUGUST 3, 1992

APPLICATION OF
THE BANK OF HAMPTON ROADS

For a certificate of authority to: (1) do a banking business upon the merger of Coastal Virginia Bank into The Bank of Hampton Roads
under the charter and title of The Bank of Hampton Roads; and (2) operate the main office of the now Coastal Virginia Bank

ON A FORMER DAY came The Bank of Hampton Roads, the surviving bank in a proposed merger with Coastal Virginia Bank, and
subject to the issuance by the Commission of a certificate of merger of said banks, applied to the Commission for (1) Certificate of authorityto do a
banking business at 201 Volvo Parkway, City of Chesapeake, Virginia, and elsewhere in this State as it may now or hereafter be authorized by law;
and (2) Authority to operate the main office of the now Coastal Virginia Bank at 5472 Indian River Road, City of Virginia Beach, Virginia as a
branch office. Thereupon the application was referred to the Commissioner of Financial Institutions for investigation and report.

AND THE COMMISSION having considered the application herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner of Financial
Institutions with respect thereto, is of the opinion that a certificate of authority to begin business as a bank should be issued to the applicant,
effective upon the issuance by the Commission of a certificate of merger of Coastal Virginia Bank into The Bank of Hampton Roads, and with
respect thereto- the Commission finds: (1) That all of the provisions of law with respect to said bank and its application for a certificate of authority
to begin business have been complied with; (2) that the surviving bank's capital stock will be.$3,131,495 and its surplus and reserve for operations
will amount to not less than $4,223,219; (3) that, in its opinion, the public interest will be served by additional banking facilities in the community
where the applicant is proposed to be; (4) that the oaths of all directors have been taken and filed in accordance with the provisions of Section 6.1-
48 of the Code of Virginia; (5) that the bank was formed for no other reason than a legitimate banking business; (6) that the moral fitness, financial
responsibility and business qualifications of those named as officers and directors are such as to command the confidence of the community in which
the bank is proposed to be located; and (7) that its deposits are to be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

THE COMMISSION is further of the opinion and finds that, subject to the issuance by the Commission of a certificate of merger the
public interest will be served by authorizing the applicant, The Bank of Hampton Roads, the surviving bank in such merger, to operate the main
office of the now Coastal Virginia Bank. ‘

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED:
That effective upon the issuance by the Commission of a certificate of merger to The Bank of Hampton Roads, the surviving bank in a
proposed merger of Coastal Virginia Bank a certificate be, and it is hereby granted to The Bank of Hampton Roads authorizing it to do a banking

business at 201 Volvo Parkway, City of Chesapeake, Virginia and elsewhere in this State as authorized by law and to operate the aforesaid branch
office.

" CASE NO. BFI1920268
NOVEMBER 23, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte, in re: Maximum rates of interest and loan ceiling permitted on loans made under the Virginia Consumer Finance Act

" ORDER ESTABLISHING INTEREST RATES AND LOAN CEILING

By order herein dated June 17, 1992, the Commission directed, pursuant to Virginia Code § 6.1-271, that notice be given of its intention to
consider redetermining small loan maximum interest rates and ceiling, and that a public hearing would be held in order to afford all interested
parties an opportunity to present evidence and be heard. Notice was duly published as required by said statute, and a public hearing was held on
September 23, 1992, at which Chairman Preston C. Shannon presided and Commissioners Theodore V. Morrison, Jr. and Hullihen Williams Moore
were present. Appearances at the hearing were made by Joseph E. Blackburn, counsel for the Virginia Financial Services Association; David B.
Irvin, Assistant Attorney General, Antitrust and Consumer Litigation Section; Miriam Amy Bender, counsel for Virginia Citizens Consumer
Council; David Rubinstein, Margot Saunders and John Gifford, counsel for Virginia Poverty Law Center; and William F. Schutt, Senior Counsel,
and Jonathan B. Orne, Assistant General Counsel, for the Bureau of Financial Institutions. Statements were made by members of the public, and
expert testimony was given.

Now having heard and considered the testimony and other evidence and documents presented, the statements of counsel, and the criteria
and factors enumerated in Virginia Code §§ 6.1-271 and 6.1-271.1, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that the structure of maximum
interest rates and loan ceilings contained in the attached regulation should be adopted in order to effectuate the goals set forth in the aforesaid
statutes. Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that the attached Virginia Regulation 225-01-0601, as amended, is hereby adopted for use in Virginia on and after
January 1, 1993, until modified or revoked by order of the Commission.

The Bureau of Financial Institutions shall send a copy of the regulation to every licensee under the Virginia Consumer Finance Act, and
it shall monitor and report the results of operations of licensees under the regulation. And, it appearing that nothing further remains to be done in
this proceeding, it is ordered that this case be dismissed from the docket and placed among the ended causes.
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NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitled “Virginia Regulation 225-01-0601 Establishing Maximum Rates of Charge and Loan Ceilings”
is on file and may be examined at the State Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and
Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. BFI1920287
AUGUST 14, 1992

APPLICATION OF
THE FARMERS BANK OF APPOMATTOX
(in organization)

For a certificate of authority to do a banking business upon the conversion of The Farmers National Bank of Appomattox
ORDER ISSUING A CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY

The Farmers Bank of Appomattox has applied, pursuant to Virginia Code Sections 6.1-33 and 6.1-38 for a certificate of authority to do
banking business as a state bank at 18 Main Street, Town of Appomattox, Appomattox County, Virginia. Those Sections provide for the issuance of
such a certificate upon the conversion of a national banking association into a state-chartered bank. The application was referred to the
Commissioner of Financial Institutions for investigation.

According to the report of the Commissioner, The Farmers Bank of Appomattox has been incorporated as a Virginia corporation
empowered by its certificate of incorporation to do a banking business. The corporation was formed to be the successor of The Farmers National
Bank of Appomattox, a national banking association having its main office at 18 Main Street, Town of Appomattox, Appomattox County, Virginia.
The bank has assets of approximately $72.7 million, and it operates two branches, at Triangle Plaza Shopping Center, Route 460, Town of
Appomattox, Appomattox County, Virginia; and Highway 24, Concord, Campbell County, Virginia. The Commissioner reports that the
requirements of Virginia Code Section 6.1-33 and the applicable requirements of Section 6.1-13 have been fulfilled, and he recommends approval of
this application. :

Now having considered the application and the report of the Commissioner of Financial Institutions, the Commission is of the opinion
and finds that the procedure required by federal law for conversion has been followed, that the conversion has been approved by the stockholders of
the national banking association in the manner and by the percentage vote so required, that the applicable requirements of Virginia Code Section
6.1-13 have been met in this case, and that the certificate of authority should be granted.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that a certificate of authority to do a banking business as a state bank be issued to The Farmers
Bank of Appomattox, and such a certificate is issued contingent upon the following conditions being met: (1) the applicant shall obtain insurance of
its deposit accounts by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, (2) the capital stock of the applicant shall be $2,167,320 and its surplus and
reserve for operations will amount to not less than $4,457,680, and (3) the applicant shall notify the Bureau of the date on which it will commence
business as a state bank. In the event the applicant does not fulfill the foregoing conditions, the authority granted herein will expire sixty days from
this date, unless the sixty-day period is extended by Order of the Commission.

CASE NO. BFI1920379
SEPTEMBER 3, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
SOMERSET FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE
ON A FORMER DAY, the Commissioner of Financial Institutions reported to the Commission that the Defendant is licensed to
engage in business as a mortgage broker under Chapter 16 of Title 6.1 of the Virginia Code; that the Defendant failed to pay its annual fee due
May 25, 1992, as required by Virginia Code § 6.1-420; that the Commissioner, pursuant to delegated authority, gave written notice to the Defendant
by certified mail on July 24, 1992, that its license would be revoked on August 24, 1992, and that a written request for hearing was required to be
filed in the office of the Clerk on or before August 7, 1992; and that no annual fee or written request for hearing was timely received.
Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Defendant failed to pay the annual fee required by Virginia Code § 6.1-420, and

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



ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

CASE NO. BFI1920407
SEPTEMBER 21, 1992

APPLICATION OF

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA EMPLOYEES CREDIT UNION, INC.
and

CHARLOTTESVILLE CITY EMPLOYEES FEDERAL CREDIT UNION

To merge under the charter and title of the former
ORDER_APPROVING THE MERGER

ON A FORMER DAY came University of Virginia Employees Credit Union, Inc. and Charlottesville City Employees Federal Credit
Union, and filed their proposal to merge, pursuant to the provisions of Section 6.1-225.27 of the Code of Virginia. It is proposed the University of
Virginia Employees Credit Union, Inc. be the surviving credit union.

On this day, the Commission having considered the application herein and the recommendation of the Commissioner of Financial
Institutions, is of the opinion and finds: (1) That the common bond of interest specified in the bylaws of the credit union which is to survive the
merger will include the common bonds of both credit unions; (2) that the plan of merger will promote the best interests of the members of the
credit unions; and (3) that the members of the merging credit union and the board of directors of the surviving credit union have approved the plan
of merger in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the merger of Charlottesville City Employees Federal Credit Union into University of Virginia
Employees Credit Union, Inc. is approved, subject to the following conditions: (1) That the shares of the surviving credit union be insured by the
National Credit Union Share Insurance Fund, and (2) that the merger be accomplished not later than one year from this date.

After the Clerk of the Commission receives and approves the plan of merger and articles of merger, and receives payment of the required
fees, the merger will be effective when the Clerk issues a certificate of merger. )

CASE NO. BF1920416
OCTOBER 6, 1992

APPLICATION OF
THOMAS D. WHITE

Pursuant to Section 6.1-416.1 of the Code of Virginia

ORDER APPROVING THE ACQUISITION

ON A FORMER DAY came Thomas D. White and filed his application, as required by Virginia Code Section 6.1-416.1, to acquire
100 percent of the shares of Realty Mortgage Group, Inc. Thereupon the application was referred to the Bureau of Financial Institutions.

Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau of Financial Institutions, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that
there has been compliance with the prerequisites set forth in Virginia Code Section 6.1416.1. Therefore, the Commission hereby approves the
acquisition of 100 percent of the shares of Realty Mortgage Group, Inc. by Thomas D. White, and orders that this matter be placed among the
ended cases.

CASE NO. BFI1920435
SEPTEMBER 25, 1992

APPLICATION OF
RFI, INC.
Pursuant to Section 6.1-416.1 of the Code of Virginia

ORDER APPROVING THE AOQUISITION

ON A FORMER DAY came RFI, INC. and filed its application, as required by Virginia Code Section 6.1-416.1, to acquire 25 percent
or more of the shares of Developers Mortgage Corporation. Thereupon the application was referred to the Bureau of Financial Institutions.
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Having considered the application and the report of the Bureau of Financial Institutions, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that
there has been compliance with the prerequisites set forth in Virginia Code Section 6.1-416.1. Therefore, the Commission hereby approves the
acquisition of 25 percent or more of the shares of Developers Mortgage Corporation by RFI, Inc. and orders that this matter be placed among the
ended cases.

CASE NO. BF1920489
SEPTEMBER 15, 1992

IN THE MATTER OF
THE WASHINGTON BANK
7787 Leesburg Pike

Falls Church, Virginia 22043

ORDER CLOSING THE BANK

Upon examination of The Washington Bank, a bank organized and operating under Chapter 2, Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia, having
its deposit accounts insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, and based on other information presented by the Commissioner of
Financial Institutions, the Commission finds that it is necessary in order to protect the public interest to close The Washington Bank without prior
notice, in accordance with Virginia Code § 6.1-100, and to seck the appointment of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation as receiver for the
Bank, as provided by law. The Commission further finds, based on the report of examination and other information, that the Bank is insoivent, that
its liquidity position is precarious, that it has insufficient capital for safe and sound operation, that no reasonable prospect for rehabilitation of the
Bank exists, and that disposition of its assets and liabilities by the FDIC, as receiver, is in the public interest.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:
(1) That The Washington Bank be closed, and said Bank hereby is closed as of 2:00 p.m., Friday, September 18, 1992;

(2) That The Washington Bank deliver its books, assets and affairs to the Commissioner of Financial Institutions or such agents as he
may designate; and

(3) That the Commissioner or his agents take charge of such books, assets and affairs and then relinquish them to the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation as receiver for the Bank.

This Order shall be timely delivered to the President of The Washington Bank, and a copy shall be sent to the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation. A notice of the closing shall be posted at the main entrance of the Bank.

CASE NO. BF1920618
DECEMBER 9, 1992

IN THE MATTER OF

SAILORS AND MERCHANTS BANK AND TRUST
133 Maple Avenue, East

Vienna, Virginia 22180

ORDER CLOSING THE BANK

Upon examination of Sailors and Merchants Bank and Trust, a bank organized and operating under Chapter 2, Title 6.1 of the Code of
Virginia, a member of the Federal Reserve System having its deposit accounts insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, and on the
basis of other information presented by the Commissioner of Financial Institutions, the Commission finds that it is necessary in order to protect the
public interest to close Sailors and Merchants Bank and Trust without prior notice, in accordance with Virginia Code § 6.1-100, and to seek the
appointment of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation as receiver for the Bank, as provided by law. The Commission further finds, based on a
report of examination and other information, that the Bank is at or near insolvency, that it has insufficient capital for safe and sound operation, that
no reasonable prospect for rehabilitation of the Bank exists, and that disposition of its assets and liabilities by the FDIC as receiver is in the public
interest.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:
(1) That Sailors and Merchants Bank and Trust be closed, and said Bank hereby is closed, as of 6:00 p.m., Friday, December 11, 1992;

(2) That Sailors and Merchants Bank and Trust deliver its books, assets and affairs to the Commissioner of Financial Institutions or such
agents as he may designate; and

(3) That the Commissioner or his agents take charge of such books, assets and affairs and then relinquish them to the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation as receiver for the Bank.
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This Order shall be timely delivered to the President of Sailors and Merchants Bank and Trust, and a copy shall be sent to the Federal
Reserve Bank of Richmond and to the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. A notice of the closing shall be posted at the main entrance of the
Bank.

CASE NO. BFI1920619
DECEMBER 11, 1992

APPLICATION OF
FIRST UNION CORPORATION
Charlotte, North Carolina

To acquire First Union Bank of Virginia, Vienna, Virginia
ORDER OF APPROVAL

ON A FORMER DAY First Union Corporation, a bank holding company headquartered in Charlotte, North Carolina, and having its
principal place of business in Florida, filed an application pursuant to Chapter 15 of Title 6.1 of the Code of Virginia (Va. Code Section 6.1-398, ff.)
to acquire First Union Bank of Virginia, Vienna, Virginia. The application was referred to the Bureau of Financial Institutions for investigation.

Having considered the relevant statutes of Virginia and Florida and the Bureau’s report of investigation herein, the Commission is of the
opinion and finds that the statutory prerequisites to approval of the application set forth in Code Section 6.1-399 are met in this case, viz:

(1) The laws of Florida permit Virginia bank holding companies meeting the criteria of Chapter 15 to acquire banks and bank holding
companies in Florida and would permit this particular transaction to be done in reverse; and

(2) First Union Bank of Virginia is a bank organized solely for the purpose of facilitating the acquisition of Sailors and Merchants Bank
and Trust, Vienna, Virginia, which has operated continuously since August 14, 1984. First Union Bank of Virginia has been formed in order to
purchase certain assets and assume the deposit liabilities of Sailors and Merchants from the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation as receiver for
Sailors and Merchants.

Based on the application and the Bureau's report of investigation, the Commission further determines, pursuant to Code Section 6.1-400,
that

(1) The proposed acquisition would not be detrimental to the safety or soundness of the applicant or of First Union Bank of Virginia;

(2) The applicant, its officers and dnrectors, are qualified by character, experience and financial responsibility to control and operate a
Vu'glma bank;

(3) The proposed acquisition would not be prejudicial to the interests of depositors, creditors, beneficiaries of fiduciary accounts or
shareholders of the applicant or of First Union Bank of Virginia; and

(4) The acquisition is in the public interest.

Therefore, the Commission hereby approves the acquisition of First Union Bank of Virginia by First Union Corporation.

CASE NOS. BFI1920620 and BFI920621'
DECEMBER 11, 1992

APPLICATION OF
FIRST UNION BANK OF VIRGINIA

For a certificate of authority to begin a banking business at 133 Maple Avenue, Vienna, Fairfax County, Virginia and for authority to
establish and operate a branch office at 2960 Chain Bridge Road, Oakton, Fairfax County, Virginia

ON A FORMER DAY the applicant filed its applications for a certificate of authority, under Chapter 2, Title 6.1 of the Code of
Virginia, to begin a banking business at 133 Maple Avenue, Vienna, Fairfax County, Virginia and for authority to establish and operate a branch
office at 2960 Chain Bridge Road, Oakton, Fairfax County, Virginia. Thereupon the applications were referred to the Commissioner of Financial
Institutions for investigation and report.

NOW having considered the applications herein and the investigation made by the Commissioner of Financial Institutions, the
Commission is of the opinion and finds that the public interest will be served by the proposed banking facilities in Fairfax County, where the
applicant will be located. Furthermore the Commission ascertains with respect to these applications.

(1) That all provisions of law have been complied with;
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(2) That financially responsible individuals have subscribed for capital stock, surplus, and a reserve for operation in an amount deemed
by the Commission to be sufficient to warrant successful operation;

(3) That the oaths of all directors have been taken and filed in accordance with the provisions of Section 6.1-48 of the Code of Virginia;
(4) That the applicant was formed for no other reason than a legitimate banking business;

(5) That 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 in which the bank is proposed to be located; and

(6) That the applicant’s deposits are to be insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that a certificate authorizing First Union Bank of Virginia to do a banking business at 133 Maple
Avenue, Vienna, Fairfax County, Virginia and authority to establish and operate a branch office at 2960 Chain Bridge Road, Oakton, Fairfax
County, Virginia be granted, and said certificate of authority and branch office authority hereby are granted, subject to and contingent upon the
following conditions being met before the bank opens for business:

1. That capital funds totaling $2,500,000 be paid into the bank and allocated as follows: $2,000,000 to capital stock, $250,000 to surplus,
and $250,000 to a reserve for operation;

2. That the bank actually obtain insurance of its accounts by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation;
3. That the applicant notify the Commissioner of Financial Institutions of the date the applicant is to open for business; and

4. That the applicant acquire certain assets and assume the liabilities of Sailors and Merchants Bank and Trust, Vienna, from the receiver
of that Bank. ’

If for any reason the applicant should fail to acquire the assets and assume the liabilities of Sailors and Merchants Bank and Trust within
thirty days from this date, the authority granted herein shall expire, uniess the Commission renews or extends such authority by order entered prior
to the expiration date. '
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CLERK'S OFFICE

CASE NO. CLK920428
DECEMBER 28, 1992

PETITION OF

CRESTAR BANK
and

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY,
Petitioners

DECLARATORY JUDGMENT ORDER

On August 12, 1992, Crestar Bank and Virginia Electric and Power Company (Petitioners), by counsel, filed a Petition for Declaratory
Judgment (Petition) pursuant to Rule 5:3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure. The Petition stated that Crestar Bank, a Virginia
banking corporation, and Virginia Electric and Power Company, a Virginia public service company, are shareholders of VEDCORP, Inc., a Virginia
corporation. The Petition further stated that VEDCORP, Inc. intends to merge with and into VEDCORP, L.C,, a Virginia limited liability company
to be created, leaving the limited liability company as the surviving entity. With the merger, Petitioners would receive "interests” in the limited
liability company in exchange for their shares of VEDCORP, Inc. Petitioners request that the Commission declare that ownership of interests in a
limited liability company by them and other public service companies and state banking corporations is not prohibited under Virginia law. The
Commission assumes that when Petitioners refer to "ownership of interests,” they envision becoming members of, or having membership interests in,
the limited liability company as described in Virginia Code § 13.1-1002.

On August 17, 1992, the Commission entered an Order Instituting A Proceeding allowing its Office of General Counsel (Staff) to respond
to the Petition.

In its Answer to the Petition, Staff argued that Virginia Code § 13.1-627.B prohibits banks and public utilities from investing in limited
liability companies. It stated that the statute denies special business corporations, like banks and public utilities, the power to enter into
“partnership agreements, joint ventures, or other association of any kind ... ." The Staff argued that, inasmuch as Virginia Code § 13.1-1002 defines
a limited liability company as an "unincorporated association,” such an entity is an "other association” within the meaning of Virginia Code § 13.1-
627.B. Staff further requested that the Commission deny the Petition.

Neither party requested an evidentiary hearing or oral argument on the Petition.

The Commission agrees with the Staff position. Petitioners, under current statutory provisi?ns, may not have ownership interests in a
limited liability company. The Commission does not reach this decision due to policy considerations,” but by statutory interpretation. Virginia
Code § 13.1-627.B grants to certain corporations the power to enter into "partnership agreements, joint ventures, or other association of any
kind ...." Public service companies and banking corporations are exciuded specifically from this grant of power. Virginia Code § 13.1-1002 defines
a limited liability company as an "unincorporated association.” Given these statutory provisions, the Commission finds that it cannot authorize
Petitioners to have ownership of interests in the limited liability company.

Accordingly, it is ORDERED:
(1) That the Petitioners may not have ownership of interests in VEDCORP, L.C. as outlined in their Petition; and
(2) That this case is dismissed from the docket and the papers placed in the file for ended causes.

1C¢:rtain policy issues arise when considering whether a public service company or banking corporation should be aliowed to have an
ownership of interests in a limited liability company (L.L.C.). For example, one consideration is the extent to which the L.L.C. form of business
offers protection to the assets of the investors. L.L.C.’s have been authorized in Virginia only since 1991, and have not yet been authorized in many
states. Apprehension exists that, notwithstanding the U.S. Constitution’s "full faith and credit” clause (U.S. Const. art. IV, § 1), the limited liability
of an L.L.C."s members might not be recognized by states without such limited liability company legisiation. See Wheaton, An Improved Choice:

The Virginia Limited Liability Company, 18 V.B.A. J., Summer 1992, at 7.

Another policy issue is the extent to which members may be involved in the management of the L.L.C. Specifically, the members of an
L.L.C. can choose to manage the business of the L.L.C. themselves, or can select others to do so. Va. Code § 13.1-1022A. Such management
activities could, in certain circumstances, constitute the conducting of business as opposed to simple investment. While Virginia Code §§ 6.1-
60.1(15) and 13.1-620D allow for the ownership of VEDCORP, Inc. stock by Petitioners, §§ 13.1-620 A and D do not allow public service companies
and banking corporations to conduct business which is not related to or incidental to their stated business.
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BUREAU OF INSURANCE

CASE NO. INS850024
AUGUST 3, 1992

[}

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
WORLD SERVICE LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY OF COLORADO,
Defendant

FINAL. ORDER

WHEREAS, by order entered herein on February 19, 1986, for the reasons stated therein, Defendant’s license to transact the business of
insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia was suspended;

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau”) has reviewed the Deféndant’s current financial condition and has determined that the
Defendant is no longer in hazardous financial condition and meets the requirements for licensure in Virginia; and

WHEREAS, the Bureau has recommended that the Commission vacated its suspension order and restore Defendant’s license to one in
good standing; : .

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the order entered herein suspending Defendant’s license be, and it is hereby, vacated;

(2) That Defendant’s license to transaction the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby, restored to
one in good standing; and

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

CASE NO. INS860166
MAY 28, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

ExParte: In the matter of determination of activation of joint underwriting association
ORDER APPROVING PLAN OF DISSOLUTION

ON A FORMER DAY came the Virginia Medical Malpractice Joint Underwriting Association ("Association"), by counsel, and,
pursuant to Commission order, filed with the Clerk of the Commission a Plan of Dissolution (the “Plan”); and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the Plan, the méommendation of the Bureau of Insurance that the Plan be approved and the
law applicable hereto, is of the opinion that the Plan should be approved;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Pian of Dissolution of the Virginia Medical Malpractice Joint Underwriting Association,
which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, be, and it is hereby, APPROVED.

NOTE: A copy of the "Plan of Dissolution of the Virginia Medical Malpractice Joint Underwriting Association” is on file and may be
examined at the State Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets,
Richmond, Virginia.



ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

CASE NO. INS860166
JUNE 18, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of a determination of activation of a joint underwriting association pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-2801

ORDER APPROVING REVISED PHYSICIANS AND SURGEONS
PROFESSIONAL LIABILITY INSURANCE RATES

ON A FORMER DAY came the Virginia Medical Malpractice Joint Underwriting Association (the "Association”) and filed with the
Bureau of Insurance proposed revised rates for physicians and surgeons liability insurance; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the filing and the recommendation of the Bureau of Insurance, is of the opinion that the filing
should be approved;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the revised rates for physicians and surgeons liability insurance be, and they are hereby,
APPROVED to be effective for all physicians and surgeons policies issued on and after May 2, 1992.

CASE NO. INS860166
‘ JULY 8, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

ExParte: In the matter of determination of activation of joint underwriting association
ORDER APPROVING REVISION OF PLAN OF DISSOLUTION

ON A FORMER DAY came the Virginia Medical Malpractice Joint Underwriting Association ("Association”), by counsel, and filed
with the Clerk of the Commission a revision to the Association’s Plan of Dissolution (the "Plan”) approved by Commission order dated May 28,
1992;

. IT APPEARING that the revision filed herein by the Association seeks to conform the date specified in the Plan for cessation of all
underwriting operations to the date after which no further extended reporting period endorsements will be issued, December 18, 1993; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the proposed revision to the Plan and the recommendation of the Bureau of Insurance, is of
the opinion that the revision to the Plan should be approved;

THEREFORE, IT 1S ORDERED that the revised Plan of Dissolution of the Virginia Medical Malpractice Joint Underwriting
Association, which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, be, and it is hereby, APPROVED.

NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitled "Plan of Dissolution” is on file and may be cxamined at the State Corporation Commission,
Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. INS890499 -
JANUARY 24, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
UNDERWRITERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 provides, in part, that the 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 is insolvent or is
in a condition that any further transaction of business in this Commonwealth is hazardous to its policyholders, creditors and the public in this
Commonwealth;
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WHEREAS, by order entered November 27, 1991, in the Circuit Court, Sixth Judicial Circuit, State of South Dakota, Defendant was
found to be insolvent and the Director of Insurance was appointed the liquidator of Defendant; and

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia be revoked;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to
February 5, 1992, revoking the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before
February 5, 1992, Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23216, a request
for a hearing before the Commission to contest the proposed revocation of Defendant’s license.

CASE NO. INS890499
FEBRUARY 14, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
UNDERWRITERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

WHEREAS, for the reasons stated in an order entered herein January 24, 1992, Defendant was ordered to take notice that the
Commission would enter an order subsequent to February 5, 1992, revoking the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before February 5, 1992, Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing before
the Commission to contest the proposed revocation of Defendant’s license; and '

WHEREAS, as of the date of this order, Defendant has not filed a request to be heard before the Commission with respect to the
proposed revocation of Defendant’s license;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia be, and it is hereby, REVOKED;

(2) That the appointments of Defendant’s agents to act on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and they are
hereby REVOKED;

(3) That Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause notice of therevocation of Defendant's license to be published in the manner set forth in Virginia
Code § 38.2-1043.

CASE NO. INS900174
MAY 20, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.

CAROLYN V. PENCE
and

SNYDER-PENCE INSURANCE AGENCY, INC,
Defendants

ORDER CONFIRMING REVOCATION OF DEFENDANTS LICENSES
WHEREAS, by order entered herein May 31, 1991, Defendants’ licenses to transact the business of insurance were revoked and
Defendants were penalized a sum of five thousand dollars (85,000); however, the revocation of Defendants’ licenses was suspended for one year

pending a re-examination of Defendants’ books and records and a report to the Commission by the Bureau of Insurance;

WHEREAS, on March 13, 1992, the Bureau of Insurance, by counsel, filed its report of the re-examination of Defendants’' Looks and
records with the Clerk of the Commission;

WHEREAS, the report filed by the Bureau indicated that, during the period covered by the report, Defendants continued to violate
certain provisions of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia;
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WHEREAS, by order entered herein March 24, 1992, the Defendants were ordered by the Commission to file a response to the Bureau’s
report of their books and records within twenty-one days;

WHEREAS, by order entered herein April 22, 1992, Defendants’ request for an extension of time until May 15, 1992, in order to
respond to the Bureau’s report, was granted;

WHEREAS, as of the date of this order, Defendants have failed to pay their five thousand dollar ($5,000) penalty to the Commission
and have failed to file a response to the Bureau's report of their books and records; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the report of the Bureau of Insurance, is of the opinion that the
suspension of Defendants’ license revocation should be lifted and that Defendants’ insurance agent licenses should be revoked;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the suspension of the revocation of Defendants’ insurance agent licenses be, and it is hereby, lifted;

(2) That Defendants’ licenses to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and they are hereby, revoked;
(3) That all appointments issued under said licenses be, and they are hereby, void;

(4) That Defendants transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as insurance agents;

(5) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendants hold an
appointment to act as insurance agents in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS900174
JUNE 9, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the reiation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.

CAROLYN V. PENCE
and

SNYDER-PENCE INSURANCE AGENCY, INC,
Defendants :

VACATING ORDER

GOOD CAUSE having been shown, the Petition to Vacate Order Lifting Suspension filed herein by Defendants is hereby granted and
the Order Confirming Revocation of Defendants Licenses entered herein May 20, 1992, is hereby vacated. A further hearing on this matter will be
set by separate order of the Commission.

CASE NO. INS900318
JANUARY 17, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
UNITED EQUITABLE LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 provides, in part, that the 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 is insolvent or is
in a condition that any further transaction of business in this Commonwealth is hazardous to its policyholders, creditors and the public in this

Commonweaith;

WHEREAS, by order entered December 20, 1991, in the Circuit Court of Cook County, lllinois, Defendant was found to be insolvent and
the Insurance Director of the State of Illinois was appointed the liquidator of Defendant; and
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WHEREAS, the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia be revoked;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to January 31,
1992, revoking the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before January 31, 1992,
Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23216, a request for a hearing
before the Commission to contest the proposed revocation of Defendant’s license.

CASE NO. INS900318
FEBRUARY 3, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
UNITED EQUITABLE LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

WHEREAS, for the reasons stated in an order entered herein January 17, 1992, Defendant was ordered to take notice that the
Commission would enter an order subsequent to January 31, 1992, revoking the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia uniess on or before January 31, 1992, Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing before
the Commission to contest the proposed revocation of Defendant’s license; and

WHEREAS, as of the date of this order, Defendant has not filed a request to be heard before the Commission with respect to the
proposed revocation of Defendant’s license; '

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia be, and it is hereby, REVOKED;

(2) That the appointments of Defendant’s agents to act on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and they are
hereby, REVOKED;

(3) That Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause notice of the revocation of Defendant’s license to be published in the manner set forth in
Virginia Code § 38.2-1043.

CASE NO. INS910031
FEBRUARY 11, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
UNITED HEALTHCARE BENEFITS TRUST,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, not licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated the Commission’s Rules
Governing Muitiple Employer Health Care Plans adopted in Case No. INS870162, by operating an unlicensed multiple employer health care plan in
the Commonwealth of Virginia;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218 and 38.2-219 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 Defendant has
committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant, without
admitting any violation of any law, has waived its right to a hearing and has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defewndant has
agreed to (i) the entry of order permanently enjoining Defendant from operating as a multiple employer health care plan in the Commonwealth of
Virginia; (ii) tender to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of five thousand dollars ($5,000) as a penalty for operating an unlicensed multiple
employer heaith care plan in the Commonwealth of Virginia, and (iii) make restitution in accordance with Virginia Code § 38.2-218.D.c to residents
of the Commonwealth of Virginia for any unpaid health care claims;
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IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settiement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15;

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

(2) That Defendant, be and it is hereby, permanently enjoined from operating a multiple employer health care plan in the
Commonwealth of Virginia until such time as Defendant may become licensed pursuant to the Commission’s Rules Governing Multiple Employer
Weifare Arrangements;

(3) That Defendant make restitution in accordance with Virginia Code § 38.2-218.D.c to residents of the Commonwealth of Virginia for
any unpaid health care claims; and

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

CASE NO. INS910068
SEPTEMBER 29, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
at the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
FIDELITY BANKERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

FINAL ORDER

By order of April 22, 1992, the Commission set for hearing the Deputy Receiver’s Application for Orders Setting Confirmation Hearing,
Approving Form of Notice, Approving Plan of Rehabilitation and Related Matters ("Application”), which sought, among other things, approval of
the Rehabilitation Plan ("Plan”) proposed by the Deputy Receiver for Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Company ("Fidelity Bankers” or “company”).

Pursuant to notice given to interested parties, the hearing began on June 1, 1992, and continued for nine days. The transcript numbers
over 2,500 pages, and 100 exhibits were received. The matter was extensively briefed by the parties, both before and after the hearing. Partici
appearing, by counsel, were: The Deputy Receiver for Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Company, First Capital Holdings Corporation ("FCH”),
Hartford Life Insurance Company ("Hartford"), BOS Financial Corporation, National Organization of Life and Health Insurance Guaranty
Associations ("NOLGHA"), Citibank, N. A, the Bank of New York, et al., and various agents of Fidelity Bankers. Peter B. Smith, Esq., and
Michael D. Thomas, Esq., appeared as counsel for the Commission’s staf. :

This company has been in receivership since May 13, 1991. The Commission is keenly aware that a final resolution of this matter, while
not overdue given the complexity of the case, is very necessary. Policyholders, creditors, stockholders, and the public have a large and legitimate
interest in learning the Commission's disposition of this matter as promptly as possible. Thus, this order will concentrate on setting forth our
findings and conclusions. The reasoning on which this order is based may receive further elaboration in a later opinion.

The Circuit Court of the City of Richmond entered an order on May 13, 1991, appointing this Commission receiver of the company, after
we alleged that "any further transaction of {the company’s) business ... will be hazardous to its policyholders, creditors, stockholders or to the
public.” The order of the Circuit Court was seen, and was not objected to, by the company’s counsel.

We perceive no disagreement on this record with the decision to place the company into receivership. Policyholder surrenders were
massive and were accelerating daily, prompted by adverse publicity concerning Fidelity's affiliate in California, First Capital Life Insurance
Company, the composition of the company’s own investment portfolio, adverse publicity concerning similar problems confronting Executive Life
Insurance Company, and concems about the safety of the insurance industry in general. -

A firm and immediate response was necessary to deal with this problem. Instituting the receivership allowed a moratorium to be placed
on policyholder surrenders, permitted a critical and thoroughgoing analysis of the company’s situation, and allowed the Deputy Receiver to
implement a series of corrective actions, ultimately leading to the Plan he presented at the hearing.

The posture of this company is quite different, and better, than it was in May of 1991. No small credit for this result is due to the efforts
of the Deputy Receiver and his team in managing the company on a daily basis, performing a major restructuring of its portfolio, and, in general,
attempting to "rehabilitate” the company in the best sense of the word.

Regrettably, those rehabilitation efforts have not been completely successful, however, as viewed in the context of Virginia Code § 38.2-
1519. As pertinent, that statute provides that if the Commission finds, after hearing, that:

the purposes of the rehabilitation proceeding have been accomplished and that the insurer can safely and
properly resume possession of its property and the conduct of its business, an order may be entered
terminating the rehabilitation proceeding and permitting the insurer to resume possession of its property
and the management and conduct of its affairs.
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We are unable to make such a finding on this record. Indeed, not even FCH contends that it is possible for this company to resume "business as
usual.” Though the parent company criticizes the Deputy Receiver’s Plan, the mere fact that it offers a plan of its own is ample acknowledgment
that the company is not viable without major changes being implemented. Under the FCH plan, the company would receive new management, new
operating restrictions, and a major infusion of new capital; and a large portion, potentially all, of its book of business would be willingly ceded to
other insurance carriers.

Consonant with his request that the company be found insolvent as of the receivership date, the Deputy Receiver also asks that we fix the
rights of all parties, policyholders, creditors, stockholders, and others, as of that date. We certainly agree with this proposal. For policyholders
especially, May 13, 1991, was the date on which their contractual relationship with the company was severely altered, and it is from that date that any
compensation due them should be measured.

Having commented on a few key issues, we now make the following findings, based on our consideration of the extensive record:

1. Interested persons, including, but not limited to, all contract-holders as of January 1, 1990, and thereafter, agents as of May 13, 1991,
other creditors, officers, directors, and shareholders were sent notice of the Confirmation Hearing by first class mail. Notice of the Confirmation
Hearing was also published in the Richmond Times-Dispatch, the Wall Street Journal, and USA Today. Accordingly, all such interested persons
received due, proper, fair, and adequate notice of the Confirmation Hearing, and those who so desired appeared at the hearing either personally or
through counsel, or submitted written objections to the Rehabilitation Plan or other documents prior to the Confirmation Hearing.

2. The Confirmation Hearing was conducted in accordance with the rules of the Commission and all interested parties, including, but not
limited to, contract-holders, creditors, agents, officers, directors, and shareholders had the right and were afforded a fair opportunity to appear,
comment, present evidence, and express objection to, or approval of, the Plan.

3. Based upon the foregoing, the Commission is of the opinion that no registration of any annuity or contract to be issued under the
Plan or any interest in the mutualized company shall be required pursuant to the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, or any other federal or state
securities law.

4. The Commission has exclusive jurisdiction over Fidelity Bankers and the assets of Fidelity Bankers and has exclusive jurisdiction with
respect to the administration of the assets of Fidelity Bankers to determine the validity or invalidity of all claims against such assets. All assets now
held by Fidelity Bankers, including, but not limited to, those existing on May 13, 1991, or acquired thereafter, are subject to the provisions of the
Rehabilitation Plan and this Order.

5. The evidence adduced at the hearing establishes conclusively that Fidelity Bankers was insolvent on May 13, 1991, in that it had
liabilities in excess of assets and was unable to pay its obligations as they become due in the usual course of business, and that Fidelity Bankers
continued to be insolvent as of the date of the Confirmation Hearing. Consequently, the value of shareholder-equity as of May 13, 1991, and as of
the date of the confirmation hearing is zero.

6. Fidelity Bankers is hereby found to be and adjudged insolvent.

7. Fidelity Bankers was insolvent by more than $200 million on May 13, 1991, in that its liabilities exceeded its assets on that date by
more than $200 million. The existence of insolvency was not rebutted by any competent evidence at the hearing.

8. On May 13, 1991, the value of Fidelity Bankers' assets was no more than 93% of its liability to contract-holders. Thus, the liquidation
value of contract-holders’ claims docs not exceed 93%.

9. In the absence of the Rehabilitation Plan and the implementation thereof, further transaction of business by Fidelity Bankers would
be hazardous to policyholders, creditors, and the public. The Deputy Receiver's actions, including the moratorium and directives issued by the
Deputy Receiver as described in the Rehabilitation Plan, have addressed this hazard only temporarily.

10. Had Fidelity Bankers been liquidated commencing on May 13, 1991, general unsecured creditors and shareholders would have
received nothing. General unsecured creditors and shareholders will receive at least as much under the Rehabilitation Plan as they would have
received in a liquidation commencing on May 13, 1991.

11. The Rehabilitation Plan submitted by the Deputy Receiver is the most favorable plan of reorganization submitted to the
Commission: It provides the most value to contract-holders and best protects the interests of contract-holders, other creditors, sharcholders, and
the public.

12. The Rehabilitation Plan, and its terms and conditions, including the restructuring of Fidelity Bankers’ contracts and policies, the Plan
Credit, Plan Dividend and Market Value Adjustment ("MVA") provisions, the assumption and reinsurance of those contracts and policies by
Hartford Life Insurance Company ("Hartford”), the issuance of annuities to contract-holders who elect to Opt Out of the Rehabilitation Plan
("Declining Contract-holders”) and Option 1 Holders (as defined in the Rehabilitation Plan), and the mutualization of Fidelity Bankers and the
mutual company that will result from the process, all as proposed by the Deputy Receiver, are in the best interests of, and fair, just, and equitable
to, the contract-holders, other creditors, and the shareholders, and, under the circumstances, are adequate and reasonable.

13. The Rehabilitation Plan complies with all statutory and legal requirements.

14. The Rehabilitation Plan is reasonably related to the public interest, is not arbitrary or improperly discriminatory, and prescats fairly
the sharcholder-equity value in Fidelity Bankers of its parent company, Fidelity Bankers Insurance Group, Inc.
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15. Both Declining Contract-holders and those who participate in the Rehabilitation Plan as an Opt In (as defined in the Rehabilitation
Plan) will receive greater benefits pursuant to the Rehabilitation Plan than they would have received had Fidelity Bankers been liquidated
commencing on May 13, 1991.

16. The Plan Credit and Plan Dividend, as presented at the Confirmation Hearing, are necessary to put contract-holders in a position
reasonably equivalent under the circamstanccs to that which they would have held but for the receivership of Fidelity Bankers, and they are fair and
reasonable under the circumstances.

17. Because the measure of the Plan Dividend is dependent on future fluctuations in interest rates and the percentage of the company’s
contract-holders who ultimately Opt In to the Plan, both of which contingencies are unknown at this time, it is virtually impossible to determine with
any measure of certainty the amount of assets that will be required to fund fully the Plan Dividend at the end of the seventh year as contemplated by
the Plan, and the viability of the Plan may be adversely affected by delaying such determination. Therefore, a fair and reasonable alternative under
the circumstances is for the Deputy Receiver to make an estimate based on actuarial and other expert evaluations as to the most likely present value
of the future amount of such Plan Dividend liability. Insofar as the Plan Dividend is concerned, the interests of contract-holders would be
adequately protected if the Deputy Receiver scgregates from among the assets of the company an amount equal to such current estimates of the
future Plan Dividend liability.

18. The rehabilitation plan proposed by First Capital Holdings is not in the best interests of contract-holders and creditors and would not
provide as much value to contract-holders and other creditors as the Deputy Receiver’s proposed Rehabilitation Plan.

19. The various actions taken by the Deputy Receiver, his staff, and the Receivership Team (as defined in the Rehabilitation Plan) in
connection with the receivership of Fidelity Bankers, including, but not limited to, the moratorium and directives issued by the Deputy Receiver, and
all other actions described in the Rehabilitation Plan and the Corrective Action Plan, were in the best interests of the company's contract-holders
and creditors. Except as to matters in dispute which have not been finally determined, in taking such actions, the Deputy Receiver, his staff, and the
Receivership Team have at all times acted within the proper scope of the Deputy Receiver’s authority and have at all times properly exercised their
discretion and judgment in discharging the duties imposed on them by law and this Commission's order of May 13, 1991. Such actions are,
therefore, hereby approved and ratified. '

20. The establishment of a claims-filing period and claims-bar date is in the best interests of contract-holders and other creditors.

21. If he deems it appropriate under the circumstances, the Deputy Receiver should be authorized to enter into the Supplementary
Agreement (the "Suppiementary Agreement”) presented by the National Organization of Life and Health Insurance Guaranty Associations
("NOLHGAY"), pursuant to which NOLHGA's members would guarantee that bencfits for contract-holders who Opt In to the Plan (including the
Plan Credit and Plan Dividend), would, in the aggregate, provide at least as much protection as would otherwise have been available under
applicable guaranty fund statutes. In addition, members of NOLHGA participating in the Supplementary Agreement would agree to the
subordination of any claims they would have against Fidelity Bankers on account of assessments due because of impairment or insolvency of other
insurers on or before June 1, 1992.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that:

: 1. The Deputy Receiver's Rehabilitation Plan is hereby approved, ratified, and confirmed, and the Due Diligence and Bid Proposal
Procedures implemented by the Deputy Receiver are hereby approved, ratified, and adopted.

2. Except to the extent expressly provided by the terms of this Order, all comments, suggestions, objections, protests, motions to amend,
or other motions relating to the Plan or Fidelity Bankers, or the Deputy Receiver in respect thereto, or these proceedings which have been made are
hereby overruled and denicd.

3. The Agreement of Intent to Acquire the Insurance Business of Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Company between the Deputy
Receiver and Hartford (the "Agreement of Intent”) is hereby approved, and the Deputy Receiver is authorized to negotiate and execute definitive
agreements with Hartford and such other parties as may be necessary consonant with its terms (the "Definitive Agreements”).

4. All authority granted to the Deputy Receiver in this Order is in addition to that accorded to the Deputy Receiver pursuant to the
Receivership Order, such other orders as the Commission has entered or may enter in this cause, the insurance laws of the Commonwealth of
Virginia, or other law. The grant to the Deputy Receiver of certain authority and power by the terms of this Order may be duplicative of authority
and power previously conferred on him by lawful order or by operation of law and any such grant of express power shall not be construed to imply
that the Deputy Receiver did not previously possess such power and authority. ’

5. The Deputy Receiver is hereby authorized and granted such authority as is necessary to implement the Rehabilitation Plan, including,
but not limited to, taking such actions consonant with the Plan as he, in his sole discretion, determines are reasonably necessary to:

(a) enter into such agreements with Hartford or other partics as may be needed to implement the Rehabilitation Plan;
(b) restructure the contracts of Opt-In contract-holders;

(c) cause the restructured contracts to be assumed and reinsured by Hartford;

(d) cause to be transferred to Hartford assets of Fidelity Bankers as set out in the Rehabilitation Plan;

(e) make necessary or appropriate amendments, adjustments, or modifications to the Rehabilitation Plan that do not have a material
adverse impact on the interests of contract-holders and other creditors; and
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() cause the mutualized company to issue a surplus note in favor of, or otherwise enter into such agreements not inconsistent with
the Plan or this Order with the sharcholder and its creditors for the disposition of any interest or claim that they may have or
assert to have in Fidelity Bankers.

6. The Deputy Receiver and Fidelity Bankers are authorized to finalize and execute Definitive Agreements with Hartford, including,
without limitation and however styled, an Assumption and Reinsurance Agreement, Purchase Agreement, Administrative Services Agreement,
Escrow Agreement and such other agreements, bills of sale, assignments, assumption, and other certificates as are consistent with the Rehabilitation
Plan and the Agreement of Intent and which are necessary and appropriate to effect the conveyance of the Transferred Assets (as defined in the
Agreement of Intent) to Hartford, the assumption and reinsurance of the Fidelity Bankers Restructured Contracts by Hartford, and the provision of
services by Fidelity Bankers to Hartford. Without any further action or order of this Commission, the Deputy Receiver shall be authorized to
consummate all of the transactions contemplated by the Rehabilitation Plan, Agreement of Intent, and Definitive Agreements and to take such
other actions, execute such other agreements, certificates, filings, et cetera, as the Deputy Receiver, in his sole discretion, deems reasonably
necessary or appropriate.

7. The Deputy Receiver is, without further order of this Commission, authorized to establish such trusts, escrow arrangements,
investment accounts, and custodial or similar arrangements as are necessary or appropriate to effect the expeditious transfer of any investment
securities or other assets in connection with the Rehabilitation Plan. All issuers, custodians, transfer agents, and stock and bond registrars shall,
without necessity of further order, opinion letters of counsel, et cetera, transfer expeditiously any and all investment securities or other assets that
are requested to be transferred by the Deputy Receiver or his authorized representatives pursuant to the Rehabilitation Plan, Agreement of Intent,
and the Definitive Agreements.

8. For the reasons set forth in finding paragraph 17., supra, the Deputy Receiver is hereby expressly authorized, without further order, to
determine, in his sole discretion, whether delaying the disposition of creditors’ claims for the purpose of determining the exact liability arising from
the Plan Dividend would adversely affect the viability of the Plan. In the event the Deputy Receiver so determines, in lieu of waiting for the
expiration of the seven-year period required to determine the exact liability of the Plan Dividend, he is further expressly authorized, without further
order, to develop and implement a procedure whereby an amount equal to an estimate of the present discounted value of the amount most likely to
represent that liability at the end of the seven-year period may be currently segregated and maintained for such purpose, with all remaining assets
being made available for other purposes of the Plan, including the disposition of creditors’ claims.

9. In accordance with the Rehabilitation Plan, as soon as practicable after the Effective Date (as that term is defined in the
Rehabilitation Plan), the Deputy Receiver will pay to Declining Contract-holders cash payments of the lesser of 85% of their Account Values or the
surrender value of their contracts (the “Initial Opt Out Distribution”). Life and other insurance benefits under these contracts shall then be
terminated. To the extent that available assets permit, Declining Contract-holders shall also receive annuities from Fidelity Bankers as mutualized
(the "Opt Out Annuities”) each with an account value equal to the account value not disbursed in the Initial Opt Out Distribution (but not more
than 15% of the original account value).

10. If the Deputy Receiver determines that it would be impracticable to issue an Opt Out Annuity to a particular Declining Contract-
holder (for example because the relevant account value is too low to justify such issuance), he may, in lieu of such issuance and in his sole discretion,
make such cash distributions, as he deems reasonably appropriate, to the Declining Contract-holders.

11. Contract-holders who previously elecied to surrender all or part of their contracts under Option 1 may choose either to Opt In to or
to Opt Out of the Rehabilitation Plan. If they Opt In to the Kehabilitation Plan, they will receive a Hartford annuity with an account value equal to
the funds held for them on the Effective Date pursuant to their Option 1 election. If they Opt Out of the Rehabilitation Plan, they shall be treated
in the manner described in the previous paragraphs.

12. The Deputy Receiver shall provide all contract-holders a copy of this Order and written notice of their ability to Opt In or Opt Out
and shall provide them instructions on how they may exercise such options so that, if at all possible, contract-holders shall have at least 30 days
before the deadline to elect to do so (the "Election Deadline”). The Deputy Receiver shall have the discretion to establish and, in his sole discretion
to postpone, the Election Deadline. Those contract-holders and Option 1 holders who fail to notify the Deputy Receiver whether they elect to Opt
In or Opt Out on or before the Election Deadline shall be deemed to have Opted In and, with respect to contracts permitting the selection of an
interest guarantee period, shall be deemed to have sclected the ten-year interest guarantee period offered by Hartford. :

13. The Deputy Receiver is hereby granted discretion and authority to promulgate and establish such forms, rules, and procedures as he
deems appropriate with respect to contract-holders’ elections to Opt In to or Out of the Plan and with respect to implementation and
administration of such Plan.

14. All rights of contract-holders, other creditors, shareholders, officers, directors, other interested parties, and contingent claimants are
fixed and certain as of 12:01 a.m., May 13, 1991, and are not subject to alteration. The fixing of rights herein shall not affect the payment of post-
receivership claims heretofore or hereafter approved by the Deputy Receiver as proper costs and expenses of the administration of the receivership.

15. The rights of all persons and entities as they respect Fidelity Bankers and the assets and property of Fidelity Bankers, inctuding, but
not limited to, contract-holders, creditors, shareholders, contingent claimants, officers, directors, and interested persons are hereby subjected to the
provisions of the Rehabilitation Plan and this Order.

16. The Deputy Receiver is hereby authorized and directed to do ail acts necessary or appropriate to cause implementation of the
Rehabilitation Plan.

17. Title to all proceeds received from interest earned, dividends received, and all proceeds realized from the sale and/or exchat.ze of the
assets initially coming into the hands of the Deputy Receiver shall be vested in the Deputy Receiver and shall be held, administered, and employed
in accordance with the Rehabilitation Plan and the provisions of this Order.
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18. All claims against the reccivership estate shall be filed with the Deputy Receiver no later than February 1, 1993, (the "Bar Date").
The Deputy Receiver is hereby authorized to promulgate forms and procedures which must be used for the proof of such claims and, in his sole
discretion, may issue a directive extending the Bar Date. Appeals from the Deputy Receiver’s determinations as to such claims shall be governed by
the Receivership Appeal Procedure previously adopted by this Commission. All claims filed after the Bar Date are precluded from sharing in the
assets of Fidelity Bankers’ estate in any manner until the timely filed claims of all other creditors have been paid in full. All claims must be filed in
accordance with the terms, recommendations, and clarifications listed in the Rehabilitation Plan and Application.

19. The Deputy Receiver is hereby authorized to establish one or more trusts (the “Trust(s)") as described in the Rehabilitation Plan and
Application on such terms and conditions as he, in his sole discretion, may deem appropriate. Among other things, such Trust(s) may be used for
the management and realization of assets not immediately transferred to Hartford or Declining Contract-holders and for the disposition of the Plan
Dividend and claims of other creditors. The Deputy Receiver shall be, and is hereby, appointed trustee of the Trust(s), and such Trust(s) shall
operate under the supervision and protection of the Commission. The Deputy Receiver, as Trustee, shall have the authority to appoint such Deputy
Trustees as he deems necessary or appropriate. In the establishment and operation of the Trust(s), the Deputy Receiver shall give due regard to the
desirability of minimizing income tax and other liabilitics. Assets shall be distributed from the Trust(s) consonant with the priority of claims
adopted by the Commission herein.

20. More specifically, the Trust(s) assets shall be distributed, after reserving for the payment of costs and expenses of administration, in
the following priority order:

(a) priority wages as provided in Section 38.2-1514 of the Virginia Code;
(b) non-voidable perfected secured claims to the extent of the value of their security;

(c) taxes owed to the United States and any other debt owed to any other person, including the United States, who by the laws of the
United States are entitled to priority;

(d) covered claims of guaranty associations and policyholder claims apportioned without preference;
(¢) other creditors; and
(f) shareholders.

21. All assets, liabilities, and claims not transferred to Hartford shall be retained by Fidelity Bankers or the Trust(s).as provided in the
Rehabilitation Plan. Hartford's liability shall be limited to only those policies, claims, and other liabilities of Fidelity Bankers which are expressly
identified and assumed under the terms of the Rehabilitation Plan and the Definitive Agreements.

22. The Deputy Receiver is hereby authorized to mutualize Fidelity Bankers at such time as he determines, in his sole discretion, it is in
the best interests of contract-holders and any other interested parties to do so. The name, organization, and other terms of the mutualized company
shall be determined by the Deputy Receiver, in his sole discretion. The Deputy Receiver is hereby authorized to take such steps as he deems
necessary or appropriate relating to the mutualization of Fidelity Bankers, but such mutualization shall be implemented in accordance with the
provisions of applicable statutes. ’

23. All shares in Fidelity Bankers shall be retired and canceled in accordance with the terms of the Rehabilitation Plan.

24. The Deputy Receiver is hereby authorized to amend or revise the Supplementary Agreement with NOLHGA and execute said
Supplementary Agreement on Fidelity Bankers’ behalf.

25. If, after the date of this Order, the Deputy Receiver determines that the Rehabilitation Plan is not in the best interests of contract-
holders, other creditors, and shareholders, the Deputy Receiver may suspend implementation of the Rehabilitation Plan and may seek from this
Commission such relief as he deems appropriate.

26. The Deputy Receiver is hereby authorized to terminate, expand, or otherwise amend any directive that he previously issued in
connection with the receivership of Fidelity Bankers, and to issue such further or additional directives as he, in his discretion, deems appropriate and
necessary to implement the Plan or the terms of this Order.

27. All persons or other entities, including, but not limited to, contract-holders, agents, brokers, reinsurers, creditors, claimants, officers,
directors, and shareholders are hereby enjoined from interfering in any way with the implementation of this Order and Rehabilitation Plan,
including, but not limited to, taking any action in any court, except the Supreme Court of Virginia or this Commission, which asks for any relief
which seeks to, or may in fact, biock or otherwise impede the implementation of the Rehabilitation Plan.

28. The orders and injunctions issued by the Commission on May 13, 1991, are hereby reaffirmed, the same being reasonable and
necessary to protect the jurisdiction of this Commission and the Rehabilitation Plan and to enable the Commission to conduct these proceedings
pursuant to the statutory provisions for such proceedings. All persons or other entities are accordingly hereby enjoined from the commencement,
prosecution, or further prosecution of any suit, action, claim, arbitration, or other proceeding against Fidelity Bankers and its assets or the Deputy
Receiver and this Commission except to the extent that this Commission grants its permission to do so by written order entered hereafter upon
written motion and upon good cause shown, and the Deputy Receiver is hereby directed to continue efforts to marshal and collect assets or property
for the benefit of the Rehabilitation Plan, Fidelity Bankers, its contract-holders, creditors, and shareholders.

29. A copy of this Order, when actually delivered, shall serve as notice of its provisions and shall also evidence this Commission’s
respectful request to any public official or other person advised of these presents for cooperation and assistance to the Deputy Receiver in the
implementation of this Rehabilitation Plan for the benefit of Fidelity Bankers' contract-holders and other creditors, for which the Commission
hereby expresses its gratitude.



47
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

30. This Order is a final judgment of this Commission as described in, and is governed by, Commission Rule 8:10.

31. The Deputy Recciver shall cause a copy of this Order to be sent by first-class mail or otherwise delivered to all contract-holders and
agents as of May 13, 1991, other known creditors, officers, directors, and sharcholders and shall publish a copy, facsimile, or summary of this Order
in the Richmond Times-Dispatch, The Wall Street Journal, and USA Today on or before October 15, 1992.

1FCH, the sole shareholder of Fidelity Bankers’ immediate parent, Fidelity Bankers Insurance Group, Inc., and the ultimate parent of
Fidelity Bankers, has been a debtor in bankruptcy in the United States Bankruptcy Court, Central District of California, since May 14, 1991.

2'I'hc: plan credit compensates contract-holders who opt in to the Hartford Plan for loss of interest and liquidity during the receiverhsip.
The plan dividend compensates contract-holders who opt in to the Hartford Rehabilitation Plan for loss of interest and liquidity during the seven-
year period provided for in that plan. A more detailed description of the plan credit and the plan dividend may be found in the proposed Plan of
Rehabilitation.

CASE NO. INS910068
OCTOBER 14, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
at the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
FIDELITY BANKERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

CLARIFYING ORDER

In regard to our Final Order of September 29, 1992, the Commission notes for the record that this matter was heard and decided by the
Commission with recalled Commissioner Harwood sitting, Commissioner Moore having recused himself from this case.

CASE NO. INS910068
OCTOBER 14, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATI(_)N COMMISSION

v.
FIDELITY BANKERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER_ON RECONSIDERATION

On January 29, 1992, Edward D. Simon and Charles P. Williams (“Petitioners”) filed a Petition requesting, inter alia, that the Commission
require the Deputy Receiver to dismiss a civil suit he had filed in the Circuit Court of the City of Richmond against the Petitioners and others
("Lawsuit”). On March 19, 1992, we entered an order denying that portion of the Petition, but, after receiving Petitioners’ Petition for
Reconsideration filed April 3, 1992, we granted reconsideration by order of April 6, 1992, and heard oral argument on June 16, 1992. The matter
has also been extensively briefed by the parties. .

On reconsideration, we reverse our order of March 19, 1992, and direct the Deputy Receiver to seek a nonsuit or dismissal of the Lawsuit.

In making this decision on an issue of first impression, we have had occasion to review in depth the powers and duties of this Commission
under the Virginia Constitution, statutes, and case law. The decision we announce here may be seen as novel, but we believe it is supported by the
law applicable to the specific situation with which we deal. Accordingly, however, our holding is also limited to that situation.

We start from the well-recognized premise that this Commission has no inherent authority, and that its powers in every case must be
found either in the Constitution or in statutory grants which do not contravene the Constitution. City of Norfolk v. Virginia Electric and Power
Company, 197 Va. 505, 90 S.E.2d 140 (1955)." No specific provision of the Constitution gives this Commission the power to deal with troubled
insurance companies, but the legislature has conveyed that authority in Chapter 15 of Title 38.2, (Va. Code § 38.2 - 1500-1521 [1990]).

As related to the present controversy, then, the question is whether, in the context of insurance company rehabilitation proceedings, the
Code gives the Commission exclusive jurisdiction to try matters such as those raised by the Lawsuit, wherein Petitioners are being sued for damages
alleged to be due to their mismanagement of Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Company ("FBL").

In analyzing this question, we have been aided by the review of the history of present Chapter 15 found in the Petitioners’ brief. We
agree that, over time, the statutory scheme has evolved from a system in which, initially, the circuit court exercised continuing jurisdiction over the
matter, with the receiver performing only administrative tasks on behalf of the court, to today’s system in which, if the Commission is appointed
receiver, we have exclusive jurisdiction over all further proceedings.
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The expansive nature of the Commission’s authority in these matters can be grasped by examining first the much more restrictive
statutory provisions applicable to receivers other than the Commission. For example, no such third party may be appointed by the court unless the
applicant has presented his bill in equity to the Commission, with notice to the insurer; the Commission has investigated and held a hearing; and the
Commission has made a recommendation to the court. Va. Code § 38.2-1504 (1990).

Even if such a third party is appointed, the court clearly remains in control of the case. Thus, under Virginia Code § 38.2-1506, such a
recciver "shall petition the court for approval of a plan to disburse the assets,” and time limits and certain features of the plan are specified. Notice
of such a plan must be given by the receiver to guaranty associations and insurance commissioners in other states. Thereafter, the court, not the
receiver, may take action on the plan.

Consider also the broad powers given the Commission under Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1508 and -1510. Other receivers simply have no such
authority. Even in cases where other receivers may act in a manner similar to the Commission, such as in Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1511 (borrowing),
38.2-1514 (payment of wages), or 38.2-1518 (rehabilitation or mutualization), such receivers may proceed only after approval of the court. By
contrast, the Commission may act unilaterally.

Under Virginia Code § 38.2-1507, if the recciver is an entity other than the Commission, it is the court which issues any necessary
injunctions in the case; the receiver has no such authority. If the Commission is the receiver, however, we exercise these powers, to the specific
exclusion of the court.

It is clear then, that in the case of other receivers, the statutes leave jurisdiction of the matter very much in the hands of the court, with
the receiver to play only a closely-controlled administrative role.

On the other hand, when the Commission is named receiver, it becomes vested by statute with full authority to conduct "[a}ll further
proceedings in connection with the rehabilitation or liquidation...without any control or supervision by the court to which the application was made.”
Va. Code § 38.2-1508 (1990) (emphasis supplied).

It would be difficult to conceive of a more striking dichotomy in the grant of authority over a subject matter. That is, from a situation in
which the court remains in full control of the process when using other receivers, we move to the case in which the court steps entirely out of the
picture, in preference to the Commission. Does the Commission in the latter case have as much authority as the circuit court does in the former?
Would the circuit court have had jurisdiction to try the Lawsuit if it had named a receiver other tha? the Commission? Does the Commission thus
have the same jurisdiction under the instant facts? We answer all these questions in the affirmative.

Under Virginia Code § 38.2-1508, the Commission is also vested with title to all property, contracts, and rights of action of the insurer. It
may prepare a plan of rehabilitation, hold a hearing thereon, and approve, modify, or disapprove the plan after hearing. Va. Code § 38.2-1518
(1990). It may return control of the company to the insurer, or decree liquidation, in its sole discretion. Va. Code § 38.2-1519 (1990). Again, none
of these powers arc exercised subject to the approval of any court; indeed, there is no occasion under the statute for the Commission ever to appear
in circuit court again in connection with the rehabilitation.

Despite such an apparently sweeping delegation of authority by the General Assembly, the Deputy Receiver contends our power is
lacking in respect to the present controversy. ‘

He stresses, for example, the terms used in Virginia Code § 38.2-1508. "Rehabilitation,” he says, is an "'attempt to conserve and
administer assets of an insolvent corporation in hope of its eventual return from financial stress to solvency.’ Blacks Law Dictionary at 1451 (4th
Ed. 1951)" and "liquidation” is "'winding up affairs by realizing upon assets, paying liabilities and appropriating the profit or loss.’ 1Id. at 1080."
Deputy Receiver’s Suppiemental Memorandum Supporting Motion to Stay Adjudication of Claims and Petition for Dismissal of Lawsuit at 12, Case
No. INS910068 (filed June 26, 1992). We have no particular quarrel with either definition. However, by no means does ¢ither exclude the case of a
receiver bringing suit against former officers and directors of a company for money damages, as he urges. As noted, the Commission is vested by
statute with title to the company’s "rights of action.” Surely, attempting to reduce such a right to judgment is an act designed to "conserve” that
asset, or to "?alize" upon it, or both. We believe the statute clearly intends that we exercise dominion over such claims, try them, and determine
their validity.

However, the Deputy Receiver says the Lawsuit is a common law action for damages, and contends that we have no exclusive authority
over such actions, indeed that we have no authority at all over them, and that it was thus not only permissible, but necessary, that he pursue his
claims elsewhere.

The principal Virginia case relied on to establish this proposition is Appalachian Power Company v. Walker, 214 Va. 524, 201 S.E.2d 758
(1974). We will not recite the rather convoluted facts of that case, but suffice it to say that the Virginia Supreme Court, in regard to a suit brought
by an individual against a public utility alleging the breach of a common law contract right, did hoid that the Commission "had no constitutional or
statutory authority to adjudicate” that claim. APCO, 214 Va. at 534. This case is well known, but we fear that perhaps conventional wisdom in the
18 years since it was decided has read the holding more broadly than it deserves.

The APCO court did not rule, for example, that the Commission lacks authority over all common law claims with respect to the whole
panoply of its regulatory responsibilities; rather the focus of the case was, exclusively in our view, on an analysis of what powers and authority the
Commission has under the Constitution and the Code of Virginia with regard to public service companies. Thus, the court characterized the
positions of APCO and the Commission in this manner:

Collectively, the arguments advanced by Appalachian and the Commission in support of the

. plea of exclusive jurisdiction are that Virginia Constitution § 156 (1902) and Code §§ 56-6, -232 to -247
(Repl. Vol 1969), as amended, (Cum. Supp. 1970), gave the Commission broad legislative power,
encompassing the state’s police power, to regulate public service corporations in the performance of
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the public duties imposed upon them by law; that in the regulation of rates charged and services provided,
this power is plenary and paramount; that under Code § 56-236 (Repl. Vol. 1969) this power extends to all
rules and regulations that in any manner affect the rates charged by a public service corporation; and that
this legislative power transcends private contract rights in contracts affecting rates.

Id. at 529 (footnote omitted).

The court, of course, rejected those arguments, but the opinion concentrates only on our powers over public service companies. We
cannot read the APCO case as relevant to the extent of authority granted to us by the General Assembly over insurance companies in rehabilitation,
pursuant to Chapter 15 of Title 38.2, except that it establishes what we acknowledged initially herein, that the nature and extent of the Commission’s
powers in any case depend on the constitutional and statutory enactments which are applicable to it.

It is also pertinent to ask that, if APCO can be regd as broadly as the Deputy Receiver argues, from where, then, arises our authority to
adjudicate claims under the Receivership Appeal Procedure?

Of course, that Procedure deals with claims against the estate of FBL, while FBL is the claimant in the Lawsuit, but this point does not
answer the question. If we have no jurisdiction to consider the Lawsuit here, then we have no jurisdiction to consider, for example, Simon’s claim
for compensation under his employment contract with FBL, now pending before us. Both clearly involve what would traditionally be considered
common law claims, and the Deputy Receiver has contended correctly throughout the rehabilitation of FBL that claims like Simon’s must be
brought here, or not at all. Eden Financial Group, Inc. v. Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Co., 778 F.Supp. 278 (E.D. Va. 1991); Commonwealth ex
rel. State Corporation Commission v. Eden Financial Group, Inc., Case No. INS910287 (Order Denying Motions, Nov. 26, 1991).

In short, APCO does not control our decision with regard to this Pt:tition.5

Another reason assigned as to why the Lawsuit must proceed in circuit court is that the Deputy Receiver has a right to a jury trial on his
allegations, and that the Commission has no ability to impanel a jury. Again, we are struck by a contrast: If this argument is correct, why are
claimants against FBL, who have been required to bring their cases here, not entitled to a jury? The short answer is that jury trials are not
contemplated by the controlling statutes.

Virginia Code § 38.2-1502 states that: "Unless otherwise provided, all delinquency proceedings shall be conducted as a suit in equity.”
The phrase "delinquency proceedings” is defined in Virginia Code § 38.2-1501 to mean "any proceeding commenced against an insurance company
for the purpose of liquidating, rehabilitating, reorganizing or conserving an insurer.” We believe it is clear that phrase refers not only to the initial
application by the Commission to the circuit court for appointment as receiver, but to all further proceedings as well. For example, Virginia Code
§ 38.2-1517 provides:

The Commission shall include in its annual report the names of all insurers against which delinquency
proceedings are pending under this chapter, and the names and addresses of any receivers of the insurers.
The report shall show whether or not the insurers have resumed business or have been liquidated, and
shall contain any other matter that will inform the policyholders, creditors, stockholders, members and
the public of the current status of the proceeding regarding each insurer.

(Emphasis supplied.)
This section clearly demonstrates that “delinquency proceedings” remain in effect as long as the company is under Commission control.

Thus, Virginia Code § 38.2-1502 requires the proceeding involving FBL to be conducted as a suit in equity. Since, as we shall hold herein,
we have exclusive jurisdiction over the claims asserted in the Deputy Receiver's Lawsuit, such suit must be conducted pursuant to equity principles.

It is clear that, despite the broad language of Art. I, § 11 of the Constitution and Virginia Code § 8.01 -6336(A), jury trials are not
generally a feature of equity practice in Virginia. Thus, the Deputy Receiver is not entitled to a jury trial on his Lawsuit.

The Deputy Receiver also notes that Virginia Code § 12.1-35 requires that “all judgments of the Commission shall be entered in favor of
the Commonwealth” and that the proceeds must go into the state treasury. Thus, he argues, any judgment returned against the Lawsuit defendants
would not benefit FBL, but only the Commonwealth. We again note the apparent dichotomy of treatment suggested by the Deputy Receiver’s
argument. Suppose the Commission finds in favor of one of the many claimants before it in the Receivership Appeal Procedure, would this not be a
"judgment” against the estate of FBL? It would be nonsensical to suggest such an order must run "in favor of the Commonwealth.” We believe
Petitioners’ view of this statute is the better one, that is, its proper context is the more normal enforcement case, in which the Commission itself
imposes a fine or penalty against a regulated person or entity. Here, the Commission serves a different role, to which § 12.1-35 should be seen as
inapplicable. .

We next examine authority from other states cited to support the proposition that claims such as the Lawsuit may be prosecuted in
forums other than this one.

For example, the following language is quoted from Fabe v. Columbus Insurance Co., 68 Ohio App. 3d 226, 233, 587 N.E.2d 966, 970
(1990): "[A]n action [to marshal an insurer’s assets], of course, necessarily is a separate adversary proceeding from that of the liquidation
proceeding....” Assuming for the sake of argument that observation to be true, the issue is, in what court must such adversarial proceedings be
brought? Fabe does not aid the Deputy Receiver on this point.

That court held that the Superintendent of Insurance for Ohio was bound, as liquidator of a company, by an arbitration clause in a
contract between his company and two reinsurers. Under the Eden case, we would disagree with that holding, of course; but more to the point in
this instance, the court’s decision shows that the liquidator brought his suit initially in the same court that appointed him. He contended that court
had exclusive jurisdiction over such matters. Though it carved out an exception for arbitration clauses, the appellate court agreed with the
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Superintendent that Ohio statutes require that "all actions commenced under R.C. Chapter 3903 must be brought in the Franklin County Common
Pleas Court." Fabe, 587 N.E.2d at 969. Its only criticism of the liquidator in this regard was that he should have brought his claim as a separate
action in that court, and not as part of the principal liquidation proceeding.

Thus, disregarding the arbitration aspect of the case, Fabe more nearly supports the Petitioners’ position.

Also cited by the Deputy Receiver is language from Knickerbocker v. Holz, 4 N.Y.2d 245, 173 N.Y.S.2d 602, 149 N.E.2d 885 (1958) (the
underscored language below is found in the opinion, but was not quoted in the Deputy Receiver’s brief):

Such a requirement [that claims by the liquidator must be determined in the liquidation proceeding)
would be impossible and absurd since the liquidator must bring collection suits in the jurisdictions where
his debtors are found....[T]here is no statute, decision, or rule of necessity or public policy commanding
that the claims of the insolvent insurer against outsiders be within the exclusive jurisdiction of the {court
supervising] the liquidation proceedings themselves. Such a requirement would, for instance, make it
impossible for the Superintendent to proceed against nonresident debtors.

Knickerbocker, 149 N.E.2d at 892.

The addition of this omitted material substantially changes the import of the passage, in our view, but even so, as the Deputy Receiver
acknowledges, the above language is found in a dissenting opinion. The holding of the court is quite different. Construing New York law, that court
held, contrary to Fabe, that the New York Superintendent of Insurance, as liquidator, was not bound by an arbitration clause in a contract with an
alleged debtor of the company. In so holding, that court said:

Article XVI of the Insurance Law (§§ 510-546), insofar as it relates to the liquidation of
insolvent insurance companies, is intended to and does furnish a “comprehensive, economical, and
efficient method for the winding up of the affairs” of such insurance companies by the Superintendent of
Insurance. Those provisions of the Insurance Law "are exclusive in their operation and furnish a
complete procedure for the protection of the rights of all parties interested.” When an insurance
company is, or may become, insolvent, the Superintendent of Insurance may, under article XVI, apply to
the Supreme Court for an order of liquidation. Under the order of liquidation, the Superintendent of
Insurance is vested by operation of law "with the title to all of the property, contracts and rights of action”
of the defunct insurance company. The Supreme Court, in the liquidation proceeding, must take
cognizance of the interests of the policyholders, creditors, stockholders, and the public, and it may issue
such orders "as may be deemed necessary to prevent interference with the superintendent or the
proceeding, or waste of the assets of the insurer.” Clearly does the plan emerge that the Supreme Court,

with the agency of the Superintendent of Insurance, was intended to have exclusive jurisdiction of claims
both for and against an insurance company in liquidation.

1d. at 838-889 (citations omitted) (emphasis supplied).
This case therefore lends no support to the Deputy Receiver’s position.
Next, the Deputy Receiver argues as follows:

Common sense and logic tell us that the Deputy Receiver necessarily must have the power to
proceed in other courts to marshall certain assets of Fidelity Bankers’ receivership estate. Every court
which has considered this issue has recognized the incorrectness of the position advanced by Petitioners.
For example, in Corcoran v. Universal Reinsurance Corp., 713 F. Supp. 77, 82 (S.D.N.Y. 1989) the Court
wrote:

Universal {the party asserting the Receiver's inability to sue outside the receivership
forum] also raises the flawed argument that because the Superintendent may bring
suit in Federal Court in other states in order to consolidate the assets of the estate,
there cannot be exclusive jurisdiction in a New York State court. The actions of the
liquidator of an insolvent insurer are supervised by the liquidation court. If, with the
permission of the liquidation court, the liquidator brings suit in State or Federal
court of a different jurisdiction, no harm is done to the plan of unified liquidation.
Needless to say, such action is often necessary to recover assets from debtors not
subject to New York jurisdiction.

Deputy Receiver’s Motion to Stay at 15-16, Case No. INS910068 (filed April 20, 1992) (alteration in original).

First, the materia! in brackets above, which attempts to describe Universal’s position in that case, is incorrect. There, the receiver
brought suit on behalf of his insolvent company in New York State Supreme Court against Universal, seeking to collect alleged debts. Universal
removed the case to federal court on diversity grounds, and the receiver moved to remand the action to the state court. Thus, it was Universal
which contended such actions could be maintained elsewhere than in the New York courts, and the Superintendent who resisted that argument.

Furthermore, the federal court concluded, as had Knickerbocker, supra, that New York's scheme of regulation was comprehensive. It
found abstention proper and remanded to the state court, saying:

The New York courts have consistently found that the proceedings surrounding an insolvent insurer were
best conducted under the "single management of one court.” By vesting control of all claims for and



51
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

against a bankrupt insurer in one court, the New York law “insures economical, efficient and orderly
liquidation.”....[A] necessary implication of the New York insurance law [is] that the liquidator was under
the direction of only the state court. "Hence other courts, except when called upon by the court of pri-
mary jurisdiction for assistance, are excluded from participation.”

Corcoran, 713 F. Supp. at 80-81 (citations omitted).

In this context, then, it is clear that when the Corcoran court made the statement quoted above by the Deputy Receiver, it was referring
only to situations where the receiver might be required to bring suit outside the State of New York to carry out his duties. Under Corcoran, actions
within New York clearly belong exclusively in the receivership court.

Thus, this case certainly does not establish the contention that it was proper for the Deputy Receiver to select another Virginia tribunal in
which to file his Lawsuit.

The Deputy Receiver also urges that his resort to circuit court was authorized by our Receivership Order. Before analyzing the specific
language of that order, however, we would note that, if our jurisdiction in this matter has been made exclusive by statute, as we have concluded, we
question whether we could cede any portion of that jurisdiction elsewhere, merely by entering an order. It is surely axiomatic that we can neither
expand nor contract our jurisdiction by our own actions.

The Deputy Receiver says that section 10(a) of the Receivership Order supports the bringing of the Lawsuit. In part, that section gives
the Deputy Receiver power "to initiate and maintain actions at law or equity or any other type of action or proceeding of any nature, in this and
other jurisdictions.” Thus, "[t]he Receivership Order expressly permits suits to be filed wherever the Deputy Receiver deems best.” Motion to
Dismiss Petition at 5, Case No. INS910068 (filed March 4, 1992). This contention misreads the order. Since this Commission exercises state-wide
jurisdiction in regard to any subject matter under its authority, the reference in the Receivership Order to "this” jurisdiction necessarily refers to the
Commonwealth, and “other jurisdictions” refers to matters outside this state. ’

The above clause did no more than enable the Deputy Receiver to go to other states to prosecute sych actions against non-residents as he
deems necessary. Bringing the Lawsuit in another Virginia forum was not authorized by this clause, however.

Reliance is also placed on another passage of our Receivership Order, but the quote used omits crucial material. Pages 2 and 3 of the
Deputy Receiver’s Motion to Stay, filed April 20, 1992, state: '

The Deputy Receiver is also empowered “to institute and to prosecute in the name of [Fidelity Bankers)

Receivership Order at 6....
(Alterations in original.)
Underscoring the material omitted by the Motion, the passage actually reads:

to institute and to prosecute, in the name of Defendant or in his own name, any and all suits and other

legal proceedings, to defend suits in which Defendant or the Receiver is a party in this state or elsewhere,
whether or not such suits are pending as of the date of this Order....

The omission is significant, because the authority granted by that clause to the Deputy Receiver "in this state and elsewhere” was only to defend
actions. In this context, the term "state” is a more precise one than “jurisdiction.” That is, there obviously would have been no suits pending against
FBL or the Receiver in this "jurisdiction” (i.e., the Commission) at the time the Receivership Order was entered, but there may have been some,
against FBL at least, elsewhere in the "state,” hence the choice of that term. '

Other portions of the Receivership Order mitigate against the position taken by the Deputy Receiver. Paragraph 2 thereof declared:

the Commission hereby assumes and exercises sole and exclusive jurisdiction over all the Property and
any claims or rights respecting such Property to the exclusion of any other court or tribunal, such exercise
of sole and exclusive jurisdicg'on being hereby found to be essential to the safety of the public and of the
claimants against Defendant.

That language can leave little doubt of the Commission's intention to deal comprehensively and exclusively with the matter before it. In
addition, paragraph 14 of the Order stated: ’

No judgment, order...or other legal process of any kind with respect to or affecting the Defendant or the
Property shall be effective or enforceable...unless entered by the Commission,....

(Emphasis supplied.)
This language would apply to the Lawsuit itself.

Therefore, we have reached the following conclusions: (1) There is nothing in Virginia law which prevents the Commission from
exercising jurisdiction over the Lawsuit claims. (2) Neither precedent from other states nor the Receivership Order itself validates the actions of the
Deputy Receiver in bringing the Lawsuit outside this forum. (3) Chapter 15 of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia entrusts exclusive jurisdiction over
matters like the Lawsuit to the Commission.
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Thus, for the reasons stated above, we hold that the Deputy Receiver should have brought the Lawsuit before this Commission, rather
than the Richmond Circuit Court.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, that the Deputy Receiver forthwith take a voluntary nonsuit of the Lawsuit, or seek an order from
the Circuit Court for the City of Richmond dismissing said suit without prejudice.

This matter was heard and decided by the Commission with recalled Commissioner Harwood sitting, Commissioner Moore having
recused himself from this case.

1"I‘he Commission shall have such other powers and duties not inconsistent with this Constitution as may be prescribed by law.” Va.
Const. Art. IX, § 2.

zl‘he Commission *[c}iearly...is a tribunal of a stature and dignity equal to that of a circuit court.” Atlas Underwriters, Ltd. v. State
Corporation Commission, 237 Va. 45, 47, 375 S.E.2d 733, 734 (1989).

3’I'l'le Deputy Receiver’s memorandum of June 26, 1992 argues that '[t]he Deputy Receiver's action in the Circuit Court concerns neither
rehabilitation nor liquidation of FBL." Memorandum at 12. If this statement is true, then what was the justification for the Deputy Receiver's
actions? He has no authority over FBL in this case except in regard to one or both of these issues. See Va. Code § 38.2-1510 (1990): "The
Commission shall have power to appoint one or more special deputies as its agent...fand] may delegate to its agent any of its powers which are

necessary to carry out the rehabilitation or liquidation.” (Emphasis supplied.)

4See, Commonwealth ex rel. State Corporation Commission v. Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Co., Case No. INS910068 (First Order in
Aid of Receivership, September 19, 1991). Under that procedure, a matter is said to be an "appealable decision” if it "concerns a specific claim made

against the Company, whether or not arising under a policy or contract issued by the Company; or..it affects, or may affect, a financial interest,
contract right or legal entitlement of the person making the appeal.” Id. at 2.

slf the Deputy Receiver is correct in his argument, doubt would also be cast on his authority "to affirm or disavow any contracts to which

Defendant [FBL)] is a party” under paragraph 10(e) of our order appointing him. Commonwealth ex rel. State Corporation Commission v. Fidelity
Bankers Life Insurance Co., Case No. INS910068 (Order Appointing Deputy Receiver, May 13, 1991) ("Receivership Order”).

6Pctitionexs have conceded they would have had no right to a jury trial had the Deputy Receiver brought his Lawsuit here, rather than in
the circuit court. Petitioners’ Post-Hearing Memorandum, at 19, Case No. INS910068 (filed July 6, 1992).

7The term "jurisdiction” was used in the same sense elsewhere in the Receivership Order. See, for example, section 8, which declared that
the commencement of a receivership or similar proceedings "in another jurisdiction by an official lawfully authorized to commence such proceeding”
would not constitute a violation of our order. The reference to “jurisdiction” in that clause was clearly to actions taken by officials of other states.

8Paragraph 2 defined “Property” to include “all property or ownership rights, choate or inchoate, whether legal or equitable...including but
not limited to all causes of action....” (Emphasis supplied.)

CASE NO. INS910068
NOVEMBER 5, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v,
FIDELITY BANKERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER AUTHORIZING LAWSUITS

ON REQUEST of the Deputy Receiver, it being represented that the entry hereof will not prejudice the rights of any party to this
proceeding, and for good cause shown,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the Deputy Receiver be, and he is hereby, authorized to institute and maintain lawsuits, which are comprised of both exclusively
federal questions of law and state questions of law, to marshal assets on behalf of Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Company, its policyholders, and
its creditors in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Richmond Division, and any other federal forum as he may
deem necessary; and

(2) That any such lawsuits instituted in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, Richmond Division, or any
other federal forum, shall be brought in the name of the State Corporation Commission of the Commonwealth of Virginia, as Receiver of Fidelity
Bankers Life Insurance Company and Steven T. Foster, Insurance Commissioner, State Corporation Commission, Bureau of Insurance, as Dcputy
Receiver of Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Company, an Officer of the Commonwealth of Virginia.
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CASE NO. INS910068
NOVEMBER 20, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
FIDELITY BANKERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER_AUTHORIZING DEPUTY RECEIVER TO PROSECUTE APPEALS

WHEREAS, Steven T. Foster, Commissioner of Insurance, State Corporation Commission (the "Commission”), Bureau of Insurance, by
Order dated May 13, 1991 (the "Order”), was appointed Deputy Receiver of Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Company (“Fidelity Bankers”) to act on
behalf of the Commission and was vested, in addition to the powers set forth in that Order, with all the powers and authority expressed or implied
under the provisions of Virginia Code Sections 38.2-1500 through 38.2-1521, and was authorized to do all acts necessary or appropriate for the
conservation or rehabilitation of Fidelity Bankers;

WHEREAS, by that Order, the Deputy Receiver was vested with exclusive title, both legal and equitable, to all of Fidelity Bankers’
causes of action and defenses;

WHEREAS, by that Order, the Deputy Receiver was granted the power to institute and to prosecute, in the name of Fidelity Bankers or
in his own name, all suits and other legal proceedings, to defend suits in which Fidelity Bankers or the Receiver is a party in this state or elsewhere
whether or not such suits were pending as of May 13, 1991, and to pursue further legal proceedings on such terms and conditions as he deemed

appropriate;
WHEREAS, by that Order, the Deputy Receiver was granted the power to prosecute any action which may exist on behalf of the Fidelity
Bankers against any person; ’

WHEREAS, the Deputy Receiver was given the power by that same Order to perform such further and additional acts as he may deem
necessary or appropriate for the accomplishment or in aid of the purpose of the receivership;

IT IS ORDERED:

That the Deputy Receiver be, and he is hereby, authorized to defend as an Appellee any appeal before the Supreme Court of the
Commonwealth of Virginia of the Final Order of this Commission dated September 29, 1992.

CASE NO. INS910068
DECEMBER 4, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
FIDELITY BANKERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

OPINION

In our Final Order dated September 29, 1992 (the "Final Order”), we approved the Rehabilitation Plan (the *Plan”) for Fidelity Bankers
Life Insurance Company (“Fidelity Bankers” or the "Company”) proposed by Steven T. Foster, Commissioner of l:isurance (the "Deputy Receiver”).
The Final Order also rejected the alternate rehabilitation plan advocated by First Capital Holdings Corp. ("FCH").

Adoption of the Plan is within the Commission’s discretion, and none of its provisions violates any requirement of law. We believe that
approval of the Plan, and its implementation, are vital to all interests concerned with this case..

I. BACKGROUND

A. Events Leading to Regulatory Intervention

Fidelity Bankers is a Virginia-domiciled life insurer with more than 170,000 policyholders in forty-nine states and the District of
Columbia. Until 1985 Fidelity Bankers was engaged primarily in marketing and servicing traditional life insurance policies and products offering a
relatively low but stable return for its policyholders. In late 1985 Fidelity Bankers was purchased by FCH. At that time, it had assets of
approximately $228 million.

After its acquisition by FCH, Fidelity Bankers began to offei new, far more interest-sensitive products with high rates of return, such as
universal life policies and single premium dcfex;ed annuities ("SPDA").” Fidelity Bankers then embarked on a period of rapid growth, and, by May
of 1991, had assets of approximately $4 billion.” To enable Fidelity Bankers to meet the higher rate of return necessary to sustain this growth, the
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Company began investing heavily in high-risk, hjgh-mtum assets such as non-investment grade bonds. By 1991, approximately 38 percent of Fidelity
Bankers' assets consisted of these "junk® bonds.

Fidelity Bankers’ strategy of rapid growth created a tremendous strain on its surplus. In an apparent effort to alleviate this strain, and so
that it coul% report its financial condition in a manner that would allow it to continue such growth, the Company purchased several surplus relief
reinsurance™ contracts, and entered into agreements that permitted it to defer the acquisition costs of the products being sold by its agents and
brokers. Fidelity Bankers' reliance on surplus relief and deferred acquisition costs effectively masked its true financial condition by artificially
inflating its surplus.

In 1991, a downturn in the d'unk bond market and adverse publicity associated with Executive Life Insurance Company and First Capital
Life Insurance Company (*FCLIC")" increased dramatically the policy surrender requests received by Fidelity Bankers. This trend created a
prototypical “run on the bank”, which, if allowed to continue unabated, would have resulted in a fufther decrease in both the percentage and quality
of assets left for remaining policyholders, who undoubtedly would have been left "holding the bag.”

To address this problem, the Circuit Court for the City of Richmond on May 13, 1991, entered—without objection from the Company or
FCH--its Order Appointing Receiver, in which it appointed this Commission as the Company’s Receiver after we alleged that "any further
transaction of business . . . will be hazardous to its policyholders, creditors, stockholders or to the public.” On that same date we entered our Order
appointing Steven T. Foster, Commissioner of Insurance, as our Deputy Receiver (the "Receivership Order”).” The Receivership Order directed
the Deputy Receiver to "act on behalf of the Commission for the period the Commission is the Receiver of [Fidelity Bankers]” and to take the
necessary and appropriate actions to conserve or rehabilitate its insurance business. As one of his first actions, the Deputy Receiver imposed a
moratorium on further policy surrenders.

B. The Development of the Deputy Receiver’s Plan

The record depicts the history of Commissioner Foster’'s commendable efforts, acting under this Commission’s mandge, to bring the
Company's very serious problems under effective management, and to develop an appropriate plan for rehabilitation of its business.

The undertaking was not a simple one. The “Proposed Rehabilitation Plan,” Ex. SF-3, provides a detailed account of many of the more
significant obstacles faced by the Deputy Receiver and how he overcame them. The rehabilitation team first stabilized the Company's affairs and
operations as a prologue to the design and implementation of a comprehensive plan for its rehabilitation. ’

a major aspect of his work, the Deputy Receiver searched for a potential purchaser or investor to participate in the Company’s
workout.” A "due diligence” process was conducted in which various prospective purchasers, and FCH, were permitted access to the books,
records, and staff of Fidelity Bankers in their efforts to determine a fair and reasonable value for the Company.”~ Ultimately, the Deputy Receiver
entered into an Agreement of Intent to Acquire the Insurance Business of Fidelity Bankers (the "Hartford Contract”) with Hartford Life Insurance
Company ("Hartford"). The Hartford Contract, by which Hartford will assume and reinsure potentiaily all of Fidelity Bankers' policies, forms the
centerpiece of the Plan.

On April 22, 1992, we scheduled a hearing to consider the Plan, and on May 1, the Deputy Receiver submitted the Plan to the
Commission for evaluation and approval. :

C. The Confirmation Hearing -

Beginning on June 1, 1992, and continuing intermittently for nine days, the Commission conducted a hearing on this matter (the
*Confirmation Hearing”). Testimony at the hearing filled over 2,500 pages of transcript, and 100 exhibits were received. The parties filed briefs
both before and after the hearing, and we heard extensive and well-developed arguments from counsel. The Deputy Receiver offered evidence and
testimony in support of the Plan, and various related matters. FCH presented the primary opposition to the Plan and sponsored its own competing
plan (the "FCH Plan"). While some of Fidelity Bankers’ former officers, directors, brokers, and agents submitted formal protests, these parties
chose not to offer any evidence. Of the more than 170,000 Fidelity Bankers policyholders, none appeared at the hearing to challenge the Plan.
Therefore, much of the hearing focused upon the competition between the Deputy Receiver’s Plan and the FCH Plan.

D. The Competing Plans
1. The Plan Adopted by the Commission

Policyholders who elect to participate in the Plan will have their contracts assumed and reinsured by Hartford, a company that has a solid
background and expertise in the insurance industry. However, those contracts will be subject to some modification which, in part, will generally
expose policyholders to greater surrender costs and a lower interest rate than did their Fidelity Bankers contracts. Thus, they will lose some of the
valuable benefits they had purchased from the Company, including the "window” and "bail out” provisions.

To compensate them for these modifications, as well as their inability to gain access to their funds during receivership, participating
policyholders will be offered benefits through a Plan Credit, and, to the extent of available assets, a Plan Dividend. The Plan Credit is designed to
compensate them for their loss of interest and liquidity during the period of time that Fidelity Bankers has been in receivership, while the intent of
the Plan Dividend is to compensate for loss of interest and cash value following the effective date of the Plan. It is our view that the Plan Credit and
Plan Dividend will assist in placing these policyholders in, as nearly as possible, the same financial position they would have held had the Company
not suffered from the problems it has faced.

Policyholders who elect not to participate in the Plan will receive a cash payment of 85% of their account values, not to exceed their cash
values, as soon as practicable. These policyholders will also receive an SPDA in the mutual company described below for the balance of their
account value, payable in not less than two years from the effective date of the Plan. The sum of these payments is intended to restore 100% of
account value to these policyholders, but provides no compensation for their loss of interest and liquidity.
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In return for assuming and reinsuring the contracts of participating policyholders, Hartford will receive an agreed amount of assets from
Fidelity Bankers, currently estimated to have a market value equal to 94% of the account value for the policies assumed, giving Fidelity Bankers a
6% "ceding commission.” The ceding commission will yield funds that can be devoted to the discharge of the Company’s other liabilities, including
the Plan Credit, the Plan Dividend, opt out benefits, and general creditor claims.

The Plan also contemplates conversion of the Company from a stock to a mutual company owned by its policyholders, as permitted by
Va. Code Ann. § 38.2-1518. The mutual company will be properly capitalized under applicable Virginia law so that its future operations will be safe
and secure.

Any assets that remain after the above obligations are satisfied, and the Company is mutualized, will go to the shareholder.
2. The FCH Pian

FCH proposed that Fidelity Bankers would continue its former business operations, aided by a contingent infusion of capital. As
originally presented to the Commission, the FCH Plan provided thay, policyholders electing to remain with Fidelity Bankers would have their policies
restructured by elimination of window and bailout provisions.”™ Although the FCH Plan evolved noticeably as the Confirmation Hearing
progressed, possibly restoring these provisions, no formal written amendment was submitted by FCH.

The FCH Plan glso contemplated that Hartford and other life insurance companies could participate, thereby allowing policyholders to
execute "1035 exchanges” ~ for comparable policies from other insurers. However,lljartford testified that it had not been invited by FCH to
participate in its rehabilitation plan and repeatedly stressed that it would not doso.”  The Commission was struck by the vague nature of the
surprisingly brief, nondescript “agreements” FCH had obtained from other companies purportedly willing to participate in its plan. These letters
from other insurance companies stand in contrast to the substantive and detailed nature of Hartford's Contract with the Deputy Receiver. Based
upon the record before us, we do not believe that the FCH Plan is complete, nor is it financially viable. Further, it provides no compensation to
policyholders for their losses occasioned by Fidelity Bankers’ receivership or the proposed contract modifications. Thus, we do not believe that the
FCH Pian adequately protects Fidelity Bankers' primary constituency, its policyholders.

If the FCH Plan was somcwhatllsnclear as to its terms for policyholders, it was substantially more detailed as to benefits for its financial
partner, Acadia Partners, L.P. ("Acadia”).”~ FCH, in a tacit acknowledgment that Fidelity Bankers cannot stand on its own, proposed a financial
infusion with Acadia’s assistance of up to $70 million. In return, Acadia would have control over the management and operations of Fidelity
Bankers. Acadia would aiso receive a surplus note from the Company with a 12% interest rate, a restructuring fee for Fidelity Bankers' portfolio, a
$2.5 million commitment fee, miscellaneous management fees, and an ongoing asset management fee. Under the circumstances, we believe that fees
and expenses to be provided to Acadia would be excessive.

3. Other Considerations

Though it appeared initially that much of the Hearing would be devoted to the question of whether Fidelity Bankers was indeed insolvent
on May 13, 1991, and whether regulatory intervention was warranted, these did not turn out to be the most significant contested issues. FCH
conceded, for example, that it had not opposed the appointment of a receiver for the Company. Rather, FCH's evidence and argument, criticizing
the method by which the Deputy Receiver determined the Company to have been insolvent, served as nothing more than a diversion from the true
issue in dispute: whether the Plan would provide too much value to policyholders and thereby leave insufficient assets available to the shareholder,
and whether, instead, more of the Company's assets should be allocated to shareholders at the expense of policyholder benefits.

Had our task been only to determine which of the competing plans best served the interests of policyholders, our mission would have
been swiftly accomplished. Even a cursory review of the record leaves little doubt that the program advocated by the Deputy Receiver and Hartford
would offer far more to the holders of Fidelity Bankers contracts than the course of action suggested by FCH. But it becomes immediately apparent
that this result is by design and not by accident. Even FCH cannot contend that the plans are comparable in this respect. Instead, FCH argues that
there is a limit to how much policyholders should receive in the rehabilitation of Fidelity Bankers and that the Plan we adopted substantially exceeds
this limit. The holding company suggests that its plan adequately provides for policyholders, but does not sacrifice its own stake in the Company as,
it alleges, does the approved Plan.

Against this backdrop, it became necessary for the Commission to decide whether the Plan would deprive FCH improperly of the stake, if
any, which it held in Fidelity Bankers on May 13, 1991. This question has two parts: (1) On that date, was there some calculable and concrete value
that should be placed on the interests of FCH in Fidelity Bankers? (2) If so, how should that value be addressed in the rehabilitation of the
Company?

Given the fact that Fidelity Bankers was insolvent in May of 1991, as discussed herein, the desire of FCH to realize substantial value from
its stock appears out of place. FCH apparently feels that it should be compensated on a present value basis for the profits that may be generated in
the future from investing policyholders’ money, without regard to the Company’s liabilities. or to the fact that its continued operation would be
hazardous to all concerned. In short, FCH wants the Company viewed as a going concern, although it concedes that it is not a going concern. As a
matter of law, however, solvency is not determined in such a manner. See Va. Code Ann. § 38.2-1501 (1990). More to the point, an cxpertlgitness
presented by FCH agreed that, on May 13, 1991, there were no market value assets that could be identified as belonging to the shareholder.” Still,
FCH would have the Commission determine that it has a valuable stake in Fidelity Bankers for which payment should be made. This approach
defies both logic and law, and we have been unable to ascertain any reason why it would be proper.

FCH argued that the approved Plan overcompensates policyholders by including the Plan Credit and Plan Dividend. Although FCH
conceded that policyholders are entitled to be compensated for their economic loss of liquidity and for their unfulfilied contractual promises, the
FCH Plan notably made no provision whatsoever to cover these losses. Instead, FCH maintained thzﬁa market rate of interest to be crediv2d on the
replacement policies that would be offered by Hartford would adequately compensate policyholders.
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Such an approach improperly places the brunt of Fidelity Bankers’ receivership on the policyholders. We see nothing in this
record-—-indeed, we can conceive of no argument--that would indicate to us that the shareholder should be entitled to benefit from the broken
promises of Fidelity Bankers to its policyholders.

E. Our Final Order

Thus, on September 29, 1992, we issued our Final Order approving and confirming the Plan proposed by the Deputy Receiver and
rejecting the FCH Plan. Because the Final Order dealt with numerous issues not genuinely in dispute, this opinion addresses only the following
matters explicitly or implicitly raised by the parties:

1. Our authority to rehabilitate the insurance business of Fidelity Bankers for the primary protection of its policyholders;
2. The broad discretion of the Commission in adopting a rehabilitation plan;

3. The distribution of assets under the Plan;

4. The finding of insolvency;

5. 'The fixing of rights; and

6. The establishment of a liquidation value.

Il. THE_REHABILITATION OF FIDELITY BANKERS THROUGH THE PLAN IS A LEGITIMATE EXERCISE OF VIRGINIA'S
POLICE POWER

It has long been an accepted constitutional principle that certain kinds of businesses are so intimately connected with the general public
welfare that the government may heavily regulate them. State regulation of the insurance industry is such a valid exercise of the police power. See,
e.g., California State Auto. Ass’n Inter-Ins. Bureau v. Maloney, 341 U.S. 105, 109-10 (1951); Osborn v. Ozlin, 310 U.S. 53, 65 (1940); German
Alliance Ins. Co. v. Hale, 219 U.S. 307, 316-17 (1911). The test of the validity of state action is whether it is reasonably related to the public interest
and is not arbitrary or improperly discriminatory. Carpenter v. Pacific Mut. Life Ins. Co., 74 P.2d 761, 774-75 (Cal. 1937), aff'd sub nom. Neblett v.
Carpenter, 305 U.S. 297 (1938). :

Adoption of the Plan constitutes an essential use of Virginia's police power to regulate the business of insurance for the public good.18
Important state objectives are served by Fidelity Bankers’ receivership, and the Plan is rationally related to those vital goals.

In Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia, the General Assembly has enacted comprehensive statutes governing the business of insurance,
including the conservation and rehabilitation of insurance companies, and has entrusted the exclusive execution of such laws to this Commission.

Virginia's pervasive regulation of insurers forms a backdrop against which the Plan must be viewed. The protection of policyholders’
ongoing needs and of the insurance consuming public is the overriding concern of state insurance regulation in general and insolvency proceedings
in particular. The paramount goal of the entire receivership process is to make sure that policyholders do not lose the security and protection for
which they have bargained. '

Simple logic dictates that innocent policyholders should not suffer the consequences of their insurer’s insolvency. To the extent possible,
these policyholders should be placed in the same position in which they would have been had the company not suffered financial difficulties.

As one commentator has explained, the emphasis on the regulatory scheme is

placed simply upon protecting the little policyholder who cannot tell when he is charged too much for his
insurance; since he does not investigate his purchase too carefully nor could he determine if a given
insurer has the capacity, i.e. the solvency, to perform in the future when the insured event occurs, the
States have established regulatory bodies to secure that necessary measure of protection.

Richards, Insurance § 39 (quoted in Fabe v. United States Dept. of the Treasury, 939 F.2d 341, 350 (6th Cir. 1991), cert. granted, 112 S. Ct. 1934
(1992)). Thus, assuring company solvency—that is, the financial ability to satisfy policy obligations and commitments—is the principal objective of
regulation. In the event of iniglvency, that purpose shifts to assuring that policyholders continue to get the precise protection and security which
they were originally promised.

In adopting the Plan, we did nothing more than effectuate the above principles. We seek first and foremost to protect the persons for
whose benefit the regulatory process was designed. By attempting to provide policyholders with the benefits for which they bargained, the Plan
seeks to accomplish those laudable goals reserved to states by federal law and delegated to this Commission by the General Assembly.

1. THE COMMISSION’S DISCRETION

Courts in many jurisdictions have held that the decisions of the entity charged with rehabilitating the business of an insolvent insurer
must rest in the sound discretion of that entity and should not be rejected by a reviewing court unless there has been an abuse of discretion. See,
e.g, Foster v. Mutual Fire, Marine & Inland Ins. Co., 1992 WL 210948 (Pa. Aug. 21, 1992); Kueckelhan v. Federal OId Line Ins. Co., 444 P.2d 667
(Wash. 1968). As we have discussed, the principal goal of these efforts--indeed the fundamental purpose of the regulation of the business of
insurance—is to maximize the protection afforded to policyholders and the public.

A receiver need only show that its action in rehabilitating an insurance company is reasonably related to the public interest and is not
arbitrary or improperly discriminatory. Carpenter, 74 P.2d at 774-75.
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IV. THE DISTRIBUTION OF ASSETS
A. The Priority of Policyholders over Shareholders

We now focus on the distribution of assets under the Plan. These assets represent, in many instances, the life savings of elderly persons,
college savings for children and grandchildren, and other important personal funds used to save and purchase protection and peace of mind in
uncertain times.

The Plan distributes Fidelity Bankers' assets so that policyholders have their claims fully satisfied before any distributions are made to
unsecured creditors. Likewise, creditors will then have their claims paid before any distributions are made to the shareholder.

This priority of distribution is wholly consistent with the general purpose of insurance regulation discussed previously. Of cpurse, FCH
has objected to the Plan, but such objections are made routinely by shareholders attempting to retain control of an insolvent insurer.”” There is
nothing new about the arguments FCH has presented: It has proposed that a greater portion of the Company's assets be used for the benefit of the
shareholder at the expense of the protection proposed fﬁ policyholders. Courts faced with similar objections have rejected them, universally
holding that the interests of policyholders are preeminent.” See, e.g., American Benefit Life Ins. Co. v. Ussery, 373 So.2d 824, 828 (Ala. 1979); In
re Liguidation of Sec. Casualty Co., 537 N.E.2d 775 (lIl. 1989); Insurance Comm'n v. New South Life Ins. Co., 248 S.E.2d 591, 592 (S.C. 1978) ("New
South Life 11"); Insurance Comm'n v. New South Life Ins. Co., 244 S.E.2d 289 (S.C. 1978) ("New South Life I"); In re American Investors Assur. Co.,
521 P.2d 560 (Utah 1974); see also Baldwin-United v. Garner, 678 S.W.2d 754 (Ark. 1984), cert. denied sub nom. Baldwin-United Corp. v. Eubanks,
471 U.S. 1111 (1985).

The important objective of safeguarding policyholder interests is made manifest in a rehabilitation proceeding by rehabilitating the
business of the insurer, whether through the previous insurer, by a new insurer formed expressly for the purpose of taking over the business of the
previous insurer, or by a reinsurance assumption. See, ¢.g., American Investors, 521 P.2d at 562. See generally 2A Couch on Insurance § 22:24-26
(2d ed. 1984). This result is proper because both policyholders and the public have a vital interest in preserving the protection and security
purchased by the insured. See, e.g., American Investor, 521 P.2d at 562.

In American Benefit Life Ins. Co. v. Ussery, the Alabama Supreme Court rejected the sole shareholder’s bid to rehabilitate its insolvent
insurance subsidiary. For many of the reasons that formed the basis for the Alabama court’s action in that case, we also rejected FCH's bid. We
believe that the FCH plan would leave Fidelity Bankers too thinly capitalized and that it is inadequate in virtually all respects. The FCH Plan would
not even attempt to make policyholders whole, omitting any vehicle like the Plan Credit and Plan Dividend designed to compensate policyholders
for their unreimbursed losses, choosing instead to devote such assets to the shareholder’s benefit. Fidelity Bankers’ problems were caused largely
by factors similar to those identified by the Alabama Supreme Court in American Benefit Life, which did not permit the sole sharcholder to
rehabilitate the very company which it had a hand in destroying.

In In Re American Investors Assurance, a shareholder challenged the trial court’s confirmation of a rehabilitation plan under which a
new corporation would assume the policy liabilities of the company in receivership. That rehabilitation plan had the practical effect of nullifying the
equity interest of the shareholders. The trial court had found the plan to be fair and equitable to policyholders and creditors and that conservation
of the company’s existing policies was in the public’s interest. The Supreme Court of Utah affirmed the confirmation of the plan, holding that the
insurance commissioner’s primary duty is to protect policyholders and the public interest.

In New South Life I, the trial court had rejected a proposed plan of rehabilitation merely because it did not provide for any distribution
to the shareholders. 244 S.E.2d at 299. The South Carolina Supreme Court reversed, holding that “[i]n an ordinary receivership, the stockholders
do not receive anything until and unless all creditors are first made whole. In like fashion, the stockholders in [the insurance company in
rehabilitation)] cannot expect to receive benefits until and unless the policyholders are made whole.” 1d. at 299-300. The court went on to note that:

Delay of the restoration of the policyholders’ rights cannot be unduly prolonged because it
might be advantageous to the stockholders....The policyholders’ interests come first. They had been
denied their rights...and they should not be required to forego benefits of their policy contracts for an
extended time while the stockholders hope for a sale advantageous to them.

Id. at 300.

After remanding the New South case to the trial court with directions that the rehabilitator solicit rehabilitation proposals to be
submitted to the court along with recommendations, the South Carolina Supreme Court approved a rehabilitation plan which was the "best from the
standpoint of the policyholders.” New South Life 11, 248 S.E.2d at 593. In approving the plan, the court rejected other proposals which provided
"some hope to the stockholders” because "those bids could be approved only at the expense of weakening policyholders’ rights.” Id.

The Illinois Supreme Court’s Opinion in Security Casualty, previously cited, eloqucﬁtly demonstrates the primacy of policyholders’ rights
over those of shareholders in insurance receivership proceedings. In that case, defrauded shareholders of an insurance company in receivership
sought to impose a constructive trust on the proceeds of a stock offering. The trial court agreed, but the Illinois Supreme Court reversed:

The judgment expressed in section 205(1) of the Insurance Code of subordinating the claims of
shareholders to the claims of policyholders and creditors in an insurance liquidation proceeding fulfills
rather than defeats the expectations of investors, lenders, and insureds. Both investors and lenders
expose themselves to the risk of business insolvency, but only investors should be deemed to assume the
additional risk of the illegal or fraudulent issuance of securities. Indeed, the insureds, the customers of
the insurance business, are seeking to insulate themselves from risk. At the same time that investors risk
their capital, they may expect to reap greater rewards if the enterprise prospers.

Id. at 781 (citation omitted).
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FCH has offered no authority, and we have been unable to ascertain any, that would allow a shareholder to receive any distribution, or to
recognize any economic value, from an insurance company in receivership prior to policyholders being made whole.

B. Policyholders’ Entitlement to the Benefit of Their Bargain

FCH argues that the Plan should be rejected because policyholders may receive more under that Plan than they would have received had
Fidelity Bankers not been placed into receivership. FCH has stated that “[tJhe Deputy Receiver has a duty to put FBL's policyholders, to the extent
possible, in the same position they would have been in had there been no conservatorship.” FCH's Trial Memorandum at 37. All parties apparently
agree with this proposition. However, FCH's interpretation of this concept is much different from ours.

FCH argues that the Plan actually puts Fidelity Bankers’ policyholders “in a better position than they would have been had there been no
receivership.” FCH Trial Memorandum at 38 (emphasis in original). We doubt, however, that policyholders are actually pleased the receivership
occurred, or that they feel enriched by the Plan. The Plan Credit and Plan Dividend, assuming there are assets sufficient to fund them, will, at best,
come close to putting policyholders in the financial position they would have enjoyed had gere been no receivership. However, in no event will it
place them in a better position, nor has FCH offered any persuasive evidence to this effect.

In a case in point previously cited, Baldwin-United, the parent company of three life insurance companies in rehabilitation objected to,
inter alia, the subordination of all claims against the assets of the receivership estate to the claims of the policyholders and argued that a proposed
Pplan of rehabilitation overcompensated policyholders. 678 S.W.2d at 756. The Arkansas trial court rejected the parent’s argument and affirmed the
Plan, approving the policyholders’ and annuitants’ right to receive a perpetual first year crediting rate and a 5% bonus designed to compensate
them for the difficulties encountered in the rehabilitation process. Id. at 758-759. The court found that the plan did not overcompensate
policyholders and was fair, just, and equitable to all affected entities. 1d. at 759. The Arkansas Supreme Court agreed with the trial court, holding
that “[t]he Rehabilitation Plan’s crediting rates have a reasonable basis.” Id. Likewise, the policyholders’ entitlement to the Plan Credit and Plan
Dividend in the Plan we approved has a reasonable basis and is substantially related to the goal of restoring policyholders to their pre-receivership
status. '

The rights of policyholders in an insurance receivership in Virginia were established in Universal Life Insurance Co. v. Binford, 76 Va.
103, 110 (1882). The Court wrote that policyholders are "entitled to just such a sum of money as will place {them] where [they] would have stood if
[the Company] had continued solvent; in short, to such a sum as would restore substantially the status in quo.” Id. at 110. The Court thus clearly
articulated the need to protect policyholders and give them the benefit of their bargains. The Plan fully comports with this standard.

In Lucas v. Pittsburgh Life & Trust Co., 137 Va. 255, 119 S.E. 109 (1923), the Court recognized the general rule that "{t]he insolvency of
an insurance company constitutes a breach of contract on its part, and on dissolution of the company claims of policyholders are debts due in
praesenti.” Id. at 271, 119 S.E. at 114.

The same rule applies in the context of an annuity. In New York v. North American Life Insurance Co., 82 N.Y. 172 (1880), the court
held:

The true rule, it seems to me, to measure the value of such annuities, is to take such a sum as
will, for the remainder of the life of the annuitant, purchase an annuity for the same amount. In the case
of running policies in insolvent companies, we have held that the amount of damage to a policyholder is
the value of the policy destroyed, and that such value is the sum which, together with the same future
premiums, will procure another policy in a solvent company. So the value of an annuity bond, binding the
company to make certain annual payments during life, is such a sum as will purchase a similar bond in
another solvent company for the remainder of life. Nothing short of that will give the party whose bond is
destroyed full indemnity....[I]n the case of an annuity the process of insurance is inverted, and there is
abundant reason for claiming that the same fundamental principles must govern in conducting the two
kinds of business, and in estimating the values of the two kinds of contracts.

82 N.Y. at 188.

Under Binford and Lucas, the measure of damages sustained by the owner of a life insurance policy is the amount which would purchase
an identical policy in a solvent company. See also Guy v. Globe Ins. Co., 9 Ins. L.J. 466 (Rich. Cir. Ct. 1880). Under this authority, we believe that
the policyholders of Fidelity Bankers are entitled to the same benefits which were available to them under their original Fidelity Bankers' policies,
without being required to pay for the costs of obtaining the same benefits from a solvent company. In short, the policyholders are entitled to
fulfiliment of their bargain. This is all the approved Plan is designed to provide. It would be manifestly unjust to require policyholders to accept the
restructured Hartford contract, with a lesser interest rate and greater surrender costs, and somehow pretend that they thus have been made whole.
Accordingly, we reject FCH's contention that the Plan somehow overcompensates policyholders.

V. FIDELITY BANKERS' INSOLVENCY AND THE HAZARD TO POLICYHOLDERS AND THE PUBLIC

A. The Finding of Insolvency and Hazardous Condition

As set out in our Final Order, we found that Fidelity Bankers was insolvent on May 13, 1991, and that Fidelity Bankers remained
insolvent as of the date of the Confirmation Hearing, despite the improvement in its financial situation resulting from the Deputy Receiver's
rehabilitation efforts and strengthened financial markets. We have also found that Fidelity Bankers cannot safely resume its operations. Both
legally and factually, these findings are well-supported.
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B. The Applicable Tests

An insurance company is insolvent when it is cither unable to pay its obligations in the usual course of business or when its assets arc
exceeded by its liabilities. Va. Code Ann. § 38.2-1501 (1990). A determination of the solvency of an insurer necessarily is directed at determining
the company’s ability to meet both its current and future obligations.

The determination of solvency under each of these tests is made on a different basis. The ability of the company to pay its obligations in
the usual course of its business must be determined given the market value of its assets. By contrast, whether a regulated insurer’s liabilities exceed
its assets is determined solely by reference to statutory accounting principles ("SAP”).

C. Fidelity Bankers’ Inability to Pay its Obligations in the Usual Course of Business

In May, 1991, Fidelity Bankers was faced with a “run on the bank” and could not meet its obligations to its policyholders, let alone other
creditors, in the usual course of its business. The company simply did not have enough money to fulfill its contractual obligations to its customers,
the company’s policyholders. To determine the ability of Fidelity Bankers to withstand this run on the bank, its liabilities were compared to the
market value of its assets. The record clearly indicates that the former exceeded the latter by approximately $222 million as of May 13, 1991.

As the evidence indicated, if the projectedzgend of surrenders had been allowed to continue, Fidelity Bankers’ continued operation would
have resulted in catastrophic losses to policyholders.

D. Assets Compared to Liabilities

As noted, the determination of whether Fidelity Bankers’ assets exceeded its liabilities is one that had to be made by reference to SA]’.zs
Contrary arguments by FCH, that this test should focus on the present value of the Company's estimated future profits, are simply not supported by
the facts or law. See, e.g., Mevers v. Moody, 693 F.2d 1196, 1218 (5th Cir. 1982), cert. denied, 464 U.S. 920 (1983); In re Ambassador Ins. Co.,
515 A.2d 1074, 1077 (Vt. 1986); In re American Investors Assur. Co., 521 P.2d 560, 562 (Utah 1974); John L. Hammond Life Ins. Co. v. State,
299 S.W.2d 163 (Tex. Civ. App.—Austin 1957, writ ref’d n.r.c.). See generally 19A J. Appleman, Insurance Law & Practice § 10641, at 42 (1982). The
evidence presented unequivocally demonstrates that Fidelity Bankers was insolvent when comparing assets to liabilities, using SAP, from May 13,
1991, to the time of the Confirmation Hearing. '

E. Fidelity Bankers’' Hazardous Condition

The record also compels the conclusion that returning Fidelity Bankers to continued operation would constitute a hazard to
policyholders, creditors, and the public. A moratorium was put into place on May 13, 199], to stem the unprecedented cash demands resulting from
the heavy surrender of policies. We do not believe Fidelity Bankers could now function in a non-hazardous manner if it were taken out of
receivership and the moratorium were lifted. If an insurer cannot continue operation in a non-hazardous manner, it may be dissolved by the state.
See e.g, Caminetti v. Guaranty Union Life Ins. Co., 126 P.2d 159 (Cal. Ct. App. 1942); In Re International Workers Order, Inc., 106 N.Y.S.2d 953
(Sup. Ct. 1951), aff'd, 112 N.E.2d 280 (N.Y. 1953); Neff v. Christian Brotherhood of American Burial Ass'n., 184 N.W.2d 643 (Neb. 1971).

Also worth noting on this point is the manner by which FCH--through its actuarial witness, Mr. Schreiner--attempted to rebut the
conclusion that Fidelity Bankers could not have endured this run on the bank. On cross examination, Mr. Schreiner implied that Fidelity Bankers
could have withstood these conditions. However, we then heard what he actually interpreted as “withstanding” such a run. Having made similar
predictions for Executive Life Insurance Company, Mr. Schreiner stated that it had survived such a run, only to leave that company severely
impaired, requiring Guaranty Fund--and therefore taxpayer--assistance, and forcing policyholders to accept payments and benefits totaling
substantially less than full value. After further cross examination, Mr. Schreiner admitted that had Fidelity Bankers continued to face such a
demand on its assets, the Company would have been left in a "very hazardous condition.” Tr. 2179.

We believe that it would now amount to nothing less than dereliction of our duty to adopt the FCH Plan, which would reopen the
Company for business; to allow it to "survive” a run; and then be forced to intervene once again when it suffered major problems - this time at the
expense not only of policyholders but also of Guaranty Funds. We will not allow this to happen. We are charged with regulating the business of
insurance in Virginia for the primary protection of policyholders and the public, and we were presented with overwhelming evidence that Fidelity
Bankers cannot resume operations in a non-hazardous manner. No credible evidence was offered to the contrary.

VI. THE FIXING OF RIGHTS

The rights-fixed doctrine provides that the rights and liabilities of an insurance company and its creditors become fixed as of the date on
which delinquency proceedings are instituted against it and a receiver is appointed to conduct its business. See, e.g,, McFarling v. Demco, 546 P.2d
625 (Ok. 1976); Parris v. Caroligg Mut. Fire Ins. Co,, 74 S.E. 1010, 1011 (S.C. 1912). This is true even if it is not known that the insurer is insolvent
when it is put into receivership.” See, e.g., Langdeau v. Dick, 356 S.W.2d 945, 958 (Tex. Civ. App., Austin 1962, writ ref’d n.r.e.).

FCH opposed the fixing of rights on May 13, 1991, but we believe that not to do so, or to choose some other date, would be unfair to
policyholders. The impact of receivership proceedings on that most vulnerable group was overwhelming. A moratorium was imposed that day
depriving them of the ability to obtain the cash value of their contracts, and it is still in effect. Crediting rates and other contractual provisions were
set or administered by the Deputy Receiver, all without recourse to policyholders and notwithstanding policy provisions to the contrary. Just as the
provisions governing policyholders’ interests had to be suspended on that date in order to ensure stability, it is only fair that the same result obtain
for the Company's other creditors, its officers, directors, and shareholder.

Virginia Code § 38.2-1512 provides that rights and liabilities of an insurer and its policyholders, creditors, and other interested persons
are fixed in a liquidation proceeding upon entry of an order directing liquidation. The Code is silent, however, as to when such matters are to be
fixed in a rehabilitation proceeding. This lack of express direction therefore leaves the selection of such a date within the broad discretion of the
Commission. See, e.g., Grode v. Mutual Fire, Marine & Inland Ins. Co., 572 A.2d 798, 804 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 1990), aff'd, 1992 WL 210948 (Pa.
Aug. 21, 1992); Muir v. Transportation Mut. Ins. Co., 523 A.2d 1190, 1192 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 1987). A rehabilitation is necessarily more flexible than
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a liquidation, and must be tailored to meet the nuances of a particular situation. As part of the adopted Plan, it was appropriate for the
Commission to approve a date which serves as a cutoff to parties’ rights. See, e.g., Mendel v. Garner, 678 S.W.2d 759 (Ark. 1984); Muir, 523 A.2d
at 1192, It is well established that it is proper to fix rights retroactively as of the date a receiver was initially appointed. See, e.g., Muir, 523 A.2d at
1192; Tennessee ex rel. Williams v. Cosmopolitan Insurance Co., 394 S.W.2d 643 (Tenn. 1965). The selection of such a date is not an impairment of
contract. Grode, 572 A.2d at 804; Mendel, 678 S.W.2d at 761.

For policyholders especially, May 13, 1991, was the date on which their contractual relationship with the Company was severely altered.
We believe that it is from that date that any compensation due to them should be measured.

There is, however, apparently some confusion about what the fixing of rights means in this context. FCH no doubt fears that, because the
value of its ownership of the Company on May 13, 1991, was zero, it will always be zero. This is not necessarily the case. For these purposes, the
fixing of rights refers only to the existence, type, and nature of claims against the assets of Fidelity Bankers. It does not refer to, nor does it
liquidate, the amounts of claims against Fidelity Bankers. For example, policyholders’ account values have continued to grow since May 13, 1991.
The Deputy Receiver has continued to credit interest to them, albeit at a lower rate. Thus, while the amount of the policyholders’ claims is fluid,
the existence, type and nature of the claims remain the same. Policyholders could not, for example, improve their standing to that of a secured
creditor. Likewise, unsecured creditors, lower in priority than policyholders, cannot improve their standing to something equal to or greater than
that of a policyholder. The fixing of rights aiso prevents new, non-administrative, claims from arising to dissipate further the Company’s already
SCArce resources.

The Plan implements this order of priority, which places the sharcholder last, and we believe this structure is fair, just, and equitable. In
addition, our dcﬁc that rights were fixed as of May 13, 1991, does nothing more than confirm, as a matter of law, what has undeniably transpired as
a matter of fact.

VII. THE LIQUIDATION VALUE

The recordzgjearly indicates that the liquidation value of policyholder claims was, on May 13, 1991, no more than 93% of such claims (the
"Liquidation Value”).”” This Liquidation Value represents the extent to which the company could have discharged its liabilities to its policyholders.
However, the Liquidation Value creates a floor, not a ceiling for policyholders. Perhaps the most eloquent and persuasive articulation as to the
need for establishing a liquidation value was put forth recently by the Receivership Court for Executive Life Insurance Company:

[Tlhe appropriate juncture for the determination of asset value, all account values and the liquidation
value under Carpenter [v. Pacific Mutual Life Insurance] is the date upon which the insolvent insurance
company was placed in conservation. Anything that occurred after that date becomes a benefit of the
rehabilitation plan if one is approved and executed, or immaterial if the company is removed from
conservation and returned to normal operation.

Insurance Commissioner of the State of California v. Executive Life Insurance Company, No. BS006912 (California Superior Court, Los Angeles,
July 1, 1992).

The seminal insurance rehabilitation case, Carpenter v. Pacific Mut. Life Ins. Co., 74 P.2d 761 (Cal. 1937), aff'd sub nom. Neblett v.
Carpenter, 305 U.S. 297 (1938), establishes that a party may not object to a rehabilitation plan if that party receives in the rehabilitation at least as
much as it would receive in a liquidation. Id. at 777-78. If Fidelity Bankers had been liquidated on May 13, 1991, policyhoiders would have received
no more than 93% of their account values, and general creditors and shareholders would have received nothing.

All interested parties to Fidelity Bankers’ estate will, therefore, receive under the Plan at least as much as they would have received in a
liquidation, which is all the law requires.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In the final analysis, the Plan must be confirmed. FCH's protest notwithstanding, we do not believe that the Plan overcompensates
policyholders. To the contrary, it contemplates restoration, to the extent possible, of the benefits which policyholders would have enjoyed had
Fidelity Bankers not been placed into receivership. The record leads us to the inescapable conclusion that this Plan is superior in all respects.to the
FCH Plan. Fundamentally, it seeks to do what the Company should have done; it strives to keep promises to policyholders.

1FCH is the sole shareholder of Fidelity Bankers’ immediate parent, Fidelity Bankers Insurance Group, Inc. ("FBIG"). Both FCH and
FBIG have been debtors in bankruptcy in a U.S. Bankruptcy Court in California, since May 14, 1991.

2A significant feature of many such products were "windows® and “"bail outs”, permitting owners to withdraw the amount paid, together
with accumulated interest, without penalty on certain anniversary dates, or if interest rates fell below certain levels. The anniversary periods for
many of Fidelity Bankers' policyholders expired during this receivership. However, the Deputy Receiver's moratorium on cash surrenders,
described below and still in effect, prevented policyholders from exercising what otherwise would have been penalty-free withdrawals under such
provisions. Indeed, even the ability to withdraw funds with a penalty was suspended.

3FCH was paid an annual "asset management” fee by Fidelity Bankers of .50% of Fidelity Bankers’ asset base. Payments by Fidelity
Bankers to FCH for asset management advice approximated $18 million a year.

4We believe this was a disproportionately risky percentage of investments in junk bonds by a life insurer. Insurers in Virginia are now
limited by statute as to the percentage of their assets which may be invested in junk bonds. See Va. Code Ann. § 38.2-1411.2 (1992).

SWith surplus relief reinsurance, a company receives a credit to its reserve liability to the extent that it purchases reinsurance which
transfers risk to a reinsurer. In such a transaction, a company cedes all or a portion of a designated insurance risk to a reinsurer. In return, the
reinsurer receives a portion of the premium collected on the policies reinsured. The reinsured’s duty to reserve for losses is thus reduced to that
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portion of the risk which it retains. Subsequent to its acquisition by FCH, Fidelity Bankers entered into reinsurance treaties with Guardian Life
Insurance Company of America, Crown Life Insurance Company, and Cologne Life Reinsurance Company. However, the use of these reinsurance
treaties to reduce the Company’s liabilities was misleading in that, by their terms, there was no legitimate transfer of any substantial risk from
Fidelity Bankers to the reinsurers. Tr. 1297-1298. Despite this, Fidelity Bankers took credit for reinsurance on its statutory annual statements filed
with the Commission and the other forty-eight states in which it did business. But for these reinsurance treatics, Fidelity Bankers would have been
required to report substantially lower surpius and, perhaps, to cease writing new business.

6FCLIC is a sister company of Fidelity Bankers domiciled in California and owned by FCH. FCLIC was placed into conservatorship by
the California Department of Insurance on May 14, 1991, the day after Fidelity Bankers was placed in receivership in Virginia.

7Based on the evidence adduced at the hearing, any further delay in instituting the reccivership would have created catastrophic results
for Fidelity Bankers’ remaining policyholders. Permitting Fidelity Bankers to liquidate rapidly its assets in an attempt to satisfy the massive volume
of surrenders would not have solved the problem. While the Company might have been able to pay 100% of the cash requested by some
policyholders in May of 1991, the result of such an asset liquidation would have been to leave insufficient funds to protect fully the remaining

policyhoiders.

8ln appointing the Commission as Fidelity Bankers' receiver, the Circuit Court acted under Chapter 15 of Title 38.2 of the Code of
Virginia. We appointed Commissioner Foster Deputy Receiver pursuant to Va. Code Ann. § 38.2-1510 (1990), which allows the Commission to
appoint agents and deputies to assist it in rehabilitations.

9ln his opening remarks to the Commission, FCH's lead counsel noted: “There is no doubt that the Deputy Receiver has done his job
well with respect to the class of interest that he is supposed to protect called the policyholders. He has done, in my view, an admirable job of
protecting them.” Tr. 39.

10Aftc:r an exhaustive search, no entity could be found which was willing to "step into the shoes” of Fidelity Bankers by assuming its entire
book of business and attendant liabilities in exchange for all of its assets.

uFCH admitted that it had no objection to the due diligence process conducted by the Deputy Receiver. Tr. 1900-1901.

12FCH never explained why, if Fidelity Bankers is solvent as FCH contends, it would be necessary to modify policyholder obligations.
Put simply, if the Company is not insolvent, it should be able to fulfill its promises to its policyholders completely. The restructuring of its contracts
in the manner suggested by the holding company clearly would not meet this standard.

13Um‘ler Section 1035 of the Internal Revenue Code, policyholders may, under specified circumstances, exchange contracts issued by one
insurer for those issued by another insurer without recognizing as taxable income during the year of the exchange the interest earned on the original
contract.

14Mr. Lon A. Smith, the President and Chief Operating Officer of Hartford Life Insurance Company, testified that Hartford was
troubled by FCH's viability and the business transfer its plan contemplated. Tr. 1238-39.

15W¢ were not provided adequate information to evaluate Acadia’s ability to manage and control a life insurer. No one from Acadia
appeared at the Confirmation Hearing, and Acadia did not fiic 2 Form A with the Bureau of Insurance as required by Va. Code Ann. § 38.2-1323
and § 38.2-1324, whenever, as here, a person seeks control of a domestic insurer.

165ee Tr. 1854-55.
17Undcr the FCH proposal, policyholders whose anniversary occurred during the receivership proceedings—thus making their funds
contractually available to them without imposition of a surrender charge—would forever lose this benefit, as would policyholders whose interest rate
fell below specified "bail-out” levels.

lsic, £.g., Eden Financial Group, Inc. v. Fidelity Bankers Life Ins. Co., 778 F. Supp. 278, 282-83 (E.D. Va. 1991); Baldwin-United Corp.
v. Garner, 678 S.W.2d 754, 758 (Ark. 1984), cert. denied sub nom. Baldwin-United Corp. v. Eubanks, 471 U.S. 1111 (1985).

19Statc:s must protect their citizens from insurance company insolvencies because such companies are excluded from federal bankruptcy
laws. 11 U.S.C. § 109(b)(2), (d).

20A Plan of rehabilitation will not be set aside by a reviewing court unless there is proof of an abuse of discretion. See, e.g., American

Benefit Life Ins. Co. v. Hill Country Life Ins. Co., 582 S.W.2d 227 (Tex. Civ. App.-Austin 1979, writ ref’d n.r.e.); In re National Surety Co., 268
N.Y.S. 88 (N.Y. App. Div.), aff’d, 191 N.E. 521 (N.Y. 1934). See generally 2A Couch on Insurance § 22:24, at 594 (2d ed. 1984).

21Indced, FCH made similar objections to the rehabilitation plan of its other insurance subsidiary, FCLIC, in the recent California
proceedings. Tr. 1660-1661.

22Wc know of no reported cases that allow a sharcholder to receive anything from an insurance receivership until policyholders receive
100% of the benefits to which they are legally entitled.

2 The holding company offered general statements to the effect that "market” rates of interest should suffice to compensate contract-
holders for their losses. However, no analysis was offered quantifying those losses and demonstrating that such "market” rates of interes: would
compensate for them. In contrast, the Deputy Receiver’s consulting actuary both quantified and explained compensation in the proposed Pian for
such losses.
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MAn insurer may properly be found to be insolvent even if it is in a position to make available within a reasonable time sufficient funds
to meet promptly any demand which might in the ordinary course of events be made against it. See, e.g. Rhode Island Ins. Co. v. Downey, 212 P.2d
965, 974 (Cal. 1949).

?‘S'I‘his principle is true even if under Generally Accepted Accounting Principles ("GAAP") the assests may be shown to have substantially
greater value and might show an equity in the company. See Mevers, 693 F.2d at 1218; American Investors, 521 P.2d at 562.

26'l'his rule derives from the inherent change in circumstances and attendant legal relationships which takes place upon the entry of the
Receivership Order. The key date is when title vests in the receiver and the property is placed in custodia legis. For Fidelity Bankers, this date was
May 13, 1991.

27’I‘h¢: bankruptcy provisions regarding date fixing cited by the shareholder turn solely on specific provisions in a statute which are not
applicable in an insurance receivership proceeding. See, e.g., Baldwin-United Corp. v. Garner, previously cited. The Bankruptcy Code itself
expressly excludes insurance companies from its reach. 11 U.S.C. § 109(b)(2), (d). It would, therefore, be improper for the Commission's
authority—granted by state law--to be undermined by application of federal law which does not apply to state insurance regulation. See 15 U.S.C.
§§ 1011-15. As we have pointed out previously, insurance insolvency regulations are enacted with the primary purpose of rehabilitating the business
of the failed insurer to protect ongoing needs of policyholders. The provision of orderly liquidation of creditor claims, including those of a
shareholder, is sccondary. Ordinary bankruptcy proceedings do not serve the same goal, so they are irrelevant and immaterial here.

Byt was in all probability a good bit less, because that ratio ignores the unavoidable and substantial costs of administering a liquidation.

CASE NO. INS910068
DECEMBER 10, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

FIDELITY BANKERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR _SUSPENSION

On September 29, 1992, we entered our Final Order in this case. On October 29, 1992, First Capital Holdings Corporation ("FCH") gave
Notice of its intention to appeal said order to the Virginia Supreme Court ("the Court"), as required by Rule 5:21 (c) of the Court’s Rules. On
November 4, 1992, FCH filed its Petition for Appeal with the Court, also requesting therein that the effectiveness of the Final Order be suspended
pending appeal, as provided by Va. Code § 8.01-676.1 (h) and Rule 5:21 (g) of the Court’s Rules. Subsequently, the parties to the appeal filed briefs
with the Court on the issue of suspension of the Final Order.

We have this day received the order of the Court entered on December 8, 1992, in Record No. 921692, which remands for our
consideration FCH's motion for suspension previously filed with the Court.

In considering this motion pursuant to the Court’s direction, the Commission notes that the Court’s Rule 5:21 (g) makes oral argument
on a motion for suspension optional, not mandatory; that FCH did not request oral argument on its motion, nor did it file a reply brief; and that
FCH requested expeditious consideration of its motion. The Commission finds that no oral argument is necessary or appropriate on this matter,
since the issues have been adequately briefed by the parties.

Therefore, upon consideration of said motion for suspension and the briefs filed with the Court in regard thereto, the motion is denied.
As grounds for this decision, the Commission adheres to its views set forth in its own brief on this issued filed on November 20, 1992.

As noted in that brief, this case is of vital importance to many interests; this is particularly so for the over 170,000 policyholders of Fidelity
Bankers Life Insurance Company whose funds have been held beyond their reach since May 13, 1991, when the receivership was instituted. Just as
FCH urged expeditious consideration of its motion for suspension, the Commission trusts the Court will afford expeditious treatment to the entire
appeal of this matter.

To that end, the Commission interprets the Court’s order, especially the final sentence thereof, to mean that it is unnecessary for FCH to
file any further Notice of Appeal in this matter, and that said Notice which it did file on October 29, 1992 is sufficient herein. Therefore, we hereby
direct our Clerk to place this Order in the record in the case, to prepare and certify the record, and to transmit said record to the Clerk of the Court
contemporaneously with this Order, pursuant to the Court’s Rule 5:21 (d).

Commissioner Moore took no part in this case.
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CASE NO. INS910071
JUNE 10, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
HMO VIRGINIA, INC,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Burcau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of a health maintenance organization in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia
Code §§ 38.2-502.1, 38.2-511, 38.2-1834.C, 38.24301.C, 38.2-4306.A.2, 38.2-4306.A 4.¢c, 38.2-4306.B.1, 38.2-4308.B, 38.24312.A.1, and 38.24312.A.2, as
well as, Sections 6.A(1), 6.A(2), 6.B(1), 13.A, 17.A, and 17.B of the Commission’s Rules Governing Advertisement of Accident and Sickness
Insurance, and Sections 8.H.2 and 11.B.2 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Health Maintenance Organizations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-4316 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant'’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of fifteen thousand dollars
($15,000) and has waived its right to a hearing; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15, )

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

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

CASE NO. INS910163
JUNE 10, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
HEALTHKEEPERS OF VIRGINIA,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Comnmission to transact the business of a health maintenance organization in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia
Code §§ 38.2-502.1, 38.2-511, 38.2-1834.C, 38.24301.C, 38.2-4306.A.2, 38.24306.A 4.¢, 38.2-4306.B.1, 38.24308.B, 38.24312.A.1, and 38.2-4312.A2, as
well as, Sections 6.A(1), 6.A(2), 6.B(1), 13.A, 17.A, and 17.B of the Commission’s Rules Governing Advertisement of Accident and Sickness
Insurance, and Sections 8.H.2 and 11.B.2 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Health Maintenance Organizations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.24316 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right 1o a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of thirteen thousand doliars
($13,000) and has waived its right to a hearing; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,
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IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted; and

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

CASE NO. INS910224
AUGUST 14, 1992

APPLICATION OF
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON COMPENSATION INSURANCE

For revision of workers’ compensation insurance rates
FINAL. ORDER

The application herein was heard by the State Corporation Commission (Commission) beginning on July 28, 1992, and ending on
August 4, 1992. The National Council on Compensation Insurance (Applicant), the Commission’s Bureau of Insurance, protestants Washington
Construction Employers Association and the Iron Workers Employers Association, protestant Virginia Workers’ Compensation Coalition, and the
Division of Consumer Counsel of the Office of the Attorney General were represented by their counsel.

NOW, ON THIS DAY, having considered the record herein, and the law applicable thereto,
THE COMMISSION is of the opinion, finds, and orders:

(1) That the factor of 1.074 proposed by Applicant to adjust for experience prior to adjustment for additional premium resulting from
the Assigned Risk Adjustment Program (ARAP) produces excessive premiums and, in lieu thereof, a factor of 1.067 shall be utilized, resulting from
the use of the Applicant’s calculations except for the use of premium and loss development factors based on five-year, weighted averages to the 8th
report and on four- and three-year, weighted averages to the 9th and 10th reports respectively, and excluding the conversion of reported losses from
ex-IBNR to reported losses including IBNR;

(2) That the factor of 1.035 proposed by the Applicant as a change in trend produces excessive premiums and, in lieu thereof, a factor of
1.023 shall be utilized, resulting from the use of Staff Witness Bass's calculations adjusted to reflect the September 1, 1992, effective date;

(3) That the provision for general expense of 6.7% together with an expense constant of $140 proposed by the Applicant produces
excessive premiums and, in lieu thereof, a provision of 5.8% shall be utilized together with an expense constant of $140, with the 5.8% resulting from
use of Staff Witness Bass's calculations modified to reflect the average premium discount levels based on current Virginia discount schedules “X”
and "Y"; )

(4) That the provision of 0.0% proposed by the Applicant for profit and contingencies produces excessive premiums and, in lieu thereof,
a provision of -5.74% shall be utilized, resulting from an 80/20 equity-to-debt ratio, a 13% return on equity, an 8.78% debt expense, no provision for
dividends and deviations, a general expense calculation as explained above, Staff Witness Parcell’s pre-tax and post-tax investment income
calculations, and a reserve/surplus ratio of 3.5;

(5) That the provisions proposed by the Applicant for loss adjustment expense (-2%), benefits (0.6%), and premium taxes (0.6%) are
accepted and shall be utilized;

(6) That the factor of 0.984 proposed by the Applicant to offset for additional premium resulting from ARAP produces excessive
premiums and, in licu thereof, a factor of 0.980 shall be utilized, resulting from the use of a 20% market share and an average impact of ARAP on
assigned risks of 10.1%;

(7) That the assigned risk surcharge of +25% with an offset factor of 0.957 proposed by the Applicant produces excessive premiums,
and in lieu thereof, an assigned risk surcharge of +10% with an offset factor of 0.980 shall be utilized;

(8) That the proposed premium level increase of 46.2% in the "F” Classifications be, and it is hereby, disapproved, and in licu thereof,
there shall be a premium level increase of 32.9%; .

(9) That NCCI shall file promptly revised premium discount schedules consistent with the revised provision for underwriting profit and
contingencies;

(10) That the studies used by the Applicant for determining the time pattern for collection of premiums and payment of expenses are out
of date and not sufficiently based upon actual Virginia experience and, therefore, in licu thereof, the Applicant shall provide in future rate
applications results of current studies reflecting Virginia experience, with the parameters and specifications of such studies to be established in
consultation with the Commission’s Bureau of Insurance;

(11) That the study used by the Applicant for determining expenses by size of premiums and premium discounts is out of date and,
therefore, in licu thereof, the Applicant shall in future rate applications provide the results of a current study, with the parameters and specifications
of such study to be established in consultation with the Commission’s Bureau of Insurance;
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(12) That, except as ordered herein, the proposed revisions to rates, minimum premiums, rules, regulations, and procedures for writing
workers’ compensation insurance in this Commonwealth that have been filed by the Applicant herein on behalf of its members and subscribers shall
be, and are hereby, approved for use in this Commonwealth. All of the changes approved herein, which result in an average workers’ compensation
insurance premium increase of 14.4%, shall be effective on and after September 1, 1992.

CASE NO. INS910224
AUGUST 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON COMPENSATION INSURANCE

For revision of workers’ compensation insurance rates
AMENDATORY ORDER
IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That ordering paragraph (3) of the order entered herein August 14, 1992 be, and it is hereby, amended to read:

(3) That the provision for general expense of 6.7% together with an expense constant of $140
proposed by the Applicant produces excessive premiums and, in lieu thereof, a provision of 6.0% shall be
utilized together with an expense constant of $140, with the 6.0% resulting from use of Staff Witness
Bass'’s calculations, as corrected, and modified to reflect the average premium discount levels based on
current Virginia discount schedules "X* and "Y*;

(2) That, because of the correction and change ordered in paragraph (1) hereof, the reference to 32.9% in ordering paragraph (8) of the
aforesaid order be, and it is hereby, amended to read 33.1%; and

(3) That, because of the correction and change ordered in paragraph (1) hereof, the reference to 14.4% in ordering paragraph (12) of the
aforesaid order be, and it is hereby, amended to read 14.7%.

CASE NO. INS910236
OCTOBER 26, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VlRG]NIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

WILLIAM M. MOORE,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1813 and
38.2-1804 by failing to hold collected premiums in a fiduciary capacity and account for and remit the premiums to an insurer when due, and by
allowing applicants to sign incomplete or blank forms pertaining to insurance; .

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of his right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of fifteen thousand dollars
(815,000), has waived his right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1804 or 38.2-1813; and

(3) That the papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS910239
FEBRUARY 3, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of adopting Rules Governing Long-Tcrin Care Insurance

CORRECTING ORDER

WHEREAS, by order entered herein November 27, 1991, the Commission adopted a regulation entitled "Rules Governing Long-Term
Care Insurance”; and

WHEREAS, the regulation attached to the Commission’s aforesaid order contained four typographical errors which resulted from
reformatting the pages of the regulation;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the following corrections shall be made to the Commission’s "Rules Governing Long-Term
Care Insurance”:

(1) Page 20, delete the first line: "though your policy had never been in force. After the application has been”;

(2) Page 20, add as the last line: "and protection, you should be aware of and seriously consider certain factors which”;

(3) Page 25, add as the first three lines: "bencfits shall be determined in accordance with § 38.2-3130 paragraph 7. Claim
reserves must also be established in the case when such policy or rider is in claim status. Reserves for policies and riders

subject to this subsection should be based on"; and

(4) Page 34, delete the first three lines: “(d) State whether or not the company has a right to change premium, and if such a
right exists, describe clearly and concisely each circumstance under which premium may change.”].

CASE NO. INS910244
JANUARY 7, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
Ex Parte: In the matter of adopting Rules Governing Multiple Employer Welfare Arrangements
AMENDING ORDER

IT APPEARING that the order entered herein December 30, 1991 contained an incorrect title to the regulation being adopted in the
ordering paragraph;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the aforesaid ordering paragraph be, and it is hereby, amended to read "Rules Governing
Multiple Employer Welfare Arrangements” vice "Rules Governing Multiple Employer Health Care Plans”.

CASE NO. INS910259
JANUARY 7, 1992 -

PETITION OF
MONUMENTAL GENERAL INSURANCE COMPANY

For review of a decision by the Bureau of Insurance to withdraw approval of certain credit accident and sickness insurance forms
FINAL ORDER

WHEREAS, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-3710.H, the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau”) withdrew approval of all of Monumental
General Insurance Company's ("Monumental”) credit accident and sickness insurance forms effective June 21, 1991;

WHEREAS, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1926, Monumental requested a hearing concerning the withdrawal of approval of its credit
accident and sickness insurance forms;

WHEREAS, by order entered September 20, 1991, the Commission granted Monumental’s request for a hearing;
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WHEREAS, on November 7, 1991, the Commission’s Hearing Examiner conducted the aforesaid hearing on behalf of the Commission
where Monumental and the Bureau appeared represented by counsel;

WHEREAS, on December 13, 1991, the Hearing Examiner filed his report in this matter wherein he found that (i) the Bureau’s decision
to withdraw its prior approval of Monumental’s credit accident and sickness policy forms was just and reasonable; (ii) the Bureau’s decision should
be affirmed by the Commission, and (jii) if Monumental desires to offer only 14 day retro coverage in Virginia, it should file revised policy forms
limited to this line of insurance, and propose rates therefor which are supported by generally accepted actuarial principles and appropriately
adjusted to normalize the Company's past claims experience to reflect discontinuance of 7 day and 30 day retro insurance; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the findings of fact, conclusions of laws and recommendations of its Hearing
Examiner, adopts the Hearing Examiner’s findings of fact and conclusions of law as its own;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the decision of the Bureau of Insurance to withdraw approval of Monumental General Insurance Company’s credit accident and
sickness insurance forms be, and it is hereby, AFFIRMED; and

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

CASE NO. INS910268
MARCH 5, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

AMERI(‘AN CASUALTY COMPANY OF READING, PENNSYLVANIA,
CONTINENTAL CASUALTY COMPANY,
NATIONAL FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY OF HARTFORD,
TRANSCONTINENTAL INSURANCE COMPANY,
TRANSPORTATION INSURANCE COMPANY,

AND
VALLEY FORGE INSURANCE COMPANY,

Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendants, duly licensed by the Commission to
transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violaied certain provisions of the Code of Virginia; to wit:

American Casualty Company of Reading, Pennsylvania violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-231, 38.2-304, 38.2-305.A(6), 38.2-305.B, 38.2-317,
38.2-610, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-1908.B, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2114, 38.2-2120, 38.2-2202.A, 38.2-2202.B, 38.2-2208, 38.2-2210, 38.2-2212, 38.2-2214, and
38.2-2220 as well as Administrative Order Nos. 9677 and 9793;

Continental Casualty Company violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-231, 38.2-304, 38.2-305.A(6), 38.2-305.B, 38.2-1908.B, 38.2-2014, 38.2-
2202.A, and 38.2-2206 as well as Administrative Order Nos. 9677 and 9793;

National Fire Insurance Company of Hartford violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-231, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-2014, 38. 2-2202.A, 38.2-2208, 38.2-
2212 and 38.2-2220 as well as Administrative Order No. 9793;

Transcontinental Insurance Company violated Virginia Code § 38.2-304;

Transportation Insurance Company violated Virginia Code '§§ 38.2-304, 38.2-305.B, 38.2-1908.B, 38.2-2005, 38.2-2014, and 38.2-2202.A as
well as Administrative Order Nos. 9677 and 9793; and

Valley Forge Insurance Company violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-231, 38.2-304, 38.2-305.A(6), 38.2-305.B, 38.2-317, 38.2-610, 38.2-2014,
38.2-2113, 38.2-2114, 38.2-2120, 38.2-2202.A, 38.2-2202.B, 38.2-2208, 38.2-2210, 38.2-2212, 38.2-2214, and 38.2-2220 as well as Administrative Order
Nos. 9677 and 9793.

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendants’ licenses upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendants have committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendants have
made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of forty .housand
dollars (340,000), have waived their right to a hearing and have agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and
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IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendants pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendants in settiement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted,

(2) That Defendant, American Casualty Company of Reading, Pennsylvania, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a
violation of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-304, 38.2-305.B, 38.2-610, 38.2-1908.B, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2114, 38.2-2120, 38.2-2208 or 38.2-2212;

(3) That Defendant, Continental Casualty Company, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code
§§ 38.2-304, 38.2-1908.B or 38.2-2014;

(4) That Defendant, National Fire Insurance Company of Hartford, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of
Virginia Code §§ 38.2-2014, 38.2-2208 or 38.2-2212;

(5) That Defendant, Transportation Insurance Company, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia
Code §§ 38.2-304, 38.2-1908.B or 38.2-2014;

(6) That Defendant, Valley Forge Insurance Company, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code
§8§ 38.2-304, 38.2-305.B, 38.2-610, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2114, 38.2-2120, 38.2-2208 or 38.2-2212; and

(7) That the papers herein be pléced in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. INS910287
JANUARY 23, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
EDEN FINANCIAL GROUP, INC.
EDEN FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC.
and
EDEN FINANCIAL AND INSURANCE SERVICES, INC,
Defendants

ORDER DISMISSING RULE TO SHOW_ CAUSE

ON MOTION of Defendants, the Deputy and Special Deputy Receivers of Fidelity Bankers Life Insurance Company and the Office of
General Counsel, by their several counsel, and for good cause shown,

IT IS ORDERED that the complaint filed herein be, and it is hereby, WITHDRAWN and that the rule to show cause issued herein be,
and it is hereby, DISMISSED with prejudice.

CASE NO. INS910296
JANUARY 17, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
MINNESOTA MUTUAL FIRE & CASUALTY COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, may have violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-
1822 and 38.2-1812 by permitting unlicensed lending institutions to solicit contracts of homeowners insurance on behalf of the company and by
providing certain compensation to the unlicensed lending institutions;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alieged violation;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant, without
admitting any violation of any law, has made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of
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Virginia the sum of thirty thousand dollars ($30,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and
desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1822 or 38.2-1812; and

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

CASE NO. INS910304
JANUARY 6, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
DOUGLAS W. HAIRSTON,
Defendant

ORDER _REVOKING LICENSE
IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance as a life and health agent, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1813 by failing to hold collected premiums in a
fiduciary capacity and by failing to account for and remit when due premiums collected on behalf of a certain insurer;
IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated November 25, 1991 and mailed to the Defendant’s address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid 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; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has reccmmended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1813 by failing to hold collected
premiums in a fiduciary capacity and by failing to account for and remit when due premiums collected on behalf of a certain insurer;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked; . .

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

(5) That the papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS910307
JANUARY 31, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

ExParte: In the matter of adopting Rules Governing Credit for Reinsurance

ORDER ADOPTING REGUIATION

WHEREAS, by order entered herein October 21, 1991, the Commission ordered that a hearing be held in the Commission’s Courtroom
on December 17, 1991, for the purpose of considering the adoption of a regulation proposed by the Bureau of Insurance entitled “Rules Governing
Credit for Reinsurance”; -

WHEREAS, the Commission conducted the aforesaid hearing where it received the comments of interested persons; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the comments of interested persons and the recommendations of the Bureau
of Insurance, is of the opinion the the regulation should be adopted, with certain amendments;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the regulation entitled “Rules Governing Credit for Reinsurance” which is attached hereto and
made a part hereof, should be, and it is hereby, ADOPTED to be effective March 1, 1992.

NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitled “Rules Governing Credit for Reinsurance” is on file and may be examined at the State
Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. INS910329
JANUARY 16, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
COMBINED UNDERWRITERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 provides, inter alia, that the 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 is insolvent, or is
in a condition that any further transaction of business in this Commonwealth is hazardous to its policyholders, creditors and public in this
Commonwealth;

WHEREAS, by order entered herein November 15, 1991, Defendant was ordered to eliminate the impairment in its surplus and restore
the same to at least $1,000,000 and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thercof by affidavit of Defendant’s president or other authorized
officer on or before January 15, 1992; and

WHEREAS, as of the date of this Order Defendant has failed to eliminate the impairment in its surplus,

IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to January 31, 1992,
suspending the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before January 31, 1992,
Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23216, a request for a hearing
before the Commission with respect to the proposed suspension of Defendant’s license. -
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CASE NO. INS910329
FEBRUARY 3, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
COMBINED UNDERWRITERS LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER SUSPENDING LICENSE

WHEREAS, for the reasons stated in an order entered herein January 16, 1992, Defendant was ordered to take notice that the
Commission would enter an order subsequent to January 31, 1992, suspending the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before January 31, 1992, Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing to
contest the proposed suspension of Defendant's license; and

WHEREAS, as of the date of this order, Defendant has not filed a request to be heard before the Commission with respect to the
proposed suspension of Defendant’s license;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1040, the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia be, and it is hereby, SUSPENDED;

(2) That Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia until further order of the
Commission;

(3) That the appointments of Defendant’s agents to act on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and they are
hereby, SUSPENDED; '

(4) That Defendant's agents shall transact no new insurance business on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia;

(5) That the Bureau of Insurance shall cause an attested copy of this order to be sent to each of Defendant’s agents appointed to act on
behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia as notice of the suspension of such agent’s appointment; and

(6) That the Bureau of Insurance cause notice of the suspension of Defendant’s license to be published in the manner set forth in
Virginia Code § 38.2-1043.

CASE NO. INS910331
JANUARY 9, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
MARTIN R. EBDING,
Defendant

- ORDER REVOKING_LICENSE

IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, committed acts for which Defendant’s license may be revoked pursuant
to Virginia Code § 38.2-1831 by falsely swearing on Defendant’s application for an insurance agent's license that Defendant had not been convicted
of a felony;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated November 14, 1991 and mailed to the Defendant’s address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid 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; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,
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THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has committed acts for which Defendant’s license should be revoked
pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1831 by falscly swearing on Defendant’s application for an insurance agent’s license that Defendant had not been
convicted of a felony;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked,

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and tﬂey are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Burcau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS910341
JANUARY 10, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
GROUP HEALTH ASSOCIATION, INC,,
Defendant

VACATING ORDER
WHEREAS, by order entered herein December 18, 1991, Group Health Association, Inc. ("GHA"), a foreign corporation licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of a health maintenance organization in the Commonwealth of Virginia, was ordered to eliminate the

impairment in its net worth and restore the same to at least the amount required by law no later than January 30, 1992;

WHEREAS, by affidavit dated January 7, 1992 and filed herein, Robert Pfotenhauer, President and Chief Executive Officer of GHA,
advised the Commission that GHA has removed the impairment in its net worth and has restored the same to at least the amount required by law;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the impairment order entered herein December 18, 1991 be, and it is hereby, VACATED;

(2) That, as of the effective date of this order, GHA may continue to enroll new participants who are residents of the Commonwealth of
Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS920003
JANUARY 13, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte, In re: Adoption of supplemental report form pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1905.2.B.
ORDER ADOPTING SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT FORM
WHEREAS, by order entered herein September 7, 1990, the Commission provided an opportunity for the Attorney General and
interested insurers to comment on the feasibility of amending the existing supplemental report forms to conform to a format substantially similar to

that adopted by the National Association of Insurance Commissioners for the Insurance Expense Exhibit which is filed as a supplement to each
insurer’s Annual Statement; and ‘

WHEREAS, the Commission has considered and reviewed the comments filed in this matter concerning the supplemental report forms,

IT IS ORDERED that the supplemental report form, which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, be, and it is hereby, ADOPTED
for filing pursuant to Chapter 19 of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia and that such supplemental report be filed by insurers with the Commission
on or before May 1, 1992.
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NOTE: A copy of the Attachment entitled "Supplemental Report Required by Virginia Code § 38.2-1905.2 for Certain Lines of
Subclassifications of Liability Insurance” is on file and may be examined at the State Corporation Commission, Document Control
Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. INS920004
JANUARY 31, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
INTER-AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY OF ILLINOIS,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

WHEREAS, for the reasons stated in an order entered herein January 10, 1992, Defendant was ordered to take notice that the
Commission would enter an order subsequent to January 30, 1992, revoking the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before January 30, 1992, Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing before
the Commission to contest the proposed revocation of Defendant’s license; and

WHEREAS, as of the date of this order, Defendant has not filed a request to be heard before the Commission with respect to the
proposed revocation of Defendant’s license;

THEREFORE IT 1S ORDERED:

(1) That pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia be, and it is hereby, REVOKED;,

(2) That the appointments of Defendant’s agents to act on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and they are
hereby, REVOKED;

(3) That Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause notice of the revocation of Defendant’s license to be published in the manner set forth in
Virginia Code § 38.2-1043,

CASE NO. INS920005
JULY 1, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
JOHN M. JARRELL,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia as a life and health agent, in certain instances, committed acts for which Defendant’s license
could be revoked pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1831; to wit: Defendant was convicted of a felony on April 28, 1992, in the Circuit Court of
Cumberiand County, Virginia; _

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated May 18, 1992 and mailed to the Defendant’s address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid manner of his right to a hearing in this mtter, has
failed to request a hearing and has not otherwise communicated with the Bureau of Insurance; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonweaith of Virginia,
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THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has committed acts for which Defendant’s license to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia should be revoked pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1831;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked;

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS920009
FEBRUARY 5§, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

PENNSYLVANIA NATIONAL MUTUAL CASUALTY INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER
IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to
transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-231, 38.2-304, 38.2-305, 38.2-
1906.B, 38.2-1908.B, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2114, 38.2-2120, 38.2-2202, 38.2-2208, 38.2-2212, 38.2-510.A(10), 38.2-610, 38.2-2206, 38.2-2210, 38.2-
2220 and Section 4.4 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Premium Finance Companies;
IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settiement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of fifteen thousand dollars
($15,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-231, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2113,
38.2-2114, 38.2-2208, 38.2-2210 or 38.2-2212; and

(3) That the papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS920010
MAY 12, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
THOMAS EGGLESTON ADKINS, et al,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendants, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1805.A by
accepting payment of premiums in arrears on policies of life insurance or accident and sickness insurance which had lapsed;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendants’ licenses upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendants have committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendants have
made an offer of settiement to the Commission wherein Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of ten thousand
dollars ($10,000), have waived their right to a hearing and have agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendants pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT 1S ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) That Defendants cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1805.A; and

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

CASE NO. INS920011
MAY 12, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
JOSEPH J. BARBARISE, et al,,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendants, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1805.A by
accepting payment of premiums in arrears on policies of life insurance or accident and sickness insurance which had lapsed;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain

monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendants’ licenses upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendants have committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendants have
made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of ten thousand
dollars ($10,000), have waived their right to a hearing and have agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendants pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the offer of Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
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(2) That Defendants cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1805.A; and

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

CASE NO. INS920013
MAY 18, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
STEWART TITLE GUARANTY COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, a foreign corporation domiciled in the
State of Texas and licensed by the Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, is alleged to have violated
certain provisions of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by theCommission, after notice and
an opportunity for a hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant, without
admitting any violation of any law and affirmatively denying the allegations made by the Bureau of Insurance, has made an offer of settlement to the
Commission in order to resolve a disputed matter, wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of fifty thousand

dollars ($50,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry of an order by the Commission prohibiting any future similar
violations of the Code of Virginia;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement
pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

. (2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1822, 38.2-1833, 38.2-1812 or
38.2-4614; and ’

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

CASE NO., INS920014
JULY 21, 1992

APPLICATION OF
DONALD L. COLEMAN, JR.

For a license to transact the business of a life and health insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia
FINAL. ORDER

WHEREAS, by order entered herein January 31, 1992, Donald L. Coleman, Jr.'s application for a life and health insurance agent’s
license came on for hearing before the Commission’s Hearing Examiner on March 31, 1992; and

WHEREAS, on May 27, 1992, the Hearing Examiner issued his final report wherein he found that Donald L. Coleman, Jr. is not
trustworthy or competent to hold a life insurance agent’s license and he recommended that the Commission enter an order denying the application
and passing the papers herein to the file for ended causes; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the report of its Hearing Examiner, adopts the finding of its Hearing
Examiner as its own;
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the application of Donald L. Coleman, Jr. for a license to transact the business of a life and health insurance agent in the
Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby, DENIED; and

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

CASE NO. INS920020
JANUARY 31, 1992

APPLICATION OF
HOMEBUYERS WARRANTY CORPORATION VI

For approval of application for acquisition of control of a domestic insurer pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1323
ORDER _GRANTING APPROVAL OF APPLICATION

ON A FORMER DAY came Homebuyers Warranty Corporation VI ("HWC"), a Florida corporation, and, pursuant to Virginia Code
§ 38.2-1323, filed with the Clerk of the Commission an application for approval of acquisition of control of United One Home Protection
Corporation of Virginia ("UHPC"), a domestic insurer;

AND THE COMMISSION, having considered the application of HWC, the recommendation of the Bureau of Insurance that the
application be granted and the law applicable herein, is of the opinion that the application of HWC should be granted.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1326, that the application of HWC to acquire control of UHPC
be, and it is hereby, GRANTED.

CASE NO. INS920059
APRIL 2, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
ZURICH INSURANCE COMPANY
and ’
AMERICAN GUARANTEE AND LIABILITY INSURANCE CO.,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendants, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated certain provisions of the Code of
Virginia; to wit: Zurich Insurance Company violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-231, 38.2-304, 38.2-305.A, 38.2-30S.B, 38.2-610, 38.2-1822, 38.2-1906.B,
38.2-1908.B, 38.2-2005, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2202, 38.2-2206, 38.2-2208, 38.2-2210, 38.2-2220 and 38.2-2224; American Guarantee and Liability Insurance
Company violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-304, 38.2-305.B, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-1908.B, 38.2-2005 and 38.2-2014;

IT FURTHER AFPPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendants’ licenses upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendants have committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendants have
made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of twelve thousand
dollars ($12,000), have waived their right to a hearing and have agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER AFPPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settiement of
Defendants pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

(2) That Defendant, Zurich Insurance Company, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virgi.nia Code
§§ 38.2-231, 38.2-304, 38.2-305.A, 38.2-305.B, 38.2-610, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-1908.B, 38.2-2005, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2206, 38.2-2210, 38.2-2220 or 38.2-2224; and
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(3) That Defendant, American Guarantee and Liability Insurance Company, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a
violation of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1908.B or 38.2-2014; and

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

CASE NO. INS920060
APRIL 3, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.

PROGRESSIVE CASUALTY INSURANCE COMPANY
and

PROGRESSIVE SPECIALTY INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendants, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated certain provisions of the Code of
Virginia; to wit: Progressive Casualty Insurance Company violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1905, 38.2-2210, 38.2-2214, 38.2-2220 and the Cease and
Desist Orders entered in Case Nos. INS830372 and INS900388; and Progressive Specialty Insurance Company violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1905,
38.2-2210, 38.2-2214, 38.2-2220 and the Cease and Desist Orders entered in Case Nos. INS830372 and INS900388;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendants’ licenses upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendants have committed the aforesaid alleged violations; :

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendants have
made an offer of settiement to the Commission wherein Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of ten thousand
dollars ($10,000), have waived their right to a hearing and have agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settiement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:

P

(1) That the offer of Defendants in scttiement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;

(2) That Defendant, Progressive Casualty Insurance Company, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of
Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1905, 38.2-2210, 38.2-2214, or 38.2-2220;

(3) That Defendant, Progressive Specialty Insurance Company, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of
Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1905, 38.2-2210, 38.2-2214 or 38.2-2220; and

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

CASE NO. INS920062
JUNE 23, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
SHENANDOAH LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-316.C, 38.2-
502.1, 38.2-510, 38.2-514, 38.2-606.7.b(2), 38.2-606.8, 38.2-607.A.1, 38.2-607.C, 38.2-608.A, 38.2-608.A 4, 38.2-608.C, 38.2-610, 38.2-1812.A, 38.2-1822.A,
38.2-1822.B, 38.2-1833.A.1, 38.2-1834.C, 38.2-3115.B, and 38.2-3402.A; as well as, Sections VI(1), VI(2), VII(1), VII(2)(a)(ii), VII(2)(a)(i), VII(2)(b)
of the Commission’s Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements; Sections 6.A(1), 6.C(1), 7, 9.C, 13.A, 16 and 17.A of the Commission’s Rules
Governing Advertisement of Accident and Sickness Insurance; Sections 7(a) and 8(b) of the Commission’s Rules Governing Unfair Claim
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Settlement Practices; Sections 10.A and 10.B of the Commission’s Rules Governing Implementation of the Individual Accident and Sickness
Insurance Minimum Standards Act; Sections V(1)(d), V(3)(b), V(3)(c), V(4)(a), V(5)(a), V(6)(a), and VII(2) of the Commission’s Rules Governing
Life Insurance and Annuity Marketing Practices; and Section 6.C of the Commission’s Rules Governing Underwriting Practices and Coverage
Limitations and Exclusions for Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS);

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

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of scttiement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of thirty thousand dollars
(530,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settiement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-316.C, 38.2-502.1, 38.2-510,
38.2-514, 38.2-606.7.b(2), 38.2-606.8, 38.2-607.A.1, 38.2-607.C, 38.2-608.A, 38.2-608.A.4, 38.2-608.C, 38.2-610, 38.2-1812.A, 38.2-1822.A, 38.2-1822.B,
38.2-1833.A.1, 38.2-1834.C, 38.2-3115.B, or 38.2-3402.A; as well as, Sections VI(1), VI(2), VII(1), VII(2)(a)(ii), VII(2)(a)(i), VII(2)(b) of the
Commission’s Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements; Sections 6.A(1), 6.C(1), 7, 9.C, 13.A, 16 and 17.A of the Commission’s Rules
Governing Advertisement of Accident and Sickness Insurance; Sections 7(a) and 8(b) of the Commission’s Rules Governing Unfair Claim
Settlement Practices; Sections 10.A and 10.B of the Commission’s Rules Governing Implementation of the Individual Accident and Sickness
Insurance Minimum Standards Act; Sections V(1)(d), V(3)(b), V(3)(c), V(4)(a), V(5)(a), V(6)(a), and VII(2) of the Commission’s Rules Governing
Life Insurance and Annuity Marketing Practices; or Section 6.C of the Commission’s Rules Governing Underwriting Practices and Coverage
Limitations and Exclusions for Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS); and

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

CASE NO. INS920068
MAY 12, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATIQN COMMISSION

\'A
PEOPLES SECURITY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1805.A by
accepting payment of premiums in arrears on policies of life insurance or accident and sickness insurance which had lapsed;

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

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of thirty thousand dollars
($30,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT 1S ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) That Defendant ceasc and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1805.A; and

(3) That the papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS920071
APRIL 2, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

\ A
OPTIMUM CHOICE, INC.,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of a health maintenance organization in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in a certain instance, violated
Section 7(I) of the Commission’s Rules Governing Health Maintenance Organizations by paying accrued interest on a subordinated note without
the prior written approval of the Commission;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-4316 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of five thousand dollars
(85,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Section 7(I) of the Commission's Rules Governing
Health Maintenance Organizations; and

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

- CASE NO. INS920073
MAY 11, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
WILLIAM FERNANDEZ, JR.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING_LICENSE

IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia as a life and health agent, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1813 by failing
to hold collected premiums in a fiduciary capacity and account for and remit the premiums to an insurer when due.

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant's right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated February 27, 1992 and mailed to the Defendant’s address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid 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; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1813 by failing to hold collected
premiums in a fiduciary capacity and account for and remit the premiums to an insurer when due;
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked;

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS920074
APRIL 7, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
THE LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY OF VIRGINIA,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-316, 38.2-
502.1, 38.2-510, 38.2-511, 38.2-604, 38.2-606.8, 38.2-607.A, 38.2-608.A, 38.2-608.C, 38.2-610, 38.2-1812.A, 38.2-1822.A, 38.2-1833.A.1 and 38.2-1834.C as
well as Sections VII(1), VII(2)(a), and VII(2)(b) of the Commission’s Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements, Sections 7(a) and 8(a) of the
Commission’s Rules Governing Unfair Claim Settlement Practices, Sections V(1)(d), V(3)(b), V(4)(0), V(5)(a) and V(6)(a) of the Commission's
Rules Governing Life Insurance and Annuity Marketing Practices and Section 6.c of the Commission’s Rules Governing Underwriting Practices and
Coverage Limitations and Exciusions for Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS);

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

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of forty-five thousand doliars
($45,000) and has waived its right to a hearing;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

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

CASE NO. INS920075
APRIL 28, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
GARY WAYNE WILSON,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed to transact the business of insurance in
the Commonwealth of Virginia as a life and health agent in certain instances, committed acts for which Defendant’s insurance agent’s license may
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be revoked by the Commission pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1831; to wit: Defendant was convicted in the United States District Court, Eastern
District of Virginia of two felony counts.

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated February 24, 1992 and mailed to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid 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; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has committed acts for which Defendant’s insurance agent’s license
should be revoked by the Commission pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1831; to wit: Defendant was convicted in the United States District Court,
Eastern District of Virginia of two felony counts;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked,;

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS920076
MARCH 3, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the :
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of adopting Rules Governing Accelerated Benefits Provisions

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 12.1-13 provides that the Commission shall have the power to promulgate rules and regulations in the
enforcement and administration of all laws within its jurisdiction, and Virginia Code § 38.2-223 provides that the Commission is authorized to issue
reasonable rules and regulations governing accelerated benefits provisions of individual and group life insurance policies and to provide required
standards of disclosure; .

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Insurance has submitted to the Commission a proposed regulation entitied “Rules Governing Accelerated
Benefits Provisions” which is attached hereto and made a part hereof; and

WHEREAS, the Commission is of the opinion that the proposed regulation should be adopted;
THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That all interested persons TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to April 15, 1992, adopting the
regulation proposed by the Bureau of Insurance unless on or before April 15, 1992, any person objecting to the adoption of such a regulation files a
request for a hearing, specifying in detail their objection to the adoption of the proposed regulation, with the Clerk of the Commission, Document
Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23216;

(2) That an attested copy hereof shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to the Bureau of Insurance in care of Deputy
Commissioner Gerald A. Milsky, who shall forthwith give further notice of the proposed adoption of the regulation to all insurance companies
licensed to write life insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and
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(3) That the Bureau of Insurance shall file with the Clerk of the Commission an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of
paragraph (2) above.

NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitled "Rules Governing Accelerated Benefits Provisions” is on file and may be examined at the State
Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Fioor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. INS920076
APRIL 20, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
Ex Parte: In the matter of adopting Rules Governing Accelerated Benefits Provisions

ORDER_ADOPTING REGULATION

WHEREAS, by order entered herein March 3, 1992, the Commission ordered all interested parties to take notice that the Commission
would enter an order subsequent to April 15, 1992, adopting a regulation proposed by the Bureau of Insurance entitled "Rules Governing
Accelerated Benefits Provisions” unless on or before April 15, 1992, any person objecting to the adoption of such regulation filed a request for a
hearing, specifying in detail their objection to the adoption of the proposed regulation; and

WHEREAS, as of the date of this order, no interested party has filed a request for a hearing before the Commission to object to the
adoption of the proposed regulation; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the comments of interested parties and the recommendation of the Bureau
of Insurance, is of the opinion that the regulation, as amended, should be adopted;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the regulation, as amended, entitled "Rules Governing Accelerated Benefits Provisions” which
is attached hereto and made a part hereof, should be, and it is hereby, ADOPTED to be effective June 1, 1992.

NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitied "Rules Governing Accelerated Benefits Provisions” is on file and may be examined at the State
Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. INS920077
MARCH 5, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

ExParte: In the matter of adopting Revised Rules Governing Variable Life Insurance
ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 12.1-13 provides that the Commission shall have the power to promulgate rules and regulations in the
enforcement and administration of all laws within its jurisdiction, and Virginia Code §§ 38.2-223 and 38.2-3313 provide that the Commission is
authorized to issue reasonable rules and regulations governing variable life insurance;

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Insurance has submitted to the Commission a proposed regulation entitled "Revised Rules Governing
Variable Life Insurance” which is attached hereto and made a part hereof; and

WHEREAS, the Commission is of the opinion that the proposed revised regulatioﬁ should be adopted;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That all interested persons TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shali enter an order subsequent to April 22, 1992, adopting the
revised regulation proposed by the Bureau of Insurance unless on or before April 22, 1992, any person objecting to the adoption of such a regulation
files a request for a hearing, specifying in detail their objection to the adoption of the proposed revised regulation, with the Clerk of the
Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23216;

(2) That an attested copy hereof shall be sent by the Clerk of the Commission to the Burcau of Insurance in care of Deputy
Commissioner Gerald A. Milsky, who shall forthwith give further notice of the proposed adoption of the revised regulation to all insurance
companies licensed to write life insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and
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(3) That the Bureau of Insurance shall file with the Clerk of the Commission an affidavit of compliance with the notice requirements of
paragraph (2) above.

NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitled “Revised Rules Governing Variable Life Insurance” is on file and may be examined at the State
Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. INS920077
MAY 4, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of Adopting Revised Rules Governing Variable Life Insurance

ORDER ADOPTING REGULATION

WHEREAS, by order entered herein March S, 1992, the Commission ordered all interested parties to take notice that the Commission
would enter an order subsequent to April 22, 1992, adopting a regulation proposed by the Bureau of Insurance entitled "Revised Rules Governing
Variable Life Insurance” uniess on or before April 22, 1992, any person objecting to the adoption of such regulation filed a request for a hearing,
specifying in detail their objection to the adoption of the proposed regulation; and

WHEREAS, as of the date of this order, no interested party has requested a hearing before the Commission to object to the adoption of
the proposed regulation; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein and the recommendation of the Bureau of Insurance, is of the opinion that
the regulation should be adopted; :

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the regulation entitled "Revised Rules Governing Variable Life Insurance” which is attached
hereto and made a part hereof, should be, and it is hereby, ADOPTED to be effective June 15, 1992.

NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitled "Revised Rules Governing Variable Life Insurance” is on file and may be examined at the State
Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

- CASE NO. INS920079
MARCH 6, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL INSURANCE COMPANY OF MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN,
Defendant

ORDER SUSPENDING LICENSE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 provides, inter alia, that the 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 is insolvent, or is
in a condition that any further transaction of business in this Commonwealth is hazardous to its policyholders, creditors and public in this
Commonwealth; and

WHEREAS, Defendant has consented to a voluntary suspension of its license to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia be, and it is hereby, SUSPENDED,

(2) That Defendant shall issue no new or renewal contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia until further order
of the Commission except Defendant may continue to renew guaranteed renewable accident and health policies;

(3) That the appointments of Defendant’s agents to act on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and they are
hereby, SUSPENDED;
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(4) That Defendant’s agents shall transact no new insurance business on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia unti
further order of the Commission;

(5) That the Bureau of Insurance shall cause an attested copy of this order to be sent to each of Defendant’s agents appointed to act on
behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia as notice of the suspension of such agent’s appointment; and

(6) That the Bureau of Insurance cause notice of the suspension of Defendant’s license to be published in the manner set forth in
Virginia Code § 38.2-1043.

CASE NO. INS920081
MARCH 9, 1992

APPLICATION OF
MUTUAL FIRE INSURANCE CORPORATION OF SURRY, SUSSEX AND SOUTHAMPTON

For approval to distribute the remaining assets of the corporation pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-216
ORDER _APPROVING APPLICATION

ON A FORMER DAY came the Mutual Fire Insurance Corporation of Surry, Sussex and Southampton ("Mutual Fire"), a domestic
corporation licensed by the Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia as a mutual assessment property
and casualty insurer, and filed with the Commission an application to distribute the femaining assets of the corporation to its policyholders on a pro-
rata basis based on each policyholder's last premium assessment and to cease operations as a mutual assessment property and casualty insurer;

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Insurance has reviewed the application and the method for distributing the remaining assets and has
determined that the distribution treats all policyholders fairly and equitably; and i

THE COMMISSION, having considered the application, the recommendation of the Bureau of Insurance that the application be
approved and the law applicable hereto, is of the opinion that the application should be granted;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the application of Mutual Fire be, and it is hereby, APPROVED;

(2) That Mutual Fire shall promptly distribute its remaining assets to its policyholders after all claims by policyholders and creditors have
been paid or otherwise satisfied and shall file an affidavit of compliance with the Bureau of Insurance upon the completion thereof; and

(3) That, upon the completion of the distribution of its assets, Mutual Fire shall surrender its license to transact the business of insurance
as a mutual assessment property and casualty insurer to the Bureau of Insurance.

CASE NO. INS920084
MARCH 26, 1992

APPLICATION OF
MARKEL AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY

For exemption pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1328
ORDER GRANTING EXEMPTION

ON A FORMER DAY came Markel American Insurance Company ("Applicant”), by counsel, and, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-
1328, filed with the Commission a request for exemption from the provisions of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1323 through 38.2-1327 with respect to a
proposed plan to reorganize the structure of the holding company (the “Plan”") which has been filed with the Bureau of Insurance; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the request for exemption, the proposed Plan and the recommendation by the Commission’s
Bureau of Insurance of approval of the requested exemption, is of the opinion and finds that the proposed Plan has not been made or entered into
for the purpose of and does not have the effect of changing or influencing the control of Markel American Insurance Company, a domestic insurer;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the requested exemption from the provisions of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1323 through 38.2-1327
in connection with the proposed Plan be, and it is hereby, GRANTED.
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CASE NO. INS920089
JUNE 23, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the reiation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
JOSEPH VILLANUEVA,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia as a life and health agent, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-512 and 38.2-
1822.A as well as Sections V(1)(a), V(1)(b), V(2)(a), V(2)(b), V(2)(c) and V(2)(d) of the Commission’s Rules Governing Life Insurance
Replacements;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alieged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated May 12, 1992, and mailed to the Defendant’s address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid 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; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant'’s failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-512 and 38.2-1822.A as well as
Sections V(1)(a), V(1)(b), V(2)(a), V(2)(b), V(2)(c) and V(2)(d) of the Commission’s Rules Governing Life Insurance Replacements;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked;

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS920094
APRIL 7, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
REALSAFE CORPORATION OF VIRGINIA, INC,
Defendant

ORDER SUSPENDING LICENSE
WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 provides, jnter alia, that the Commission may suspend or revoke the license of any insurance
company to transact the business of insurance in the Commonweaith of Virginia whenever the Commission finds that the company has violated any

law of this Commonwealth, or has in this Commonwealth violated its charter or exceeded its corporate powers; and

WHEREAS, by letter filed herein, Defendant has consented to the voluntary suspension of its license to transact the business of a home
protection company in the Commonwealth of Virginia;
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THEREFORE, IT 1S ORDERED:

(1) That, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1040, the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia as a home protection company, be, and it is hereby, SUSPENDED;

(2) That Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia until further order of the
Commission;

(3) That the appointments of Defendant’s agents to act on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and they are
hereby, SUSPENDED;

(4) That Defendant'’s agents shall transact no new insurance business on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia;

(5) That the Bureau of Insurance shall cause an attested copy of this order to be sent to each of Defendant’s agents appointed to act on
behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia as notice of the suspension of such agent’s appointment; and

(6) That the Bureau of Insurance cause notice of the suspension of Defendant’s license to be published in the manner set forth in
Virginia Code § 38.2-1043.

CASE NO. INS920097
MAY 20, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
MD-IPA,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of a health maintenance organization in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia
Code §§ 38.2-316.A, 38.2-316.B, 38.2-502.1, 38.2-508, 38.2-510.A 4, 38.2-510.A.5, 38.2-510.A.6, 38.2-510.A.10, 38.2-510.A.14, 38.2-511, 38.2-514, 38.2-
604, 38.2-610.A.1, 38.2-610.A.2, 38.2-1812.A, 38.2-1822.A, 38.2-1833.A.1, 38.2-1834.C, 38.2-3405, 38.2-3418.1, 38.2-4301.C, 38.24304.B, 38.2-4306.A.2,
38.2-4306.B.1, 38.2-4308.A, 38.2-4308.B, 38.2-4311, 38.24312.A.1, and 38.2-4312.A.2 as well as Sections 6.C.2, 6.C.3, 8.C.3, 8.H.1, 8.H.2, 8 HS, 9.B.2,
12.A, 12.B and 12.C.2 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Health Maintenance Organizations, Sections 2.B, 6.A.1, 6.B.1, 9.C, 11, 13.A, 17.A and
17.B of the Commission’s Rules Governing Advertisement of Accident and Sickness Insurance, and Section 6.A.1 of the Commisison’s Rules
Governing Underwriting Practices and Coverage Limitations and Exclusions for Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS);

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-4316 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of eighty-eight thousand
dollars ($88,000), has waived its right to a hearing, has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order, has agreed to adopt all the
recommendations contained in the Market Conduct Examination Report for the period ending September 30, 1991, and has agreed to provide the
Bureau of Insurance such documentation of compliance with the recommendations as may be requested by the Bureau; and-

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-316.A, 38.2-316.B, 38.2-
502.1, 38.2-508, 38.2-510.A.4, 38.2-510.A.5, 38.2-510.A.6, 38.2-510.A.10, 38.2-510.A.14, 38.2-511, 38.2-514, 38.2-604, 38.2-610.A.1, 38.2-610.A.2, 38.2-
1812.A, 38.2-1822.A, 38.2-1833.A.1, 38.2-1834.C, 38.2-3405, 38.2-3418.1, 38.24301.C, 38.24304.B, 38.2-4306.A.2, 38.2-4306.B.1, 38.2-4308.A, 38.2-
4308.B, 38.2-4311, 38.24312.A.1, and 38.2-4312.A.2 as well as Sections 6.C.2, 6.C.3, 8.C.3, 8.H.1, 8.H.2, 8. HS, 9.B.2, 12.A, 12.B and 12.C.2 of the
Commission’s Rules Governing Health Maintenance Organizations, Sections 2.B, 6.A.1, 6.B.1, 9.C, 11, 13.A, 17.A and 17.B of the Commission’s
Rules Governing Advertisement of Accident and Sickness Insurance, and Section 6.A.1 of the Commisison’s Rules Governing Underwriting
Practices and Coverage Limitations and Exclusions for Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS); and

(3) That the papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS920101
JUNE 10, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
UNITED PHYSICIANS INSURANCE RISK RETENTION GROUP,
Defendant

CONSENT ORDER

WHEREAS, by Rule to Show Cause entered herein May 7, 1992, Defendant was ordered to appear in the Commission’s Courtroom on
June 17, 1992, and show cause, if any, why the Commission should not permanently enjoin Defendant from issuing any new or renewal policies in the
Commonwealth of Virginia; and

WHEREAS, by letter filed herein, Defendant has consented to the entry of an order enjoining Defendant from issuing any new or
renewal policies in the Commonwealth of Virginia until further order of the Commission;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that, until further order of the Commission, Defendant be, and it is hereby, enjoined from issuing
any new or renewal policies in the Commonwealth of Virginia.

CASE NO. INS920102
MAY 20, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
AMERICAN BANKERS INSURANCE COMPANY OF FLORIDA,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER
IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonweaith of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-304, 38.2-
305.A, 38.2-305.B, 38.2-317, 38.2-502, 38.2-511, 38.2-610, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-2105, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2114 and 38.2-2118;
IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of fifteen thousand dollars
($15,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia-Code § 12.1-15,

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

(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-304, 38.2-305.A, 38.2-305.B,
38.2-317, 38.2-502, 38.2-511, 38.2-610, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-2105, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2114 and 38.2-2118; and

(3) That the papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS920108
MAY 12, 1992

APPLICATION OF
PRINCE GEORGE MUTUAL FIRE INSURANCE COMPANY

For approval to distribute the remaining assets of the corporation pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-216
ORDER APPROVING APPLICATION
ON A FORMER DAY came Prince George Mutual Fire Insurance Company ("Mutual Fire"), a domestic corporation licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia as a mutual assessment property and casualty insurer, and filed
with the Commission an application to distribute the remaining assets of the corporation to its policyholders on a pro-rata basis based on each

policyholder’s percentage of all 1991 insurance in force with the Company and to cease operations as a mutual assessment property and casualty
insurer;

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Insurance has reviewed the application and the method for distributing the remaining assets and has
determined that the distribution treats all policyholders fairly and equitably; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the application, the recommendation of the Bureau of Insurance that the application be
approved and the law applicable hereto, is of the opinion that the application should be granted;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the application of Mutual Fire be, and it is hereby, APPROVED;

(2) That Mutual Fire shall promptly distribute its remaining assets to its policyholders after all claims by policyholders and creditors have
been paid or otherwise satisfied and shall file an affidavit of compliance with the Bureau of Insurance upon the completion thereof; and ’

(3) That, upon the completion of the distribution of its assets, Mutual Fire shall surrender its license to transact the business of insurance
as a mutual assessment property and casualty insurer to the Bureau of Insurance.

CASE NO. INS920109
SEPTEMBER 10, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the :
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
CLYDE JOHNSON, JR.,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia as a life and health agent, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1813 by failing
to hold collected premiums in a fiduciary capacity and by failing to account for and remit when due premiums collected on behalf of a certain
insurer; . _

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated July 27, 1992, and mailed to the Defendant’s address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid 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; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1813 by failing to hold collected
premiums in a fiduciary capacity and by failing to account for and remit when due premiums on behalf of a certain insurer;



ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked;

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS920112
J , 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte: In the matter of adopting Revised Rules Governing Minimum Standards for Medicare Supplement Policies
ORDER ADOPTING REGULATION

WHEREAS, by order entered herein April 30, 1992, the Commission ordered that a hearing be held in the Commission’s Courtroom on
June 2, 1992, for the purpose of considering the adoption of a revised regulation proposed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau”) entitled "Revised
Rules Governing Minimum Standards for Medicare Supplement Policies”;

WHEREAS, the Commission’s Hearing Examiner conducted the aforesaid hearing on behalf of the Commission;

WHEREAS, the Hearing Examiner has filed his report in this matter wherein he found that the regulation, as amended, should be
adopted by the Commission and he recommended that the Commission enter its order adopting the proposed amended regulation; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the comments of interested persons, the report and recommendation of its
Hearing Examiner, is of the opinion that the regulation, as amended, should be adopted;

THEREFORE, IT 1S ORDERED that the regulation entitled "Revised Rules Governing Minimum Standards for Medicare
Supplement Policies” which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, shouid be, and it is hereby, ADOPTED to be effective July 30, 1992.

NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitled "Revised Rules Governing Minimum Standards for Medicare Supplement Policies” is on file
and may be examined at the State Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and
Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. INS920112
JUNE 24, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

ExParte: In the matter of adopting Revised Rules Governing Minimum Standards for Medicare Supplement Policies
AMENDING ORDER

IT APPEARING that the Revised Rules Governing minimum Standards for Medicare Supplement Policies attached to the
Commission’s Order Adopting Regulation contained a typographical error on page 17 of the regulation;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that page 17 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Minimum Standards for Medicare Supplement
Policies, which is attached hereto and made a part hereof, be, and it is hereby, amended.

NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitled "Rules Governing Minimum Standards for Medicare Supplement Policies” is on file and may
be examined at the State Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor
Streets, Richmond, Virginia.



91
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

CASE NO, INS920113
MAY 12, 1992

PETITION OF
VIRGINIA ASSOCIATION OF SERVICE COMPANIES

To set aside Bureau of Insurance Administm'tivc Letter 1992-7
ORDER DISMISSING PETITION

ON A FORMER DAY came the Virginia Association of Service Companies and filed a petition with the Clerk of the Commission to
set aside Administrative Letter 1992-7 issued by the Bureau of Insurance;

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Insurance, in its response to the petition, has no objection to withdrawing Administrative Letter 1992-7 upon
order of the Commission and subsequently moving the Commission to institute a rule-making proceeding to consider an amendment to Rule 7:3 of
the Commission’s Rules Governing Insurance Premium Finance Companies concerning the refund of interest charges upon canceliation as the
result of default; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the petition filed herein, the response of the Bureau of Insurance and the law applicable
hereto, is of the opinion that Administrative Letter 1992-7 should be withdrawn;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That Administrative Letter 1992-7 shall be withdrawn forthwith by the Burcau of Insurance and the Bureau shall provide notice of
the withdrawal to all Insurance Premium Finance Companies licensed in Virginia; and

(2) That the petition filed herein by the Virginia Association of Service Companies be, and it is hereby, DISMISSED.

CASE NO. INS920117
AUGUST 3, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
CHARLES J. LAMB, -
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE
IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia as a life and health agent, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1802 by
soliciting, negotiating, procuring, or effecting contracts of insurance with an unlicensed insurer;
IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated June 1, 1992 and mailed to the Defendant’s address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid 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; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1802 by soliciting, negotiating,
procuring, or effecting contracts of insurance with an unlicensed insurer;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked;

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;



ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance ageat;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS920122
AUGUST 3, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
BLUE CROSS BLUE SHIELD OF VIRGINIA,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-502.1 as well
as Sections 4, 5.A, 5.B, 6.A(1), 6.A(2), 6.B(1), 6.B(2), 7 and 13.A of the Commission’s Rules Governing Advertisement of Accident and Sickness
Insurance;

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

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of eleven thousand dollars
($11,000) and has waived its right to a hearing; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendant in settiement of the matter sct forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted; and

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

CASE NO. INS920123
AUGUST 5, 1992

COMPLAINT OF
ERIE INSURANCE EXCHANGE

For a review of a decision by the Bureau of Insurance
FINAL ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY came Erie Insurance Exchange ("Erie"), by counsel, and filed with the Clerk of the Commission a Complaint
for a review of a decision by the Bureau of Insurance which required Erie, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1611.1, to show a certificate of
contribution to the Virginia Property and Casualty Guaranty Association ("Guaranty Association”) as an asset on its financial statements in order to
amortize the amount in each succeeding year and offset the amount amortized against premium taxes owed; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the Complaint filed herein by Erie, the Response filed by the Bureau of Insurance, and the
Additional Pleadings of Erie, is of the opinion that Erie should have the option not to show a certificate of contribution to the Guaranty Association
as an asset without affecting Erie’s ability to amortize the amount of such contribution over succeeding years and offset the amount amortized
against premium taxes owed;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the relief sought by Erie Insurance Exchange in its Complaint be, and it is hereby,
GRANTED.
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CASE NO. INS920125
MAY 15, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
AMERICAN TRUCKING ASSOCIATIONS, INC,
Defendant

CONSENT ORDER

By letter filed with the Clerk of the Commission on May 14, 1992, the American Trucking Associations, Inc., a non-profit corporation
located in Alexandria, Virginia ("ATA"), consented to the entry of an order in which ATA agreed to amend its self-insured health care benefit plan
("the Plan”) to satisfy the Commission’s concerns that the Plan constitutes a multiple employer welfare arrangement under the Commission’s Rules
Goveming Multiple Employer Welfare Arrangements.

Specifically, ATA has agreed (i) not to enroll any new employer groups; (i) to terminate all health care and/or dental coverage effective
July 1, 1992, for employees of the Alabama Trucking Association; District of Columbia Trucking Association; Regional & Distribution Carriers
Conference; and Virginia Trucking Association; (iii) to continue to honor all covered claims which are incurred by employees of the foregoing
entities prior to July 1, 1992, but not reported until September 30, 1992; and (iv) to report to the Commission not later than October 30, 1992, that
all health care and/or dental coverage for the foregoing entities has been terminated and that all covered claims submitted prior to September 30,
1992, have been paid.

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That, as of the date hereof, ATA shall not enroll any new employer groups in its health care benefit plan;

(2) That ATA shall terminate all health care and/or dental coverage effective July 1, 1992 for employees of the Alabama Trucking
Association, District of Columbia Trucking Association, Regional & Distribution Carriers Conference, and Virginia Trucking Association;

(3) That ATA shall continue to honor all covered claims of employees of the entities identified in Ordering Paragraph 2 supra which are
incurred prior to July 1, 1992 but not reported until September 30, 1992; and

(4) That ATA shall report to the Commission not later than October 30, 1992, that all health care and/or dental coverage for the entities
identified in Ordering Paragraph 2 supra has becn terminated and that all covered claims submitted prior to September 30, 1992, have been paid.

CASE NO. INS920126
JUNE 5, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
QUICKRETE AND AFFILIATED MEDICAL BENEFITS TRUST,
Defendant

CONSENT ORDER

By letter filed with the Clerk of the Commission on May 12, 1992, the Quickrete and Affiliated Medical Benefits Trust (the "Trust”), an
unlicensed self-funded multiple employer welfare arrangement operating in the Commonwealth of Virginia, advised the Commission (i) that the
Trust had terminated all health care coverage effective November 30, 1991; (ii) that the participating employers in the Trust had adopted a
resolution to dissolve the Trust effective November 30, 1991; and (iii) that the trustees of the Trust would continue to hold trust assets after
December 1, 1991, for the purpose of paying claims incurred by participants and beneficiaries prior to December 1, 1991, and paying all other
liabilities of the Trust as the Trust winds down its affairs.

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the trustees promptly wind down the affairs of the Trust; and

(2) That the Trustees shall report to the Commission not later than September 15, 1992, that all covered claims of participants and
beneficiaries have been paid, and that all outstanding liabilities of the Trust have been paid or otherwise satisfied.
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CASE NO. INS920127
MAY 12, 1992

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER DELEGATING CERTAIN
AUTHORITY TO THE COMMISSIONER OF INSURANCE

Virginia Code § 12.1-16 provides, in pertinent part:

In the exercise of the powers and in the performance of the duties imposed by law upon the Commission
with respect to insurance and banking, the Commission may delegate to such employees and agents as it
may deem proper such powers and require of them, or any of them, the performance of such duties as it
may deem proper.

This statute provides further that the head of the Bureau through which the Commission administers the insurance laws shall be designated
*Commissioner of Insurance.”

NOW THEREFORE, finding it lawful and proper to do so, the Commission hereby delegates to the Commissioner of Insurance the
authority to exercise its powers and to act for the Commission in all matters in the administration of the insurance laws and regulations of this
Commonweaith; provided, however, the power to revoke any license issued by the Bureau of Insurance pursuant to this delegation of authority, the
power to approve offers of settlement and the power to promulgate rules and regulations shall be, and are hereby, expressly reserved to the
Commission. This delegation of authority shall be effective and continuing unless otherwise ordered by the Commission,

In the performance of the duties herein delegated to him, the Commissioner of Insurance shall have the power and authority to make all
findings and determinations permitted or required by law.

All actions taken by the Commissioner of Insurance pursuant to the authority granted herein are subject to review by the Commission in
accordance with the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the State Corporation Commission.

This order supersedes and revokes any and all orders previously delegating any authority to the Commissioner of Insurance.

CASE NO. INS920129
JUNE 12, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

. v. .
AMERICAN PSYCHMANAGEMENT OF MARYLAND, INC.,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in a certain instance, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1300 by
failing to file timely with the Bureau of Insurance Defendant’s 1991 annual statement;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of five thousand dollars
(35,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settiement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1300; and

(3) That the papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS920130
JUNE 1, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.

RANDMARK, INC,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in a certain instance, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1300 by
failing to file timely with the Bureau of Insurance Defendant’s 1991 Annual Statement;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of five thousand dollars
(85,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settiement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1300; and

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

CASE NO. INS920132
JUNE 24, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
GORDON R. WEBB,
Defendant

ORDER _REVOKING LICENSE

IT APPEARING from an investigation by-the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia as a property and casualty agent, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1813
and 38.2-2015 by failing to hold collected premiums in a fiduciary capacity and account for and remit the premiums to certain insurance companies
when due, and by failing to comply with the Agent Performance Standards set by the Virginia Automobile Insurance Plan requiring the timely
payment of uncarned commissions to insurance companies;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated April 13, 1992 and mailed to the Defendant’s address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid 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; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has recommendec that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1813 and 38.2-2015 by failing to hold
collected premiums in a fiduciary capacity and account for and remit the premiums to certain insurance companies when due, and by failing to



ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

comply with the Agent Performance Standards set by the Virginia Automobile Insurance Plan requiring the timely payment of unearned
commissions to insurance companies;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked;

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS920137
MAY 29, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
DANA LYNN ROBINSON,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE
IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1813 by failing to hold collected
premiums in a fiduciary capacity and account for and remit the premiums to an insurer entitled to payment when due;
IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated May 1, 1992, and mailed to the Defendant’s address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid 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; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1813 by failing to hold collected
premiums in a fiduciary capacity and account for and remit the premiums to an insurer entitled to payment when due;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked; :

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

(5) That the papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS920147
AUGUST 4, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
KENNETH W. HAMERSLEY,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Burcau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia as a life and health agent, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-508 and
Section V of the Commission’s Rules Governing Life Insurance and Annuity Marketing Practices by placing an advertisement which misrepresented
the benefits, advantages, conditions or terms of an insurance policy;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated June 29, 1992 and mailed to the Defendant’s address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid 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; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant's license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has violated Virginia Code § 38.2-502 and Section V of the
Commission’s Rules Governing Life Insurance and Annuity Marketing Practices by placing an advertisement which misrepresented the benefits,
advantages, conditions or terms of an insurance policy;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked;

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and .

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

CASE NO. INS920153
NOVEMBER 19, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
CARLOS A. VARGAS,
SYLVIA VARGAS
and
LATIN AMERICAN INSURANCE AGENCY, INC,,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendants, currently li.:nsed by
the Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1822,
38.2-1812, 38.2-1813 and 38.2-310 by soliciting, negotiating, procuring, or effecting contracts of insurance prior to obtaining insurance agent licenses
from the Commission, by accepting commissions without first being licensed, by failing to hold collected premiums in a fiduciary capacity and
account for and pay the premiums to an insurer when due, and by charging and receiving fees for the procurement of insurance;
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IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monctary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendants’ licenses upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendants have committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendants have
made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of ten thousand
dollars ($10,000), have waived their right to a hearing and have agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendants pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted,

(2) That Defendants cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1822, 38.2-1812, 38.2-1813
and 38.2-310; and

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

CASE NO. INS920227
~ SEPTEMBER 22, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
OLD AMERICAN INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-502.1 as well
as Sections 6.A(1), 6.A(2), 6.B(1), 6.C(1), 7, 10.A, 13.A and 16 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Advertisement of Accident and Sickness
Insurance, and Sections V(1)(e), V(4)(b), V(5)(b), V(6)(a) and V(8)(c) of the Commission’s Rules Govemmg Life Insurance and Annuity
Marketing Practices;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain

monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of eight thousand dollars
(38,000) and has waived its right to a hearing; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

(2) That the papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS920232
AUGUST §, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
IHA MANAGEMENT TRUST OF ALABAMA, d/b/a COMPACARE, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Defendant is a multiple employer welfare arrangement domiciled in the state of Alabama which is providing health care
coverage, or has provided health care coverage, in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

WHEREAS, Defendant is not licensed by the Commission as an insurer pursuant to Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia or a multiple
employer welfare arrangement pursuant to the Commission’s Rules Governing Multiple Employer Welfare Arrangements adopted in Case
No. INS910244, nor is Defendant exempt from Commission regulation by the Commission’s own rules or any law or regulation of the federal
government;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsegquent to
August 26, 1992, (i) permanently enjoining Defendant from operating a multiple employer health care plan in the Commonwealth of Virginia;
(ii) imposing a monetary penalty against Defendant in the amount of five thousand dollars (35,000) for operating an unlicensed multiple employer
welfare arrangement in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and (iii) requiring Defendant to make restitution, in accordance with Virginia Code § 38.2-
218.D.C, for unpaid health care claims, unless on or before August 26, 1992, Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control
Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23216, a responsive pleading to object to the entry of the aforesaid order and a request for hearing.

CASE NO. INS920232
SEPTEMBER 4, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
THA MANAGEMENT TRUST OF ALABAMA, d/b/a COMPACARE, INC.,
Defendant

FINAL_ORDER

WHEREAS, by order entered herein August 5, 1992, for the reasons stated therein, Defendant was ordered to TAKE NOTICE that the
Commission would enter an order subsequent to August 26, 1992, (i) permanently enjoining Defendant from operating a multiple employer welfare
arrangement in the Commonwealth of Virginia; (ii) imposing a monetary penalty against Defendant in the amount of five thousand dollars (§5,000)
for operating an unlicensed multiple employer welfare arrangement in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and (jii) requiring Defendant to make
restitution, in accordance with Virginia Code § 38.2-218.D.c, for unpaid health care claims, unless on or before August 26, 1992, Defendant filed with
the Cierk of the Commission a responsive pieading to object to the entry of the aforesaid order and a request for a hearing; and

WHEREAS, as of the date of this order, Defendam has failed to file a responsive pleading to object to the entry of this orderor a
request for a hearing before the Commission;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That Defendant be, and it is hereby, permanently enjoined from operating a multiple employer welfare arrangement in the
Commonwealth of Virginia;

(2) That Defendant be, and it is hereby, penalized the sum of five thousand dollars for operating an unlicensed multiple employer
welfare arrangement in the Commonwealth of Virginia, which sum shall be paid to the Clerk of the Commission within thirty days from the date
hereof;

(3) That Defendant make restitution, in accordance with Virginia Code § 38.2-218.D.c for any unpaid health care claims; and

(4) That the papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS920235
JULY 7, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.

MD-INDIVIDUAL PRACTICE ASSOCIATION, INC.
and

OPTIMUM CHOICE, INC,
Defendants

CONSENT ORDER

WHEREAS, by letter filed herein by their counsel, MD-Individual Practice Association, Inc. ("MD-IPA") and Optimum Choice, Inc.
("Optimum Choice”), health maintenance organizations domiciled in the State of Maryland, have agreed not to issue any new or renewal contracts
providing for the delivery of health care services in the Commonwealth of Virginia, but shall otherwise continue to be licensed and service their
existing business during the period of time required to wind-down orderly their operations in Virginia; and

WHEREAS, MD-IPA and Optimum Choice have agreed to take this action in conjunction with the reorganization of their operations in
Virginia, which shall be assumed by a newly licensed Virginia domiciled subsidiary;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that MD-IPA and Optimum Choice shall not issue any new or renewal contracts providing for the
delivery of health care services in the Commonwealth of Virginia, but shall otherwise continue to be licensed and service their existing business
during the period of time, not to exceed one year from the date hereof, required to wind-down orderly their operations in Virginia.

CASE NO. INS920236
SEPTEMBER 15, 1992

PETITION OF
LAWYERS TITLE INSURANCE CORPORATION

For an investigation of The Bank of Hampton Roads regarding possible violations of Va. Code § 38.2-513(A) and for an order
permanently enjoining any such violation

FINAL ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY came Lawyers Title Insurance Corporation ("LTIC") and, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-513(B), filed with
the State Corporation Commission (the "Commission”) a petition alleging that The Bank of Hampton Roads (the "Bank”) was in violation of
Virginia Code § 38.2-513(A) in that the Bank had required title insurance from its borrowers but either directly or indirectly refused to accept LTIC
as the insurer for the borrower and/or unreasonably disapproved insurance policies which had been issued by LTIC and provided by prospective
borrowers for the protection of the property securing the credit or lien and, further, requesting that the Commission investigate the Bank and enter
an order permanently enjoining any such violation;

AND IT APPEARING that LTIC and the Bank have entered into a settlement, the terms of which are set forth in a letter and
attachment thereto heretofore filed with the Clerk of the Commission;

AND THE COMMISSION, having considered the petition.and the settlement entered into by LTIC and the Bank, is of the opinion
that such settlement should be accepted and finds that the Bank violated Virginia Code § 38.2-513(A) as set forth in the first paragraph of this
order.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the Bank cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-513(A);

(2) That, no later than thirty (30) after the entry of this order, the Bank shall comply fully with the terms of the settlement filed with the
Clerk of the Commission and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of an authorized officer of the Bank; and

(3) That any monetary penalty the Commission is authorized by law to impose for the Bank’s violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-513(A) is
suspended, and shall be waived, upon timely compliance with ordering paragraph (2) hereof; and

(4) That the papers herein shall be placed in the file for ended causes upon the Clerk's timely receipt of the affidavit required in ordering
paragraph (2) hereof.
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CASE NO. INS920240
OCTOBER 5, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
UNIVERSAL LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY, etal.,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendants, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1805.A by
accepting payment of premiums in arrears on policies of life insurance or accident and sickness insurance which had lapsed;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219, 38.2-1040 and 38.2-1831 to
impose certain monctary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendants’ licenses upon a finding by Commission, after
notice and opportunity to be heard, that Defendants have committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendants have
made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of fifteen thousand
dollars ($15,000), have waived their right to a hearing and have agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendants pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT 1S ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendants in settiement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) That Defendants cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1805.A; and

(3) That the papers hercin be placed in the file for ended causes.

CASE NO. INS920241
DECEMBER 7, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

Ex Parte, In re: Determination of competition as an effective regulator of rates pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1905.1.E.
FINAL ORDER

On September 15, 1992 and October 19, 1992, pursuant to an order entered herein July 20, 1992, the Commission conducted hearings on
whether competition is an effective regulator of rates charged for certain lines and subclassifications of commercial liability insurance, which lines
and subclassifications were designated and set forth in the Commission’s 1991 Report to the General Assembly pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-
1905.1(C); and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the record in this proceeding and the law applicable herein is of the opinion, finds and
ORDERS:

(1) That competition is not an effective regulator of the rates charged for insurance agents professional liability insurance; lawyers
professional liability insurance; medical professional liability insurance; real estate agents professional liability insurance; detective agencies and
security guards liability insurance; volunteer fire departments and rescue squads liability insurance; and water treatment plants liability insurance;
and that, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1912, for twenty-seven (27) months from the date of this order or until further order of the Commission,
whichever is sooner, all insurance companies licensed to write the aforesaid lines and subclassifications of insurance and, to the extent permitted by
law, all rate service organizations licensed pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 19 of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia shall file with the
Commissioner of Insurance any and all changes in the rates, prospective loss costs and supplementary rate information for these lines and
subclassifications of insurance, and, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1912(B) and (D), such supporting data and information as is deemed necessary
by the Commissioner of Insurance for the proper functioning of the rate monitoring process at least sixty (60) days before they become effective;
and :

(2) That, while evidence was presented at the hearing concerning competition with respect to architects and engineers professional
liability insurance and landfill liability insurance, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1903, and for good cause shown, these lines and subclassification
of insurance be, and they are hereby, exempted from the rate-filing provisions of Chapter 19 of Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia.
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CASE NO. INS920245
NOVEMBER 9, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
CHIROPRACTIC CONSULTANTS, INC,,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, not certificated by the
Commission to transact the business of a private review agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in a certain instance, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-
5301 by conducting utilization review in the Commonwealth of Virginia without first obtaining a certificate from the Commission;

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

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a
cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15, ’

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-5301; and

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

CASE NO. INS920251
AUGUST 3, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
GROUP HOSPITALIZATION AND MEDICAL SERVICES, INC.,
Defendant

CONSENT ORDER

ON A FORMER DAY came Group Hospitalization and Medical Services, Inc. ("GHMSI"), a federally chartered corporation
domiciled in the District of Columbia and licensed in Virginia as a health services plan pursuant to Chapter 42 of Title 38.2, and agreed to the entry
of a Consent Order the terms of which are set forth in the ordering paragraphs below;

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That GHMSI shall not, without prior written approval of the Commission,

(a) enter into any transaction with any affiliate,

(v) acquire or organize any affiliate,

(c) make any loan or advance to any affiliate, or

(d) make any extension of credit, guarantee, or provide collateral to any person which is not an affiliate where the proceeds of such

transaction, in whole or substantial part, are to be used to make loans, advances, or extensions of credit to, to purchase the assets of, or to make
investments in any affiliate of GHMSI; nor shall GHMSI make any equity investment in any non-affiliated person for such purpose;
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(2) That GHMSI shall comply with all provisions of Chapter 42 of Title 38.2, in particular Article 2;

(3) That GHMSI shall not enter into any transaction with any officer or director or with any person in which an officer or director, either
directly or indirectly, has an ownership, creditor or other beneficial interest, unless such transaction is within the usuval and customary course of the
officer’s employment with GHMSI;

(4) That GHMSI shall within thirty (30) days of this order submit to the Commission for its review an investment plan for GHMSI's
invested assets whereby GHMSI will provide for an appropriate matching of its assets and liabilities arising out of its business and for a reasonable
insulation against appropriate interest-rate risk; such plan shall include specific provisions for timely implementation and confirmation of such
implementation to the Commission; and

(5) That GHMSI shall submit within thirty (30) days of this order a detailed plan, satisfactory to the Commission, to effect the sale or
otherwise liquidate its real estate holdings to the extent necessary to provide adequate liquidity to its portfolio of invested assets so as to ensure
GHMSI's ability to fulfill its obligations to subscribers. The plan shall provide for timely implementation and for reports to the Commission on
implementation at least monthly or more often if requested by the Commission.

CASE NO. INS920259
AUGUST 10, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V. ’
KEVIN M. URBINE,
Defendant -

ORDER _TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-219 provides that the Commission shall have the authority to issue cease and desist orders for
violations or attempted violations of the insurance title or any rule, regulation, or order issued by the Commission under the insurance title;

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1802 prohibits any person from soliciting, negotiating, procuring or effecting contracts of insurance in
this Commonwealth on behalf of any insurer which is not licensed to transact the business of insurance in this Commonwealth;

WHEREAS, based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it appears that Defendant solicited, negotiated, procured,
or effected contracts of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia on behalf of an insurance company which was not licensed in this
Commonwealth or approved as a surplus lines insurer;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter a cease and desist order
subsequent to August 26, 1992, ordering Defendant to cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1802
unless on or before August 26, 1992, Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2218, Richmond,
Virginia 23216, a responsive pleading to object to the entry of the aforesaid order and a request for a hearing.

CASE NO. INS920260
AUGUST 10, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

ROBERT URBINE,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-219 provides that the Commission shall have the authority to issue cease and desist orders for
violations or attempted violations of the insurance title or any rule, regulation, or order issued by the Commission under the insurance title;

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1802 prohibits any person from soliciting, negotiating, procuring or effecting contracts of insurance in
this Commonwealth on behalf of any insurer which is not licensed to transact the business of insurance in this Commonwealth;

WHEREAS, based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it appears that Defendant solicited, negotiated, procured,
or effected contracts of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia on behalf of an insurance company which was not licensed in this
Commonwealth or approved as a surplus lines insurer;
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter a cease and desist order
subsequent to August 26, 1992, ordering Defendant to cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1802
unless on or before August 26, 1992, Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2218, Richmond,
Virginia 23216, a responsive pleading to object to the entry of the aforesaid order and a request for a hearing.

CASE NO. INS920261
AUGUST 10, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
ATLANTIC AVIATION & MARINE, INC,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-219 provides that the Commission shall have the authority to issue cease and desist orders for
violations or attempted violations of the insurance title or any rule, regulation, or order issued by the Commission under the insurance title;

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1802 prohibits any person from soliciting, negotiating, procuring or effecting contracts of insurance in
this Commonwealth on behalf of any insurer which is not licensed to transact the business of insurance in this Commonwealth;

WHEREAS, based on an investxgatnon conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it appears that Defendant solicited, negotiated, procured,
or effected contracts of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia on behalf of an insurance company which was not licensed in this
- Commonwealth or approved as a surplus lines insurer;

THEREFORE, IT 1S ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter a cease and desist order
subsequent to August 26, 1992, ordering Defendant to cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1802
unless on or before August 26, 1992, Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. ‘Box 2218, Richmond,
Virginia 23216, a responsive pleading to object to the entry of the aforesaid order and a request for a hearing.

CASE NO. INS920262
AUGUST 7, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
PACIFIC STAR & MARINE ASSURANCE COMPANY, LTD.,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-219 provides that the Commission shall have the authority to issue cease and desist orders for
violations or attempted violations of the insurance title or any rule, regulation, or order issued by the Commission under the insurance title;

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1024 provides that no insurer unless authorized pursuant to Chapter 48 of Title 38.2 shall transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia until it has obtained a license from the Commission; and

WHEREAS, based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it appears that Defendant has transacted the business of
insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia without first obtaining a license from the Commission or without first being approved as a surplus lines
insurer,

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter a cease and desist order
subsequent to August 26, 1992, ordering Defendant to cease and desist from transacting the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
unless on or before August 26, 1992, Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond,
Virginia 23216, a responsive pleading to object to the entry of the aforesaid order and a request for a hearing.
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CASE NO. INS920263
AUGUST 7, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
AVALON INSURANCE COMPANY, LTD.,
Defendant

ORDER TO_TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-219 provides that the Commission shall have the authority to issue cease and desist orders for
violations or attempted violations of the insurance title or any rule, regulation, or order issued by the Commission under the insurance title;

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1024 provides that no insurer unless authorized pursuant to Chapter 48 of Title 38.2 shall transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia until it has obtained a license from the Commission; and

WHEREAS, based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it appears that Defendant has transacted the business of
insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia without first obtaining a license from the Commission or without first being approved as a surplus lines
insurer;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter a cease and desist order
subsequent to August 26, 1992, ordering Defendant to cease and desist from transacting the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
unless on or before August 26, 1992, Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond,
Virginia 23216, a responsive pleading to object to the entry of the aforesaid order and a request for a hearing.

CASE NOQ. INS920264
AUGUST 7, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
UNIFIED ASSURANCE & CASUALTY COMPANY, INC.,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-219 provides that the Commission shall have the authority to issue cease and desist orders for
violations or attempted violations of the insurance title or any rule, regulation, or order issued by the Commission under the insurance title;

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1024 provides that no insurer unless authorized pursuant to Chapter 48 of Title 38.2 shall transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia until it has obtained a license from the Commission; and

WHEREAS, based on an investigation conducted by the Bureau of Insurance, it appears that Defendant has transacted the business of
insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia without first obtaining a license from the Commission or without first being approved as a surplus lines
insurer; : .

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter a cease and desist order
subsequent to August 26, 1992, ordering Defendant to cease and desist from transacting the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
unless on or before August 26, 1992, Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond,
Virginia 23216, a responsive pleading to object to the entry of the aforesaid order and a request for a hearing.
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. CASE NO. INS920264
SEPTEMBER 4, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

UNIFIED ASSURANCE & CASUALTY COMPANY, INC,,
Defendant

CEASE AND DESIST ORDER

WHEREAS, by order entered herein August 7, 1992, for the reasons stated therein, Defendant was ordered to TAKE NOTICE that the
Commission would enter a cease and desist order subsequent to August 26, 1992, ordering Defendant to cease and desist from transacting the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before August 26, 1992, Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a
responsive pleading to object to the entry of the aforesaid order and a request for a hearing;

WHEREAS, as of the date of this order, Defendant has failed to file a responsive pleading to object to the entry of this order or a
request for a hearing before the Commission;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant shall, from the date hereof, cease and desist from transacting the business of
insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia without first obtaining a license or approval from the Commission.

CASE NO. INS920265
AUGUST 11, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

ExParte: In the matter of determining whether to suspend the 1993 program year assessment to the Virginia Birth-Related Neurological
Injury Compensation Fund by licensed non-participating physicians pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-5020.G

ORDER SUSPENDING ASSESSMENT

WHEREAS, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-5021, the Bureau of Insurance ("Burcau”) caused an actuarial evaluation to be made of the
assets and liabilities of the Birth-Related Neurological Injury Compensation Fund (*Fund”), which evaluation covered the years 1988 through 1991
and projected estimates for years 1992 and 1993;

WHEREAS, based on the findings of the aforesaid actuarial evaluation, the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that, pursuant to
Virginia Code § 38.2-5020.G, the $250 annual assessment to the Fund for program year 1993 by all licensed non-participating physicians in Virginia
be suspended; and

THE COMMISSION, having considered the actuarial evaluation filed herein and the recommendation of the Bureau of Insurance, is of
the opinion that the $250 annual assessment to the Fund for program year 1993 by all licensed non-participating physicians in Virginia should be
suspended;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the $250 annual assessment to the Fund for program year 1993 by all licensed non-participating
physicians in Virginia should be, and it is hereby, SUSPENDED.
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CASE NO. INS920293
SEPTEMBER 4, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
INTERCARGO INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in a certain instance, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1905.2 and
the order entered by the Commission in Case No. INS920003 by failing to file timely with the Bureau of Insurance the Supplementa! Report for
Certain Lines or Subclassifications of Liability Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of five thousand dollars
($5,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1905.2; and

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

CASE NO. INS920309
SEPTEMBER 1, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
NEW YORK MARINE AND GENERAL INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in a certain instance, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1905.2 and
the order entered by the Commission in Case No. IN§920003 by t’alhng to file timely with the Bureau of Insurance the Supplemental Report for
Certain Lines or Subclassifications of Liability Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of five thousand dollars
($5,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the offer of Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
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(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1905.2; and

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

CASE NO. INS920359
SEPTEMBER 9, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
TERRY T. LAW,
Defendant

ORDER REVOKING LICENSE

IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia as a life and health agent, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1813 by failing
to hoid collected premiums in a fiduciary capacity and by failing to account for and remit when due premiums collected on behalf of a certain
insurer;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated August 18, 1992 and mailed to the Defendant’s address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid 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; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant has violated Virginia Code § 38.2-1813 by failing to hold collected
premiums in a fiduciary capacity and by failing to account for and remit when due premiums collected on behalf of a certain insurer;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked;

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

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

CASE NO. INS920365
SEPTEMBER 10, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
STRATFORD HOUSE, INC,,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly registered with the
Commission to transact the business of a continuing care provider in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in a certain instance, violated Virginia Code
§ 38.2-4904 by failing to file timely with the Bureau of Insurance an annual disciosure statement;
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IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218 and 38.2-219 to impose certain monetary
penaities and issue cease and desist orders upon a finding by Commission, after notice and opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed
the aforesaid alleged violation;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settiement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of five thousand dollars
($5,000) and has waived its right to a hearing; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

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

CASE NO. INS920375
SEPTEMBER 16, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the ’
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V. .
MATLACK SYSTEMS, INC,,
Defendant

CONSENT ORDER

BY LETTER filed with the Clerk of the Commission, Matlack Systems, Inc. ("Matlack"), a Delaware corporation located in Wilmington,
Delaware, consented to the entry of an order in which Matlack agreed to amend its self-insured health care benefit plan (the "Plan”) to satisfy the
Commission’s concerns that the Plan constitutes a multiple employer welfare arrangement under the Commission’s Rules Governing Multiple
Employer Welfare Arrangements; and

WHEREAS, Matlack has agreed (i) not to enroll any new employer groups; (ii) to terminate all health care and/or dental coverage
effective June 1, 1992, for employees of any other employer other than Matlack; (iii) to continue to honor all covered claims which are incurred by
employees of employers other than Matlack prior to June 1, 1992, but not reported until September 30, 1992; and (iv) to report to the Commission
not later than October 30, 1992, that all health care and/or dental coverage for the foregoing employees of employers other than Matlack has been
terminated and that all covered claims submitted prior to September 30, 1992, have been paid;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That, as of the date hereof, Matlack shall not enroll any new employer groups in its health care benefit plan;

(2) That Matlack shall terminate all health care and/or dental coverage effective June 1, 1992 for employees of employers other than
Matlack;

(3) That Matlack shall continue to honor all covered claims of employees of the entities identified in Ordering Paragraph 2 above which
are incurred prior to June 1, 1992, but not reported until September 30, 1992; and

(4) That Matlack shall report to the Commission not later than October 30, 1992, that all health care and/or dental coverage for the
entities identified in Ordering Paragraph 2 above has been terminated and that all covered claims submitted prior to September 30, 1992, have been

paid.
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CASE NO. INS920377
NOVEMBER §, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

EXPARTE: In the matter of adopting Rules Governing Actuarial Opinions and Memoranda
ORDER _ADOPTING REGULATION

WHEREAS, by order entered herein September 16, 1992, the Commission ordered that a hearing be held in the Commission’s
Courtroom on November 3, 1992, for the purpose of considering the adoption of a regulation proposed by the Bureau of Insurance ("Bureau”)
entitled “Rules Governing Actuarial Opinions and Memoranda”;

WHEREAS, the Commission conducted the aforesaid hearing where the Bureau appeared, by counsel, and recommended several
technical corrections to the regulation and no interested party appeared to comment on the proposed regulation;

THE COMMISSION, having considered the record herein, the one comment filed by an interested party and the recommendation of
the Bureau, is of the opinion that the regulation should be adopted, as amended;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the regulation entitled "Rules Governing Actuarial Opinions and Memoranda® which is
attached hereto and made a part hereof should be, and it is hereby, ADOPTED to be effective December 15, 1992.

NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitled "Rules Governing Actuarial Opinions and Memoranda” is on file and may be examined at the
State Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond,
Virginia.

CASE NO. INS920378
SEPTEMBER 17, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
ACTION STAFFING, INC,,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Defendant is a multiple employer welfare arrangement domiciled in the state of Florida which is providing health care
coverage, or has provided health care coverage, in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

WHEREAS, Defendant is not licensed by the Commission as an insurer pursuant to Title 38.2 of the Code of Virginia or a multiple
employer welfare arrangement pursuant to the Commission’s Rules Governing Multiple Employer Welfare Arrangements adopted in Case
No. INS§910244, nor is Defendant exempt from Commission regulation by the Commission’s own rules or any law or regulation of the federal
government;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to
September 30, 1992, (i) permanently enjoining Defendant from operating a multiple employer heaith care plan in the Commonwealth of Virginia;
(ii) imposing a monetary penalty against Defendant in the amount of five thousand dollars (85,000) for operating an unlicensed multiple employer
welfare arrangement in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and (iii) requiring Defendant to make restitution, in accordance with Virginia Code § 38.2-
218.D.c, for unpaid health care claims, unless on or before September 30, 1992, Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document
Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23216, a responsive pleading to object to the entry of the aforesaid order and a request for
hearing. .
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CASE NO. INS920379
NOVEMBER 2, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.

STONEWALL INSURANCE COMPANY
and

DIXIE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conduced by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendants, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in a certain instance, violated certain provisions of the Code of
Virginia, to wit: Stonewall Insurance Company violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-305, 38.2-610, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2202, 38.2-2208, 38.2-2212,
and 38.2-2220; and Dixie Insurance Company violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-305, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2202, 38.2-2208, 38.2-2212, 38.2-2220,
and Section 4.4 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Insurance Premium Finance Companies;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendants’ licenses upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendants have committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendants have
made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendants, without admitting any violation of Virginia law and solely for the purpose of

settiement, have tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000), have waived their right to a hearing and
Defendant, Stonewall Insurance Company, has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a ceasc and desist order; and )

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendants pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

(2) That Defendant, Stonewall Insurance Company, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code
§ 38.2-305, 38.2-610, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2212, or 38.2-2220; and

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

CASE NO. INS920384
SEPTEMBER 23, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
AMERICAN FINANCIAL SECURITY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

IMPAIRMENT ORDER

WHEREAS, American Financial Security Life Insurance Company, a foreign corporation domiciled in the State of Missouri and licensed
by the 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 $1,000,000; .

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1036 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; and

WHEREAS, the June 30, 1992 Quarterly Statement of Defendant, filed with the Commission’s Bureau of Insurance, indicates capital of
$2,000,000, and surplus of $56,443;

IT 1S ORDERED that, on or before November 20, 1992, Defendant eliminate the impairment in its surplus and restore the same to at
least $1,000,000 and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of Defendant’s president or other authorized officer.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
while the impairment of Defendant’s surplus exists and until further order of the Commission.

CASE NO. INS920385
OCTOBER 28, 1992

APPLICATION OF
VIRGINIA BIRTH-RELATED NEUROLOGICAL INJURY COMPENSATION PROGRAM

For approval of amended plan of operation pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-5017
ORDER APPROVING AMENDED PLAN OF OPERATION

ON A FORMER DAY came the Virginia Birth-Related Neurological Injury Compensation Program, by its counsel, and, pursuant to
Virginia Code § 38.2-5017, filed with the Clerk of the Commission an amended plan of operation. The original plan of operation was approved by
the Commission by Order dated November 20, 1987, in Case No. INS870294.

THE COMMISSION, having considered the amended plan of operation, the recommendation of the Bureau of Insurance that said plan
be approved, and the law applicable in this matter, is of the opinion and orders that the amended plan of operation, which is attached hereto and
made a part hereof, should be, and it is hereby, APPROVED.

NOTE: A copy of the Regulation entitled "Plan of Operation” is on file and may be examined at the State Corporation Commission,
Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. INS920387
OCTOBER 14, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

HANOVER INSURANCE COMPANY

MASSACHUSETTS BAY INSURANCE COMPANY

. and :

CITIZENS INSURANCE COMPANY OF AMERICA,

Defendants

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendants, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated certain sections of the Code of
Virginia, to wit: Hanover Insurance Company violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-2208, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2212, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-231, 38.2-2220, 38.2-2210,
38.2-2114, 38.2-508, 38.2-304, 38.2-305, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2206, 38.2-317, 38.2-2005, 38.2-510.A(6), 38.2-510.A(10), as well as, Sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the
Commission’s Rules Governing Insurance Premium Finance Companies, and Section 4 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Unfair Claim
Settlement Practices; Massachusetts Bay Insurance Company violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-2208, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2212, 38.2-231, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-
2114, 38.2-317, 38.2-2220, 38.2-2210, 38.2-610, 38.2-304, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2206, 38.2-1908.B, 38.2-510.A(6), 38.2-510.A(10), as well as, Sections 4.4 and
4.5 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Insurance Premium Finance Companies, and Section 4 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Unfair
Claim Settlement Practices; Citizens Insurance Company of America violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-2208, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2212, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-
2220, 38.2-2114, 38.2-510.A(6), 38.2-510.A(10), as well as, Section 4 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Unfair Claim Settlement Practices;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendants’ licenses upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendants have committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendants have been advised of their right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendants have
made an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendants have tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of ten thousand
dollars ($10,000), have waived their right to a hearing and have agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendants pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the offer of Defendants in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;



113
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

(2) That Defendant, Hanover Insurance Company, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code
§§ 38.2-2208, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2212, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-231, 38.2-2220, 38.2-2210, 38.2-2114, 38.2-508, 38.2-304, 38.2-305, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2206, 38.2-317,
38.2-2005, 38.2-510.A(6), 38.2-510.A(10), as well as, Sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Insurance Premium Finance
Companies, and Section 4 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Unfair Claim Settlement Practices;

(3) That Defendant, Massachusetts Bay Insurance Company, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia
Code §§ 38.2-2208, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2212, 38.2-231, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-2114, 38.2-317, 38.2-2220, 38.2-2210, 38.2-610, 38.2-304, 38.2-2014, 38.2-2206, 38.2-
1908.B, 38.2-510.A(6), 38.2-510.A(10), as well as, Sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Insurance Premium Finance Companies,
and Section 4 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Unfair Claim Settlement Practices;

(4) That Defendant, Citizens Insurance Company of America, cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia

Code §§ 38.2-2208, 38.2-2113, 38.2-2212, 38.2-1906.B, 38.2-2220, 38.2-2114, 38.2-510.A(6), 38.2-510.A(10), as well as, Section 4 of the Commission’s
Rules Governing Unfair Claim Settlement Practices; and

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

CASE NO. INS920389
NOVEMBER 4, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
STEWART A. LANE,
Defendant -

'ORDER REVOKING_LICENSE
IT APPEARING from an investigation by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the Commission to transact the
business of insurance as a life and heaith agent, in a certain instance, committed acts for which Defendant’s license could be revoked pursuant to
Virginia Code § 38.2-1831 by failing to disclose a prior felony conviction on Defendant’s application for an insurance agent’s license;
IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1831 to impose certain
monetary penalties, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by the Commission, after notice and
hearing, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violation;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been notified of Defendant’s right to a hearing before the Commission in this matter
by certified letter dated September 30, 1992, and maiied to the Defendant's address shown in the records of the Bureau of Insurance;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant, having been advised in the aforesaid manner of right to a hearing in this matter, has
failed to request a hearing and has not otherwise communicated with the Bureau of Insurance; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Burcau of Insurance, upon Defendant’s failure to request a hearing, has recommended that the
Commission enter an order revoking Defendant’s license to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia,

THE COMMISSION is of the opinion and finds that Defendant committed acts for which Defendant'’s license to transact the business
of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia should be revoked;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance as an agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and it is hereby,
revoked,

(2) That all appointments issued under said license be, and they are hereby, void;
(3) That Defendant transact no further business in the Commonwealth of Virginia as an insurance agent;

(4) That the Bureau of Insurance cause a copy of this order to be sent to every insurance company for which Defendant holds an
appointment to act as an insurance agent in the Commonwealth of Virginia; and

(5) That the papers herein be placed in the file for ended causes.
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CASE NO. INS920396
OCTOBER 14, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
SOUTHERN TITLE INSURANCE CORPORATION,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1330.C and
38.2-4607 by failing to obtain prior approval from the Commission before paying an extraordinary dividend and by assuming risks in an amount in
excess of fifty percent of the aggregate amount of its total capital and surplus and its reserves other than its loss or claim reserves;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission is authorized by Virginia Code §§ 38.2-218, 38.2-219 and 38.2-1040 to impose certain
monetary penaities, issue cease and desist orders and to suspend or revoke Defendant’s license upon a finding by Commission, after notice and
opportunity to be heard, that Defendant has committed the aforesaid alleged violations;

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of ten thousand dollars
($10,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Burcau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

IT 1S ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;
(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1330.C or 38.2-4607; and

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

CASE NO. INS920405
" NOVEMBER 19, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
MONUMENTAL LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from an investigation and subsequent allegations by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-1805.A by
accepting payment of premiums in arrears on policies of life insurance or accident and sickness insurance which had lapsed;

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

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this mattér, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settiement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of five thousand dollars
($5,000), has waived its right to a hearing and has agreed to the entry by the Commission of a cease and desist order; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the offer of Defendant in scttlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted;

(2) That Defendant cease and desist from any conduct which constitutes a violation of Virginia Code § 38.2-1805.A; and

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

CASE NO. INS920406
OCTOBER 26, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the -
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
THE INSURANCE COMPANY OF FLORIDA,
Defendant

IMPAIRMENT ORDER

WHEREAS, The Insurance Company of Florida, a foreign corporation domiciled in the State of Florida and licensed by the 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 $1,000,000; :

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1036 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; and

WHEREAS, the June 30, 1992, Quarterly Statement of Defendant, filed with the Commission’s Bureau of Insurance, indicates capital of
$2,000,000, and surplus of $822,467;

IT IS ORDERED that, on or before December 15, 1992, Defendant eliminate the impairment in its surplus and restore the same to at
least $1,000,000 and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of Defendant’s president or other authorized officer.

IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED that Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia
while the impairment of Defendant’s surplus exists and until further order of the Commission.

CASE NO. INS920406
DECEMBER 22, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
THE INSURANCE COMPANY OF FLORIDA,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 provides, inter alia, that the 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 is insolvent, or is
in a condition that any further transaction of business in this Commonwealth is hazardous to its policyholders, creditors and public in this
Commonwealth; .

WHEREAS, by order entered herein October 26, 1992, Defendant was ordered to eliminate the impairment in its surplus and restore the
same to at least $1,000,000 and advise the Commission of the accomplishment thereof by affidavit of Defendant’s president or other authorized
officer on or before December 15, 1992; and

WHEREAS, as of the date of this order Defendant has failed to eliminate the impairment in its surplus,

IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to January 7, 1993,
suspending the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before Januai, 7, 1993,
Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23216, a request for a hearing
before the Commission with respect to the proposed suspension of Defendant’s license.
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CASE NO. INS920407
NOVEMBER 18, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

\
FIRST COLONY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the

Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-316.B, 38.2-

" 316.C, 38.2-502.1, 38.2-514, 38.2-606.6, 38.2-606.7.b(2), 38.2-606.8, 38.2-610.A, 38.2-610.B, 38.2-610.D, 38.2-1812.A, 38.2-1833.A.1, 38.2-1834.C, 38.2-

3115.B and 38.2-3711.B, as well as, Sections V(2)(a), VI(2), VII(1), VII(2)(a)(i), VII(2)(a)(ii), and VII(2)(b) of the Commission’s Rules Governing

Life Insurance Replacements, Sections V(1)(d), V(2)(a), V(3)(b), V(4)(c), V(4)(m), V(5)(a), V(6)(a) and V(6)(c) of the Commission’s Rules

Governing Life Insurance and Annuity Marketing Practices, and Sections 9.B and 10(3) of the Commission’s Rules Governing Credit Life Insurance
and Credit Accident and Sickness Insurance;

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

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of twenty-eight thousand
dollars ($28,000) and has waived its right to a hearing; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

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

.CASE NO. INS920408
NOVEMBER 18, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
FIRST VIRGINIA LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTLEMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-502.1, 38.2-
510.A.5, 48.2-511, 38.2-602.2.b, 38.2-1318.B, 38.2-3115.B, and 38.2-1812, as well as Section 4 of the Commission’s Rules Governing Unfair Claim
Settiement Practices, Sections V(1)(d) and V(1)(g) of the Commission’s Rules Governing Life Insurance and Annuity Marketing Practices, and
Section 10(5) of the Commission’s Rules Governing Credit Life Insurance and Credit Accident and Sickness Insurance;

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

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of seven thousand doilars
(87,000) and has waived its right to a hearing; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settlement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,
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IT 1S ORDERED:
(1) That the offer of Defendant in settlement of the matter set forth herein be, and it is hereby, accepted; and

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

CASE NO. INS920412
DECEMBER 8§, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
NORTH AMERICAN LIFE AND CASUALTY COMPANY,
Defendant

SETTL.EMENT ORDER

IT APPEARING from a market conduct examination conducted by the Bureau of Insurance that Defendant, duly licensed by the
Commission to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia, in certain instances, violated Virginia Code §§ 38.2-502.1, 38.2-
510 and 38.2-3412.B, as well as, Sections 6.A(1), 6.B(1) and 13.A of the Commission’s Rules Governing Advertisement of Accident and Sickness
Insurance, and Section 7(a) of the Commission’s Rules Governing Unfair Claim Settlement Practices;

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

IT FURTHER APPEARING that Defendant has been advised of its right to a hearing in this matter, whereupon Defendant has made
an offer of settlement to the Commission wherein Defendant has tendered to the Commonwealth of Virginia the sum of seven thousand five
hundred doliars (§7,500) and has waived its right to a hearing; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the Commission accept the offer of settiement of
Defendant pursuant to the authority granted the Commission in Virginia Code § 12.1-15,

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

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

CASE NO. INS920413
NOVEMBER 2, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

PHILADELPHIA REINSURANCE CORPORATION,
Defendant

ORDER SUSPENDING LICENSE
WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 provides, in part, that the 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 is insolvent or is
in a condition that any further transaction of business in this Commonwealth is hazardous to its policyholders, creditors and public in this
Commonwealth; and

WHEREAS, by letter filed herein, Defendant has consented to a voluntary suspension of its license to transact the business of insurance
in the Commonwealth of Virginia;

THEREFORE, IT 1S ORDERED:

(1) That, pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1040, the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia be, and it is hereby, SUSPENDED;
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(2) That the Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia until further order of the
Commission;

(3) That the appointments of Defendant’s agents to act on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and they are
: hereby, SUSPENDED;

(4) That Defendant’s agents shall transact no new insurance business on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia until
further order of the Commission;

(5) That the Bureau of Insurance shall cause an attested copy'of this order to be sent to each of Defendant’s agents appointed to act on
behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia as notice of the suspension of such agent’s appointment; and

(6) That the Bureau of Insurance cause notice of the suspension of Defendant’s license to be published in the manner set forth in
Virginia Code § 38.2-1043.

CASE NO. INS920416
NOVEMBER ¢4, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
MCA INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 provides, inter alia, that the 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 is insolvent, or is
in a condition that any further transaction of business in this Commonwealth is hazardous to its policyholders, creditors and public in this
Commonwealth;

WHEREAS, by order entered October 23, 1992, the District Court for Oklahoma County, Oklahoma found Defendant to be insolvent
and appointed the Insurance Commissioner of the State of Oklahoma to be the Receiver of the Defendant; and

WHEREAS, the Burecau of Insurance has recommended that the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia be suspended;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to
November 16, 1992, suspending the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before
November 16, 1992, Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23216, a
request for a hearing before the Commission with respect to the proposed suspension of Defendant’s license.

CASE NO. INS920416
NOVEMBER 18, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
MCA INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER SUSPENDING LICENSE

WHEREAS, for the reasons stated in an order entered herein on November 4, 1992, Defendant was ordered to take notice that the
Commission would enter an order subsequent to November 16, 1992, suspending the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in
the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before November 16, 1992, Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing
before the Commission to contest the proposed suspension of Defendant’s license; and

WHEREAS, as of the date of this order, Defendant has not filed a request to be heard before the Commission with respect to the
proposed suspension of Defendant’s license;
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THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia be, and it is hereby, SUSPENDED;

(2) That the Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia until further order of the
Commission;

(3) That the appointments of Defendant’s agents to act on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and they are
hereby, SUSPENDED;

(4) That Defendant’s agents shall transact no new insurance business on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia until
further order of the Commission;

(5) That the Bureau of Insurance shall cause an attested copy of this order to be sent to each of Defendant’s agents appointed to act on
behalf of Defendant in the Commonweaith of Virginia as notice of the suspension of such agent’s appointment; and

(6) That the Bureau of Insurance cause notice of the suspension of Defendant’s license to be published in the manner set forth in
Virginia Code § 38.2-1043.

CASE NO. INS920417
NOVEMBER 4, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the -
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

\ A
OLD COLONY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER TO TAKE NOTICE

WHEREAS, Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 provides, inter alia, that the 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 is insolvent, or is
in a condition that any further transaction of business in this Commonwealth is hazardous to its policyholders, creditors and public in this
Commonwealth;

WHEREAS, by order entered May 21, 1992, the Superior Court of Fulton County, Georgia appointed the Commissioner of Insurance of
the State of Georgia the Rehabilitator of Defendant after Defendant admitted the likelihood of insoivency at March 31, 1992, and after having
consented to the relief contained in the aforesaid Court’s order; and

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Insurance has recommended that the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the
Commonwealth of Virginia be suspended;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Defendant TAKE NOTICE that the Commission shall enter an order subsequent to
November 16, 1992, suspending the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before
November 16, 1992, Defendant files with the Clerk of the Commission, Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, Richmond, Virginia 23216, a
request for a hearing before the Commission with respect to the proposed suspension of Defendant’s license.

CASE NO. INS920417
NOVEMBER 18, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

At the relation of the

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.

OLD COLbNY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

ORDER SUSPENDING LICENSE

WHEREAS, for the reasons stated in an order entered herein on November 4, 1992, Defendant was ordered to take notice that the
Commission would enter an order subsequent to November 16, 1992, suspending the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in
the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before November 16, 1992, Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing
before the Commission to contest the proposed suspension of Defendant’s license; and
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WHEREAS, as of the date of this order, Defendant has not filed a request to be heard before the Commission with respect to the
proposed suspension of Defendant’s license;

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia be, and it is hereby, SUSPENDED;

(2) That the Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia until further order of the
Commission;

(3) That the appointments of Defendant’s agents to act on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and they are
hereby, SUSPENDED;,

(4) That Defendant’s agents shall transact no new insurance business on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia until
further order of the Commission;

(5) That the Bureau of Insurance shall cause an attested copy of this order to be sent to each of Defendant’s agents appointed to act on
behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia as notice of the suspension of such agent's appointment; and

(6) That the Bureau of Insurance cause notice of the suspension of Defendant’s license to be published in the manner set forth in
Virginia Code § 38.2-1043,

CASE NO. INS920417
DECEMBER 8, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.
OLD COLONY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

VACATING ORDER

GOOD CAUSE having been shown, the order entered herein November 18, 1992, is hereby vacated.

CASE NO. INS920417
DECEMBER 8§, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
At the relation of the
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
OLD COLONY LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY,
Defendant

AMENDED ORDER_SUSPENDING LICENSE
WHEREAS, for the reasons stated in an order entered herein on November 4, 1992, Defendant was ordered to take notice that the
Commission would enter an order subsequent to November 16, 1992, suspending the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in

the Commonwealth of Virginia unless on or before November 16, 1992, Defendant filed with the Clerk of the Commission a request for a hearing
before the Commission to contest the proposed suspension of Defendant’s license; and

WHEREAS, by letter filed herein November 30, 1992, Defendant consented to a voluntary suspension of Defendant's license to transact
the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia;

THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That pursuant to Virginia Code § 38.2-1040 the license of Defendant to transact the business of insurance in the Commonwealth of
Virginia be, and it is hereby, SUSPENDED;

(2) That the Defendant shall issue no new contracts or policies of insurance in the Commonwealth of Virginia until further order of the
Commission;
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(3) That the appointments of Defendant’s agents to act on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and they are
hereby, SUSPENDED;

(4) That Defendant’s agents shall transact no new insurance business on behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia until
further order of the Commission;

(5) That the Bureau of Insurance shall cause an attested copy of this order to be sent to each of Defendant’s agents appointed to act on
behalf of Defendant in the Commonwealth of Virginia as notice of the suspension of such agent’s appointment; and

(6) That the Bureau of Insurance cause notice of the suspension of Defendant’s license to be published in the manner set forth in
Virginia Code § 38.2-1043.
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MOTOR CARRIER DIVISION - AUDITS

CASE NO. MCA910125
JANUARY 8, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

v.

COOPER MOTOR LINE, INC.

2841 Old Woodruff Road

Greer, South Carolina 29651,
Defendant

FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER

The Rule to Show Cause issued against the Defendant having come on for hearing on January 6, 1992, and the Commission having found
the Defendant to be in violation of the law as alleged; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That Defendant pay to the Commonwealth a penaity in the sum of $1,000;

(2) That judgment in the amount of $23,765.18 be, and the same is hereby, entered against the Defendant for additional motor fuel road
taxes, penalties and intcrest; .

(3) That unless Defendant satisfy the penalty and judgment set forth in (1) and (2) above prior to February 7, 1992, all registration cards,
identification markers, stamps, warrants, exemption cards and decals issued by the Commission to the Defendant for motor vehicles owned and
operated by the Defendant shall be null and void and all authority issued by the Commission to the Defendant shall be revoked;

(4) That no authority be hereafter issued by the Commission for the operation by the Defendant of any motor vehicle until the penalty
and judgment amounts are satisfied.

CASE NO. MCA910131
FEBRUARY 4, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v.
B & P MOTOR LINES, INC.
US #74E at State 120
P.O. Box 127
Forest City, North Carolina 28043,
Defendant

FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER

The Rule to Show Cause issued against the Defendant having come on for hearing on February 3, 1992, and the Commission having
found the Defendant to be in violation of the law as alleged; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That Defendant pay to the Commonwealth a penalty in the sum of §1,000;

(2) That judgment in the amount of $43,850.27 be, and the same is hereby, entered against the Defendant for additional motor fuel road
taxes, penalties and interest;

(3) That unless Defendant satisfy the penalty and judgment set forth in (1) and (2) above prior to March 5, 1992, all registration cards,
identification markers, stamps, warrants, exemption cards and decals issued by the Commission to the Defendant for motor vehicles owned and
operated by the Defendant shall be null and void and all authority issued by the Commission to the Defendant shall be revoked;
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(4) That no authority be hereafter issued by the Commission for the operation by the Defendant of any motor vehicle until the penalty
and judgment amounts are satisfied.

CASE NO. MCA910135
FEBRUARY 4, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

REGAL TRANSPORTATION, INC.
1617 Warren Avenue
P.O. Box 310
Niles, Ohio 44446-0310,
Defendant

FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER

The Rule to Show Cause issued against the Defendant having come on for hearing on February 3, 1992, and the Commission having
found the Defendant to be in violation of the law as alleged; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That Defendant pay to the Commonwealth a penalty in the sum of $1,000;

(2) That judgment in the amount of $7,711.05 be, and the same is hereby, entered against the Defendant for additional motor fuel road
taxes, penalties and interest;

(3) That unless Defendant satisfy the penalty and judgment set forth in (1) and (2) above prior to March 5, 1992, all registration cards,
identification markers, stamps, warrants, exemption cards and decals issued by the Commission to the Defendant for motor vehicles owned and
operated by the Defendant shall be null and void and all authority issued by the Commission to the Defendant shall be revoked;

(4) That no authority be hereafter issued by the Commission for the openmon by the Defendant of any motor vehicle until the penalty
and judgment amounts are satisfied.

CASE NO. MCA920004
MARCH 12, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
V.
DAVID BENEUX PRODUCE & TRUCKING, INC.
Highway 64 West
P.O. Drawer F
Mulberry, Arkansas 72947,
Defendant

- FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER

The Rule to Show Cause issued against the Defendant having come on for hearing on March 9, 1992, and the Commission having found
the Defendant to be in violation of the law as alleged; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That Defendant pay to the Commonwealth a penalty in the sum of $1,000;

(2) That judgment in the amount of $8,247.09 be, and the same is hereby, entered against the Defendant for additional motor fuel road
taxes, penalties and interest;

(3) That unless Defendant satisfy the penalty and judgment set forth in (1) and (2) above prior to April 10, 1992, all registration cards,
identification markers, stamps, warrants, exemption cards and decals issued by the Commission to the Defendant for motor vehicles owned and
operated by the Defendant shall be null and void and all authority issued by the Commission to the Defendant shall be revoked,;

(4) That no authority be hereafter issued by the Commission for the operation by the Defendant of any motor vehicle until th. penalty
and judgment amounts are satisfied.
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CASE NO. MCA920005
JUNE 19, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

LATI‘AVO BROTHERS, INC.

2230 Shepler Church Avenue

P.O. Box 6270

Canton, Ohio 44706, !
Defendant

FINAL _SETTLEMENT JUDGMENT ORDER

The Defendant herein having indicated a desire not to contest the Rule to Show Cause heretofore directed against Lattavo Brothers, Inc.,
but rather to settle this case by payment of the additional taxes, in the amount of $12,492.61, and the Commission’s Staff offering no objection
thereto; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant pay the sum of $12,492.61, which amount having been paid, the case is ordered removed from the
docket.

- CASE NO. MCA920019
APRIL 7, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
SUNDANCE TRANSPORT INC.
107 Holgate Street
P.O. Box 511
Chinchilla, Pennsylvania 18410,
Defendant

FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER

The Rule to Show Cause issued against the Defendant having come on for hearing on April 6, 1992, and the Commission having found
the Defendant to be in violation of the law as alleged; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That Defendant pay to the Commonwealth a penalty in the sum of $1,000.00;

(2) That judgment in the amount of $8,979.75 be, and the same is hereby, entered against the Defendant for additional motor fuel road
taxes, penalties and interest;

(3) That unless Defendant satisfy the penalty and judgment set forth in (1) and (2) above prior to May 6, 1992, all registration cards,
identification markers, stamps, warrants, exemption cards and decals issued by the Commission to the Defendant for motor vehicles owned and
operated by the Defendant shall be null and void and all authority issued by the Commission to the Defendant shall be revoked;

(4) That no authority be hereafter issued by the Commission for the opcratlon by the Defendant of any motor vehicle until the penalty
and judgment amounts are satisfied.
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CASE NO. MCA920019
DECEMBER 22, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
SUNDANCE TRANSPORT, INC.
107 Holgate Street
P.O. Box 511
Chinchilla, Pennsylvania 18410,
Defendant

JUDGMENT OF COMPROMISE AND SETTLEMENT

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that by Final Judgment Order, dated April 7, 1992, the Defendant was ordered
to surrender for canceliation on May 6, 1992, all registration cards, identification markers, stamps, warrants, exemption cards and decals issued by
the Commission unless, before that date, the Defendant paid to the Commonwealth a judgment and penalty in the sum of eight thousand nine
hundred seventy-nine dollars and seventy-five cents ($8,979.75); and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission’s Motor Carrier Division has requested the Final Judgment Order be settled by
payment of $6,877.95.

THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of said request, is of the opinion that the settlement offer of the Defendant should be
accepted, and the judgment previously entered should be satisfied as authorized by § 12.1-15 of the Code of Virginia; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the Final Judgment Order issued in this case on April 7, 1992 be, and the same is hereby, satisfied by the payment of $6877.95,
said amount already having been received;

(2) That the Commission's Motor Carrier Division forthwith allow Sundance Transport, Inc. to register its vehicle in Virginia so as to
allow it to recommence operating in and through the Commonwealth.

CASE NO. MCA920028
JULY 22, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
LONG HAUL EXPRESS, INC.

550 Secaucus Road

Secaucus, New Jersey 07094,
Defendant

FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER

The Rule to Show Cause issued against the Defendant having come on for hearing on July 20, 1992, and the Commlssmn having found
the Defendant to be in violation of the law as alleged; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That Defendant pay to the Commonwealth a penalty in the sum of $1,000;

(2) That judgment in the amount of $38,475.67 be, and the same is hereby, entered against the Defendant for additional motor fuel road
taxes, penalties and interest;

(3) That unless Defendant satisfy the penalty and judgment set forth in (1) and (2) above prior to August 21, 1992, all registration cards,
identification markers, stamps, warrants, exemption cards and decals issued by the Commission to the Defendant for motor vehicles owned and
operated by the Defendant shall be null and void and all authority issued by the Commission to the Defendant shall be revoked;

(4) That no authority be hereafter issued by the Commission for the operation by the Defendant of any motor vehicle until the penalty
and judgment amounts are satisfied.
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CASE NO. MCA920033
OCTOBER 23, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
JAMES E. MITCHELL
t/a MITCHELL'S TRUCKING
1003 Eim Street
P.O. Box 264
Bedford, Virginia 24523,
Defendant

' FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER

The Rule to Show Cause issued against the Defendant having come on for hearing on October 19, 1992, and the Commission having
found the Defendant to be in violation of the law as alleged; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That Defendant pay to the Commonwealth a penalty in the sum of $1,000;

(2) That judgment in the amount of $8,394.70 be, and the same is hereby, entered against the Defendant for additional motor fuel road
taxes, penalties and interest;

(3) That unless Defendant satisfy the penalty and judgment set forth in (1) and (2) above prior to November 20, 1992, all registration
cards, identification markers, stamps, warrants, exemption cards and decals issued by the Commission to the Defendant for motor vehicles owned
and operated by the Defendant shall be null and void and all authority issued by the Commission to the Defendant shall be revoked;

(4) That no authority be hereafter issued by the Commission for the operation by the Defendant of any motor vehicle until the penalty
and judgment amounts are satisfied.

CASE NO. MCA920047
SEPTEMBER 16, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
v. .
BEAMON & LASSIER, INC.
6000 Robin Hood Road
Norfolk, Virginia 23518,
Defendant

FINAL SETTLEMENT JUDGMENT ORDER

The Defendant herein having indicated a desire not to contest the Rule to Show Cause heretofore directed against it, but rather to settle
this case by payment of the additional taxes, penalty and interest in the amount of $9,060.35, and the Commission’s Staff offering no objectnon
thereto; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant pay the sum of $9,060.35, which amount having been paid, the case is ordered removed from the
docket.
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CASE NO. MCA920050
NOVEMBER 25, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
MIDLANTIC EXPRESS, INC.
How Lane
P.O. Box 2622
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903,
Defendant

FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER

The Rule to Show Cause issued against the Defendant having come on for hearing on November 23, 1992, and the Commission having
found the Defendant to be in violation of the law as alleged; accordingly,

IT 1S ORDERED:
(1) That Defendant pay to the Commonwealth a penalty in the sum of $1,000;

(2) That judgment in the amount of $19,371.05 be, and the same is hereby, entered against the Defendant for additional motor fuel road
taxes, penalties and interest;

(3) That unless Defendant satisfy the penalty and judgment set forth in (1) and (2) above prior to December 24, 1992, all registration
cards, identification markers, stamps, warrants, exemption cards and decals issued by the Commission to the Defendant for motor vehicles owned
and operated by the Defendant shall be null and void and all authority issucd by the Commission to the Defendant shall be revoked;

(4) That no authority be hereafter issued by the Commission for the operauon by the Defendant of any motor vehicle until the penalty
and judgment amounts are satisfied.

CASE NO. MCA920051
OCTOBER 23, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMlSSlON

SPURGEON TRUCKING, INC.
2597 Charles Town Road

Martinsburg, West Virginia 25401
Defendant

FINAL_JUDGMENT ORDER

The Rule to Show Cause issued against the Defendant having come on for hcaring on October 19, 1992, and the Commission having
found the Defendant to be in violation of the law as alleged; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That Defendant pay to the Commonwealth a penalty in the sum of $1,000;

(2) That judgment in the amount of $6,345.98 be, and the same is hereby, entered against the Defendant for additional motor fuel road
taxes, penalties and interest;

(3) That unless Defendant satisfy the penalty and judgment set forth in (1) and (2) above prior to November 20, 1992, ail registration
cards, identification markers, stamps, warrants, exemption cards and decals issued by the Commission to the Defendant for motor vehicles owned
and operated by the Defendant shall be null and void and all authority issued by the Commission to the Defendant shall be revoked;

(4) That no authority be hereafter issued by the Commission for the operation by the Defendant of any motor vehicle until the penalty
and judgment amounts are satisfied.
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MOTOR CARRIER DIVISION - RATES AND TARIFFS

CASE NO. MCS910006
JANUARY 7, 1992

APPLICATION OF
LINWOOD A. MARTENS, t/a CHESAPEAKE BAY CRUISES

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by boat

OPINION AND FINAL ORDER

Morrison, Chairman

On November 16, 1990, Linwood A. Martens, t/a Chesapeake Bay Cruises, filed application for a certificate of public convenience and
necessity as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by boat, pursuant to Chapter 14.1 of Title 56, Code of Virginia. Following the
administrative acceptance of an application amendment by the Commission’s Motor Carrier Division, the application was regularly docketed and a
hearing examiner appointed to conduct further proceedings.

The Browning Group, Inc., t/a Discovery, filed a protest in opposition to the application on March 13, 1991. After the date originally
scheduled for an evidentiary hearing was continued, the hearing was conducted by the Hearing Examiner on May 22, 1991. The Browning Group,
Inc., t/a Discovery, (Protestant) was the only party appearing in opposition to the granting of a certificate. Evidence of considerable length was
presented on behalf of the Applicant and the Protestant, and a transcript thereof was preparedand filed on June 11, 1991.

The Report of the Hearing Examiner was filed on July 19, 1991. It recommended that the Commission enter an order granting the
certificate sought with a limitation thereon restricting food and beverage service available on the Applicant’s boat to that of a snack bar. At the
request of counsel for the Protestant, the period allowed the parties to file comments to the Report was extended until August 20, 1991. At the end
of that period, Counsel for the Protestant filed comments which urged that the evidentiary record did not support the granting of a certificate.
Applicant’s Counsel presented argument at the conclusion of the hearing, which is fully set forth in the transcript.

The Applicant proposes to operate the vessel, Rainbow, from the Marina Shores Marina on Great Neck Road in Virginia Beach. No
issues are raised concerning Mr. Martens’ capabilities to safely operate the vessel, or the safety, adequacy or comfort of the vessel itself. Eating
facilities are to be limited to a small snack bar.

The sight-seeing route of the Rainbow would proceed from the area of the Lynnhaven River, out of its Iniet, to the first and second
islands of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel, then easterly to Cape Henry, then back to Lynnhaven Inlet to return to the point of origin. This
cruise is estimated to take approximately one and one-half hours.

The General Manager of the Marina from which the Rainbow would operate testified in support of the application, stating that he was of
the opinion that it would benefit the Marina, as well as the Virginia Beach tourist trade. A representative of the Virginia Beach Motel/Hotel
Association testified that any additional service to tourists, such as the Applicant's sight-seeing boat, would be of positive benefit to the local
economy, and that he was thus in support of the application. This witness, Jerry E. Ross, identified himself as representing the President of the
Association who was unable to attend the hearing.

The Protestant is an existing holder of a sight-secing and special or charter party boat certificate with a point of origin at 550 Laskin Road
in Virginia Beach. This location is estimated to be five or six miles from the point of origin proposed by the Applicant.

The Protestant’s boat, "Discovery” cruises from the Laskin Road location out of Long Neck Creek into Linkhorn Bay, through the length
of Broad Bay, through Long Creek Cut into Long Creek, then into the Lynnhaven River, or Lynnhaven Inlet. The vessel returns to its point of
origin along the route described without entering the open waters of Chesapeake Bay.

In contrast to the Applicant’s proposed operation, the Discovery is equipped with food preparation facilities so that lunch and dinner
cruises are emphasized. The Protestant holds wine, beer and mixed beverage licenses. However, a sight-seeing only option is offered at a reduced
fare. The Protestant estimates that 50% of its revenues are generated by food and beverage sales.

The Protestant was granted its certificate of public convenience and necessity in 1989. Thereafter, the Discovery was constructed in
Wisconsin at a cost of approximately $680,000. The boat is owned by the parents of the President of the Protestant corporation which leases the
vessel. It commenced operating on August 1, 1989.

Unfortunately, the Protestant has experienced substantial financial losses from the operation of the Discovery for its short season of 1989,
the full season of 1990, and for the limited operation of the vessel during 1991 until the time of the evidentiary hearing. There is no evidence
tending to show that these operational deficits are caused by the quality of service, price structure, or promotional effort by the Protestant. To the
contrary, Terry Browning, President of Browning Group, Inc., testified at length concerning the extensive advertising and promotional efforts to
increase the market for its sight-seeing boat service.
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Essentially, the position of the Protestant is that while it is optimistic that with the continuation of marketing efforts the Discovery will
eventually turn a profit, the actual experience of the Protestant in its market area causes it to firmly believe that the introduction of a competing
sight-seeing carrier would be ruinous to the economic future of its certificated operation.

It is the contention of the Applicant that its proposed operation will be so different from that of the Protestant as to constitute no
competitive threat to the Protestant. The Applicant urges that the two operations are so dissimilar as to constitute a comparison of "apples and
oranges." The distinguishing characteristics urged by the Applicant are that it will offer its sight-seeing attractions both without, as well as within,
the Lynnhaven area, and that it will not be a lunch or dinner cruise boat, but will only offer snack bar type food service.

It was largely upon these distinguishing characteristics of the proposed operation that the Hearing Examiner made his recommendation.

During the pendency of this proceeding, on August 22, 1991, another application for the same type of certificate as this was filed,
Application of Nancy Anne Charters, Inc., Case No. MCS910097. In that case, the proposed operation would be routed through Lynnhaven Inlet
into Chesapeake Bay to visit practically the same points of interest as are described in the application before us. At a hearing in the Nancy Anne
case before a hearing examiner on October 15, 1991, Terry L. Browning, President of the protestant corporation, testified in opposition to that
application on the same grounds as in this case.

Hearing Examiner Glenn P. Richardson filed his Report in the Nancy Anne case on October 30, 1991. He recommends that the
application be denied, reasoning that the Applicant failed to present sufficient evidence to demonstrate an existing public need for its proposed
service.

It is remarkable that in the Nancy Anne case Linwood A. Martens, the Applicant in the case before us, signed a letter of endorsement of
the Nancy Anne application stating that “Properly promoted, there are certainly enough people in this area in the summertime to make a number of
boats profitable.” Such letter was filed as an “Exhibit” attached to comments filed by Counsel following the rendition of Mr. Richardson’s Report.
It is, therefore, not a part of the evidentiary record in the case, and will be given no weight in our decision in this case. It is mentioned only to
illustrate the situation which would exist if we were not inclined to give proper recognition to the purpose of Chapter 14.1 of Title 56 of the Code.
We would otherwise have three holders of certificates attempting to operate three competing sight-secing vessels out of essentially the same market
area. The economic viability of all three would be at best doubtful, and the public interest would not thereby be well served.

We decline to adopt the Hearing Examiner’s Report and decide that this application should be denied.

We find that the application is not justified by the public convenience and necessity, as defined by the three-pronged test of Atlantic
Greyhound Lines v. Jones Bus Co., 216 Va. 255, 217 S.E.2d 857 (1975). The record in this case would certainly support a finding that the Applicant
has the ability to provide economical, comfortable and convenient service. However, the record does not support a finding that there is an existing
Ppublic need for the service; moreover, the actual experience of the Browning Group supports a conclusion that the existing public demand for the
service in the geographic area of the proposed operation is hardly sufficient to support the service of an existing certificated carrier.

The same operational experience of the Protestant likewise leads to the conclusion that there would be an unacceptable degree of
economic and competitive impact upon an existing carrier providing similar service if the proposed operation were permitted.

In reaching these conclusions we are not unmindful of the emphasis placed on a portion of § 564573 of the Code by Counsel for the
Applicant, and indeed the Hearing Examiner. Clearly the first clause of the first sentence of that Code section provides that the purpose of the
Chapter "is to encourage sightseers to visit and view points of interest in Virginia by providing economical, comfortable and convenient
transportation,. . ." The section further provides that this Commission is to consider "all facts bearing on that purpose, including existing means of
transportation”, and that this Commission "shall issue no more certificates than the public convenience and necessity require.”

Two points of historical perspective are pertinent to the interpretation of § 56-457.3. First, when the Legislature enacted Chapter 14.1 of
Title 56 during the 1968 General Assembly Session, this Code section was largely borrowed from § 56-338.54 of Chapter 12.4 of Title 56, which was
enacted in 1960. The three-pronged test of Atlantic Greyhound Lines involved a certificate of public convenience and necessity to operate as a
special or charter party bus carrier, but the Supreme Court was interpreting Code § 56-338.54. This is why this Commission has employed, and will
continue to employ, the three-element test of Atlantic Greyhound to define “public convenience and necessity” whether dealing with boats or buses.

The second point of historical perspective influences our interpretation of the language "to encourage sightseers to visit and view points
of interest in Virginia®. At the time of the enactment of Chapter 14.1 in 1968, there were existing sight-seeing carriers by boat operating on the
waters of the Commonwealth. The fact of their lawful existence prior to the enactment of Chapter 516, Acts of Assembly, 1968 is demonstrated by a
case cited by Counsel for the Applicant, Peninsula Cruise, Inc.v. S.C.C., 218 Va. 613, 238 S.E.2d 838 (1977). Until 1968, any enterprising boat
captain could freely enter the tour boat business without a Commission certificate, competing as he wished with others on the same waters. The
quoted purpose language extolling the virtues of tourism would do nothing, in and of itself, to cause a potential sight-seeing boat carrier to invest
the very substantial amounts of capital necessary to acquire and equip a suitable vessel for a successful operation and one which could comply with
requirements of the U.S. Coast Guard. It is not reasonable to suppose that the Legislature intended that we should certificate any sight-seeing boat
carrier upon a showing that it might have a positive effect on Virginia tourism. Such a construction would leave the sight-seeing boat industry in
practically the same state as it existed before the enactment of the law.

Instead, we believe a correct interpretation of the legislatively intended results of § 56-457.3 is that persons would be encouraged to invest
in such enterprises which would promote Virginia tourism if they could be assured of reasonable protection from competing carriers over the same
or substantially the same routes through a certificate of public convenience and necessity.

Considering the sizable investment required in the sight-seeing boat business, our careful scrutiny to determine the pre.snce of
potentially ruinous competition from a competing applicant is required. Of course, this assumes that the certificated carrier is fulfilling its
obligation to furnish economical, comfortable and convenient transportation.
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In this case, the uncontroverted evidence is that the Protestant successfully applied for a certificate under Chapter 14.1, and in reliance
thereon acquired a specially constructed vessel costing approximately $680,000 to build. It is uncontroverted that the operation of Protestant’s
vessel has resuited in operational losses despite diligent promotional efforts. There being no evidence of the Protestant’s failure to furnish
economical, comfortable and convenient service, it must be concluded that the existence of the public demand for the service has not reached a
degree that will allow the operation to become profitable. This being the case, the opinions of the Applicant and his supporting witnesses
concerning the public need for additional sight-seeing boat service in the arca are assuredly outweighed by the Protestant’s evidence.

In construing the Commission’s authority in a special or charter party bus case, the Supreme Court has said that the Commission is
authorized "to deny a charter party certificate only when it finds that a grant will create competitive pressure so0 intense that existing carriers will be
unable to earn a reasonable profit” Abbott Bus Line v. Courtesy Bus Lines, 230 Va. 181, 188, 335 S.E.2d 818, 822 (1985). We must agree with the
observation of Counsel for the Protestant that earning no profit whatsoever does not meet the standard of a "reasonable profit.”

The question of whether the distinguishing features of the Applicant’s proposed operation should enable it to nevertheless receive a
certificate has been thoroughly considered. Our concern here is the fact that the Applicant’s proposed route will offer boat passengers a cruise
beyond the inland waters of Lynnhaven Bay and into the waters of the Chesapeake Bay, an area not served by the Discovery.

We find that the rather speculative evidence offered to demonstrate a public need or demand for the open water portion of the route fails
to sustain the Applicant’s burden of proof in the face of the Protestant’s positive evidence of a Jack of any need or demand for such service among
its customers. In view of the Protestant’s continued operating deficits we find Mr. Browning's testimony credible and persuasive on this point. He
stated that if he detected any demand for such service he would offer it. If points of interest in the Chesapeake Bay were to be visited by Discovery,
it would require little or no additional capital investment by the Protestant, and would involve the relatively simple procedure of seeking a certificate
;lrr:)endment. Under these circumstances, it is not reasonable to believe that a significant public need exists which would remain untapped by the

testant.

We have considered the case of Peninsula Cruise, Inc. v. S.C.C,, 218 Va. 613, 238 S.E.2d 838 (1977), cited by Counsel for the Applicant.
We find the case quite distinguishable upon its facts, as well as the law. In that case, the parties at issue both maintained economically viable sight-
secing boat operations, and the case decision resulted from the operation of a grandfather clause, § 56-457.9 of the Code.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the application be, and the same is hereby, denied.

CASE NO. MCS910006
JANUARY 27, 1992

APPLICATION OF
LINWOOD A. MARTENS, t/a CHESAPEAKE BAY CRUISES

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a special or charter party carrier by boat
ORDER DENYING REHEARING

It appearing to the State Corporation Commission that the Applicant has requested a rehearing of this matter and suspension of the
January 7, 1992 Final Order entered in this case;

The Commission, after due consideration of the Applicant’s Petition and the arguments contained therein, is of the opinion that no
grounds for a rehearing exist; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the request of the Applicant be, and the same is heréby, denied.

CASE NO. MCS§910057
JANUARY 2, 1992

APPLICATION OF
SUN-AD LIMITED, t/a ESCORT LIMOUSINE SERVICE

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Sun-Ad Limited t/a Escort Limousine Service ("Applicant”) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950);
that the Commission entered an Amending Order on November 27, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to
interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application
to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before December 31, 1991; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of
public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of November 27, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;
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NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application and the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910062
JANUARY 17, 1992

APPLICATION OF
BUTLER LIMOUSINE SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Butler Limousine Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Amending Order on October 16, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to filc a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before November 27, 1991; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth
in the Commission's Order of October 16, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) Thata cer_tiﬁcatc as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,

IT 1S ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910071
SEPTEMBER 10, 1992

APPLICATION OF
ADVENTURE LIMOUSINE SERVICE, LTD.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Adventure Limousine Service, Ltd. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with
the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Amending Order on June 17, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before August 4, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set fo1 h in the
Commission’s Order of June 17, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;
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NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: :

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Ruies and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910083
JANUARY 17, 1992

APPLICATION OF
EXECUTIVE CAR SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
CORRECTING ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that the final order issued in the above-captioned matter recited that the
certificate of authority was to be as a limousine carrier when in fact the authority applied for was to be as an executive sedan carrier; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the Commission’s Final Order heretofore entered in this matter be, and the same is hereby, amended to reflect that the
authority granted is a certificate as an executive sedan carrier.

CASE NO. MCS910084
FEBRUARY 5§, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CAPITAL LIMOUSINE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER
IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Capital Limousine, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Initial Order on December 23, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before January 31, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requircments of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of December 23, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: v

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carricr should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.14; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hercby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.
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CASE NO. MCS910086
APRIL 10, 1992

APPLICATION OF
ADMIRAL LIMOUSINE TRANSPORTATION SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Admiral Limousine Transportation Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950);
that the Commission entered an Initial Order on December 23, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before January 31, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission’s Order of December 23, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by llmousmc
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910087
JANUARY 17, 1992

APPLICATION OF
ADMIRAL LIMOUSINE TRANSPORTATION SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
CORRECTING ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that the final order issued in the above-captioned matter recited that the
certificate of authority was to be as a limousine carrier when in fact the authority applied for was to be an executive sedan carrier; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the Commission’s Final Order herctofore entered in this matter be, and the same is hereby, amended to reflect that the
authority granted is a certificate as an executive sedan carrier.

CASE NO. MCS910088
APRIL 5§, 1992

APPLICATION OF
STEVAN MARISH, JR.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Stevan Marish, Jr. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission e:‘tered an
Initial Order on December 23, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing
any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or
request for hearing on or before January 31, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of December 23, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;
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NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: .

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910094
MARCH 6, 1992

APPLICATION OF
HAROLD 1. MASON, t/a J & L TOURS

For a centificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of passengers over irregular routes
FINAL ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on December 18, 1991 on
this Application. '

On the appointed day, the Applicant came for hearing before Senior Hearing Examiner, Russell W. Cunningham. William T. Stone,
Esquire appeared as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr. appeared as counsel for the Commission. Hamill D. Jones, Jr., Esquire
appeared as counsel for the Protestants. No interveners appeared or participated at the hearing. The Hearing Examiner’s Report was filed on
January 16, 1992. Comments to the Report were timely filed by the Protestants.

The Hearing Examiner found that the Applicant failed to demonstrate that the Application was justified by the public convenience and
necessity and as such recommended that the Application be denied.

. UPON CONSIDERATION of the Application, the Hearing Examiner’s Report and the comments filed thereto, the Commission is of
the opinion and finds that the Applicant has failed to meet his burden of proof by failing to present sufficient evidence demonstrating existing public
need for his service, that the Application is thereby not justified by the public convenience and necessity; accordingly

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiner’s Report are adopted;

(2) That the Application of Harold 1. Mason be, and the same is hereby, denied.

CASE NO. MCS910095
JANUARY 17, 1992

APPLICATION OF
JULIUS WILLIAM GARRETT, JR.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Julius William Garrett, Jr. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Amending Order on December 11, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before January 16, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in
the Commission’s Order of December 11, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:
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(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragniph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910097
JANUARY 7, 1992

APPLICATION OF
NANCY ANNE CHARTERS, INC.

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by boat
FINAL._ORDER

Pursuant to an Order of the Commission, a hearing was conducted befofe Glenn P. Richardson, Hearing Examiner, on this application
for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sight-secing and special or charter party carrier by boat.

The Applicant was represented by Counsel. No formal protests were filed. Terry L. Browning, President of The Browning Group, Inc.
appeared without counsel and testified in opposition to the application as an intervener in the proceeding. The Hearing Examiner’s Report was
filed on October 30, 1991. Comments to the Report were timely filed on behalf of the Applicant.

Finding that the Applicant failed to demonstrate that its application is justified by the public convenience and necessity, the Hearing
Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an order denying the application.

UPON CONSIDERATION of the application, the Hearing Examiner’s Report and the comments filed thereto, the Commission is of
the opinion and finds that the Applicant has failed to meet its burden of proof by failing 1o present sufficient evidence demonstrating existing public
need for its service, that the application is thereby not justified by the public convenience and necessity and should not be granted; accordingly,

IT 1S ORDERED:

(1) That the Report of the Hearing Examiner be, and the same is hereby, adopted;

(2) That the application be, and the same hereby is, DENIED.

CASE NO. MCS910099
APRIL 20, 1992

APPLICATION OF
RESTON LIMOUSINE & TRAVEL SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier

FINAL_ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Reston Limousine & Travel Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application
with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Amending Order on February 24, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or befare April 15, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set

forth in the Commission's Order of February 24, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,



136
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910113
Y 29, 1992

APPLICATION OF
HOOSHANG OMIDPANAH

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Hooshang Omidpanah ("Applicant") filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Amending Order on January 29, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before March 20, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission’s Order of January 29, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: :

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910118
JANUARY 17, 1992

APPLICATION OF
DELMONICO LIMOUSINE SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Delmonico Limousine Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with
the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Initial Order on September 26, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to intecrested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before November 14, 1991; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of September 26, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910119
FEBRUARY 5, 1992

APPLICATION OF
WILLIAM BUSH

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that William Bush ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an
Initial Order on September 26, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing
any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or
request for hearing on or before November 14, 1991; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of September 26, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: ’

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910121
MARCH 3, 1992

APPLICATION OF
KIDNER TRANSPORT, INC.

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a household goods carrier
FINAL. ORDER

On September 11, 1991, Kidner Transport, Inc. filed an application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a household

goods carrier pursuant to § 56-338.1, et seq. of the Code of Virginia. The Commission ordered a public hearing on the Application to be held before
a hearing examiner on November 14, 1991,

On that day the hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Glenn P. Richardson. Brooks Savage, Esquire, appeared as counsel for the
Applicant; Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire, appeared as counsel for the Commission; and Charles W. Hundley, Esquire, appeared as counsel for the
Protestants. No interveners appeared or participated. The Hearing Examiner’s Report was filed on January 10, 1992. Comments to the Report
were timely filed.

Finding that the record did not demonstrate that the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide intrastate household goods service, the
Hearing Examiner recommended that the Application be denied by the Commission. This conclusion was based on what the Hearing Examiner
characterized as "a series of persistent and flagrant violations of the criminal, traffic, and motor carrier laws by Mr. Kidner.”

Although the Hearing Examiner expressly declined to address the evidence relating to an existing public need for the Applicant’s
proposed service, he observed that the Household Goods Carrier Act (Chapter 12.1 of Title 56 of the Code) contains no protective provisions for
existing household goods carriers.
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The Hearing Examiner's Report includes an accurate summary of the hearing record. Additionally, criminal history and driving records
of John Kidner, President and sole Director of the Applicant, were received in camera. The same John Kidner also has a record of two motor
carrier violations of record with this Commission, the last such violation occurring in June, 1991.

After consideration of the entire record, the Commission has determined that the recommended denial of the Application should not be
adopted, and that the Application should be granted.

For this discussion, we shall assume, without deciding, that the criminal history, driving and motor carrier records of John Kidner may be
properly considered to the prejudice of the corporate Applicant. When thus considered, with the exception of the motor carrier violations, we do
not find a proximate connection between the nature of the offenses for which he was convicted and the issue of his fitness to fulfill the obligations of
a certificated household goods carrier. The connection in this case is more remote when the fact that most of his difficulties with the law appear to
have occurred a number of years ago. With the exception of the motor carrier violations, no offense seems to have occurred during the course of his
work in the household goods carrier business.

The facially serious criminal conviction in 1990 arises by reason of Mr. Kidner having in his possession a box of "M-80 firecrackers” while
in interstate travel on a pleasure boat. The penalty for this crime did not include any incarceration. A denial of the certificate on the basis of this
most recent criminal violation would mean that this Commission would likely be imposing a more serious consequence than did the sentencing
court. Further, we are unable to see any relevance of this offense to the issue of the Applicant’s fitness to hold a certificate where the conduct
underlying the crime seems to be that of a Fourth of July celebrant, rather than the actions of a terrorist.

The motor carrier violations by the corporate Applicant itself are clearly relevant to the issue of the Applicant’s fitness, and are certainly
more disturbing to the Commission. The 1990 violation of the Commission’s Lease Rule 5 is a relatively minor offense. The 1991 violation
involving a household goods move of over 30 miles, is a prohibited act without a certificate of the type for which this Application is made. The
charge itself gave rise to the Applicant filing for a certificate in order to bring its operations into compliance. .

In recommending denial of this Application, the Hearing Examiner suggested that such result should not be deemed a permanent bar to
the granting of a certificate at some future date if Mr. Kidner demonstrated that *he is completely rehabilitated and that he is able to comply with all
federal and state laws, as well as the rules and regulations of the Commission. . . ." This observation demonstrates the close question involved in the
case. :

Considering the time which has passed since the June, 1991 motor carrier violation, we believe the better course is to grant the Applicant
the certificate sought, thus bringing it fully under regulation as a certificated household goods carrier. We strongly admonish the Applicant to fully
comply with all obligations devolving upon it as a certificate holder, including the filing of tariffs.

Our disposition of this case will more nearly satisfy at least some of the concerns voiced by the Protestants, which are to the effect that
the competition to them of the Applicant’s operation is unfair unless it is subject to the same rules and regulations with which the Protestants must
comply.

Although the Hearing Examiner’s Report did not decide the issue of an existing public need for the Applicant’s proposed service, it
correctly recognized that the household goods carrier is not granted the same statutory protection from competition as is found in other chapters of
Title 56 of the Code. Chapter 12.1 has been held to deserve a libera! construction which does not prevent reasonable competition, Park Brothers

Moving Corporation, Et Al. v. § & M Systems Corporation, 216 Va. 322, 218 S.E. 2d 441 (1975).

During the course of the hearing, at the conclusion of the Applicant’s evidence, counsel for the Protestants moved to strike that evidence
on the ground that the Applicant had failed to sustain its burden to show a public need for the Applicant’s proposed service. The Hearing
Examiner denied such motion, stating that sufficient evidence had been produced at that stage of the proceeding to show sufficient public need. We
find that ruling to have been correct. After considering the entire record, we also find that there is sufficient evidence therein to find that the
proposed operation of the Applicant is justified by public convenience and necessity.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a household goods carrier to and from ali
points in Virginia be, and the same hereby is, granted.

CASE NO. MCS910130
JANUARY 17, 1992 -

APPLICATION OF
NASSER R. ABU-RISH

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Nasser R. Abu-Rish ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on October 1, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before November 18, 1991; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice
as set forth in the Commission’s Order of October 1, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;
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NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an exccutive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing him to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910131
NOVEMBER 17, 1992

APPLICATION OF

GEORGE T. HARRIS, IV AND RONALD L. SMITH, JR, t/a AROUND TOWN LIMOUSINE SERVICE,
Transferor
and )

AROUND TOWN LIMOUSINE SERVICE, INC.,
Transferee

To transfer certificate as a limousine carrier No. LM-48
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission ("Commission”) that George T. Harris, IV and Ronald L. Smith, Jr.,
Transferors, and Around Town Limousine Service, Inc., Transferee, ("Applicants”) filed an Application with the Commission requesting Certificate
No. LM-48 as a limousine carrier be transferred pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an
Amending Order on August 27, 1992, directing the Applicants to provide public notice of their Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before October 12, 1992; that the Applicants have complied with all requirements of the public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of August 27, 1992; that no request for hearing was made for comment timely failed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: '

(1) That the Transferee is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That Certificate No. LM-48 as a limousine carrier should be transferred to the Transferee pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED: .

(1) That the transfer of Certificate No. LM-48 be, and the same is hereby, granted;

(2) That the centificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Transferee upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910133
MARCH 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF
EXPRESS CARWASH OF CHARLOTTESVILLE, L.P.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL_ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Express Carwash of Charlottesville, L.P. ("Applicant”) filed an Application
with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950}, that the
Commission entered an Amending Order on January 29, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before March 20, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission's Order of January 29, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;
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NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910135
MAY 1, 1992

APPLICATION OF
MAGDY OUDA

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier -
FINAL. ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Magdy Ouda ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered
an Amending Order on February 27, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before April 15, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of February 27, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910145
JANUARY 15, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CHARLES M. RICKS, JR., t/a CLASSIC LIMOUSINE

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL, ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Charles M. Ricks, Jr. t/a Classic Limousine ("Applicant”) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950);
that the Commission entered an Initial Order on November 14, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before December 23, 1991; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice
as set forth in the Commission’s Order of November 14, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application and the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff is of the opinion
and finds:
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(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910147
FEBRUARY 7, 1992

APPLICATION OF
VIRGINIA COACH LINE, INC.

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of passengers by motor vehicle
FINAL. ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a hearing examiner on January 23, 1992 to receive
evidence on this Application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of passengers by motor vehicle. Applicant
seeks authority which would allow the Applicant to transport passengers along the following routes:

Between the City of Richmond to the intersection of Route 1 and Parham Road via I-95.

Between Brook Road and Parham Road via Villa Park Drive.

Between the intersection of U.S. 637 (Atlec Station Road) and Route 301 via Route 301 to Richmond city limits.

Between Route 301 and Parham Road via Parham Road and Parham-Chippenham connector to the intersection of 150
(Chippenham) and Powhite Parkway.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the Application came on for hearing before Hearing Examiner Glenn P. Richardson. Calvin F. Major
appeared as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., appeared as counsel to the Commission. No protests were filed and no
intervener(s) participated in the proceeding.

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Examiner announced his findings from the bench and advised counsel for the Applicant that he
would recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the Application. Counsel then waived his right to file comments to the Hearing
Examiner’s Report.

The Hearing Examiner made the following findings:

(1) The Applicant is fit and capable to render adequate and reliable service as a common carrier of passengers by motor vehicle;

(2) The Applicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the rules and regulations of the Commission; and

(3) The Application is warranted by the public convenience and necessity.

UPON CONSIDERATION of the Application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that the
Application is justified by the public convenience and necessity and should be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the Hearing Examiner’s findings be, and the same are hereby, adopted in their entirety;

(2) That Virginia Coach Line, Inc. is granted a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of passengers by
motor vehicle, authorizing it to transport passengers over the routes shown above.
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CASE NO. MCS910148
FEBRUARY §, 1992

APPLICATION OF
BOUTROS H. CHAMOUN

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Boutros H. Chamoun ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Initial Order on December 23, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before January 31, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of December 23, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Apphcant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910149
SEPTEMBER 22, 1992

APPLICATION OF
FAIRFAX TOWN CAR SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL _ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Fairfax Town Car Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on December 11, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before January 14, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission’s Order of December 11, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the oi:iinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia; and

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.
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CASE NO. MCS910150
JANUARY 17, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CARDINAL LIMOUSINE & TOUR SERVICES, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Cardinal Limousine & Tour Services, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application
with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on November 14, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before December 23, 1991; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice
as set forth in the Commission’s Order of November 14, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT 1S ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousinc carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia; .

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issved to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910151
APRIL 2, 1992

APPLICATION OF
R. NEILL JEFFERSON, t/a BLUE RIDGE LIMOUSINE & TOUR SERVICE

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that R. Neill Jefferson t/a Blue Ridge Limousine & Tour Service ("Applicant”)
filed an Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia
(1950); that the Commission entered an Amending Order on January 13, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to
interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application
to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before March 4, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public
notice as set forth in the Commission's Order of January 13, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.
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! CASE NO. MCS910156
JANUARY 27, 1992

APPLICATION OF
SAMUEL T. ATKINSON, Transferor
ATKINSO?:dTANK LINES, INC,, Transferee
To transfer certificate of public convenience and necessity as a petroleum tank truck carrier No. K-116
FINAL ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on January 16, 1992 to receive
evidence on this Application for the transfer of certificate of public convenience and necessity as a petroleum tank truck carrier which authorizes the
hoider thereof to transport petroleum products as described in said certificate.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Howard P. Anderson. Calvin F. Major, Esquire,
appeared as counsel for the Applicants. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire appeared as counsel for the Commission. No protestants or interveners
appeared or participated at the hearing.

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found:

(1) That the Transferee is fit, willing and able to provide the services required under the transfer of certificate No. K-116;

(2) That the Transferee can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and

(3) That the Application is proper and in the public interest.

At the conclusion of the hearing on this Application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings and advised counsel for the
Applicants that he would recommend that the Commission enter an Order granting the Application. Counsel then waived his right to file any
comments to the Hearing Examiner's Report and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was determined to be unnecessary.

Upon consideration of the Application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion, and so finds, that the
Application is proper and in the public interest and should be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiner’s Report be, and the same are hereby, adopted;

(2) That the transfer of certificate of public convenience and necessity as a petroleum tank truck carrier No. K-116 be, and the same is
hereby, granted. :

CASE NO. MCS910161
APRIL 1, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CHRISTOPHER D. BAKER

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Christopher D. Baker ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Amending Order on February 11, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before March 26, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in
the Commission’s Order of February 11, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

{2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia; :

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910162

JUNE 15, 1992
APPLICATION OF
THEODORE HENRY BROWN
For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Theodore Henry Brown ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on December 20, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before January 31, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission’s Order of December 20, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: ;

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910163
OCTOBER 5, 1992

APPLICATION OF
BAKER FUNERAL HOME, INC,, t/a MANASSAS LIMOUSINE SERVICE

For a certificate as a limousine carrier

FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Baker Funeral Home, Inc. t/a Manassas Limousine Service ("Applicant”)
filed an Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia
(1950); that the Commission entered an Amending Order on June 26, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to
interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application
to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before August 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public

notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of June 26, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910170
APRIL 13, 1992

APPLICATION OF

SPECIAL TOUCH LIMOUSINE SERVICES, INC., Transferor
and

RICHMOND COACH SERVICE, INC., Transferee

To transfer certificate as a limousine carrier No. LM-22
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Special Touch Limousine Services, Inc., Transferor and Richmond Coach
Service, Inc., Transferee ("Applicants”) have filed an Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier No. LM-22 be
transferred; that the Commission entered an Amending Order on February 3, 1992, directing the Applicants to provide public notice of their
Application to interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on
the Application to file such comment, object or request for hearing on or before March 16, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all
requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of February 3, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely
filed; '

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Transferee is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That certificate as a limousine carrier No. LM-22 should be transferred pursuant to § 56-338.118; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That certificate as a limousine carrier No. LM-22 be and the same is hereby, transferred to the Transferee;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910171
APRIL 9, 1992

APPLICATION OF
PROFESSIONAL LIMO SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Professional Limo Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Amending Order on February 4, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before March 23, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in
the Commission’s Order of February 4, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910173

APRIL 7, 1992
APPLICATION OF
A-1 LIMOUSINE SERVICE, INC.
For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that A-1 Limousine Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on December 24, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before January 31, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission’s Order of December 24, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: ‘

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in parégraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910174
APRIL 13, 1992

APPLICATION OF
VICAR LIMOUSINE SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier

FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Vicar Limousine Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Initial Order on December 24, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before January 31, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the

Commission’s Order of December 24, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,



148
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910175
FEBRUARY 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF
BLACK AND WHITE CARS, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Black and White Cars, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on December 23, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before January 31, 1992; that the Applicant has coniplied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission’s Order of December 23, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an exccutive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910176
FEBRUARY 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CHECKER CAB COMPANY, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Checker Cab Company, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carricr pursuaat to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on December 23, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before January 31, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission‘s Order of December 23, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910177
APRIL 16, 1992

APPLICATION OF
NORVIEW CARS, INCORPORATED

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL_ORDER
IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Norview Cars, Incorporated ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on December 23, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such

comment, objection or request for hearing on or before January 31, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission's Order of December 23, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the ‘opinion
and finds: )

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an exccutive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Apphcant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910179
MARCH 31, 1992

APPLICATION OF
EXECUTIVE ET. TRANSPORTATION, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier

FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Executive E.T. Transportation, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with
the Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on December 30, 1991, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before February 10, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission’s Order of December 30, 1991; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
exccutive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910180

APRIL 7, 1992
APPLICATION OF
MICHAEL L. BOYKIN, t/a A SIMPLE LIMO
For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Michael L. Boykin t/a A Simple Limo ("Applicant”) filed an Application
with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on January 31, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before March 16, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission’s Order of January 31, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: :

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS910181
MARCH 2, 1992

APPLICATION OF
HUSS, INCORPORATED
For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a comnion carrier of property by motor vehicle
FINAL_ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on February 20, 1992, to
receive evidence on this Application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of property over the following route:
between Plasterco and Chilhowie, Virginia via Saltville, Virginia over State Routes 91 and 107. Carrier is to operate "Closed Doors” between
Plasterco and Saltvilie.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Howard P. Anderson, Jr. Calvin F. Major, Esquire
appeared as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire appeared as counsel to the Commission. No Protestants or interveners
appeared or participated at the hearing.

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found that:

(1) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the service requested;

(2) The Applicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and

(3) The Application is justified by the public convenience and necessity.
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At the conclusion of the hearing on this Application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings and advised counsel for the
Applicant that he would recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the Application. Counsel then waived his right to file any
comments to the Hearing Examiner’s Report and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was deemed not to be necessary.

Upon consideration of the Application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion and so finds, that the
Application is proper and in the public interest and should be granted; accordingly,

IT 1S ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiner’s Report be, and the same are hereby, adopted;

(2) That a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of property by motor vehicle, as described abov}e, be, and
the same is hereby, granted.

CASE NO., MCS910182
MARCH 19, 1992

APPLICATION OF
MELVIN K FOX, d/b/a URBAN TRANSPORTATION OF VIRGINIA
For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of passengers by motor vehicle over irregular routes
FINAL. ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on February 19, 1992, to
receive evidence on this application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of passengers by motor vehicle over
irregular routes within the geographic area of the counties of James City and York as well as the City of Williamsburg, Virginia. Transportation will
be restricted to disabled persons and clients of the Department of Social Services within the geographic area.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Glen P. Richardson. Calvin F. Major, Esquire,
appeared as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire, appeared as counsel to the Commission. No Protestants or interveners
appeared or participated at the hearing.

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found that:

(1) There is existing public need for the proposed service of the Applicant;

(2) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the service requested; and

(3) The Application is justified by the public convenience and necessity.

At the conclusion of the hearing on this Application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings and advised counsel for the
Applicant that he would recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the Application. Counsel then waive this right to file any

comments to the Hearing Examiner’s Report and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was deemed not to be necessary.

Upon consideration of the Application and the Hearing Examiner's Report, the Commission is of the opinion and so finds, that the
Application is proper and in the public interest and should be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiner’s Report be, and the same are hereby, adopted; and
(2) That a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of passengers by motor vehicle over irregular routes in the

geographic area of the counties of James City and York, as well as the City of Williamsburg, Virginia, restricted to transportation of disabled
persons and clients of the Department of Social Services within the geographic area be, and the same is hereby, granted.
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CASE NO. MCS920002
AUGUST 31, 1992

APPLICATION OF
GROUND TRANSPORTATION SPECIALISTS, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Ground Transportation Specialists, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application
with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Amending Order on June 18, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before August 6, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set
forth in the Commission’s Order of June 18, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSXON, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: ‘

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920003
AUGUST 11, 1992

APPLICATION OF

CHESAPEAKE & NORTHERN TRANSPORTATION CORPORATION
Transferor
and

GOLD STAR TOURS, INC,
Transferee

To transfer certificate of public convenience and necessity as a special or charter party carrier by motor vehicle, No. B-215
FINAL ORDER

Chesapeake & Northern Transportation Corporation (Chesapeake & Northern) and Gold Star Tours, Inc. (Gold Star Tours) jointly
filed an application with the Commission to transfer Chesapeake & Northern’s certificate of public convenience and necessity as a special or charter
party carrier by motor vehicle (No. B-215) to Gold Star Tours. A public hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Howard P. Anderson, Jr. on
March 19, 1992. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire served as counsel to the Commission and Michael E. Inman, Esquire served as counsel for the
Applicants. Calvin F. Major, Esquire served as counsel for Protestants Cavalier Transportation Co., Inc., Tourtime American, Ltd., and Gallop Bus
Lines, Inc. (Protestants). At the hearing, counsel for the Applicants requested that the Commission either grant the Application with no restrictions
on the transferred certificate, or deny the Application.

In his Report dated April 21, 1992, the Hearing Examiner concluded that Gold Star Tours may not hold both a broker’s license and a
special or charter party certificate in the same business entity, without restricting the certificate so that the holder would not be allowed to use its
broker's license to solicit individual customers for the purpose of using its own special or charter party equipment. The Applicants filed comments
to the Hearing Examiner’s Report.

Gold Star Tours currently holds a broker's license that allows it to solicit and arrange, for compensation, transportation of individuals or
groups by motor carrier. The Application currently before the Commission would transfer from Chesapeake & Northern to Gold Star Tours a
certificate giving Gold Star Tours the additional authority to operate as a special or charter party carrier.

Until September 1, 1991, Mr. James Riffe owned the two separate corporations, Chesapeake & Northern (the special or charter party
business) and Gold Star Tours (the broker business), and operated both out of the same office. On September 1, 1991, Mr. Riffe sold Gold Star
Tours to Mr. Hjalmer Lappalainen, who operates both Gold Star Tours and Chesapeake & Northern. Mr. Lappalainen intends for Gold Star
Tours to purchase Chesapeake & Northern's special or charter party certificate and to lease certain equipment from Chesapeake & Northern. The
record indicates that Mr. Lappalainen proposes to have the same corporate entity control both certificates, and, therefore both businesses.
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Virginia Code § 56-338.50(d) defines "special or charter party” as a group movement of passengers transported under a single contract

made with one person for an agreed charge, and for which transportation no individual or separate fares are solicited, charged, collected or received
by the carrier (emphasis added). A "broker” is one who, as a principal or agent, offers for sale or provides, furnishes, contracts or arranges for

transportation with motor carriers. Section 56-338.50(d) prohibits a special or charter party carrier from also acting as a broker to solicit individual
customers for the purpose of using its own special or charter party equipment by specifically forbidding solicitation, charging, collecting or receiving
any individual or separate fares.

The Commission finds that it is unable to grant the Application for the transfer of the certificate without placing restrictions on that
certificate, in order to avoid violation of Virginia Code § 56-338.50(d). Bascd on the request by the Applicant that the Commission either approve
the Application without any restrictions or deny it, the Commission must deny the Application.

UPON CONSIDERATION of the Application, the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the transcript and the comments, the Commission is of
the opinion and finds that the Application must be denied; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the transfer of the certificate of public convenience and necessity as a special or charter party carrier by motor vehicle No. B-215
from Chesapeake & Northern Transportation Corporation to Gold Star Tours, Inc. is denied; and

(2) That this case is dismissed from the Commission’s docket of active cases.

CASE NO. MCS920005
MARCH 31, 1992

APPLICATION OF
ROBERT LEE PRICE

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier

FINAL_ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Robert Lee Price ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered
an Initial Order on January 24, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing
any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or
request for hearing on or before March 12, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of January 24, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a centificate as an executive sedan carfier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission. ‘

CASE NO. MCS920006
MARCH 31, 1992

APPLICATION OF
WHEELING LIMOUSINE, INC.
For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Wheeling Limousine, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
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entered an Initial Order on January 24, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before March 12, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of January 24, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920007
APRIL 20, 1992

APPLICATION OF
NEW RIVER CRUISE COMPANY

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sightseeing and special or charter party carrier by boat
FINAL ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a hearing examiner on March 24, 1992, to receive
evidence on this application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sightseeing and special or charter party carrier by boat.
Applicant seeks authority to provide service as shown on Appendix A attached hereto.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Senior Hearing Examiner Russell W. Cunningham. Randolph D. Eley, Jr.,
Esquire, appeared as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire, appeared as counsel to the Commission. No protests were filed
and no interveners participated at the hearing.

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Examiner announced his findings from the bench and advised counsel for the Applicant that he
would recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the application. Counsel then waived his right to file comments to the Hearing
Examiner’s Report.

The Hearing Examiner made the following findings:

(1) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to render adequate and reliable service as a sightseeing and special or charter party carrier by
boat;

(2) The Applicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and
(3) The application is warrant by the public convenience and necessity.

UPON CONSIDERATION of the application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that the
application is justified by public convenience and necessity and should be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the Hearing Examiner’s findings be, and the same are hereby, adopted in their entirety;

(2) That New River Cruise Company is granted a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sightsecing and special or charter
party carrier by boat.

NOTE: A copy of Exhibit A is on file and may be examined at the State Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson
Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.
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CASE NO. MCS920008
MARCH 31, 1992

APPLICATION OF
GARY A. BAKER, d/b/a LANDMARK LIMOUSINE

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier

FINAL. ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Gary A. Baker d/b/a Landmark Limousine ("Applicant”) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia
(1950); that the Commission entered an Initial Order on January 24, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to
interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application
to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before March 12, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public

notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of January 24, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia; ’

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920009
APRIL 16, 1992

APPLICATION OF
RANDALL BEARD GRESHAM, t/a GRESHAM'S TOURS & TRAVEL
For a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicles
FINAL. ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on March 25, 1992, to receive
evidence on this application for Randall Beard Gresham t/a Gresham's Tours & Travel for a license to broker the transportation of passengers by
motor vehicle to all points in Virginia from all points in Virginia;

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Glenn P. Richardson. Hamill D. Jones, Jr., Esquire
appeared as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire appeared as counsel to the Commission. No protestants appeared or
participated at the hearing, but one intervener was heard.

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found that:

(1) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the service requested;

(2) The Applicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and

(3) The Application is proper and in the public interest.

At the conclusion of the hearing on this application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings and advised counsel for the
Applicant that he would recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the application. Counsel then waived his right to file any
comments to the Hearing Examiner's Report, as did the intervener, and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was determined not to be

necessary.

Upon consideration of the application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion and so finds, that the
application is proper and in the public interest and should be granted; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiner’s Report be, and the same is hereby, adopted; and

(2) That a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicle to all points in Virginia from all points in Virginia be, and
the same is hereby, granted.

CASE NO. MCS8920011
MARCH 31, 1992

APPLICATION OF
JST ENTERPRISES, INC, t/a THOMAS TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that JST Enterprises, Inc. t/a Thomas Transportation Services ("Applicant”)
filed an Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia
(1950); that the Commission entered an Initial Order on January 31, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to
interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application
to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before March 16, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public
notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of January 31, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

- NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted auihorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920012
MARCH 31, 1992

APPLICATION OF
EXECUTIVE LIMOUSINE SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Executive Limousine Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with
the Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on January 31, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before March 16, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission’s Order of January 31, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS8920015
SEPTEMBER 3, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
MARSHALL ANTHONY METTS, d/b/a METITS SPORTS TOURS
9314 Warwick Boulevard
Newport News, Virginia 23601,
Defendant
FINAL JUDGMENT ORDER

This Rule to Show Cause issued against the Defendant having come on for hearing on September 1, 1992, and the Commission having
found the Defendant to be in violation of the law as alleged; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the Defendant’s authority to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicle, as granted in an order entered on
January 4, 1990, in Case No. MCS890061, be, and the same is hercby revoked.

CASE NO. MCS920019
DECEMBER 14, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORAT[ON COMMISSION
YORKTOWN VICTORY CRUISES, INC.
For a certificate as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by boat
DISMISSAL. ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that by Final Order, dated September 21, 1991, Yorktown Victory Cruises, Inc.
was granted authority by the Commission as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by boat in Case No. MCS900076; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the certificate was to be issued upon satisfaction by the Applicant of rcquurcments for operation as
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission’s Motor Carrier Division (Rates and Tariffs) reports that Yorktown Victory

Cruises, Inc. has not complied with the provisions of law for operating in Virginia and that Yorktown Victory Cruises, Inc. has requested no
certificate to be issued; and

THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the circumstances, is of the opinion that the conditions subsequent to the Final Order have
not been met; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the application on behalf of Yorktown Victory Cruises, Inc. be, and the same is hereby, dismissed and no certificate be issued.
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CASE NO. MCS920020
DECEMBER 14, 1992

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, ex rel.
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

V.
CONTEMPORARY TRAVEL LTD.
For a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicle
DISMISSAL. ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that by Final Order, dated October 15, 1990, Contemporary Travel Ltd. was
granted authority by the Commission as a broker of transportation of passengers by motor vehicle in Case No. MCS900034; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the license was to be issued upon satisfaction by the Applicant of requirements for operation as set
by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING that the Commission’'s Motor Carrier Division (Rates and Tariffs) reports that Contemporary Travel
Ltd. has not complied with the provisions of law for the issuance of its license to broker transportation and further that its corporate status has been
terminated; and

THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the circumstances, is of the opinion that the conditions subsequent to the Final Order have
not been met; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the application on behalf of Contemporary Travel Ltd., MCS920020, be, and the same is hereby, dismissed and no certificate be
issued. :

CASE NO. MCS920022
APRIL 20, 1992

APPLICATION OF
JEROME FALKENSTEIN

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Jerome Falkenstein ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered
an Initial Order on March 3, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing any
person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or request for
hearing on or before April 14, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order
of March 3, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.
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CASE NO. MCS920024
MAY 18, 1992

APPLICATION OF
FRANCIS T. BROWN, t/a CARTIER LIMOUSINE & AIRPORT TRANSPORTATION

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL. ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Francis T. Brown t/a Cartier Limousine & Airport Transportation
("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the
Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an Initial Order on March 3, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its
Application to interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on
the Application to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before April 14, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all
requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of March 3, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive scdan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to-the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920025
MAY 29, 1992

APPLICATION OF
ROBERT E. MOORE, t/a BAY POINT ASSOCIATES

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Robert E. Moore t/a Bay Point Associates ("Applicant”) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950);
that the Commission entered an Initial Order on March 3, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before April 14, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requu'ements of public notice as set
forth in the Commission’s Order of March 3, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.



160
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

CASE NO. MCS§920026
JULY 2, 1992

APPLICATION OF
RAPPAHANNOCK MOTOR LINES, INC.

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of property by motor vehicle

FINAL. ORDER

On March 30, 1992, a hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Howard P. Anderson, Jr. to consider this Application for certificate of
public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of property by motor vehicles. George H. Heilig, Jr., Esquire and Debra L. Mosley, Esquire
appeared as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire, appeared as counsel to the Commission. Calvin F. Major, Esquire,
appeared as counsel for the Protestant, Wilson Trucking Corp. ("Wilson"). No intervenors appeared at the hearing. Posthecaring briefs were filed by
the Applicant and Wilson. The Hearing Examiner filed his Report on May 6, 1992.

The Report concluded that the Applicant had not met its required burden of proof and recommended that the Commission deny the
Application. Neither Applicant nor Wilson filed comments to the Hearing Examiner’s Report.

The Commission has considered the statutory requirements for issuing a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common
carrier of property by motor vehicle, including Virginia Code §§ 56-281 and 56-282 and the record before the Commission.

UPON CONSIDERATION of the Application, the briefs, the Hearing Examiner’s Report, and the transcript, the Commission is of the
opinion and finds that the Applicant did not meet its burden of proof as required by statute, and accordingly, the Application is denied;

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the Application of Rappahannock Motor Lines, Inc., be denied; and

(2) That this matter be dismissed from the docket of the Commission’s pending proceedings.

CASE NO. MCS920027
JUNE 16, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CHARLES W. CUMBOW, JR., t/la ROADRUNNER CHAUFFEUR SERVICE
For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of passengers by motor vehicle over irregular routes
FINAL ORDER
ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on April 16, 1992, to receive
evidence on this Application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of passengers by motor vehicle over irregular
routes within the geographic area as shown on Exhibit A attached hereto and subject to the following restrictions:

(1) No vehicles with a passenger carrying capacity of more than 6 persons are to be used in the operations granted hereunder;

(2) Service shall be restricted to the transportation of Medicaid and Medicare patients, clients of the Department of Social Services of
the state of Virginia, railroad personnel, the elderly, (55 and over), and the handicapped; and ’

(3) No passenger service shall originate in the following political subdivisions: cities of Bedford, Harrisonburg, Lynchburg and
Winchester; the counties of Amherst, Bedford, Clarke, Fluvanna, Frederick, Goochland, Henrico, Nelson, Page, Rockingham, Shenandoah and
Warren.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Senior Hearing Examiner, Russell W. Cunningham. The Applicant
appeared pro se. Graham G. Ludwig, Esquire, appeared as counsel to the Commission. Calvin F. Major and Hamill D. Jones appeared for the
Protestants. No interveners appeared or participated at the hearing.

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found that:

(1) There is existing public need for the proposed service of the Applicant;

(2) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the service requested; and

(3) The Application is justified by the public convenience and necessity.
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At the conclusion of the hearing on this Application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings and advised the Applicant that
he would recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the Application. The Hearing Examiner’s Report was forwarded to the
Applicant and counsel of record and no comments were received.

Upon consideration of the Application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion and so finds, that the
Application is proper and in the public interest and should be granted; accordingly, .

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiners’ Report be, and the same are hereby, adopted; and

(2) That a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a common carrier of passengers by motor vehicle over irregular routes in the
geographic arcas shown on Appendix A attached hereto and subject to the three restrictions as shown above be, and the same is hereby, granted.

NOTE: A copy of Appendix A identifying geographic areas to be served is on file and may be examined at the State Corporation
Comnmission, Document Control Center, Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. MCS920028
APRIL 28, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CHARLES W. CUMBOW, JR., t/a ROADRUNNER CHAUFFEUR SERVICE

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL_ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Charles W. Cumbow, Jr. t/a Roadrunner Chauffeur Service ("Applicant”)
filed an Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of
Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an Initial Order on March 3, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application
to interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the
Application to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before April 14, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all

requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of March 3, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely
filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carricr should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920029
MAY 13, 1992

APPLICATION OF
JAMES E. HUSEBY, t/a CORPORATE SEDAN SERVICE

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that James E. Huseby t/a Corporate Sedan Service ("Applicant”) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia
(1950); that the Commission entered an Initial Order on March 3, 1992, directing the Applicant 1o provide public notice of its Application to
interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the A, plication
to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before April 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public
notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of March 3, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;
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NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920031
APRIL 27, 1992

APPLICATION OF
AMERICAN DREAM LIMOUSINE SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
JFINAL_ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that American Dream Limousine Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application
with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on March 9, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before April 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of publlc notice as set forth in
the Commission’s Order of March 9, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Apélicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920032
APRIL 27, 1992

APPLICATION OF
KELLEY A. CARLISLE, t/a BLUE CHIP LIMOUSINE

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Kelley A. Carlisle t/a Blue Chip Limousine ("Applicant”) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950);
that the Commission entered an Initial Order on March 9, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before April 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set
forth in the Commission’s Order of March 9, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:
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(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920033
APRIL 27, 1992

APPLICATION OF
DAVID W. CLEWIS, d/b/a CERRO GORDO LIMOUSINE SERVICE

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that David W. Clewis, d/b/a Cerro Gordo Limousine Service ("Applicant”) filed
an Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950);
that the Commission entered an Initial Order on March 6, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before April 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set
forth in the Commission’s Order of March 6, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: .

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between ali points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920034
JUNE 12,1992

APPLICATION OF
ROCCO J. DELEONARDIS

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Rocco J. Deleonardis ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on March 16, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before April 20, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in
the Commission’s Order of March 16, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
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(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920035
MAY 26, 1992

APPLICATION OF
MICHAEL ‘H. WALTA, t/a LUXURY LIMOUSINE SERVICE

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Michael H. Walta t/a Luxury Limousine Service ("Applicant”) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia
(1950); that the Commission entered an Initial Order on March 16, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to
interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application
to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before April 20, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public
notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of March 16, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920036
JULY 2, 1992

APPLICATION OF
TIDEWATER TOURING, INC.

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sight-seeing carrier by motor vehicle
FINAL ORDER

On April 29, 1992, a public hearing was held before a Hearing Examiner to receive evidence on this Application for a certificate of public
convenience and necessity as a sight-seeing carrier by motor vehicle. Applicant seeks authority to provide service as shown on Appendix A attached
hereto.

The hearing was held before Senior Hearing Examiner Russell W. Cunningham. Calvin F. Major, Esquire, appeared as counsel for
Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire, appeared as counsel to the Commission. Hamill D. Jones, Jr., Esquire, appeared as counsel for
Protestants, V.I.P. & Celebrity Limousines, Inc. and Celebrity Limousines, Inc. No intervenors participated.

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Hearing Examiner announced his findings from the bench and advised that he would recommend
that the Commission enter an order granting the Application. The transcript of the hearing and the Hearing Examiner’s Report were filed on
May 20, 1992. The fifteen (15) day comment period has passed and no comments were filed.
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The Hearing Examiner made the following findings:
(1) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to render adequate and reliable service as a sight-seeing carrier by motor vehicle; and
(2) The public convenience and necessity requires the issuance of the certificate requested.

UPON CONSIDERATION of the Application, the Hearing Examiner's Report, and the transcript, the Commission is of the opinion
and finds that the public convenience and necessity requires that the Application be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the Hearing Examiner's findings are adopted;

(2) That Tidewater Touring, Inc. is granted a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sight-seeing carrier by motor vehicle as
shown on Appendix A attached hereto.

NOTE: A copy of Appendix A is on file and may be examined at the State Corporation Commission, Document Control Center,
Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. MCS920037
JULY 2, 1992

APPLICATION OF
TIDEWATER TOURING, INC.

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a special or charter party carrier by motor vehicle
FINAL ORDER

On April 29, 1992, a public hearing was held before a Hearing Examiner to receive evidence on this Application for a "B” certificate of
public convenience and necessity as a special or charter party carrier by motor vehicle. Applicant seeks authority to provide service from points of
origin located in the Cities of Norfolk, Virginia Beach, Chesapeake, Suffolk, Portsmouth, Poquoson, and Richmond, as well as the Counties of Isle
of Wight, Surry, York, James City, Charles City, and Henrico, to all points within the Commonwealth of Virginia. At the hearing, the Applicant

requested that the Application be amended: 1) to restrict authority to vehicles with a passenger carrying capacity not to exceed 34 persons; and
2) to state that the certificate shall not be sold or leased.

The hearing was held before Senior Hearing Examiner Russell W. Cunningham. Calvin F. Major, Esquire appeared as counsel for the
Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire appeared as counsel to the Commission. Hamill D. Jones, Jr., Esquire appeared as counsel to the
Protestants, V.I.P. & Celebrity Limousines, Inc. and Celebrity Limousines, Inc. No intervenors participated in the proceeding.

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Examiner announced his findings from the bench and advised that he would recommend that the
Commission enter an order granting the Application as amended by the Applicant. The transcript of the hearing and the Hearing Examiner's
Report were filed on May 20, 1992.

The Hearing Examiner made the following findings:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to render adequate and reliable service as a special or charter party carrier by motor
vehicle; and

(2) That the public convenience and necessit)-' requires issuance of the certificate, as amended by the Applicant.
The Protestants filed comments to the Hearing Examiner’s Report.

UPON CONSIDERATION of the Application, the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the transcript and the comments, the Commission is of
the opinion and finds that the public convenience and necessity requires that the Application be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the Hearing Examiner’s findings are adopted;

(2) That Tidewater Touring, Inc. is granted a "B” certificate of public convenience and necessity as a special or charter party carrier by
motor vehicle authorizing it to transport passengers from points of origin located in the Cities of Norfolk, Virginia Beach, Chesapeake, Suffolk,
Portsmouth, Poquoson, and Richmond, as well as the Counties of Isle or Wight, Surry, York, James City, Charles City, and Henrico to all points
within the Commonwealth of Virginia, subject to the Applicant’s amendments restricting the operations under the certificate to vehicles with a
passenger carrying capacity not to exceed 34 persons and prohibiting the sale or lease of the certificate.



166
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

CASE NO. MCS920038

MAY 29, 1992
APPLICATION OF
CORPORATE CAR SERVICE, INC.
For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Corporate Car Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Amending Order on April 20, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before May 27, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of April 20, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed,

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia; :

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920039
APRIL 27, 1992

APPLICATION OF
STEVEN CAM ARBOGAST
For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Steven Cam Arbogast ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on March 16, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before April 20, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in
the Commission’s Order of March 16, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment timely filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carricr be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.
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CASE NO. M(CS920040
AUGUST 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF
GEORGE S. LIPSCOMB, JR.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL_ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that George S. Lipscomb, Jr. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carricr pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Amending Order on June 18, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before August 6, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set
forth in the Commission’s Order of June 18, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all nequmements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920043
JUNE 18, 1992

APPLICATION OF
JAMES H. BEVERLY, V, t/a BEVERLY HILLS LIMO: 90210

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that James H. Beverly, V t/a Beverly Hills Limo: 90210 ("Applicant®) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950);
that the Commission entered an Initial Order on March 16, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before April 20, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requmemcms of public notice as set
forth in the Commission’s Order of March 16, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.
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CASE NO. MCS920044
JUNE 4, 1992

APPLICATION OF
NATIONAL TOUR SERVICES, LTD., t/a RED CARPET LIMOUSINE SERVICE

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER
IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that National Tour Services, Ltd. t/a Red Carpet Limousine Service
("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code
of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an Initial Order on March 16, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its
Application to interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on

the Application to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before April 20, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all
requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission‘s Order of March 16, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920046
AUGUST 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF
KHALID BAKRIM

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Khalid Bakrim ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered
an Initial Order on June 4, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing any
person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or request for
hearing on or before July 22, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of
June 4, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed; .

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
sct by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.
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CASE NO. MCS920048
JULY 30, 1992

APPLICATION OF
NEENA G. WINN

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Neena G. Winn ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an
Initial Order on June 4, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing any
person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or request for
hearing on or before July 22, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of
June 4, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia; .

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920050
JUNE 16, 1992

APPLICATION OF
AMER R. JAHANGIRI, t/a WASHINGTON AIRPORT SERVICES

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier

FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Amer R. Jahangiri t/a Washington Airport Services ("Applicant”) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia
(1950); that the Commission entered an Initial Order on April 3, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to
interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application
to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before May 15, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public
notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of April 3, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an exccutive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.
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CASE NO. MCS920051
MAY 26, 1992

APPLICATION OF
LISA KATHLEEN DOUCETTE, t/a 'LIMOUSINES BY RENDEZVOUS’

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Lisa Kathleen Doucette t/a 'Limousines by Rendezvous’ ("Applicant”) filed
an Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950);
that the Commission entered an Initial Order on April 2, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before May 15, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set
forth in the Commission’s Order of April 2, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regutations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920052
JULY 17, 1992

APPLICATION OF
MADISON LIMOUSINE SERVICE INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier

FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Madison Limousine Service Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on April 2, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before May 15, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of April 2, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed; .

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.
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CASE NO. MCS920055
JULY 13, 1992

APPLICATION OF
BETTY NEWTON ELLIOTT, t/a GET AWAY TOURS

For a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicles

FINAL ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on June 30, 1992, to receive
evidence on this application for Betty Newton Elliott t/a Get Away Tours for a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicle
to all points in Virginia from points of origin located within the Counties of Halifax, Mecklenberg, Brunswick, Lunenburg, Nottoway, Charlotte and
Pittsylvania as well as the Cities of South Boston and Danville.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Howard P. Anderson. The Applicant appeared pro se.
Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire appeared as counsel to the Commission. No Protestants or interveners appeared or participated at the hearing.

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found that:

(1) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the service requested;

(2) The Applicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and

(3) The Application is proper and in the public interest.

At the conclusion of the hearing on this application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings and advised counsel for the
Applicant that he would recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the application. Counsel then waived his right to file any

comments to the Hearing Examiner’s Report and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was determined not to be necessary.

Upon consideration of the application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion and so finds, that the
application is proper and in the public interest and should be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiner’s Report be, and the same is hereby, adopted; and

(2) That a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicle as described above is hereby granted.

CASE NO. MCS920058

JUNE 4, 1992
APPLICATION OF
JAMES SUTTON
For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL. ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that James Sutton ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an
Initial Order on April 3, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing any
person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or request for
hearing on or before May 15, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of
April 3, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia; and
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(2) That the centificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920059
AUGUST 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF
ELITE LIMOUSINE SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Elite Limousine Service ("Applicant") filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Amending Order on June 15, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons
and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before July 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set
forth in the Commission’s Order of June 15, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia; '

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

"CASE NO. MCS920060

MAY 26, 1992
APPLICATION OF
IRA C, INC.
For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that IRA C., Inc. ("Applicant®) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered
an Initial Order on April 7, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing any
person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or request for
hearing on or before May 15, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of
April 7, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an exccutive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;



. 173
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920061

JUNE 18, 1992
APPLICATION OF
P&B LIMOUSINES, INCORPORATED
For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINALL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that P&B Limousines, Incorporated ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Initial Order on April 23, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before June 10, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of April 23, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) Thata écrtiﬁmte as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920066
JUNE 18, 1992

APPLICATION OF
PHILLIP T. POWELL

For a certificate as a limousine carrier

FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Phillip T. Powell ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an
Initial Order on April 23, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing any
person desiring 1o file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or request for
hearing on or before June 10, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of
April 23, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by “mousine
between all points in Virginia;
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(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920067

JUNE 18, 1992
APPLICATION OF
ELVIN M. HUDNALL
For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Elvin M. Hudnall ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an
Initial Order on April 23, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing any
person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or request for
hearing on or before June 10, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of
April 23, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: ’

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

‘CASE NO. MCS920068
JUNE 18, 1992

APPLICATION OF
L P R, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL. ORDER
IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that L P R, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an
Initial Order on April 23, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing any
person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or request for

hearing on or before June 10, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of
April 23, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, 'grantcd authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;
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(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920069
JUNE 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF
JEAN B. AND J. DAVID STEELMAN

For a certificate as a limousine carrier

FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Jean B. and J. David Steelman ("Applicants”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carricr pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Initial Order on May 18, 1992, directing the Applicants to provide public notice of their Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before June 19, 1992; that the Applicants have complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of May 18, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: ’

(1) That the Applicants are fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicants pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carricr be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicants upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920070
JULY 13, 1992

APPLICATION OF
STERLING EVENT PLANNERS OF WILLIAMSBURG, INC.
For a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicles
FINAL ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on ‘Junc 29, 1992, to receive
evidence on this application of Sterling Event Planners of Williamsburg, Inc. for a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor
vehicle to all points in Virginia from points of origin located within the Counties of Henrico, Charles City, James City, York, Arlington (Washington
National Airport) Loudoun (Dulles International Airport) and the Cities of Richmond, Williamsburg, Hampton, Norfolk, Virginia Beach and
Newport News.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Glenn P. Richardson. Hamill D. Jones, Jr., Esquire
appeared as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire appeared as counsel to the Commission. No Protestants or interveners
appeared or participated at the hearing.

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found that:

(1) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the service requested;

(2) The Applicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and

(3) The Application is proper and in the public interest.

At the conclusion of the hearing on this application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings and advised counsel for the

Applicant that he would recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the application. Counsel then waived his right to file any
comments to the Hearing Examiner’s Report and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was determined not to be necessary.
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Upon consideration of the application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion and so finds, that the
application is proper and in the public interest and should be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiner’s Report be, and the same is hereby, adopted; and

(2) That a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicle as described above is hereby granted.

CASE NO. MCS920071
JUNE 26, 1992

APPLICATION OF

ATKINSON TANK LINES, INC,,
Transferor
and

PURYEAR TRUCKING INC. OF VIRGINIA,
Transferee

To transfer a portion of certificate of public convenience and necessity as a petroleum tank truck carrier No. K-137
FINAL. ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on June 22, 1992 to receive
evidence on this Application for the transfer of a portion of certificate of public convenience and necessity as a petroleum tank truck carrier No. K-
137 which authorizes the holder thereof to transport petroleum products to all points in Virginia from points of origin in Chesapeake, Norfolk and
Newport News, Virginia. The products to be transported are limited to liquid asphalt only.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Glenn P. Richardson. Calvin F. Major, Esquire,
appeared as counsel for the Applicants. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire, appeared as counsel for the Commission. No Protestants or interveners
appeared or participated at the hearing.

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found:

(1) That the Transferee is fit, willing and able to provide the services required under the transfer of that portion of certificate No. K-137
as described above;

(2) That the Transferee can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and

(3) That the Application is proper and in the public interest.

At the conclusion of the hearing on this Application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings and advised counsel for the
Applicants that he would recommend that the Commission enter an Order granting the Application. Counsel then waived his right to file any

comments to the Hearing Examiner’s Report and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was determined to be unnecessary.

Upon consideration of the Application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion, and so finds, that the
Application is proper and in the public interest and should be granted; accordingly,

IT 1S ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiner’s Report be, and the same are hereby, adopted;

(2) That the transfer of that portion of certificate of public convenience and necessity as a petroleum tank truck carrier No. K-137, as
described above, be, and the same is hereby, granted.
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CASE NO. MCS920072
JULY 16, 1992

APPLICATION OF
FIRST LIMOUSINE SERVICE OF VIRGINIA INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that First Limousine Service of Virginia Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application
with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on May 15, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to filc a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before June 18, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of May 15, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by hmousme
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS§920073
SEPTEMBER 10, 1992

APPLICATION OF
FIRST LIMOUSINE SERVICE OF VIRGINIA, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier

FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that First Limousine Service of Virginia, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application
with the Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on May 26, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,

objection or request for hearing on or before July 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of pubhc notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of May 26, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: .

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.
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CASE NO. MCS920074
JULY 7, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CROSSROADS MOVING & STORAGE, INC.
For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a household goods carrier
FINAL ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held on June 24, 1992, to consider this Application for a
certificate of public convenience and necessity as a household goods carrier by motor vehicle between all points in Virginia.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Senior Hearing Examiner Russell W. Cunningham. Kenworth E. Lion, Jr.,
Esquire appeared as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire appeared as counsel to the Commission. No protests were filed
and no intervenors appeared at the hearing.

After hearing the evidence presented, the Hearing Examiner found:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide adequate and proper household goods service;

(2) That the Applicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the rules and regulations of the Commission; and

(3) That the Application and proposed operation are justified by the public convenience and necessity.

WHEREFORE, the Hearing Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an order adopting his findings and awarding the
Applicant a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a households goods carrier by motor vehicle.

At the conclusion of the hearing on this Application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings and advised counsel for the
Applicant that he would recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the Application. Counsel then waived his right to file any
comments to the Hearing Examiner’s Report and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was determined to be unnecessary.

NOW, THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the record and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, is of the opinion and finds that the
Application is justificd by the public convenience and necessity and should be approved; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the findings and recommendations set forth in the Hearing Examiner’s Report, as summarized above, are hereby adopted in
their entirety;

(2) That a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a household goods carrier by motor vehicle be, and the same is hereby,
issued to Crossroads Moving & Storage, Inc. authorizing it to transport household goods by motor vehicle between all points in Virginia;

(3) That the certificate described above be issued upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation as set by law and the rules and
regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920076
JULY 16, 1992

APPLICATION OF
JETT ENTERPRISES, INC.

For a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicles

FINAL. ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on July 8, 1992, to receive
evidence on this Application of Jett Enterprises, Inc. for a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicle from and to all points
in Virginia;

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Glenn P. Richardson. Katherine M. Waters, Esquire
appeared as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire appeared as counsel to the Commission. No Protestants or interveners
appeared or participated at the hearing.

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found that:

(1) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the service requested;
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(2) The Applicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and
(3) The Application is proper and in the public interest.

At the conclusion of the hearing on this Application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings and advised counsel for the
Applicant that he would recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the Application. Counsel then waived his right to file any
comments to the Hearing Examiner’'s Report and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was determined not to be necessary.

Upon consideration of the Application and the Hearing Examiner's Report, the Commission is of the opinion and so finds, that the
Application is proper and in the public interest and should be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiner’s Report be, and the same is hereby, adopted; and

(2) That a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicle to all points in Virginia from all points in Virginia be, and
the same is hereby, granted.

CASE NO. MCS920077
SEPTEMBER 10, 1992

APPLICATION OF
ALBERTO REINALDOQ, t/a AFTER HOURS LIMOUSINE SERVICE

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL. ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Alberto Reinaldo t/a After Hours Limousine Service ("Applicant”) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950);
that the Commission entered an Initial Order on May 26, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before July 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set
forth in the Commission’s Order of May 26, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requ\remcnts for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

/

CASE NO. MCS920078
JULY 27, 1992

APPLICATION OF
THREE G ENTERPRISES, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Three G Enterprises, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on May 26, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before July 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of May 26, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;
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NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920080
NOVEMBER 20, 1992

APPLICATION OF
PROTOCOL LIMOUSINE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL. ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Protocol Limousine, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuvant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Amending Order on August 24, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before October 7, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of August 24, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission. ’

CASE NO. MCS920081
AUGUST 28, 1992

APPLICATION OF
TODD MARINE ENTERPRISES, INC.

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by boat
FINAL ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on July 30, 1992, to receive
evidence on this Application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by boat.
Applicant was seeking authority to provide service as shown in the Application.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Senior Hearing Examiner Russell W. Cunningham. Michael J. Gardner,
Esquire, appeared as counsel for Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire, appeared as counsel to the Commission. Thomas W. Moss Jr.,
Esquire, appeared as counsel for the Protestant. Interveners were present and participated.
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During the hearing the Applicant and the Protestant agreed to restrict the Application as follows:

(1) The carrier (Todd Marine Enterprises, Inc.) will operate no closer to the oceanfront of
Virginia Beach than one (1) mile except when entering and leaving Rudee Inlet; and

(2) Todd Marine will not advertise its operation as a "sight-seeing” ride.
At the conclusion of the hearing, the Examiner announced his findings from the bench and advised counsel of record that he would
recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the Application as amended. The fifteen day (15) comment period has passed and
comments of interveners and interest parties were filed.

The Hearing Examiner made the following findings:

(1) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to render adequate and reliable service as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by
boat; and

(2) The Application is warranted by the public convenience and necessity.

UPON CONSIDERATION of the Application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the transcript, and all comments filed by interested
parties, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that the Application is justificd by public convenience and necessity and should be granted;
accordingly;

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the Hearing Examiner’s findings be, and the same are hereby, adopted in their entirety;

(2) That Todd Marine Enterprises, Inc. is granted a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sightseeing and special or charter
party carrier by boat as shown on Appendix A attached hereto.

NOTE: A copy of the Appendix A is on file and may be examined at the State Corporation Commission, Document Control Center,
Jefferson Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. MCS920083
AUGUST 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF

COMMONWEALTH OIL COMPANY, INCORPORATED,
Transferor )
and )

FOSTER FUELS, INC.,
Transferce

To transfer of certificate of public convenience and necessity as a petroleum tank truck carrier No. K-7
FINAL ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on July 27, 1992 to receive
evidence on this Application for the transfer of certificate of public convenience and necessity as a petroleum tank truck carrier which authorizes the
holder thereof to transport petroleum products as described in said certificate.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Howard P. Anderson. R J. Lackey, Esquire, appeared
as counsel for the Applicants. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire, appeared as counsel for the Commission. No Protestants or interveners appeared
or participated at the hearing. ‘ :

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found:

(1) That the Transferce is fit, willing and able to provide the services required under the transfer of certificate No. K-7;

(2) That the Transferee can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and

(3) That the Application is proper and in the public interest.

At the conclusion of the hearing on this Application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings and advised counsel for the
Applicants that he would recommend that the Commission enter an Order granting the Application. Counsel then waived his right to file any

comments to the Hearing Examiner’s Report and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was determined to be unnecessary.

Upon consideration of the Application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion, and so finds, that the
Application is proper and in the public interest and should be granted; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiner’s Report be, and the same are hereby, adopted;

(2) That the transfer of certificate of public convenience and necessity as a petroleum tank truck carrier No. K-7, be, and the same is
hereby, granted.

CASE NO. MCS920086
JULY 16, 1992

APPLICATION OF
BUFFINGTON, BUFFINGTON, BUFFINGTON, POWELL & BUFFINGTON, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL. ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Buffington, Buffington, Buffington, Powell & Buffington, Inc. ("Applicant”)
filed an Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia
(1950); that the Commission entered an Initial Order on May 26, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to
interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application
to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before July 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public
notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order of May 26, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, .upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: .

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier shouid be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920087
JULY 16, 1992

APPLICATION OF
BUFFINGTON, BUFFINGTON, BUFFINGTON, POWELL & BUFFINGTON, INC.
For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Buffington, Buffington, Buffington, Powell & Buffington, Inc.("Applicant”)
filed an Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of
Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an Initial Order on May 26, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to
interested persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application
to file such comment, objection or request for hearing on or before July 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public
notice as set forth in the Commission's Order of May 26, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an exccutive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920089
AUGUST 26, 1992

APPLICATION OF
ZULKERNAIN M. BHATTI

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Zulkernain M. Bhatti (“Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on May 26, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before July 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission's Order of May 26, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of.the opinion
and finds: '

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT 1S ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920090
AUGUST 26, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CONTINENTAL SEDAN, INC.

For a centificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Continental Sedan, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on May 26, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before July 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of May 26, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920091
OCTOBER 15, 1992

APPLICATION OF
LIMO SCENE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Limo Scene, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered an
Amending Order on August 24, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing
any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or
request for hearing on or before October 12, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of August 24, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: '

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

- (2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission. _

CASE NO. MCS920096
JULY 28, 1992

APPLICATION OF
GOLDEN TOUCH LIMOUSINE SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Golden Touch Limousine Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application
with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on June 5, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before July 23, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of June 5, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,



185
ANNUAL REPORT OF THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia; '

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920098
JULY 29, 1992

APPLICATION OF
THE CITY OF HOPEWELL

For a centificate of public convenience and necessity as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by boat

FINAL. ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on July 28, 1992, to receive
evidence on this Application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by boat.
Applicant requested authority as set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto;

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Russell W. Cunningham. Ted Wilmot, Esquire,
appeared as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire appeared as counsel to the Commission. No Protestants or interveners

participated in the proceeding.

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Examiner announced his findings from the bench and advised counsel that he would recommend
that the Commission enter an order granting the Application, and counse! for the Applicant waived the fifteen (15) day comment period.

The Hearing Examiner made the following findings:

(1) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to render adequate and reliable service as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by
boat; .

(2) The Applicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and
(3) The Application is warranted by the public convenience and necessity;

UPON CONSIDERATION of the Application and the Hearing Examiner's findings, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that
the Application is justified by the public convenience and necessity and should be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the Hearing Examiner's findings be, and the same are hereby, adopted in their entirety;

(2) That The City of Hopewell is granted a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a sight-seeing and special or charter party
carrier by boat authorizing it to transport passengers as a sight-seeing and special or charter party carrier by boat as shown on Exhibit A attached
hereto upon the satisfaction of all requirements for operation set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

NOTE: A copy of Exhibit A is on filc and may be examined at the State Corporation Commission, Document Control Center, Jefferson
Building, Floor B-1, Bank and Governor Streets, Richmond, Virginia.

CASE NO. MC§920102
SEPTEMBER 28, 1992

APPLICATION OF
AUSTIN LIMOUSINE, INC.
For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER
IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Austin Limousine, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission

entered an Initial Order on June 15, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
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or request for hearing on or before August 3, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of June 15, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

A (1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to.provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. M(CS920103
AUGUST 18, 1992

APPLICATION OF
TIDEWATER TOURING, INC.

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a special or charter party carrier by motor vehicle

FINAL ORDER

ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on July 16, 1992, to receive
evidence on this Application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a special or charter party carrier by motor vehicle. Applicant
seeks authority to provide service from points of origin located in the City of Williamsburg to all points within the Commonwealth of Virginia.

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Senior Hearing Examiner Russell W. Cunningham. Calvin Major appeared
as counsel for the Applicant. Graham G. Ludwig, Jr., Esquire appeared as counsel to the Commission. No Protestants or intervenor(s) participated

in the proceeding.

At the conclusion of the hearing, the Examiner announced his findings from the bench and advised counsel that he would recommend
that the Commission enter an order granting the Application.

The Hearing Examiner made the following findings:

(1) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to render adequate and reliable service as a special or charter party carrier by motor vehicle;
(2) The Appiicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and

(3) The Application is warranted by the public convenience and necessity;

Counsel for the Applicant waived the customary comment period.

UPON CONSIDERATION of the Application, the Heaﬁng Examiner’s Report and the transcript, the Commission is of the oi:inion
and finds that the Application is justified by the public convenience and necessity and should be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the Hearing Examiner's findings be, and the same are hereby, adopted in their entirety;
(2) That Tidewater Touring, Inc. is granted a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a special or charter party carrier by motor

vehicle authorizing it to transport passengers as a special or charter party carrier by motor vehicle from points of origin located in the City of
Williamsburg to all points within the Commonwealth of Virginia. ’
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CASE NO. MCS§920105
DECEMBER 17, 1992

APPLICATION OF
ROADWAY PACKAGE SYSTEM, INC.

For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a restricted parcel carrier by motor vehicle
FINAL ORDER

The Application of Roadway Package System, Inc. for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a restricted parcel carrier by
motor vehicle between all points in the Commonwealth was heard before a Hearing Examiner on September 2, 3 and November 30, 1992. The
Honorable Howard P. Anderson, Jr. presided. Calvin F. Major, Esquire and James D. Davis, Esquire appeared as counsel for the Applicant.
Graham G. Ludwig, Jr. appeared as counsel for the Commission. G. Ronald Grubbs, Jr. appeared as counsel for the Protestant Clemons Courier
Service, Inc. The protest of Clemons Courier Service, Inc. was withdrawn prior to the hearing on November 30, 1992. No interveners appeared at
or participated in any of the hearings.

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That the public convenience and necessity will be served by the granting of the Application.

At the conclusion of the hearing on this Application, the Hearing Examiner announced the above findings from the bench and further
advised that he would recommend that the Commission enter and Order granting the Application. Counsel to the Applicant then waived their right
to file any comments to the Hearing Examiner’s Report and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was determined to be unnecessary. |

Upon consideration of the Application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion, and so finds, that the
Applicant is fit and capable of rendering the proposed service; that the Applicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the rules and
regulations of this Commission; and that the Application and proposed operation are justified by the public convenience and necessity; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a restricted parcel carrier by motor vehicle be, and the same is hereby,
granted Roadway Package System, Inc. authorizing it to transport restricted parcels by motor vehicle between all points in the Commonwealth; and

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation as
set by law and the regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920106
AUGUST 31, 1992

APPLICATION OF
BRENDA B. LINDSEY

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier

FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Brenda B. Lindsey ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered
an Initial Order on June 18, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further directing any
person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection or request for
hearing on or before August 5, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the Commission’s Order

of June 18, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT 1S ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;
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(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920108
OCTOBER 16, 1992

APPLICATION OF
FREDERICK L. HUNTER
For a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicles
FINAL_ORDER
ON ANOTHER DAY, the Commission ordered that a public hearing be held before a Hearing Examiner on September 28, 1992, to
receive evidence on this Application for Frederick L. Hunter for a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicle to and from
all points in Virginia;

ON THE APPOINTED DAY, the hearing was held before Senior Hearing Examiner Russell W. Cunningham. Graham G.
Ludwig, Jr., Esquire appeared as counse! to the Commission. No Protestants or interveners appeared or participated at the hearing,

After considering the evidence presented in the case, the Hearing Examiner found that:

(1) The Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the service requested;

(2) The Applicant can and will comply with all provisions of law and the Rules and Regulations of the Commission; and

(3) The Application is proper and in the public interest.

At the conclusion of the hearing on this Application, the Hearing Examiner announccd the above findings and advised counsel for the
Applicant that he would recommend that the Commission enter an order granting the Application. Counsel then waived his right to file any

comments to the Hearing Examiner’s Report and the customary fifteen (15) day comment period was determined not to be nécessary.

Upon consideration of the Application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion and so finds, that the
Application is proper and in the public interest and should be granted; accordingly,

IT 1S ORDERED:
(1) That the findings of the Hearing Examiner’'s Report be, and the same is hereby, adopted; and

(2) That a license to broker the transportation of passengers by motor vehicle to all points in Virginia from all points in Virginia be, and
the same is hereby, granted. :

CASE NO. MCS920109
AUGUST 26, 1992

APPLICATION OF
BLUE RIDGE LIMO, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Blue Ridge Limo, Inc. ("Applicant®) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Initial Order on June 26, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before August 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of June 26, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carricr be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920111
AUGUST 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CAREY LIMOUSINE D.C,, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Carey Limousine D.C., Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission
entered an Initial Order on June 26, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before August 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of June 26, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: !

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920112
AUGUST 24, 1992

APPLICATION OF
CAREY LIMOUSINE D.C., INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Carey Limousine D.C., Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on June 26, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before August 13, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in
the Commission’s Order of June 26, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920113
OCTOBER 28, 1992

APPLICATION OF
MOHAMED OUSRI

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Mohamed Ousri ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the Commission
requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the Commission entered
an Amending Order on August 31, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and further
directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment, objection
or request for hearing on or before October 19, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in the
Commission’s Order of August 31, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: :

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

- (2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Appllcant upon satisfaction of all requirements for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920115
SEPTEMBER 10, 1992

APPLICATION OF
DMV LIMOUSINE, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier
FINAL, ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that DMV Limousine, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with the
Commission requesting a certificate as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an Initial Order on July 10, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested persons and
further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such comment,
objection or request for hearing on or before August 10, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as set forth in
the Commission’s Order of July 10, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto, and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds:

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and

(2) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as an executive sedan carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by
executive sedan between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requircments for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission. '

CASE NO. MCS920116
SEPTEMBER 10, 1992

APPLICATION OF
GRANT'S WORLD CLASS LIMOUSINE SERVICE, INC.

For a certificate as a limousine carrier
FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that Grant's World Class Limousine Service, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an
Application with the Commission requesting a certificate as a limousine carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950);
that the Commission entered an Initial Order on July 10, 1992, directing the Applicant to provide public notice of its Application to interested
persons and further directing any person desiring to file a written comment on, object to or request a formal hearing on the Application to file such
comment, objection or request for hearing on or before August 31, 1992; that the Applicant has complied with all requirements of public notice as
set forth in the Commission's Order of July 10, 1992; that no request for hearing was made or comment filed;

NOW THE COMMISSION, upon consideration of the Application, the exhibits thereto and the report of the Staff, is of the opinion
and finds: '

(1) That the Applicant is fit, willing and able to provide the proposed service; and
(2) That a certificate as a limousine carrier should be granted to the Applicant pursuant to § 56-338.114; accordingly,
IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That a certificate as a limousine carrier be and the same is hereby, granted authorizing them to transport passengers by limousine
between all points in Virginia;

(2) That the certificate described in paragraph (1) above be issued to the Applicant upon satisfaction of all requircments for operation
set by law and the Rules and Regulations of this Commission.

CASE NO. MCS920117
NOVEMBER 5, 1992

APPLICATION OF :
R. K TISINGER TRUCKING, INC.
For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a petroleum tank truck carrier
FINAL.L ORDER

Pursuant to an Order of the Commission, a hearing was conducted before Glenn P. Richardson, Hearing Examiner, on this Application
for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a petroleum tank truck carrier.

The Applicant was represented by Counsel. Protests were filed and no interveners participated. The Hearing Examiner’s Report was
filed on September 18, 1992. No comments to the Report were filed on behalf of the Applicant or the Protestants.

Finding that the Applicant failed to demonstrate that its Application is justified by the public convenience and necessity, the Hearing
Examiner reccommended that the Commission enter an order denying the Application.

UPON CONSIDERATION of the Application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that the
Applicant has failed to meet its burden of proof by failing to present sufficient evidence demonstrating existing public need for its service, that the
Application is thereby not justified by the public convenience and necessity and should not be granted; accordingly,
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IT IS ORDERED:
(1) That the Report of the Hearing Examiner be, and the same is hereby, adopted;

(2) That the Application be, and the same hereby is, DENIED.

CASE NO. MCS920118
NOVEMBER 18, 1992

APPLICATION OF
MOYER AND SONS, INC.
For a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a household goods carrier
FINAL ORDER

Pursuant to an Order of the Commission, a hearing was conducted before Glenn P. Richardson, Hearing Examiner, on this Application
for a certificate of public convenience and necessity as a household goods carrier.

The Applicant was represented by Counsel. Protests were filed and no interveners participated. The Hearing Examiner’s Report was
filed on October 30, 1992. No comments to the Report were filed on behalf of the Applicant or the Protestants.

Finding that the Applicant failed to demonstrate that its Application is justified by the public convenience and necessity, the Hearing
Examiner recommended that the Commission enter an order denying the Application.

UPON CONSIDERATION of the Application and the Hearing Examiner’s Report, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that the
Applicant has failed to meet its burden of proof by failing to present sufficient evidence demonstrating existing public need for its service, that the
Application is thereby not justified by the public convenience and necessity and should not be granted; accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED:

(1) That the Report of the Hearing Examiner be, and the same is hereby, adopted;

(2) That the Application be, and the same hereby is, DENIED.

CASE NO. MCS920119
SEPTEMBER 25, 1992

APPLICATION OF
MARTIN THOMAS MCLAUGHLIN, INC.

For a certificate as an executive sedan carrier

FINAL ORDER

IT APPEARING to the State Corporation Commission that. Martin Thomas McLaughlin, Inc. ("Applicant”) filed an Application with
the Commission requesting a certificatc as an executive sedan carrier pursuant to Title 56 Chapter 12.8 of the Code of Virginia (1950); that the
Commission entered an In<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>