BEFORE ALLAN L. MCVEY, INSURANCE COMMISSIONER
OF THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA

In re: Erica Sams
NPN 20556306

Admin. Proceeding No. 24-1C-176794
FINAL ORDER

The undersigned Insurance Commissioner of the State of West Virginia hereby adopt and
approve the Recommended Decision of the Hearing Examiner, appended hereto, as well as the
findings of fact and conclusions of law therein contained. It is consequently ORDERED that the
West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner proved that the Respondent, Erica
Sams/B&S Bonding West Virginia Code of State Rules §§ 114-103-11.1.6, 114-103-11.1.7, and
114-103-11.1.14.

Due to the proven violations and as authorized under West Virginia Code §51-10-8 and
West Virginia Code of State Rules §§ 114-103-11.1, 114-103-11.1.6, 114-103-11.1.7, and 114-
103-11.1.14, it is HEREBY ORDERED that the bail bondsman producer license of the
Respondent is hereby REVOKED, and she be fined $300.00.

Pursuant to W. Va. Code § 33-2-13, it is further ORDERED that the Respondent shall pay
the administrative costs incurred in this proceeding in the amount of §3,578.25.

The Respondent is ORDERED to return her bail bondsman identification card to the West
Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner “within 10 working days.” W. Va. Code R. §
114-103.3.6.

The Commissioner’s final orders are subject to judicial review in the Intermediate Court
of Appeals as set forth in W. Va. Code § 51-11-4(b)(4). Any person aggrieved by this Order may,

within 30 days of the entry of the judgement being appealed, file an appeal as set forth in W.



Va. Code § 33-2-14 and Rule 5(b) of the West Virginia Rules of Appellate Procedure.

The objections of any party aggrieved by this Order and to the Recommended Decision

herein adopted are preserved.

ENTERED this /67 day of Ma,/«z[/ , 2025.

Pl RNy

ALLAN L. MCVEY, CPCU, ARM/AAI AAM, AIS
INSURANCE COMMISSIONEROF WEST VIRGINIA




BEFORE ALLAN L. McVEY
INSURANCE COMMISSIONER
OF WEST VIRGINIA

In re: Erica Sams
NPN 20556306

Admin. Proceeding No. 24-1C-176794

RECOMMENDED DECISION
OF THE HEARING EXAMINER

On January 22, 2025, a hearing was held before Hearing Examiner Mark W. Carbone,
Esquire, at the Office of the Insurance Commissioner, Charleston, West Virginia. Appearing on
behalf of the West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner was Andrew S. Ryan, Esq.,
Rob Grishaber, Director of Licensing, and Jo Taylor, Licensing Specialist. Appearing on behalf
of Eric Sams/B&S Bonding was Barbara Harmon-Schamberger, Esq., Erica Sams, Owner of B&S
Bonding, Andrea McDonough, secretary B&S Bonding and Mike Bowser. Following the hearing,
the matter was deemed submitted for recommended decision.

Based upon a thorough review of the entire record in this case, the undersigned now makes

the following Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law.

Findings of Fact

1 Erica Sams, (hereinafter “Respondent™) is the Owner/Operator of B&S Bonding
located in Parkersburg, West Virginia. She has operated as a bail bondsman for approximately
fifteen years. She has been licensed by the West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner
for the last two years.! The Offices of the Insurance Commissioner initially issued an

Administrative Complaint against Respondent and B&S Bonding seeking to revoke its bail bond

! The Offices of the Insurance Commissioner began licensing bail bondsman in 2022.
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license. The Commissioner then issue an Amended Complaint supplementing the facts from the
earlier Complaint. (Tr. P. 14)

2. The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner introduced an Order
from the Clay County Circuit Court revoking the bond of Jurmel Williams and ordering the
Respondent to pay the State of West Virginia $30,000.00. (Tr. P. 6; Ex. A)

3. The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner introduced an Order
from the Harrison County Circuit Court revoking the bond of Lloyd Styles and ordering the
Respondent to pay the State of West Virginia $25,000.00. (Tr. P. 7; Ex. B)

4. The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner introduced an Order
from the Braxton County Circuit Court revoking the bond of Mr. Styles and ordering the
Respondent to pay the State of West Virginia $25,000.00. (Tr. P. 7-8; Ex. C)

e The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner introduced an Order
from the Braxton County Circuit Court revoking the bond of Lloyd Styles and ordering the
Respondent to pay the State of West Virginia $25,000.00. (Tr. P. 8; Ex. D)

6. The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner introduced an Order
from the Taylor County Circuit Court revoking the bond of Lloyd Styles and ordering the
Respondent to pay the State of West Virginia $50,000.00. (Tr. P. 9; Ex. E)

7. The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner introduced an Order
from the Taylor County Circuit Court revoking the bond of Jurmel Williams and ordering the
Respondent to pay the State of West Virginia $50,000.00. (Tr. P. 9; Ex. F)

8. The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner introduced an Order
from the Ohio County Circuit Court revoking the bond of Thomas McCormick and ordering the

Respondent to pay the State of West Virginia $200,000.00. (Tr. P. 10-11; Ex. G)



9. The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner introduced another
Order from the Taylor County Circuit Court revoking the bond of Mr. Styles. Counsel for the
Respondent objected to the admission of this exhibit because this Order was not contained in either
the original Complaint or the Amended Complaint. The admission of this Order from the Circuit
Court of Taylor County was denied. (Tr. P. 12-13)

10.  The Respondent testified that when a person that she has bonded out of jail does
not appear at a hearing then the Court will order that the bond for that person be revoked. Prior to
the issuance of the Orders, which are the subject of the Complaint and Amended Complaint, B&S
Bonding had never had a bail revoked. (Tr. P. 14-15)

11.  The Respondent submitted a report to the West Virginia Offices of the Insurance
Commissioner for the third quarter of 2024. That report lists the individuals that have been bonded
by the Respondent whose bond has been issued but has not been released. The report also lists ten
percent of the bond that was charged by the Respondent as a fee for the service. (Tr. P. 21-22, 39-
40; Ex. I)

12. The Respondent testified that she was told by email that the fee reported on the
form must be ten percent of the bond, however, sometimes the Respondent only receives three
percent. According to the Respondent, the Code of State Rules allows a bail bondsman to charge
three percent initially, and the remaining seven percent can be paid overtime on a payment plan.
(Tr. P. 23; Ex I, Resp. Ex. 1)

13. When you compare the first quarter report to the third quarter report for 2024, it
would be difficult to calculate the total fees generated that year for B&S bonding. If a fee is
received and released in the same quarter, it will not appear in any report. (Tr. P. 24-27; Ex. LJ)

14. The Respondent testified that she was aware of and attended the hearing in Clay



County concerning Jurmel Williams. The hearing was held because Mr. Williams did not show
for a previous hearing. The Respondent was not allowed to speak at the hearing; however, the
bond was forfeited. The judgment was for $30,000.00. The Respondent stated that she never
received a copy of the Order revoking Mr. Williams® bail. (Tr. P. 27; Ex. A)

15.  The Respondent has not paid the Clay County forfeiture amount. She was unaware
that a judgment for $30,000.00 had been entered against her in Clay County. (Tr. P.27; Ex. A)

16.  The Respondent was aware of the Order from Harrison County revoking the bond
of Lloyd Styles and ordering B&S Bonding pay $25,000.00. The Respondent has not paid the
forfeiture. (Tr. P. 28; Ex. B)

17.  The Respondent was not aware of two forfeiture orders entered into by the Circuit
Court of Braxton County concerning Mr. Styles and Mr, Williams. Each forfeiture order was for
$25,000.00. The Respondent has not paid either of these forfeiture orders. (Tr. P. 28; Ex. C, D)

18.  The Respondent was aware of two orders entered into by the Circuit Court of
Braxton County forfeiting the bonds of Mr. Styles and Mr. Williams. Each bond was for
$25,000.00. Neither one of these forfeitures has been paid. (Tr. P. 28-29; Ex. E, F)

19.  The Circuit Court of Ohio County issued a forfeiture order in the case of James
McCormick in the amount of $200,000.00. The Respondent was aware of that order. The
Respondent has not paid the forfeiture. (Tr. P. 29; Ex. G)

20.  The Respondent believes that West Virginia Code § 62-1C-12 allows a bail
bondsman up to two years to bring the defendant back to court before the bond is forfeited. (Tr.
P. 30-31)

21; The Respondent was aware of the West Virginia Code of State Rules § 114-103-

11.1.14. She believed that when she bonded someone, that the bond would be applied as a lien



on the property she put up to cover the bond. (Tr. P. 32)

22.  The Respondent is currently taking legal action against the various Circuit Courts
concerning the orders of forfeiture entered by these Courts. (Tr. P. 33-34)

23.  The Respondent claims that she only received two notices ordering her to pay the
bond. She received notices from Harrison and Clay Counties. (Tr. P. 41)

24.  The Respondent attended hearings in Clay, Harrison, and Ohio Counties. She was
only allowed to testify at the Harrison County hearing. During her testimony she informed the
Court what actions were being taken to retrieve the bonded person. (Tr. P.41-42)

25. When asked what actions were being taken to retrieve Mr. McCormick, the
Respondent stated that she had located him in Akron, Ohio and made numerous trips there to get
him to return to Ohio County, West Virginia. (Tr. P. 42)

26.  The Respondent determined that Mr. McCormick was being held on a Governor’s
warrant in Ohio. She contacted the facility in Ohio where Mr. McCormick was being held but the
facility would not release Mr. McCormick to her because of the Governor’s warrant. (Tr. P. 42-
42)

27.  Eventhough Mr. McCormick was in custody in Ohio, no authority in West Virginia
went to Ohio to pick him up. After less than ten days the police authorities in Ohio released Mr.
McCormick. (Tr. P. 44-45)

28.  The Respondent was able to locate Mr. Williams and Mr. Styles in New York state.
She testified that Mr. Williams was arrested in New York and that Taylor County officials are in
the process of bringing Mr. Williams back to West Virginia. (Tr. P. 48)

29.  The Respondent testified that she has learned that Mr. Styles is in South Carolina.

The Respondent traveled to South Carolina but was unable to locate him. She also had a lead on



Mr. Styles in Morgantown, West Virginia, but again was unable to locate him. (Tr. P. 48, 50)

30.  The Respondent uses several tools in attempting to find the bonded individuals.
She uses social media, Truthfinders and Been Verified as sources to locate people. Facebook and
Truthfinders were the most helpful. (Tr. P. 48-49)

31.  In-state police are cooperative with the Respondent when she locates a bonded
individual, however, out of state officials are not very cooperative. (Tr. P. 51-52)

32.  The Respondent has a report that shows the actual money she has taken in from a
bonded individual. This amount is typically less than the ten percent listed on the report that is
sent to the West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner. (Tr. P. 53-54; Resp. Ex. 2)

33.  The Respondent believes that West Virginia Code §51-10-5A requires a Circuit
Court to provide the bail bondsman twenty-four-hour notice when there is going to be a hearing to
determine whether a bond is being revoked. (Tr. P. 54-55; Resp. Ex. 3)

34.  TheRespondent testified that she had notice of the revocation hearings in Harrison,
Taylor and Clay Counties. She claimed that Ohio County did not give her any notice and was
unsure about Braxton County. None of those counties gave her twenty-four hours notice as
allegedly required by the Statute. (Tr. P. 54-57)

35.  The Orders that notified the Respondent that the bail was being revoked were sent
to the Respondent’s address at 1724 7™ Street Parkersburg, West Virginia. That office had a fire
and some of the notices may have been lost in the fire. (Tr. P. 59-60)

36.  The Respondent testified that she may have had a nervous breakdown due to the
Courts and the West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner coming after her due to these
forfeitures. (Tr. P. 63-64)

37.  The Respondent stated that West Virginia Code §62-1C-12 allows the Respondent



two years to pay the bond after it had been revoked. (Tr. P. 83; Resp. Ex. 9)

38.  Mr. Grishaber testified that he participated in a phone call with the Respondent on
October 23, 2024, concerning the Order of Forfeiture in the Circuit Court of Harrison County. (Tr.
P. 96-97)

39.  During the phone conversation with the Respondent, she did not mention any other
forfeiture orders, and she was not asked if there were additional orders. The Respondent did not
notify the West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner about the forfeitures. The
Respondent only admitted to the forfeitures when asked by the Commissioner (Tr. P. 97-98)

40.  During the October 23, 2024 phone conversation, the Respondent informed Mr.
Grishaber that she had attempted to obtain a loan to pay off the forfeitures but was denied. (Tr. P.
107)

41.  Mr., Grishaber testified that he believes that the Respondent received more in fees
than she reported. He went on to testify that what a licensed bail bondsman collects in fees are not
a concern of the West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner. (Tr. P. 99-100)

42,  Any new bail bondsman licensed after the West Virginia Offices of the Insurance
Commissioner took over responsibility in 2022, must be surety bondsman. A surety bondsman’s
bond is backed by an insurance company. Surety bail bondsmen are appointed by the insurance
company to issue bail bonds. (Tr. P. 104)

43.  Prior to 2022, bail bondsmen could be either a surety bondsman or a professional
bondsman. A professional bondsman can put up cash or real estate for the bond. While new
bondsmen must be a surety, any bondsman, such as the Respondent, who were in business prior to

2022 were grandfathered into the system as a professional bondsman. (Tr. P. 104-105)



Issue
Whether the Respondent violated West Virginia Code of State Rules §§ 114-103-11.1.6,
114-103-11.1.7, and 114-103-11.1.14, if so, what is the remedy?
Burden of Proof
The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner has the burden of proofto prove,
by a preponderance of the evidence, that the Respondent violated the insurance laws of the State
of West Virginia.
Jurisdiction
The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner has jurisdiction over this matter
under West Virginia Code § 51-10-8.
Analysis
The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner issued an Administrative
Complaint and then an Amended Complaint against the Respondent. In the Complaint it was
alleged that the Respondent violated West Virginia Code of State Rules §§ 114-103-11.1.6, 114-
103-11.1.7, and 114-103-11.1.14, which are as follows:

11.1.6. Fraudulent or dishonest practices or demonstrating financial irresponsibility
in conducting business under the license.

11.1.7. When the licensee has, in the conduct of affairs under the license,
demonstrated incompetency, or untrustworthiness, or conduct or practices
rendering the licensee unfit to carry on bonding business or making continuance in
the business detrimental to the public interest;

11.1.14. Failing to pay any required fees or forfeited bonds to a court;

The first issue to address is whether the Respondent violated West Virginia Code of State
Rules § 114-103-11.1.6. There was no evidence that the Respondent engaged in fraudulent

behavior. To have fraudulent behavior a person must have the intent to deceive another entity.



There may have been dishonest behavior, when the Respondent failed to inform the West
Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner of the orders of forfeiture issued by the Circuit
Courts. While the law requires that the Respondent report the forfeitures to the Commissioner, it
was not clear that the Respondent was aware of this requirement. There also may have been
dishonest behavior when the Respondent, during the phone call of October 23, 2024, the
Respondent admitted that she had not paid restitution as ordered by the Circuit Court of Harrison
County, however she did not mention any other forfeiture. This was a lie of omission, therefore
is dishonest behavior, but not significant.

However, there was evidence that the Respondent may have engaged in financial
irresponsible behavior.

The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner argue that the Respondent did
not maintain any financial reserves from the fees they have collected in the past, therefore, she
engaged in irresponsible financial behavior. They go on to argue that if the Respondent had
reserved some fee income, they would not be in the position of not being able to pay the forfeitures
to the various county Circuit Courts.

The Respondent was not required to purchase an insurance policy to cover any order of
restitution. Under the law she can use property as security for the bond. There was no evidence
that the Respondent tried to sell her property to cover the restitution orders. She did try to borrow
money, but the loan was denied. The Respondent claimed that she had never had a restitution
order issued against her and believed that the Court would simply put a lien on her property.
However, the Courts did not do that but required that the Respondent to pay, in cash, the forfeiture.

The fact that the Respondent did not have sufficient funds, even though she did not believe

that she had to have cash, indicates that she engaged in irresponsible financial behavior. At the



very least, she should have sold her property or had money on hand in case there was a forfeiture.
The financially responsible act would have been to have at least some cash on hand to satisfy a
forfeiture if one occurs.

The Respondent argues that by requiring the property used to secure the bond to be
converted into cash upon a forfeiture, changes the property bond into a surety bond. She goes on
to argue that there is nothing in the law that requires that the Respondent pay the forfeiture in cash.

Assuming that is true, how can the Courts obtain their forfeiture amounts when property is
used as security. The Respondent states that the Court could simply put a lien on the property and
execute that lien when the two-year period expires. There is an obvious problem with this position.
Simply put, the Court would have to wait a minimum of two years to obtain the forfeiture amount,
while with a surety bond the money could be obtained immediately.

By requiring that the forfeiture fee be paid in cash, the Courts are avoiding owning property
while allowing the bondsman to either borrow against the property or sell it to satisfy the forfeiture
amount.

The next issue to discuss is West Virginia Code of State Rules § 114-103-11.1.7. The West
Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner has the burden of proof to show that the
Respondent was so incompetent to make the continuance of her license detrimental to the public
interest.

We must first determine the public interest. The role of a bail bondsman is to allow a
person charged with a crime to obtain bail and be released from jail. The reason a court will grant
bail is because the bail bondsman guarantees that the person charged with a crime will appear at
all his hearings or the court will receive the entire bond amount from the bail bondsman. If a bail

bondsman is not able to pay the bonded amount then the bail bond system would not function
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correctly and adversely affect the public interest.

The Respondent has had eight forfeiture orders issued by various Circuit Courts. The total
amount of these forfeitures is $405,000.00 This is a significant amount of money. Failure to pay
the forfeited amounts adversely impacts the bail bond system.

The real issue is whether these eight forfeitures indicate that the Respondent is
incompetent. The Respondent is unable to pay for these forfeitures because she did not make her
guarantee of property liquid and did not keep an amount of money on hand that could satisfy these
forfeitures. The Respondent stated that she believed that a lien on her property was sufficient to
satisfy the bond forfeitures. That is not the case. By failing to liquidate some property and by
failing to keep money on hand to pay the forfeitures, which would be the responsible action to
take, proves that the Respondent is incompetent and violated West Virginia Code of State Rules §
114-103-11.1.7.

The final alleged violation by the Respondent deals with West Virginia Code of State Rules
§ 114-103-11.1.14. This Rule requires that a bail bondsman pay any forfeiture of the bond to the
Court. The Respondent testified that she has not paid any of the eight forfeitures entered by the
various Courts.

The Respondent argues that even though she has not paid the forfeiture amounts, she has
up to two years to pay the amount. This argument is based on West Virginia Code § 62-1C-12(a)
and (b). That Code section is as follows:

§62-1C-12. Same -- Exoneration; return of deposit.

(a) When the condition of the bond has been satisfied or the forfeiture thereof has

been set aside or remitted, the court or magistrate shall exonerate the surety and

release any bail and, if the bail be in a form other than a recognizance, the deposit

shall be returned to the person who made the same. The surety may be exonerated

by a deposit of cash in the amount of the bail or by a timely surrender of the
defendant into custody.
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(b) Notwithstanding any provision of this code to the contrary, when a bail
bondsman, as defined in article ten, chapter fifty-one of this code, has a surety bond
forfeited because of the failure of a defendant to appear before a court or magistrate,

that bail bondsman shall be reimbursed the full amount of the bond forfeiture, be it

cash or surety, if the bail bondsman returns the defendant to the custody of the court

or magistrate, within two years of the forfeiture of the bond.

The Respondent interprets (b) to indicate that she has two years to return the bailed
individual before the forfeiture must be paid. This is a misinterpretation of this Code Section.
This section states that the bail bondman will be reimbursed if the defendant is returned to the
custody of the Court. To reimburse someone, they must first pay the forfeiture amount. The
Respondent, by her own admission, has not paid the forfeiture amount, therefore there would be
nothing to reimburse her.

Since the Respondent testified that she thought the Courts had simply placed a lien on her
property to satisfy the forfeiture, her argument would, in effect, deny the Court the forfeiture
amount for up to two years. The statute states that the bail bondsman, assuming she returns the
defendant to the custody of the Court within two years, will receive a reimbursement for the cash
or surety paid into the Court. You cannot reimburse a lien. You can release a lien, however that
would mean that the State of West Virginia would, in effect, pay for the defendant’s bond for up
to two years.

The Respondent’s use of West Virginia Code § 62-1C-12(a) and (b) to imply that a bail
bondsman has up to two years until the forfeiture must be paid is an incorrect interpretation of
plain reading of this Code section.

Another argument made by the Respondent is that the West Virginia Offices of the

Insurance Commissioner must prove by clear and convincing evidence that the Respondent

violated the law and should have her license revoked. In her argument she cites Loper Bright

Industries v. Raimondo, 603 U.S. 369 (2024), in support of her argument.
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This argument is based on the testimony from Mr. Grishaber that the Respondent “likely”
under reported her income from fees. She states that under Loper we can no longer give deference
to the agency when things are only likely. While that may be true, it does not matter to the
undersigned whether the Respondent under reported her income. The issue is whether she paid
the forfeitures, not how she could have paid them. Since how the Respondent could have paid the
forfeitures is not an element of any of the allegations contained in the Complaints, there is no
reason to establish a burden of proof as to that issue.

The Respondent’s use of West Virginia Code § 62-1C-12(a) and (b) to imply that a bail
bondsman has up to two years until the forfeiture must be paid is an incorrect interpretation of
plain reading of this Code section.

The Respondent also raises the issue that the various Circuit Courts did not give the
Respondent the required twenty-four-hour notice when a defendant fails to show up for a hearing
She argues that if she had received timely notice, she would have more opportunity to find and
return the defendants. While this is true, that is not an issue to be raised to the West Virginia
Offices of the Insurance Commissioner. The Respondent is properly taking legal action against
the Courts for this alleged failure to timely notify the Respondent. That issue should be decided
in that action, not in front of the Commissioner.

Another argument made by the Respondent is that she did everything she could to find the
defendants. She talked about trips to Ohio, South Carolina, and Morgantown, West Virginia to try
to find the defendants. The Respondent’s secretary discussed the use of social media and other
internet tools to try to get leads as to the location of the defendants.

The Respondent also discussed the problems she had with Mr. McCormick, who lives in

Akron, Ohio. She testified that there had been a Governor’s warrant issued by West Virginia for
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Ohio to detain Mr. McCormick. According to the testimony of the Respondent, the State of Ohio
released the defendant prior to the ten days he was supposed to be held. Ohio refused to release
the defendant to the Respondent and West Virginia failed to pick him up in Ohio. In other words,
the Respondent is blaming the system for failing to return Mr. McCormick to West Virginia.

The Respondent did appear to do whatever she could to get the defendants back into
custody, but that is not the issue which is the subject of the Complaint against the Respondent.
The issues in the Complaint are whether the Respondent was incompetent, was financially
irresponsible and failed to pay forfeitures order by the Circuit Courts. The West Virginia Offices
of the Insurance Commissioner did prove that the Respondent was incompetent, financially

irresponsible and failed to pay the forfeiture fees.

Conclusions of Law

1. The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commission have jurisdiction over this
matter by virtue of West Virginia Code Chapter § 51-10-8.

2 The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner has the burden of proof,
by a preponderance of the evidence, that the Respondent violated West Virginia Code of State
Rules §§114-103-11.1.6, 114-103-11.1.7, and/or 114-103-11.1.14.2.

3. The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner proved, by a
preponderance of the evidence, that the Respondent violated West Virginia Code of State Rules §
114-103-11.1.6 when it proved that the Respondent engaged in financial irresponsibility in
conducting her business under her license.

4, The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner proved, by a
preponderance of the evidence, that the Respondent violated West Virginia Code of State Rules §
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114-103-11.1.7 when it proved that the Respondent was incompetent and detrimental to the public
interest.

5. The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner proved, by a
preponderance of the evidence, that the Respondent violated West Virginia Code of State Rules §
114-103-11.1.14 by proving that she failed to pay the forfeited bonds to the various Circuit Courts.

6. The West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner can suspend or revoke
a producer license and/or issue a civil penalty under West Virginia Code of State Rules §114-103-
11.3 for any violation of West Virginia Code of State Rules §114-103-11.1.6, West Virginia Code

of State Rules §114-103-11.1.7 and West Virginia Code of State Rules §114-103-11.1.14.

RECOMMENDED DECISION

It is the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner that the Amended Complaint
issued by the West Virginia Offices of the Insurance Commissioner is supported by the evidence
and the Respondent should have her bail bondsman license revoked and be fined $100.00 for each

count that she violated.

Mark Carbone, Hearing Examiner
May 14, 2025
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