STATE FARM FLORI DA | NSURANCE

COVPANY,
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VS.
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Respondent .
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RECOMVENDED ORDER

Case No. 02-3107

Upon due notice, WIlliam R Cave, an Adm nistrative Law

Judge for the Division of Adm nistrative Hearings,

held a forma

hearing in this matter on January 13 through 17, 2003, and

February 17, 2003, in Tallahassee, Florida.

For

APPEARANCES

Petitioner: C. Ryan Reetz, Esquire

Jim Toplin, Esquire
Am e Riggle, Esquire

G eenberg Traurig, P.A
1221 Brickell Avenue
Mam , Florida 33131

Vincent J. Rio, IIl, Esquire
State Farm Fl ori da | nsurance

Conpany

315 South Cal houn Street, Suite 344

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301



For Respondent: S. Marc Herskovitz, Esquire

Anthony B. MIller, Esquire

Di vision of Legal Services

Departnment of Financial Services
O fice of Insurance Regul ation

612 Larson Buil ding

200 East Gaines Street

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0333

STATEMENT OF THE | SSUE

Shoul d t he Departnent of Insurance (now known as the
Departnment of Financial Services, Ofice of Insurance
Regul ati on) (Departnent) approve three insurance endorsenent
forms that State Farm Florida | nsurance Conpany (State Farm
filed on Novenber 15, 2001?

PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

On Novenber 15, 2001, State Farmfiled for approval
pursuant to Section 627.410, Florida Statutes, three proposed
endorsenent forns (FE 5397, FE-5398, and FE 5399, Fungus
(I'ncludi ng Mol d) Exclusion Endorsenent (endorsenents)) to its
al ready approved policy fornms on file with the Departnent.

The endorsenents, as distingui shed by nunber, apply to
different policy forns.

By letter dated June 28, 2002, the Departnent notified
State Farmthat the previous approval of the endorsenents,
approved by operation of law, was wi thdrawn as being in

violation of Sections 627.411(1)(b) and 626.9641(1)(b), Fl orida



Statutes. The letter also advised State Farmof its rights
pursuant to Sections 120.569 and 120.57, Florida Statutes.

On July 18, 2002, State Farmfiled a Petition for
Adm ni strative Hearing Involving Disputed |Issues of Fact with
the Departnent requesting a formal hearing pursuant to
Sections 120.569(1) and 120.57(1), Florida Statutes. Upon
recei pt of State Farmls request for a formal proceeding the
matter was referred to the Division of Administrative Hearings
(Division) for the assignnent of an Adm nistrative Law Judge and
for the conduct of a formal hearing.

On Decenber 4, 2002, the Departnment noved for |eave to
anend its original disapproval letter. The notion was granted
on Decenber 5, 2002. The Departnent's anmended di sapproval
| etter, which the Departnent back-dated to June 28, 2002,
reiterates the previously alleged basis for disapproval and
cites two additional purported bases for disapproval: (1) the
al l eged violation of Section 626.9641(1)(b), Florida Statutes,
itself constitutes a violation of Section 627.411(1)(a), Florida
Statutes; and (2) the endorsenents because they exclude coverage
that, "through custom and usage has becone a standard or uniform
provision” in Florida, violate Section 627.412(2), Florida
St at ut es.

At the hearing, State Farm presented the testinony of James

Orsul ak, James Horton, Richard Haberer, Jeffery McCarty, and



Ri chard Corbett. State Farmis Exhibits nunbered 1 through 11

22 through 25, 44 through 121, 218, 219, 227, 234 through 241,
298, 324, 325, 331 through 350, and 352 through 355 were
admtted in evidence. The Departnment presented the testinony of
Shirley Kerns and Charles Tutwiler. The Departnent's Exhibits 1
t hrough 25 and 27 through 40 were adnmitted in evidence.

A ni ne-volunme Transcript of this proceeding was filed with
the Division on March 3, 2003. The parties requested, and were
granted additional tinme to file proposed recomended orders with
t he understanding that any tine constraint inposed under
Rul e 28-106.216(1), Florida Admi nistrative Code, was waived in
accordance with Rule 28-106.216(2), Florida Adm nistrative Code.
The parties tinely filed their Proposed Recormmended Orders under
t he extended tine frane.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

Upon consi deration of the oral and docunentary evi dence
adduced at the hearing, the follow ng rel evant findings of fact
are nade:

1. State Farmis a donestic insurance conpany that the
Departnent has |icensed to transact property and casualty
insurance in the State of Florida.

2. The Departnent is the state agency charged with the
duty to regulate insurers doing business in the State of

Fl ori da.



3. State Farmoffers five types of honeowners' policies
t hat have been approved for use in Florida, an FP-7921 (HQOL),
FP-7923 (HOB), FP-7924 (HO4), FP-7925 ( HOb-Extra), and FP-2926
(HO6). The HOL is a "naned perils" policy and provi des coverage
only for those perils specifically naned in the policy. This
policy is not offered in other states, and in Florida accounts
for |l ess than one percent of all of all policies in force. The
HCO3, HO5, and HO6 policies are known as "open perils"” policies
provi di ng coverage for all risks unless specifically excluded by
the policy. Although simlar to HO3, the HOb policy provides
sonmewhat broader coverage with respect to settlenent provi sions.
The HO6 policy is specifically geared toward condom ni um owners
and the HX policy is the policy formthat applies to renters.
O all the policies offered in Florida, the HB is the nost
wi dely used policy formand will be quoted fromand used as the
exenplar in this Recomended O der.

4. The HOB3 policy contains introductory provisions

entitled "Declarations" and "Definitions,"” and is then divided

into two coverage sections, Sections | and Il. Section | refers
to property coverage and with Section Il referring to liability
coverage. Section | is divided into a nunber of subcategories

including the followi ng: Coverage A (Dwelling), Coverage B
(Personal Property), Section C (Loss of Use), Additional

Coverage, Losses Insured, Losses Not Insured, and Conditions.



Foll owi ng the Section Il provisions there are additional
sections entitled "Section | and Il-Conditions" and a section
entitled "Optional Provisions."

5. The HOB8 policy provides coverage under Coverage A
(Dwelling) for all risks of loss unless it is a "loss not
insured.” As stated in the policy: "W insure for accidental
direct physical loss to the property described in Coverage A,

except as provided in SECTION | - LOSSES NOT | NSURED. "

(Enmphasis in the original.) However, coverage for persona
property (Coverage B) does not provide such "open perils”
coverage. Rather, it provides coverage only for 16 naned
perils, contains a nunber of limtations on personal property
that it does cover, and reflects a nunber of personal property
itens that it does not cover.

6. Al of State Farm s honeowners' policies currently
provi de sone limted coverage relating to nold. Although the
policies exclude nold as a covered peril, they provide sone
limted coverage for nold-related | osses resulting from covered
perils, such as a covered water |oss that causes nold-rel ated
damage.

7. Historically, there have been exclusions in property
i nsurance for ordinance of law, earth novenent, flood, war, the
negl ect of the insured, and nuclear hazard. WMl d that resulted

froma covered peril has historically not been excl uded.



8. On Novenber 15, 2001, State Farmfiled three proposed
endorsenment forms (Fungus (Including Ml d) Exclusion
Endorsenent): (1) FE-5397 for use with HOL policies; (2) FE-
5398, for use with HO3, HO6, and HO6 policies; and (3) FE 5399
for use wwth HO policies. The honeowners' policies, which the
endorsenents were to apply, had been previously approved by, and
were on file with the Departnent, in accordance with
Section 627.410, Florida Statutes. The goal of the endorsenents
was to elimnate nold coverage from State Farm s exi sting
homeowners policies in Florida.

9. State Farmis current rates do not include the cost of
provi ding the nold coverage that the endorsenents seek to
exclude. However, there is insufficient evidence to establish

facts to show that State Farm would need to substantially raise

its rates to include those costs.

10. Before filing the nol d-exclusion endorsenents, State
Farm entered into discussions with the Departnment about giving
pol i cyhol ders the choice of buying back sone of the to-be-
excl uded nol d coverage through buy-back endorsenents (buy-
backs) .

11. State Farmfiled its buy-backs in June 2002, after
failing to work out a solution with the Departnent that would

have all owed for their approval.



12. Although the Departnent disapproved the buy-backs in
Decenber 2002, State Farm has committed itself to provide
policyhol ders with the optional buy-backs, if the exclusions are
approved.

13. |If the exclusion endorsenents are approved along with
t he buy-back provisions, any cost increase would be restricted
to those policyhol ders who choose to purchase nol d coverage
t hrough a buy- back.

14. State Farmis filings of nold-exclusion endorsenents
are consistent with a nationwi de effort by State FarmFire &
Casual ty I nsurance Conpany, an affiliate of State Farmto
elimnate nold coverage in honmeowners policies.

15. In Florida, State Farnm s endorsenents acconplish the
conpl ete elimnation of nold coverage chiefly through the
addi tion of a new exclusion for fungus, including nold, within

"SECTION I - LOSSES NOT I NSURED. " (Enphasis in the original.)

The endorsenents, when coupled with the underlying policy, state
in relevant part as follows:

2. We do not insure under any coverage
for any | oss which would not have occurred
in the absence of one or nore of the
foll owi ng excluded events. W do not insure
for such loss regardless of: (a) the cause
of the excluded event; or (b) other causes
of the loss; or (c) whether other causes
acted concurrently or in any sequence wth
t he excluded event to produce the |oss; or
(d) whether the event occurs suddenly or
gradual Iy, involves isolated or w despread



damage, arises fromnatural or external
forces, or occurs as result of any
conbi nati on of these:

* * %

g. Fungus. (Enphasis in the original.)
(The text of the endorsenent is underlined.)

16. The endorsenments delete all references to the term

nmold found in SECTION 1 - LOSSES | NSURED. (Enphasis in the

original.)
17. The endorsenents define fungus as foll ows:

"fungus" nmeans any type or form of fungus,

i ncluding nold, m|dew, nycotoxins, spores,
scents or byproducts produced or rel eased by
fungi. (Enphasis furnished.)

18. This total exclusion of nold coverage, using | anguage
clearly enconpassing all manner of causation and occurrence,
repl aces the nold exclusions in the existing policies that do
not use such broad | anguage. The difference between the post-
and pre-endorsenent policies can be seen from conparing the
above-quot ed endorsenent as incorporated into HO3 policy on the
one hand, with the nold exclusions as they currently exist in
the HO3 policy on the other hand. While the endorsenents
totally exclude coverage for fungus (nold), and deny paynent for
nol d danage historically provided to insureds, the endorsenents
are not anbi guous, notw thstandi ng the testinony offered by the

Departnment to the contrary, which lacks credibility.



19. The endorsenents do not add coverage. |Instead, the
endorsenments elimnate coverage for nold that currently exists.
However, this fact al one does not render the endorsenents
i nconsi stent, m sleading, or deceptive when the endorsenents are
read in their entirety along with the remaining provisions of
t he policies.

20. State Farnis endorsenents were initially deened
approved pursuant to Section 627.410, Florida Statutes, which
provi des that an endorsenment filed with the Departnent is deened
approved if it is not approved or disapproved within 30 days, or
45 days if there has been an extension, of its filing..

21. By letter dated June 28, 2002, the Departnent w thdrew
its deened approval of the three endorsenments and notified State
Farm of its basis for disapproval.

22. The Departnent's original disapproval letter cites
t hree bases for disapproval. The Departnment asserts that
State Farm s endorsenents: (1) contain anbiguities in violation
of Section 627.411(1)(b), Florida Statutes; (2) deceptively
affect the risk purported to be assunmed in the general coverage
of the contract, also in violation of Section 627.411(1)(b),
Florida Statutes; and (3) deny policyholders the right to
obtai n "conprehensi ve coverage"” as that termis used in
Section 626.9641(1)(b), Florida Statutes, which is part of the

pol i cyhol ders' bill of rights.
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23. On Decenber 4, 2002, the Departnment noved for |eave to
anmend its original disapproval letter. The notion was granted.
The Departnent's anmended di sapproval letter, which the
Depart ment back-dated to June 28, 2002, reiterates the
previously all eged bases for disapproval and cites two
addi ti onal bases for disapproval: (1) the alleged violation of
Section 626.9641(1)(b), Florida Statutes, itself constitutes a
vi ol ati on of Section 627.411(1)(a), Florida Statutes; and (2)

t he endorsenents, because they exclude coverage that "through
cust om and usage has becone a standard or uniform provision” in
Florida, violate Section 627.412(2), Florida Statutes.

24. There is insufficient evidence to establish facts to
show that the provision for nold coverage has, through custom
and usage, beconme a standard or uniform provision.

25. Likewse, there is insufficient evidence to establish
facts to show that there is a "natural association between nold
and water."

26. In the fall of 2001, the Departnent began receiving a
large influx of filings seeking to exclude or severely limt
coverage for nold. Including State Farms filing, the
Department received between 400 and 450 filings representing
bet ween 200 and 250 insurers prinmarily between Cctober 1, 2001,

t hrough the end of 2002.

11



27. In the face of the inordinate nunber of filings, the
Departnent sought input fromall sectors of the public. The
Departnent nmet with insurers and other interested persons and
hel d four public forunms around the state to determ ne the inpact
the filings would have on insurance contracts, the industry, and
t he mar ket pl ace.

28. In the nmean tine, the Departnment routinely sought
wai vers fromthe insurers of the statutory review period set
forth in Section 627.410(2), Florida Statutes, and additionally
requested that insurers withdraw their filings.

29. Insurers were advised by the Departnment that failure
to waive the statutory review period or to withdraw their
filings would result in the filing being di sapproved.

30. The Departnent initially approved the endorsenents to
[imt or exclude nold coverage of three insurers: USAA
Maryl and Casualty, and Anerican Strategic. However, the
Departnment withdrew its approval for each of these conpanies in
| etters dated Septenber 18, 2002.

31. The Departnent asserts that it does not have a policy
to disapprove filings sinply because they discuss nold or seek
tolimt or exclude coverage for clains involving nold damage.
The Departnent admts that it is required to examne all filings
based upon the statutory schenme. However, the Departnent has

not approved a single one of the over 450 filings, regardl ess of

12



t he | anguage or structure of the endorsenents. The sinple fact
is that the Departnent had a policy fromthe fall of 2001

t hrough Decenber 16, 2002, inposing a noratoriumon the
exclusion or limtation of nold coverage. The Departnent
altered that policy on Decenber 17, 2002, when it entered into a
settlement with Florida Farm Bureau General |nsurance Conpany
(Farm Bureau), wherein Farm Bureau's endorsenent was approved
allowing a reduction in nold coverage frompolicy limts to a
sub-limt of $10,000.00 per occurrence, $20,000.00 annual
aggregate. The Departnent's previous position that policies
offered to Florida's consuners should not be significantly
reduced was abandoned at that tine. There was insufficient

evi dence to establish facts to show that the $10, 000. 00 coverage
was a reasonabl e anobunt of coverage for the vast majority of
clainms for nold damage.

32. The endorsenents seek to limt or exclude coverage for
nol d that has existed for decades. There is scant Florida
experience to support the need for limtations or exclusions on
nol d coverage. Even so, the Departnent cannot di sapprove
endorsenent forns without authority to do so. There is no
statutory authority mandating nold coverage to the extent of
policy limts or otherwse in order for policyholders to have

conpr ehensi ve cover age.

13



33. Begi nning Septenber 15, 2001, the Departnent did not
approve a single nold endorsenent seeking to exclude or limt
coverage for nold as a resulting loss froma covered peril until
Decenber 17, 2002, when it approved a filing by Farm Bureau as a
part of a settlenent of an adm nistrative proceeding in which
the parties were awaiting ruling after a final hearing.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

34. The Division of Admi nistrative Hearings has
jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this
proceedi ng. Sections 120.569 and 120.57(1), Florida Statutes.

35. State Farm has the burden of proving by a
pr eponderance of the evidence that the Departnent shoul d approve

t he endorsenents. Young v. Departnment of Community Affairs, 625

So. 2d 831 (Fla. 1993).
36. Section 627.411(1)(a),(b), Florida Statutes, provides
as follows in relevant part:
(1) The Department shall disapprove any

formfiled under 627.410, or withdraw any
previ ous approval thereof, only if the form

(a) Is in any respect in violation of, or
does not conport with, this code.

(b) Contains or incorporates by
ref erence, where such incorporation is
ot herwi se permi ssible, any inconsistent,
anbi guous, or m sl eadi ng cl auses, or
exceptions and conditions which deceptively
affect the risk purported to be assuned in
t he general coverage of the contract.
(Enmphasi s furnished.)

14



37. Pursuant to Section 627.419(1), Florida Statutes,
"[e]very insurance contract shall be construed according to the

entirety of its terns and conditions as set forth in the policy

and as anplified, extended or nodified by any . . . endorsenent
thereto."
38. In this case, the endorsenents are not inconsistent

with the coverage in the policies. Al though the endorsenents
totally elinmnate coverage for nold danmage, they do not contain
any provisions that conflict with the policies. To interpret
the term"inconsistent” in Section 627,411(1)(b), Florida
Statutes, as prohibiting any difference between a policy and its
endor senent, woul d nmean that an insurer could never use an
endorsenent to anmend or nodify a policy.

39. The endorsenents, read in their entirety, in
conjunction with the policies are not anbi guous, m sleading, or
deceptive. There is nothing anbi guous, m sl eading or deceptive
about the endorsenents elimnating nold coverage. Cearly, the
pur pose of the endorsenents is to elimnate nold coverage

40. The endorsenments do not violate Section 627.411(1))b),
Florida Statutes, and should be approved if the Departnent had
di sapproved themonly on that basis. However, the Departnment
al so di sapproved the endorsenents on grounds that they viol ated

Section 626.9641(1)(b), Florida Statutes, which in itself was a

15



viol ation of Section 627.411(1)(a), Florida Statutes, and that
because the endorsenments excluded coverage that, "through custom
and usage has becone a standard or uniform provision"” in Florida
they violate Section 627.412(2), Florida Statutes.
41. Section 626.9641(1)(b), Florida Statutes, states as
follows in pertinent part:
(1) The principles expressed in the
followi ng statements shall serve as
standards to be followed by the departnent
in exercising its powers and duties, in
exercising adm nistrative discretion, in

di spensi ng adm nistrative interpretati ons of
the law, and in pronul gating rules:

* * %

(b) Policyhol ders shall have the right to
obt ai n conprehensi ve cover age.

42. The Departnment argues that the policyholder's bill of
rights provides authority for it to di sapprove the endorsenents
because they take away val uabl e coverage that has existed for
decades, thereby interfering with the right of policyholders to
conprehensi ve coverage. This argunent is without nerit.
Therefore, since the Departnent has failed to prove a violation
of Section 626.9641(1)(b), Florida Statutes, there is no
vi ol ation of Section 627.411(1)(a), Florida Statutes.

43. Section 627.412(2), Florida Statutes, provides as
foll ows:

(2) No policy shall contain any provision
i nconsistent with or contradictory to any

16



standard or uniform provision used or
required to be used, but the departnent nay
approve any substitute provision which is,
inits opinion, not |ess favorable in any
particular to the insured or beneficiary
that the provisions otherw se required.

Section 627.412(2), Florida Statutes, has to be read in
conjunction with Section 627.412(1), Florida Statutes, which
requires that all insurance contracts contain provisions
mandat ed by the I nsurance Code and failure to include that
provision is a violation of Section 627.412(2), Florida
Statutes. In this case, the policy endorsenents do not "contain
any provision inconsistent with or contradictory to any standard
or uniform provision used or required to be used.™

44, Section 120.52(15), Florida Statutes, defines a rule

as "each agency statenment of general applicability that

i npl ements, interprets, or prescribes |law or policy .
45. Section 120.52(8), Florida Statutes. states as follows
in pertinent part:

A grant of rulemaking authority is necessary
by not sufficient to allow an agency to
adopt a rule; a specific law to be

i npl enented is also required. An agency may
adopt only rules that inplenent, interpret
or make specific the particul ar powers and
duties granted by the enabling statute. No
agency shall have authority to adopt a rule
only because it is reasonably related to the
pur pose of the enabling legislation and is
not arbitrary and capricious or is within

t he agency's class of powers and duties, nor
shall an agency have the authority to

i npl enent statutory provisions setting forth

17



general |egislative intent or policy.
Statutory | anguage granting rul emaki ng
authority or generally describing the powers
and functions of an agency shall be
construed to extend no further than

i npl enenting or interpreting the specific
powers and duties conferred by the sane
statute.

46. Section 120.57(1)(e), Florida Statutes, states as
follows in relevant part:

(e)1. Any agency action that determ nes
the substantial interests of a party and
that is based on an unadopted rule is
subject to de novo review by and
adm ni strative | aw judge.

2. The agency action shall not be
presuned valid or invalid. The agency mnust
denonstrate that the unadopted rule:

a. |Is within the powers, functions, and
duties del egated by the Legislature or, if
the agency is operating pursuant to
authority derived fromthe State
Constitution, is within that authority;

b. Does not enlarge, nodify, of
contravene the specific provisions of |aw
i mpl enent ed;

c. |Is not vague, establishes adequate
standards for agency decisions, or does not
vest unbridled discretion in the agency;

d. Is not arbitrary or capricious;

e. |Is not being applied to the
substantially affected party w thout due
noti ce;

f. |Is supported by conpetent and
substantial evidence; and

g. Does not inpose excessive regulatory
costs on the regul ated person, county, or
city.

47. The Departnent's decision to di sapprove the
endor senent s because they restrict coverage that insurers have

historically provided to policyholders is a rule as defined

18



under Section 120.52(15), Florida Statutes. It is a statenent
of general applicability because the Departnent has effectively
decl ared a noratoriumon such endorsenents. The deci sion
interprets and prescribes law to the extent that the Departnent
relies on Subsections 626.9641(1)(b), 627.411(1)(a), (b), and
627.412(2), Florida Statutes.

48. As a rule that has not been adopted pursuant to the
rul emaki ng procedures of Chapter 120, Florida Statutes, the
Departnent's unadopted rule, including its nost recent rendition
of the unadopted rule (mandating a m ni nrum of $10, 000.00 in
coverage for nold), violates Subsections 120.57(1)(e)?2.a.,
120.57(1)(e)(2)b., and 120.57(1)(e)2.d., Florida Statutes, for
the follow ng reasons: (a) There is no statutory or rule
definition of a conprehensive honeowner's policy; (b) The
policyholder's bill of rights, as do Subsections 627.411(1) (b),
and 627.412(2), Florida Statutes, expresses general |egislative
intent and does not provide the Departnent with specific powers,
functions, or duties upon which it may lawfully promul gate a
rule that would prevent insurers fromexcluding or limting nold
coverage; (c) The unadopted rule enlarges the rights of
pol i cyhol ders by mandati ng coverage for nold as part of the
i nsurers conprehensive policies to the extent that the
pol i cyhol ders have enjoyed such coverage in the past; and (d)

The policy gives the Departnment unlimted discretion to define
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"conpr ehensi ve coverage" to include any coverage it believes to
be "conprehensive," including nold coverage.

49. The Departnent admts it does not have authority to
di sapprove an endorsenent sinply because it seeks to limt or
excl ude coverage related to nold. Despite this adm ssion, the
Departnent's policy makes nol d coverage irrevocable. Such a
policy is clearly erroneous because insurers are generally
permtted to provi de whatever contractual provisions they
determ ne are appropriate, subject to specific statutory and
rule limtations. Section 627.414, Florida Statutes, states as
follows in relevant part:

627.414 Additional policy contents.--A

policy may contain additional provisions not
inconsistent with this code and which are:

* * %

(3) Desired by the insurer and neither
prohibited by law nor in conflict with any
provi sions required to be included therein.
In this instance, the Departnent is mandati ng coverage that is

not specifically required by statute or rule.

RECOMVENDATI ON

Based on the foregoi ng Findings of Fact and concl usi ons of
Law, it is

RECOMMENDED t hat the Departnment enter a final order
approvi ng the endorsenents filed with the Departnment by State

Farm on Novenmber 15, 2001.
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DONE AND ENTERED this 5th day of June, 2003, in

Tal | ahassee, Leon County, Flori da.

WLLIAM R CAVE

Adm ni strative Law Judge

D vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
The DeSoto Buil ding

1230 Apal achee Par kway

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-3060
(850) 488-9675  SUNCOM 278-9675
Fax Filing (850) 921-6847

www. doah. state. fl.us

Filed with the Cerk of the

Di vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 5th day of June, 2003.

COPI ES FURNI SHED,

S. Marc Herskovitz, Esquire

Di vision of Legal Services

Depart ment of Financial Services
O fice of Insurance Regul ation

612 Larson Buil di ng

200 East Gaines Street

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0333

Anthony B. MIler, Esquire

Di vision of Legal Services

Depart ment of Financial Services
O fice of Insurance Regul ation

612 Larson Buil di ng

200 East Gaines Street

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0333

C. Ryan Reetz, Esquire
Jim Toplin, Esquire
Ami e R ggle, Esquire

G eenberg Traurig, P.A
1221 Brickell Avenue
Mam , Florida 33131

21



Vincent J. Rio, IIl, Esquire

State Farm Fl orida | nsurance Conpany
315 South Cal houn Street, Suite 344
Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301

Mar k Casteel, General Counsel
Department of Financial Services
The Capitol, Plaza Level 11

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0300

Honor abl e Tom Gal | agher

Chi ef Financial Oficer
Departnent of Financial Services
The Capitol, Plaza Level 11

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0300

NOTI CE OF RI GHT TO SUBM T EXCEPTI ONS

Al parties have the right to submt witten exceptions within
15 days fromthe date of this Recormended Order. Any exceptions
to this Reconmended Order should be filed with the agency that
will issue the Final Order in this case.
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