
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF KANAWHA COUNTY, WEST VIEG RIA'

~ijlt "hAR-8 4H 9:3Q
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA ex rel •
DARRELL V. McGRAW, JR., ~< 'H ~'A'I~A COUt 1'Y Ci(CutT COIJRT

ATTORNEY GENERAL,

Plaintiff,

Civ. Action No. 10-C-632

CCDN, LLC, ROBERT K. LOCK„JR., Individually
and in his capacity as Manager and Owner of
CCDN, LLC,
and PHILIP M. MANGER, Individually
and in his capacity as Manager and Owner of
CCDN„LLC„

Defendants.

ORDER GRANTING SUMMARY JUDGMENT
AND IMPOSING PERMANENT INJUNCTION

This matter came before the Court on the motion of the State of West Virginia ex rel,

Darrell V, McGraw, Jr., Attorney General, to grant summary judgment in favor of the State

and against CCDN, LLC, Philip M. Manger and Robert K. Lock, Jr., (" Defendants" ), and to

permanently enjoin the Defendants from doing any business in the state, including, but not

limited to collecting any money from any person residing in West Virginia. The State' s

motion is well taken, and summary judgment shall be granted and the Defendants shall be

permanently enjoined from conducting any business in West Virginia in accordance with

the following.



FINDINGS OF FACT

A. Pro c edural Facts

ln 2008, the Attorney General's office commenced an investigation to determine if

Defendants were violating the West Virginia Consumer Credit and Protection Act (the

"Act"). W. Va. Code g 46A-1-101 et seq.

An investigative subpoena was issued by the Attorney General and received by

Defendants on January 5, 2009, pursuant to the Act. W. Va. Code g 46A-7-104.

Defendants failed to respond to the subpoena. The Attorney General sought to enforce the

subpoena in the Circuit Court.

The Circuit Court entered an Order March 30, 2009, compelling Defendants to

produce all documents requested in the State's subpoena. Defendants ignored the Court's

March 30, 2009 Order until December 8, 2009, at which time Defendants responded in

writing claiming Defendants had no responsive documents to the State's subpoena.

Defendant Manger contacted the State again, by email, January 8, 2010, again claiming

that Defendants had not violated any West Virginia laws, but also included a spreadsheet

with the names and addresses of their West Virginia customers. Defendant Manger later

updated the list to include amounts of money each consumer paid to the Defendants.

Defendants were paid a total of $21,985.15 by 26 West Virginia consumers. The State

then sued Defendants on the merits on April 1, 2010. Service of the summons and

complaint were made on the Defendants Manger and Lock via the West Virginia Secretary

of State in accordance with W. Va. Code g 56-3-33 and W. Va. R. Civ. P. 4. Service of the

Summons and Complaint was made upon Defendant CCDN, LLC via its appointed agent,

Eastbiz.corn of Nevada.



The Defendants have not answered the State's complaint or otherwise responded

to the complaint. The Deferidants did not appear for the hearing on the State's motion on

February 25, 2011, and no one appeared on behalf of the Defendants. Counsel for the

State represented that Defendant Manger had contacted him within the last few weeks

before the February 25, 2011 hearing to discuss settlement possibilities. Settlement could

not be reached.

B. Sub stantive Facts

1. Def e ndants' Conduct

Because the Defendants did not answer or otherwise respond to the Complaint or

the Motion for Summary Judgment and Permanent Injunction, the Court takes the facts as

presented by the State as true, since they have been uncontested.

Manger is licensed to practice law in New York; Lock is licensed to practice law in

Illinois. Together, they operated CCDN, LLC, a debt settlementcompany. The uncontested

facts show that Lock and Manger controlled the operations and activities of CCDN. They

developed all proprietary processes of CCDN's debt relief p rogram. They were actively

involved in the business matters of CCDN. They negotiated contracts with third party

vendors such as customer generating companies. Lock and Manger controlled the financial

affairs of CCDN. In short, Lock and Manger had the power and authority to operate CCDN

as their alter egos, and did.

The Defendants purportedly designed plans for "invalidating
*' consumers' debts,

allowing consumers to walk away from their obligations. Defendants were paid advance

fees for this service. The State submitted an affidavit of Barbara Reusch, a consumer



customer of the Defendants, wherein she states she believed that money she paid to the

Defendants would be used to pay off her debts as well as their fees.
I

The Defendants told its consumers to stop paying their creditors so that creditors

would start the debt collection process. Consumers were instructed to keep a written log

of telephone calls they received from debt collectors. The Defendants advised their

customers that debt col! ectors would violate federal collection laws, allowing the consumers

to bring an action to collect statutory damages. Defendants promised to file a "solid

Federal Complaint" against debt collectors, but, it never did on behalf of any of its West

Virginia consumers. The Defendants never had a lawyer in West Virginia affiliated with

their operations.

According to Defendants' documents submitted to the Court, Defendants claimed

to provide "credit restoration," credit "reconciliation," and legal services including filing a

"solid Federal Complaint." Consumers were also required to sign powers of attorney

granting Defendants the authority to "prepare and sign all documents written with the intent

of researching, challenging, negotiating, and otherwise corresponding with creditors, debt

buyers, debt collectors, law firms, ..." with respect to consumers' credit card debts.

Defendants never provided any of the promised services, leaving consumers with ruined,

not restored credit histories and ratings.

! n response to the State's subpoena, the Defendants admitted having 26 consumer

customers in West Virginia and having received $21,985.15 in total from those consumers.

The consumers typically had credit card debts incurred for personal, family or household

purposes. Consumers expected the Defendants to restore their credit and resolve their

debts. Defendants did not provide the promised services.



CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

As set forth in more detail, the Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants

pursuant to West Virginia's long-arm statute, W.Va. Code g 56-3-33, and because

Defendants have had at least minimum contacts with West Virginia, Defendants

contracted with dozens of West Virginia individuals to provide debt relief services. The

contracts were substantial and purposely directed to consumers in financial distress. The

Defendants should have been expected to be haled into West Virginia Courts upon their

failure to perform the contracts.

The State is entitled to summary judgment as a matter of law since the Defendants

did not dispute any of the material facts and the material facts show that Defendants

repeatedly violated the Consumer Credit and Protection Act. W. Va. Code g 46A-1-'l01

et seq. The Defendants were engaged in the business of debt settlement and providing

credit services to West Virginia consumers without the appropriate registration and bonding

with the West Virginia Secretary of State and the West Virginia Department of Tax and

Revenue in violation of the Act, W. Va. Code g 46A-1-101 et seq. Defendants were

engaged in unfair and deceptive acts and practices in their business in violation of the Act,

W, Va. Code g 46A-1-101 et seq. They failed to disclose material information about their

debt settlement and debt elimination program, misleading consumers into entering into

contracts with Defendants. Defendants' subpoena responses admit they did not settle any

debts of any consumers in West Virginia, in violation of the Act, W. Va, Code

g 46A-1-101 et seq. lt appears Lock and Manger were engaged in the unauthorized

practice of law in West Virginia.



The State's complaint was filed on April 1, 2010. Service of the summons and

complaint was made upon the Lock and Manger by delivering copies of the summons and

complaint to the West Virginia Secretary of State's office on April 2, 2010 in accordance

with W. Va. Code g 56-3-33 and W. Va. R. Civ. P. 4.

The West Virginia Secretary of State mailed certified copies of the summons and

complaint to the defendants. A copy of the summons and complaint was received by

Manger and Lock at their business address in Chicago, Illinois. Both Manger and Lock list

the same address with each of the Illinois and New York attorney registration offices as

their business addresses. Lock is licensed and registered to practice law in Illinois and

currently under disciplinary proceedings; Manger is! icensed and registered to practice law

in New York, The Court is satisfied that Manger and Lock were properly served with the

surnrnons and complaint in accordance with state law and the W. Va. Rules of Civil

Procedure.

CCDN, LLC was served through its registered agent in Nevada, Eastbiz.corn, The

summons and complaint were received by Eastbiz.corn on April 7, 2010. Eastbiz.corn

submitted an affidavit admitting it received the summons andcomplaint and appropriately

forwarded the summons and complaint to CCDN, LLC at its Chicago, Illinois address.

Eastbiz.corn's signed affidavit shows the summons and complaint were delivered to CCDN,

LLC at its Chicago Address on or about April 10, 2010. The Court is satisfied that

CCDN, LLC was properly served with the summons and complaint in accordance with state

law and the W. Va. Rules of Civil Procedure.

CCDN, Lock and Manger are not incarcerated convicts, infants, incompetent

persons, or members of the Armed Forces of the United States on active duty. Lock and



Manger are lawyers„ licensed to practice law in Illinois and New York, respectively

The Defendants have all failed to respond to the summons and complaint in any

manner within 30 days after service of the summons and complaint. The Defendants also

failed to appear for the Court's hearing on the State's Motion for Summary Judgment and

Permanent Injunction. Counsel for the State represented that Manger had contacted him

specifically about the hearing and possible settlement terms. The Court is satisfied that

Defendants are aware of this civil action and the hearing on the State's Motion for

Summary Judgment and Permanent Injunction and chose not to answer or otherwise

appear to defend this matter,

Therefore, summary judgment is appropriate and shall be granted.

Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine issue of fact to be tried

and inquiry concerning the facts is not desirable to clarify the application of the law.

Reed v. Orme, 655 S.E.2d 83, Syl. pt. 2 (W. Va. 2007), lf the record taken as a whole

cannot lead a rational trier of fact to find for the nonmoving party, summary judgment must

be granted. Parker v. Estate of Bealer, 656 S.E.2d 129, 132 (W. Va. 2007) (quoting

Williams v. Precision Coil, inc., 459 S.E.2d 329, 338 (1995)(quoting Anderson v. Liberty

Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 247-8 (1986))).

Although the Court must view the facts and all permissible inferences from them in

the light most favorable to the nonmoving party, that party must nonetheless offer some

concrete evidence from which a reasonable fact finder could return a verdict in its favor.

Painter v. Peavy, 451 S.E.2d 755, 759 (W. Va. 1994), (citing Anderson v. Liberty Lobby„

Inc. supra), De fendants have offered none. M o t ions for summary judgment are

appropriate in consumer protection cases when there is no genuine issue of material fact.



See, e.g., State ex rel. McGraw v. imperial Marketing, 506 S.E.2d 799 (W. Va. 1998)

(upholding summary judgment for the Attorney General in a consumer case)„U,S. Life

Credit Corp. v, Wilson, 301 S.E.2d 169 (W. Va. 1982) (remanding for entry of summary

judgment for consumer).

Oefendants Promise but Failed to Deliver Debt Relief Services.

Defendants promise debt settlement services, and never provide them in violation

of W. Va. Code gg 46A-6-102(7)(l).

Unfair methods ofcompetition and unfair or deceptive acts or
practices' means and includes, but is not limited to, any one or
more of the following:... (I) Advertising goods or services with
intent not to sell them as advertised.

W. Va, Code g 46A-6-102(7)(l). Defendants' misrepresentations were made with the intent

consumers rely on the misrepresentations so that they would sign the contracts and pay

fees for services that never took place, in violation of W, Va. Code 8 46A-6-104 and

46A-6-102(7)(M). F a i l ing to provide a good or service promised is an unfair or deceptive

act or practice in violation of West Virginia law. W. Va. Code g 46A-6-104."

When consumers engaged Defendants to provide debt relief services, consumers

were required to sign a number of documents. Consumers signed a "Service Agreement,"

a "Limited Power of Attorney,'* a "CCDN Debt Reconciliation Program Application,*' and

other documents. Through these documents, Defendants represented they would restore

a consumer's credit, negotiate with the consumer's creditors and attempt to settle debts

for less than the amount owing. In the I imited Power of Attorney, Defendants specifically

'"Unfair methods of competition and unfair or deceptive acts or practices in the conduct of
any trade or commerce are hereby declared unlawful." W. Va. Code g 46A-6-104.



represented that they would "prepare and sign all documents written with the intent of

researching, challenging, negotiating, and otherwise corresponding with creditors, . . . "

The Defendants willfully misled consumers to believe they would negotiate debt

settlements.

The Court finds and concludes that Defendants repeatedly and willfullymisled West

Virginia consumers in violation of the West Virginia Consumer Credit and Protection Act,

W. Va. Code g 46A-1-101 ef seq., by among other things:

failing to clearly and conspicuously disclose to consumers that their credit

history, ratings and scores will be ruined by participation in Defendants' debt relief

program, in violation of W. Va. Code g 46A-6-'l04 as defined by W. Va. Code

g 46A-6-102(7)(M).

failing to clearly and conspicuously disclose to West Virginia consumers that

their credit histories, ratings and scores would be negatively impacted for up to seven years

when they stop paying their creditors, in violation of W. Va, Code g 46A-6-104 as defined

by W. Va. Code g 46A-6-102(7)(M).

failing to clearly and conspicuously disclose to West Virginia consumers that

when they quit paying their creditors, their account balances would increase due to interest

and fees being charged to the accounts, in violation of W. Va. Code g 46A-6-'I04 as

defined by W. Va. Code g 46A-6-102(7)(M).

failing to clearly and conspicuously disclose that debts may not be settled

because creditors refuse to deal with the Defendants, in violation of W. Va. Code



g 46A-6-104 as defined by W. Va. Code g 46A-6-102(7){M).

e faili ng to clearly and conspicuously disclose that no West Virginia consumers

ever successfully completed their debt relief program, in violation of W. Va. Code

g 46A-6-104 as defined by W. Va. Code g 46A-6-102(7)(M).

failing to clearly and conspicuously disclose that legal theories theyclaimed

entitled consumers to dispute their credit card debts are baseless, in violation of W. Va.

Code g 46A-6-104 as defined by W, Va. Code g 46A-6-102(7)(M).

2. Cred i t Services

The Court finds and concludes the Defendants were offering credit services in West

Virginia without being registered or bonded with the state as required by the Credit

Services Organizations act, W. Va. Code g 46A-6C-1 ef seg. Individuals or entities offering

credit services to consumers in West Virginia must register with the West Virginia

Secretary of State. W. Va. Code g 46A-6C-5.

Credit services in West Virginia include

(a) A credit services organization is a person who, with respect
to the extension of credit by others and in return for the
payment of money or other valuable consideration, provides,
or represents that the person can or will provide, any of the
following services:

(1) Improving a buyer's credit record, history or rating;

(2) Obtaining an extension of credit for a buyer; or

(3) Providing advice or assistance to a buyer with regard to
subdivision (1) or {2) of this subsection.

W. Va. Code g 46A-6C-2.

Defendants provide credit services in connection with their debt settlement

10



business. In addition to their documents promising "credit restoration" and credit

"reconciliation," Defendants documents also promise a consumer's "credit scores will

dramatically improve and your debt resolved." Defendants' documents, once again,

mislead consumers into thinking they are getting something when the Defendants provide

nothing of value.

Defendants are not registered with the West Virginia Secretary of State to provide

credit services as required by W. Va. Code g 46A-6C-5, and they charge and collect fees

for providing credit services without posting the required bond. A c r edit service

organization must post a bond with the West Virginia Secretary of State if it wishes to

collect fees for its services prior to the completion of all services. W. Va. Code

gg 46A-6C-3 and -4.

The Defendants' failure to register with the Secretary of State and failure to post a

bond before collecting fees is an unfair or deceptive act or practice in violation of W. Va.

Code gg 46A-6C-3 and -7, and W. Va. Code g 46A-6-104.

Moreover, the Defendants are not licensed to do business in West Virginia. Their

misrepresentations have given consumers a misplaced sense of trust in them, causing

confusion as to the Defendants' lack of licensure and registration by the Tax and Revenue

Department and the Secretary of State. W. Va, Code gg 46A-6-104, and g 102(7)(B), (C),

(E) and (I). Many jurisdictions have held that the practice of operating a business without

a proper license or registration violates the state's consumer protection laws. &atkins v,

Peterson Enferprises, Inc., 57 F. Supp. 2d 1102 (E.D. Wash, 1999) (operation of collection

agency without a license is per se violation of Washington's UDAP (unfair or deceptive acts

or practices) statute); Circulation Builders, inc., 87 F.T.C, 81 (1976) (Federal Trade



Commission Act violation for a company to engage in door to door sales without proper

licences); Banks v. Department of Consumer 8, Regulatory Affairs, 634 A.2d 433 (D.C.

1993) (non-attorney performing legal services is an unfair or deceptive act or practice);

Anden v. Litinsky, 472 So. 2d 825 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1985) (claiming to be a licenced

contractor, when not licenced, was a violation of Florida's UDAP laws); Bolt v. Phillips, 517

A.2d 328 (Md. 1986) (advertising and renting unlicensed dwelling was an unfair or

deceptive trade practice); Commonwealth v. Tolleson, 321 A.2d 664, 696 (Pa. Comm, Ct.

1974)(failure to register foreign corporations or trade names is unfair or deceptive act)

aff'd, 340 A.2d 428 (Pa.1975). See also, People by Abrams v. American Motor Club, inc.,

179 A.D.2d 277 (N.Y.App. Div. 1992) (preliminary Injunction properly granted against a

company selling insurance without a l i cence). The Defendants' unlicensed and

unregistered conduct violates the Consumer Credit and Protection Act, W. Va. Code

g 46A-1-101 et seq.

3. Lock and Manger Engaged in Unauthorized
Practice of Law in W. Va.

ln West Virginia„ it is unlawful to practice law without being properly admitted to the

bar by the West Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals pursuant to the West Virginia Rules

For Admission To The Practice Of Law, or being admitted pro hac vice by a particular court

for a specific matter. W. Va. Code gg 30-2-4 and -5.' Lock and Manger furnish advice or

service under circumstances which imply they possess and use legal skill and knowledge.

"Un! icensed persons are excluded from the practice of law to protect the public fram being
advised and represented in legal matters by an unqualified and undisciplined person over whom
the court could exercise little, if any contro!.'* Definition Of The Practice Of Law, W. Va. Supreme
Court of Appeals, as amended through December 6, 2006.



This is not surprising since Manger is licensed to practice law in New York and Lock is

licensed in Illinois.

Documents submitted by the State show Lock and Manger prepare legal documents

for use by their consumer customers in West Virginia. Form letters, drafted by Lock or

Manger or both, were given to West Virginia consumers to use in challenging the

legitimacy of debts. The form letters provided by Lock and Manger challenge the existence

or sufficiency of consideration given to West Virginia consumers regarding extensions of

credit given to them by credit card companies. The form letter provides in part:

ln preparation for this Notice and Demand, I have conducted a full and
complete investigation in this matter, and I am of the opinion that jORIGINAL
CREDITORj may be in breach of the terms and conditions of the Credit Card
Agreement„by i t s f a i lure to p rovide either adequate and valuable
consideration...

Lock and Manger knew or should have known that consumers had legitimately borrowed

money from creditors and the demands of the form letters had no basis in law or fact.

In addition to the form letters, Defendants use other documents to advise

consumers regarding the application of legal principles to facts. They provide form

answers to debt collection complaints that raise various affirmative defenses such as

"failure of consideration," "estoppel," "unclean hands" and "failure to mitigate damages."

Form affidavits also are given to West Virginia consumers for their own execution in

support of an answer to a debt collection complaint. These form affidavits would have

consumers claim the credit card companies never loaned them any money when the credit

card companies obvious! y did.

Lock and Manger are practicing law in West Virginia without being properly licensed

or admitted to practice law in West Virginia. Practicing law in West Virginia without a

license is a criminal offense under West Virginia Code Q 30-2-4, and -5, and an unfair or



deceptive act or practice in violation of West Virginia Code g 46A-6-104.

The Act is designed to protect the public from acts such as those undertaken by

Lock and Manger. "[T]he purpose of this article is... to [regulate] unfair competition and

unfair, deceptive and fraudulent acts or practices in order to protect the public and foster

fair and honest competition." W. Va. Code g 46A-6-101(1). Many jurisdictions have held

that a violation of a statute designed to protect the public also is a violation of the state' s

consumer protection statutes. Cheshire Mortgage Services, Inc. v. Montes, 612 A.2d

1130, 1144 (Conn,1992) (violation of state statute and Truth in Lending Act constituted per

se UDAP violation because, although no intent to deceive, such violations "offend[ed]

public policy to the extent that it constitute[d] a breach of established concepts of

fairness"); Lemelledo v. Beneficial Management Corp. of America, 674 A.2d 582

(N.J.Super., App. Div, 1996) (violation of a statute or regulation is evidence of fraudulent

and unconscionable conduct prohibited by the Consumer Fraud Act); lVinsfon Realty Co.

v. G.H.G. Inc., 331 S.E.2d 677, 681 (N.C, 1985) (violation of act "designed to protect the

consuming public" constituted, "as a matter of law," an unfair or deceptive trade practice

in violation of North Carolina's UDAP statute). In re Scrimpsher, 17 B.R. 999, 1015 (Bankr.

N.D. N, Y. 1982) (violation of federal Fair Debt Collection Practices Act is a violation of state

UDAP laws).

Lock and Manger are practicing law without a license in West Virginia without having

been admitted to practice on a permanent or temporary basis. Consumers relied on their

legal advice and written work to their detriment.

4. Equ i table Relief Is Appropriate

The primaryrelief available in a suit by the Attorney General under the Act is

equitable in nature, West Virginia Code g 46A-7-108 authorizes the Attorney General to

14



bring a civil action "to restrain a person from violating [the Act] and for other appropriate

relief. *' Other equitable relief is available under the Act. State ex rel. McGraw v. Imperial

Marketing, 506 S.E.2d 799 (W, Va. 1998).

In Imperial Marketing, the West Virginia Supreme Court of Appeals affirmed a

permanent injunction and consumer restitution i mposed by the trial court under W. Va.

Code g 46A-7-108. State ex rel. McGraw v. Imperial Marketing, 506 S.E.2d 799 (W. Va.

1998). The trial court ordered the defendant (1) to offer ful! refunds to all consumers who

purchased goods in response to the unlawful solicitations and {2) to pay the full cost of the

consumer refund program. The Court upheld the refund program:

[W]e find compelling the reasoning of the Attorney General
that the use of the phrase "other appropriate relief" in W. Va.
Code g 46A-7-108 [1974], "indicates that the! egislature meant
the full array of equitable relief to be available in suits brought
by the Attorney General,"

ld, at 811-12. Thus, the Court finds it appropriate to order the Defendants to pay restitution

and for a permanent injunction to be imposed due to their violations of West Virginia law,

5. C i vil Penalties

The Court finds that Defendants have engaged in a course of repeated and willful

violations of the Act and that a multiple million dollar penalty could be imposed by the

Court. Counsel for the State suggests that a single penalty of $5,000.00 per West Virginia

consumer would be sufficient to sanction Defendants for their misconduct. The Court finds

the suggestion is well taken and the civil penalty is reasonable in light of the seriousness

of the misconduct.

THEREFORE, in consideration of the pleadings, lack thereof, motions, supporting



memoranda, submitted documents and affidavits, and arguments of counsel, the Court

hereby grants the State's motion; and further

ORDERS judgment be granted in favor of the State for restitution and against the

Defendants, jointly and several! y, in the amount of $21,985.15, plus interest at the statutory

rate until paid in full; and further

ORDERS that Defendants are hereby permanently enjoined and restrained from

engaging in any business activity in the State of West Virginia; and further

ORDERS that Defendants are permanently enjoined and restrained from engaging

in unfair and deceptive acts or practices in violation of the West Virginia Consumer Credit

and Protection Act, W. Va. Code g 46A-1-101 et seg.; and the Credit Services

Organizations Act, W. Va. Code g 46A-6C-1 et seq.; and further

ORDERS that Robert K. Lock, Jr. and Philip M, Manger are permanently enjoined

and restrained from practicing law in the state of West Virginia; and further

ORDERS that judgment is entered in favor of the State and against Defendants and

each Defendant shall pay $130,000.00 to the State in civil penalties for their willful and

repeated violations of the West Virginia Consumer Credit and Protection Act, W. Va. Code

g 46A-7-111(2), this amount representing one $5,000.00 civil penalty for each of the 26

West Virginia consumers victimized by their unlawful conduct.
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The Clerk is hereby Ordered to send a certified copy of this Order to counsel ot

record.

This matter is hereby dismissed from the Court's active docket.

IT IS SO ORDERED

ENTERED

Jennifer F. Bailey, J ge, 13th Judicia i r cuit
Kanawha County Circuit Court

STATE Ci WEST VIRGINIA
COl!f>'IY OF KANAWHA SS
I, "A:IIIY S. GIOSON, CLERK OF THEMCUITCOORTOF SID COUNIY
.'i(D IN SAID STAIE, DO HERESY CERTIP,' THAT THE FOREGING
l( ATR!I"-COPYFROM1HERECORDSQFSA!I'' IORT
(y -'yt,!III:R T(y HAND AND SEQ.OFSAiD' ' -.KS

DA.,'I,; ',' l i

CIERK
Prepared by CIRCii(T (iDORT 0» KANAWH OUNTV WEST VIRGINIA

Dougla L. Da 's, WV Bar No. 5502
Office of the Attorney General of West Virginia
Consumer Protection/Antitrust Division
Post Office Box 1789
Charleston, West Virginia 25326-1789
(304) 558-8986
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