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FINAL ORDER 
  

 Pursuant to Md. Code Ann., Ins. § 2-210(d)2 and Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) 

31.02.01.10-2D and 31.02.01.10-2H, the undersigned Maryland Insurance Commissioner hereby 

clarifies the disposition and issues this summary affirmance of the proposed decision below. 

 On November 29, 2022, the Maryland Insurance Administration (hereinafter “MIA”) 

received a complaint from J.G. (hereinafter “Complainant”) alleging that Travelers Property 

Casualty Insurance Company (hereinafter “Licensee”) violated Maryland Insurance Law when it 

sought premiums payment for an automobile policy that was improperly cancelled and then 

reinstated by Licensee.  The MIA investigated the Complaint, and on January 13, 2023, issued a 

determination letter concluding that Licensee’s actions did not violate Maryland’s Insurance Law.  

Specifically, under Maryland insurance law, an insurer is required to charge the rates filed with the 
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Maryland Insurance Administration.  Further, the MIA can only declare unlawful those actions by 

an insurer that are shown to be arbitrary, capricious, or discriminatory or not reasonably related to 

the insurance company’s economic and business purposes.  Based on its investigation of the 

complaint, the MIA found that Licensee had not violated Maryland insurance laws.  The 

determination letter referenced Sections 11-230(a), 11-341, and 27-216(b)(1)(i) and (ii) of the 

Annotated Code of Maryland, Insurance Article.  The Complainant requested a hearing which was 

granted on January 24, 2023. This matter was then transmitted to the Office of Administrative 

Hearings (hereinafter “OAH) to conduct a contested hearing and to issue a Proposed Decision 

pursuant to COMAR 31.02.01.04-1A. In its referral to the OAH, the MIA noted that specific 

attention would be directed to the Annotated Code of Maryland, Insurance Article, Sections 11-

230(a), 11-341, and 27-216(b)(1)(i) and (ii). 

On June 15, 2023, this case was heard by Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Syeetah 

Hampton-El. On July 6, 2023, the ALJ issued a Proposed Decision setting forth factual findings and 

conclusions of law with respect to 11-230(a), 11-341, and 27-216(b)(1). On the same date the OAH 

mailed the Proposed Decision to the parties in this case.  Attached to the Proposed Decision was the 

notice regarding the Right to File Exceptions advising all parties that pursuant to COMAR 

31.02.01.10-1, they had the right to file written exceptions with the undersigned, within twenty (20) 

days from receipt of the Proposed Decision. Neither party filed exceptions in this case. 

On page 8 of the Proposed Decision, ALJ Hampton-El orders that the “Licensee not be 

found in violation of sections 11-230, 11-341, or 27-216 of the Insurance Article and that the 

charges made by Complainant be DENIED AND DISMISSED.” I find it necessary to clarify the 

                                                                                                                                             
 
























