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MAY IT PLEASE THE COURT: 

Defendant, Milliman, Inc. ("Milliman"), submits this Reply A1emorandum in response to 

the Opposition to Milliman 's Declinatory Exception of Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction (the 

"Opposition") filed by Plaintiff, James J. Donelon, Commissioner of Insurance for the State of 

Louisiana, in his capacity as rehabilitator of Louisiana Health Cooperative, Inc., (''Plaintiff' or 

"Rehabilitator"). As more thoroughly discussed below, the argwnents raised by Plaintiff in his 

Opposition are without merit. Accordingly, this Court should grant Milliman's Declinatory 

Exception of Lack of Subject ."'1atter Jurisdiction and dismiss Plaintiffs claims against Milliman 

with prejudice at Plaintiffs cost. 

I. RELATIVE TO ALL OF THE CLAIMS RAISED BY THE COMMISSIONER AS 
REHABILITATOR, THE INSURANCE CODE DOES NOT GRANT THE 
COMMISSIONER AS REHABILITATOR GREATER RIGHTS THAN LAHC HAD 
IN REGARD TO ITS CONTRACT WITH MILLIMAN. 

In his Opposition, Plaintiff erroneously alleges that Milliman in its Exception "ignores 

the comprehensive and exclusive scope of the Louisiana Insurance Code regarding receivership 
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litigation."1 In addition, Plaintiff contends that the "statutory scheme for the rehabilitation and/or 

liquidation of insurers is comprehensive and exclusive in scope."2 Milliman agrees with Plaintiff 

that under the terms of the Insmance Code, "( a]s rehabilitator, the Commissioner is vested 1Nith 

broad, exclusive powers and duties for the benefit of policyholders, creditors, and the public."3 

However, Milliman submits that when considering the claims made against it, no provision of 

the Insurance Code provides or even suggests that the rehabilitator would not be bound by the 

terms of a contract signed by a third party and the insurance company over which the 

Commissioner has taken control. In fact, in his Opposition, Plaintiff cites La. Rev. Stat. § 

22:2008(A), which provides, in pertinent part, that once a court grants a Petition for 

Rehabilitation, "(t]he commissioner of insurance and his successor and successors in office shall 

be vested by operation of law with the title to all property, contracts, and rights of action of the 

insurer as of the date o{ the order directing reliabilitation or liquidation.'-A This language 

clearly states that the Commissioner in a rehabilitation proceeding is vested with all rights the 

insolvent insurance company may have to a contract as those rights exist on the date of the 

rebabilitatjon order. The statute does not suggest that the Commissioner, by virtue of his status of 

rehabilitator, somehow obtains greater rights to the contract than the insolvent insurance 

company enjoyed, nor should it in a rehabilitation proceeding. 

Fwthermore, La. Rev. Stat. § 22:2009 envisions that upon entry of an Order of 

Rehabilitation as occurred herein (see the Permanent Order of Rehabilitation, which is 

incorporated herein and attached hereto as Exhibit ':A"), the Commissioner "shall immediately 

proceed to conduct the business of the insurer and take such steps towards removal of the causes 

and conditions which have made such proceedings necessary." Stated simply, the Commissioner 

as Rehabilitator takes over the company and operates it instead of liquidating the prope1ty, 

business, and affairs of the insurer as would occur subsequent to an Order of Liquidation under 

La. Rev. Stat. § 22:2010. "Unlike rehabilitation proceedings, which aim to restore an insurer and 

preserve its business where possible, liquidation proceedings wind down a company's affairs and 

io .. ... ppos1t1on, p. -'· 
2 Opposition, p. 3., citing Brown v. Associated Ins. Consultants, Inc., 97-1396 (La. App. I Cir. 6/29/98), 724 So.2d 
939, 941-42. 
3 Opposition, p. 3. 
4 La. Rev. Stat.§ 22:2008(A)(emphases added). 
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permanently retire its debt."5 Jn addition, "one of the most notable differences between 

liquidation proceedings and rehabilitation proceedings is that the entry_ of a liquidation order \\-ill 

fix the rights and liabilities of an insurer and its creditors, policyholders, stockholders, members, 

subscribers, and other interested parties; in contrast, rehabilitation statutes are generally silent on 

this subject. Similarly, liquidation statutes establish a priority order for the distribution of 

payments and permit setoffs, unlike most rehabilitation statutes.,,6 Thus, the marked differences 

between rehabilitation proceedings and liquidation proceedings demonstrate why a statute 

providing for exclusive jurisdiction in one type of a proceeding may not apply in the other type 

of proceeding. As discussed infi·a, this distinction is particularly significant when considering the 

two primary grounds upon which the Plaintiffs Opposition improperly rests: 1) La. Rev. Stat. § 

22:257(F) and 2) the Ohio jurisprudence. 

Thus, contrary to Plaintiffs contention, Milliman properly acknowledges the broad 

authority the Insurance Code affords the Commissioner in his capacity as Rehabilitator, as 

distinguished from the broad authority the Insurance Code affords the Commissioner when 

acting in his capacity as Liquidator. Specifically, Milliman recognizes that the rights afforded by 

the Insurance Code to the Commissioner as Rehabilitator are not greater than those rights 

possessed by Louisiana Health Cooperative, Inc. ("LAHC"). All of the allegations against 

Milliman set forth in the Petition arise from the contractual duties to which Milliman bound itself 

when entering into the Consulting Services Agreement ("the Agreement") with LAHC, thus in 

litigating a dispute. arising out of those contractual duties, the Commissioner as Rehabilitator 

steps into the shoes of LAHC and is likewise bound by the obligations that LAHC undertook 

under that same Agreement. 

II. LA. REV. STAT. § 22:257(F) DOES NOT APPLY TO THIS MATTER 
BECAUSE THE INSTANT MATTER DOES NOT ARISE FROM A 
LIQUIDATION PROCEEDING. 

Plaintiff asse1ts that the Nineteenth Judicial District Court has exclusive jurisdiction over 

this matter pursuant to La. Rev. Stat. § 22:257(F), which provides: 

F. The commissioner is specifically empowered to take over and liquidate the 
affairs of any health maintenance organization experiencing financial difficulty at 

5 9-100 New Appleman on Insurance Law Library Edition§ 100.01 (2016) 
6 Id. 
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such time as he deems it necessary by applying to the Nineteenth Judicial District 
Court for permission to take over and fix the conditions thereof. The Nineteenth 
Judicial District Court shall have exclusive jurisdiction over any suit arising from 
such takeover and liquidation. The commissioner shall be authorized to issue 
appropriate regulations to implement an orderly procedure to wind up the affairs 
of any financially troubled health maintenance organization. 7 

La. Rev. Stat. § 22:257 governs the suspension or revocation of a certificate of authority 

issued to a health maintenance organization ("HMO"), which includes in Section F the process 

that follows when the Commissioner takes over and liquidates an HMO. The Commissioner is 

not liquidating LAHC, but is instead rehabilitating it; thus, in citing this provision, the 

Commissioner as Rehabilitator is improperly attempting to utilize a jurisdictional statute that is 

expressly limited to liquidation proceedings in accordance with authority granted pursuant to an 

Order of Rehabilitation, not an order of Liquidation. 

The use of the terms "liquidate," "liquidation," and "wind up the affairs" clearly indicate 

that this statute applies only in instances where the Commissioner has initiated proceedings to 

liquidate, as opposed to rehabilitate, the affairs of an HMO. Thus La. Rev. Stat. § 22:257(F) has no 

relevance to this proceeding. 

Additionally, the claims brought against Milliman do not even arise from the takeover of 

LAHC; rather, the claims against Milliman have been fully available to LAHC since its 

determination to select a new actuary in 2014. Thus, Plaintiffs assertion regarding the 

applicability of the exclusive jurisdiction under this statute is both misplaced and improper. 

Because the instant matter involves rehabilitation proceedings instead of liquidation 

proceedings, Plaintiff's reliance on La. Rev. Stat. § 22:257(F) to establish exclusive jurisdiction 

in the Nineteenth Judicial District Cowt is misplaced. 

Ill. PLAINTIFF HAS FAILED TO PROVIDE ANY ANALYSIS IN SUPPORT OF HIS 
ARGUMENT THAT ENFORCEMENT OF THE ARBITRATION CLAUSE 
WOULD CAUSE PLAINTIFF TO VIOLATE THE REHABILITATION ORDER. 

Plaintiff contends that '"forcing the Commissioner to arbitrate this dispute would violate 

the applicable Rehabilitation Order regarding LAHC"8 and that "LAHC's Rehabilitation Order is 

consistent with [the provisions of the Insurance Code governing rehabilitation, liquidation, and 

7 La. Rev. Stat.§ 22:257(F)(emphases added). 
8 Opposition, p. 1. 
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conservation] and in furtherance of [the provisions'] purposes."9 However, Plaintiff fails to make 

any specific argument regarding how the enforcement of the arbitration clause in the Consulting 

Services Agreement would force the Commissioner to violate the Rehabilitation Order. While 

Plaintiff cites to various provisions of the Insurance Code and the Rehabilitation Order in support 

of his conclusory statements, he does not actually provide any analysis to support his 

contentions. 

In any event, no provision of the Insurance Code or Rehabilitation Order even suggests 

that Plaintiff would enjoy greater rights than LAHC did under terms of the Consulting Services 

Agreement executed by LAHC and Milliman. Furthermore, the Rehabilitation Order is invalid to 

the extent it provides the rehabilitator with more authority than that to which he is otherwise 

entitled pursuant to the rehabilitation provisions of the Insurance Code. Because no provision of 

the Insurance Code provides a rehabilitator with greater contractual rights than those expressly 

set forth within the four comers of the contract, the Rehabilitation Order cannot grant a 

rehabilitator additional rights beyond those stated in the contract. Therefore, Plaintiff is mistaken 

in his assumption that the terms of the Rehabilitation Order somehow prohibit the enforcement 

of the ru:bitration clause in the Consulting Services Agreement. 

IV. THE COMMISSIONER IS BOUND BY THE ARBITRATION CLAUSE 
IRRESPECTIVE OF THE FACT THAT THE COlVIMISSIONER IS NOT A 
SIGNATORY TO THE ARBITRATION AGREEMENT. 

Because he is not a signatory to the Consulting Services Agreement, Plaintiff contends 

that he is not bound by the arbitration clause contained in the Agreement. 10 Yet, Plaintiff has 

asserted claims against Milliman that are expressly based on Milliman's alleged breach of the 

Agreement. For example, in Plaintiffs First Supplemental, Amending and Restated Petition for 

Damages, Plaintiff indicates that the "Actuary Defendants," including Milliman, have committed 

the offenses designated in the Petition as "Count Four: Professional Negligence and Breach of 

Contract." 11 In addition, Plaintiff states that "[i]n or around August 2014, Milliman was engaged 

by Shilling on behalf of Beam Partners and/or LAHC to render "actuarial support" for LAHC, 

9 Opposition, p. 5. 
10 Opposition, p. 7. 
11 First Supplemental, Amending and Restated Petition, p. 23, ~ 74 (emphasis added). 
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including the production of a "feasibility study and loan application .. . " 12 Also, Plaintiff 

alleges that "Milliman's failure to exercise reasonable care, and its failure to act in accordance 

\vith the professional standards applicable to actuaries, and its breach of contract, was the legal 

cause of, or substantially all of, LAHC's damages as set forth herein.':13 

On one hand, Plaintiff argues that he is not bound by the arbitration clause contained in 

the Consulting Services Agreement because he is not a signatory on the contract; on the other 

hand, Plaintjff has filed suit against Milliman based on Milliman's alleged breach of the 

obligations set forth in the Consulting Services Agreement. Plaintiff wants to sue Milliman for 

purportedly breaching the tenns of Milliman•s contract with LAHC, yet Plaintiff does not want 

to be bound by the terms of Milliman's contract V\>i.th LAHC. Th.us, Plaintiff wants to have his 

cake and eat it, too. As stated hereinabove, no provision of the Insurance Code or the 

Rehabilitation Order affords the Commissioner as Rehabilitator greater contractual rights than 

the rights he inherits from the insolvent insurance company. If Plaintiff is able to avail himself of 

the right to enforce the provisions of the Consulting Services Agreement, then it stands to reason 

that he must also be bound by the restrictions set forth in the Consulting Services Agreement.14 

Accordingly, Plaintiffs contention that be is not bound by the arbitration clause in the 

Consulting Services Agree~ent is wholly without merit. 

V. THE OHIO SUPREME COURT'S DECISION IN TAYLOR V. ERNST & YOUNG, 
LLP IS NOT BINDING ON THIS COURT AND IS FACTUALLY 
DISTINGUISHABLE FROM THE INST ANT :.vIATTER; THEREFORE, IT 
SHOULD HA VE NO BEARING ON THE COURT'S DECISION IN THE 
INSTANT MATTER. 

Milliman vvas perplexed to read Plaintiffs' statement that "Milliman fails to cite, much 

less distinguish, the Taylor case decided by the Ohio Supreme Court in 2011, a case which [the 

Plaintiff contends] is directly on-point both factually and legally."15 Milliman is unsure why 

Plaintiff is insinuating that a non-Louisiana case rendered by a common-law jurisdiction that 

pertains to a proceeding arising from a liquidation is somehow dispositive of the issues presented 

12 First Supplemental, Amending and Restated Petition, p . 23, ~ 76 (emphasis added). 
13 First Supplemental, Amending and Restated Petition, p. 103, ~ 30 (emphasis added). 
14 See Bennetl v. Liberty Natl. Fire ins. Co. (C.A.9 1992), 968 F.2d 969; Hays & Co. v. Merrill Lynch, Pierce, 
Fenner & Smith, inc. (C.A.3 1989), 885 F.2d 1149; Costle v. Fremont lndemn. Co. (D.Vt.1993), 839 F.Supp. 265, 
272 ("if a liquidator seeks to enforce an insolvent company's rights under a contract, she must also suffer that 
company's contractual liabilities"); Koken v. Cologne Reinsurance, Ltd. (D .C.Pa.1999), 34 F.Supp.2d 240; Foster v. 
Philadelphia Mfrs. (1991), 140Pa.Commw. 186, 592A.2d 131. 
IS 0 . . ] ppos1uon, p. . 
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in Milliman's Exception of Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction filed in response to Plaintiff's 

claim as a rehabilitator not a liquidator. Nevertheless, because Plaintiff has chosen to rely on and 

spends multiple pages of his Opposition discussing this non-binding case, Milliman responds as 

follows. 

First, at the risk of stating the obvious, this Court is in no way, shape, or form even 

remotely bound by any decision of the Ohio Supreme Court. As the Comt is well aware, in a 

civil law jurisdiction such as Louisiana, legislation is the primary source of law and 

jurisprudence constante is a secondary source of law. 16 Thus, a court may not rely on 

jurisprudence in a particular situation if legislation provides a rule for that situation. 17 As 

Milliman explains in its J\.1emorandum in Support of its Exception of Lack of Subject Afatter 

Jurisdiction, La. Rev. Stat. § 9:4201 provides, 

A provision in any written contract to settle by arbitration a controversy 
thereafter arising out of the contract, or out of the refusal to perform the 
whole or any pait thereof, or an agreement in writing between two or more 
persons to submit to arbitration any controversy existing between them at 
the time of the agreement to submit, shall he valid, irrevocable. and 
en{orceable, save upon such grounds as exist at law or in equity for the 
revocation of any contract. 18 

Because legislation provides a rule regarding the enforceability of arbitration clauses, this Court 

is not permitted to look to other sources when performing its analysis. However, even if the 

Court were allowed to rely on jurisprudence in rendering its decision, the Supreme Court of this 

state has expressly stated that "[t]he positive law of Louisiana favors arbitration." 19 Accordingly, 

Plaintiffs reliance on a decision rendered in a common-law jurisdiction is severely misplaced. 

Secondly, the Taylor decision is factually distinguishable from the facts of the instant 

matter. In Taylor, a liquidator (as opposed to a rehabilitator) alleged that an accounting firm 

negligently failed to perfonn its duties in conducting an audit and that the accounting firm 

received preferential or fraudulent payments of more than $25,000.00.20 Therefore, the Ohio 

Supreme Court determined that these claims had not "arise[n] from the contract containing the 

arbitration clause" and instead implicated rights for which the liquidator was statutorily 

16 Kelly v. State Farm Fire & Cas. Co., 2014-1921 (La. 05/05/15); 169 So. 3d 328, 338. 
17 La. Code Civ. art. 4. 
1 ~ Memorandum in Support of Exception of Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction, p. 6. 
19 Aguillard v. Auction Mgmt. Corp., 2004-2804 (La. 6/29/05), 908 So. 2d I, 7. 
20 Taylor, 958 N.E.2d at 1206-07. 
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authorized to address.21 However, as discussed above, the Plaintiff in this matter is asserting 

breach of contract claims against Milliman. Since the liquidator in Taylor did not sue the 

accounting firm for breach of contract, he was not attempting to assert a cause of action for 

breach of contract while seeking to avoid arbitrati.on by disavowing the arbitration provision 

contained in that contract. In the instant matter, however, the Plaintiff is suing Milliman for 

breach of contract while at the same time attempting to avoid the application of the arbitration 

clause contained in that contract. Thus, aside from not being binding on this court, the Taylor 

case is clearly factually distinguishable from the instant matter and should be disregarded in 

favor of express Louisiana statutory law. 

VI. THE COMMISSIONER DOES STAND IN THE SHOES OF LAHC FOR 
PURPOSES OF EXERCISING THE RIGHTS AND BEING OBLIGATED BY 
THE RESTRICTIONS SET FORTH IN THE CONSULTING SERVICES 
AGREEMENT. 

Plaintiff asse1ts that "it is inaccurate to argue, as Milliman does, that the Commissioner 

simply stands in the shoes of a failed insurance company like LAHC"22 and that "[t]he 

Commissioner does not stand precisely in the shoes of the insolvent insurer because he acts as an 

officer of the state."23 In support of his argument, Plaintiff relies on LeBfanc v. Bernard24 and 

Republic of Texas Savings Associationv. First Republic Life Insurance Co.,25 wherein the First 

Circuit stated that when serving as rehabilitator, the Conunissioner "does not stand precisely in 

the shoes of First Republic."26 However, neither of those cases involved a rehabilitator asserting 

a breach of contract against a paity and yet seeking to avoid application of a binding arbitration 

clause, but instead pertain to certain enumerated rights and duties afforded the Commissioner as 

Rehabilitator that are not triggered by the claims raised by the Rehabilitator against Miliman. As 

discussed above, it would be unjust for Plaintiff in the instant matter to be able to sue Milliman 

for breach of contract and yet escape application of the arbitration clause contained in the 

Agreement that was part of the basis for the contractual relationship by and between Milliman 

and LAHC. Furthermore, two Louisiana courts have expressly stated the Commissioner in a 

21 /cl.at 1213, citing Gerig v. Kahn, 95 Ohio St.3d 478, 2002 Ohio 2581, 769 N.E.2d 381,, 19. 
22 Opposition, p. 1. 
23 Opposition, p. 11. 
24 554 So.2d 13 78, 1383 (La. App. I st Cir. 1989). 
25 417 So.2d 1251, J 254 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1982). 
26 Id. 
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rehabilitation proceeding steps into or stands in the shoes of the insolvent insurer.27 Therefore, 

Plaintiffs assertion that he does not stand in the shoes of LAHC in regards to LAHC's 

contractual relationship with Milliman is a fact driven determination that in this matter is 

meritless as asserted against Milliman's Exception. 

VII. THE COMMISSIONER'S CLAIMS ARISE OUT OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE 
CONSULTING SERVICES AGREEMENT. 

Furthermore, Plaintiffs argument that his claims against Milliman "do not arise from the 

subject engagement letter"28 is without merit because they directly contradict Plaintiffs own 

allegations contained in the Petition filed herein. Apparently in its tortured attempt to equate the 

facts in Taylor with the facts of the instant matter, Plaintiff states in conclusory fashion that "[i]n 

this case, as in Taylor, the Commissioner is not seeking a declaration of Milliman's obligations 

under its engagement letter ·with LAHC." Plaintiff also asserts that the actuary work Milliman 

performed for LAHC, "including the feasibility study, three year pro fonna reports, and 

memoranda prepared as part of the 2014 rate filings,''29 was "unreliable, inaccurate, and not the 

result of careful, professional analysis"30 and that Milliman failed to "set premium rates that 

were accurate and reliable."31 However, Plaintiff's argument fails to take into account the fact 

that Milliman's contractual relationship with LAHC is embodied ""ithin an engagement letter, 

captioned "Consulting Services Agreement" that incorporates by reference the "Proposal for 

Actuarial Services" dated August 4, 2011 , which establishes the contractual obligations of these 

parties now in dispute. 

As discussed above, in his First Supplemental, Amending, and Restated Petition, Plaintiff 

states that " [i]n or around August 2011, Milliman was engaged by Shilling on behalf of Beam 

Partners and/or LAHC to render "actuarial support" for LAHC, including the production ofa 

"feasibility study and loan application .. . "32 Plaintiff also alleges that "Milliman's failure to 

exercise reasonable care, and its failure to act in accordance with the professional standards 

applicable to actuaries, and its breach of contract, was the legal cause of, or substantially all of, 

27 Savant Ins. Servs. V. Cent. Oil & Supply Corp. , 36,095 (La. App. 2d Cir. 6/12/2002), (821 So. 2d 623,631; Green 
v. Pesson Plumbing & Heating Co., 599 So. 2d 492,493 (La. App. 3d Cir. 1992). 
28 Opposition, p. 2 . 
29 Opposition, p. 13. 
30 Opposition, p. 13. 
31 Opposition, p. 13. 
32 First Supplemental, Amending and Restated Petition, p. 23, 4 76 (emphasis added). 
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LAH C's damages as set forth herein."33 Thus, all of the conduct of which Plaintiffs complains 

(i.e., Milliman's alleged breach of contract) arises out of the contractual relationship between 

LAHC and Milliman. Although Plaintiff boldly asserts that his claims against Milliman "arise 

from his statutory powers and Milliman's failure to perform its services for LAHC in accordance 

with applicable professional standards - standards that it was independently required to observe, 

inespective of any written engagement letter,"34 Plaintiff overlooks the fact that ~illiman never 

even would have had such a duty but for the fact that it entered into the Consulting Services 

Agreement with LAHC. That is, were it not for the fact that LAHC retained Milliman's actuarial 

services pursuant to the terms of the Consulting Services Agreement, Milliman never would have 

owed any duty to LAHC to comply with applicable professional standards in the provision of 

those very services. All aspects of Plaintiffs claims against Milliman are founded on the 

contractual relationship LAHC established with Milliman by virtue of the Consulting Services 

Agreement. Accordingly, Plaintiffs allegations that his claims against Milliman are not 

contractual in nature are \Vithout merit. 

VIII. THE COMMISSIONER HAS CONCEDED THAT THE ARBITRATION CLAUSE 
CONTAINED IN THE CONSULTING SERVICES CONTRACT DOES NOT 
AMOUNT TO A CONTRACT OF ADHESION. 

Finally, Plaintiff in his Opposition has failed to contest Milliman's argument that the 

arbitration clause contained in the Consulting Services Agreement does not contain any 

characterjstics of an tmenforceable contract of adhesion.3 5 Instead, Plaintiff argues that whether 

the arbitration clause in the Consulting Services Agreement is adhesionary is irrelevant because 

Plaintiff is not a signatory to the Agreement.36 Plaintiffs failure to respond to Milliman's 

argument indicates that Plaintiff has tacitly conceded that the arbitration clause does not contain 

any elements of a contract of adhesion. 

IX. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth hereinabove and in Milliman's Exception, this Court does not 

have subject matter jurisdiction over Plaintiffs claims against Milliman. Accordingly, this Court 

33 First Supplemental, Amending and Restated Petition, p. 103, ~ 30 (emphasis added). 
34 Opposition, p. 13. 
35 Memorandum in Support of Exception of Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction, p. 6-9. 
36 Opposition, p. 7. 
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should grant Milliman's Declinatory Exception of Lack of Subject Matter Jurisdiction and order 

that Plaintiffs claims against Milliman be dismissed with prejudice at Plaintiffs cost. 

Respectfully submitted: 

lsl_-7F:...-,...c::..._-r..::."cr'c...------­
V. 
J. ROBERT OOLE 
KELLEN J. M EW (#31860) 
GRANT J. GUILLOT (#32484) 
450 Laurel Street, Suite 1900 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70801 
Telephone: (225) 336-5200 
Facsimile: (225) 336-5220 

Counsel for .Milliman, Inc. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a copy of the above and foregoing has been served upon all counsel 

of record via facsimile, e-mail and/or by placing same in the U.S. Mail, postage pre-paid and 

properly addressed. 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana, this 25th day of 
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19TH JUDICIAL DJS'fRICT COURT FOR THE PARISH OF EA.ST' .8.ATON ROUGE 

.STATE OF LOUISIANA 

NUMBER: 641 928 SECfi'ON: 28 

JAMES J. DONELON 
COMMISSIONER OF INSURANCE FOR nm STATE OF LOUISLA..NA 

VERSUS STATE 

LOUISIANA HEALTH COOPERATIVE. IN'C. SEP 2 1 2015 
_____ _ B_Y_DEPUA~ 0." COURT 

DEPUTY CLERK 
FILED: ______ _ 

PERMANENT ORDER OF REHABlLlTA TION AND IN.!UNCTIVE REURF 

NOW INTO COURT, 

This matter came for hearing on September 21, 2015 pursuant to the order entered in this 

matter on September 1, 2015; 

PRESENT: As.c;fatl:!:nt Attorney Gen.era! Michael Charles Guy; attorney for .Tames J. 
Danefoa, Commissioner of Insurance for th~ State of Louisiana as 
Rehabilitator of Louisiana Health Coop¢i:ativ~ ("LAHC"), and tlul Court 
appointed Recxi.Y~r, Billy Bostick (t.he ~l:W;eiver'') 

And th~ Court, considering the verified petition, lhe verification arid testimony of 

Caroline Brock, Deputy Commissioner of Financi.al Solvency for the Louisiana Depart~t of 

fosuranc.e and Billy Bostick, Receiver, and findi ng that the requirements for rehabilitation under 

the provisions of La. R.S. 22:2001, et seq.,, J;a.ve been met, and the !aw and the evidence entitling 

the plaintiff to the relief &>ught herein, and tl;le Court being satist;ed from the allegations thereiu 

and finding that the defendant named herein is a.o insurer as defined in and under Louisiana law 

and that th~ ir.tl.erests of creditors, puiieyholders, members, subscribers, enrollees, and the public 

~I pr-obably be endangered by delay, and the Court finding that the law and tbe evidence is u1 

flWor of granting the relief prayed for hercin., 

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AJ·ID DECREED that sufficient cause exists for the 

Permanent Rehabilitation. ofLoui.siana Healt:h Cooperative, Inc. {"LABC''). 

IT JS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED t'hat LAHC shall be and. 

hereby 1s pla.ced into rehabilitatioo under the direction and oontrol of the CoOUll'i-~ioner of 

Insurnnce for the State of Louisiana (the "Corumissioner''}1 his successors and 13S$gns in lris 

office and his agents, designees, and/or emplo~s, subject to the further wiitte,n ord~s of this 

. ~..,=-·r--: ;~ .0 -:-:; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECRSE-l) that the"G;()-iruni~sioneror·---------

{00439368 • vi l s~li> '" t ')rl~f t ; t; .. ,trJr,.I EXHIBIT 
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any deputy, be and hereby is confinned as ~ilitator. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADruDGED AJ\i"D DECREE)) that Billy Bos tick be and 

her-eby is confirmed Receiver ofLAHC. 

IT 1.S FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Commissioner as 

Rehabilitator or hi:s appo.in:te.es and/.or the Receiver o.r Deputy Receiver be allowed and are 

authorized to employ and autlrorize the compensation of accountants, cierks, attorneys Md such 

assistants as he deems necessary, and authorize the payment of the expenses of these proceedings 

and the necessary incidents thereof, to be pai.d out of the fonds ot assets of LAHC in the 

possession of the Receiver and/or Rehabilita:t.or or coming into LAB'C's possession. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED A:'.JD DECREED that the Rehabilitator be 

and hereby is permanCDtly vested by operation of iaw with the title to all property, business, 

affairs, accouuts, OOtik accounts, safety deposit boxes, statutory deposits, computers, all prh:n&y 

an(! secondary stora.ge media, !;ocial media (ineli)d,ing, but not limited to fae¢book and 'I'wittet 

accounts), documents, daims files, records m.irl -Other assets of LAHC, an<l is ordered co diniet 

d1e rehabilitation ofLAHC. 

IT IS FURTiiER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Rehabilitator, the 

Re<rei.ver, their agents and.for employees, shall be and hereby are dir.ected to take possession and 

controi of the property1 bmriness, affairs, bank accounts, safety deposit boxes, statutory deposits, 

temptlte.."S, all primary llllrl ~Y storage media, sociaJ media (includi.i'lg, but not lim.ired to 

Facebook an.d T""1tter accoun~}, documents, claims files, software, e!.ectronic data, e-i:nm1, 

websites, books, records, account:1, tJ:ipyrighLc;, trademarks, patents, and all otber assets of 

LAHC, including all real property, whether in the poosession of LAHC or its officers, directors, 

employees, managers, trustees, agents, adjustors, accountatits, actuaries, anomeys, contractors, 

consultants, third party lldministrators, subsidiaries, affiliates, or agents, and of the premises 

occupied by LAHC for its busines$, conduct all of the business and affairs ofLAHC, pr so much 

the.reof as he lllay deem appropriat~ ffi2J1age the affairs of LAHC, and to tclitlbilitate same, unli1 

further order. of this Court. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, APJUDGED AND DECREED that LAHC, its 

policyholders, subscribers, members, er.u"Clllees, officers, directors, employees, managers, 

trust~s, agents, adjustors, accountants, actuaries, attorneys, contl'actors, consuJta11ts, third party 

administrator.;. subsiruaries, affiliates, creditors, banks, savings and loan associ.atio~ and/or 
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other entity or JmSOn acting for or on behalf of LAHC shall be and hereby are pennanently 

enjoined from disposing of the propert;Y, business, affairs, bank accounts, safety deposit boxes, 

statutory deposits, computers, all primaty and secondary storage media, social media (including, 

but not limited to Facebook and Twitter accounts), docwnents, claiw files, software, electro.ni.~ 

data, e-mail, websites, books, records, accounts~ eopyrights, trademarl--s, patents, and all otli.er 

assets of LAHC, including all real property, Md fron1 the transaction of the business of LAHC, 

e.x~ept with the concurrence of the Commissioner, untii further order of this Court. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that pursuant to La. R.S. 

22:2006, any and an persons and entities sh.all be and hereby are pennanently enjoined from 

obtaining preferences, judgments, attachments or other like liens or the making of any levy 

against LAHC, its property and assets while in the Commissioner's WS5e:Ssio:n and control. 

IT lS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREEb tha.t' i.n accordance with 

La. R.S. 22:2036 the Rcllabllitat-or shaIJ be and hereby is penn.anently vested with and/or shall 

main1ain the authority to eoforce, for the benefit of LAHC policyholders, subscribers, members, 

ood e.l'l!ollees a,nd I...AHC. contract performance by any provider or other third party who 

COQlTacted vt!th LAHC, and for sucli 14tber relief as the nature of the case and the interest of 

LAHC, L.fti-IC's policyholders, subscribers, members, enrollees, cred.itots or the public may 

require. 

1T IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED M1D DE-O:REED that the Reh~ilitator shall 

be and hereby is entitled to "the right to enfotce or cancel, tor the benefit of the policyholders, 

subscribers, members, enrollees of LAHC, and LAHC, contract perfomiaoce by any party who 

had coatraeted v.i:th LAHC 

lT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that LAHC provider$ and 

contractors are ~ttired to abide by the terms of their contracts with LAUC and to provide 

sen•ices to LAHC members under the terms of such contram ill order to c.n:si,ire eolltinuation of 

services for LAHC policyholders, subscribers, members, ~d enroll~s until further order of this 

Court. 

TT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADn.JDGED AND DECREED that the Rehabilitator shall 

be and hereby is euti.tled to p~t sucil further operation ofLAHC as he may deem necessary to 

be in the best intei-ests o:(the policyhoime.rs, subscribers, members, and enro.llees, and crecUtore of 

LAHC <md the orderly rehabilitation of LARC . 
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1T IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that all authority of ail 

officers, directors, and managers of LAHC s.oo.11 be and hereby is terminated and all authority of 

said offi~ers, directors and managers be and ~eby is vested in the Rebabil itator. 

TT IS FlJRTIIBR ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Rehahil.it:ator and 

Receiver ofLAHC and his assistants shall be and hereby are allowed ruid authorized to: 

a) Employ and authorize t11e compeusation of accountants, clerks, and sucb 
assistants as he deems necess~, and auth.ori2e the payment. of the expenses 
of these proceedings and the necessazy incidents thereof, as approved by the 
Court, out of the funds or assets of LAHC in the possession of the Rehab'ilitaU.lr 
and the Receiver or coming into LAHC's possess.ion; 

b) Defend or not ®:fond legal actions wherein LAH C or the Rehabi Ii tat or or 
Receiver is a p~ defundant, commenced prior to or subsequent to the entry of 
the order hercin, v.ithout the authorization of the: Court, except, however, in 
actions where tAHC b~ a nominal party, as in certain foreclosure actions and the 
action does not affoct a claim against or adversely affect the assets of LAHC, the 
RefutbHiW.tor or Receiver may file appropriate j)lca:dings in his discretion; 

c) Commence an.cl maintain all legal actions ne~, wherever necessary, 
for the proper admini)ltratian of this rehabilitation pro~<lQing; 

d) Collect all debts, which are economically feasible to collect and which a:re 
due and owing to LAI-IC; 

e) Take possession of all of LAHC's securities and certificates of deposit on 
deposit with any financial. institution or any other person or entity, if any, 
and convert to cash so much of the same as may be necessary, in bis 
judgment, to pay the expenses of administration ofrehabilitation. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED A.""ND DECREED that any officer, director, 

manager, trustee, agent, adjustor, contractor, ~ third party administrator of LAHC and any 

;persOi\ who possesses or possessed any ex~utjve authority over, or who exwcises or exercised 

any control over any segment of LAHC's affairs shaU be and hereby are required to fully 

cooperatit. with the Rehabilitat.or, the Receiv~ and his assistants, ootv..'itbstan<lit1g their <hSllli$sal 

pursuant 1.'P this order. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJlJDO'ED Al'<'D DECREFD t:hat all attorneys 

employed by l.AHC as of the date of the order etrtered herein shall, within ten (10) days notire 

of the order entered herein, report t-0 ~Receiver or RellabiliU!tDT ap the name, company, cla.i.ni 

number and status of each file they are handling on behalf of LAHC. Said report shall also 

include an acoount of any fiwis t~ed from or on behalf of LAHC. All attorneys described 

herein arc hereby discharged as of the date of this order unl:ess th.e Receiver or ~abilitator 

retains tbei'r services in writing. All attorneys employed by LAHC who are in possession of 

litigation files or other material, documents or records belonging to or re:latiflg L-0 work 
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performed by the attorney on behalf af LAHC shalJ deliver such litigation file$~ material, 

documents or records intact and without pw:ging to the Receiver notwithstanding any claim of a 

:retaining lien, whicli., if otherv»ise valid, shaU not be extinguished by such turn-over of 

documents, 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that reinsurance amounts 

due to or payable by LAHC shall be t"efllitted to, or disbursed by the Receiver at tb~ Receiver 's 

discretion and with the consent of the <»Urt where required by law. The Receiver shall handle 

rein:rurance losses recoverable or payable l;>y LAfJC. All correspondence concerning 

rcinsuta'rl:Ce shall be betvveeri. the Recejver a:ncl the reinsuring company or intennediary unless 

otherwise authorized by the Receiver. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED Al\D DECREED 1hat any bank, savi.11gS and 

loan association, financiaJ institution, and any other person or entity 'l\:hich .bas on deposit, 

including statutory deposits, in its possession, custody or control any fund5, ac.counts and any 

ather assets of LAHC, shall be and hereby is ordered to. ~ediately transf~ title, custody and 

control of aU such funds, accounts, or a.-;sets to the Re.oolver, and instructed that the Receiver has 

absolute control over such funds, aoco.unts and other as..';dt.$. the Receiver may change the name 

of such accounts and other assets withdraw tl1cm from such bank, saving;s and loan assocfation or 

otl1er financial institution or take such lesser action necessary for tht; proper conduct of this 

receivership. No bank, savings and loan association, or other financial i..'l!ltitution, person or 

enlity shall freeze er place a hard hold on, or exen;ise tUJY form of set-off, alleged set-off, lien, 

any fonn of self-help whatsoever1 or refuse to transfer any funds or assets to the Re~ver's 

control withom the permission of this Court. 

TT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that any bank, savings and 

loan association, :finanqial institution. and ~ny other person or entity which Ms ou deposit, in its 

possession, custody or control any funds, accounts and any other assets of LAHC, shall not be 

permitted to freeze or plac:e a bard hold on. or e.~~se any fom1 of set-off: alleged set-off. lien, 

any foI'm o f' ~If-help whatsoever, or refuse to transfer any funds or assets to the oonttol of the 

Rehabilitator, the Receiver or his appointees -without the pennission of this Court. 

IT TS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that an:y e..•tity furnishing 

telephone, water, eJectric, sewage, gai:bage or trash removal services to LAHC shall maintain 

such service and transfer any such accounts to the Receiver as of the date of the order entered 
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herein, unless ins.tnmted io the contrary by the Receiver. 

IT IS FURTIIER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that upon request by the 

Receiver, any company providing telephone services to LAHC Mall provide a reference of calls 

from the number presently assigned to LAHC to any such number designated by the Receiver or 

perform any other services oi' cl:i~ necessary to the conduct <:>.fthe ~eivership of LAHC. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDER.ED1 ADJUDGED AND DECREED that any data processing 

service which h~ c0$t0dy Qr c-0ntrol of any data ~g infomiation and records, including, 

but not limited to~ soutre documents, data proeesam~ cards, input tapes, all typ.es of stor~e 

fofurmation, nwste.t tll;pes or any other recotde.d infonrtation relating to LAHC sball be and 

hereby are required to transfer custody and. control of such records to the Commi.ss:ion.er. 

lT IS FURTIIER ORDERED, ADruDGED Ai."\ffi DECREED that the Utli.ted States 

Postal Service shall be and hereby is directed to provide any information requested by the 

Receiver regai:ding LAT-JC and to handle future deliveries of LAHC's mail as directed by the 

Receiver. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, AD.JUDGED AND DECREED that the Rehabilitator and 

his assistants shall be and h~by are authorized to Conxl\!Ct an investigation of LAHC and its 

subsidiaries and affiliate!> OCt uneover and make fully awri):able t<) the Court the true state of 

LAHC's fmancial affairs. In furthera{Jce crf this investigation, LAHC, its subsidiaries, its 

affiliates, owners, officers, directors, managers, ~. agents, employees, sef\.'a'llts, adjustors, 

acPOtm.tants, act\1aries, attorneys, contractors, ooilsulrants, or third party administrators, LAHC 

sltall make all books, documents, accounts, records and affairs., which either belong to or pc:rtain 

to I.ABC available for full, free and unhindered inspection and examination by the 

Commissioner during nonnal business hours, Monday through Friday, from the date of the order 

entered baein. LAHC and the above-specified entities shall fully cooperate with the 

Rehabilitator, including, but not limi.ted to, the taking of oral testimo.ny under oath of LAHC and 

its officers, directors, cmplo:yoos, managers, trustees., agents, adjustors., aJ?countants, actuaries, 

attorneys, cootnictors, consultan~ th1rd party adminislratm:s, subsidiaries, affiliates, and 

subsidiaries and tmy oilier person. or. entity whp poss.esses any exeeutive authorit~ QV<:i, OJ:' who 

e~ercises any oPnlrol over, any segro&lt of the affairs of LAHC in both their otficial, 

tepresentative, and individual capacities Sll.d the production of all documents that a.~ calculated 

to diSclose the true state ofLAHC's affairs. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that LAHC shall not 

engage in any advertising or solicitation what!ioever, other than that approved by the Receiver. 

IT JS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that LAHC, its me)mbe!:s., 

subscribers, enrollees. and policyholcWts. officers, directors, cr;nployees, managers, trustee~ 

agents, adju,stors, accountants, actuaries, attorneys; contract()l'S, consultants, third party 

administrators, sub:Jidiaries, affiliates, and any other partnership, compmi.y or entity controlled by 

sam~ im<lior other persons acting for or on behalf of LAHC, or subject lo their control, and all 

other persons or en1iti~s who have access to, control or possession of the property, nssets, and 

affairs of LAHC shall be and hereby are permanently enjoined except \\'ifu the e:xpress 

permission of the Receiver: 

a) from disposing of or encumbering any oftbe property or assets ofLAHC; 

b) from disposing of any records or other documents ~ktnging of LAHC or relating 
to tt~ business and affairs of the of LAHC; 

c) :from the tr~tion of any business by, fur, or on behalf ofLAHC, including, but 
not limited m: 

i) writing. issuan~e or renewal of any c.ertiflcate of cov~ insw-ance 
policy, binder, or endorsement to an existing policy or Gcriificate of 
coverage; 

ii) payment of claims and of any policy or i>rettitlcate of coverage b~eflts; 

Ui) mcllrring of any c'Wm or loss adjustmem expense; 

iv) incurring of any debt or liability~~ 

v) interfering with the acquisition of possession by the exercise of 
d.omini'OO and control over the properly of LAHC by the Rehabilito.toror 
the Rehnbilimor's cooduct of the bl.lsiness and affairs of LAHC. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED lhitt any and all 

individuals and entities sball be and hereby are permanently enjoined from instituting and/ot 

taldng further action in any suits, proceedings, and seizures agai,nst LAHC, the Corrunissioiler in 

his capacity as rehabilitator ofLAHC, the Receiver, and aoy affiliat.e,s. subsidiaries, insurers, its 

officers, directors, empl~es, managers, trO.stceS, agents, adjustQrs,. accountants, actuaries, 

attorneys, eontractors, consult.ams, third party administralors, subsidiaries, affiliates, or 

represe11tatives of same, to pre~t ~y preference, judgment, seizure, levy, ~chment,, o:r lien 

being rendered against LAHC, its estate and assets, andlor its members, subscribers, ew-o.Jlees, 

and policyholders, the Commissioner in his capacity as rehabilitator and/or liquidatcrr, the 

Receiver, any affiliates, subsidiaries, iusurers, its offioen, directors, employees, managers, 
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trUstees, ~ents, adjusters, accountant~, actuari.es, attorneys. nontraetors. consultants, third party 

administrators of same, and. the making of any levy againse LAHC, its property or as~. 

IT IS FURTHER OR.DB.RED, ADJUDGED At"lD DECREED that, except ·with the 

concurrence of the Rehabilitator or until fwther \¥ritten order of this Court, all suits, proceedings, 

and seizures against LAHC and/or its r~spective members/enrollees/subscribers shall be and 

hereby are s~yed in order to prevent the obtaining of any preference, judgment, seizure. levy, or 

lien, and to preserve the property an<l assets CYf LAHC, including, but not limited to, suits and 

proceedings and all litigation where: 

a) LAHC is a party; 

b) A member, subscriber, enroll~ polk:yhokier or any other person who is named 
as a party to the litigation claims instttance ~'¢nlSC under any policy of 
insurance, subscribe:r agreement or certifkate of coverage issued or assumed by 
LAHC; 

c) The litigation in'll'clves or may involve the adjudicatio.n ofliability or dclemlines 
any poss.ibie rights or obligations of any member, subsc.1iber, enrollee, 
policyholder or person ~ to any insurance policy, subscriber agree~t., or 
certificate of coverage issued or assumed by LAHC, or determines any possible 
future liability ofLAHC with regard to any insurance policy, subscriber 
agreement or certifu;ate of coverage issued or assumed by LAHC; 

d) LAHC would otherwise be. obligated to provide a defense to any party in any 
court pursuant to any policy of insurance, subscriber agreement, or certificate of 
coverage issued or assumed by LAHC; 

e) The ownership, operations, management and/or control ofLAHC is at issue; and 

f) Any party is seeking to create, perfect or \mforqe !UlY preferen~ judgment, 
attachment, li·en or levy against LAHC ot its as$o1.s OT against any m~ber, 
subscriber, enrollee and/or policyholder ofLAHC. 

IT IS FURTHER 0.RDERED, ADJUDGED A}j1) DECREED that any act.loo in any suit 

or proceeding against the Commissioner in his capacity as Rehabilitamr ofLAHC, the R.¢ceiver, 

ancVor the Attorney General of fu.e State of Louisiana in his capacity as attorney fur the 

Commissioner in his capacity as reha:bilitator of LAHC, and their representatives. agents, 

employees, or attorneys, when acting in accordance with this Order amilor as Rehabi!itator, 

Receiver, or Deputy Receiver of LA BC are barred. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that tliere shall be no 

liability on the part of, and that no cause of ac;.tkm of a:ny nature shall erjst against the 

Commissioner in hls capacity as Corom.issioJier or R:e.habl!W.tol' and/or regulator of LAHC, the 

Receive; audfor the Attorney General of the State of L.o.ulsia{la in bis capadty as .att-o.mey for the 

Commissioner as CQID.lJlissi.oner and/or regulator o.f LARC, and/or their assistants, 
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representatives, age11ts, employees, or at;tomeys, for any action taken by them when acting in 

accordance with the orders of this Court and/or in the pe.rfo:r:m:ance of their power and duties as 

Rehabilitator, Receiver, Commissioner and/or regulator ofLAHC. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that all partfuipati~ ;mcl 

non-participating providers of LAHC shall be aud hereby are permanently tmjoincd from seeking 

to collect and/or collecting any amounts elaimed as payment for services rendered to LAHC, its 

eruoliee.s, ~~rs. subscribers, and policyholders from any said enrollee, member, policyholder 

and/or sub.<rerlber of LAHC, except fut atnounts that are member obligations as defined in the 

member agreement, including, but not li:mlted to, oo~paymenrs. deductibles, and co-insurance. 

IT rs FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that any and aU 

individuals and entities shall be and h ereby are ~tly enjoined from in~ with thes¢ 

proceedings, or with the Rehabilitator's poosession and control; fro:m interfering with tire 

conduct of the busin,es$ Qf L.A.HC by the Rehabilitator; from wasting !he assets of LAHC, and 

from obtaining preferen~ judgments, attachments or other like Ji ens or the making of any levy 

against L,AHC or its property a!:ld assets while in the po$eSSion and control of the Rebabilitator. 

IT IS FlJRTHER ORDERED, ADWDGED AND DECREED that all premiums and all 

other debts and payables due to LAHC shall b~ p~ to th.e Rchabi!H~tor. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED th~t the Rehabilitatorshall 

be and hereby is ~tted to notify every holder of a certioo9le of coverage, subsctihcr 

· agreement, or contrat"t of ~urauce issued by LAHC and every kru;i"'-'-n provider and other 

creditor of I.AHC of the ord.er of rehabilitation and injunction eutered herein within forty-five 

(45) days of the date of this or.der, notwithstanding the provisions of La. 22:201 J. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that all contracts between 

LAHC ~d any and all persons or entities providfog services to LAHC and its policyholders, 

members, subscribers and enrollees shall remain in tun force and effecl. uttles$ canceled by the 

Receiver , until farther order of this Court. 

lT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the Commissionet be 

and hereby is grant«.1 all legal and eqlli.table relief as may be necessary to fol:fill his duties as 

Rehabilitator and for &u'Ch other relief as the nature of the case and the interests of LAHC's 

member$, \'mrollees, subscribers, poiicyholde::rs, providers and other creditors, or the public, may 

TCquire, bduding but not limired to the Rec.c:ivor's appointment. end authorization !-0 prosecute 
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all action which may exist on behalf of LAHC n1ew'bers. subscribers, enrollees, policyholders, or 

creditors against any ~sting e;r former officer, director or employee of LAHC or any other 

pet'l>Qll. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJtJDGED AND DECREED that the Commissioner be 

and hereby is granted all legal and equitable relief as may be necessary to fulfill his duties as 

Commissioner and for such other relief as the nature of the case and the interests of LAHC's 

members, enrollees, subscribers, policyholderS; piOVid~ and other creditQrs. or the public, may 

require. 

IT lS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Matthew Stewart, 

Norrie Falgoust, rrmrny Henry, and Rudy Babin be and hereby are appointed as Process Servers 

for service of al I process and further pleadiii.gs on LAHC. 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana, this2J~ of-""1:~6.Jl!l,O..!~~ 2015. 

RESPECTFULLY SUSMTTTE 

..) 

' . -· ~ 
·' -

, ... 

Assistant Attorney General 
P.O. Box 94005 
Baton Rouge, LA 70904 
(225) 326-6400 
Attorneys far J~MESJ. DONELON, 
Commisskmer of lnsuroncf! /(Jr the State of louisioTJa 
as Rehobilitotot af Louisiana Health Cooperative, Inc, 

. >:;) /-;; 
~'-I f-'"'< 

i~ 
,• !t.:... 

Jg . ~ 
. . 

1~-
:.....: . 
en ·-.. ..,, 
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~ 
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NUMBER: 641 928 

NIN~TEENTil rtJDlCfAL DISTRICT COURT 
PARISH OF EAST BATON ROUGE 

STATE OF LOUISIANA 

JAMES J. DONELON 

SECTION: 26 

COMMISSIONER OF INSURANCE FOR TF.E STA TE OF LOU1SIANA 

VERSUS 

LOUISIANA HEAL TH COOPERATIVE, INC. 

FILED: _______ _ 
bEPtJ'i'Y CLERK 

VERIFICATIO~ 

STATE OF LOUISIANA 
COU NTY/PARtSH OF EAST BATON ROUGE 

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, duly commi'Ssioned and quahfied within and for 

the State and Parish aforesaid personally came and appeared: 

CAROLINE BROCK 

a person known by me, Notary Public, to be a competent major, who, after frrst being duly 

sworn by me, did depose and say: 

That she i:s the Deputy Commissioner of Financial Soivency for the Louisiana Department 

of lnsuran.ce and is faminar with Louisiana Health Cooperative, Inc. 

That she has read the foregoing Consent Permanent Order for Rehabilitation and. 

lniundrve Reiikt, and the allegations contained therein are true and correct to the best of her 
.:, ~\ /g 

,;ec;qn•I kno>cl!f•••· ~ 
;"·: ;:~ ~ 
.: '.~ ~ CAROUNEBROCK 
:-; :.::: ~~ DEPUTY COMMlSSIONER OF FlNANCIALSOlVENCT 
;) . 2 ~ FOR THE LOUJSJANA DEPAlffME:NT OF INSlJMNCE 

~ 
Sw(lrn to and subscribed before me, 
Notary, thisZf~ day of ~~~ 2015. 
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CERTfFiED iRUEAND 
CORREoT COPY 

~ SEPjljl~ lJQ Ea~Baton Rouge PiiSfi 
Deputy Clerk of Court 
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