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VIRGINIA WORKERS' COMPENSATION COMMISSION

Title of Regulation: 16 VAC 30-50. Rules of the Virginia Workers' Compensation Commission (amending 16 VAC 30-50-30).

Statutory Authority: § 65.2-201 of the Code of Virginia.
Public Hearing Date: February 20, 2003 - 10 a.m.
Public comments may be submitted until 5 p.m. on March 14, 2003.

(See Calendar of Events section

for additional information)

Agency Contact: Mary Ann Link, Chief Deputy Commissioner, Virginia Workers' Compensation Commission, 1000 DMV Drive, Richmond, VA 23220, telephone (804) 367-8664, FAX (804) 367-9740 or e-mail maryann.link@vwc.state.va.us.

Basis: As a general matter, the General Assembly has empowered the Virginia Workers’ Compensation Commission to "make rules and regulations for carrying out the provisions" of the Virginia Workers’ Compensation Act. See § 65.2-201 (A) of the Code of Virginia.

Specifically, with regard to the present action, the commission seeks to promulgate new procedural rules upon the express direction of the Virginia General Assembly. Chapter 538 of the 2002 Acts of Assembly states that the commission "shall" promulgate rules and regulations by July 1, 2003, instituting an expedited calendar for the administration of claims meeting certain criteria. The commission has interpreted this language as mandatory, not discretionary or permissive.

Purpose: The commission made no determination as to whether the proposed regulatory action is essential to protect the health, safety or welfare of the citizens of the Commonwealth. The commission is acting at the express direction of the General Assembly, which made its own determination that the proposed regulation was necessary.

Considering only the limited debate regarding House Bill 761 at the General Assembly, it appears that there is a perception by some in the public that the commission’s evidentiary hearing docket does not always adjudicate disputes involving severe economic hardship in a timely manner. Proponents of the legislation asserted that delays in the adjudication of claims on the evidentiary hearing docket have resulted in severe economic hardship to some injured workers. Apparently, in response to the arguments advanced by the proponents of the legislation, the General Assembly directed the commission to draft and promulgate rules that would create a procedure whereby injured workers could secure an expedited hearing in situations where it is proven that benefits have been denied, and a delay in the proceedings will cause the injured worker to suffer severe economic hardship.

The commission believes that the proposed amendments to 16 VAC 30-50 will meet the General Assembly’s mandate by instituting an expedited hearing procedure and establishing the criteria by which an injured worker may prove entitlement to having his or her claim heard in an expedited manner.

Substance: The proposed amendments to 16 VAC 30-50 will add one procedural rule with a number of subparts. The new rule will encompass the entire procedure related to expedited hearings before the commission.

Specifically, the commission proposes the addition of "Rule 2.3 Expedited Hearing" to the Rules of the Commission. Within Rule 2.3, the commission proposes the following 12 subparts: (A) Scope; (B) Written Request; (C) Loss of Income; (D) Medical Expenses; (E) Employer Response; (F) Informal Conference; (G) Grant or Denial of Expedited Hearing; (H) Scheduling and Continuances; (I) Closing the Record; (J) Decision; (K) Expedited Review; and (L) Review After Expedited Hearing.

Issues: The commission believes that the proposed rules will result in both advantages and disadvantages to the public. The primary advantage of the proposed rule is that injured workers will be given the opportunity to secure an expedited adjudication of certain types of claims, where the denial of such claims has resulted, or will result, in severe economic hardship. The primary disadvantage of the new rules will fall largely on Virginia’s employers and insurers. Expedited proceedings will shorten the amount of time employers and insurers typically have to investigate injured workers’ claims, retain counsel, perform discovery crucial to the defense of such claims and prepare for a hearing. As a result, financial and due process issues are implicated by the proposed rules. There is also the possibility, however, that the proposed rules will disadvantage those injured workers whose claims remain on the commission’s regular evidentiary hearing docket. Of necessity, the expedited hearing process will cause the expedited hearing claims to be given precedence over those not expedited. This may cause adjudication of the regular claims of injured workers to be delayed more than they would otherwise have been.

The proposed rules will likely result in both advantages and disadvantages to the commission and the Commonwealth. The advantages to the commission and the Commonwealth are largely intangible. Providing expedited proceedings for injured workers who face severe economic hardship because their claims have been denied advances the agency’s mission "to administer the Workers’ Compensation Act … in a fair, unbiased and efficient manner." Virginia’s qualifying injured workers will have a new avenue for relief. The disadvantages of the new rules will impact the commission primarily. The commission anticipates that implementing the new rules will require the hiring of additional personnel, changes in its guidance documents, modification of computer network software, changes in form documents and statewide accommodation of a separate, expedited evidentiary hearing calendar. Incorporating the new rules into day-to-day work will impact every level of commission operations.

Fiscal Impact: The salaries and necessary expenses of the Virginia Workers’ Compensation Commission are paid from an administrative fund established by § 65.2-1000 of the Code of Virginia. The moneys in this administrative fund come from taxes levied on insurers and self-insured employers. Insurers must pay taxes based on a percentage of the workers’ compensation insurance premiums collected, while self-insurers pay a tax based on payroll covered. The expenses and any new salaries associated with the state’s implementation of these new rules will be paid out of the commission’s administrative fund.

Implementing the new rules mandated by the General Assembly will require significant new expenditures by the commission. The amount of these new expenditures depends largely on the structure the commission uses to administer the expedited hearing process.

At a minimum, the commission estimates that it will have to hire an additional deputy commissioner, a new claims examiner and a judicial assistant to administer the expedited hearing request process. The commission estimates that the one-time expenditures associated with the addition of these new staff members will include the purchase of additional furniture, computer equipment, letterhead and office supplies. These one-time expenses should not amount to more than $25,000. The ongoing expenditures will be comprised largely of the salaries and benefits of the new personnel. These would amount to approximately $200,000 per year.

Depending on the volume of requests for expedited hearings and the geographic dispersal between different regions in the state, however, the commission may have to consider an alternative structure for administering the new expedited hearing request process. If the volume of the requests warrants it, and the commission determines it is absolutely necessary, it may have to hire two deputy commissioners, one claims examiner and two judicial assistants to effectively administer the expedited hearing process. One deputy commissioner, the claims examiner and an assistant would be based in the commission’s Richmond office, while the second deputy commissioner and assistant may be based out of the commission’s Roanoke office. The deputy commissioner in Roanoke would supervise and adjudicate expedited hearing requests for the western half of the state, while the deputy commissioner in Richmond would do so for the eastern half of the state. The location of the deputy commissioner’s office may depend on demand for expediting cases and geographical impact of that demand. The one-time expenditures for this structure would be similar to those of the former. The ongoing expenditures associated with staffing these positions would include salaries, benefits and the rental cost for the additional office space in Roanoke. These expenditures would amount to approximately $325,000 per year.

In addition to the expenditures set out above, the commission will incur a number of expenses that are not dependent on how the program is staffed. The commission has already incurred one-time costs associated with promulgating the new rules. These costs include many hours of research, drafting, meeting and revision by each of the three commissioners, the chief deputy commissioner, and one of the commission’s staff attorneys. The new rules will result in one-time changes to the commission’s guidance documents, computer database and claim handling procedures.

In addition, the proposed rules include a right to seek review of the decision to grant or deny an expedited hearing. This is a new form of appeal to the full commission, which will create additional, ongoing work for the three commissioners and their staff. This may require the hiring of additional personnel. Adding expedited hearing dates to the commission’s existing hearing calendar will likely result in additional, ongoing expenses related to locating hearing locations, scheduling expedited hearing dates and providing personnel for the hearings.

The commission believes that the proposed rules will have no effect on localities.

The commission anticipates that the proposed rules will have an impact on a wide variety of individuals, businesses and other entities. These include injured workers, employers of injured workers, workers’ compensation insurers, attorneys representing parties in workers’ compensation matters, physicians treating or examining injured workers, and the commission and all of its employees.

It is very difficult to estimate the number of individuals, businesses and other entities that are likely to be affected by the proposed rules. The number affected depends on several factors, including the type and complexity of the underlying dispute and the number of individuals involved in the expedited hearing. Most importantly, however, the commission is unable to accurately estimate the number of those affected because it does not have any effective means of calculating the number of requests for expedited hearing it will have to process. In the year 2001, the commission received reports of over 200,000 accidental work injuries in Virginia. Nearly 12,000 claims were referred to the hearing or dispute resolution dockets in 2001. Because the new rules will merely serve to expedite claims that the commission would have expected to be filed anyway, it estimates that the number of requests for an expedited hearing will be some percentage of the approximately 12,000 claims that are annually referred to its dockets. The commission’s best estimate is that between 2,000 and 2,500 requests for expedited hearings will be made and processed annually.

For many of the reasons set out in the paragraph above, the commission is unable to estimate the cost of the regulation for those individuals, businesses or other entities affected by it. As summarized earlier, the costs to the commission are ascertainable. However, the costs to injured workers, employers of injured workers, workers’ compensation insurers, attorneys representing parties in workers’ compensation matters, physicians treating or examining injured workers are difficult to estimate in any informed manner.

Department of Planning and Budget's Economic Impact Analysis: The Department of Planning and Budget (DPB) has analyzed the economic impact of this proposed regulation in accordance with § 2.2-4007 H of the Administrative Process Act and Executive Order Number 21 (02). Section 2.2-4007 H requires that such economic impact analyses include, but need not be limited to, the projected number of businesses or other entities to whom the regulation would apply, the identity of any localities and types of businesses or other entities particularly affected, the projected number of persons and employment positions to be affected, the projected costs to affected businesses or entities to implement or comply with the regulation, and the impact on the use and value of private property. The analysis presented below represents DPB’s best estimate of these economic impacts.

Summary of the proposed regulation. The Workers’ Compensation Commission (commission) is amending its regulations to implement Chapter 538 of the 2002 Acts of Assembly, which requires that the commission promulgate rules to establish an expedited calendar for the administration of hearings where delay in adjudication may result in severe economic hardship. This proposed rule establishes an expedited hearing procedure and specifies the criteria for granting an expedited hearing.

Estimated economic impact. The primary benefit of this proposal arises from the availability of an expedited hearing for a subset of cases adjudicated by the commission. At the outset, it is worth noting that, in a survey of other states, commission staff found that Virginia has adjudication delays shorter than those in more than half of the other states. In fact, Virginia may be in the top third of states in the speed with which these cases are adjudicated.

Since the expedited hearing process primarily involves rearranging the order of hearings, benefits can only be expected to arise if the cost of delay in the adjudication of cases is very different across cases. If delay in a given case has the same cost to the individual involved as a delay in any other case, then rearranging cases will, at the very best, produce zero change in costs. Once the costs of implementing an expedited hearing process are taken into account, rearranging hearings with equivalent costs of delay will result in a net social cost.

To assess the potential for gains from rearranging cases, we first need to account for how delay may impose different costs on workers involved in different cases. The key differences between the cases for the purposes here would be the magnitude of medical expenses and the magnitude of income loss. It may be inferred that the greater the percentage loss of income and the greater the medical expenses relative to family wealth, the greater the loss. However, if costs increase in direct proportion to the percentage loss there still may not be a gain to rearranging cases. This is because many cases may need to be delayed in order to expedite a given case. In fact, it is not hard to imagine circumstances where a string of hardship cases could stop many other founded cases dead in their tracks and result in much longer delays. Unless damages rise more than in proportion to lost income and to medical expenses, there may be little or no gain from expedited hearings, and, indeed, rearranging cases could actually result in increased costs both to the affected workers and the taxpayers.

There is good reason to believe that, at least in the most severe cases, costs of delay could increase more than in proportion to the loss. The reason for this is that, for some individuals, borrowing money may not be possible, and, consequently, a large loss of income and increase in medical expenses may force the family to make a number of irreversible choices such as selling assets, moving, and forgoing essential family medical services. Unfortunately, measuring the economic value of these delay costs is quite difficult since every family will face different irreversibilities, different alternatives, and different personal valuations for the costs.

On the assumption that there are cases with large delay costs, then there may be a gain to moving such a case ahead of a case with low delay costs so long as the additional delay in the nonhardship cases is not too great. Whether these potential gains will, in fact, be realized depends on a number of factors. The realization of gains depends on a correct identification of the cases with very high costs. Mistakes may be of two kinds. First, there is the chance that some high cost cases will not be identified even though the process is in place to do so. Second, some low cost cases will be mis-identified as high cost cases. Both types of mistakes decrease the benefit of the expedited process. No information is available to assess the likelihood of mistakes.

There is also the probability that the worker in a genuine high cost case will not apply for expedited hearings. This could occur due to unfamiliarity with the expedited hearing process, to the increased complexity of filing for expedited hearings, or for other reasons. Again, this would reduce the benefit from the new process. According to commission staff, this possibility is not likely to be a problem, at least in the short run. Lawyers appearing before the commission have indicated that they will apply for expedited hearings as a matter of course until it becomes clear what standards the commission is actually using to determine hardship. Even in the long run, if the cost of filing for an expedited hearing is low, then we would expect to see more hardship petitions filed than are later found to be justified. Since there will be some significant probability that nonhardship cases will be found to be hardship cases (and such mistakes are simply unavoidable), then there is ex ante a net gain to the marginally nonhardship cases from applying for hardship status.

In addition, the granting of special status to a class of cases will give incentive for workers to arrange their affairs in a way that maximizes their probability of qualifying as a member of that special class. The term "moral hazard" is often used for the tendency of individuals to arrange their own affairs to maximize their net benefit from programs. At the margin, the possibility of getting special treatment as a hardship case will induce some individuals to take less care to avoid actually being a hardship case. This is simply an expected behavioral response to incentives. It is widely observed in many types of economic transactions. Any increased costs due to moral hazard must be added to the other costs of the new program.

The commission has estimated that the cost of administering the expedited hearing process will fall somewhere between $200,000 and $525,000 per year, depending on the volume of applications for hardship status. The commission expects between 2,000 and 2,500 requests for expedited hearing each year. Some smaller number of cases will be granted expedited status, and in only a subset of these expedited cases will the worker filing the claim actually prevail. Thus, we may expect that the tax dollars spent for each successful expedited case will exceed $500. Adding to this the additional waiting costs imposed on all of the nonhardship cases raises the costs even further.

It may be possible to generate all of the benefits of expedited hearings without many of the associated costs. For the amount of money that the commission will be spending on actual administrative costs, a program of interest rate subsidies on short-term loans from private lenders could alleviate nearly all of the costs of delay for those waiting to have their cases adjudicated. For those meeting a bright-line, but somewhat relaxed, hardship standard based on medical expenditures, fixed expenditures, and wealth, low interest loans could be made available from private lenders. Rather than spending the $200,000 to $525,000 on administrative costs, the funds could be spent in a way that directly benefits those waiting to have their cases adjudicated. This eliminates the additional cost imposed on the nonhardship cases from having their cases pushed back to make way for the expedited cases. Overall, an interest rate subsidy program would probably provide much greater net benefits than would an expedited hearing process.

Businesses and entities affected. The proposed amendments affect the people who bring the approximately 12,000 claims per year for compensation for accidental work injuries in Virginia. An estimated 2,000 to 2,500 cases for expedited hearings would be brought each year. Those who are granted an expedited hearing will gain and those who must wait longer due to having an expedited hearing move ahead of theirs will loose.

Localities particularly affected. The proposed regulations affect all Virginia localities.

Projected impact on employment. It is not expected that these provisions will have any measurable impact on employment. Any increased employment due to the additional administrative expenditures by the commission will be fully matched by employment lost elsewhere in the economy due to the greater taxation required to support the higher administrative expenditures.

Effects on the use and value of private property. These rules will not have any direct effect on the use or value of private property in Virginia.

Agency's Response to the Department of Planning and Budget's Economic Impact Analysis: The Virginia Workers’ Compensation Commission has carefully studied and considered the December 18, 2002, EIA, prepared by the Virginia Department of Planning and Budget (DPB). The commission believes that the DPB has accurately assessed the relative economic costs and benefits of the proposed rules, and identified other possible approaches to the perceived problem with prompt adjudication of disputes in situations where delays will result in severe economic hardship to injured workers. The commission takes no position on the alternatives advanced by the DPB, as it was constrained by the statute to promulgate procedural rules to create an expedited calendar for the administration of claims in situations where delays in the proceedings will result in severe economic hardship.

Summary:

The proposed amendments provide injured workers with a procedure through which they may secure an expedited hearing in cases where an employer has denied benefits, and the injured worker is able to establish that a delay in the proceedings will cause him to incur severe economic hardship.

16 VAC 30-50-30. Rule 2. Hearing procedures.

At the request of either party, or at the commission's direction, contested issues not resolved informally through prehearing procedures will be referred for decision on the record or evidentiary hearing.

1. 2.1 Decision on the record. When it appears that there is no material fact in dispute as to any contested issue, determination will proceed on the record. After each party has been given the opportunity to file a written statement of the evidence supporting a claim or defense, the commission shall enter a decision on the record.

A. Written statements. When the commission determines that decision on the record is appropriate, the parties shall be given 20 days to submit written statements and evidence. Ten additional days shall be given to respond. For good cause shown additional time may be allowed. Copies of all written statements and evidence shall be furnished to the commission and all parties.

B. Review. Request for review of decision on the record shall proceed under § 65.2-705 of the Code of Virginia and Rule 3.

2. 2.2 Evidentiary hearing. An evidentiary hearing by the commission shall be conducted as a judicial proceeding. All witnesses shall testify under oath and a record of the proceeding shall be made. Except for rules which the commission promulgates, it is not bound by statutory or common law rules of pleading or evidence nor by technical rules of practice.

The commission will take evidence at hearing and make inquiry into the questions at issue to determine the substantial rights of the parties, and to this end hearsay evidence may be received. The party having the burden of proof shall have the right to open and close. Each party shall be allowed 20 minutes in which to present evidence unless prior arrangement is made through the commission to extend hearing time.

A. Continuances. The parties should be prepared to present evidence at the time and place scheduled for hearing. A motion to continue will be granted only when it appears that material or irreparable harm may result if not granted.

B. Evidence.

1. Stipulations to agreed facts shall be included in the record. Each exhibit offered shall be marked and identified, and the record shall show whether it was admitted in evidence.

2. Reports and records of physicians and reports of medical care directed by physicians may be admitted in evidence as testimony by physicians or medical care providers. Upon timely motion, any party shall have the right to cross-examine the source of a medical document offered for admission in evidence.

3. The parties shall specifically designate, by author, deponent and date, medical reports, records or depositions to be received in evidence. Those portions of a deposition to be included in the record must be specifically identified by page and line.

4. Medical reports, records or deposition portions designated by the parties or included by the commission will be admitted into evidence.

2.3 Expedited hearing.

A. Scope. An employee may request an expedited hearing before the commission when the employer has submitted an application for hearing pursuant to Rule 1.4 and probable cause has been found to suspend benefits pending a hearing on the matter. An employee may also seek expedited determination of any disputed claim arising after the initial compensability of the accident has been determined by the commission.

B. Written request. An employee seeking an expedited hearing must file a written request with the clerk’s office, and a copy of the request shall be sent to the employer. The request must include, by way of description, attachment or enclosure, evidence sufficient to find that, without an expedited proceeding to determine the merits of the dispute, the employee will be caused to suffer severe economic hardship. What constitutes severe economic hardship will be determined by the commission on a case-by-case basis. A copy of the employee’s request will be sent to the employer, insurer or counsel of record upon receipt, along with a Notice of Request for Expedited Hearing, by registered or certified mail.

C. Loss of income. When the employee alleges that he is not receiving compensation benefits, and is unemployed, unable to work, or only partially employed because of an injury compensable under the Act, the employee must establish that failure to grant an expedited hearing will result in severe, immediate economic hardship. In this regard, the commission will consider, but is not limited in considering the following evidence:

1. Whether, and to what extent, the employee is presently employed, and what other sources of income are available to support the employee;

2. Whether the employee has dependents for whom the employee’s wages or salary was their sole or primary source of financial support;

3. Whether the employee has received notices of imminent or threatened foreclosure or eviction actions, or the employee is in a state of homelessness;

4. Whether the employee has received notices of imminent repossession of personal vehicles necessary for employment or medical treatment visits; and

5. Any other evidence demonstrating that the employee’s immediate ability to provide food, clothing and shelter will be threatened by failure to grant an expedited hearing.

D. Medical expenses. When the employee seeks an expedited hearing, asserting that authorization of, or payment for recommended medical treatment has been denied by the employer or insurer, the employee must establish that failure to grant an expedited hearing will result in severe economic hardship. In this regard, the commission will consider, but is not limited in considering the following evidence:

1. The general nature of the employee’s injuries;

2. Whether, if authorization is being sought for recommended treatment not already obtained, the employee’s physician has stated that the procedure must be performed on an emergent basis, and failure to do so will threaten the employee’s life or result in immediate and severe deterioration of the employee’s physical or mental condition;

3. Whether, if payment or reimbursement for medical expenses already incurred is being sought, necessary ongoing medical treatment will be withheld for failure to pay for prior medical treatment, and that the withholding of such treatment will threaten the employee’s life or result in immediate and severe deterioration of the employee’s physical or mental condition;

4. The cost of the medical treatment in dispute, and the employee’s ability to pay for it; and

5. Any other evidence demonstrating that failure to grant an expedited hearing on this issue will result in severe economic hardship.

E. Employer response. Upon receipt of the commission’s Notice of Request for Expedited Hearing, the employer shall have 14 days to investigate the basis for the employee’s expedited hearing request. Prior to, or at the expiration of the fourteenth day, the employer shall file with the commission, by hand-delivery or certified mail, a written statement indicating whether the employer will or will not agree to the employee’s request for expedited hearing. If the employer will not agree to proceed on an expedited basis, it must state, with specificity, the basis for its inability to proceed pursuant to an expedited hearing schedule. Filing shall be effective upon receipt by the commission, or by placing the statement in certified mail.

F. Informal conference. Once the commission has received the employer’s response statement, or 14 days pass without a filed response from the employer, the commission shall make all reasonable efforts to schedule expeditiously an informal conference with the parties, whether in person, by teleconference or by other electronic transmission. With regard to expedited claims for payment of medical expenses pursuant to Rule 2.2 (D), no informal conference will be scheduled until the employee submits medical evidence to the employer and the commission supporting both the underlying claim and the necessity of expedited proceedings. During the informal conference, the commission will discuss issues relevant to the grant or denial of an expedited hearing including, but not limited to, discovery between the parties, the timing and scheduling of depositions and the parties’ ability to secure other relevant evidence in an expedited manner. The commission will discuss the issues raised by the claim, and try to limit the scope of any matter ultimately referred to the expedited hearing docket by facilitating agreements between the parties.

G. Grant or denial of expedited hearing. During the informal conference, or within seven days of its completion, the commission will determine whether the claim underlying the request for expedited hearing is appropriate for the expedited hearing docket. If the request for an expedited hearing is granted, the commission will advise the parties of this decision during the informal conference, or in writing within seven days, by registered or certified mail. If the commission determines that the matter is not appropriate for the expedited docket, the parties will be advised of the commission’s determination, and the matter will be referred to the claims department for regular processing.

H. Scheduling and continuances. The commission will confer with the parties about scheduling a hearing date at the informal conference, or by teleconference after an expedited hearing has been granted in writing. The matter will be set for a hearing no less than 10 days, and no more than 28 days after the expedited hearing was granted. Once the matter is set down for an expedited hearing, the employee will not ordinarily be granted a continuance. A continuance will only be granted to the employee for good cause shown, involving exceptional circumstances beyond the control of the employee, or the employee’s attorney. Any claim pending on the expedited docket that is continued or nonsuited at the insistence of the employee will be returned to the regular docket, and shall not be reinstated for expedited proceedings.

I. Closing the record. The record shall close at the end of the expedited hearing unless, for good cause shown, one or both parties are unable to present necessary medical or factual evidence. The parties must make a good-faith effort to expedite completion of the record within the time limits imposed by the commission.

J. Decision. The deputy commissioner hearing the case will issue an opinion within 14 days after the record closes in an expedited hearing proceeding. The opinion shall be sent to the parties by registered or certified mail.

K. Expedited review. Either party may seek an expedited review of the decision to grant or deny an expedited hearing. Parties seeking expedited review must file a written request within seven days of receipt of the decision to grant or deny an expedited hearing. The written request must include a statement explaining the grounds for review, and must enclose all information the party believes is necessary for consideration of the request. A copy of the Request for Expedited Review shall be furnished to the opposing party. The commission shall provide notice of the request for expedited review within three days of its receipt. The opposing party shall have seven days from receipt of the commission’s notice to file a written statement addressing the merits of the review request, and enclosing all information it believes is necessary for consideration on review. The commission shall review the decision to grant or deny an expedited hearing, and will issue a decision by order within seven days.

L. Review after expedited hearing. Review of a deputy commissioner’s decision following an expedited hearing shall proceed according to the provisions of Rule 3.1 and § 65.2-705 of the Code of Virginia.
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