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CORRECTED ORDER DISMISSING REVIEW PROCEEDING AND NOTICE OF FINALITY
On October 27, 2016, an administrative law judge issued an initial decision of default
barring Paul Leon White, II, from associating with any broker, dealer, investment adviser,
municipal securities dealer, or transfer agent, and from participating in an offering of penny
stock, based on his conviction on seven counts of grand larceny and one count of engaging in a
scheme to defraud, while being associated with various broker-dealers and while holding himself
out as an investment adviser from at least July 2008 through April 2009.1 The law judge found
White in default based on his failure to file an answer to the order instituting proceedings (OIP)
and to show cause why he should not be found in default. As a result of the default, the law
judge accepted as true the factual allegations in the OIP.
On January 25, 2017, White filed a petition for review of the initial decision.2 On March
15, 2017, our Office of the General Counsel issued an order by delegated authority granting
White’s petition for review and setting a briefing schedule that required White to file a brief in
support of his petition by April 14, 2017.3 The March 15 order noted that, pursuant to
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Commission Rule of Practice 180(c),4 “failure to file a brief in support of the petition may result
in dismissal of this review proceeding.”5
On April 12, 2017, White requested a 30-day extension of time to file his initial brief. In
response, our Office of the Secretary granted White a 14-day extension and directed White to file
his brief by April 28, 2017.6 On April 24, 2017, White filed a brief that was more than six times
the maximum length established by Commission Rule of Practice 450, along with a request that
he be permitted to exceed the applicable word limitation.7
On May 22, 2017, our Office of the Secretary denied White’s request to exceed the word
limit and directed him to file a compliant brief by June 9, 2017.8 White sought reconsideration
of the denial of his request to submit a brief exceeding the word limitation and an extension of
the filing deadline. On June 14, 2017, the Office of the Secretary issued an order denying
reconsideration but granting White until July 14, 2017, to file a compliant brief.9 White has
never filed a compliant brief or otherwise responded to the June 14, 2017 order.
Under our rules, we are authorized to dismiss proceedings where, as here, a respondent
has failed “[t]o cure a deficient filing within the time specified . . . .”10 We believe that dismissal
is appropriate here based on White’s failure to file a brief that complies with our word
limitation.11 We note that White’s failure to file a compliant brief, or otherwise respond to the
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June 14 order, is consistent with his earlier actions that led the law judge to find him in default
and, in our view, evidences a disregard for the Commission’s processes.
Accordingly, it is ORDERED that this review proceeding be, and it hereby is, dismissed.
We also hereby give notice that the law judge’s October 27, 2016 initial decision has
become the final decision of the Commission, in accordance with Rule of Practice 360(d)(2).12
The Order contained in that decision barring White from association with any broker, dealer, or
investment adviser, and from participating in an offering of penny stock, is hereby declared
effective.13
By the Commission.

Brent J. Fields
Secretary
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Although the law judge imposed a collateral bar on White, the conduct at issue occurred
before the effective date of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act,
which authorized the imposition of collateral bars. We therefore set aside the bars imposed by
the law judge from associating with a municipal securities dealer or transfer agent. See Bartko v.
SEC, 845 F.3d 1217, 1224-26 (D.C. Cir. 2017) (finding imposition of collateral bar
impermissibly retroactive where misconduct occurred prior to enactment of Dodd-Frank).

