ORDER NO. OCF26-03

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF BANKING AND INSURANCE

IN THE MATTER OF:

)
Proceedings by the Commissioner of Banking ) FINAL ORDER
and Insurance, State of New Jersey, to fine, )
suspend, and/or revoke the check cashing )
license of Galeria Paredes Group, Inc., )
Reference No. 19-019968 )
)
TO: Galeria Paredes Group, Inc.
354 North Avenue
Dunellen, NJ 08812

THIS MATTER, having been opened by the Commissioner of Banking and Insurance
(“Commissioner”), State of New Jersey, upon issuance of Order to Show Cause OCF24-11 (the
“OTSC”) alleging that Galeria Paredes Group, Inc., a New Jersey corporation (“Respondent”) may
have violated various provisions of the Check Cashers Regulatory Act of 1993, N.J.S.A. 17:15A-
30 to -52 (*Act™); and

WHEREAS, Respondent has been licensed as a check casher since September 16, 2002;
and

WHEREAS, Respondent is subject to the provisions of the Act; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(a), a check casher shall conspicuously
display its license at its office; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(c), N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.1(a)(2), and N.J.A.C.

3:24-5.1(a)(3), a check casher is to provide each customer a record of the transaction; and



WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(d), a check casher is to maintain a
photographic record of all checks cashed; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(f), a check casher is to use a bank account
solely for the purpose of the check cashing business; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(h) and N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(i), a check casher
is to maintain adequate records of its check cashing business and retain essential records for five
years; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(j), a check casher is to suspend for at least
six months the cash checking privileges of any customer that cashes, in one calendar year, more
than three checks returned for insufficient funds, and notify the Commissioner of the name of the
customer and action taken; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.2(a), a check casher is to maintain a record of
fees charged; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.2(c), a check casher is to reconcile its bank
statements monthly; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.3, a check casher is to maintain a returned items
log providing information required by regulation as to what was returned; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 3:24-54, a check casher is to maintain daily cash
reconciliations containing information required by regulation; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(1), the Commissioner may revoke or
suspend a license for violating any provision of the Act or any order, rule, or regulation made or
issued pursuant to the Act or has violated any other law in connection with the operation of the

check cashing business; and



WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7), the Commissioner may revoke or
suspend a license of a check casher found to have demonstrated unworthiness, incompetence, bad
faith or dishonesty in transacting business or otherwise; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to NJ.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8), the Commissioner may revoke or
suspend a license of a check casher that has engaged in any other conduct which would be deemed
by the Commissioner to deny, revoke, or suspend a license; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-49(b)(2), any person who violates or causes to
be violated any provision of the Act or any order, rule or regulation made or issued pursuant to the
Act shall be liable for a penalty, in addition to all other penalties or forfeitures imposed by this or
any other law, of not more than $5,000.00 for each violation. Any person who shall aid or abet a
violation shall be equally liable for such a penalty as may be imposed upon a principal violator,
and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-49(b)(2), any violation of the provision of this
Act or order of the Commissioner or rule or regulation promulgated by the Commissioner pursuant
thereto shall constitute a separate violation; and

WHEREAS, on July 31, 2024, the Commissioner issued the OTSC, alleging that
Respondents violated various provisions of the Act as set forth in the following:

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

IT APPEARING, that Respondent is a New Jersey limited
liability company with its principal place of business at 354 North
Avenue, Dunellen, New Jersey 08812; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that after conducting an
examination of Respondent covering the period from January 1,
2016 through December 3, 2018, the Department of Banking and
Insurance (“Department”) found Respondent had engaged in
multiple alleged violations of the Act as detailed in a Report of
Examination; and



IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the Department’s
examination of Respondent occurred from October 17, 2018 to
January 17, 2019 (“October 17, 2018 examination™); and

COUNT ONE

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that during the October 17,
2018 examination, the Department’s examiner did not see
Respondent’s license displayed conspicuously, in violation of
NJS.A. 17:15A-44(a); NJS.A. 17:15A-48(a)(1); N.IL.S.A.
17:15A-48(a)(7); and N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8); and

COUNT TWO

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that, at the October 17, 2018
examination, Respondent did not have a device to generate a
printable transaction receipt; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the Department’s
examiner for the October 17, 2018 examination found Respondent
using a hand-held calculator to determine the fees to charge; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that, as a result of using a
hand-held calculator, Respondent did not provide a receipt to each
customer; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that, as a result of not issuing
receipts to its customers, Respondent failed to retain receipts for
internal recordkeeping; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that, as a result of Respondent
using hand-held calculator, receipts were not issued by Respondent
to its customers, in violation of N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(c); N.J.S.A.
17:15A-48(a)(1); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7); N.JS.A. 17:15A-
48(a)}(8); N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.1(a)(2); and N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.1(a)(3); and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, upon information and belief,
that the amount of times Respondent failed to provide receipts to
customers is to be determined in discovery, in violation of N.J.S.A.
17:15A-44(c); N.JS.A. 17:15A-48(a)(1); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-
48(a)(7); NJ.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8); N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.1(a)(2); and
N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.1(a)(3); and



COUNT THREE

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent failed to maintain a
photographic record of any checks below $2,500.00; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that, as a result of not
maintaining records of checks under $2,500.00 being cashed, the
Department’s examiner was unable to determine whether
Respondent accurately recorded the transaction date on the back of
each check cashed or whether it cashed postdated checks; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent failed to
maintain photographic records of all checks cashed, in violation of
N.JS.A. 17:15A-44(d); NJS.A. 17:15A-48(a)(1); N.JS.A.
17:15A-48(a)(7), and N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8); and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the amount of times
Respondent failed to make a photographic record of the checks
cashed is to be determined in discovery, in violation of N.J.S.A.
17:15A-44(d); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(1); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-
48(a)7); and N.J.§.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8); and

COUNT FOUR

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent maintained
two bank accounts with Unity Bank; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent completed a
commingling letter form in 2014 submitted by the Department,
which allowed Respondent to utilize one cash drawer in conducting
both check cashing and money order transactions; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that a condition, pursuant to
N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.6(a), for the Department to allow an exception to
the prohibition of the commingling of funds was that Respondent
was prohibited from using its main check cashing account (“main
account”) to deposit funds generated from business services other
than check cashing activities; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent deposited
funds into the main account for services other than check cashing
activities; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent improperly
utilized its main account for transactions other than its check cashing



business, in violation of N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(f); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-
48(a)(l); N.JS.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7); and N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8);
and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the amount of times
Respondent improperly utilized its main banking account for
transactions other its check cashing business is to be determined in
discovery, in violation of N.J.S. A. 17:15A-44(f); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-
48(a)(1); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7); and N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8);
and

COUNT FIVE

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that during the October 17,
2018 examination, the Department’s examiner requested
examination records from January 1, 2016 to the time when the
October 17, 2018 examination occurred; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent was unable to
provide the examiner with records prior to 2017; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent did not retain
records of checks cashed prior to 2017; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent did not retain
its Summary of Business Records for the years of 2016 and 2017,
and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent did not retain
records of receipts issued to customers; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent failed to
retain required business records, including, but not limited to,
records of checks cashed, summary of business records, and check
cashing receipts, for the requisite five-year time period, in violation
of N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(h); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(i); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-
48(a)(1); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7); and N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8);
and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the amount of times
Respondent failed to retain its business records is to be determined
in discovery, in violation of N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(h); N.J.S.A.
17:15A-44(1); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(1); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7);
and N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8); and



COUNT SI1X

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent allowed A.C. to cash twenty
three checks returned for insufficient funds during the calendar year
of 2017; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent failed to
notify the Department that A.C. attempted to cash more than three
checks returned for insufficient funds during the calendar year of
2017; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent allowed A.S. to cash nineteen

checks returned for insufficient funds during the calendar year of
2017; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent failed to
notify the Department that A.S. attempted to cash more than three
checks returned for insufficient funds during the calendar year of
2017; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent failed to
suspend the check cashing privileges for A.C. who provided more
than twenty-three checks in a calendar year with insufficient funds
and to notify the Department in writing of the name of A.C., in
violation of N.JLS.A. 17:15A-44(j); N.JS.A. 17:15A-48(a)(1);
N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7); and N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8); and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that each of the twenty
instances where Respondent failed to suspend the check cashing
privileges of A.C. and notify the Department after being presented
with three checks returned for insufficient funds constitute a
separate violation pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-49(b)(2); and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent failed to
suspend the check cashing privileges for A.S. who provided more
than nineteen checks in a calendar year with insufficient funds and
to notify the Department in writing of the name of A.S., in violation
of N.J.S.A. 17:15A-44(j); N.JS.A. 17:15A-48(a)(1); N.JLS.A.
17:15A-48(a)(7); and N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8); and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that each of the sixteen
instances where Respondent failed to suspend the check cashing
privileges of A.S. and notify the Department after being presented



with three checks returned for insufficient funds constitute a
separate violation pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:15A-49(b)(2); and

COUNT SEVEN

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent did not maintain a summary
of business records designed to keep track of 2.21 percent checks
cashed by Respondent; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent did not maintain a summary
of business records designed to keep track of one percent checks,
including Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (“TANF")
checks, cashed by Respondent; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent did not maintain a summary
of business records designed to keep track of one and one-half
percent checks, including Supplemental Security Income (“SSI”)
and Social Security Old Age and Survivors checks, cashed by
Respondent; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent did not maintain a summary
of business record designed to keep track of no-fee checks cashed
by Respondent; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent did not maintain a summary
of business records designed to keep track of check cashing
customer receipts; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent did not maintain a summary
of business records designed to keep track of any other checks
cashed by Respondent; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent failed to
maintain a record of the fees charged for 2.21 percent checks; TANF
checks; one and one-half percent checks, including SSI and Social
Security Old Age and Survivors checks; no-fee checks cashed; and
check cashing customer receipts; all in violation of N.J.S.A.
17:15A-48(a)(1); N.IS.A. 17:15A-48(a)}(7); N.I.S.A. 17:15A-
48(a)(8); and N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.2(a); and



IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the amount of times
Respondent failed maintain a record of the fees charged for 2.21
percent checks, TANF checks, and one and one-half percent checks,
including SSI and Social Security Old Age and Survivors checks,
no-fee checks cashed, and check cashing customer receipts is to be
determined in discovery, in violation of N.J.S. A. 17:15A-48(a)(1);
N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8); and N.J.A.C.
3:24-5.2(a); and

COUNT EIGHT

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent did not keep monthly records
of deposits; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent did not keep monthly records
of cash on hand; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that, without monthly records
of deposits or cash on hand, Respondent cannot reconcile its own
internal records with monthly bank statements; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent failed to
conduct, at least thirty-five, monthly reconciliations of its bank
statements nor maintain the records of deposits or cash on hand to
do so during the examination period of January 1, 2016 through
December 3, 2018, in violation of N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(1);
N.I.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a}(8); and N.J.A.C.
3:24-5.2(c); and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that each of the, at least, thirty-
five instances where Respondent failed to conduct a monthly
reconciliation constitute a separate violation pursuant to N.J.S.A.
17:15A-49(b)(2); and

COUNT NINE

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent maintained a
log of checks returned to it (“returned check log™); and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent’s returned
check log did not include the date on which each check, draft or
money order was redeposited, in violation of N.J.S.A. 17:15A-
48(a)(7); NJS.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8); and N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.3(a)(9),
and



IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent’s returned
check log did not include the date and manner of payment of each
check, draft or money order with complete details of the disposition
made of it, including a record of the specific check, draft or money
order utilized in the payment of the original item, in violation of
N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8); and N.J.A.C.
3:24-5.3(a)(10); and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent’s returned
check log did not include a current record, updated (monthly),
showing the efforts and progress being made to collect any unpaid
checks, drafts, or money orders, including the receipt of partial
payments, in violation of N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7); N.J.S.A.
17:15A-48(a)(8); and N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.3(a)(11); and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the amount of times
Respondent failed to maintain the necessary information in its
returned check log is to be determined in discovery, in violation of
N.IS.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(8); and N.J.A.C.
3:24-5.3(a); and

COUNT TEN

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the October 17, 2018
examination revealed that Respondent did not prepare or maintain
daily cash reconciliations; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that the Respondent
confirmed to the examiner that it did not keep or maintain daily cash
reconciliations; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that Respondent failed to
conduct daily cash reconciliations during the examination period of
January 1, 2016 through December 3, 2018, in violation of N.J.S.A.
I7:15A-48(a)(1); N.J.S.A. 17:15A-48(a)(7); N.JS.A. 17:15A-
48(a)(8); and N.J.A.C. 3:24-5.4; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, that each of the 1,068
instances where Respondent failed to conduct a daily cash
reconciliation constitute a separate violation pursuant to N.J.S.A.
17:15A-49(b)(2); and
IT FURTHER APPEARING, Respondents were given notice of the aforesaid charges and

an opportunity to contest the charges at a hearing pursuant to the OTSC and failed to do so; and



IT FURTHER APPEARING, as set forth in the Certification of William Vaughan, attached
as Exhibit A, by cover letter dated August 1, 2024, the Order to Show Cause No. OCF24-11 was
mailed to Galeria via certified mail, return receipt requested, and regular mail to Galeria’s then-
current address, based on a public information search, at 354 North Avenue, Dunellen, New Jersey
08812, and neither was returned as undeliverable; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, mailing of the OTSC by regular and certified mail to
Respondents constitutes lawful service, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 11:17D-2.1(a)3; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, Respondents failed to provide a written response to the
charges contained in the OTSC within twenty days as provided by N.J.A.C. 11:17D-2.1(d)1, and
therefore have waived their right to a hearing to contest these charges and the charges are deemed
admitted under N.JLA.C. 11:17D-2.1(b)1; and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, in Kimmelman v. Henkels & McCoy. Inc., 108 N.J. 123

{1987) the Supreme Court established seven factors to be considered in determining the imposition
of civil fines in administrative proceedings (“Kimmelman factors™); and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, the seven Kimmelman factors are as follows: (1) the good
or bad faith of the defendant; (2) defendant’s ability to pay a civil fine; (3) the amount of profits
obtained from the illegal activity; (4) the injury to the public; (5) the duration of the misconduct;
(6) the existence of criminal or treble damages actions; and (7) the past violations of defendant;
and

IT FURTHER APPEARING, the Kimmelman factors apply to this matter as follows: (1)
Respondents showed bad faith by continuously violating multiple provisions of the Act; (2)
Respondents have not provided any evidence of their inability to pay a civil fine; (3) this factor

does not apply; (4) there was injury to the public because these actions causes a lack of confidence
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in check cashers; (5) Respondent’s misconduct occurred from January 1, 2016 to December 3,
2018; (6) there are no criminal or treble damages actions resulting from Respondents’ misconduct;
and (7) Respondent had past violations adjudicated under Consent Order No. E14-014895; and

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS on this 20" day of January 2026:

ORDERED, that the charges contained in the OTSC are deemed admitted by Respondents
due to their failure to respond to the charges, pursuant to N.J.A.C. 11:17D-2.1(b)(1); and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.J.S.A. 17:22A-40, and N.J.LA.C. 11:17D-
2.1(b)(2), the check cashing license of Respondent is REVOKED effective upon the execution of
this Final Order; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondent shall be responsible for the payment
totaling $316,800.00 in civil penalties for the violations of the Act cited above as follows:

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondent shall be responsible for the payment of civil
penalties totaling $2,500.00 for violations of the Act as described in Count One of the Order to
Show Cause; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondent shall be responsible for the payment of civil
penalties totaling $5,000.00 for violations of the Act as described in Count Two of the Order to
Show Cause; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondent shall be responsible for payment of civil
penalties totaling $5,000.00 for violations of the Act as described in Count Three of the Order to
Show Cause; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondent shall be responsible for payment of civil
penalties totaling $5,000.00 for violations of the Act as described in Count Four of the Order to

Show Cause; and
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondent shall be responsible for payment of civil
penaliies totaling $5,000.00 for violations of the Act as described in Count Five of the Order to
Show Cause; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondent shall be responsible for payment of civil
penalties totaling $90,000.00 for violations of the Act as described in Count Six of the Order to
Show Cause; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondent shall be responsible for payment of civil
penalties totaling $5,000.00 for violations of the Act as described in Count Seven of the Order to
Show Cause; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondent shall be responsible for payment of civil
penalties totaling $87,500.00 for violations of the Act as described in Count Eight of the Order to
Show Cause; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondent shall be responsible for payment of civil
penalties totaling $5,000.00 for violations of the Act as described in Count Nine of the Order to
Show Cause; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondent shall be responsible for payment of civil
penalties totaling $106,800.00 for violations of the Act as described in Count Ten of the Order to
Show Cause; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that Respondents, jointly and severally, shall pay the above
fines totaling $316,800.00 by remitting full payment to the Commissioner of Banking and
Insurance, State of New Jersey, 20 West State Street, P.O. Box 040, Trenton, New Jersey 08625,
Attention: Paulette Sibblies-Flagg, OCF Enforcement Unit, by certified check, cashier’s check or

money order made payable io the “State of New Jersey, General Treasury,” within ten (10) days



from the date of service of this Order; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that in the event full payment of the civil penalty, restitution
and costs is not made, the Commissioner may exercise any and all remedies available by law,
including but not limited to recovery of any unpaid penalties, in accordance with the Penalty
Enforcement Law of 1999, N.J.S.A. 2A:58-10to -12; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that the civil penalty in this Final Order is imposed pursuant
to the police powers of the State of New Jersey for the enforcement of the law and the protection
of the public health, safety and welfare, and is not intended to constitute a debt which may be
limited or discharged in a bankruptcy proceeding; and

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, that the provisions of this Final Order represent a final

agency decision and constitute a final resolution of the allegations contained in the OTSC.

ustin Zimmerman
Commissioner
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