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OFFICE OF INSURANCE COMMISSIONER 
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Licensee/Appellant. 

REQUEST FOR STAY AND HEARING 

Ms. Cooley-Allen Is requesting a hearing because she denies the allegations supporting 

the Amended Revocation Order. She requests a stay pursuant to RCW 48.04.020 which 

allows an automatic stay of action. 

I. PARTIES 

18 1.1 Sandra Cooley Allen (''Ms. Allen") is a married woman who resides at 3914 1 oo1h 

19 Street Court NW, Gig Harbor, Washington 98332. 

zo 1.2 Mike Kreidler, the Washington State Insurance Commissioner, issued an Order 

21 Revoking License of Ms. Allen's insurance broker's license on July 12, 2013, to be effective as 

22 of July 31, 2013 ("Revocation Order"). 

23 1.3 Victor Overholt, an investigator with the Washington State Insurance 

24 Commissioner's office, drove the license revocation of Ms. Allen. 

25 
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1.4 ·On November 27, 2013, Mr. Kreidler issued an Amended Order Revoking 

2 License of Ms. Allen's insurance broker's license to be effective as of December 16, 2013 

3 ("Amended Revocation Order"). The Amended Revocation Order is attached as Exhibit 1. 

4 II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

5 2.1 This paragraph incorporates paragraphs 1.1 through 1.4 as though fully set forth 

6 herein. 

7 2.2 Without granting Ms. Allen any sort of pre-revocation hearing, Mr. Kreidler issued 

s a Revocation Order revoking Ms. Allen's insurance broker's license. 

9 2.3 Four alleged instances of misconduct apparently caused the Insurance 

10 Commissioner to revoke Ms. Allen's license. 

1 1 2.4 Three of the instances of alleged misconduct had occurred long ago and the 

12 Office of the Insurance Commissioner had Investigated such alleged misconduct; and in two 

13 cases, closed the investigation file without imposing any sanction or penalty on Ms. Allen. 

14 2.5 ' In one case (Ackerland), the individuals who had made the complaint based on a 

15 misunderstanding of an indexed annuity Ms. Allen had sold them, subsequently withdrew their 

16 complaint after Ms. Allen clarified incorrect information that another competing insurance 

17 broker had provided to them about the indexed annuity. 

18 2.6 Another complaint used to support the Revocation Order was based on a 1998 

19 complaint by the Andersons, which the Commissioner's office investigated and then closed the 

zo file without imposing any penalty on Ms. Allen. 

21 2. 7 One of the complaints used to support the Revocation Order, the Melba Hutton 

22 matter, was based on a sale of an insurance product made by another broker. The other 

23 broker, Trlsa Jackson, signed the sales contract and all of the disclosure documents. 

24 2.8 The Insurance Commissioner's investigator, Victor Overholt age 70, employed 

25 full time by the Insurance Commissioner's office, alleged that Ms. Allen had preyed on Ms. 
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Hutton, an aging, infirm individual. Ms. Hutton was 70 years old, trained as an accountant, and 

2 was working as an accountant. 

3 2.9 Melba Hutton, many months after signing a contract to purchase an indexed 

4 annuity and surrendering a variable annuity product purchased from a competing broker, 

s apparently based on the advice of the competing broker, decided that she did not like the 

6 Indexed annuity and the fact that upon surrender of her variable annuity, she was forced to 

7 surrender a portion of her death benefit. 

8 2.10 The complaint about the Hutton matter was made by the competing insurance 

9 broker who had sold Hutton the variable annuity she had cancelled. The competing broker 

10 made the complaint in conjunction with the son who was the beneficiary of the death benefit 

11 that was surrendered. 

12 2.11 The Revocation Order required Ms. Allen to surrender her insurance broker's 

13 license and became final by its own terms. It caused Ms. Allen to suffer professional dishonor, 
' 

14 diminished her reputation and deprived her of a means of making a livelihood. Ms. Allen 

ts contests all of the allegations which served as the basis for revoking her license. 

16 2.12 Although Ms. Allen was not offered a pre-revocation hearing of any sort, the 

17 Insurance Commissioner's office published damaging information about the unadjudicated 

lS Revocation Order on the internet. 

19 2.13 The unadjudicated accusations against Ms. Allen, published on the internet, 

20 irrevocably besmirched Ms. Allen's reputation. 

21 2.14 The State of Washington elected to impose the most severe punishment on Ms. 

Z2 Allen without affording her a pre-termination hearing of any sort. 

Z3 2.15 Ms. Allen had an excellent reputation In the communities in which she sold 

24 insurance and most of her business came to her through recommendations by satisfied clients. 

25 
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2.16 The insurance Commissioner's office issued the Revocation Order, then 

2 subsequently determined that the alleged Instances of misconduct were insufficient to support 

3 a Revocation Order; the Insurance Commissioner's office told Ms. Allen's attorney that It was 

4 conducting an investigation to find further instances of alleged misconduct to support the 

5 Revocation Order. 

6 2.17 The Insurance Commissioner's office contacted Ms. Allen's employer, Bankers 

7 Life and Casualty in University Place, Washington, and asked for ail complaints which had 

8 ever been made against Ms. Allen. 

9 2.18 Ms. Allen had been seiling senior citizen insurance products for over 37 years 

10 and was very successful. She had been named Bankers Life's Salesperson of the Year for 

11 elg ht consecutive years. 

12 2.19 Although the insurance Commissioner's office did not apparently believe that it 

13 had sufficient evidence to support revoking Ms. Allen's license, it nevertheless issued the first 

14 Revocation Order, publically published it on the internet, and then for a several month period 

15 hunted around for further evidence of alleged misconduct to support the Revocation Order. 

16 2.20 Then, on November 27, 2013, the Insurance Commissioner issued an Amended 

11 Revocation Order. 

IS Ill. DUE PROCESS VIOLATION 

19 3.1 This claim incorporates paragr.-phs 1.1 to 2.20 above as though fully set forth 

zo herein. 

21 3.2 A license revocation proceeding is quasi-criminal. It violates principles of due 

22 process to publish an order revoking Ms. Allen's license before conducting a thorough 

23 investigation and determining whether there is an evidentiary basis for issuance of such an 

24 order. 

25 
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3.3 The Insurance Commissioner violated Ms. Allen's right to due process by 

2 imposing the most severe punishment available without according Ms. Allen a pre· termination 

3 hearing. 

4 3.4 There clearly was no public emergency; the fact that the Office of the Insurance 

5 Commissioner searched for evidence after issuing the first Revocation Order shows that there 

G was no justification to issue that order. 

7 3.5 The Amended Revocation Order fails to give Ms. Allen notice of the acts she 

8 committed which allegedly violated statutes regulating the insurance industry. That fact 

9 impairs Ms. Allen's ability to defend herself. 

10 3.6 Neither the statutes governing the insurance industry and the licensing of 

11 brokers, nor the regulations implementing such statutes, contain any standards guiding the 

12 discretion of the Insurance Commissioner about the type of conduct supporting revocation of 

13 an agent's license; that determination rests solely within the discretion of the Insurance 

14 Commissioner. 

15 3.7 RCW 48.17.530 articulates lesser sanctions than revocation, but provides not the 

16 slightest guidance regarding the imposition of sanctions. 

17 3.8 Issuing a revocation order before adjudicating the alleged charges against Ms. 

18 Allen violates her right to due process; it changes the burden of proof. The Insurance 

19 Commissioner should have given Ms. Allen clear notice of the charges against her and been 

20 obliged, in a pre-termination hearing, to prove such charges by clear, cogent and convincing 

21 evidence. 

22 3.9 Rather than providing a pre.termlnation hearing, the Commissioner's Office 

23 revoked the license, then gathered evidence to support the revocation and issued an Amended 

24 Revocation Order. 

25 
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3.10 Making Ms. Allen be the appellant In an appeal has impermissibly changed the 

2 burden of proof_ As the appellant under the Washington Administrative Procedures Act, she 

3 now has the burden of proof_ 

4 3,11 And, the Insurance Commissioner's Office has abdicated Its duty to establish 

5 misconduct before punishing Ms. Allen. 

6 3,12 RCW 48, 17.530, RCW 48.30.180, and RCW 48.30.21 0-are vague as applied. 

7 Ms. Allen has not been given clear notice of what constitutes conduct leading to licensing 

s revocation, 

9 3.13 The Revocation Order triggered due process protections; it implicates a property 

10 interest-- Ms. Allen's business license, and a liberty interest- her reputation. 

1.1 3.14 Offering a pre-termination hearing would not have been an extra burden for the 

12 government. 

13 3.15 It violates Ms. Allen's right to due process to penalize her for conduct which 

14 insurance Investigators decided many years ago did not merit punishment and closed its files. 

15 3.16 The Statutes of Limitations bars the actions of the Insurance Commissioner . 

. 16 IV. PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

17 NOW, THEREFORE, this Tribunal should declare that: 

J 8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The Order Revoking License dated July 12, 2013, and Amended Order 
Revoking License dated November 27, 2013, are void because they were 
Issued in violation of Ms. Allen's due process rights; and 

The Insurance Commissioner violated Ms. Allen's right to due process; 
and 

RCW 48.30.530 and RCW 48,30.180 are vague as applied; and 

The Insurance Commissioner improperly took Ms. Allen's property 
Interests and liberty interests without according her any due process; and 

5, The Statute of Limitations bars this action; and 

6, 

Aweo1- 6 

This action violates principles of due process; and 
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2 

3 

4 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1'1 

12 

13 

This Tribunal should: 

7. Dismiss the Order Revoking License and Amended Order Revoking 
License because they violate Ms. Allen's right to due process; and 

8. Stay the operation of the Amended Order Revoking License pursuant to 
RCW 48.04.020 which allows an automatic stay of action; and 

9. The Insurance Commissioner's office be required to remove Information 
relating to the Order Revoking License and Amended Order Revoking 
License relating to Ms. Allen from the internet; and 

10. The Insurance Commissioner's office be required to place a statement on 
the internet that there was no justification for issuing the Revocation Order 
or Amended Order Revoking License to Ms. Allen; and 

11_ Grant this request for hearing pursuant to Option 1 of the Hearing 
Procedures from the Office of the Insurance Commissioner; Ms_ Allen 
requests a hearing by the Administrative Law Judge who shall enter a final 
decision in this matter; and 

12_ Grant any other relief which is just and equitable. 

14 DATED this 1oth day of December, 2013 

15 LAND USE & PROPERTY LAW, PLLC 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

24 
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MIKE KReiDL!;R 
STATE (ti.JSI,)AJ\NC!t, COMMISStoN5A 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 
Phar'le: (3F.i0) f2i'S·1000 
www.lnSOI'allce.wa.~ov 

In The Malter of 

OFFICE 01' 
INSUI'fANCE COMMISSIONER 

No. 13·0181 
Sandl'<l S. Cooley .Allen, 

Licensee, 

To: "Sandra S. Cboley Allen 
3560BI'.idgeportWay W 3~2 
Univer§ity Place, W A 98332 

AMENDED ORDER REVOKING 
LICENSE 

IT IS ORDERED AND YOU ARE HERE'BY NOTIFIED that your Washington State 
insurance. prodncer !i{;ense is l:U:VOKED, effectiv~ Dll<!ember 1.6, 2013", pursuant to RCW 
48.17.53-0 and RCW 48.17.540(2). 

THIS ORDER IS BASED ON l'HE FOLLOWING: . 

1. Sandra S. Cooley Allen (WAOlC 142564, NFN 766442) holds a Washington re:.iden.t 
insurance producer's license. She has been the subject of a number of complaints received by 
th~. Washlngton State Office of the Insurance Commissicmer ("Ole'). These complaints include, 
but a.re not lim..lted to, the ones summarized below. 

2. In I 998, after Ms. Allen approa<lhed two aging Wa.~hlngton consumers in declining 
heal til to try to sell them lift:' insurllnCe, the consumers made a complaint about Ms. Allen to OIC. 
The consumers alleged that Ms. Allen used ''bard sell tactics" and caused them '-'great anxiety." 
Mrer the .consuro~:rs filled out a "lead card," Ms, Allen went to the c6naumers' home. Ms. Allen 
told OlC's investigator that she went to the home to discuss long temn care insurrmce,.ou.t 
detennined after meeting with them that they did not qualify and they nex:t "freely discussed 
their finatJcial condlti·on" and shared information about one or both of the consumers' life 
insurance. Ms. Allen told O!C's h1vestigator that shre contacted fhat insurer, asked the company 
to send forms to cancel that coverage, gave the consumers a proposal for life insurance, and. 
received a oheck from tbe constuners. Ms. Allen denied defaming the consumer.s '··ioo\l:rer alld 
claimed all needed pap~rwork was properly completed, including an application 31ld replac-ement 
form, but it was mll de·stmyed. The consumers allege<! Ms. Allen was to meet and discuss 
nursing home care, but then "switched the subject to lif" insurance." After Ms. Allen leamed the 
consumers' financial conditi.on and saw their existing life insurance, the consumers complained 
that Ms. Allen then allegedly advised the ~onsuroets to cash in their life insurance contracts and 
take out life .insunrnce with: her. They alleged Ms. Allen w~.s "per.sistellt" to the pointthe 
consuttlet·s s~rid they "gave her a check so she would leave them alone." The consumers alleged 
it was "unet.hical." :for Ms. Al1en to enter their home to discuss one subject then switcb to motb.~r. 
After tbe consumers later communicated that they ch;mged their minds, the check was returned. 

rv1~1llir"lg Ad<::t~$s: P. o. sor. ~\025~ • Olyi!Jpla. WA ear.m~J ... Q255 
S~re9t Addrmt:is: 6000 C!ilplto\ Blvd. • Tumw~.ter, WA 8850'\ 

p v 1-1- • r.z ' .-.- \ 
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3·. In another matter, in January 2.006, O!C reeeived a complaint abOut Ms. Allen from an 
insurance producer who expressed shock at an annuity replacement transaction he learned about 
the month before, Three years earlier, the insurauce producer sC>ld the near octogenarian 
husband :md wife consumers an annuity. At the time, the husband was renderad· unable to speak 
from a stroke ~nd the wife suffered from mild memory loss., which, by January 2006 '1JI:'<Jgressed 
to dementia." The insurance producer wrote to OIC that he "ne:ver complained against another 
agent in rny thirty-seveu years in the insurance business" (he was licensed in 1970) bll't felt' the 
need to here due to "gross misrepresentation" of facts in a teplac\lment transaction and the 
insureds' physical and cognitive condition. "I feel very ~trongly that harm has been done to a 
vulnerable couple. and the transaction should be reversed." The insurance producer point«! out 
that (1) the old annuity still had surrcnder charges, (2) the guaral!teed interest rate in the 
replacing policy was Jess than the old one, end (3}the new annuity isn't Medicaid qualified. lhe 
insurance producer felt certain the insureds "are nl'it C!'JPil:ble of understanding what is 
happtning," and their daughter h1).(! power ·of attorney. Yet forms were all completed by the 
li~emee and signed by t'he husband- albeit in obvio~,~s!y sh~ky handwriting. The replacement 
fo.rro had a nunibet of"obvious errors;''' For el!;atnple .• it indicated "no" penalties or surrender 
char).!es would result- when in fact. as the poltny was only in year three, 8% penalties applied. 
The replacing insurer immediately agreed to reverse the transaction. and mote that the licensee 
was "counseled." On Au.ilJllst 9, 2006, the licensee ·signed an OIC ~'letter of reprimand" that she 
agreed she violated "RCW 48.30.090, Misrepresentation ofJ>olicies. 'The replacement of [the 
consumt1rs' eKisting annuity) wa$ clearly not in their best interest and c<mainly did not 
'ruateciallv improve thcir positio!l;'" (Underlined In origill,al.) Th lcttl'r indicated "future 
com:plalnts .may result in IlJilJ~< severe actions" and "[l]fanother investiga;tion is· conducted we 
·may refer· back t6 this case and use it as evidence.'' 

4. In. another matter, in or about October 2010 OIC received complaints from two 
Washington consumers over a1111uities Ms. Allen and a collea:g\le sold them in August 2003. Tile 
complaints alleged !hat t'he licensees were "insurance sales people and appare.o.tly not 
knowl:edgeab.le retirement investment p~ol).Ue\," tbat they gave incomplete, inaccumte and/or 
tni~leading i:nforination at the time ofthe sale, and that they sold them products that were not 
_good investments. At\er meeting with Ms. Allen's colleague ab()u:t the·C!)m.plaints OIC received, 
the colleague met wi·th the consumers and shared wit'h them .further information and/or 
explanation about t'he products sold, After this meeting,. both consumers were persuaded to write 
t() OJC that they wished to "reverse" their complaints, but tb.ey noted that while they were glad to 
receive the information from Ms. Allen's colleagU.e, they maintained th<::y did uot receive it at the 
tim"' of the purchase and should have, :md tha:t they received i:OC<lntpl<lte, inacc\1tate tlild!or 
misleading information when the sale took place. 

5, ln another matter, in October 2009 one Washington. res.ident complained that Ms. Allen 
should be required to surrender her license in connection with her actions dllring au attempted 
annuity sale to a Washington senior citizen. Working with another OlC licensee, Ms. Allen and 

Amended Order Revoking Li~~nse 
Order No. 13-()181 
Page 2 e>f 6 
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her colle;ague used coercion to obt!!ln the person's signatures on application:f<:>nns, failed to 
correctly and appropriately complete the required replacement. forni, misinformed the constm1er, 
and made incomplete, inaccurate and/or ·misleadlng representations to the consun:re;r, to the 
insur"f, and tl!.> OIC's investigator. The fllll)uity insurer initially defended the sale, 'but later 
reversed its positi.on and committed to maki:ng the insured whole again. 

6. In 1111othr.rr matter, a Washington eonsumer fiJ.ed a complaint with one of Ms. Allen's 
appointing insurers·. According to the irnn.trer's records about this complaint, the c.onsumenaid 
Ms. Alllilll "didn't give them the coverage they 1eally wanted. Wanted a prescription plan. 
FoWJ.d cme elsewhere and cancelled. They were upset about delay in getting· refund." When. 
!lllked about tbls complaint in September 2013, the consumer told OIC's investigator that in 2010 
Ms. A,lle.n lied to her when telling her that no company wrote a single policy that had 
prescription drug coverage for two people. She would have to buy two separate plans wi.th Ms. 
Allen's ·appointing !;nsurer to get what she wanted. The consumer later fotmd the coverage she 
had been looking for and purchased it through another insurer; When Ms, Allen dl.scovered t))e 
cons1.1mer had a 1\fe ins1.1tance policy that had lost mouey:, Ms. Al.leu: in:ll'trediately started telling 
the consumer how "stupid" the other agent was for recommencl:ing the policy and how bad the 
comparty and the po.licy were. Ms. Allen then suggested the cons\l!'ller was also "stupid." The 
conso:mer told OlC's investigator that Ms. Allet~ was abrupt, abrasive, arrogant,. bossy and very 
unpleasant. The consumer ad vised that one of the techniques that Ms. Alleli tr:ie/1 to use to 
"intimidate" her was tbumping on the table. The consumer further related that .she WiltS 64 at the 
time and is concerned about other seniors. 

7·. In anotber matter, another Washington conswner f1led a complaint with .one of Ms. 
Allen's appointing insurers. Mco.rding·to the insurer's re~ords about this complaint, th.e 
consumer "[fjel't the plan was misrepresented and that they were taken advarrtage of." When 
asked abont this cotnpl<lint in November 201.3, tlle consumer told OIC's investigator that in 2<11 0 
Ms. Allen and anothey agent met with the consumer but that Ms. Allen did all of the 'talking. The 
consumer, a then-64-year old widow, was worried about her 41Jik worth approximately $20,0'00, 
omd Ms. Alle!litecommended moving that 40 l \::money into. one of Ms. Allen's appi>iming 
insurers' indexed annuities, telling the consumer the annuity would. earn interest when the market 
went up, but would not go down when th~ market went down. Th~ consumer advised Ms. Allen 
the consumer was not educated in financial matters and did not l.lllderstaud complex .financial 
matters. The conswner signed all necessary paperwork in March 2010 .. In September 2010, 
when the consumer called Ms. Allen and asked her for money from the indexed annuity, Ms. 
Allen told the cons1.1tner she could not take.money out without s1.1ffering penalties in the first 10 
years. The consumer advised Ms. Allen that this was the fm;t she had heard anytlring about 
pe.nalties or snt:render cliarges, and that she bad a!vyays understood the annuity wa.s I 00% liquid. 
Ms. Allen insisted she made everything clear to th!:' consumer; the consumer insisted she had not. 
:During these dlscussio.ru:, the consumer advised Ms. Allen seemed very angry and/or mad. The 
consumer tbe:~~ WJ:Ote the insurer and indio:ated that she did not understand the details of the 
policy when she signed the paperwork, the plan was misrepresented to her and she was taken 
advantage of because ofhedack of education .. The insurer replied that Ms. Allen had done. 
everything ·ri gbt and if the C<Dn sumer wanted to surrender her policy she Should walt until the 

Amended Order F.evoking Licens<:' 
Order No. l3-01Sl 
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March 2011 anniversary date. InN ovember 2011 the cotlsumer again wrote .the insurer, advising 
that she was told to wait until March 2011, and where is her money. Sh~ agllin advised she was 
unaware of.any withdrawal penalties and asked for a penalty-free withdrawal. !n o~tober 2012, 
the oonsumer eventttally requested a:nd received a refund, less $1 ,300·.22 in surre>nder charges. 
The check the consumer received did not indicate these surrender charges, <ind the consumer 
believed she received a full refund. The inslltrer's records regarding the resolution sW.tes "[a]s an 
~.ot Q(gt>od 1'\iiii offered to surrender the l'oll.cy and wal.[ve] the [witbdtawal) fee., 

8. In one of Ms. Allen's largest recent transactions, in or aboMt November 2011 Ms. Allen 
sold an 84-year-old. consumer one of her appointing insru:er's ll.nnuities to replace.ll.llother 
insurer.'s variable annuity worth over $1 million. Ms. Allen completed the rep.lac=ent fmm 
incorrectly and submitted it and otbe; transaction documertts to the replacing insurer. The 
Oo;nsumer was· given forms to sign, 'including fol'l'llS showing that the c()nS'I;!;tl').et mls11nderstood 
his variable annuity's fees and risk ofloss. Wltile the transaction. documents submitted to the · 

· replaolng insurer show the, consumer was replacing his variable annuity becallse lie believed 
doing so would help him avold fees M was being charged ll!ider his variable annuity and also 
avoid risk of loss due to market volatility, Ms. Allen later told the consumer'·s. son that sh.e 
rel'lacedtb.e varlabk ann1,1ity because his f>a.ther had re\!eived a post cud .about his.security code 
and he was .co:o:ceml'd ab"Out the safety of his variable annuity account" Based on tbe documents 
.Ms. Allell submitted to the replacing insuret, the replacing insru:er issued the re:p!aceinent policy 
using all th~money in the variable an:nuity. This replacement resulted i:n a. $35,40·J.J6 cash loss 
to the consumer at the time of purchase and a. $138,288.95 loss to his sorui who were 
beneficiaries under the policy. One day after the repla.c'ing in.surefissued the rtew pollcy, the 
consiuner passed away. 

Pursuant to R,CW 48.17 .530( 1 ),. the Commissioner may revoke the license of any insurance 
pwducer. Lic~nsee Sandta A. CooJey"AlJen has vkil~ted nrunerou$ provisions of the Insurance 
Code, including, but not limited to: repeatedly using fraudulent or dishonest practices, .. and 
repeatedly demonstrating her untrustworthiness (RCW 48.17.530(1)(h)); making and causing to 
be made misrepresentations of the terms of any policies and/or the benefits or advll.ntaBes 
p~ontised thereby (RCW 48.30.090); recommending the purchase of annuities without reasonable 
grounds for believing that the recommendation is st1itable for the consumer {RCW 
48c23.0'l5(2)(a)); making recommendat!oM fo.r the purchase ofalJiluities without those 
recommendations being reasonable ttnder all circumstances (ROW 48.21.01.5(3)); knowingly 
making false or misleading statements or impersonations, and willfully failing to reveal material. 
facts, in or relative to applica:tions for insurance to an insurer (RCW 4!L30.210); maldn,g 
rniitrepresen1;!J!.tfons and/or misleading comparisons to induce. or tend to induce insureds into 
lapsing, terminating. forfeiting, surrendering, retaining, or converting any insurance policy 
(RCW '48.:10.180); fooling to detnoiJStr<tte good faith, failing to practlce honesty !!11d equity, and . 
using deception in the business of insur11nCe (RCW 48.01 .030); faiLing to present one or more 
accurate, correct, no.n-misJeadin.g, and complete WAC 284-23·485 .notices to consumers uo later 
than the time of tbe taking of the application, and failing to fairly and adegmltel.y highlight the 
points raised by the questions (WAC 284"23-440(2)(a)); making false, deceptive, or misleading 
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representations ot advertising in the conduct of the busioess of inSimm.ce o.r relative to the same 
or relative to any person engaged therein (RCW 48.30.040); viola:ting. )murnnce laws or tu.le$ 
(RCW 4.8.17.53'0(1 )(b)); intentionally misrepresenting the terms of acttJal or propbSed. insl:ltli.nce 
contracts or applications for insuran~e (RCW 48.17.530(1 )(e)); EWd tising coercive il:nd/or 
dishonest practices and demonstrating herself to be untrustworthy and/or incompetent. 
AccotdtngJy, Sandra A. Cooley.Allen'slicense is hereby REVOKED. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that SaT).d~a A. Cooley-Allen irom.ediate\y return to OiC her 
certlficate of her r~sident insurance producer license, and that she do ~o on o.t before the effect.ive 
date of this. Amended Order Revoking License, as required by RCW 48~ 17 .53.0(4). Such .Hcense 
shallbe.delivered to: ATTN: Licensing Manager, Office of the I.nsmllllce Commissioner, P 0 
Box 40257, Olympia, WA 93504·0257. 

. j1/l 
ENJEREDATTIJMWATER,WASHINGTON,thist1 · yof vember,201J. 

MIKE KREIDLER, lnsuranoe Commissioner, by: 

NOTlCE OF YOUR lUGHT TO A HEARING 

If you ere aggrieved by this Order, RCW 4SJJ4.01 0 pe!'lllits you to demand a hearing. 
Pursuant to that statute and others: You rrrust demand a hearing, i.n writing, within 90 days after 
t(re date· of this Order, which is the day it was mailed to you, or yo11 will waive your right to a 
hearing. Your demand for a hearing must specify the reasort$ wb;y you. th.ink thi$ Ord<i:r should 
be Chal\!;ed. Upon receipt of your demand for hearing, you Will be .contacted by an assistant of 
the Cl:rief HeN'itig Officer to schedule a teleconference with you and the Insurance 
Cmnoois~ioner's Offke to discussthe hearing and the ptooedtJres to be followed. 

Please send any demand for hearing to: Office of the Insurance Commissioner 
Attn: Patricia· D. Petersen, Chief Bearing Officer 
Hearings Unit 
1'.0. Box 40255 

. Olympia, WA 98504-0255 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

The undersigued certifies unde1' the penalty of pe)j·u.ry under the laws of the State of 
Washington that l an1 now and at all times herein mentioned, a citizen of the United Stat€s, a 
resident 0fthe State of Washington, over the age of eighteen y~ars, not a party to or interested in 
the above"entitled action, and competent to be a witness herein. 

O.n the date given below 1 caused to be served the foregoing AMENDED ORDER 
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REVOKING UCENSE on the following individual via US Mall and e•mail at the below 
indicated. addresses: 

Saadra S. Cooley Allen 
3560 Bridgeport Way W 3-2 
University Place, W A 98332 

Saadra S. Cooley Allen 
3914 1001

" St Ct NW . 
Gig Harbor, W A 98332 
£.QJ>lendawg@gomca.5t.net 

SlGNED this L1!!; day ofNovl!wber, 2013, at Tumwater, Washington. 

AmeEded Order Revoking Liceuse 
OrderNo. 13-0181 · 
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. ,........-,. 
{Uu;t;. .• ;,,.,g~---~ 
Christine T Jibe 
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