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STATE OF WASHINGTON
OFFICE OF INSURANCE COMMISSIONER

in The Matter Of No. 13-0181

REQUEST FOR STAY OF
REVOCATION ORDER AND DENAND
Licensea/Appeallant. FOR HEARING AND APPEAL OF THE
AMENDED ORDER REVOKING
LICENSE

Sandra 8. Cooley Allen,

REQUEET FOR STAY AND HEARING

Ms, Cooley-Allen is requaesting a hearing because she denies the allegations supporting
the Amended Revocation Order. She requests a steiy pursuant to RCW 48,04.020 which

allows an automatic stay of action,

1. PART!EE

11 Sandra Cooley Allen (“Ms. Allen”) is a married woman who resides at 3914 100"
Streef Court NW, Gig Harbor, Washington 93332.

12 Mike Kreidler, the Washington State Insurance Commissionet, issued an Order
Revoking Licehse of Ms, Allen’s insurance broker's license on July 12, 2013, to be effective as
of July 31, 2013 {"Revocation Order”),

1.3 Victor Ovarholt, an investigator with the Washingtan State Insurance

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

. LAND USE & PROPETY LAW, PLLC
Appeal - | 5801 Soundview Drive, Suie 258
P.0. Box 2509 - Gig Harbor, WA, 98333
TEL: 253-853-1806 + FAX 253-85]-6225
Jane Ryan Kolor ¢ Mark Hattis Adams




12/1a/2613 1k:17 8516225 PAGE 83/14

13
14
15

16

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

14 On November 27, 2013, Mr. Kreidler issued an Amended Order Revoking
License of Ms. Allen's insurance broker's license to be effactive as of December 18, 2013

(‘Amended Revocation Ordar”). The Amended Revocation Order is attached as Exhibit 1.

ll. FACTUAL BACKGROQUND
21  This paragraph inmrparates' paragrabhs 1.1 through 1.4 as though fully set forth
herein, ‘
2.2  Without granting Ma, Allsn any sort of pre-revoacation hearing, Mr, Kreidler issued

a Revocation Order revoking Ms. Allen's insurance brokar's license,

23  Four élleged instances of misconduct apparently caused the Insurange
Commisgionar to revoke Ms, Allen's license.

2.4  Three of the instances of alleged misconduct had occurred long ago and the
Office of the Insurance Commissioner had investigated such alleged misconduct; and in two
cases, cloaed the investigation file without imposing any sanction or penalty on Ms. Allen,

2.5 ! lnone case (Ackerland), the individuals who had made the complaint based on a
misunderstanding of an indexed annuity Ms. Allen had sold them, subsequently withdrew their
complaint after Ms. Allen clarified incorrect information that another competing insurance
broker had provided to them abmﬁ the indexed annuity.

2.6  Another complaint used to support the Revocation Order was based on a 1998
complaint by the Andersons, which the Commissionst’s office investigated and then closed the
file without imposing any penalty on Ms. Allen, |

2,7  One of the complaints used to support the Revocation Order, the Melba Hutton
matter, was based on a sale of an insurance praduct made by another broker, The otha.r
broker, Trisa Jackson, signed the sales contract and all of the disclosure documents.

28  The Insurance Commisgioner's imrestigatbr, Victor Overholt age 70, employed

full time: by the Insurance Commissioner's oifica, alleged that Ms. Alien had preyed on Ms.

_ LAMND USE & PROPETY LAW. PLLC
Appeal - 2 5801 Soundview [rtva, Suite 258
P.0. Box 2509 - Gig Harbor, WA 98333
TEL: 253~853-1 806G + FAX 253-831-6225
Jane Toyon Kaler # Mark Hamis Adams
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Huttan, an aging, infirm individual, Ms. Hutton was 70 years old, trained as an accountant, and
was working as an accountant,

2.9  Melba Hutton, many months after signing a contract to purchase an indexed
ann'uity andg surrendeting a variable annuity product purchased from a competing broker,
apparently based on the advice of the competing broker, decided that she did not like the
indexed annuity and the fact that upon surrender of her variable annuity, she was forged to
surrender a portion of her death banafit,

2.10  The complaint about the Hutton matter was made by the competing insurance
broker who had sold Hutton the variable annuity she had cancalléd. The compe’cing‘ brokar
made the complaint in conjunction with the éon who was the beneficiary of the death benefit
that was surrendered.

2,11 The Revocation Order required Ms. Allen to surrender her insurance broker's
lleanse and became final by its own terms. It caused Ms. Allen to suffer professional dishonar,
diminished her reputation and deprived her of a means of making' a livelihood, Ms. Allen
contests all of the allagations which served as the basis for revoking her license,

2.12 Although Ms, Allen was not offered a pre-revocation hearing of any sort, the
insurance Commissioner's office published damaging information about the unadjudicated
Revocation Order on the internet.

213 The unadjudicated accusations against Ms, Allen, published on the internet,
irrevocably hesmirched Ms. Allen’'s reputation,

2.14 The State of Washington elected to impose the most severe punishment on Ms.
Allen without affording her a pre-tarmination hearing of any aort,

215 Ms. Allen had an excellent reputation in the communities in which she sold

insurance and most of her buginess came to her through recommendations by satisfied clients,

LAND USE & PROPETY LAW, PLIC
Appeal - 3 . 5801 Soundview Drive, Suite 258
P.O. Box 250% - Glg Harhor, WA 98335
TEL: 233-853-1305 4 FAX 253-851-6225
Jane Ryan Kolor ¢ Merk Hards Atdams
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218 The insurance Commissicnar's office issued the Revocation Order, then
subsequently determined that the alleged instances of misconduct ware insufficient to support
a Revocation QOrder; the Insurance Commissioner’s office told Ms. Allen’s attorney that it was
sonducting an investigraticn to find further instances of alleged misconduct to support the
Revacation QOrder.

2147 The Insurance Commissioner's office contacted Ms. Allen's employer, Bankers
Life and Casualty in University Place, Waéhington, and asked for all complaints which had
ever been made against Ma. Allen.

2.18  Ms. Allen had been selling senior citlzeﬁ ingurance praducts for cver 37 years
and was very successful. She had been named Bankers Life's Salesparson of the Year for
gight consecutive ymars,

2.19  Although the Ihsurance Commissioner's office did not apparently believe that it
had sufficient evidence to support revoking Ms. Allen's licenas, it nevertheless issued the first
Revocation Order, publically published it on the internet, and then for a several month period
hunted around for further evidence of alleged misqunduc:t to support the Revocation Order.

220 Then, on November 27, 2013, the Insurance Commissiongr issued an Amendead
Revocation Crder.

1ll. BUE PROCESS VIOLATION

3.1 This claim incotporates paragraphs 1.1 to 2.20 above as though fully set forth
herain, |

3.2  Alicense ravocation progeading is quasi-criminal, It violates principles of due
process to publish ap order rev-ﬁking Ms. Allen’s license before conducting a thorough
investigation and cletermlping whether there is an evidentiary basis for issuance of such an

ordar.

LAND USE & PROPETY LAW. PLLC
Appeal - 4 5801 Soundview Drive, Sujte 258
. P03, How 2509 - Gip Hatbor, WA SB35
TEL: 2538531 BOS # FAX 2538516225
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3.3  The Insurance Commissloner vlolated Ms. Allen’s right to due process by
imposing the mast severe punishrﬁent avallable without aceording Ma, Alien a pre‘terminétion
hearing.

3.4 There clearly was no public emergency, the fact that the Office of the Insurance
Commissioner searched for evidence after issuing the first Ravocation Order shows that there
was ho justification to issue that order.

3.5  The Amended Revocation Order fails {0 give Ms. Allen notice of the acts she
committed which allegedly violated statutes regulating the insurance industry. That fact |
impairs Ms. Allen’s ability 1o defend herself.

3.6  Neither the statutes gaverning the insurance industry and the licensing of
brokers, nar the regulations implementing such statutas, contain any standards guiding the
discretion of the Insurance Commissioner about the type of conduct supporting revocation of
an agent's llicanse; that determination rests solely within the discrefion of the Insurance
Commissioner.

3.7 RCW48.17.530 articulates lesser sanctions than revocation, but provides not the
slightast guidance regarding the imposition of sanctions.

3.8  Issuing a revoeation order hefore adjudicating the alleged charges against Ms.
Allen vialates her right to due process; it changes the burden of proof, The Insurance
Commissioner shauld have given Ms. Allen clear notice of the charges against her and been
obliged, in a pra-tarmination hearing, to prove such charges by clear, cogent and convincing
evidence,

3.9  Rather than providing a pre-termination hearing, the Commissioner's Office
revoked the license, then gathered evidence fo support the revocation and issued an Amended

Revocation Order,

- LAND USE & PROPETY LAW, PLLC
Appeal - 3 580) Sowndview Drive, Suite 238 .
PO, Box 2500 « Gig Harbor, WA 28335
TEL: 253-B53-1806 4 FAX 253-R5 [-0227
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310 Making Ms. Allen be the appellart in an appeal has impermissibly changed the
burden of proof. As the appellant under the Washington Administrative Procedures Act, she
now has-the burden of proof. .

3.11  And, the Insurance Commigssioner's Office has abdicatad its duty to establish
misconduct before punishing Ms. Allen.

312 RCW 48,17.530, RCW 48,30.180, and RCW 48,30,210-are vague as applied,
Ms, Allen has not been given clear notice of what constitutes conduct leading to licensing
revocation,

3.13 The Revocaticn Drler triggered due process protections; it implicates a property
interest — Ms, Allen’s business license, and a liberty interest - her reputation.

314  Offering a pre-termination hearing would not have been an extra burden for the
government.

315 It violates Ms, Allen's right to due process to penalize her for conduct which
insurance invastigators decided many years ago did not merit punishment and closed its files,

318 The Statutes of Limitations bars the actions of the Inzurance Commissioner.

IV. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

NOW, THEREFORE, this Tribunal shaould declars that;

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

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

3 RCW 48,30.630 and RGCW 48,30.180 are vague as applied; and

4, The Insurance Commissioner improperly took Ms. Allen's propearty
interasts and liberty interasts withaut according her any due process; and

5, The Statute of Limitations bars this action; and

a, This action violates principles of due process, and

- LAND USE & PROPETY LAW. PLLD
Appeal - 6 380) Soundview Drive, Suits 258
P.C, Dox 2509 - Gig Harbor, WA 98335
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Thig Tribunal should;

7. Dismiss the Order Revoking: License and Amended Order Revoking
License because they violate Ms. Allen’s right fo 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

8. The Insurance Commissioner's office be reguired 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 Revacation Order
or Amended Order Revoking License to Ms. Allen; and

11, Grant this request for hearing pursuant {o Optien 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,

'DATED this 10" day of Degember, 2013
LLAND USE & PROFERTY LAW, PLLC

_ £t ‘A—-

oler, WESBA 13541
Y Plaintiffs
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Appeal -7 5801 Boundview Drive, Sulie 248
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Jane Ryan Kolor # Mark Harrs Adarns
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MIKE KREIGLER
W, INSNee. wa. qov

OFFll:‘:E OF
INSLEANCE COMMISSIONER

It The Matrer of
No. 130181
Bandra 3. Cooley Allen,
Licenses, AMENDED QRDER REVOKING
LICENSE

To:  Sandra 8. Cooley Allen
3560 Bridgeport Way W 3-2
University Place, WA, 98332

IT IS ORDERED AND YOU ARE HERERY NOTIFIED that vour Washington State
ingurance producer license 15 REVOKED, effective December 16, 2013, pursuant to RCW
48.17.530 and RCW 48.17.540(2).

THIS ORDER 15 BASED ON THE FOLLOWING:

-1 Sandra 8. Cooley Allen (WADIC 142564, NPN 766442) holds a Washington resident
msurance producer’s license. She has been the Sub_jcﬁt of a punber of compluints recefved by
the Washington State Qffice of the Insurance Comrmissionar (*OIC™). These complaints melude,
but are not Hinited to, the ones summarized below.

2. In 1998, after Ms. Allen approached two aging Washington consuimers ia declining
health to try to sell them life insurance, the consumers made a complaint about Ms. Allen to OIC.
The consurmers alleged that Ms. Allen used “Tiard sell tactics™ and caused them “great anxiety.”
After the consinners filled out a “lead card,” Ms. Allen went to the consumers’ home, Ms. Allen
told OTC’s investigator that she went 10 the home 1o discugs long term ocare instrance, bhug
determined after meeting with them that they did not qualify dnd they next “freely discussed
their financial condition” and shared information ahout one or both of the consurmers' life
insurance. Ms. Allen told QICs investigator that she contasted that insurer, asked the company
to gend fortas to cancel thit coverage, gave the consumners & proposal for life insurance, and
received a dheck from the congumers. Ms, Allen depied defaming the consumers -insurer aid
claimed all needed paperwork was properly eompleted, including an application ad replacement
ﬁ)rm, but It was wll destroyed. The consumers alleged Ms. Allen was to meet and discuss
nursing home care, but then “switched the subject to Jife insurance.™ After Ms. Allen leamed the
consuraers’ financial condition and saw their existing life insurance, the consumers complained
that Ma. Allen then allagedly advised the consuryers to cash in their life insurance sontracts and
take out life insurance with her. They alleged Ms. Allen was “perms‘tent" to the point the
conswmers said they “zave her a check so she would leave them alope.” The cotgiimers alleged
it was “unethical” for Ms, Allen to enter their home to discuss ong subject then switch to apother.
After the consumers later communicated that they changed their minds. the check was returned.

Malling Aderess; P OL Box 40254 « Qlyrmpia, WA §8304-J2355
Sroat Address: 000 Caplicl Bivd, » Tumwater, WA 28501
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3. In another matter, in January 2006, OIC received a complaint about Ms. Allen froth an
instratice produser who expressed shock at an anmuity replacement transaction he learned about
themonth before, Three years catlizs, the insurance producer sold the near octogenarian
husband awd wife consumets an annuity. At the time, the tmsband was rendered unable to speak
from a stmke and the wife suffered from mild memory loss, whith, by January 2006 “progressed
to dementia.” The ingwrance pmducer wrate to OIC that he “never complainegd against another
agent in my thirty-seven years in the ingurance business™ (hie was licensed in 1970) but feit the
need to here due to “gross misrepres&ntation‘ of facts in & replacement trangdction and the
ingureds® physical and cognitive condition, “I feel very strongly that harm has been done fo a
vulnerable couple and the transaction should be reversed.” The insurance pn:vdur:&r pointad ou
that (1) the old anmuity still had surrender charges, (2) the guaranteed inferest rate in the

replacing palicy was less than the old one, and (3 the new annuity iso’t Medieaid qualified, The .

insuratice producet felt certain the insureds “are not capable of understanding what is
happeiing,” end their danghter had power of attomey. Yet forms were all completed by the
licenrsee and signed by the hushand — albeit in ohvmuslv shaky handwriting. The replacement
form had a numbes of “obvious ¢rrors,” For example, it indicated “no” penalties or surrender
" charges would tesult — when in fact, #s the pelicy was anly in year three, 8% penaltics applied.
The replacing insurer immediately apteed to reverse the transaction and wrote that the licenses
was “counseled.”™ On August 9, 2006, the licensee signed.an OIC “latter of reprimand” that she
agreed she violated “RCW 48.30.090, l\ﬁsrepresentaﬁm of Policies. The replacement of fthe
qongurbers” existing annuity] was cla_a:rly not in their best interest and cerainly did not
‘materially improve their position.” (Underhned in original,) The letter indicated “fiture
complmnts may result in more severy actions™ and “[ilf another mthlgmlon is conductad we
tiady referback to this case and use it g evidencs,”

4. . Inanother matter, in or about Oct‘ober 2010 OIC received cornplaints from two
Washington consumers over enmiities Ms. Alle.n znd a colleague sold them in August 2008, The
complaints alleged that the licensees were “insurance sales pesop]:e and apparently not
knowledgeable retitement investment personnel,” that they gave incomplete, inaccurate and/or
misleading information at the time of the sale, and that they sold them products that were not
good iavestmerts. After meeting with Ms. Allen’s colleague about the complaints OIC recelved,
{he colleagug et with the consuiers and shared with them further tnformation and/er
explanation about the produets sold, Affer this meeting, both ¢onsumers were persteaded to write
to OIC that they wished to “reverse” their complaints, but they noted that while they were glad to
receive the information from Ms, Allen’s colleague, they maintained they did not receive it at the
time of the purchase and should have, and that they received incomplete, inaccourate and/or
misleading information when the sale took place,

5, In anether tadtter, in Qctober 2009 one Washington resident cornplaited that Ms, Allen
should be required to surrender her license in connection with her actions during an atempied
anmuity sale to & Washington sentor citizen. Working with another O1C licensee, Ms. Allen and

Amended Ordar Revoking License
Order Ne, 130181 :
Page 2 of 6

18/14
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het colleagne used coercion to obtain the person’s signatures on application. forms, failed to
enrrectly and approprmte.ly complete the required replacement fornd, misinformed the consumer,
and mads incomplete, inaccurate and/or misleading representations to the consunger, 10 the
insurer, and to OIC’s inveatigator. The dnnuity insurer initislly defended the sale, bt later
reversed its position and committed to making the insured whole again.

8. In ancther matter, 2 Washington consimer filed a complaint with one of Ms. Allen's
appointing insurers. Aceording to the insurer's records about this corplaint, the Gonsutrier sald
Ms. Allen “didn*t give them the coverage they eally wanted. Wanted & prescnptmn wan.
© Found oz elsewhere and cancelled. They were upset about dolay i getting refund.” When
asked about this complaint in September 2013, the consumer told OICs investipator that in 2010
. Ma. Allen Hed to her when telling her that no company wrote a single policy that had
preseription drug ooverage for two people. She would have to buy two separate plans with Ms.
Allen’s appointing fnsurer to get what she wanted. The conswmer later found the coverage she
had baen looking for and purchased it through another insurer; When Ms, Allew discovered the
consumer had a life insurance policy that had lost money, Ms. Allen immediately started telling
the consumer how “stupid” the other agent was for fecommetiding the policy and how bad the
company and the policy were. Ms, Allen then suggested the consuner was also “stupid.” The
consuxner totd OIC's investigator that Ms. Allen was abrupt, abrasive, arrogant, bossy and vety
upipleasant. The conswner advised that one of the techniquay that Ms. Allen tried to use to
“intimidate” her was thurnping on the table. The ¢onsumer further related that she was 64 at the
me and is concarned about other sepiors.

7. In another matter, another Washington consuner filed a complaint with.one of M.
Allen’s appointing insurers. Agcording to the ingurer’s records about this complaint, the
consumer “[flelt the plan was misrepresented and that they were taken advantage of.” When
asked abomt this complaint in Novernber 2013, thi consumer told OIC’s investigator that in 2010
Ms. Allen and another agent et with the consumer but that Mg, Allen did all of the 'taﬂclﬂg The
consurner, a then-64-year old widow, was worried about her 401k worth approximarely §20,000,
and Ms. Allentecommendsd moving that 401k money into one of Ms. Allen’s appointing
insurers' indexed munuities, telling the consumer the annuity would eam interest when the rarket
went up, but would not go dewn when the market went down, The consurner advised Ms, Allen
the sonsumer was not educated in financial matters and did not understand complex financial
matters. The consumer signed all necessary paperwork in Maroh 2010, In September 2010,
whet the consummer called Ms. Allen and asked her for money frotn the indexed antinity, Ms.
Allen told the consumer she could not take. money out without suffering penalties in the first 10
years. The consurer advised Ms. Allen that this was the first she had heard anything about
penalties or surrender charges, and that she bad always understood the apnuity was 100% liguid.
Ms. Allen insiated she made everything clear to the consumer; the consumer insisted she had not,
During thess discussians, the consumer advised Ms. Allen seemed very angry and/or mad. The
consuter then wrote the insurer and indicated that she did not understand the details of the
policy when she signed the paperwork, the plan was misrepresentad to her and she was taken
advantage of because of her lack of education. The insurer replied that Ms. Allen had done
everything right and if the consumer wanted to surrender her policy she should wait until the

Amended Order Revoking License
Order No. 13-0181
Pagadof 6
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March 2011 anniversary date. In November 2011 the congumer again wrote the nsurer, advising
that she was told to wait until March 2011, and where is ber money. Shie agein advised she was
unswate of any withdrawal penalties and ﬂ.sked for a penalty-free withdrawal. In Qetober 2012,
the consumer eventually requested and received a refund, less $1,300.22 in surrendar charges,
The check the consumer recaived did not indicate these surrender charges, and the consumer
believed she recetved a full refund. The inswrer’s records regarding the resolution stsies “[als an
act of good will offered to surrender the policy and wai[ve] the [withdrawal] fee.”

8. In ome of Ms. Allen’s largest recent transastions, in or about Novemnber 2011 Ms. Allen
sold an 34-vear-old consumner one of her appointing ingurer’s annuities to replace another
insurer’s variable annuity worth over $1 million. Ms, Alfen completed the replagement form
incorrectly and submitted it and other transaction dosumettts to the replacing insurer, The
tonsumer was given forms to sign, including forms showing that the sonswner migunderstood
his variable anowty’s fees and risk of loss. While the transaction decmments subrnitted to the
‘replacing insurer show the consumer was replacmg his variable avnuity becaiise le believed
doing so wonld help him avold fees he was beitig charged utider his variable annuity and also
avoid risk of loss due to market volatility, Ms, Allen later told the consumer’s san that she
replaced the variable annuity because his father had received a post card about his security code
and he was coneemed about the safety of his variable annuity aceount. Based ou this dostiments
M. Allen subimitted to the replacing insurer, the replacing insurer issued the replacement policy

using al] the money in the variable annuity. This replacement resulted in a $35,407.16 cash loss
to the constimer at ‘the time of purchage aqd a §138,288.95 10ss to his sons who were
beneficiaries under the policy. One day after the replacing insurer issusd the new policy, the
conshinar passed gway,

Pursuant o RCW 48.17.530(1), the Commissioner may revoke the license of any insurance
producer. Licensee Sandra A. Coojey-Allen has violated numerous provisions of the Insurance
Code, including, but not limited to: repeatedly using fraudulent or dishonest practices, and
repeatedly demnonsirating her untrustworthiness (RCW 48.17.530(1)h)); making and causing to
be made misrepresentations of the terms of any policies amd/or the benefits or advantapes
promisad thereby (RCW 48.30.090), recommending the purchase of annuities without reasonable
grounds for believing that the recommendation is suftable for the consumer (RUW
48.23.015(:2)(a)); making recommiendations for the purchase of atmuities without thase
recommentiations being reasonable under all circumstances (RCW 42.23.015(3)); knowingly
making filse or misleading statements or impersonations, and willfily failing o reveal material
facts, In or rélative to applications for insurance to an insuret (RCW 48.30.210); making
misrepresentations and/or misleading comparisens to induce or tend to induce insureds Hato
Japsing, temminating, forfeiting, surrendering, retaining, or converting aty insurance policy
(RCW 48.30.180; fuiling to demonstrate good faith, failing to practics horesty and equity, and
using deception in the business of insurance (RCW 48.01.030); fuiling to present one or mors
accurate, correct, non-misleading, and complete WAC 284-23-485 notices to censumers no later
than the time of the taking of the application, and fajling to fairly and adequatety highlight the
points taised by the questions (WAC 284-23-440(2)(a)); making false, deceptive, or misleading

Amended Order Revoking License
Qreler No, 13-0181
- Page 4 of 6
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rapregentations or advertising in the conduet of the business of insurance or relative to the same
or relative to any person engaged therein (RCW 48.30.040Y; violating imsurance laws or rules
{ROW 48.17.530(1 X)), intertionally misrepresenting the terms of actual or proposed insurdnce
contracts or applications for insurance (RCW 48.17.530(1%e)); and using cosrcive and/or
dishonest practices and demonstrating herself to be untrustworthy and/or incompetent.
Acvordingly, Sandra A, Cooley-Allen’s license is .heraby REVOKED.

iT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Sandra A, Cooley-Allen immediately return to OIC her
centificate of her resident insurancs producer license, and that she do so on ot before the effective
date of this. Amended Order Revoking License, 25 required by RCW 48.17.530{4). Such Jicense
shall be delivered to: ATIN: Licensing Manager;. Offiee of the Insutance Comimissionsy, F O
Box 40257, Qlvmpia, WA 98504-0237,

ENTERED AT TUMWATER, WASHINGTON, t’ms(?/rji/al y of Npversber, 2013
MIXE KREIDLER., Insurance Commissioner, by:

A% Michael Singer
QIC Staff Attomey

NOTICE OF YQUR RIGHT TO A HEARING

If you are aggrieved by this Order, RCW 48.04.010 permits you 1o demand a hearing,
Pursnant to that statute and others: You must demand a hearing, in writing, within 90 days after
the dateof this Otder, which is the day it was mailed to you, or you will waive your right to a
hsamng Your demand for a hearing must specify the reasoms why you think this Order should
he chariged. Upon receipt of your demand for hearing, you will be contacted by an assigtent of
the Chief Hesrilg Officer to schedule a teleconference with von and the Insurance
Commissioner’s Office to discuss the hearing and the procedures to be followed.

Pleass send any demand for hearing to: Office of the Insurance Commissioner
Attn: Patricia Y. Petersen, Chief Hearing Officer
Hearings Unit
P.Q. Box 40255
Olympia, WA 98504.0255

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

The undersigmed certifies under the penalty of perjury wnder the Jaws of the State of
Washington that T am now and at all timas herein mentioned, 2 citizen of the United States, a
resident of the State of Washington, over the age of eighteen years, hot & party to or interested in
the above-entitled action, and competsnt to be a witness herein.

{n the date given below 1 caused {0 be served the foregoing AMENDED ORDER

Amended Order Revoking License
Order N 13-0181
Page 5 of 6
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REVOKING LICENSE on the following individual via US Mail and e-mail at the below
indicated nddresses:

Sandra 8. Cooley Allen
3560 Bridgeport Way W 3-2
University Place, WA 98332

Sandea 8, Cooley Allen
3914 100% 5t CLNW
Gig Harbor, WA 98332

eoldendaws@someast.net
SIGNED this 272 day of November, 2013, et Tumwater, Washington.
.
. : . /-M .
Christing Tribe

Amerded Order Revoking Licenss
Order Ne., 13-0181
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LAND UsEe & B801 Soundview Drive, Sulte 258 « Gig Harbor, Washington 98335
: Tel, (253) B33-1806 » Fax (253) 851-6225 » www. {lolertaw.com
Jare Ryan Koler ~ Mark Harrfs Adams

PROPERTY LAW

r A Protessional Limited Linbility Compary Fag, famd use real property | envirenmental

FAX COVER SHEET
DATE: December 10, 2013
TO: . Hearings Unit
FAX: (360) 664-2752
FROM: Jane Koler

REGARDING: In the Matter of S8andra S, Cooley Allen, No. 13-0181

*Corredted Fax Cover Page*

Please see the following Request for Stay and Hearing., A hard copy will be sent via.
Overnight Mail.

: This transmittal censists of page(s), including this cover sheet.
If any page is not legible or you do not receive all of the pages, please call us back as soon as
posgible at 253 853-1806 or retwn a note to facaimile 253 8516225 o/o Legal Assistant,

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  THE INFORMATION CONTATNED TN THIS TRANSMITTAL MAY BE PRIVILBGED AND CONFIRENTIAL
INFORMATION INTENGED FOR THE NAMED RECIFIENT(S) ONLY, F ¥OU ARE NOT THE THTEWDEDR RECIFIENT OR THE EMPLOYER OR AQENT
RESPONSIELE TO DELIVER IT TO THE WTENDED RECIFIENT, YOU ARE HERERY NOTIFTED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION OR
COPYTNG DF TS COMMUMICATION IS STRICTLY PROMIRITED, 15 vOlf HAVE RECETIVED THIS TRANSMITTAL 1IN ERROR, PLEASE
IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY US BY TELEFHORE AND MAIL THE ORIGINAL TRANSMITTAL TOUS AT THE ATDRRRS AT THE TOR OF THIS PAGE, WE
WILL REMBUREE YOU FOR THE TELEPHONE ANTVOR. MAILING COSTS, THAKNK YOU




