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CASE NO. 15-0721-DIS

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, ex rel. JOHN D.
DOAK, Insurance Commissionet,

Petitioner,
VS.
e s AANN DAMPF AGUILAR, a
professional bail bondsman licensed in the State
of Oklahoma,

Respondent.
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CONDITIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER
AND NOTICE OF RIGHT TO BE HEARD

COMES NOW the State of Oklahoma, ex rel. John D. Doak, Insurance Commissioner, by and
through counsel and alleges and states as follows:

JURISDICTION

l. John D. Doak is the Insurance Commissioner of the State of Oklahoma and as such is
charged with the duty of administering and enforcing all provisions of the Oklahoma Insurance Code,
36 O.S. §§ 101-7301, and the Oklahoma Bail Bond Act, 59 O. S. §§ 1301-1340.

2. Respondent Roberta Ann Dampf Aguilar (“Aguilar”) is a licensed professional bail

bondsman in the State of Oklahoma holding license number 199461.

FINDINGS OF FACT
1. On or about February 23, 2015, an appearance bond was executed as follows:
Defendant: Giavonnie Owens
Case Number(s): CM-2009-6041
City/County: Tulsa County Court Clerk
Insurer: Roberta Aguilar
Bondsman: Roberta Aguilar

Bond Amount(s): $500



2. On March 2, 2015, the Defendant failed to appear, and the bond was orally declared
forfeited. An Order and Judgment of Forfeiture was filed by the court on March 9, 2015. A true and
correct copy of the Order and Judgment of Forfeiture was mailed to Respondents with return receipt
requested within thirty (30) days after the Order’s filing.

3. Return of certified mail delivered to Aguilar on March 13, 2015, no delivery date.

4. The ninetieth (90™) day after receipt of the Order and Judgment of Forfeiture by
Respondents was Tuesday, June 9, 2015.

5. The ninety-first (91%") day after receipt of the Order and Judgment of Forfeiture by
Respondents was Wednesday, June 10, 2015.

6. As of the date of this Order, the bond forfeiture has not been paid or otherwise set aside
or the bond exonerated.

7. The Defendant was not returned to custody within 90 days, nor was the face amount of
the forfeited bond deposited with the Court Clerk within 91 days, after receipt of the Order and

Judgment of Forfeiture by Respondents.

8. The bond was not reported.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. The allegations are found to be true and correct, and Respondents have violated 59 O.S.

§ 1332(D) by failing to return the Defendant within ninety (90) days or remit payment in the face
amount of the bond forfeiture within ninety-one (91) days from receipt of the Order and Judgment of
Forfeiture.

2. Pursuant to 59 O.S. § 1310(B), any bondsman or company violating a provision of the















