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RETURN DATE:. MAY 20,2014

JOANNE DEEGAN, : SUPERIOR COURT
: JUDICIAL DISTRICT
v. E : OF HARTFORD
ALLSTATE INSURANCE CO. : MARCH 26, 2014
COMPLAINT

COUNT ONE: VIOLATION OF CONN. GEN. STAT. § 31-51¢q
1. Plaintiff, Joanne Deegan, is an individual residing in East Berlin, Connecticut.

2. Defendént, Allstate Insurance Company, (“D efendant’_’ or “Allstate”) is a corporation
organized under the laws of the state of Illinois. Defendant’s corporaté office in
Connecticut is located at 55 Capital Boulevard, Rocky Hill, Connectic'ut.

3. Plaintiff commenced her employment with Defendant on about June 28, 1976, when she
was 17 years old.

4. Over the course of Plaintiff’s approximately 38 year career with Defendant, she held a
number of positions. .

5. Based on her positive performance and dedication to her job, by approximately 1997,
Plaintiff earned a promotion to the position of Sales Leader/Agency Leader. She
continued in that position until the termination of her employment on March 3, 2014,

6. AsaSales Leader, Plaintiff was responsible for profitably growing the marketplace in her
assigned territory. During her teﬁure as a Sales Leader, Plaintiff Was‘ generally assigned

to areas of eastern Connecticut and Rhode Island. Based on variations in the markets
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11.

assigned to her, Plaintiff’s markets fluctuated from approximately $22 million to $45
million worth of annual insurance premiums on Allstate insurance contracts.

Exclusive Agents

Allstate’s business model includes the recruitment and retention of captive insurance
agents (“Exclusive Agents’), who own their own insurance agencies and in turn sell
primarily Allstate insurance products. Allstate then pays a commission to the Exclusivé
Agents for each Allstate insurance product that is sold, or renewed.

Plaintiff’s responsibilities inciuded the recruitment of new Exclusive Agents into her
market, and also the development of the existing Exclusive Agents in her market, through
education and cons;ultatio'n. ‘Through these efforts, more Allstate insurance products
would be sqld and renewed by the Exclusive Agents, Which would result in more growth
and greater market share for Allstate.

Before Allstate allows someone to serve as an Exclusive Agent, they must gd through a
screening process. Plaintiff, and other Sales I;,eaders, constituted the first level of that
screening process. |

If an individual passes the Allstate screening process to become an Exclusive Agent, they
must sign an Allstate Exclusive Agent Agreement, and upon doing so, become an
Exclusive Agent.

Under the terms of the Allstate Exclusive Agent Agreement, the Exclusive Agents (a)
acknoWledged that they would be gaining access to Allstate’s confidential business and
client information, and (b) promised to not disclose any of Allstate’s confidential
business and client information to any third party, or permit any third pérty from

accessing any of Allstate’s confidential business and client information and trade secrets.
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Among the conﬁden‘;ial businéss and custo:ﬁer information to which the Exclusive
Agents had access included confidential information pertéining to Allstate customers and
their family members, and Allstate trade secrets.

Exclusive Agents were also prohibited from (a) allowing competitors of .Allstate, or non-
Exclusive Allstate agents, to possess an ownership interest in the Exclusive Agent’s -
business; or (b) sharing their commissions with any person not approved in advance by
Allstate.

The Sawicki Agency Scheme

By 2009, a Connecticut insurance agency called the Sawicki Agency, which does not sell
Allstate insurance products, and is in fact a competitor of Allstate, was trying to infiltrate
Allstate by arranging for individuals who were currently or formerly affiliated with the
Sawicki Agency, to be placed as Allstate Exclusive Agents.

One of the owners of the Sawicki Agency, Josh Sawicki, provided some of hi;c, former
employees with large amounts of capital, appfoximately $50,000 or more, which was
deposited in bank accouﬁts bearing the name of the individuals. Then, based on those
funds received from Sawicki, the individuals represented to Allstgte that they had
sufficient capital to be approved as an Allstate Exclusive Agent.

Upon information and belief, once the Sawicki-affiliated individuals were approved as
Allstate Exclusive Agents, Sawicki received lan ownership interest in the Allstate
business acquired by the Exclusive Agents. Upon information and belief, Sawicki also
received a portion of the commissions received by the Exclusive Agents.

Importantly, Sawicki also gained access to confidential Allstate h;usineés and customer

information.
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Plaintiff’s Opposition to Sawicki Agency Scheme

In approximately August of 2009, Plaintiff made a formal complaint to Ted Roberts,
Territorial Sales Leader, and Lou Rupp, apother manager with Allsfatc, in which she
disclosed that one of her colleagues, Doug Lojko, had recruited a number of E;(clusive
Agents, including Steven Roy, despite the fact that they were affiliated with the Sawicki
Agency.

Plaintiff complained that this was a violation of the rules governing Exclusive Agents,
and there was a potential for these Sawicki-affiliated Exclusive Agents to share Allstate
confidential business and customer information \A;ith Sawicki, as well as engage in unfair
competition.

Plaintiff continued to raise concerns about the recruitment of Sawicki-affiliated Exclusive
Agents in 2010 to Ted Roberts and employees human resources. Plaintiff disclosed to
Ted Roberts that the website of the Sawicki Agency listed people as employees who had
recently been recruited to be Allstate Exclusive Agents, including, but not limited to, Jeff
Brown. Notwithstanding that information, Ted Roberts approved Jeff Brown to be an
Allstate Exclusive Agent, instead of a candidate t'hat Plaintiff had recruited and proposed.
In approximately November 201 0, since Plaintiff’s complaints to Ted Roberts were being
ignc;réd, and Ted Roberts was continuing to aiaprové Sawicki-affiliated Exclusive Age;lts,
Plaintiff el‘evated her complaints to a higher level manager named John Kane. Mr, Kane
said he was aware of the issues that Plaintiff had raised regarding Sawicki and that he
agreed with the decision by Ted Roberts to approve Jeff Brown as an Allstate Exclusive
Agent. According to John Kane, he had no tangible proof that Sawicki had provided

funding for Jeff Brown.
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Later in 2010, Plaintiff again communicated her concerns about the Sawicki scheme to
human resources.

In 2011, while John Kane was in Connecticut for a meeting, Plaintiff reiterated her
concerns to h1m about the Sawicki scheme.

On October 19, 2011, Plaintiff was interviewed by Allstate Corporate Security
investigator Laura Birchfield about her concerns regarding the Sawicki scheme.

Allstate Retaliates Against Plaintiff Because of Her Opposition to Sawicki Scheme

In response to Plaintiff’s consistent opposition to the recruitment, and approval, of the
Sawicki-affiliated Exclusive Agents, Defendant’s management, including, but not limited
to, Ted Roberts, retaliated against Plaintiff,

Defendant’s management, including Ted Roberts, approved the appointment of the
Sawicki-affiliated Exclusive Agents because they resulted in positive performance data
for the region, and allowed Ted Roberts to 'claim credit for the approval of additional
Exclqsive Agents, and on paper, additional growth in the region. Defendant’s
management, including Ted Rbbeﬂs, did not want the details of the Sawicki involvement
to be exposed, and Plaintiff was taking actions to expose those details.

One of the measurements on which Plaintiff’s performance was evaluated was the
number of Exclusive Agents that she was able to successfully recruit and have approved
in her territory.

In retaliation for her complaints about the Sawicki-affiliated Exclusive Agents,
Defendant modified her territory to make it more difficult for her to succeed and satisfy

her performance goals.




28. Ted Roberfs"also refused to approve one of Plaintiff’s proposed Explusive Agents in
2011, and instead decided to approve a Sawicki-affiliated Exclusive Agent.

29. In June 2012, after Pla'mﬁff was interviewed as part of the Corporate Security
Investigation, Defendant placed Plaintiff on a performance warning and threatened her

. with the possible termination of her employment. Defendant’s stated reason for placing
Plaintiff on this disciplinary action was that shé had failed to place an Exclusive Agent
during the previous year. That was the result, however, of Ted Roberts proceeding with
the Sawicki-affiliated Exclusive Agent instead of Plaintiff’s proposed qualified candidate.

30. Plaintiff objected to the unfair evaluation and indicated that she had filed an internal
complaint. |

31. In follow-up communications with human resources, Plaintiff directly complained that “I
truly believe the events leading up to my current [unsatisfactory performance evaluation
and threatened employment termination] is a direct retaliation from [Ted] Roberts for
implicating him and another Sales leader in the Sawicki Agency investigation.”

32. Tt was necessary for Plaintiff to take an extended medical leave of absence in 2012 baséd
on the tremendous amount of stress tha’g she was experiencing as a result of the retaliation
against her.

33. Whilé Plaintiff was on medical leave, Defendant finally decided to take action against the
Sawicki-affiliated Exclusive Agénts, all of whom were terminated as a result of
Defendant’s corporate security investigation. |

34. In April 2013, while Plaintiff was on medical leave, and after the Sawicki-affiliated
Exclusive Agents had been dismissed, Plaintiff wrote to Defendant’s management and

human resources requesting that they re-examine the punitive actions taken against her in




light of the fact that the corporate security investigation had confirmed the validity of her
' complaints about the Sawicki scheme.

35.In July 2013, Defendant’s human resources responaed and informed Plaintiff that her

requests were noted, but that any further communication about the issues would not occur
“until after Plaintiff fetumed from her medical leave.

36. In early 2014, Plaintiff returned to work.

37. After Plaintiff’s return, she requested once again - - now that she had returned from
medical leave - - for Defendant to re-evaluate her disciplinary status in light of the fact
that the corporate security investigation confirmed the validity of her complaints. Inan
e-mail to her boss, Terri Winger, Plaintiff wrote:

Terri — thank you for getting my laptop back to me. In going through my
computer, I noticed that there are a number of files that are missing that
were on my computer before I went out on disability. For the most part,
they relate to the complaints I was making about Doug [Lojko] and Ted
[Roberts] beginning in 2009 to HR and Corp. Security. After Ted
departed and the Sawicki agents were fired, you may recall that I asked to
have my job in jeopardy removed because from my standpoint I felt I was
being targeted for repeatedly raising concerns about sharing and misuse of
customer/company information by Sawicki people. I made my pitchin a
letter to HR and you got a copy of [HR’s] response so I understand that
the decision has been made. Jeanette [from HR], however, did say that we
might be able to have further discussion after I returned and I was hoping
to look at some of the missing file materials so I can follow up with her
and with you. Is there any way you can look into this and get back to me?
As I said to you over the phone, it will take nothing short of a miracle to

- do what needs to be done in the next three weeks so I can use all of the
help I can get. Thanks!

38. Defendant never restored the missing files to Plaintiff, or offered to re-examine her
disciplinary status.
39. In fact, upon Plaintiff’s return to work, Defendant imposed an impossible requirement

and set her up to fail.
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Defendant informed Plaintiff that she had 22 days to place two Exclusive Agents or her
employmént would be terminated.

Plaintiff was able to place one Exclusive Agent in less than a month after she returned to
work, itself an iﬁlpressive accomplishment, but could not accomplish the impossible task
of placing two Exclusive Agents in 22 days.

Accord'mgly, on March 3, 2014, Defendant terminated Plaintiff’s employment. éﬁor to
her termination, Plaintiff had been employed by Defendant.for approximately 38 years, |
since she was 17 .years old. .

Plaintiff’s Complaints About the Sawicki Scheme Raised Matters of Public Concern

In a lawsuit filed by Allstate in U.S. District Court against Sawicki and the Sawicki-
affiliated Exclusive Agents, 'Alistate_ has claimed that the Sawicki-affiliated Exclusive -
Agents ﬁrovidea Sawicki with access to Allstate trade secrets/confidential information,
and that the economic value of that information is over $1 million.

By reporting and objecting to the Sawicki scheme, Plaintiff was reporting conduct that
allegedly violated the Cox;nectlicut Uniform Trade Secrets Act, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 35-50
et seq. In fact, Allstate has alleged that ﬂle conduct of Sawicki and tﬁe Sawicki-affiliated
Exclusive Agents violated the Connecticut Uniform Trade Secrets Act, Conn. Gen. Stat.
§ 35-50 ef seq.

By reporting and objecting to the Sawicki schen-lc, Plaintiff was reporting conduct that
allegedly violated the Connecticut Unfair Trade Practices Act, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 42-11a
et seq. In fact, Allstate has alleged that the conduct of Sawicki and the Sawicki-affiliated
Exclusive Agents violated the Connecticut Unfair Trade Practices Act, Conn. Gen. Stat. §

42-11a et seq.




46. By reporting and objecting to the Sawicki scheme, flaintiff was reporting conduct that
allegedly violated the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act, 18 U.S.C. § 1330 et &eq. In fact,
Allstate has alleged that the conduct of Sawicki and the Sawicki-affiliated Exclusive
Agents violated the Corﬁputer Fraud and Abuse Act, 18 U.S.C. § 1330 et seq.

47. Based on the foregoing, Plaintiff engaged in speech that is protected under Conn. Gen.
Stat. § 31-51q, iﬁcluding Sections 3, 4, or 14 of Article First of the Connecticut
Constitution.

48. Defendant had knowledge of Plaintiff’s protected conduct, and retaliated against Plaintiff
becausé of her profecfed speech.

49, Defend.ant has also displayed a reckless disregard for Plaintiff’s rights.

50. As a consequence of Defendant’s retaliatory actions, Plaintiff has suffered damages,
including, but not limited to, lost wages and benefits, and compensatory damages,

. including but not limited to, emotional distress and loss of enjoyment of life.

51. Plaintiff has also incurred, and continues to incur, ﬁttomey’s fees and costs in pursuing

this action. |

COUNTTWO: . WRONGFUL TERMINATION IN VIOLATION OF PUBLIC
POLICY

1-46. The foregoing Paragraphs 1 through 46 of Couﬁt One are hereby incorporated as
Paragraphs 1 through 46 of this Count Two as if fully set forth herein.

47. Inthe alternative,.Defendant mongfuliy discharged Plaintiff in violation of
important public policies of the State of Connecticut. To the extent that the Court, or the jury,
determines that any speech or conduct by Plaintiff is not entitled to the protection of Conn. Gen.

Stat. § 31-51q, Plaintiff pleads'this claim, in the alternative, to preserve her right to assert that it




violates important public policies of the State of Connecticut to terminate Plaintiff because of her
activities. |

48.  Prorto the terminafion of her employment by Defendant, Plaintiff objected to
conduct that was contrary to these and other implortant public policies..

49.  Defendant terminated Plaintiff’s employment in retaliation for her opposition to
conduct that was contrary to these important public policies.

50. Defeﬁdant engaged in the aforementiohed actions in bad faith, maliciously,
intentionally, willfully, wantonly, and/or in reckless disregard for Plaintiff’s rights.

51.  Asaresult of Defendant’s intentional and unlawful conduct, Plaintiff has suffered
damages, including, but not limited to, lost wages and. benefits, and compenéatory damages,
including but not limited to, emotional d.istress and loss of enjoyment of life.

52. In addition, Plaintiff has incurred, and will continue to incur, attorneys’ fees and

costs in pursuing this action.
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DEMAND FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff claims a Jury Trial, and:

1. Compensatory damages, including, but not limited to, back pay, lost wages,

lost employee benefits, front pay, lost personal savings, emotional distress,

damage to reputation, and loss of enjoyment of life;

2. Statutory punitive damages pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 31-51q, and

common law punitivé damages;
3. Interest;

4. Attorneys’ fees-and-costs; and

5. Such other relief as in law or equity may pertain.

PLAINTIFF,
JOANNE DEEGAN

Todd Stelgm

Madsen, Preftiey, & Parenteau LLC

Juris No. 415600
402 Asylum Street
Hartford, CT 06103

(860) 246-2466 - telephone

(860) 246-1794 — fax

tsteigman@mppiustice.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff

11

RARLEY . LILLEY

cgNNEc'n )T AAFISHAL

D COUNTY




RETURN DATE: MAY 20, 2014

~ JOANNE DEEGAN, : SUPERIOR COURT
C : JUDICIAL DISTRICT
v. , , : OF HARTFORD
ALLSTATE INSURANCE CO. : MARCH 26, 2014

STATEMENT OF AMOUNT IN DEMAND

The amount in demand is greater than $15,000.00, exclusive of interest and costs of suit.

PLAINTIFF, Joanne Deegan

e

Todd Stel

Madsen, Pres ey & Parenteau LLC

402 Asylum Street, Hartford, CT 06103
Tel. (860) 246-2466 Fax. (860) 246-1794
tsteipman@mppjustice.com

Juris No. 415600

Her Attorneys

ATTEST:
s cOPY

R

T

e ARLYS J. LILLEY
cé'NNECT GUT MARSHAL
MARTFORD COURTY
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COPYRIGHT NOTICE

TextBookDiscrimination.com is not the author of these court
documents. Instead, TextBookDiscrimination.com merely re-printed

and reformatted them for easier use.

ORIGINAL SOURCE

I3+

Item Link

1 | Original Source PACER.USCourts.gov

INTERACTIVE VERSION

I3

Item Link

1| Web TextBookDiscrimination.com/Cases/ByDefendant/Allstate/C0081

CONTACT INFORMATION

E: TextBook.Discrimination@outlook.com

W: www.TextBookDiscrimination.com

Congratulations! You’re now booked up on this discrimination
lawsuit that was filed against Allstate Insurance Company!
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