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motion to Strike OIC Exhibit's 10 & 11, all other axhibiis or mentlon to Polley #s
964462748 or 964454405, and anything else outside the svope of the Criginat
Srder Revoling License in Sdministrative Hearing August 28, 2011 at 18an.

Accerding to riwy detailed notes 2t our pre-hearing conference on Fridey, May 25, 2012 ax iDam,
Administrative Law ludge Matricia D. Petersen specifically stated that the soope of the administrative
hearing would be Himited to reasons stated In Order Revoking License {Order No. 1200023, RPN
8305772, WAIT 233844} {see Order aliached In email). Sald order strles regsons the ordes is based on
the foliowing:

2, Between February and April 2010, Nathan L. Bochsler falsifled documents and/for
directed the faisification of documents in connections with the sele of an sutomobite nsurance
policy te consumers, while employed as an Insurance produger with Mlstate insurance
Company. Mathan 1. Bachsler submitied an application for an autormobile insurance pelicy in
witich he used his own personal consamer rrediE raport and identifled himsel as being both the
owner of the vehicie{s} 1o be msured and the individual requasting o be the named nsured

policyholder, in ah eflort to manipulate the prémium rate for twio consumers. Nathan ). Bochsler

thareafter submitied a second application for an etiomobile insurance policy i which he used
the peesonat consumar credit report of an employee in the insurante agency ang identified the
employae as belng both the owner of the vehitie{s) to be insured gnd the individual requesting
o be the named Insured policy holder, in further effort to menipulate the Zremibim vate for the
same two consumers, Followlng approval of the second application, Nathan J. Bochster
transferrad the policy into the name of the consumer{s),

There gre pO More reasons mentioned i thelr order dated fanuary 31, 2052, They wrote the order in
somewhat brosd language $o &s not fo specifically state policy numbers, eic. They had the ability to
wrike it as broadly 2 they fiked. Mo matler how broadiv the ressons ave raad, they casnot be possibly

read braadly encugh to inclutle the information related to exhibits 18 & 11 or the policies therein, tam

the person, appearing Pro Se, whom offered to set a date to exchange exhibits prinr 1o the hearing. 1
Rkad not taken the precaution OF requesting this exchange, { colid very well have been saddled with
epsponding fo thess issues 81 the hearlng with liitle to no time to respond adeaustely. The
Commissioner, now flist a weelk before the hearing, Is tryving to expeand the scope of the heaving and




investigation beyond what they already stipulated in said order and in said investigation. They had an
entire year to do 50 and they walted until the st week. This is unfair when they know the grocedural
requirements as lald down by Judge Petersen st said pre-hearing conference over three manths, on May
25, 2012 as well 55 many other hegrings the Commissionar has bean @ parly 1o, Despite having ampie
opportunity to do 5o, at ko time between now and the prehearing conference three months age, have
they filed o mution to axpand scope of thelr original order. Furthermare, they have had nearly an entire
year with wilch they have had the information pertaining to Exhibits 10 & 11 clearly laid out and stated
for their review In my response 1o their eliegations dated September 12, 2011 {see my respanse in emall
aitached). A year with this information is adeguate apportaniy o review and disciose any intention to
elther have included the info pertalining 1o these Exhibits in thelr original order revoling my license or
expanded that order through an amendient anytime between now and then. However, agsin they
watted until & week prior 1o the hearing. | provided my entire file, which | may add, went beyond thelr
scope of thelr initial investigation asking for documents on August 30, 2001 for the customers for the
dates covering February 2810 through Moy 5, 2010, {see sttached (HE letter and Dale and Brward's files
attached).

Why did they fall to mention these Exhibits or the policles they are referencing in the order
revaling my license or wilte thelr order in a way to broadly Include these exhibits when they clearky
knew abotsd these pollcies five months befare entering the order? This goes to the validiy of thelr said
order if they want to provide additional reasens that were provided to them pleinly five months before
they filed an order o revoke my lcense. it makes me ask whethey they thoroughly read through my
tabor intensive and comprehensive response detailing eveivthing they ssked, Including Exhiblts 10811,
i they had thovoughly evaluated the clalm they made for revoling my license, why diid they not include
reference to exhibits that they now feel, less than a weel before the bearing, aits thelr case to revoke
my Heense? | makaes me guestion whether | had a fair review of my actions in the first place, How con
this irformation be relavant if they did not include i in thelr originet ovder or an amendment to such
order? | avn anly offering hypothnses for why they would %2l to include this in the original order. The
onfy reason they have said exhibits was because [volunternily provided them for fear of not being
entirgly transpavent and fulfilling thelr request because of fear thel some docurnents pertain to detes
overiapping those detes that they inguired sbout in priginal investigation letter for February through
Way 5, 2011 {See'(}iﬁl fetter in emall attached). These exhibits pertain 0 policies written in June 2011,
whith is bevorid their origingl dates of diswv&fy it the first place. 1 could have attempted Lo not provide
those docusaants, but It was not reasongble in that ) only had a couple weeks 1o provide hundreds of
pages after going theough numerous files, Fprovided all of the documents reguestad and thensome ina
chronclogical fashion afier painstakingly going thraugh countipss records tr do so, They have been
awrare of this ability to amend the order and aware of the information they dre now seeking 1o spring
upon me A week before the hearing.

i addition, this tactic goes to the appearsnes of Takrness doctrine that all adwministrative
heatings must adhers to. Under the sppearance of falmass docirine, proceedings before 2 quast-judicial
tethunat are valid only if 2 reasonably predent and disihierested observer would contlude that ad pattles
obiained & folr, impartial, and neutral hearlog. Swift v. fslond Cy., 87 Win.2d 348, 361, 552 P.24 175
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(1978}, Although this docttine originatsd in the land use area, see Smith v. Skagit Cy., 75 Wn.2d 715, 453
P.2d 837 {1969), it has besn exiended to other types of gquasi-judicial administrative proceedings, see
Chicago, [***231 M., St P. & Pac. R.R. v. Stuie Human Rights Comm'n, 87 Wn.2d 802, 557 P.2d 307
{1976). It can easily he argued that this wouid destroy all sppearance of fairness in this proceeding to
Include Information that they have been privy for almosi a year and only now they are bringing 1o

. yours anel my atlention, iy order for this hearing to appesr as faly, | would need adequate time o

prepare for these new accusations. | also do not have tme for this hearing to be continued at a later
date, Thay have Houbled the accusations they nade in the osaay reveking license and a woek is nat
adanuate thne to respond through this metion and therefore defend or explatn all of intricaties bahind
these actions. Als, my hearing exhibiis and witness testimany and declarations | had to spend months
praparing and producing do not addvess these newiound accusations. | cannos relterate enough, as wel,
that | have been more than sctomemodating to Judge Petersen and the Commissioner thrpughout this
process. | have responded to-the investigation always i a timely manner throughioot the past year thiat
it inltigted fast August 10, 2041, | heve sart pumerous emails to Ms, Calrns, ludge Petersen’s assistant In
an attempt to be as straight forward as passible and meet all reguivements of an adrbnistritive bearing
o be fafr and forthwight to the jJudge and the Commissioner. Fwould Bke o reiterate that | provided
documents beyond the scope of the Lommissioner’s lnvestigation in an aitempt to be entirely
transparent in this matter and for fear that there may be something | undatentionally | could bave Jeft
gut of my discovery production. Becausa of my thoroughness, mw production of documents and story
maiches Allstate’s investigative report. | also detailed all of these docurnents in an gasy 10 reaid and
follow response to atlegations. These exhibits | wish strickan from the hearing next Tuesday, contain no
information or documents that were not privy to the Commissioner a vear ago, September 2012, when |
provided them with my files,

Because they have had ample dme to bring these rewly found accusations 1o me, the ludge’s,
and the public’s attention, it does not mest the appearancs of faimess doctrine or the Judge’s
precrdained rules about discovery made at the pre-hearing cenference on May 25, 2011, tn additian, if
they felt these new accusations and documents were refevant, they should have Included it in the
originat order or amendei] the arder at any polnt within the past vear. For the aforementioned reasons,
the exhibits and any reference thereln should be stricken from the frearing end the hea;’ing should not
be continued. Furthermove, they rmust be iimited 1o the scope of accusations stated in ovder revoking
license referanced heradn, | strongly uige that this motlon be granted because i is not adeguate that
this be dégennined on Monday or Tuesday ot hearlng because that lsaves 110 time 1o adjust my
preparation. They are trying o do in the st week, what they have had an enthe year ww perform. Hhave
also made It clesr that & motion for continuance Is not acgeptable in this instance because by the tma
this hearlnz Is determined, allowing for the theee months for the Judge’s decision, Hwill have been two
years since Allstate intiated this investigation and over a year and @ half since L will have used my lcense
for insurance. It's been three months since we had the prehesring conference and two months singe
Atlstata motlan for protective order was withdrawn. | ol fudge Patersen ot the prehearing conferance
of my deslre 1o cotne 1o as quick 25 reasonably possible recolution to this matier because it has taken up
50 much of myy iife. | have walted patiently for each step afong the way.
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