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NATURE OF PROCEEDING

The purposc of the hearing was to take testimony and cvidence and hear arguments as to whether
the Insurance Commissioner’s Order Revoking License, No. 12-0023, entered January 31, 2012,
revoking the Washington resident insurance preducer’s license of WNathan J. Bochgler
(“Licensce™) should be confirmed, set aside or modified. Said Order Revoking License is bascd
on the Insurance Commissionet’s (“OI1C”) allegations that the Licensee 1) falsified documents in
connection with the sale of an automobile insurance policy to a consumer by attempting to use
his own personal consumecr credit report and 2) by identifying himself as the owner of the
vehicle(s) to be insured, both in order to manipulate the premium rate for the consumer; and then
later, in a further attempt to manipulate the premium rate for this consumer, 1) using the personal
consumer credit report of an employee and 2) identifying the cmployee as the owner of the
vehicle(s) , and thereafter transferring the approved policy to the consumer. On April 26, 2012,

FINDINGS OF FACT

Having considered the cvidence and argumenis presented ai the hearing, and the documents on
file herein, the undersigned presiding officer designated to hear and determinc this matter finds
as follows:

1. The hearing was duly and properly convened and all substantive and procedural
requirements under the laws of the state of Washington have been satisfied. This Order is
entered pursuant to Title 48 RCW and specifically RCW 48,04, Title 34 RCW including, for
good cause shown, RCW 34.05.461(8); and regulations pursuant thereto.

2. Nathan J. Bochsler (“Licensee”) is a young man who is a resident of Seattle, Washington
and has worked as an insurance produccr in Washington for approximately seven years. le
received his B.A, in History from Gonzaga University in Spokane, then attended University of
Washington Law School from 2000 until 2003, received his J.D. degree from that institution in
2003, passcd the Washington State Bar Exam and became licensed to practice law in
Washington beginning October 2003. He practiced construction defect law and general litigation
with a private law firm until January 2004 when he changed to inactive status because he wanted
to work in a situation involving less rescarch and writing and more contact with people.
Additionally, he developed contacts, including loan officers, through his father and a nctworking
group - and to some extent his uncle who is an insurance producer in Portland - who were
available to help him build his insurance business. |Testimony of Licensee. |

3. Therefore, on November 16, 2004, the Licensee obtained his Washington resident
insurance producer’s license. He began work fairly shortly thercafler as an employee with
Allstate Insurance Company where he attended Allstate’s sales training seminar for one wecek in
Chicago, and Allstatc’s systems (raining for one week in Bothell, WA. Tle formed an S
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Covporation for himself and from July 2006 to August 2011 became self employed, owning his
own insurance agency which was an exclusive agent for Allstate, Pursuant to Allstate’s rules, he
officed with another agent for six months and then, as required, moved in 2007 into his own
offices in Everett, WA, During the last two years he operated his own agency he hired 4 to §
employees, His agency earned 10% commission for cach Alistate policy it sold, and although
certain sales goals were set he would not lose his agency if those geoals were not met.
[Testimony of Licensee.] The Licensee began his business with no clients, increased it 1o
include 300 to 400 policies, and when he had increased it to 700 policies he purchased a book of
business from another producer, He eventually increased his business to 2500 to 2700 policies.
For three of the four years he operated his own agency, the Licensee was in the top 3% of
Allstate producers in terms of sales — and scored very highly in other ratings and compctitions
for sales, retention of policies and other .positive results of good work — he earned trips and
financial bonuses from Allstate as rewards for his good work. Because the Licensee’s sales were
double what was required to win thesc rewatds, he was under little or no pressure to increase his

sales. He allowed-his-employees;- who-were-largely producers-themselves;to-handle-most-of-the —

agency’s new customers in order to help them build their own client bases.

4, First Policy eff. 11/24/09 issued by Licensee’s agency then cancelled by Allstate: On or
about November 2009, the Liccnsee’s agency responded to an intcrnet inquiry from Mr. Ed
Wright for an insurance quote. Prior o that time, neither Mr, Wright nor his domestic partner,
Mes. Joe, had any connection to the Licensee or his agency. [Licensee Ex. 9, Declaration of Ed
Wright.] On or about November 18, 2009, the Licensee’s agency processed the first Allstate
auto policy at issue herein, Policy No. 964333219 [OIC Ex. 5, first policy details]. The
Applicant was stated to be Ms. Joc. The Named Insureds were siated to be Mr. Wright and Ms.
Joc. Mr. Wright and Ms, Joe were also named as operators, The Agent of Record is stated to be
the T.icensee, The Licensee’s agency ran the credit report (which in part determines the amount
of premium to be charged) on Ms, Joc. James Haffner, an Allstatc producer who was then
working as an employee of the Licensee’s agency, signed said policy as the producer and as the
hinding authority. [OIC Ix. 5, first policy details.}] The policy covered two vehicles, a 1992
Tord Explorer and a 1988 Mitsubishi Montero. Me. Wright and Ms. Joe were both correctly
identified as Single (Never Married) and living together. My, Wright signed the application,
which provided only one signature line for the “Applicant,” and both Mr. Wright and Ilaffner
signed the underinsured coverage limits as the “Named Insured or Spouse” and the “Agent,”
respectively, and on the PIP coverage rejection form Ms. Joe’s name as “Applicant or Named
Insured” was typed in on her signature linc and Mr, Wright signed this form on his signaturc line
as “Applicant or Named Insured.” The policy application showed the specific premium amounts
for the various coverages for the 1992 Ford and the 1988 Mitsubishi separately. The estimated
premium for both vehicles was approximately $631.21 for six months. [OIC Ex. 5, first policy
details.] Prior to the time the application was submitted, the Licensee states that he checked with
Allstate processing and underwriting to insure that his agency was writing the policy correctly,
given the less common situation where domestic partners living together each have aceess (o the
vehicles, and that Allstate assured him that they were. [Testimony of I.icensee.] For this reason,
and as evidenced by having both Mr. Wright's and Ms. Joe’s names included as “Named
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Insureds,” the Licensce understood that Allstate permitted multiple people as named insureds
cven if not married and was not trying to hide this fact. [OIC Tix. 5, first policy details.] In fact,
the Licensee explained to Mr. Wright that his relationship with Ms. Joc was a common law
marriage situalion because they had been in such a long relationship that included combining and
sharing major assets such as their cars and house; the Licensee told Mr, Wright that he could
treat them as either marricd or single for insurance purposes. [Licensec Ex. 9, Declaration of Ed
Wright.] '

5.  Allstate’s regional underwriting cancelled the first policy cffective February 17, 2010,
advising Mr. Wright and Ms. Joe that the cancellation was because Our records indicate that you
do not have an insurable interest in one or more vehicles insured under this policy [presumably
meaning the policy was cancelled because Ms. Joe could not be a Named Insured because she
was not a registered owner of at least one of the covered vehicles i.e., this was an ingurable
interest issue]. [OIC Ex. 5, Notice of Cancellation of first policy.] The Canccllation Notice did

not;-however;-advise-that it was improper-to-use-Ms.Joe’s credit report-and not MrWright’s_ . . .. . . =

credit report. Apparently, Allstate did not investigate the handling and issuance of this first
policy, [OIC Ex. 2, Allstate Summary of Evidence],

6. Second Policy eff. 2/17/10 issucd by Licensee and cancelled by Allstate: On or about
February 12, 2010 the Licensee’s agency wrote the second Allstate auio policy at issue herein,
Policy No. 9644907330 [OIC Ex. 6, second policy details], effective February 17, 2010. While
the Licensec states thal David Alber (an Allstate producer employed by the Licensee’s agency,
who sincc the first policy had replaced Haffner) wrote this policy [O1C Ex. 4, Statement of
Iicensee], the policy identifies the Licensee as the Agent of Record. Further, in its Allstate
Summary of Evidence Report, Allstatc reports that Mr. Wright stated in his interview with
Allstate that the Licensee personally completed this policy application with him, and that at that
time he informed the Licensce that ke (Wright) was the registered owner of two of the vehicles
and his partner Dale Joe was the registered owner of the third vehicle. [OIC Ex. 2, Allstate
Summary of Evidence dated December 30, 2010.]

7. In this second policy, Mr. Wright was stated to be the Named Insured. Although the
Named Insured was only Mr. Wright, the credit report for the policy was run on only Ms. Joe.
The policy listed both Mr. Wright and Ms. Joe as operators, and once again corrcctly listed them
both as Single (Never Married) and living together. The Licensee believed it was proper to have
only Mr, Wright as thc Named Insured because Mr, Wright was the owner of the 1992 Ford and
1988 Mitsubishi [Testimony of Licensee; OIC Iix. 4, Statement of Licensee], and so now that he
was removing Ms. Joe’s name as a Named Insured he was removing the insurable interest
problem which causcd Allstate to cancel the first policy. Howevet, this second policy differed
from the first policy in that this second policy covered three vehicles (the 1992 Ford, the 1988
Mitsubisht, and now a 1985 Porsche was added which Mr. Wright had told the Licensee that Ms.
Joe owned). [OIC Ex. 2, Allstaic Summary of Evidence.] Thercfore, using Allstate’s reason for
cancelling the first policy (insurable interest issue), the Licensee would create the same insurable
interest problem with this sccond policy becausc he had now added the 1985 Porsche owned by
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Ms, Joe but had at the same time removed Ms. Joe’s name as a Named [nsured. The premjum for
this second policy for six months was approximately $1207.58. [OIC Ex. 6, second policy
details.]

8. The [.icensee had assumed it was proper to have Mr. Wright as the Named Insured but run
the credit report on Ms. Joe because this issue had on occasion arisen before with long term
domestic (non-marricd} partners who had access to drive all vchicles and wanted to be on the
same policy, under a common law marriage theory, and in those earlier situations he had not had
any previous issucs with writing a policy this way. The Licensce understood Allstate’s
procedure to be that when two people are in a domestic partnership where both of them have
access to drive the cars covered by the policy then either one or both of the two domestic
pariners could be a Named Insured and cither one or both could be the subject of the credit
report.  This is the same information that the Licensee provided to Mr. Wright at the time he
applied for this second policy. [Ex. 2, Allstate Summary of Evidence, interview with Mr.
--------- tight:]—The-Lieensee belicved the insureds’relationship to be a merctricious one._[OIC Ex. 4,
Statement of Licensee; Testimony of Licensee.] Further, prior to writing this sccond policy, the
Licensee had checked with Allstate underwriters about the situation but received no clear answer
from them as to how to tie the policies together given the domestic relationship, [Testimony of
T.icensee.]

9. Allstate cancelled this second policy etfective March 16, 2010, stating the reason for
cancellation was that the Licensee’s agency had run the credit report on Ms. Joe and not on M.
Wright, [OIC Ex. 6, Notice of Cancellation of second policy.] Allstate did not citc the insurable
interest problem as a reason for cancellation, although it appears (sec above) this second policy :
had the same insurable inferest problem which was the reason Allstate cancelled the first policy. |

10.  Third Policy eff. 3/16/10 issued by Licensec’s agency and cancelled by Licensce: On or

about Mareh 5, 2010, the Licensee caused a third policy to be processed, No. 964419003 |OIC

Ex. 8, third policy details] which became effective March 16, 2010, in which the J.icensee is the

Agent of Record. Although he did not include it in his Statement to the OIC [OIC Ex. 4;

Statecment of Licensee dated September 12, 2011], on or about March 5, 2010, the Licensee ,
advised David Alber to write this third auto policy and 1) to name the Ticensee himself, Nathan !
Bochsler, as the Named Insured; 2) to use the licensee’s own mailing address and not that of ;
Mr. Wright and Ms, Joe; and 3) to use the Licensee’s own credit report for purposes of
determining the premium for this third policy. [OIC Ex. 3, Statcment of Licensec’s attorncy
Thomas dated September 12, 2011.] The policy covered the same thrce vehicles which were
covered in the second policy, No. 9644907330 |OIC Ex. 6] (i.e., the 1988 Mitsubishi owned by
Mr. Wright, the 1992 Ford owned by Mr. Wright, and the 1985 Porsche owned by Ms. Joe).

11.  The Licensee states that he advised Mr. Alber to prepare this third policy in this way in
order to obtain a policy rate for Mr. Wright and Ms. Joe at the premium rate he believed M.
Wright and Ms. Joe originally qualified for, which was approximately $631.21 for six months
(see above). The premium for this third policy, however, was approximately $1309.93 - far from
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the $631.21 range the Licensee believed Mr. Wright and Ms. Joe qualified for, The Licensee
then thought that if he wrote the policy using Mr. Alber’s credit report rather than his own credit
report he would be able to provide a premium rate more closely resembling the $631.21 range he
believed Mr. Wright and Mr. Joe qualificd for. For this rcason, the Liccnsce himself cancelled
this third policy and processed yet a fourth policy (below). [OIC Ex. 3, Statement of I.icensce’s
aitorney Thomas.]

12.  Fourth policy eff. 3/18: On or about February 27, 2010 (because now Allstate had
cancelled the first and second policics and the Licensec could not produce the $631.21 premium
for the third policy which he believed Mr. Wright and Ms. Joe qualificd for by using the
[icensee’s own name as the Named Insured and the Licensee’s own credit report), the I.icensee
tricd to produce the $631.21 premium by now using David Alber’s credit report. The Licensee’s
agency therefore processed this fourth policy, Policy No. 964420263, [OIC Ex. 7, fourth policy
details.] As planned, the Licensee, who is stated to be the Agent of Record, 1) used David

Alber*s-namc-as—the-Named Insured- although-these-were-the same three vchicles—which-were— . . . . .. .

actually owned by Mr., Wright and Ms. Joe; 2) falsely provided Mr. Wright’s and Ms. Joc’s
address as that of David Alber the Named Insured; 3) used David Alber’s credit report; and 4)
only named Ms. Joe as an operator. [Testimony of Licensce; OIC Ex. 3, Statement of Licensce’s
attorney Thomas; OIC Fx. 4, Statement of Licensee to OIC; OIC Ex, 7, fourth policy details.]
However, while the premium for the third policy using the Licensee’s own name as Named
Insured and his own credit report was $1309.93 [OIC Ex. 8, third policy details], the premium
for this fourth policy processed under David Alber’s credit report was 1351.93 for six months,
¢ven further from his $631.21 goal,

13.  Curiously, as to this fourth policy, the Licensee still believed that Mr. Wright’s and Ms.
Joc’s premium should be about $631.21 like it was for the first policy that Allstate had cancelled,
even though 1) the first policy was applied for using Mr. Wright’s and Ms. Joc’s names as the
Named Insureds and this fourth policy has David Alber as the Named Insured; 2) the first policy
was applicd for using Ms. Joe’s credit repott (which, in its cancellation of the second policy,
Allstate had informed the Licensee was unacceptable) and this fourth policy has David Alber’s
credit report; and 3) the first policy covered only two vehicles and this fourth policy covered a
third vehicle as well (the 1985 Porsche). [OIC Ex. 5, first policy details; OIC Ex. 7, fourth
policy details; OIC Ix. 2, Allstate Summary of Evidence; OIC Ex. 3, Stalement of Licensee’s
attorncy Thomas dated September 23, 2011,]

i4.  First change of fourth policy 5/25/10: Whilc this fourth policy was written naming
David Alber as the Named Insured, on May 25, 2010 and effective May 25, 2010, by
endorsement the Ticensee: 1) changed the Named Inswed from David Alber to Ms. Joe; 2)
changed the operator trom David Alber to Ms. Joe; and 3) added Mr. Wright as an operator.
[OIC Ex. 7.] Even with these changes, the stated premium for six months appears to have
remajned at $1351.93.

15.  Second change of fourth policy 6/25/10: On Junc 25, 2010, effective June 6, 2010
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(backdated), the Licensee processed more changes to this fourth policy: 1) the Licensee removed

one of the three originally insured vehicles, the 1992 Ford, for the reason that the item was no

longer in insured possession [OIC Ex. 7] because the 1992 Ford had been totaled on June 5, ;
2010 [OIC Ex. 71; 2) the Licensee added a different vehicle replacing the 1992 Ford Explorer, |
this time a 1994 Ford Expo van; and 3) the Iicensee changed one of the opcrators from Ms.
“Dale Joe” to Ms. “Dale Jo Swalwell” (with all of the same identification numbers and single
marital status for Ms. Joc). Further, on June 24, 2010, effective June 10, 2010 (backdated), the
Ticensee processed another change reflecting that Allstate had paid out $3,230 on the total loss
of the 1992 Ford Explorer, that the accident type had becn changed and that Allstate’s insured
under this third policy was changed from 0 to 99% responsible for the accident. Even with all of
these changes, the stated premium for six months appears to have remained at $1351.93, [OIC
Ex. 7]

16.  Tn summary of the above Findings, the Licensee believed from his communications with _
Allstate-that-the-$631:21 (i.e. $600-700) range-premium-rate was the correct one-for-which-Mr.— . . . . . . .
Wright and Ms, Joe qualified. When he could not get the Allstate computer system to approve a
premium rate in this range for the coverage, in the application for the third policy he used his
own namc and credit report. When that did not work, in the application for the fourth policy he
used David Alber’s name and credit report, all in order to secure what he believed was the
premium rate for which Mr, Wright and Ms. Joe qualified. With regard to how the Licensec !
handled the first and second policies, he may have ap argument that it was difficult to determine |
how to properly insure Mr, Wright and Ms. Joe with thelr domestic partnership status and joint '
access to the covered vehicles (although in processing the sccond policy the Licensce is expected
to know that Ms, Joe’s newly added Porsche would require her to be a Named Insured, although
that was not the reason Allstate cancelled the second policy).

17.  Teaving his activities relative to the first and second policies aside, however, it is difficult
to lend credence to the Licensee’s reasoning relative to the third and fourth policies: the Licensce
is clearly a very intelligent, educated individual 1) who has held a Washington insurance
producer’s license since November 2004, which was over five full years before this incident
occurred; 2) who during those over five years before this incident occurred first worked as an
Allstate producer-employee for a significant period of time, who underwent Allstate training and
who worked and officed with another Allstate preducer for at least six months as required by
Allstate as a means of obtaining additional training and support; 3) who then for some four years
prior to this incident worked hard to build up, and owned and operated, his own Alistate
exclusive agency from having liltle or no business when he began his own agency in July 2006
to operating a very successful, productive Allstate agency which has won many highly
competitive and respective Allstate awards [Licensee Exs. 10, 11] with no complaints to the OIC
and ne cvidence of any other problems in his business even though he cmploved as many as
seven individuvals including at lcast one other producer in his agency; and 4) who, again, had
accomplished al] of these successes in the five years before he engaged in the activities herein,
Why, then, when owning and operating a success{ul agency with over 3,000 policies and clearly ;
not needing any morc business, would the Licensee process auto applications for Mr, Wright and
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Ms. Joe — brand new customers to whom he had no prior connection — and name himself or
David Alber as the Named Insureds on the third and fourth policies when clearly neither were the
registered owners or operators.of the covered vehicles (especially since Allstate had just
cancelled the first policy for the reason that Ms. Joe could not be a Named Insured because she
did not own either of the two covered vehicles)? And why would the Licensee use his own or
David Alber’s credit reports when clearly neither of them were proper Named Insureds or the
owners or operators of the covered vehicles (especially since Allstate had just cancelled the
second policy because the Licensee had used the wrong credit report)? If the Licensce’s reason
was to obtain the lower premium rate he thought the real insureds qualified for, why did he not
recognize that expecting the original lower premium rate provided for the first policy was not
reasonable given that that first policy used the wrong credit report and covered one less vehicle?

13.  In Deccmber, 2010 thc Licensee rcccived a notice “out of the blue” [Testimony of
Iicensee] from Allstate’s Investigator, Kevin H. Sielzer, notifying him that the following
morning he was required-to-meet-with-Allstate--This-was-the-first-that-the Licensee had heard
that Allstate had a concern regarding the manner in which he handled the policy applications for
Mr. Wright and Ms. Joe. [Testimony of Licensee; Licensee’s Ex. 1; OIC Ex. 4.] The Licensee
had 24 hours 1o consolidate his files and prepare for this meeting. [Testimony of Licensee; OIC
Ex. 4.]

14, On December 22, 2010, which was the day following his intcrvicw with Allstate, the
Licensce cancelled this third policy effective December 23, 2010 in order to correct the issues
with his [Mr. Wright’s] policy. I was able to help him find other insurance that suited him better
immediately.... TOIC Ex. 2, Allstate Summary of Evidencc.] In its Summary of Evidence,
Allstate noted that [le [the T.icensee] did not indicate why he processed an endorsement on May
25, 2010 which changed the named insureds to Dale Joe and Mr. Wright. [OIC Ex. 2, Allstate
Summary of Evidence.] [However, in fact on May 25, 2010 the Licensee did not change the
Named Insureds to Dale Joe and Mr. Wright: on that date he changed the Named Insured(s) to
only the name of Ms. Joe. Also, presumably the Licensee made the change on May 25, 2010
because Ms. Joe was the owner of the third vehicje (Porsche).]

15.  While the Licensee acknowledges that he used bad judgment, he states that in these
activities he believed he was working within the policy guidelines in attempting to obtain for M,
Wright and Ms. Joe what he thought was the proper premium rate. |Testimony of Licensce.] As
above, at least as to the third and fourth policies, this is not credible.

16. Tt is unclear why Allstate waited six months after its intcrview with the Licensee in
December, 2010 to cancel the Licensee’s affiliation with Allstate (effective June 2, 2011).
Thercafter, on June 2, 2011 Allstate advised the Licensee that he was required to sell his agency
by August 31, 2011, [Testimony of Licensee; Ex, 1.] Thereafter, by letter dated June 14, 2011
addressed to the QIC, Allstate advised that it was terminating the T.icensee “for cause,” and
stated the cause fo be “falsification of documents.” [Testimony of Licensee; Licensee’s Ex. 2.
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17.  First, the Licensee, in response to the OIC’s questions and the OIC’s guestions in its
Aungust 10, 2011 inquiry f[Licensee’s Ex. 4], and in his testimony and argument at hearing,
admitted the above facts, and acknowledged that he had made the wrong decisions in completing
the policy applications. The Licensee cooperated fully with the OIC’s investigation. Earlier,
while the Licensee’s initial response to Allstate may have lacked detail, he was given less than
24 hours to meet with Allstate about their concerns and so was unable to prepare adequately for
the interview since he did not have time to consolidate all of the documents regarding the file
and understand what had occurred nearly one year priot to his December 21, 2010 intetview with
Allstate, He does appear to be contrite about these activities, he understands the seriousness of
what he did even though it involved only one customer and one policy and in fact did not harm
any consumers. Ile seems to have, indeed, learned his fesson.

18.  Second, while the Licensee’s business handled over 3,000 policies and employed at least
one other Allstate producer at any given time, over the five years be owned and operated his
agency 1) he carned unusually high awards from Allstate for his sales, marketing, customer
retention and other effective insurance practices; 2) he had no complaints to the OIC or any other
known problems in his business aside from this single policy for this new customer during the
seven months between 11/24/09 to 6/25/10; and 3) he has no criminal background or any other
reason which would be of concern in his business practices. '

19, Third, it does not appear that the Licensee intended to hide what he was including, or
allawed to be included, in the various versions of the Mr. Wright/Ms. Joe vehicle policy, and it
does not appear that the Licensee was working in his own self interest. By the time of the
Licensee’s activities herein the Licensee had received many commendations and awards from
Allstate for being an effective and productive insurance producer, He had business far in excess
of what he needed to earn further awards, and did not need this policy to earn any awards he was
not earning anyway. He stood to benefit very little from the issuance of this policy (only some
$130 commission). In addition, pcrsonally, the Licensee has a reputation as an Allstate producer
who is honest, competent, effective, and customer-oriented, even from Allstate producers who
worked for and with him (Rob Conroy, James Haffher) and customers (Wright). [Licensee Exs.
7. 8, 9.] Although the Licensce admits he made wrong decisions (presumably particularly
refative to the third and fourth policies), Allstate did have many of ils own communicalions
problems at the time and this hampered its ability to effectively answer its producers’ questions
presented to them and Allstate’s computer system created premium and pricing issues. [Licensee
Exs. 7 and 8, Declarations of Rob Conroy and James Haftner; Testimony of Licensee.]

20.  Fourth, the Licensée has been punished for the wrong choices he made with regard to this
consumer and this Allstate auto policy. When Allstate terminated the Licensee’s affiliation,
pursuant to Allstate tules he was forced to sell his ownership of his agency against his will,
thereby also losing his ability to continue building his business. Ile has been unable to practice
the business of insurance since June 2, 2011 when Allstate cancclicd his affiliation; he has
undoubtedly suffered some damage to his reputation and it must be acknowledged that this
situation may hamper his epportunities in other professions. Finally, he has lived in “limbo”
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without his license, ag he describes ii, these past 19 months since Allstate terminated his
atfiliation and the OIC subsequently revoked his insurance producer’s license.

21. While the Licensee’s activities were reprehensible, and are ones for which he should be
disciplined, for the above reasons it is rcasonable that the OIC’s Order Revoking License be
amended to instead impose & fine of $2,000 upon the Licensee with the advise that the activitics
which are found herein should be taken into consideration by the OIC should the OIC conduct
any [uture investigations or disciplinaty actions involving the Licensee.

22.  Nathan J. Bochsler, the Licensee, appeared as the sole witness on behalf of the OIC and
also appeared as thc sole witness on his own behalf. Mr. Bochsler presented his testimony in a
detailed and credible manner and presented no apparent biases.

Based upon the above Findings of Facts, it is hereby concluded:

1. The adjudicative procceding herein was duly and properly convened and all substantive
and procedural requirements under the laws of the state of Washington have been
satisfied. This Order is entered pursuant to Title 48 RCW and specifically RCW 48.04;
Title 34 RCW including, for good cause shown, RCW 34.05.458(8); and rcgulations
pursuant thereto.

2, Pursuant to RCW 48.17.530(1), the OIC may place on probation, suspend, revoke, or
refuse to 1ssue or renew an insurance producer’s license, or may levy a civil penalty in
accordance with RCW 48.17.560 or any combination of actions, for any one or more of
numerous specific causes.

3. As alleged by the OIC, it is here concluded that with regard to securing an auto policy for
Mr, Wright and Ms. Joe between 11/24/09 to 6/25/10, the Licensee, directly and/or
through one of his employees, misrepresented the terms of an application for insurance,
and the terms of an actual insurance contract, as contemplated by RCW 48.17.530(1)(e).

4, Asalleged by the OIC, it is herc concluded that with regard to sccuring an auto policy for
Mr. Wright and Ms. Joe between 11/24/09 to 6/25/10, the Licensee, directly and/or
through one of his employees, demonstrated incompetence, or untrustworthiness, in this
state, as contemplated by RCW 48.17.530(1Xh).

5, It is here concluded that, based upon the Tindings of Facts found above, and the
Conclusions of Law herein, the OIC’s Order Revoking Liccnse should be amended to
instead imposc a finc of $2,000, payable within 30 days of the date of this Order as set
forth below.
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6. Itis further concluded that the OIC may take the above Findings of Facts and
Conclusions of Law inlo consideration should the OIC conduct any future investigations
or disciplinary actions involving the Licensee in the future.

ORDER

On the basis of the foregoing Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law,

- IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Washington State Insurance Commissioner’s Order

Reveoking License, No. 12-0023, is amended to instead impose a fine of $2,000, and the QIC
may take the above Findings of Facts and Conclusions of Law into consideration should the OIC
conduct any future investigations or disciplinary actions involving the Licensee in the future.

IT IS FURTIIER ORDERED that the Licensee shall pay said fine of $2,000, in full, to be
received within 30 days of the date of this Order, mailed or delivered to P.O. Box 40255,
Olympia, WA 98504-0255 or 5000 Capitol Blvd., Tumwater, WA 98501. Should said finc not
be received by that date, the insurance producer’s license of the Licensee shall automatically be
revoked without further appeal.

ENTERED AT TUMWATER, WASHINGTON, this 2 7 day of January, 2013, pursuant to
Title 4 RCW and specifically RCW 48.04 and Titlc 34 RCW and rcgulations applicable thereto.

PATRICIA D, PETERSEN
Chief Presiding Officer

Pursuant to RCW 34.03.461(3), the parties are advised that they may seek reconsideration of this
order by filing a requost for reconsideration under RCW 34.05,470 with the undersigned within
10 days of the date of service (date of mailing) of this order. Further, the parties are advised that,
pursuant to RCW 34.05.514 and 34.05.542, this order may be appealed to Superior Court by,
within 30 days afier date of service (datc of mailing) of this order, 1) filing a petition in the
Superior Court, at the pctitioner’s option, for (a) Thurston County or (b) the couniy of the
petitioner’s residence or principal place of business; and 2} delivery of a copy of the petition 1o
the Office of the Tnsurance Commissioner; and 3) depositing copies of the petition upon all other
narties of record and the Office of the Attorney General.




FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
AND FINAL ORDER

12-0023

Page - 12

Declaration of Mailing

1 declare under penally of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that on the date listed betow, 1 mailed or caused
delivery through narmal office mailing custorn, & true copy of this document to the foflowing people &l Lheir addresses Hsted
above: Nathan J. Bochslar, Mike Kreidier, Michael G, Watson, John I, liamje, Hsq,, Robin Aranson, Esg., and Carel Surcan,
Esu.,

2]
DATED this & day of Fanuary, 2013,

_KELLY A, CAIRNE




