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ORDER ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION
SUBJECT:  Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V24015230-A2400723

YE BRANTHAVER
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal

Activity no.:  A24000723
Appellant: Ye Feng Branthaver

Kenmore, WA 98028
Telephone:
Email:

King County: Regional Animal Services of King County
represented by Chelsea Eykel
Regional Animal Services of King County
21615 64th Avenue S
Kent, WA 98032
Telephone: (206) 263-5968
Email: raskcappeals@kingcounty.gov

On July 31, we mailed and emailed a copy of our written notice of our consolidated hearings for
Mr. Shi’s four appeals (V24015229, V24015500, V24015507, and V24015508) and Ms.
Branthaver’s one (V24015230). Our hearing notice stated, in the first two lines (bold in original):

1. Notice of Hearing. A remote hearing on this matter will begin at:
9:00 a.m. on Tuesday, August 20, 2024
followed by instructions on how to join by Zoom or phone. Because of the multiple violation

notices to consider and Ms. Branthaver’s need for an interpreter, our Outlook calendar invite set
the case for 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. by Zoom.
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We received notification on August 19 that Animal Services and Mr. Shi’s counsel had settled
the violations and order issued to Mr. Shi (V24015229, V24015500, V24015507, and
V24015508), but that Ms. Branthaver had elected not to settle the violation issued to her
(V24015230). We responded by emailing all parties that we would cancel the portion of the
hearing related to the Shi cases while keeping the hearing for Ms. Branthaver’s case.

Because of the case had shrunk from six violations to one, we followed that email with an
updated Outlook hearing invite, keeping the 9:00 a.m. szar time but shortening the expected end
time from 3:00 p.m. to 11 a.m.

The invite began with the following:

In case there was any confusion, after listing the Zoom and telephone dial-in options, that
electronic invite reiterated that the hearing would start at 9:00 a.m. Pacific Time:

At 9:00 a.m. sharp, Animal Services, its witness, and the two Mandarin interpreters promptly
appeared at our hearing. They had no confusion on how and when to log in. Yet Ms. Branthaver
failed to appear. We waited until almost 9:15 a.m. before dismissing her appeal. We issued our
Order of Dismissal yesterday.

Ms. Branthaver seeks reconsideration. She asserts that our invite changed the hearing szar# time
to 4:00 p.m., which is when she joined the hearing. We do not know how she got that; perhaps
her system is configured to a different time zone. In any event the szar¢ time—9:00 a.m. Pacific
time—never changed in any reiteration of a paper or electronic notice, just the expected duration
of the hearing (i.e., when we expected the hearing to end). Participants in yesterday’s abbreviated
hearing were able to click on the link in the hearing notice and join at 9:00 a.m. Pacific time.

We will 7ot be reopening Ms. Branthaver’s appeal of V24015230.

We provided an opportunity for Ms. Branthaver to provide her testimony at yesterday’s hearing
(providing two Mandarin interpreters to facilitate that). Yet it is not entirely clear what a hearing
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on V24015230 would have accomplished anyway. Mr. Shi’s appeals involved complex issues,
significant penalties ($2700 in total) and impactful actions (Mr. Shi had been ordered to remove
Luna from King County). Conversely, Ms. Branthaver was cited for a second-time (doubling the
$50 fine to $100) violation of KMC 6.10.030, which states, “It is unlawful for owners to allow
their dogs to be at large or without restraint,” except for narrow training, lawful hunting activity,
and competition exceptions. And “at large” means “to be off the premises of the owner and not
under the control of the owner by leash; provided, that an animal within an automobile or other
vehicle of its owner shall be deemed to be upon the owner’s premises.” KMC 6.10.020.A.

Ms. Branthaver’s appeal did not actually dispute any of the above elements Animal Services
would have had to prove to sustain the violation. Ms. Branthaver admitted that she was home
on March 1 and in charge of Luna when Luna scaled the trellis laying against the fence and
escaped. Ms. Branthaver did not dispute that Luna was off her premises while not leashed,
which is all Animal Services needed to prove. Ms. Branthaver explained in her appeal that she
had not expected that Luna could escape that way. But the Kenmore code does not add a
requirement like “at large due to negligence” or “unless the lack of control was understandable,”
or “and the result should not have come as a surprise.”

The statements she submitted after dismissal do not change anything. The email from Ms.
Hofstee asserted that Ms. Branthaver walks LLuna on a leash, not that LLuna was on a leash after
leaving Ms. Branthaver’s property on March 1 or even that Ms. Hofstee saw what happened on
March 1. Mr. Armstrong acknowledged that he did not see how things started on March 1
either. He only saw the altercation only after he had heard barking and yelling for a bit. While
Luna was being held by her collar (i.e., restrained) by the time he got outside, that does not
change LLuna having a/ready been off the Branthaver property without restraint (leading to the
yelling), which was sufficient to uphold the violation.

For larger ticket items, like a $500 potentially dangerous penalty or a $250 licensing penalty, we
sometimes reduce the penalty. Conversely, we almost never reduce the baseline $50 penalty for
normal first-time nuisance violations. And March 1 was not even the first time Luna had gotten
loose (hence the penalty doubling to $100).

In any event, we are not reopening the case. We DENY Ms. Branthaver’s motion for
reconsideration. Because today’s order is examiner’s final word on the V24015230, that pushes
out by a day Ms. Branthaver’s window to seek superior court review; our dismissal becomes final
unless, by September 20, 2024, she applies for a writ of review in superior court in accordance
with chapter 7.16 RCW.

This will be our final word on the matter. We will not be responding to any further

David Spohr
Hearing Examiner

communications.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
SUBJECT:  Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V24015230-A2400723

YE BRANTHAVER
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal

I, Jessica Oscoy, certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that
I transmitted the ORDER ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION to those listed on
the attached page as follows:

& EMAILED to all County staff listed as parties/interested persons and parties with e-mail
addresses on record.

X placed with the United States Postal Service, through Quadient-Impress, with sufficient
postage, as FIRST CLASS MAIL in an envelope addressed to the non-County employee
patties/interested persons to addresses on record.

DATED August 21, 2024.
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Jessica Oscoy
Office Manager



Brown, Natalie
Prosecuting Attorney's Office

Corcoran, Dan/Kelly
Hardcopy

Eykel, Chelsea
Regional Animal Services of King County

Herzer, Pascal
Prosecuting Attorney's Office

Murphy, Kymeshia
Hardcopy

Ye Feng Branthaver, Tianmin Shi
Hardcopy





