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SUMMARY ORDER 

 
SUBJECT: Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V24015287-A24000972 
 

RANDI GANULIN AND LAWRENCE SCHWEDLER 
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal 

 
Activity no.: A24000972 

 
Appellants: Randi Ganulin and Lawrence Schwedler 

 
Sammamish, WA 98074 
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 

 
 
Animal Services issued a notice and order designating Percy as dangerous, fining Appellants 
$500 for a dangerous violation and $50 for not being current on his rabies vaccination, and 
requiring Appellants to meet various obligations for keeping a dangerous animal. As we read 
Appellants’ statement, they are not challenging the violations themselves, nor the requirements 
for keeping a dangerous animal in King County, and instead only seeking a penalty reduction so 
they can put those monies towards meeting the compliance requirements. 
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In forwarding the notice and order and the appeal, Animal Services observed that it “would 
normally work out a fine reduction, however due to the severity of the injuries to the victim, this 
case has been referred to the Prosecutor’s office and is currently under review.” 
 
When we learn that a matter has been referred to the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (Prosecutor) 
for potential criminal charges we typically “stay” our case until the Prosecutor decides whether 
to bring criminal charges. We have no role in that Prosecutor review, which looks at different 
factors, under a different legal standard, than we would. And conducting an examiner hearing in 
the shadow of a potential criminal proceeding creates a dilemma—either appellants testify in our 
hearing (testimony that could be used against them in the criminal context) or they assert their 
rights against self-incrimination (meaning we would be deciding the merits after essentially only 
hearing one version of events). 
 
However, this case is different because Appellants are only challenging the penalty amount. And 
while a dangerous designation and compliance terms are about the dog, the penalty is about the 
owner. Appellant’s statement—having hired a trainer well before the February 29 altercation, four 
years of incident-free walking, not minimizing or rationalizing the incident, and complying with 
the dangerous animal requirements—all sounds like the type of scenario where we would order a 
significant penalty reduction (if the case did not settle beforehand, which it usually does).  
 
There could be something more here beneath the surface—like past Percy incidents/history that 
should have put Appellants on notice of a heightened duty to restrain Percy, or something 
irresponsible they did on February 29, or an unacceptable post-incident response. We would 
normally be hesitant about ordering a penalty reduction without hearing all the facts. However, 
the referral to the Prosecutor increases our incentive to promptly wrap up the administrative (as 
opposed to potential criminal) case, instead of simply staying our case until after the criminal 
matter gets ironed out. 
 
First, this appeal will simply linger on our docket for the months and months it typically takes 
the Prosecutor to decide whether to bring charges and then, if charges are brought, the months 
or perhaps years a criminal case can drag on. It requires staff time (and party time) for us to try 
to gather periodic updates. Such effort is warranted where there is a meaty issue for us to 
potentially decide on, such as whether to sustain a dangerous animal designation. But it seems 
monstrously inefficient where only a few hundred dollars are at stake. 
 
Second, during the appeal process for a dangerous animal designation, the owner must keep the 
animal in a proper enclosure, and only let it outside if the animal is securely leashed, humanely 
muzzled, and competently handled (or in a carrier or crate while traveling in a vehicle). KCC 
11.04.285. But the owner has no duty to obtain the $500,000 surety bond/liability insurance 
policy until after the examiner appeal wraps up. So, if we keep this appeal on our docket for the 
months or perhaps years the criminal law angle could chew up, a future Percy victim might not 
have any economic recourse. That seems an unwise roll of the dice where only a few hundred 
dollars are at stake. 
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Thus we will reduce the dangerous penalty to $100, keep the the $50 rabies penalty as is, and 
close out the appeal. 
 
Today’s is a summary order, not a decision we reach after taking testimony under oath and 
subject to cross-examination, studying the exhibits, and entertaining arguments. So if we have 
misunderstood something material about the situation, by May 6, 2024, either Animal Services 
or Appellants may email us a motion for reconsideration explaining why we should not be 
concluding this appeal under these terms. Filing a timely motion for reconsideration postpones 
the deadline (described below the signature line) for seeking judicial review of our order. 
 
 
DATED April 5, 2024. 
 
 

 
 David Spohr 
 Hearing Examiner 
 

 
 

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APPEAL 
 

King County Code 20.22.040 directs the Examiner to make the County’s final decision for this 
type of case. This decision shall be final and conclusive unless appealed to superior court by May 
6, 2024. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in superior court 
in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
SUBJECT: Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V24015287-A24000972 
 

RANDI GANULIN AND LAWRENCE SCHWEDLER 
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal 

 
I, Lauren Olson, certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that 
I transmitted the SUMMARY ORDER 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. 

 
 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 
parties/interested persons to addresses on record. 

 
 
DATED April 5, 2024. 
 
 

 
 Lauren Olson 
 Legislative Secretary 
 
 
 



Eykel, Chelsea

Regional Animal Services of King County

Gray, Randall

Hardcopy

Lawrence Schwedler, Randi Ganulin

Hardcopy




