


















WASHINGTON STATE 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

In the matter of: Docket No. 09-2017-LI-00564 

Bellwether Harbor Investments, LLP dba INITIAL ORDER 
Hotel Bellwether, 

Agency: Labor and Industries 
Appellant/Employer. Program: Wage Payments 

Agency No. W-673-17 

1. ISSUES PRESENTED 

1.1 Did Bellwether Harbor Investments, LLP dba Hotel Bellwether violate RCW 
49.46.130, by failing to pay overtime wages to Wage Claimant William Griffin for 375 
hours at the regular overtime rate of pay of $20.86 per hour, for overtime hours 
worked during the period of September 1, 2015 to January 21, 2017, as alleged in 
the Citation and Notice of Assessment for Wage Payment Violations, No. W-673-17, 
issued on June 9, 2017? 

1.2 If a violation occurred, what is the amount of wages owed, including interest? 

1.3 If a violation occurred, should Bellwether Harbor Investments dba Hotel Bellwether 
be liable for a penalty of $1,000.00 as per RCW 49.48.083? 

2. ORDER SUMMARY 

2.1 Bellwether Harbor Investments, LLP dba Hotel Bellwether did not violate RCW 
49.46.130, by failing to pay overtime wages to Wage Claimant William Griffin. The 
Department's Citation and Notice of Assessment for Wage Payment Violations, No. 
W-673-17, dated June 9, 2017, is REVERSED. 

2.2 Bellwether Harbor Investments, LLP dba Hotel Bellwether is not liable for wage 
restitution or interest to Wage Claimant William Griffin, and no penalty is assessed. 

3. HEARING 

Hearing Date February 27, 2018 
Administrative Law Jude Jane Cantor Shefler 
Appellant Bellwether Harbor Investments, LLP dba 

Hotel Bellwether 
Appellant Representative James Haupt, General Manager 
Appellant Witnesses Michael Grogan, Executive Chef; 

Joe Vinson, Accounting and Human 
Resources Manager; 
Cory DeWispelaere, Restaurant Manager; 
Elizabeth Crawford, Director of Sales and 
Catering 
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Appellant Exhibits Appellant Exhibits A — I and Exhibit K were 
admitted at hearing. Exhibit J was proffered, 
but not admitted. 

Agency Department of Labor and Industries 
Agency Representative Katy Dixon, Assistant Attorney General 
Agency Witnesses Alix Campbell, Industrial Relations Agent; 

William Griffin, Wage Claimant 
Agency Exhibits Department Exhibits 1 through 17 were 

admitted. 
Wage ClaimantlParty Intervenor William Griffin 
Court Reporter Sharon Westlin , Central Court Reporting  

4. FINDINGS OF FACT 

Based on the evidence presented, the Administrative Law Judge makes the 
following findings of fact: 

Jurisdiction 

4.1 The Department of Labor and Industries ("Department") issued a Citation and Notice 
of Assessment on June 9, 2017, finding that Bellwether Harbor Investments LLP dba 
Hotel Bellwether ("Appellant" or "Employer"), violated RCW 49.46.130, by failing to 
pay Wage Claimant William ("Liam") Griffin ("Wage Claimant") overtime wages due 
for the period of September 1, 2015 to January 21, 2017. The Department 
assessed the Appellant a penalty of $1,000.00. Exhibits 1 and 3. 

4.2 The Appellant filed a letter of appeal on June 28, 2017. Exhibit 7, Exhibit A. 

4.3 The matter was referred to the Office of Administrative Hearings on September 15, 
2017. 

Wage Claim 

4.4 The Wage Claimant is a chef with more than 20 years' experience. He is a graduate 
of the California Culinary Academy, Le Cordon Bleu, with an Associate of 
Occupational Studies (AOS) degree. Prior to his employment with Hotel Bellwether, 
he was the Chef de Cuisine/Kitchen Manager at a winery in Temecula, California. 
He was also the owner and executive chef of a catering business. Exhibit K. 

4.5 The Appellant operates Hotel Bellwether in Bellingham, Washington. The facility has 
an extensive restaurant and banquet program. The overall culinary program, 
including restaurants, banquets and other events, generates over $2.3 million in 
sales annually. In 2016, the banquet department generated over $950,000 in 
revenue. Exhibit 7, pages 1 — 2, Exhibit A, pages 1 -2; Testimony of James Haupt 
("Haupt Testimony'). 

4.6 The Appellant initially hired the Wage Claimant as a cook in March 2014, at a rate of 
pay of $13.00 per hour. Exhibit 7, page 49, Exhibit C, page 9. 
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4.7 In June 2015, the Wage Claimant was promoted to Banquet Chef. His rate of pay 
was increased to $15.00 per hour. Exhibit 7, page 50, Exhibit C, page 10. He was 
promoted to this position based upon his culinary degree and his experience and 
expertise as a chef, together with his demonstrated management skills. Exhibit 7, 
page 2, Exhibit A, page 2; Haupt Testimony. 

4.8 Effective September 1, 2015, the Wage Claimant's pay structure was changed to a 
salary of $34,500 per annum. Exhibit 7, page 51; Exhibit C, page 11. A few months 
later, his salary was increased to $38,000 per annum, effective January 1, 2016. 
Exhibit 7, page 52, Exhibit C, page 12. 

4.9 The Wage Claimant left his employment with Hotel Bellwether for a few months in 
2016, but returned as Banquet Chef on or about August 16, 2016. Upon his rehire, 
the Wage Claimant's salary was increased to $42,000 per annum. He also received 
5% of the Banquet service revenue. Exhibit 7, page 53. 

4.10 Once he was placed on salary, and particularly after he was rehired in August 2016, 
the Wage Claimant did not complain about the salary pay structure nor did he 
request overtime compensation. Haupt Testimony. 

4.11 As Banquet Chef, the Wage Claimant was second only to the Executive Chef, on par 
with the Sous Chef. He was a key member of the banquet department. He worked 
closely with others in managerial positions, including James Haupt, General 
Manager; Michael Grogan, Executive Chef; Cory DeWispelaere-Rusch, Food and 
Beverage Manager; and Elizabeth Crawford, Director of Sales and Catering. 
Exhibit 7, pages 2 and 41 — 45, Exhibits A and E — H, Testimony of Michael Grogan 
("Grogan Testimony'); Testimony of Cory DeWispelaere-Rusch (`DeWispelaere-
Rusch Testimony'); Testimony of Elizabeth Crawford ("Crawford Testimony'). 

4.12 The Wage Claimant was responsible for the success or failure of all aspects of the 
banquet cuisine. He was responsible for banquet menu development and 
production, including food preparation, timing of service, and plating. Exhibit 7, 
page 41; Exhibit E, page 1; Exhibit 16, Testimony of William Griffin ("Griffin 
Testimony'); Grogan Testimony. 

4.13 In his capacity as Banquet Chef, the Wage Claimant regularly attended Banquet 
Execution Meetings with other management staff, as well as other management 
meetings. Exhibit 7, page 44; Exhibit G; Exhibit 7, page 45, Exhibit H; Griffin 
Testimony, Grogan Testimony, DeWispelaere-Rusch Testimony, Crawford Testimony. 
When the Executive Chef was unavailable, the Wage Claimant attended certain other 
management meetings in his stead. Crawford Testimony, Grogan Testimony, Griffin 
Testimony. 

4.14 As the "second-in-command," the Wage Claimant also managed the hotel kitchen 
when the Executive Chef was unavailable. Grogan Testimony. For example, he 
was solely responsible for management of the hotel kitchen on Sundays, which was 
the Executive Chef's regular day off. Exhibit G. 
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4.15 As a chef, the Wage Claimant executed menu items which required more technical 
skills than those of line cook. Exhibit 16, page 1. In this capacity, he worked in the 
kitchen with the Executive Chef and the line cooks. He prepared foods which 
required professional knife skills or a particular expertise, such as sauce preparation. 
Grogan Testimony. The Wage Claimant was proud of his position as a chef and 
wanted staff to refer to him as "Chef Laim." Exhibit G. 

4.16 The Wage Claimant did not have authority to hire, fire or formally discipline kitchen 
staff. However, he routinely supervised and coached the kitchen and service staff 
on the proper execution of food preparation or other production aspects of an event. 
Exhibit 7, page 41; Exhibit E, page 1; Exhibit 7, page 43, Exhibit F; Griffin Testimony,-
Grogan Testimony. Depending on the size of the event, the Wage Claimant 
supervised as many as 12 kitchen and service staff. Exhibit 16, page 2. 

4.17 The Wage Claimant filed a Worker's Rights Complaint Form on February 13, 2017. 
He asserted that he was owed wages for the period of January 1, 2015 to January 
15, 2017. He asserted that he was owed $30,000 for 1,000 hour's worked. He 
claimed that his duties "never fundamentally changed" throughout his employment 
and that he "had no managerial responsibilities or department or people" under him. 
Exhibit 4. 

4.18 Alix Campbell, Industrial Relations Agent, was assigned to investigate the Worker's 
Rights Complaint. She requested documentation from both the Wage Claimant and 
the Employer to determine hours worked and the rate of pay. Exhibit 6, pages 1 and 
3. 

4.19 While developing his documentation, the Wage Claimant revised his claim to 
encompass the period beginning September 1, 2015. Exhibit 6, page 1. The Wage 
Claimant did not have any contemporaneous records showing actual hours worked. 
He submitted a handwritten calendar showing hours worked based solely on his 
recollection. Exhibit 17, Griffin Testimony. 

4.20 Because the Wage Claimant was on salary during the period at issue, the Employer 
did not require him to use a timeclock and thus, did not have documentation of 
actual hours worked. In response to the Department's request for documentation, 
though, Executive Chef Grogan compared the Wage Claimant's calendar 
submission with the Banquet Event Order agenda for the period beginning 
September 1, 2015 through January 17, 2017. He also reviewed the Wage 
Claimant's documented leave. Exhibit 14, pages 4 and 10 — 39, Exhibit C, pages 1 
— 8 and 16 — 44; Exhibit E, page 1. 

4.21 Through this review, the Employer discovered several discrepancies between its 
records and the calendar prepared by the Wage Claimant. Exhibit C, pages 13 — 15. 
For example, the Wage Claimant claimed that he worked extended hours on days 
when there were no banquet events or which were his regular days' off. He also 
claimed he worked on days when he was on leave. Exhibit 14, pages 6 -; Exhibit C, 
pages 13 — 15. One specific example is that the Wage Claimant recorded 6 hours 
worked on January 9, 2017, when he did not work at all. Exhibit 7, pages 41 - 42, 
Exhibit E. 
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4.22 Ms. Campbell calculated hours worked and wages owed using a combination of the 
documentation submitted by both the Wage Claimant and the Employer. The 
Employer did not have records for the entire period at issue. Ms. Campbell relied 
upon the Wage Claimant's calendar for those dates or hours that the Employer did 
not have any documentation to contradict the Wage Claimant's reconstruction. 
Exhibit 6, pages 9 — 11; Exhibit 15, page 10; Campbell Testimony. 

4.23 Based upon her investigation, Ms. Campbell determined that the Wage Claimant 
was not a manager, but rather a "working supervisor" and not exempt from overtime. 
Accordingly, she recommended issuance of the Citation and Notice of Assessment 
here under appeal. Campbell Testimony. 

Credibility 

4.24 The testimony and documentary evidence of the parties conflicted on material 
points, particularly the managerial responsibilities and the hours worked by the 
Wage Claimant. Based upon the evidence presented, and having carefully 
considered and weighed all the evidence, including the demeanor and motivations of 
the parties, the reasonableness of the testimony and the totality of the circumstances 
presented, the Administrative Law Judge finds that the testimony of the Employer 
witnesses was more credible than that of the Wage Claimant. The Wage Claimant 
was disingenuous in his efforts to downplay the extent of his responsibilities as 
Banquet Chef. He characterized his role as a "lead" supervisor or coach, without 
any real authority, denying his managerial duties as head of the banquet kitchen. 
Griffin Testimony. The testimony of each Employer witness was consistent with his 
or her prior written statement, and each presented a more credible description of the 
Wage Claimant's responsibilities and role as the Banquet Chef. (See, e.g. Exhibit 7, 
pages 41— 45; Exhibits D — H). 

5. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Based on the facts above, the Administrative Law Judge makes the following 
conclusions: 

Jurisdiction 

5.1 The Office of Administrative Hearings has jurisdiction over the persons and subject 
matter of this case under RCW 34.05 and 49.48.084. 

Department Investigation of Wage Complaints 

5.2 The Department of Labor and Industries is responsible for implementing and 
enforcing the provisions of RCW 49.46 and 49.48 and Title 296 Washington 
Administrative Code (WAC), pertaining to wages, in the exercise of the police 
powers of the state for the purpose of protecting the immediate and future health, 
safety and welfare of the people of the state. 

5.3 If an employee files a wage complaint, the Department must investigate. RCW 
49.48.083(1). If the Department finds that the employer has violated one or more 
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wage payment requirements, it should issue a citation and notice of assessment, 
which may include ordering the employer to pay all wages owed plus 1 % interest per 
month on all unpaid wages. RCW 49.48.083(2). If the Department determines that 
the employer has complied with the law, the Department shall issue a Determination 
of Compliance. RCW 49.48.083(1). 

Burden of Proof 

5.4 In appealing a Citation and Notice of Assessment, the party challenging the 
Department's decision has the burden of proof, by a preponderance of the evidence. 
The standard of review of a Citation and Notice of Assessment by the Administrative 
Law Judge is de novo (anew). RCW 49.48.084(3). 

5.5 A preponderance of the evidence is that evidence sufficient to incline a fair and 
impartial mind to one side of the issue rather than the other. Mendoza v. Dept. of 
Agriculture, 2006 Wash.App.LEXIS 2363 (Ct. App.Wa.11, No. 34262-6-11), citing Mohr 
v. Grant, 153 Wn.2d 812, 822, 108 P.3d 768 (2005). 

Applicable Washington State Wage Laws 

5.6 Wage payment requirements are those "set forth in RCW 49.46.020, 49.46.130, 
49.48.010, 49.52.050, or 49.52.060, and any related rules adopted by the 
department." RCW 49.48.082(10). These wage payment requirements include, but 
are not limited to, requirements to pay minimum wages, overtime wages, agreed 
wages, and wages for final pay periods. RCW 49.48.082(12). 

5.7 RCW 49.46.020 requires that every employer shall pay to each of his or her 
employees a rate of minimum wage for hours worked. See also, Chapter 296-126 
WAC. 

5.8 RCW 49.46.010(7) defines "wage" as: 

[C]ompensation due to an employee by reason of employment, payable in 
legal tender of the United States or checks on banks convertible into cash 
on demand at full face value, subject to such deductions, charges, or 
allowances as may be permitted by rules by director. 

5.9 Employers must pay employees for all hours worked. Under Department 
Administrative Policy ES.C.2, "hours worked" is defined as: 

[A]II hours during which the employee is authorized or required, known or 
reasonably believed by the employer to be on duty on the employer's 
premises or at a prescribed work place. 

See also, WAC 296-126-002(8). 

5.10 An employer is required to pay overtime when an employee works over 40 hours in a 
work week. RCW 49.46.130(1). The overtime rate is not less than one and a half 
times the regular rate at which the worker is employed. Id. A work week is defined as 
a fixed and regularly reoccurring seven day period. WAC 296-128-015. 
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5.11 Certain classes of employees, including executive, administrative or professional 
employees, are exempt from the minimum wage and overtime pay requirements. 
RCW 49.46.010(3)(c); RCW 49.46.130(2)(a); WAC 296-128-510 — 530. 

5.12 WAC 296-128-510 defines an individual employed in a "bona fide executive" 
capacity as any employee: 

1) Whose primary duty consists of the management of the enterprise in 
which he is employed or of a customarily recognized department or 
subdivision thereof; and 

(2) Who customarily and regularly directs the work of two or more other 
employees therein; and 

(3) Who has the authority to hire or fire other employees or whose 
suggestions and recommendations as to the hiring or firing and as to 
the advancement and promotion or any other change of status of 
other employees will be given particular weight; and 

(4) Who customarily and regularly exercises discretionary powers; and 

(5) Who does not devote more than 20 percent, or, in the case of an 
employee of a retail or service establishment who does not devote as 
much as 40 percent, of his hours worked in the work week to 
activities which are not directly and closely related to the performance 
of the work described in paragraphs (1) through (4) of this section: 
Provided, That this paragraph (5) shall not apply in the case of an 
employee who is in sole charge of an independent establishment or a 
physically separated branch establishment, or who owns at least a 20 
percent interest in the enterprise in which he is employed; and 

(6) Who is compensated for his services on a salary basis at a rate of not 
less than $155 per week exclusive of board, lodging, and other 
facilities: Provided, That an employee who is compensated on a 
salary rate of not less $250 per week (exclusive of board, lodging, or 
other facilities), and whose primary duty consists of the management 
of the enterprise in which he is employed or of a customarily 
recognized department or subdivision thereof, and includes the 
customary and regular direction of the work of two or more other 
employees therein, shall be deemed to meet all of the requirements 
of this section. 

5.13 WAC 296-128-530 defines an individual employed in a "professional' capacity as 
any employee: 

(1) Whose primary duty consists of the performance of work: 

(a) Requiring knowledge of an advanced type in a field of science or 
learning customarily acquired by a prolonged course of specialized 
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intellectual instruction and study, as distinguished from a general 
academic education and from an apprenticeship, and from training in 
the performance of routine mental, manual, or physical processes, or 

(b) Original and creative in character in a recognized field of artistic 
endeavor (as opposed to work which can be produced by a person 
endowed with general manual or intellectual ability and training), and 
the result of which depends primarily on the intention, imagination, or 
talent of the employee; or 

(c) Teaching, tutoring, instructing, or lecturing in the activity of 
imparting knowledge and who is employed and engaged in this activity 
as a teacher in the school system or educational establishment or 
institution by which he is employed; and 

(2) Whose work requires the consistent exercise of discretion and 
judgment in its performance; and 

(3) Whose work is predominantly intellectual and varied in character (as 
opposed to routine mental, manual, mechanical or physical work) and 
is of such a character that the output produced or the result 
accomplished cannot be standardized in relation to a given period of 
time; and 

(4) Who does not devote more than 20 percent of his hours worked in the 
work week to activities which are not an essential part of and 
necessarily incident to the work described in paragraphs (1) through 
(3) of this section; and 

(5) Who is compensated for his services on a salary or fee basis at a rate 
of not less than $170 per week exclusive of board, lodging, or facilities: 
Provided, That this paragraph (5) shall not apply in the case of an 
employee who is the holder of a valid license or certificate permitting 
the practice of law, medicine, or dentistry and who is actually engaged 
in the practice thereof: Provided, That an employee who is 
compensated on a salary or fee basis at a rate of not less than $250 
per week (exclusive of board, lodging, or other facilities), and whose 
primary duty consists of the performance of work either requiring 
knowledge of an advanced type in a field of science or learning, which 
includes work requiring the consistent exercise of discretion and 
judgment, or requiring invention, imagination, or talent in a recognized 
field of artistic endeavor, shall be deemed to meet all of the 
requirements of this section. 

Analysis 

5.14 The weight of evidence establishes the Wage Claimant was not a "bona fide 
executive" as defined in WAC 296-128-510. To qualify as a "bona fide executive" 
under this regulation, a person's employment must meet all the identified 
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requirements. In his employment as Banquet Chef, the Wage Claimant met all the 
requirements of the regulation, except that he did not have the authority to hire or fire 
other employees. WAC 296-128-510(3). For this reason alone, he cannot be 
considered a "bona fide executive" exempt from the overtime requirements of the 
Washington State wage law. 

5.15 The weight of the evidence, though, establishes the Wage Claimant was a 
"professional" employee under the provisions of WAC 296-128-530: 

a. The Wage Claimant's work as Banquet Chef required specific 
knowledge of "an advanced type" in a specific field of learning. While 
his AOS degree may not technically qualify as a "prolonged course" of 
study, this degree was a condition of employment as Banquet Chef. 
His specialized training, knowledge and skills as a chef are distinct 
from training in the "performance of routine mental, manual or physical 
processes." His work as a Banquet Chef required creativity in menu 
development and production and depended upon his "intention, 
imagination, or talent." WAC 296-128-530(1)(a) and (b); 

b. As Banquet Chef, the Wage Claimant's work required the "consistent 
exercise of discretion and judgment in its performance." The Wage 
Claimant's exercise of discretion and judgment was reflected in menu 
development and production, together with his management, 
supervision, and coaching of kitchen and service staff in the execution 
of a banquet event. WAC 296-128-530(2); 

c. The Wage Claimant's work was varied in character, as opposed to 
routine mental, manual, mechanical or physical work. The production, 
from start to finish, of a banquet event, is "of such a character that the 
output produced or the result accomplished cannot be standardized in 
relation to a given period of time." WAC 296-128-530(3); 

d. The Wage Claimant devoted all of his working hours to activities and 
responsibilities essential to his performance as Banquet Chef. WAC 
296-128-530(4); and 

e. The Wage Claimant earned a salary of more than $250 per week. 
WAC 296-128-530(5). 

5.16 The Employer has met its burden of proving, by a preponderance of the evidence, 
that the Wage Claimant was a professional employee, exempt from the overtime 
requirements of the Washington State wage laws. The Department's Citation and 
Notice of Assessment for Wage Payment Violations, No. W-673, dated June 9, 
2017, is REVERSED. 

111111YA~~7:~~7 :1 

6.1 Bellwether Harbor Investments, LLP dba Hotel Bellwether did not violate RCW 
49.46.130, by failing to pay overtime wages to Wage Claimant William Griffin. 
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William Griffin was a professional employee, exempt from overtime wages under 
RCW 49.46.010(3)(c) and WAC 296-128-530. The Department's Citation and Notice 
of Assessment for Wage Payment Violations, No. W-673-17, dated June 9, 2017, is 
REVERSED. 

6.2 Bellwether Harbor Investments, LLP dba Hotel Bellwether is not liable for wage 
restitution or interest to Wage Claimant William Griffin, and no penalty is assessed. 

Issued from Tacoma, Washington on the date of mailing. 

Jane Cantor Shefler 
Administrative Law Judge 
Office of Administrative Hearings 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE ATTACHED 

INITIAL ORDER OAH: (253) 476-6888 
Docket No. 09-2017-LI-00564 Page 10 of 12 

8500-SCP 



PETITION FOR REVIEW 

Any party that disputes this Initial Order may file a Petition for Administrative Review 
with the Director of the Department of Labor and Industries.' You may e-mail your 
Petition for Administrative Review to the Director at directorappeal @ Ini.wa.gov. You 
may also mail or deliver your Petition for Administrative Review to the Director at the 
Department's physical address listed below. 

Mailing Address: Physical Address: 
Director Director 
Department of Labor and Industries Department of Labor and Industries 
PO Box 44001 7273 Linderson Way SW 
Olympia, WA 98504-4001 Tumwater, WA 98501 

If you e-mail your Petition for Administrative Review, please do not mail or deliver a 
paper copy to the Director. 

Whether you e-mail, mail or deliver the Petition for Administrative Review, the Director 
must actually receive the Petition for Administrative Review during office hours at the 
Director's office within 30 days of the date this Initial Order was mailed to the parties. 
You must also provide a copy of your Petition for Administrative Review to the other 
parties at the same time. 

If the Director does not receive a Petition for Administrative Review within 30 
days from the date of the Initial Order, the Initial Order shall become final with no 
further right to appeal.2  

If you timely file a Petition for Administrative Review, the Director will conduct an 
administrative review under chapter 34.05 RCW. 

1  RCW 49.48.084 and RCW 34.05.464. 
z  RCW 49.48.084 and Chapter 34.05 RCW. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE FOR OAH DOCKET NO. 09-2017-LI-00564 

I certify that true copies of this document were served from Tacoma, Washington via 
Consolidated Mail Services upon the following as indicated: 

Bellwether Harbor Investments, LLP dba 
Hotel Bellwether 
Attn: Jim Haupt, General Manager 
1 Bellwether Way 
Bellingham, WA 98225 
Annellant 

91 7199 9991 7037 7728 6850 

Katy J. Dixon, AAG 
Attorney General's Office 
MS: TB-14 
800 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2000 
Seattle, WA 98104 
Agency Representative 

William Griffin 
3420 West McLeod Road, #79 
Bellingham, WA 98225 
Intervenor/Wage Claimant 

91 7199 9991 7037 7728 6843 

0 First Class Mail 
0 Certified Mail, Return Receipt 
91 7199 9991 7037 7728 6850 
❑ Hand Delivery via Messenger 
❑ Campus Mail 
❑ Facsimile 
❑ E-mail 

❑ First Class Mail 
❑ Certified Mail, Return Receipt 
❑ Hand Delivery via Messenger 
0 Campus Mail 
❑ Facsimile 
❑ E-mail 

0 First Class Mail 
0 Certified Mail, Return Receipt 
91 7199 9991 7037 7728 6843 
❑ Hand Delivery via Messenger 
❑ Campus Mail 
❑ Facsimile 
❑ E-mail 

Date: Monday, March 26, 2018 

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

Lis 
Ricci Frisk 
Legal Administrative Manager 
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