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During proceedings Mr. Branning, based on his and his counsel’s
review of tax returns, offered Ms. Branning’s income at $3,444.00 (RP 87,

1-5.)

For 2017, Mr. Branning was earning $71,500.00 (RP 23) however
he actually had documented earnings of $76,221. (RP 99, 17-19)

Only at the time of the trial had Mr. Branning voluntarily taken a
position paying him less. (RP 100, 7-12)

The parties first child, Hunter, was born October 8, 2007. (RP 119)

Ms. Branning took three months off to stay home with Hunter and
Mr. Branning took one week. (RP 120)

Mr. Branning was working and away from Ms. Branning and
Hunter from 7:00 am to 5:00-5:30 pm. (RP 4-16)

During this period, Mr. Branning attended between 75 and 85
percent of medical appointments for Hunter while Ms. Branning attended
100%. (RP 15-18)

On December 26, 2007, Ms. Branning resumed employment. (RP
122)

Mr. Branning continued to leave for work at 7:00 am.



























While I have discussed some of the factors Judge Hazel failed to

apply his ruling did not address any of the statutory factors.

The failure is an abuse of discretion.

Judge Hazel acknowledged a lack of background in family law and
having been a prosecuting attorney before being appointed to the bench.
RP 386. He also acknowledged it was his first dissolution of marriage
trial. He claimed that he his ruling peer reviewed. Whom that peer was is

unknown.

Judge Hazel expressed his opinion that there are two schools of

thought regarding parenting plans. RP 390.

Judge Hazel discussed his ruling was in part based on what was
happening under the temporary order, but he is barred from considering
temporary orders when ordering a final parenting plan. Marriage of

Kovacs, 121 Wn. 2d 795, 854 P. 2d, 629, 1993.

Ms. Branning has always been the primary caregiver to the

children and there was no history of shared caregiving.

Ms. Branning was the parent who was responsible for investigating

and selecting day care providers. Ms. Branning was the parent who was
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responsible for dropping off and picking up the children from day care.

Ms. Branning was the responsible for selecting the health care
providers for the children. Ms. Branning was the parenting primarily
responsible for making and taking the children to their medical

appointments.

Ms. Branning was the parent responsible for delivering and picking

up the children who attended pre-school, kindergarten and school.

Ms. Branning was the parent who stayed home and provided the

care of the children when they were sick.

Ms. Branning was the parent whose employment allowed her to

work from home and occasionally have to go show a house. RP 335

Mr. Branning simply announcing on the day of trial that he has
changed his work schedule cannot be allowed to somehow create a claim

for shared parenting. RP 156

Conclusion

Judge Hazel engaged in manifest abuse of discretion in ordering a
shared parenting plan and failing to even apply the statutory factors nor

issuing findings of fact-conclusions of law. The Court should reverse the
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