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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 
 

Overview 
 
1. Harvey Hawken appeals a notice and order declaring his dog, Dash, potentially 

dangerous. After hearing the witnesses’ testimony and observing their demeanor, 
studying the exhibits admitted into evidence, and considering the parties’ arguments and 
the relevant law, we find that Dash qualifies as potentially dangerous under County code. 
We also find that the state agrotourism immunity statute law does apply to our scenario. 
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Background 

2. On December 7, 2023, Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services) 
issued violation notice V23014998-A23006803 to Harvey Hawken for his dog, Dash, 
qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D6, D7. Mr. Hawken timely appealed. Ex. D10.  

3. We initially went to hearing on February 21, 2024. Mr. Hawken said he did not receive 
Animal Services exhibits, so we pushed our hearing back to March 14.  

Hearing Testimony 

Kristin Morgan Testimony 

4. Kristin Morgan testified that in 2019 she visited the Hawken’s tree farm with her son and 
mother. While Ms. Morgan was paying for the tree, her son and mother received 
permission, from a man who was working at the tree farm, to pet the loose black and 
white dog [Dash]. The man was possibly in his thirties and helped put trees on cars and 
took payment for the trees. Ms. Morgan’s son and mother pet Dash. Ms. Morgan’s 
mother left while her son stayed on the ground and continued to pet Dash. Everything 
seemed fine; Dash was calm, and her son was not crying.  

5. A little later, while Ms. Morgan was buckling her son into the car, she realized her son 
was bit. She asked the man working at the farm for assistance, and he gave her a place to 
wash the wound and a bandage. Ms. Morgan and her son went to urgent care, who 
cleaned the wound and sent them to Seattle Children’s because the wound was so deep. 
Dash fractured a bone in the child’s hand, requiring the bones to be reset. The hospital 
was able to reset the bones without surgery, by sedating her son and then resetting the 
bone manually. At the hospital, Ms. Morgan was shown photographs of different dog 
breeds; she pointed to the border collie. Her son still has pain in his right hand.  

6. Ms. Morgan was not interested in pursuing enforcement. At the time she believed it was 
a one-time accident for Dash, and she had a lot going on.  

Lisa Wilk Testimony 

7. Lisa Wilk testified that her family has been to the Hawken tree farm several times. The 
two years prior, her children were given permission by a man working at the farm to pet 
the black and white dog [Dash] and throw the ball for him. Dash has always been 
roaming free through the farm, in the parking lot and in the tree area.  

8. This year when they visited, Ms. Wilk was with her children on the farm’s train set while 
her husband finished getting the tree loaded into their trailer. Ex. D14. The children 
walked towards Mr. Wilk in the parking lot. Dash came up, wagging his tail. Dash then 
rolled onto his back, showing his belly. Mr. Wilk and their two sons started petting 
Dash’s chest. Mr. Wilk stood up and removed his hand, and Dash jumped up and lunged 
at the eight-year-old son’s arm. Dash bit down and shook. Dash got a hold of his arm 
again and shook, and then the boy pulled his arm away. Ms. Wilk calmed her son while 
Mr. Wilk went to find someone to secure Dash.  
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9. A family member of the tree farm’s owner, a girl who was around ten to twelve years old, 
ran up to Ms. Wilk and her family after the bite and asked if the boy was okay. The girl 
said Dash is more on the aggressive side and only likes adults. The girl said Dash has a 
history of biting, and her grandma kicks Dash’s head when he bites. The girl was well-
spoken.  

10. Ms. Wilk put her son in the car. She called a nurse hotline, who recommended they go to 
urgent care. They dropped off their other children at home and proceeded to the urgent 
care. The doctor did an x-ray on her son, determining he did not have a hairline fracture. 
Her son had puncture wounds and a scratch down his arm. He missed school the next 
day and has scars from the wounds.  

Steve Wilk Testimony 

11. Steve Wilk testified that in years past, a man who threw the ball for Dash encouraged the 
children to throw the ball for Dash and gave them permission to pet Dash. The man 
who drives the train, who may be in his 50s or 60s, gave permission to the Wilks’ kids to 
pet Dash. He has seen Dash by the train and in the parking lot in years past. Dash looks 
like a classic border collie; he is black and white, with white on the chest and muzzle.  

12. This year, Mr. Wilk went to the pay booth to purchase a tree and train tickets. He and his 
family rode on the train, found a tree, cut it, and got it baled. Mr. Wilk paid for the baling 
and added a tip and walked to his car. Mr. Wilk did not approach the house. While in the 
parking area, Dash came up to him and put his head under Mr. Wilk’s hand. He was right 
behind the white car in exhibit D14, which is in the grassy area between the two parking 
loops. The dog walked about 10 feet to get to him.  

13. Mr. Wilk pet Dash’s head, who then flopped on his back. Mr. Wilk knelt down and pet 
Dash’s chest. Mr. Wilk’s sons walked over from the train area and pet Dash’s chest for 
about thirty seconds. No one tried to hug Dash. Dash was wagging his tail and seemed 
happy.  

14. Mr. Wilk and one of his son’s then stood up. As soon as Mr. Wilk removed his hand, 
Dash quickly rolled over and lunged at the eight-year-old son. Dash bit the son’s arm, 
growled, and shook his head. Dash slightly released and the son was able to pull his arm 
away, but Dash bit down again on the arm and shook. As Dash was adjusting his hold, 
the son was able to pull his arm away. Dash backed off a little.  

15. The child was screaming. Mr. Wilk told someone who worked at the farm to put Dash 
away because his son was bit. The girl came up to his family and said Dash does not like 
children because his owner is an old man. 

16. Mr. Wilk’s son is pretty resilient, but he focused on the pain after the incident and is 
concerned about his scars. The incident changed their plans for the next week because of 
the son’s pain and the need to dress and keep the wound clean.  
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17. Mr. Wilk and his family stayed in the area by trees and the parking lot. The area by the 
cars seems to be public because that is where guests park their cars. There is no physical 
delineation on where to not trespass.  

Terry Morris Testimony 

18. Terry Morris testified that she has purchased trees at the farm for twenty plus years. 
Dash is usually confined and stays near the house. The farm owner is clear about not 
allowing people to interact with Dash. Dash is friendly around people.  

Maureen Maland Testimony 

19. Maureen Maland testified that she was hired by the tree farm for security the day of the 
incident. Dash is exposed to many people and is trained to keep within the boundaries of 
the electric fence. Guests are not supposed to approach Dash because he stays by the 
house. She has never been told to tell people not to interact with Dash.  

Harvey Hawken Testimony 

20. Harvey Hawken testified that he was not at the tree farm the day of the incident because 
he was recovering from a hip replacement. Especially since Covid, he tries to keep Dash 
confined. They put up an invisible fence last year, and Dash does not cross the fence 
line. If Dash happens to get out of the house or garage, he can only go 150 feet because 
of the invisible fence. The invisible fence line is at the front bumper of the cars in the 
back of the photograph in exhibit D14.  

21. Dash is a calm dog. He has had Dash for ten years with no issues. Mr. Hawken believes 
Dash was provoked by Ms. Morgan’s son. The dogs in the Facebook post are not his 
dogs. Ex. D15.  

22. Mr. Hawken posted signs to state the farm is an agriculture business and to address 
liability.  

Janet Hawken Testimony 

23. Janet Hawken testified that it is Mr. Hawken’s job to keep Dash confined. Based on the 
Wilks’ testimony, it appeared someone who does not know Dash gave guests permission 
to pet Dash. When Mr. Hawken was around, he allowed guests to throw the ball for 
Dash. There are tons of children and workers who come to the farm. Dash loves 
children. 

24. Ms. Hawken feels bad because November 26 was the first weekend they were open for 
the season. They were very busy, and someone let Dash out. Ms. Hawken’s staff said 
there was no problem the day of the incident.  

25. Ms. Hawken believes Mr. Wilk was in the confines of the electric fence. Dash would not 
run past the electric fence. The invisible fence line is behind the second row of cars in 
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exhibit D14. Ms. Hawken believes the incident probably took place by the basketball 
hoop.  

26. Dash’s normal behavior is to growl to let people know he does not like something; biting 
or nipping is the last resort. They would inform people that Dash bites only to keep 
children under control.  

27. Before the hearing, Ms. Hawken did not know what happened during the incident with 
Ms. Morgan’s son, except what Mr. Hawken said to her.  

Legal Standards 

28. Does Dash meet the definition of “potentially dangerous animal”? KCC 11.04.230.F. Per 
KCC 11.01.320: 

A. “Potentially dangerous animal” means any animal that when unprovoked: 

1. Bites or inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal; 

2. Chases or approaches a person upon the streets, sidewalks, 
or any public grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent 
attitude of attack; 

3. Has a known propensity, tendency, or disposition to attack, 
to cause injury, or otherwise to threaten the safety of humans 
or domestic animals; or 

4. Jointly engages, with one or more animals in conduct 
meeting subsections A.1., A.2., or A.3., of this section, in which 
case all animals are deemed potentially dangerous, absent an 
affirmative demonstration that a specific animal was not 
responsible for a qualifying act. 

B. Regardless of provocation, an animal is a “potentially dangerous animal” if it 
enters onto private property without the consent of the owner or occupant 
and bites a human or animal or chases or approaches a person in a menacing 
fashion or apparent attitude of attack. 

C. An animal shall not be declared a “potentially dangerous animal” if the 
threat, injury, or bite alleged to have been committed by the animal was 
sustained by a person who was at the time committing a willful trespass upon 
the premises occupied by the owner of the animal, or who was abusing or 
assaulting the animal, or who was committing, or attempting to commit a 
crime. This exclusion does not apply to actions taken in defense of oneself, 
other humans, animals, or property. 

29. We do not grant substantial weight or otherwise accord deference to agency 
determinations. Exam. R. XV.F.3. For those matters or issues raised in an appeal 



V23014997 and V23014998–Harvey Hawken 6 

statement, Animal Services bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the 
evidence both the violation and the appropriateness of the remedy it has imposed. KCC 
20.22.080.G; .210.B. 

Analysis 

Does Dash Qualify as Potentially Dangerous? 

30. The only eyewitnesses to the November 26 event who testified at hearing, under oath 
and subject to cross-examination, were the Wilks. We found them both credible. We find 
our most likely version of events that day as follows. 

31. After the Wilks purchased their tree from the Hawkens’ farm, Mr. Wilk headed to his 
car. Towards the edge of the parking lot, Dash came up to him. Dash was supposed to 
be in the garage or house but someone—not the Wilks—let Dash out. Dash approached 
Mr. Wilk. Mr. Wilk had a pleasant interaction with Dash, who wagged his tail and rolled 
on his back, showing his belly. His two sons joined him in scratching Dash’s belly. Dash 
showed no obvious signs of discomfort or distress such as growling or barking, as long 
as Mr. Wilk was part of the petting. However, as Mr. Wilk stood up and removed his 
hand, Dash bit his eight-year-old’s arm and shook it. Dash then bit the son’s arm again 
and shook it. The puncture wounds required urgent care. Though the son is fairly 
resilient, he missed school the next day, the family change their plans for the week, and 
the son remains concerned about his scars.1 

32. Thus, on November 26 Dash “Bit[] or inflict[ed] injury on a human or domesticated 
animal.” KCC 11.01.320.A. However, that bite and injury only qualifies Dash as 
“potentially dangerous” if Animal Services can show that, more likely than not, the bite 
was not legally provoked. Per our code, provocation means “to torment, agitate, or 
harass an animal immediately before the attack, chase, or menacing behavior, [and] does 
not include actions taken to defend oneself, other humans, animals, or property.” KCC 
11.01.350. In animal jurisprudence, reviewing courts focus on how an average dog, 
neither unusually aggressive nor unusually docile, would react to an agitating act.2 And a 
key touchstone of courts’ analyses is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be 
roughly proportional to the victim’s act.3  

 
1 The Hawkens’ exhibits included written statements from two additional Hawken family members who apparently 
observed the November 26 altercation. Exs. A9-A10. Those are “hearsay,” meaning “a statement, other than one made 
by the declarant while testifying at the trial or hearing, offered in evidence to prove the truth of the matter asserted.” 
Wash. R. Evid. 801(c). We wrote in our initial hearing notice that witness statements about the alleged November 26 
events would likely all be hearsay, and would remain hearsay until that witness testified under oath and subject to cross-
examination at our hearing. Unfortunately, the Hawkens chose not to call either of those family members as witnesses at 
our hearing. We do not exclude those exhibits from the file—indeed we typically let in almost anything an appellant 
submits—but as compared to the March 14 testimony, given under oath and subject to cross-examination, where we had 
the opportunity to assess credibility, we do not accord those hearsay statements much weight. They do not change our 
findings. 
2 Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkham v. Will, 311 Ill. App. 3d 787, 
792, 724 N.E.2d 1062 (2000)). 
3 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 



V23014997 and V23014998–Harvey Hawken 7 

33. No one was tormenting or harassing Dash. The three Wilks were calmly petting him. It 
was only when Mr. Wilk removed his hands and stood up that Dash reacted. It was 
nowhere close to legal provocation. Even assuming for the sake of argument that the son 
tried to hug Dash—which we do not find to be the case—it is possible that an average 
dog might respond with the type of instantaneous back-off nip we have often seen in our 
1000+ animal cases to-date. But biting the son and shaking, and then biting a second 
time (not to mention shaking a second time) was grossly disproportionate to any 
incitement the son caused. Dash was not legally provoked on November 26. 

34. Our November 26 facts are sufficient, standing alone, to show that Dash bit and also 
inflicted injuries on a person without provocation and thus qualifies as potentially 
dangerous. But November 26 was not an isolated incident. During the earlier altercation 
with the Morgans, Dash bit her son. We do not know how that incident started. But 
even assuming that, say, the child was extra aggressive in petting Dash, or tried to hug 
Dash, Dash’s bite was not a possibly proportionate back-off nip. Instead, Dash bit down 
with so much force that Dash fractured a bone in the child’s hand. And not just a 
hairline fracture, but one that required the bone to be reset. Her son still has pain in that 
hand. That level of a bite was grossly disproportionate to however the child and his 
grandma were interacting with Dash. The Morgan bite is not necessary to our holding, 
but it is troubling. 

35. The Hawkens raise an affirmative defense that the Wilks were trespassers. And KCC 
11.01.320.C states (emphasis added) that: 

An animal shall not be declared a “potentially dangerous animal” if the threat, 
injury, or bite alleged to have been committed by the animal was sustained by 
a person who was at the time committing a willful trespass upon the premises 
occupied by the owner of the animal, or who was abusing or assaulting the 
animal, or who was committing, or attempting to commit a crime. This 
exclusion does not apply to actions taken in defense of oneself, other humans, 
animals, or property. 

36. The Wilks were paying customers to the Hawkens’ farm, invitees, not trespassers.4 There 
is some dispute as to Dash’s invisible fence extending to the edge of the parking lot or 
actually into where customers were parking their cars that day. We found Mr. Wilk’s 
testimony persuasive. But regardless, at no time did a Wilk venture way off the parking 
lot—like into a cattle pasture or into the farmhouse’s front yard where paying customers 
are not allowed. We do not find any trespass at all.  

37. Yet even if, contrary to our facts, a Wilk strayed a little past where the last car was 
parked, our courts and legislators know there is a distinction between “willful” trespass 
versus casual, involuntary, or mistaken trespass.5 And the Council elected to limit the 
exemption for the potentially dangerous animal context to only “willful trespassers.” 
Moreover, where a general term is used in conjunction with specific terms in a statute, 

 
4 “A person is an invitee if he or she is a business visitor invited on the property to conduct business with the possessor 
of the land.” Smith v. Stockdale, 166 Wn. App. 577, 568, 271 P.3d 917 (2012). 
5 See, e.g., Birchler v. Castello Land Co., 133 Wn.2d 106, 110, 942 P.2d 968 (1997). 
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we interpret it to incorporate only those things similar in nature or comparable to other 
terms.6 The other two actions that exculpate an animal from a potentially dangerous 
designation are “abusing or assaulting the animal,” or where the person “was 
committing, or attempting to commit a crime.” Those are very serious acts of 
malfeasance, giving even more weight to our conclusion that the Council meant what it 
said when it chose “willful trespass” and not just “trespass.” There was certainly no 
willful trespass on November 26. 

38. What makes the interaction more removed from the usual scenario where the willful 
trespass allegation comes up is that in those scenarios the victim, say an Amazon driver, 
enters a gated area to deliver a package to the doorstep. The owner’s dog reacts 
aggressively to the intrusion into its home turf and bites the driver. By contrast, whether 
it was on or just off the parking area, not only did Dash not react defensively to some 
sort of perceived intrusion, Dash rolled over on his back and invited Mr. Wilk to pet 
him. 

39. Dash meets all the County criteria to qualify as “potentially dangerous.”  

Do State Liability Immunities Alter Our Result? 

40. That leaves only the question of whether state law demands a different result today. We 
have previously addressed two other state statutes that, at least on the surface, could 
preclude Animal Services from issuing a violation notice or at least alter the legal 
standard for what Animal Services has to prove to sustain a County violation. Each 
statute protects specifically-defined activity from a particular type of claim; they are not 
one-size fits all. We carefully analyze each statute to determine its applicability to our 
case. We start with other state statutes as examples, before turning to the agrotourism 
statute the Hawkens point to as applicable here. 

41. RCW 7.48.305-.310 provide protection for certain agricultural and forestry activities, 
stating that, for:  

agricultural activities conducted on farmland and forest practices, if 
consistent with good agricultural and forest practices and established prior 
to surrounding nonagricultural and nonforestry activities, are presumed to 
be reasonable and shall not be found to constitute a nuisance unless the 
activity or practice has a substantial adverse effect on public health and 
safety. 

42. The specific wording matters. In the agricultural context, the state chose to extend 
protections only to “farmland,” which it defined as “land… devoted primarily to the 
production, for commercial purposes, of livestock…or other farm products.” RCW 
7.48.310(3). Conversely, in the forestry context, the state chose to extend protection to 
forestland with a crop of trees where the land is merely capable of supporting 
merchantable timber and not actively being used for an incompatible use, thus including 

 
6 Maytown Sand and Gravel, LLC v. Thurston County, 191 Wn. 2d 392, 427, 423 P.3d 223, 241-42 (2018). 
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scenarios where the owner did no active forestry management and did not even claim the 
land is a working forest. RCW 7.48.305(3). Thus, in analyzing Animal Services’ findings 
that a livestock guardian dog’s barking is a nuisance (KCC 11.04.230.K), in one appeal 
we found the state protection inapplicable to a hobby, non-commercial farm, but 
applicable to a separate appeal involving a non-commercial forest.7 

43. And the lesson there that is most critical to today’s discussion is that that statute clarifies 
both that certain agricultural/forestry actions “shall not be found to constitute a nuisance 
unless the activity or practice has a substantial adverse effect on public health and 
safety,” and that “[n]othing in this section shall affect or impair any right to sue for 
damages.” RCW 7.48.305(1), (4) (emphasis added). Thus, the statute is not a tort rule, but 
a nuisance rule, which means it applies to a County declaration that a dog qualifies as a 
nuisance by violating some part of KCC 11.04.230. 

44. Conversely, RCW 16.08.040-.050, involves owner liability for dog bites. RCW 16.08.040 
abrogated the common law rule that only an owner who knew or reasonably should have 
known the dog had vicious or dangerous propensities likely to cause injury could be held 
strictly liable for a bite.8 And then RCW 16.08.050 scaled back the new strict tort liability 
rule somewhat, noting (emphasis added) that: 

A person is lawfully upon the private property of such owner within the 
meaning of RCW 16.08.040 when such person is upon the property of the 
owner with the express or implied consent of the owner: PROVIDED, 
That said consent shall not be presumed when the property of the owner is 
fenced or reasonably posted. 

45. We have found the fenced/posted sentence inapplicable to a KCC 11.04.230 nuisance 
violation, because RCW 16.08.040 clarified (emphasis added) that:  

The owner of any dog which shall bite any person while such person is in 
or on a public place or lawfully in or on a private place including the 
property of the owner of such dog, shall be liable for such damages as may be 
suffered by the person bitten, regardless of the former viciousness of such 
dog or the owner’s knowledge of such viciousness.  

46. Thus, RCW 16.08.040-.050 are tort rules about when an owner is liable for tort damages, 
not a standard for whether a dog meets certain criteria. It would apply if, say, the Amazon 
driver discussed above tried to sue the owner. But it does not impact whether or when 
an animal violates some portion of KCC 11.04.230.  

47. And now we turn to RCW 4.24.830-.840, which immunizes certain agrotourism 
activities. Unlike the forestry/agricultural codes, and like the dog bite strict liability 
codes, RCW 4.24.830-.840 are tort rule barring damage claims, not a nuisance rule 
barring a County notice and order. As RCW 4.24.832 states (emphasis added): 

 
7 In the forestry appeal, the owner employed goats to manage Himalayan blackberries and other unwanted understory 
throughout the forest. Thus, her livestock guarding dog was a forestry, not agricultural, activity. 
8 Beeler v. Hickman, 50 Wn. App. 746, 751, 750 P.2d 1282 (1988). 
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(1)(a) Except as provided in subsection (2) of this section, an agritourism 
professional is not liable for injury, loss, damage, or death of a participant resulting 
exclusively from any of the inherent risks of agritourism activities. 

(b) Except as provided in subsection (2) of this section, no participant or 
participant’s representative may pursue an action or recover from an agritourism 
professional for injury, loss, damage, or death of the participant resulting exclusively 
from any of the inherent risks of agritourism activities. 

(c) In any action for damages against an agritourism professional for agritourism 
activity, the agritourism professional must plead the affirmative defense of 
assumption of the risk of agritourism activity by the participant. 

(2) Nothing in subsection (1) of this section prevents or limits the liability of an 
agritourism professional if the agritourism professional does any one or more 
of the following: [listed activities]. 

48. RCW 4.24.832 might kick in if the Wilks or Morgans sued the Hawkens for their sons’ 
respective injuries. But, as a matter of law, it does not bar Animal Services issuing, or 
change the burden for Animal Services to prove, a KCC 11.04.230.F nuisance violation 
for Dash’s bites.  

49. While RCW 4.24.832 has no impact on Dash’s potentially dangerous dog designation, 
the $500 penalty that accompanies such a violation initially gave us some pause. 
Ultimately, we conclude that a $500 administrative penalty is not equivalent to being 
“liable for injury, loss, damage, or death” or “an action or recover from an agritourism 
professional for injury, loss, damage, or death” or “any action for damages.” However, 
even if, as a matter of law, RCW 4.24.832 could be applicable to the monetary portion of 
a KCC 11.04.230 violation, we find it inapplicable, as a matter of fact, to our scenario. 

50. RCW 4.24.832 only applies to liability from injuries “resulting exclusively from any of the 
inherent risks of agritourism activities.” And RCW 4.24.830(2) defines “inherent risks of 
agritourism activity” (emphasis added) as:  

meaning those dangers or conditions that are an integral part of an 
agritourism activity including certain hazards, such as surface and subsurface 
conditions, natural conditions of land, vegetation, waters, the behavior of 
wild or domestic animals, and ordinary dangers of structures or equipment 
ordinarily used in farming and ranching operations. Inherent risks of 
agritourism activity also include the potential of a participant to act in a 
negligent manner that may contribute to injury to the participant or others, 
including failing to follow instructions given by the agritourism professional 
or failing to exercise reasonable caution while engaging in the agritourism 
activity, unless the participant acting in a negligent manner is a minor or is 
under the influence of alcohol or drugs. 

51. While the standard would apply to, say, a dog who puts on sheep-herding exhibitions for 
tourists, Dash was not “an integral part of an agritourism activity” (meaning “necessary 
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to make a whole complete; essential or fundamental”). In fact, he was specifically not 
supposed to be any part of tourists’ experience. Mr. Hawken noted that he tries to keep 
Dash contained. Ms. Hawken noted that Dash should be contained when customers are 
present, but someone let Dash out that day. Ms. Morris noted that Dash was usually 
confined and stayed near the house. Ms. Maland echoed that Dash is supposed to stay by 
the house. Unfortunately, on November 26, Dash was able to stray out of his physical 
fence and far enough into the public area to interact with and bite the eight-year-old. 
Dash was not an “integral part of an agritourism activity.” Even assuming RCW 4.24.832 
could have a role in administrative actions (versus tort suits), it is inapplicable to our 
facts. 

 
DECISION: 
 
We deny the Hawkens’ appeal. 

 
ORDERED March 29, 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 
April 29, 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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MINUTES OF THE MARCH 14, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF HARVEY 
HAWKEN, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  

FILE NOS. V23014997 & V23014998 
 
David Spohr was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Kristin 
Morgan, Lisa Wilk, Steve Wilk, Terry Morris, Maureen Maland, Harvey Hawken, and Janet 
Hawken. A verbatim recording of the hearing is available in the Hearing Examiner’s Office. 
 
The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record by Animal Services: 
 
Exhibit no. D1 Regional Animal Services of King County staff report  
Exhibit no. D2 RASKC investigation report no. A23006803 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of November 26, 2023, incident by Lisa Wilk, 

dated November 28, 2023 
Exhibit no. D4 Email from Ms. Wilk 
Exhibit no. D5 Photograph of bite injuries 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V23014998-A23006803, issued December 7, 2023 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Animal Designation V23014997-A23006803 
Exhibit no. D8 RASKC investigation report no. A19008842 
Exhibit no. D9 Bite Quarantine Notice 
Exhibit no. D10 Appeal, received December 19, 2023 
Exhibit no. D11 Map of subject area 
Exhibit no. D12 Rebuttal to A10 
Exhibit no. D13 Rebuttal to A3 
Exhibit no. D14 Rebuttal to A2 
Exhibit no. D15 Rebuttal to A7 
Exhibit no. D16 Rebuttal to A1 
Exhibit no. D17 Barbara Heizer and Eric Nielsen Statement 
Exhibit no. D18 Heather Andersen Statement 
 
The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record by the Appellant: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Explains Farm Policies and Practices 
Exhibit no. A2 Supporting the discussion in A1 
Exhibit no. A3 Supporting the discussion in A1 
Exhibit no. A4 Supporting the discussion in A1 
Exhibit no. A5 Supporting the discussion in A1 
Exhibit no. A6 Supporting the discussion in A1 
Exhibit no. A7 Response to Harvey Hawken to the charges 
Exhibit no. A8 Jason Willingham Statement 
Exhibit no. A9 Stephanie Vance Statement 
Exhibit no. A10 Y. Hawken Statement 
Exhibit no. A11 Other Statements 
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