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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:

Overview

1. Jill Brocco appeals a Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services) notice
and order declaring her dogs, Luna and Lily, “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 conclude
that—despite discerning virtually nothing credible about Broccos’ testimony or
argument, and finding the facts essentially as the complainants testified to—Luna or Lily
do not quite qualify as “potentially dangerous,” and a menacing-a-person-or-other-
domesticated animal seems the more appropriate violation here.
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Background

On January 22, 2024, Animal Services issued V24015128-A2400418 to Ms. Brocco for
Lily and Luna both qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D7, D8. Ms. Brocco timely
appealed. Ex. D9. We held a prehearing conference on April 22 and went to hearing on
June 6.

Hearing Testimony

Drew Lindsey Testimony

3.

Drew Lindsey testified that on the day of the incident Ms. Brocco brought his dog [Fern]
back to his property. She had her two dogs [Lily and Luna] with her. The videos in
exhibit D4 show the interaction. Fern was leashed and Lily and Luna roamed around.
While talking with Ms. Brocco, Mr. Lindsey’s chickens got loose. Mr. Lindsey put Fern
inside and came back out.

Video 10 shows Mr. Lindsey come around the back of his house. He turned and saw Lily
and Luna about 40 feet away, on top of one of his chickens [Dorothy]. Mr. Lindsey then
yelled. They had Dorothy pinned down and were tearing into her back with their jaws.
Both dogs were equally engaged in the attack. Mr. Lindsey ran up to the dogs and kicked
one on the backend. Dorothy was able to drag herself to under the deck. Lily and Luna
went to the front of the house. The situation escalated. Ms. Brocco and her dogs left the

property.

Mr. Lindsey checked on his chickens. One or two chickens were on the roof. He
wrangled most of the chickens into the coop and run. There is also an electric fence
around the coop and run. Dorothy and Sophia were under the deck. Sophia got out from
under the deck on her own and rejoined the flock. Dorothy was not doing well, and she
could not move. At dusk Dorothy dragged herself towards the flock. Mr. Lindsey put
Dorothy in a dog crate inside the house with food and water. He could see Dorothy’s
spine and rib cage; she was bloody all over, and her feet were broken.

They applied Aquafor to the wound and nursed Dorothy back to health for a month.
Because Dorothy was deformed and had a wound, when they initially tried to
reintroduce Dorothy to the flock, the flock attacked her. The Lindseys had to bring
Dorothy back inside. They purchased a chicken saddle to go over the wound, so the
flock would not again attack her.

Sophia no longer lays eggs, and the flock has PTSD from the attack. At the time of the
incident, Mr. Lindsey had one rooster and at least four hens.

Mr. Lindsey explained that there is a culture of neighboring dogs trespassing—better a
neighbor dog than predators like coyotes and bears—so neighbor dogs had been
welcome [as a predator deterrent]. But at this point, Mr. Lindsey does not feel
comfortable with Ms. Brocco’s dogs trespassing on his property. He also does not feel
comfortable walking his child or dog; he now feels the need to carry a firearm. There is
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another dog that has attacked Mr. Lindsey in the neighborhood. Mr. Lindsey believes
Ms. Brocco’s dogs are not controlled or secured.

Mzr. Lindsey has four cameras on his property. He shared every video from the incident
and did not redact any of the videos. The cameras are triggered to record in response to
movement or sound.

Ewily Lindsey Testimony

10.

11.

12.

Emily Lindsey testified that she came home after the incident. Mr. Lindsey had gotten
the other chickens into the coop, but Dorothy was still under the deck. She saw Dorothy
limping from under the deck.

Ms. Lindsey observed a hole in Dorothy’s back bubbling up with blood. Ms. Lindsey
could see Dorothy’s bones and broken feet; she was lethargic and did not move. Ms.
Lindsey put ointment on Dorothy and nursed her for a month. Dorothy’s feet healed,
and they were able to let her walk in a small area. They tried to return Dorothy to the
flock, but other chickens were prone to peck at Dorothy’s blood spots. Ms. Lindsey tried
putting a medication on Dorothy meant to deter the chickens from pecking; however,
that did not work. As those efforts at reintroducing Dorothy to the flock were
unsuccessful, Ms. Lindsey purchased the chicken saddle to cover Dorothy’s wound. With
the saddle, Dorothy successfully rejoined the flock.

The Lindsey’s rooster has cause bald spots on the back of the chickens’ /eads during
mating, but never lower on their backs. She pointed out the bald spot on Dorothy’s head
caused by the rooster. Ex. D6 at 002.

Megan Brocco Testimony

13. Megan Brocco walked through the exhibit D4 videos. She pointed out gaps in the video
footage. She believes that a rooster may alarm a flock to danger.

14.  Megan! has experience raising many birds. They had a chicken ranch on the property and
have had thousands of chickens. They have also had turkeys, peacocks, pheasants, and
ducks. Raccoons, falcons, and other wild animals have attacked their birds.

Jill Brocco Testinony

15.  Jill Brocco testified that Lily and Luna were mostly by her side and behaving themselves.
She did not see them attacking the chickens. She went around the corner of the house to
look for the dogs. It was quiet; she did not hear squawking. Lily and Luna were sniffing
by the fruit trees.

16. Ms. Brocco saw no chickens and had no reason to be alarmed. She uses nonverbal

commands with her dogs. She told her dogs to ‘come’, and she walked around the
corner. Within 20 seconds the dogs came to her. They then walked off the Lindsey

! Because there are two Ms. Broccos, we will refer to Jill Brocco, the Appellant and fact witness, as “Ms. Brocco” and
her daughter as “Megan.”
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17.

18.

property. She checked her dogs, and they were clean, no blood or feathers. She does not
believe her dogs did this.

Legal Standards

Do Lily and/or Luna 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.

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
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

Witness Credibility and Factual Findings

19.

The most credible witness was Ms. Lindsey. She was not there during the attack, but she
described in detail the Dorothy injuries she observed that evening. Dorothy’s feet were
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20.

broken, and she suffered a gash in her back from which blood was bubbling up and
through which Ms. Lindsey could see Dorothy’s bones. Ms. Lindsey explained the
difference between the gashes Dorothy received to the widdle of her back on January 19
compared to the bald spots on their heads the rooster sometimes causes the hens during
mating. She even pointed out the featherless area just under Dorothy’s comb, clearly
visible in the photo. Ex. D6 at 002. And she clarified that Dorothy had no injuries
(beyond the mating bald spot) prior to January 19.

At the opposite end of the credibility scale was Jill Brocco. The video evidence so
devastatingly refuted so much of her story, and her version of events seemed so
detached from reality, to leave us unclear whether she was outright fabricating her story
or trying to be honest but her memory would not cooperate. Among the more egregious
examples:

Al She asserted that she was there for “15-20 minutes talking to [Mr. Lindsey] in the
driveway” and that “all three dogs were unsecured and together in his yard while
Drew and I talked for 15 to 20 minutes.” Ex. D9 at 002 & 004. The videos show
that entire conversation lasted less than foxr minutes, that Fern was only off-leash
for a minute-and-a-half, and that the entirety of her time on the property was
seven minutes total. Witnesses invariably overestimate the amount of time an
event took,? but the enormity of her overestimation was almost unprecedented in
our 1200+ animal appeals.

B. She declared that Fern had “gone around his house and riled up the chickens,”
and “Fern riled up the chickens and began to chase them.” Ex. D9 at 002, 006.
That is false. Although Fern disappears for a few seconds at the 11:39:50 AM
mark, Fern then returns to Mr. Lindsey by 11:41:05 AM. Ex. D4, videos 2 & 3.
There is no indication of any chicken-related activity during that time. Fern
remained at Mr. Lindsey’s side for two solid minutes before LLuna and Lily ran off
screen to go after the chickens.

C. She claimed that, “All of a sudden, while I was in the middle of talking, Drew
abruptly and angrily shouted ‘I'll shoot you and your dogs.”” Ex. D9 at 004. That
could not be farther from the truth. The audio and video shows Mr. Lindsey’s
first reaction when Lily and Luna pursue his chickens as a soft, measured, “Oh
oh, oh oh. Oh my God. Jill, we need... They better not be doing
[undecipherable].” Even minutes later, as he comes back out the front door after
securing Fern inside, he calmly replies that the chickens “are getting chased by
the dogs.” As he looks for the chickens, his patience grows shorter, but he is still
relatively polite. It is only affer he sees Lily and Luna attacking Dorothy that he
ratchets things up considerably.

2 See, e.g., https://books.google.com/books?id=uBIAU24-
asoC&peg=PA30&Ipe=PA30&dg=witnessest+overestimate+time&source=bl&ots=xzT0DFzVu &sig=ACfU3U30BGL.

p6ZKpOdv]iRjiITGeZA2UITQ&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjatsfdg-

TpAhVcPnOKHFTICwYQOAEWCnoECAgQAQ#v=onepage&q=witnesses%o20overestimate%020time&f=false



V24015128-A2400418—]ill Brocco

21.

22.

23.

24.

Whether because Ms. Brocco was outright fabricating her story, embellishing it, or
simply had a faulty memory, she was virtually useless as a witness.

That leaves the only other fact witness from the altercation, Mr. Lindsey. He described
Lily and Luna pinning Dorothy down and “tearing” into her. Although Lily’s and Luna’s
attack is not captured on the video, it is obvious that he sees something that dramatically
changes his disposition—both his body language and his guttural scream. Ex. D4, video
10.

Do the Broccos really expect us—or any rational person—to believe that, despite the
video and testimony, Mr. Lindsey did 7o see Lily and Luna in and off-screen altercation
with Dorothy, despite Mr. Lindsey’s visible friendliness to Lily and Luna barely a minute
before, he chose at just that second to fabricate the whole thing? Like a raccoon or hawk
was attacking Dorothy and perhaps Luna and Lily were only going to Dorothy’s aide?
We will return in a minute to the ferocity level of Lily’s and Luna’s attack but the
Broccos’ preposterous speculation does not warrant a serious response.

The “expert opinions” the Broccos submitted were mostly just embarrassing to the
experts themselves.

Al Dr. Finch was in some sense careful to cabin her response that she would need to
spread Dorothy’s wings and look under the ointment to make any assessment,
and that “anything coming from the top of the bird could cause an injury in that
location.” Ex. A1 at 002. Yet she still seemed willing to speculate that it could be
from a rooster (during mating), with a second “guess” being a hawk. We give Dr.
Finch somewhat of a pass because Megan Brocco’s email did 7oz advise Dr. Finch
that the chicken’s owner claimed to have actually witnessed dogs biting the
chicken, nor did Ms. Brocco ask if the pictured injury was consistent with a dog
attack. Ex. Al. So, garbage in, garbage out.

B. We cannot afford Dr. Shearer the same grace. He apparently was advised that a
dog was accused of inflicting the injury, yet he stated that the photos did not look
like a dog because that would be two sets of punctures from upper and lower
teeth. Having reviewed 1200+ animal appeals, the majority involving (alleged)
dog bites, we have reviewed dozens of pictures which, for example, plainly show
the marks of a dog’s front teeth scraping, nicking, or gouging a victim while
inflicting no second set of bite marks. Plus, Dr. Shearer’s speculation ignores the
fact that Dorothy’s underside was also injured, with badly broken legs—injuries a
dog’s lower jaw could easily cause while the top jaw cut into the spinal area.

We caution experts against opining on matters without a full set of facts or at least
gathering more information. A history of jumping to unsupported conclusions would do
their credibility no favors, were they ever to appear as an expert witness in a future case.

We decide cases based on the normal civil standard of a preponderance of the evidence.
More likely than not Lily and/or Luna inflicted Dorothy’s injury. Even if we used the
higher civil standard of clear and convincing proof, we would still find that Lily and/or
Luna inflicted injury. The Broccos’ desperate attempts to point to hawks or pre-existing
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25.

20.

27.

28.

injuries would not have even created reasonable doubt, were we applying the criminal
law standard.

We also need not determine what, for example, exactly Luna versus Lily did, or whether
Mr. Lindsey could tell the difference between Luna and Lily. We are always on
heightened alert not to tag one dog with a designation-for-life if that dog was not really a
culprit. In many past appeals, where we analyzed video or drilled down on witness
testimony, we concluded that while one dog(s) was actively engaged in the assault the
other dog(s) was more hanging on the periphery or only tangentially engaged, and thus
did not warrant the designation. But Mr. Lindsey was clear that boz) Lily and Luna were
actively engaged in attacking Dorothy. The code is clear that in such scenarios “all
animals are deemed potentially dangerous, absent an affirmative demonstration that a
specific animal was not responsible for a qualifying act.” KCC 11.01.320.A.4.

So, Lily and Luna bit and inflicted injury on Dorothy.? Animal Services normally bears
the burden of proving that such bites/injuries were “unprovoked” to qualify the animal
as “potentially dangerous.” KCC 11.01.320.A. But “provocation” has never been an issue
in a previous dog-on-chicken appeal, because in all our dozens of such appeals, the dog
trespassed onto a neighbort’s yard and attacked the chickens. KCC 11.01.320.B. The code is
clear that, ““/rjegardless 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[n]
animal.” KCC 11.01.320.B. Even under the old code—which lacked the clarity of the
“regardless of provocation...” language—we uniformly rejected appellants’ arguments
that a chicken (or any other animal or a person) on its own property somehow justified an
animal invading the property to attack. Such a result would be preposterous—that a
living creature, on its own property, was such an enticing victim that it simply “had it
coming” and justified another animal trespassing and attacking it.

Conversely here, Lily and Luna entered the Lindsey property with implicit permission, as
they helped Ms. Brocco return Fern home. The lack is a huge difference. For example,
even without a bite or injury, an animal can qualify as “potentially dangerous” if it chases
or approaches someone “in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude” in public areas, but
not on private property with implied permission. KCC 11.01.320.A.2. And, as noted
above, while the code’s drafters essentially barred owners of trespassing animals from
raising “provocation,” that prohibition does not apply to guests. KCC 11.01.320.B. And
again, this is the first of our dozens of dog-on-chicken appeals where the perpetrators
were on the property with permission—and in fact were even performing a service.

This is also the only dog-on-chicken appeal we recall* #of involving at least one chicken
fatality. It may be that, had Mr. Lindsey not intervened and had the Lindseys not
painstakingly nursed Dorothy back to health, Lily and Luna would have either killed

3 One could likely conclude that they “inflict[ed] injury” on Sophia as well, when they chased her and caused her to fly
into a window. But we have not yet had a case requiring us to analyze what it means to “inflict” injury in the scenario
where the animal does not actually touch the victim. We save that analysis for a case where the answer might change the

outcome.

# While we say with confidence that this is the first non-trespass scenatio, it is possible that we once reviewed a non-fatal
attack and no longer remember it.
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29.

30.

Dorothy on the spot or Dorothy would have later succumbed to her injuries (a
discussion we return to below). But our outcome is our outcome. So today would likely
be our first decision upholding a “vicious” (old code) or “potentially dangerous” (current
code) designation involving nonfatal injuries to a chicken.

And now we return to the only salient point either Brocco made during the entire appeal
process—a point related to the timing of videos 10 and 11. Video 10 ends at the 11:45:57
mark, with Mr. Lindsey have seeing the dogs on top of Lilly off screen to the /f at a
distance he estimated at 40 feet away from him, but still standing there, not yet moving
to them. And video 11 starts at the 11:46:05 mark, with Mr. Lindsey already at the right
edge of the same camera frame, a distance we would estimate as an additional 40 feet to
the right of where he was standing at the 11:45:57 mark. Could Mr. Lindsey have really
started running left towards Lily and Luna, covered 40 feet to get to them, had to kick
(and connected with) one of them to get them to cease their onslaught of Dorothy, then
turned around and covered an additional 80 or so feet in the opposite direction, all in
eight seconds?

We have zero doubt that Mr. Lindsey saw Lily and Luna attack Dorothy, and that Lily
and/or Luna broke Dorothy’s feet and gashed the hole in Dorothy’s back that Ms.
Lindsey observed blood bubbling up from and Dorothy’s bones visible through. But in
terms of the /eve/ of ferocity Lily and Luna inflicted on Dorothy, we have some concerns
with the objective accuracy of Mr. Lindsey’s account:

e Mr. Lindsey was not nearly as measured as Ms. Lindsey. For example, Ms. Lindsey
noted that when they first returned an injured Dorothy to the flock, the other
chickens were “prone to peck” at Dorothy’s blood spots, while Mr. Lindsey
described those interactions using more dramatic “the flock attacked her” language.

e While there is no video of Lily, Luna, and Dorothy in the backyard, there is video of
Lily and Luna by the front door, cornering a different chicken. Ex. D4 at video 12. If
not interrupted, they might have seriously hurt or even killed that chicken, but that
calls for some speculation. What we can see is that neither dog bites at the chicken,
they fully dis-engaged well before Mr. Lindsey gets anywhere near them, and their
tails remain wagging the whole time. That is simply not the predatory, locked-in
ferocity we have entertained in past appeals, where dogs rip up coops to get at and
systematically slaughter chickens, nor more generally where dogs need to be kicked,
punched, or pulled away to get them to stop attacking another animal.

e Mr. Lindsey’s post-January 19 reaction seems telling. There is no indication from any
January 19 video that Lily and Luna bear any aggression to anything larger than a
chicken. Ex. 4 at videos 12 & 13. Even as Mr. Lindsey kicks at them, their tails keep
wagging, and they seem calm and unengaged. Yet Mr. Lindsey pointed to Lily and
Luna as partially responsible for feeling uncomfortable walking his child with Lily
and Luna in the vicinity and has elected to carry a firearm.
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Thus, once Mr. Lindsey saw Lily and Luna attacking Dorothy, his perception of precisely
what Lily and Luna were doing, along with the level of danger they pose(d), might not
have been how we would have analyzed it, had a video captured their assault of Dorothy.

Conclusions

31.

32.

33.

34.

So where does that leave us? Factually we have:
e The sole dog-on-chicken appeal #o involving dogs trespassing to get at the chickens.

e Lily and Luna biting and inflicting injury on a domesticated animal, meeting that
portion of the potentially dangerous criteria, but likely the only dog-on-chicken
appeal not involving at least one fatality.

e Some concerns about the description of level of the ferocity Lily and Luna inflicted
on Dorothy.

As to the other “potentially dangerous animal” criteria—that that bite or injury infliction
must be unprovoked,” our code defines “provocation” as “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
11.01.320.A.1; 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.> And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses is that “provocation” requires the dog’s
reaction to be roughly proportional to the victim’s act.

No, Luna and Lily were not legally provoked. But here the chickens running around in
the vicinity of Luna and Lily at least covers the “Zmmediately before the attack, chase, or
menacing” requirement, a scenario we have not encountered in past appeals. And while
an average dog would not actually gash a chicken, it might very well at least chase a
chicken. Injuring Dorothy was not proportional to Dorothy’s act, but again, not as grossly
disproportionate as past fact scenarios, all (or almost all) of which involved dogs killing a
chicken. While there is not legal provocation, there is something approaching
“provocation-ish.”

On one level, the Broccos made their bed and now must lay in it. They presented a
ludicrous combination of conjecture, conspiracy theory, victim-blaming (or at least Fern-
blaming), denialism, minimization, and a narrative so verifiably (from the video) false to
make it difficult to show grace and assume a faulty-but-honest memory instead of
outright fabrication. Yet a potentially dangerous designation is fundamentally about the
animal, not about the owner. We typically write that in the context of an animal doing
something despite—not due to a lack of—the owner’s responsible behavior; the owner
accepting responsibility and taking steps to avoid a recurrence; the owner putting on a
sympathetic defense free from denial, conspiracy theory, and victim-blaming; and yet the

3 Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkham v. Will, 311 11l. App. 3d 787,
792, 724 N.E.2d 1062 (2000)).
6 Strogp v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273—75; Kirkbham at 792.
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animal’s violence is such that we nonetheless uphold the designation. Yet it remains true
in the reverse context: the designation is about Lily and Luna, despite the Broccos best
efforts to torpedo Lily and Luna’s defense.

35. Based on today’s facts, we are not quite prepared to pull the trigger and uphold a lifetime
“potentially dangerous dog” designation for Lily and Luna. It is a close call, but we find
the more appropriate remedy is downgrading the KCC 11.04.230.F potentially dangerous
violation to KCC 11.04.230.E “menac[ing] a person or other domesticated animals under
circumstances not meeting the definition of ‘potentially dangerous™ violations.

DECISION:

We partially grant the appeal, reducing the two $500 potentially dangerous designations to two
$50 menacing violations.

ORDERED June 18, 2024.

R //,.,,.,—/
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 supetior court by July
18, 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 JUNE 6, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF JILL BROCCO,

REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY

FILE NO. V24015128-A2400418

David Spohr was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea

Eykel, Drew Lindsey, Emily Lindsey, Megan Brocco, and Jill Brocco. 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.
Exhibit no.
FExhibit no.

Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

D1
D2
D3

D4
D5
Do
D7
D8
D9
D10

Regional Animal Services of King County staff report

RASKC investigation report no. A24000418

Online Complaint form of January 19, 2024, incident by Emily Lindsey,
dated January 21, 2024

Videos

Mzr. Lindsey’s statement

jO01 is a photograph of Dorothy; 002 is not and is excluded

Notice of violation no. V24015128-A2400418, issued January 22, 2024
Potentially Dangerous Designation

Appeal, received February 16, 2024

Map of subject area

The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record by the Appellant:

Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

Al
A2
A3
A4
A5
A6
A7
A8
A9
A10
All
Al12

Email, dated May 23, 2024
Nickol Finch photo

Text messages

Eastlake Veterinary Hospital
Email

Photograph

Photograph

Video

Video timeline

Chicken Mating Injuries
Chicken Diagrams

Audio file
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