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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 

 
Overview 

 
1. Tia Garrison appeals a potentially dangerous violation for her dog, Charlie. 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 deny her 
appeal, but we provide her with the option to rehome (or surrender Charlie for 
rehoming) to get out from under most of the penalties in today’s case and in the other 
case(s) apparently in process. 
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Background 

2. Ms. Garrison was issued a warning notice for Charlie allegedly being loose and biting a 
minor child on March but not breaking the skin, and also for being unlicensed. Exs. D6–
D8. 

3. After an April 7 incident, Ms. Garrison was issued notice and order V24015458-
A24001741 for Charlie again being loose, still being unlicensed, and qualifying as 
potentially dangerous. Exs. D4, D5. Ms. Garrison appeals that. Ex. D9. We went to 
hearing on June 18.  

Hearing Testimony 

4. Note, we try to avoid naming minors. Between Ms. Garrison and Ms. McGeorge there 
were five daughters mentioned, only one of whom is legally an adult. We refer to the 
four minor daughters by mom and age. 

Summer McGeorge Testimony 

5. Summer McGeorge offered some history leading up to the April 7 altercation.  

• Last summer, Ms. McGeorge and her dog Mister, along with Ms. Garrison and her 
dog Charlie went to the river. They kept Mister tied to a tree. Charlie kept trying to 
go to Mister and they were barking at each other. Since then, they have kept Charlie 
and Mister separate.  

• A few months ago, Ms. McGeorge was in the parking lot. A neighbor kid walked 
through, and Charlie bit the kid. Ms. McGeorge asked the kid if he was okay, and he 
said the bite did not break skin. That incident was not reported.  

6. On April 7 Ms. McGeorge, her 11- and 7-year-old daughters, Ms. Garrison’s 15- and 9-
year-old daughters, and some neighbors were talking by the apartments’ mailboxes. Ms. 
Garrison’s 15-year-old was holding Mister’s leash. (Ms. McGeorge lets her 11- and 7-
year-olds walk her smaller dog, but she does not let them handle Mister because Mister is 
a 50-pound bully.) Ms. Garrison’s 15-year-old had brought Mister out that day.  

7. Charlie came out from the Garrison apartment and was about 10 feet away from Ms. 
McGeorge. Charlie locked eyes on Mister and began circling Ms. McGeorge and the 
neighbors. Ms. Garrison came out of her apartment, and Ms. McGeorge yelled at her to 
get Charlie. Ms. Garrison was on her phone. 

8. Ms. McGeorge was worried because Mister was on a retractable leash. Charlie again 
circled Mister, who was sitting next to Ms. Garrison’s 15-year-old. Ms. McGeorge was in 
a defensive stance trying to protect Mister; however, Charlie zoomed past her and 
towards Mister. Charlie started biting at Mister, and the dogs started fighting. Since 
Mister was on a leash, he could not get away. Ms. Garrison’s nine-year-old punched 
Charlie in the head to get him to stop. Charlie finally stopped and left. Mister was 
bleeding from under his eye on the cheek and ear. It was not a full puncture.  
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9. Ms. McGeorge has seen Charlie loose numerous times. She has helped Ms. Garrison’s 
nine-year-old catch Charlie about six times. Those times Charlie was just running around, 
not being aggressive. Since the April 7 incident, Ms. McGeorge has seen Charlie out 
loose two to three times. Charlie was also friendly during those times.  

10. Ms. McGeorge hopes that Ms. Garrison finds a more suitable home for Charlie. Ms. 
McGeorge and Ms. Garrison have been friends for a long time. Ms. McGeorge has told 
Ms. Garrison that Charlie needs a yard and other things Ms. Garrison cannot provide for 
him right now. Ms. McGeorge is also seen Ms. Garrison’s nine-year-old hit Charlie on 
days other than April 7. Charlie is the best dog, just not the best dog for the Garrisons.  

Emma Benson Testimony 

11. Emma Benson is Ms. McGeorge’s 19-year-old daughter. Ms. Benson testified that on 
May 29, Ms. Benson pulled her car up in front of the apartment complex. Her friend was 
standing by the car window, talking with Ms. Benson. Ms. Benson saw Ms. Garrison’s 
nine-year-old standing at the top of the apartment stairs. Charlie was in the grass, but 
came right behind the friend. As the friend turned around, Charlie lunged at her. Charlie 
was barking and his hair was standing up. The friend screamed and ran around the car 
and got inside. Charlie circled the car three times. Another car pulled up, and Charlie 
chased that car. Ms. Garrison’s nine-year-old and one of Ms. Benson’s younger sisters 
tried to get Charlie inside.  

12. Ms. Benson saw Charlie loose once after May 29. Charlie was not aggressive that day, 
and Ms. Garrison got him.  

Tia Garrison Testimony 

13. Tia Garrison testified that Charlie knows how to get outside because he figured out how 
to open the door. Ms. Garrison bought a replacement door handle, but it did not fit. Ms. 
Garrison has two gates, one that goes upstairs and another by the dining room. Her 
neighbors who visit forget to lock the door or gate when they leave, and then Charlie 
gets out. (She now tells her neighbors to shut the gate and have her lock the door.)  

14. In March, Ms. Garrison’s neighbor left her apartment and did not shut the gate. Charlie 
got out. She heard screaming, so she ran outside. A different neighbor was standing with 
her daughter by the rock wall and Charlie was hiding behind a car. The neighbor called 
the police. Ms. Garrison put Charlie in the car, and she was going to take him. The police 
arrived, and they asked her to turn the car off and talk. Ms. Garrison learned that Charlie 
had bit the neighbor’s daughter’s hand and left a small red mark. Ex. D7. (In the past, 
that girl was scared of Charlie and screamed when she saw him.)  

15. On April 7, Ms. Garrison came outside and heard yelling and barking; she was confused. 
She then saw the dogs fighting. She ran over and grabbed Charlie. She did not see her 
nine-year-old punch Charlie that day, but that child has been rough with Charlie in the 
past. She does not remember Ms. McGeorge’s 15-year-old being outside that day.  
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16. Ms. Garrison believes that Charlie needs to be trained. She agrees that Charlie needs a 
yard. She wants to move to be able to provide him a yard to play, but she financially does 
not have that option. Charlie is 85 to 90 pounds. Ms. Garrison had to quit her job 
because her nine-year-old daughter has a disability.  

Ms. Garrison’s Nine-Year-Old Daughter’s Testimony 

17. The nine-year-old testified that on April 7, she was in the parking lot. She saw Ms. 
McGeorge outside; Ms. McGeorge’s 11-year-old was holding Mister’s leash. Charlie 
accidentally got out of the house. Mister started growling. Charlie then started growling 
and interfering. Mister was pulling on the leash, and the 11-year-old let go. Mister went at 
Charlie, and the dogs started fighting.  

18. On another day, she was walking Charlie with his muzzle on. She went to see if her 
friend, Ms. Garrison’s 11-year-old daughter, could go on a walk. Ms. Garrison’s seven-
year-old daughter answered the door and Mister got out. Mister started attacking Charlie.  

Legal Standards 

19. Ms. Garrison does not dispute that Charlie was the running at large on April 7, or that 
Charlie lacked the license as of April 7. Where an owner licenses the animal before 
hearing, we typically reduce the licensing penalty.  

20. Does Charlie meet the definition of “potentially dangerous”? 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. 
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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. 

21. 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 

22. On one level this case is very easy.  

23. We found Ms. McGeorge extremely credible. Many appellants and complainants lose 
their trustworthiness when they describe their own dog as unfailingly sweet and non-
aggressive, while disparaging the other dog (and/or the other dog’s owner) as aggressive 
or hostile (and, in the case of the other dog’s owner, irresponsible and reckless). She 
slipped into neither of those; instead, Ms. McGeorge described: 

• Charlie as “the best dog” (albeit not the best for the Garrisons); 

• a half-dozen other times before April 7, and twice after, where Charlie escaped and 
was running loose but was being friendly and non-aggressive; 

• Ms. Garrison as her best friend, whom she loves to death;1 and 

• her own dog, Mister, as a “50-pound bully” she does not trust her minor daughters 
with. 

24. Thus, it was much more persuasive when she contrasted Charlie’s behavior on April 7 
from those other times. On April 7, Mister was not being a bully but was instead sitting 
next to Ms. Garrison’s 15-year-old. Charlie came at a leashed Mister, circling Mister 
several times. Ms. McGeorge tried to keep Charlie away from Mister, but Charlie got past 
her to get at, and started biting at Mister. The altercation left Charlie bleeding from under 
his eye and his ear.  

 
1 Testimony and exhibit D9 at 010. 
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25. Charlie biting or (in this case, and) inflicting injury on Charlie on April 7 qualifies Charlie 
as a “potentially dangerous animal” unless Charlie was provoked. KCC 11.01.320.A.1. 
Per our code, provoked 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. Even assuming 
there were previous events where Mister was the aggressor against Charlie, those do not 
qualify, because provocation is legally limited to behavior “immediately before” the 
attack, chase, or menacing behavior. Mister was restrained and with people when Charlie 
approached, circled around them, then got around Ms. McGeorge to get at Mister. That 
Mister fighting back after Charlie got to him was also not legal provocation.2 

26. Thus, looking simply at April 7, Charlie qualifies as “potentially dangerous.” But April 7 
was not a “one-off.” Prior to that, Ms. McGeorge saw Charlie bite a kid (albeit not hard 
enough to break the skin), and she clarified that that was a different bite, to a different 
kid, than the March 1 incident that prompted Animal Services to issue Ms. Garrison a 
warning. And then we have Ms. Benson’s testimony about Charlie coming from behind a 
girl, lunging at her, forcing her to seek shelter in the car, circling that car multiple times, 
and even chasing another car. 

27. The hard question is what to do about it, going forward. Ms. Garrison obviously wants 
to keep Charlie, especially for her daughter’s sake. But Charlie is a menace to the 
neighborhood. And Ms. Garrison has only had the capacity to muster half-hearted, 
ineffective attempts to control Charlie, being unable to install a new door handle and 
relying on her minor children, and any other visitors (including other minor children) to 
remember to lock the interior gate or door. That is not to pick on Ms. Garrison; she is in 
a tough situation, and we have compassion. But relying on anyone else to contain Charlie 
is a tried-and-failed method. 

28. And taking the steps required to actually (versus theoretically) contain Charlie—in a 
situation involving a dog with that much drive to escape and minor children coming in 
and out—would take a Herculean effort from anyone, let alone someone who seems as 
overwhelmed as Ms. Garrison.  

29. Trying to keep Charlie does not seem good for Charlie. Ms. Garrison agreed that Charlie 
needs a yard to play in, but she does not have the financial wherewithal to move him 
somewhere that does. Ms. McGeorge agreed that Charlie is a great dog, just in a bad 
situation. This will only get worse for Charlie as Ms. Garrison has to lay down the law 
and keep Charlie confined—either gated in an area away from the door (making the 
apartment and even smaller living space for an 85+ pound dog) or in a crate—during 
times that people might be coming in or out. And with all those minor children coming 
in and out, essentially that means all the time except for sleep hours or when someone 
takes Charlie on a walk.  

 
2 Ms. McGeorge further enhanced her credibility by, rather than casting Mister as a helpless victim on April 7, 
volunteering that once Charlie came at them, got around Ms. McGeorge, and attacked Mister, defended himself and 
fought back. 
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30. Even if Ms. Garrison was able to achieve that (seemingly wishful thinking with all those 
minor children), beyond the harmful effects to Charlie, it is hard to see how that would 
be good for Ms. Garrison and especially for her daughters. Except for Charlie, the social 
interaction described by the witnesses at our hearing seems downright ideal. Neighbors 
considering each other their best friend. Kids passing freely between homes and 
socializing. Neighbors taking out each other’s dogs. That sounds like the wonderful 
village it takes to raise a child. That is a boon for any child in any situation, but we take 
judicial notice that such supportive social connections are especially valuable for those 
children (and their often stressed-out parents) facing multiple adversities.3  

31. Also, the cost of all this must be, and may continue to be, exorbitant for anyone, let 
alone someone describing themselves as low-income. There is the $800 from the April 
12 notice and order we rule on today, $500 of which is related to potentially dangerous. 
There is a $125 annual potentially dangerous animal registration (on top of the $30 
annual pet license.) And Ms. Garrison apparently has more coming down the pike from 
at least on additional violation notice. Even during an appeal period for the April 12 
notice and order, “During the entire appeal process of a potentially dangerous animal 
designation, the owner shall keep the animal in a proper enclosure, or by other means 
approved by the manager. It is a violation of this chapter for the owner appealing a 
declaration to allow or permit the animal to go beyond the premises of the owner unless 
such animal is securely leashed, under the control of a competent adult, and humanely 
muzzled.” KCC 11.04.275.G. 

32. Without making any assumptions of what actually happened on May 29, even if Charlie 
was off his premises without being leashed and muzzled, that is along with $100 for a 
second at-large violation, a $500 penalty for violating the confinement order. If Charlie 
did something that day that again met the definition of “potentially dangerous,” such as 
chasing or approaching “a person upon the streets, sidewalks, or any public grounds in a 
menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack,” that would be an additional violation, 
carrying up to a $1000 penalty (doubling the $500 penalty for a second potentially 
dangerous violation in a given year). And if Charlie got or gets loose again, that would be 
even more penalties. 

33. It is hard to see how, from anyone’s perspective—an 85+ dog who needs a yard to run in 
and now will have to be confined to a small area of the house; Ms. Garrison’s daughters 
who will need to rein in their carefree, in-and-out, back-and-forth; and Ms. Garrison who 
will need to manage it all while the looming threat penalties hangs overhead—it would 
not be wiser to adopt out Charlie and get an apartment-sized emotional support dog. 
And now would be the time to do it. As Animal Services noted, in the current posture, 
with nothing beyond minor nips on his record, Charlie would be adoptable; but if 
Charlie does something worse, that really limits everyone’s (especially Charlie’s) options. 
Ms. Garrison obviously has some decisions to make.  

 
3 See https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC8964422/. The two noted “multiple adversities” identified in 
today’s case being financial stresses plus a disabled child. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC8964422/
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34. Thus, we will provide an avenue (see below) for Ms. Garrison to get out from under this, 
while recognizing that she has the autonomy to make the final call for what is best for 
her, her children, and Charlie.  

DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Ms. Garrison’s appeal.  

2. However, if by Monday, July 29 Ms. Garrison either: 

• rehomes Charlie and provides the new owner’s contact information to Animal 
Services, OR 

• surrenders Charlie to Animal Services, who will then adopt out Charlie, 

we reduce the penalty in V24015458 to $200. Assuming she files an appeal related to the 
more recent violation notice(s), we will likely dismiss that/those without prejudice, thus 
eliminating future penalties. 

 
ORDERED July 3, 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 
August 2, 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 18, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF TIA 

GARRISON, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  
FILE NO. V24015458-A24001741 

 
David Spohr was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Summer McGeorge, Emma Benson, Tia Garrison, and Ms. Garrison’s nine-year-old 
daughter. 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. A24001741 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of April 7, 2024, incident by Summer McGeorge, 

dated April 11, 2024 
Exhibit no. D4 Notice of violation no. V24015458-A24001741, issued April 12, 2024 
Exhibit no. D5 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D6 RASKC investigation report no. A24001040 
Exhibit no. D7 Redmond Police Report 
Exhibit no. D8 Warning Notice V24015376-A24001040 
Exhibit no. D9 Appeal, received April 30, 2024 
Exhibit no. D10 Map of subject area 
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