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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:
Overview

1. Eddy Roddick challenges a Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services)
determination that his dogs, Sunny and Vinny, qualify as 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
deny the appeal but reduce the penalties.
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Background

Following a May 10 altercation, Animal Services issued V24015591-A24002290 to Mr.
Roddick, asserting that both Vinny and Sunny were at-large and qualify as potentially
dangerous. Exs. D9, D10. Mr. Roddick timely appealed, not disputing the at-large
violations but challenging the potentially dangerous designations. Ex. D11. We went to
hearing on July 15.

Hearing Testimony

Bill Luna Testimony

3.

Bill Luna testified that, four to six weeks prior to the May 10 altercation, he was walking
his dog [Molly] when the yellow Roddick dog [Vinny] began coming across the street
towards him and Molly, growling. Mr. Roddick saw this and grabbed Vinny.

On May 10, Mr. Luna was walking down the street with his daughter and Molly. He
noticed a neighbot’s son walking, with his family [Gangam/Gutha| and dog [Rio] behind
him. The family was on the opposite side of the street from the Roddick property. Sunny
and Vinny were in the Roddick yard, noticed the Gutha family, and ran across the street
at them. Considering Mr. Luna’s earlier encounter with Vinny, he thought things might
go pootly, so he ran 100 to 150 yards towards the family to help if needed.

Mr. Luna saw Rio jump backward and break free of his leash. Rio retreated about 20 feet
to a nearby driveway, running away from the approaching Vinny and Sunny. Vinny
attacked Rio in the driveway; Vinny bit Rio’s hindquarters. Rio broke free and then tried
to get back to his family.

As Rio got close to his family, Sunny attacked and bit into Rio’s hindquarters. Sunny’s
attack was much more aggressive than Vinny’s, and two to three times longer. Sunny bit
Rio, shook, and would not let go until Mr. Luna got close. Mr. Roddick headed to Sunny
to retrieve him.

Sunny and Vinny started heading up the street, while Rio headed down the street and ran
to a car which had stopped in the road. Rio climbed into that car and seemed like he was
safe. Ms. Gangam then retrieved Rio. Mr. Luna walked Ms. Gangam, her daughter, and
Rio home. The family seemed to be in shock. Through Rio’s long hair, Mr. Luna could
see his flesh exposed from the bite. Mr. Roddick and a neighbor were trying to secure
Sunny and Vinny, which they eventually did.

Darcy Luna Testinony

8.

Darcy Luna testified that three days before the attack she was walking down the street
with Molly, an 80-pound Weimaraner.! They walked past the Roddick house. Out of the
corner of her eye she saw two dogs on her right side running towards her. She was not

! Ms. Luna said it was the Tuesday before the incident; the incident was Friday, May 10, making her event Tuesday, May

7.
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sure where they came from, but Vinny and Sunny moved to the street in front of her.
She said, “No, go home,” and Sunny and Vinny retreated to their driveway. Sunny and
Vinny would not go onto their property, so Ms. Luna was stuck. Molly remained calm
and did not bark. Her son was driving down the road, so Ms. Luna put Molly into the
car. Ms. Roddick was also heading down the road and stopped her car. Ms. Roddick got
out and put Sunny and Vinny into the Roddick yard. Ms. Luna retrieved Molly from the
car and went home.

Priyank Gangam Testimony

9.

10.

11.

12.

Tharun

13.

Priyank Gangam testified that she and her family were returning from a walk. Rio’s leash
was tied to Ms. Gangam’s waist. Ms. Gangam’s son and his friend walked in front of Ms.
Gangam, Mr. Gutha, their four-year-old daughter, and Rio. All of a sudden, she saw
Sunny and Vinny running towards them. Mr. Gutha grabbed their daughter. Both Vinny
and Sunny then attacked Rio. Sunny and Vinny looked the same to Ms. Gangam; she
could not tell the dogs apart. Both dogs bit Rio; it looked like the dogs were eating Rio.
Ms. Gangam screamed and tried to pull Rio towards her, while Rio was trying to get
away from Vinny and Sunny.

Rio got out of his harness and ran. He got partially under a parked car, but one of the
dogs grabbed and pulled Rio back with its mouth. Ms. Gangam believes it was this bite
that caused the largest wound. Rio escaped and ran down the street. Ms. Gangam
screamed for Rio to return; she was scared Rio might get hit by a car on the busy road. A
car began driving down the street and stopped. Someone got out of the car and Rio got
into the car. Ms. Gangam ran over and got Rio. She saw the cut above his tail; his tail
was not wagging.

Ms. Gangam brought Rio to the vet. The vet sedated Rio, shaved him, and was then able
to see there were two wounds. Rio had surgery. Right after the surgery, the area was red,
but eventually, the area turned black. Ex. D5. Mr. Roddick apologized for the incident
and paid for the surgery. The vet explained that they needed to wait for the cells to die
before doing a second surgery. There was bleeding, the wound opened, and fluids came
out. After that, the vet performed a second surgery.

Rio is okay now. Previously, Ms. Gangam would walk Rio three to four times a day. Now
Rio only uses their backyard and a neighbot’s yard so he can play on grass. The family is
still figuring out what to do. Rio’s interactions with people are different since the
incident. And now Rio barks and growls at other dogs. They are working with a trainer
to work through it. They no longer walk Rio in the neighborhood; Ms. Gangam now
drives somewhere else to walk Rio. Rio is their first pet. Rio was 25 pounds at the time
of the incident.

Gutha Testimony

Tharun Gutha testified that he was talking with his daughter on a walk with his family
and Rio. Mr. Gutha saw Vinny and Sunny rush toward Rio, and he immediately picked
up his daughter. Vinny and Sunny both jumped on Rio. One dog was biting on Rio’s
back, and the other dog was also biting Rio. Ms. Gangam was screaming. Rio got free
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14.

from his leash and ran under a nearby SUV. One dog went behind Rio, bit on Rio’s
backend, and pulled him out. The other dog was standing, waiting nearby. Mr. Gutha
screamed at that dog, and that dog started to head back. The dog by Rio backed off, and
Rio ran towards the car driving down the street. That car stopped, someone got out, and
Rio got inside the car.

Mr. Gutha saw that Rio’s bites were deep; they took a while to heal. Ms. Roddick
apologized and offered to bring Rio to the doctor. At the time of the incident Rio was
six months old.

Ganrang Savani Testinony

15.

16.

Gaurang Savani testified that he was in his family room keeping an eye on his daughter
and wife who wete in the front yard. He saw the Gangam/Gutha family walking when
Vinny and Sunny ran at them. One dog was faster and bit down on Rio’s back and
shook. The second dog ran up and also attacked Rio. Both dogs were biting Rio.

Mr. Savani ran outside. By the time he got outside, Rio had broken free of his leash and
was running towards the busy road. Rio ran to the car that stopped in the middle of the
road.

Eddy Roddick Testimony

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Eddy Roddick testified that he remembered the (early April) day when Vinny got out and
approached Mr. Luna; Mr. Roddick recalls Vinny barking at Mr. Luna.

As to the May 10 incident, Mr. Roddick was outside on his property to give a neighbor
some firewood. Sunny and Vinny were with him. He opened the gate to allow the
neighbor in. Then Sunny and Vinny broke past Mr. Roddick and the neighbor, and
through the open gate, and into the street. Mr. Roddick had knee surgery and cannot
move quickly, so he could only hobble after them.

Apart from only seeing Vinny, not Sunny attack, he agrees with the other witnesses’
accounts. Mr. Roddick saw Vinny attack Rio but only saw Sunny jumping around,
though Mr. Roddick acknowledged that he was not as close to the incident as everyone
else. Mr. Roddick and the neighbor tried to get Sunny and Vinny, and they eventually
succeeded. Mr. Roddick paid the vet bill and apologized for what happened.

Now Vinny and Sunny are in dog obedience training. The day a fence company came out
to give Mr. Roddick a quote, the contractor moved part of the fence that kept Sunny and
Vinny from escaping. The dogs were then able to get out, and the incident Ms. Luna
described then occurred. Now the Roddicks have a new fence.

Prior to the incident, Mr. Roddick regularly brought Sunny and Vinny to the off-leash
dog park with no issue. At the park Sunny will lay down when he plays; Vinny likes to
run with small dogs.
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22.

23.

24,

Legal Standards

Mr. Roddick does not challenge the at-large violations.

Do Vinny and/or Sunny 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

Potentially Dangerous

25.

There is some discrepancy between how Animal Services’ witnesses described May 10,
but ultimately not a materially significant one.
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20.

27.

e Mr. Luna recalled Rio breaking loose from his leash and retreating before Vinny, and
then with even more violence Sunny, bit Rio.

e If we are understanding Mr. Savani’s testimony, he echoed Mr. Luna, describing one
dog reaching Rio, biting and shaking him, and the other dog biting Rio as well, before
Rio broke free and tried to get under Mr. Savani’s car.

e Conversely, Ms. Gangam recalled both dogs (whom she could not tell apart) biting
Rio before Rio broke free from his leash, tried to get under the car, and got dragged
out by one of the dogs.

e Mr. Gutha echoed his wife, recalling both dogs biting Rio before Rio broke free,
retreated partially under the car, and got dragged out.

But what all those witnesses were clear on was that they saw bozh dogs biting Rio. Thus,
May 10 is thus not the scenario where, after drilling down on the testimony we discover
that while two dogs were described as “attacking” a person or animal, more likely than
not only one dog did the actual biting while the other dog behaved aggressively but did
not actually participate in the violence.

That Mr. Roddick only recalled seeing Vinny, not Sunny, do the biting turns out to be
less important than one might think. We have reviewed over 1200 animal-related appeals,
most involving a bite or alleged bite. It is not uncommon, even in hearings where who
did the biting is #ot in dispute, for an eyewitness standing right there to acknowledge not
seeing a bite(s). Sometimes even the bite victim acknowledges not seeing or noticing they
had been bitten until after the altercation ended. And the undersigned, always on the
alert for worst-case-scenarios involving dogs (given our docket), once observed a dog go
after another dog and yet, despite laser-focusing in on the action at the first sign of
trouble, had no clue that one of the owners was bitten in the altercation until she later
rolled up her pant leg. So, we do not doubt Mr. Roddick’s veracity when he says he did
not see Sunny bite Rio. But it is not particularly strong evidence that the bite did not
happen, nor does it undermine his general credibility as a witness, given how easy bites
are to miss.

Thus, this is a straightforward case. There was nothing about a leashed Rio walking with
his family, on the opposite side of the street from Sunny and Vinny’s home, that legally
justified Sunny and Vinny sprinting off their property, charging across the street, and
repeatedly biting and seriously injuring Rio. Thus, both Vinny and Sunny, when
unprovoked, bit or (in this case, “and”) inflicted injury on a domesticated animal, qualify
them each as a “potentially dangerous animal.” KCC 11.01.320.A.1. We uphold their
designation.

Penaltres

28.

We typically do not reduce base-level $50 penalties (here, $100 in total for both Vinny
and Sunny being at large on May 10). As to the more serious penalties (here, $1000 in
total for both Vinny and Sunny qualifying as potentially dangerous), where an owner
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29.

30.

shows that (on the front end) the animal did something despite—not due to a lack of—
the ownet’s responsible behavior and/or (on the back end) they have taken steps after
the violation to avoid a recurrence, we often reduce the otherwise applicable penalty.

On the front end, the early April incident with Vinny escaping and accosting Mr. Luna
and his dog, then Sunny and Vinny would seem to cut against the penalty reduction—i.e.,
the Roddicks knew there was a serious concern and yet did not act to prevent a repeat.
Except that that event was not especially troubling, even from Mr. Luna’s perspective; he
testified that Mr. Roddick was “great” in his response, and Mr. Luna had “not given [that
event] a second thought” until the May 10 altercation started unfolding. Yet the
Roddicks responded by calling out a fence contractor to fix the fence. Unfortunately, the
contractor inadvertently made things worse by removing the Roddicks’ jerry-rigged
blocking, facilitating the May 7 incident Ms. Luna described, were a presumably
unattended Vinny and Sunny escaped the Roddick property and barked at her in the
street. And May 10 was not a scenario where the Roddicks, knowing the fence was not
secure, left their dogs unattended in an area they knew (or should have known) was not
securely fenced. Instead, Mr. Roddick had his dogs right by him, with the gate open to
facilitate the neighbor to take some firewood Mr. Roddick was giving him, when the
dogs suddenly bolted past them, out the gate, and went after Rio. May 10 did not happen
because of anything irresponsible the Roddicks did or were failing to do.

On the backend, Mr. Roddick accepted responsibility immediately, paid for Rio’s same-
day first surgery, and will notify his insurer about the additional surgical costs. He did not
try to victim blame or sugarcoat things at hearing. They have hired a trainer, complied
with the potentially dangerous restrictions, and fixed the fence. We reduce the potentially
dangerous penalties.

DECISION:

1.

2.

We deny the appeal as to the violations.

We reduce the $1000 in potentially dangerous penalties to $400, making the new total
$500.

ORDERED July 26, 2024.

- S //,.,/
David Spohr

Hearing Examiner
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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
Aungust 26, 2024. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW.

MINUTES OF THE JULY 15, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF EDDY
RODDICK, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY
FILE NO. V24015591-A24002290

David Spohr was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea
Eykel, Bill Luna, Darcy Luna, Priyank Gangam, Tharun Gutha, Gaurang Savani, and Eddy

Roddick. 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. A24002290

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of May 10, 2024, incident by Priyanka Gangam,
dated May 13, 2024

Exhibit no. D4 Mr. Gutha’s statement

Exhibit no. D5 Photograph of Rio’s injuries

Exhibit no. D6 Veterinary Report

Exhibit no. D7 Witness statement Savani

Exhibit no. D8 Witness statement Luna

Exhibit no. D9 Notice of violation no. V24015591-A24002290, issued May 14, 2024

Exhibit no. D10 Potentially Dangerous Designation
Exhibit no. D11 Appeal
Exhibit no. D12 Map of subject area
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