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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:
Overview

1. Anel Ramirez appeals a Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services)
violation order for her dog, Casey, qualifying 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 sustain the
violation but significantly reduce the penalty.
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Background

Natalia Doloton filed a complaint for a May 30 incident involving Casey. Ex. D3. Animal
Services issued Ms. Ramirez a violation order and Ms. Ramirez timely appealed. Exs. D5,
D7. Ms. Ramirez only appeals the potentially dangerous designation, not the running at
large violation.

We held a hearing on August 9. We provided Ms. Doloton with a Russian interpreter and
Ms. Ramirez with a Spanish interpreter.

Hearing Testimony

Natalia Doloton Testimony

4.

Ms. Doloton testified that she uses a laundry room located on the first floor of the
apartment building where Ms. Ramirez resides. On May 30, Ms. Doloton was heading to
the laundry room to transfer a load from the washer to the dryer. On her way there, she
saw Ms. Ramirez’s older daughter, [Sarai] with her dog [Casey] in front of her without a
leash. Ms. Doloton recognized Casey from multiple encounters (she works at the
apartment office). Ms. Doloton had previously seen Casey returning to its owner after
being recalled, so she did not think much of Casey being unleashed. Casey started
barking at Ms. Doloton; Sarai called to Casey, and he returned to her. When Ms.
Doloton left the laundry room, she did not see anyone outside.

As Ms. Doloton left the laundry room, she turned left. Upon reaching and turning the
building’s corner, she saw Sarai on the street, with Casey still off-leash. Ms. Doloton
passed by no closer than about three meters away. As Ms. Doloton walked about five to
six steps forward, she felt pain on her back left leg, above her knee. Ms. Doloton was
wearing long, thin, stretchy pants. She put her hand on the bite area and shooed Casey
away. Sarai was behind Ms. Doloton. Ms. Doloton told Sarai that Casey bit her and she
was in pain, and that Casey should be on a leash. Sarai apologized and walked towards
the parking lot.

When Animal Services contacted Ms. Doloton, she explained to the officer that her
English was not great and that her explanation might not be correct.

Anel Ramirez Testimony

7.

Ms. Ramirez testified that Sarai was on the phone when she opened her apartment door
and Casey escaped. From her apartment window, Ms. Ramirez saw Ms. Doloton talking
with Sarai, but she did not know what they were discussing. Sarai informed her of the
incident after returning inside.

After reviewing the photos of Ms. Doloton’s injury, Ms. Ramirez does not believe the
injury shows a dog bite.
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Sarai B. Testimony!

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Sarai testified that on May 30 she was in the apartment but had to return to school. As
soon as she opened the door, Casey escaped their second floor apartment and ran
downstairs. Sarai closed the door and chased after Casey. As soon as Sarai got down the
stairs, she saw Casey about one to three feet away from Ms. Doloton and barking at Ms.
Doloton. Sarai called to Casey, and Casey returned.

However, Casey then went back to Ms. Doloton, barking. Casey got within an inch of
Ms. Doloton’s leg, but Casey never jumped. Ms. Doloton kept walking and felt behind
her thigh, saying, “I think your dog bit me.” Sarai responded that Casey did not bite her
because she would have seen it. Ms. Doloton kept repeating that Casey bit her. Sarai
apologized to Ms. Doloton if Casey had indeed bitten her. Sarai went back home.

Sarai expressed confusion about Ms. Doloton’s first encounter with her and Casey,
because the only time Sarai and Casey were outside was when Casey escaped |i.e.,
seconds before the alleged bite].

Legal Standards

The crux of the matter is whether Casey meets the definition of a “potentially dangerous
animal,” the key portion of which is that a ““Potentially dangerous animal’ means any
animal that when unprovoked: [blites or inflicts injury on a human....” KCC
11.04.230.F; 11.01.320.A.1.2

In determining that, 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

In every examiner hearing to date that benefited from an interpreter, there was only one
language needing interpreting. We used consecutive interpretation with a single
interpreter (i.e., someone offers a sentence or two, waits for the interpreter to interpret,
and we move on to the next few sentences). But here, we had two languages (Spanish for
Ms. Ramirez and Russian for Ms. Doloton), which necessitated simultaneous, team
interpretation (meaning two Spanish interpreters and two Russian interpreters). It
resulted in a very involved process. So, there were points where we were a little less clear
of the Ramirez and Doloton testimony than we might be in a typical case. However, the
material facts are clear enough.

! We typically do not identify minors.

2 Animal Services also asserted that Casey was “at large,” meaning “any animal off the premises of its owner and not

under control of a competent person.” KCC 11.01.090. “Under control” means “a domesticated animal is restrained, by

a human using a leash or competent and effective voice or signal control, from approaching any bystander or other
domesticated animal and from causing property damage.” KCC 11.01.380. Ms. Ramirez did not dispute that.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

We found all three witnesses generally credible, although Ms. Ramirez did not actually
see the critical physical interaction between Casey and Ms. Doloton, only the later
conversation between Sarai and Ms. Doloton. As between Ms. Doloton and Sarai, the
key points of their testimonies are as follows.

Ms. Doloton testified that she first saw Sarai and Casey as Ms. Doloton walked 7 the
laundry room. Casey barked at her, but Sarai called to Casey, and Casey returned to Sarai.
Then, as Ms. Doloton walked back froz the laundry room, she passed by Sarai and Casey,
coming no closer than 2.5-3 meters at any point. She did not engage with or try to talk to
Sarai or Casey as she passed. As Ms. Doloton continued five or six steps forward, she
felt pain in the back of her left leg, above the knee. The bite went through her pants and
left the marks she photographed later that day as exhibit D4.3

Sarai testified that there was no initial interaction with Ms. Doloton on Ms. Doloton’s
way 7o the laundry; Sarai and with Casey were still inside the apartment at that point. It
was only, in the moments leading up to Ms. Doloton passing by on her way home from
the laundry, that Casey squeezed through Sarai’s legs and escaped the apartment. Sarai
turned back to lock the door, then followed Casey. Sarai saw Casey approach Ms.
Doloton, but Casey did not get too close before Sarai was able to successfully call Casey
back. However, Casey then returned to Ms. Doloton and got right up at her ankles, but
Sarai did not see Casey jump to get to Ms. Doloton’s thigh.

Thus, the witnesses agree that there were two interactions:

#1 Casey barked at, and szarted to approach, Ms. Doloton, but Sarai successfully recalled
Casey before Casey got too close to Ms. Doloton; and

#2 Casey ran all the way up to Ms. Doloton before Sarai was able to eventually recall
Casey.

The dispute is whether #1 happened as Ms. Doloton walked # the laundry room, and
thus at least a few minutes before #2 (as Ms. Doloton testified), or both occurred as Ms.
Doloton walked fro the laundry room, and thus #1 preceded #2 by only a few seconds
(as Sarai testified).

As between those two versions, Sarai’s version is more plausible. We find that neither
Sarai nor Casey were even outside as Ms. Doloton walked # the laundry room. Ms.
Doloton is likely mixing up the timing of when Casey first barked and started to
approach her that day. All the action likely occurred on Ms. Doloton’s return from the
laundry room, as more or less as Sarai recalled it. Thus, as Ms. Doloton walked home
from the laundry room, Casey escaped the apartment. Casey barked at and ran towards

3 It is not clear why the investigating officer wrote in her notes of her June 1 conversation with Ms. Doloton that Ms.
Doloton said that on May 30 Casey bit her on the ankle. Ex. D2 at 003, n.2. The complaint form Ms. Doloton filled out
May 31 (one day after the altercation and one day before her interview) stated that Casey “jumped up and bit the back of
my left thigh,” which is what she testified to at hearing. Ex. D3 at 003. We chalk up the officer’s “ankle” note to a Russian-
speaking witness and an English-speaking officer, and 7of as an inconsistency in Ms. Doloton’s account. It is the same
reason we abandoned our line of questioning of the Spanish-speaking Ms. Ramirez related to the officer’s notes that Ms.

Ramirez said Casey was “protective of them.”
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20.

21.

22.

23.

Ms. Doloton. Sarai was initially able to recall Casey before Casey got close to Ms.
Doloton. However, Casey doubled back and charged right up to Ms. Doloton’s feet.

As to what happened after, according to Sarai’s testimony, Casey got within an inch of
Ms. Doloton’s leg, nuanced eyewitness testimony is usually critical. The case often comes
down to something like, “He thrust his hand into my sitting dog’s face, so my dog gave
him a back-off nip” versus “No, the dog lunged towards me, so I stuck out my hand in
defense.” Yet relying on Sarai’s version of events, 7/ Casey bit Ms. Doloton, it was not a
“provoked” bite.* It did not occur when, for example, Ms. Doloton surprised Casey and
got up in Casey’s face. Instead, Casey initially ran towards Ms. Doloton, but then
returned to the safety of Sarai when Sarai called. Yet Casey then charged after Ms.
Doloton again, as Ms. Doloton was walking away, and this time going right up to Ms.
Doloton’s feet.

And Sarai agrees that, right after Casey got to Ms. Doloton’s feet, Ms. Doloton grabbed
her thigh and complained about being bit. So, we are again faced with two versions.
Either (a) Casey quickly raised up and bit Ms. Doloton on the back of her leg, as Ms.
Doloton testified to and testified the pictures in exhibit D4 show,> and Sarai simply did
not see it, or (b) Ms. Doloton is completely fabricating a bite that never happened.

While Ms. Doloton likely had her laundry sequence wrong, there was nothing hyperbolic
about her testimony. She did not overplay anything about the altercation (“I was wearing
really thick pants, yet the dog bit through with so much force...”) or lay it on thick (“It
was horrific, a grievous injury I am still suffering from”). It is not clear why, if Ms.
Doloton was going to fake an injury, she would fake such a relatively minor injury.

We believe Sarai when she says she did not see Casey reach up and bite Ms. Doloton.
Yet that turns out to be less important than one might think. Having reviewed over 1200
animal-related appeals, most involving a bite or alleged bite. It is not uncommon, even in
hearings where the fac of a bite is not in dispute, for an eyewitness standing right there to
acknowledge not actually see the bite. Sometimes even the bite viczim 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 at a dog park, once observed a
dog attack another dog, yet despite laser-focusing in on the action, had no clue that one
of the owners had been bitten until she later rolled up her pant leg. So, we do not doubt
Sarai’s veracity at all when she says she did not see Casey bite. But it is not particularly
strong evidence that the bite did not happen (especially with contrary physical evidence).

* Per our code, “provoke” 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.

5> We have reviewed over 1200 animal-related appeals, most involving a bite or alleged bite. While the second picture
could either be a scratch or a scrape of a tooth, the first picture looks like an indentation from a tooth. It is not
particularly deep, but it would be from a Chihuahua rising up to get at the back leg, and thus about what we would
expect in that scenario.
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24,

25.

20.

As between those two versions, we find it significantly more likely that, on his second
run at Ms. Doloton, Casey bit Ms. Doloton’s leg. And while the measure of a dangerous
animal designation is inflicting, without provocation, “severe injury”’—meaning
“disfiguring lacerations, avulsions, cuts or puncture wounds requiring medical
attention”—the measure of a potentially dangerous animal is simply “any animal that when
unprovoked: [blites or inflicts injury on a human.” Compare KCC 11.04.230.F and
11.01.320.A.1. We thus uphold Casey’s potentially dangerous designation.

That leaves only the penalty amount. Where an owner shows that (on the front end) the
animal did something despite—not due to a lack of—the owner’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. There was no indication that Casey
would be a potential biter, at least not while Sarai was watching him; Ms. Doloton went
out of her way to say that she was not particularly concerned to see Casey unleashed and
barking at her, because Sarai had proven competent to successfully control Casey. And
May 30 happened not because of anything irresponsible anyone was doing, but because
Casey squeezed through Sarai’s legs as Sarai attempted to return to school. Plus Ms.
Ramirez seemed to grasp the importance of the situation and the need to have Casey
leased when outside the home. We reduce the potentially dangerous penalty significantly.

Finally, though not part of this case, Ms. Ramirez should make sure that Casey is up to
date on his vaccinations and that she obtains an annual pet license (along with a
potentially dangerous animal registration) to avoid any future penalties.

DECISION:

1.

2.

We deny the appeal as to Casey’s potentially dangerous designation and compliance
order.

We reduce the penalty from $550 to $150.

ORDERED August 23, 2024.

TR //,.,/
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
September 23, 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 AUGUST 9, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF ANEL
RAMIREZ, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO.
V24015662-A24002597

David Spohr was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Natalia
Doloton, Chelsea Eykel, Anel Ramirez, and Sarai B. A verbatim recording of the hearing is

available in the Hearing Examiner’s Office.

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

Exhibit no. D1 Regional Animal Services of King County staff report

Exhibit no. D2 RASKC investigation report no. A24-002597

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of May 30, 2024, incident by Natalia Doloton,
dated May 31, 2024

Exhibit no. D4 Photographs of Ms. Doloton’s injury

Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V24015662-A24002597, issued June 5, 2024

Exhibit no. D6 Potentially Dangerous Designation

Exhibit no. D7 Appeal, received June 21, 2024

Exhibit no. D8 Map of subject area
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