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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:

Overview

1. After a pit bull, that William Vea was walking, broke loose and attacked another dog,
Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services) issued Mr. Vea a notice and
order. Ex. D5. Mr. Vea timely appealed, claiming that the dog did not belong to him. Ex.
D6. We held a hearing on October 10. 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 Ms. Vea’s appeal.
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Hearing Testimony

Daniel 1 ee Testimony

2. On August 3, Mr. Lee was walking his dog, Taisy, in the neighborhood, as he does daily.
He was walking eastbound on the left side of 2227d Street, between 1034 and 104
streets when. He saw a man [Mr. Vea] about 50 to 70 meters away, walking a visibly
aggressive pit bull. Mr. Vea was not approaching residences and did not appear to be
looking for the pit bull’s owner.

3. The pit bull started lunging as soon as it saw them. Mr. Vea was on the right side of the
intersection, on the opposite side of the road. As Mr. Lee passed Mr. Vea, he noticed the
pit bull was becoming more aggressive. Mr. Lee minded his own business and kept
walking, although he noticed that Mr. Vea was having increasing difficulty controlling the
pit bull.

4. When Mr. Lee reached the intersection of 104 and 22274, he heard something running
aggressively after him. The pit bull got on top of Taisy and latched on to her muzzle. Mr.
Vea did not warn Mr. Lee, despite being about 25-30 feet away. Mr. Lee was yelling for
Mzt. Vea to get his dog off Taisy, but Mr. Vea was making no attempt to separate the pit
bull and seemed “rather nonchalant.” About 30-60 seconds of Mr. Lee trying to pull his
dog away while kicking the pit bull, Mr. Lee finally got Taisy a few feet away from the pit
bull. Mr. Vea tried dragging the pit bull away.

5. Mr. Lee walked northbound about 20 feet. Mr. Lee checked himself and Taisy and
noticed multiple punctures and lacerations to Taisy’s muzzle and puncture wounds to
Mr. Lee’s right big toe. Mr. Lee waited for Mr. Vea to restrain his dog so he could
exchange information. However, Mr. Vea questioned why Mr. Lee was still standing
there. Mr. Vea was on top of the pit bull, trying to put the collar or leash back on him.
Mr. Lee stayed about 30 feet away and asked for his name and phone number. Mr. Vea
provided that to him, and Mr. Lee called the number to confirm it was Mr. Vea’s.

6. Mr. Lee took his dog to the vet and stayed in the emergency room all day. Taisy had two
large lacerations on the right side of her muzzle, on the left side of her muzzle, and one
on the neck. Taisy required multiple stitches to close the wound on her muzzle and neck.
Mr. Lee also went to urgent care to get treated. By midday, Mr. Lee called Mr. Vea, but
by that time Mr. Vea had blocked his number. Mr. Lee then filed a complaint. Ex. D3.

7. Mr. Vea’s wife posted the information on Nextdoor. From there, Mr. Lee was able to
obtain an address for Mr. Vea. Mr. Vea submitted that address to Ofc. Wilson.

Ofe. Wilson Testimony

8. When Ofc. Wilson interviewed Mr. Vea, Mr. Vea told him that he was walking in the
area, but he did not have any affiliation with the pit bull. Mr. Vea said he saw the incident
between the pit bull and Mr. Lee and assisted by pinning the pit bull and telling Mr. Lee
to remove himself. Mr. Vea told him that he then tied the pit bull to the fence, struggling
to put the collar and leash back on the pit bull. When asked where the collar and leash
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came from, Mr. Vea initially stated the leash and collar were already on the pit bull, but
then changed his story to the leash and collar laying on the ground and him tried putting
them back on the pit bull. Mr. Vea did not mention he was driving and had almost hit
the pit bull, that he lured the pit bull with treats, or that he was just walking the pit bull
looking for the owner.

William V'ea Testimony

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Mr. Vea confirmed that Mr. Lee’s testimony is accurate. Mr. Vea recalls telling Ofc.
Wilson that he was in the area, but not that he mentioned he was walking.

Mr. Vea testified that on August 3 he was returning home from a volleyball game. He
was driving South on Benson Road when he almost hit a pit bull that was running with a
chain leash attached to it. Mr. Vea honked but the pit bull continued running. Mr. Vea
was concerned that the pit bull might get hit by a car, so Mr. Vea pulled to the nearest
apartments, parked, and called the pit bull to him, luring him with food. Mr. Vea thought
that the dog’s owner had been walking the dog and the dog likely got loose. Mr. Vea
grabbed the pit bull’s leash and started walking, hoping to encounter the owner.

As soon as the pit bull saw Mr. Lee, the pit bull became aggressive. Mr. Vea was in
shock. While the pit bull was going after Taisy, Mr. Lee was swinging Taisy around trying
to keep her away from the pitbull. Mr. Vea did not know whether to push Mr. Lee away
and grab or jump on the dog. Finally, Mr. Vea got a hold of the pit bull and was
concerned that Mr. Lee was still around. The pit bull’s leash came off. The dog did not
have a collar; instead, the chain leash was wrapped around its neck, and that is how the
dog got loose. The pit bull was still trying to escape Mr. Vea’s hold, while Mr. Vea tried
wrapping the leash back around his neck. At the same time, Mr. Lee was trying to get his
contact information. Mr. Vea was concerned that the pit bull would break free and attack
again, so he told Mr. Lee, “Get out of here.”

Mr. Vea did not want any trouble with the pit bull, so he tied the dog to a fence and left.
Mr. Vea blocked Mr. Lee’s number and did not call the police or Animal Services
because he did not want any further involvement with the pit bull.

Analysis

There are three components of this case. Mr. Vea’s story (that he had never seen the pit
bull before or since, and that his only involvement that day was as a good Samaritan
stopping to try to find a loose dog’s owner) only matters to the last part.

Vi0lations

14.

Mr. Vea does not dispute that on August 3 the pit bull, he was at least momentarily
walking on a leash, was “at large” meaning “any animal off the premises of its owner and
not under control,” with “under control” defined as “a domesticated animal is restrained
... from approaching any bystander or other domesticated animal....” KCC 11.01.380;
11.01.090. The pit bull broke loose and was not restrained from approaching Mr. Lee
and Taisy.
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15.

Mzt. Vea also does appear to dispute that the pit bull meets the definition of “potentially
dangerous animal,” meaning “any animal that when unprovoked: [blites or inflicts injury
on a human or domesticated animal.” KCC 11.04.230.F; 11.01.320.A.1. Nothing Mr. Lee
simply walking a leashed Taisy did on August 3 was anything close to legal provocation.
So, the pit bull qualifies as potentially dangerous.

Responsibility for 1 iolations

16.

Even if Mr. Vea had no connection to the pit bull beyond essentially being a good
Samaritan and trying to find its owner, that would matter, forward-looking: In that scenario,
Mr. Vea would not be the person responsible for meeting the requirements for keeping a
potentially dangerous dog—obtaining an annual potentially dangerous dog designation,
keeping it contained on the property, muzzling the dog when off the property, etc.
However, it would not matter backward-looking, in terms of who is responsible for the
violation. Mr. Vea was the adult holding the leash in the moments before the pit bull
broke loose and committed the violations. Even under Mr. Vea’s version, the $50 at-
large and $500 potentially dangerous violations were propetly served on him.!

Possible Penalty Reduction

17.

18.

In our typical case, where an appellant shows that (on the front end) the animal did
something despite—not due to a lack of—their responsible behavior and/or (on the
back end) they took steps after to avoid a recurrence, we often reduce the otherwise
applicable penalty. Here, per Mr. Lee’s testimony, Mr. Vea was walking the pit bull on a
leash and #rying to control it, when it broke free. And although from Mr. Lee’s
perspective Mr. Vea did not act quickly enough immediately after the pit bull broke
loose, having entertained hundreds and hundreds of dog bite cases, the response Mr. Lee
described from Mr. Vea is actually very common—a person so shocked at what is
occurring that they initially freeze. And after that, Mr. Vea did jump in and wrestle the pit
bull to the ground, then hold him there to give Mr. Lee and Taisy time to get away. In
such a scenario we would normally conclude that a penalty reduction was in order.

However, the twists here is that Mr. Vea claims his only contact with the pit bull was a
few minutes after stopping to try to help a loose dog. If we conclude he is telling the
truth, we will conduct our normal penalty reduction analysis. However, if we conclude he
is fabricating how he happened to come by the dog that day, he has created a public
safety danger; by not divulging the owner’s name to Animal Services, he has prevented
Animal Services from ensuring that the owner is following the containment requirements
for keeping a potentially dangerous animal in King County. And we will not reward
dishonesty, especially under oath.

!'In the normal scenatio where, say, a dog does something while temporarily under the control of a house-sitter or a dog

walker, Animal Services issues a violation notice and monetary fine to the temporary custodian, and issues a separate

compliance order, with a $0 fine, to the owner, who then must the requirements going forward. Here, there is nothing in

out record of who the pit bull’s owner is.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

In weighing Mr. Vea’s story, we do not grant substantial weight or otherwise accord
deference to agency determinations. Exam. R. XV.F.3. And 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.

Mr. Vea’s story sounds fantastical. A person randomly driving down the road just
happens to spot an unleashed dog darting across the street. Then the loose dog decides it
wants to come up and approach the driver. And then the person does not just secure the
dog to a post or something but decides to take it on a walk.

The one thing in Mr. Vea favor is that the altercation occurred well away from Mr. Vea’s
residence, and not near a dog park or any place that Mr. Vea might be expected to take
the pit bull if the pit bull was his. So realistically we are weighing, “I was just a good
Samaritan walking a strange dog” v. “He was doing a favor for someone he knew and
walking their dog.” However, everything else goes against his story.

As Mr. Lee noted, prior to the altercation Mr. Vea did not appear to be approaching
houses or calling out to anyone (including Mr. Lee) asking if they knew who the pit bull
belonged to. At no point before, during, or after the attack did Mr. Vea ever once say to
Mr. Lee the most obvious thing a stranger-to-the-dog would say: “This isn’t even my
dog” or “I never met this dog before”. Even if somehow Mr. Vea forgot to mention it in
the moment, he easily could have texted it when Mr. Lee tried contacting him again later;
instead, Mr. Vea blocked Mr. Lee’s number. And Vea’s statements to the investigating
officer did not match his later statements.

It is not impossible that Mr. Vea is telling the truth, and he really had no more than a few
minutes of connection with the pit bull. But we find that, more-likely-than-not the
fundamental tenets of his story are untrue. As such, we do not reduce the fine.

DECISION:

We DENY Mr. Vea’s appeal.

ORDERED October 25, 2024.

/Z:?_/d //o-——-'-'/
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
November 25, 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 OCTOBER 10, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF
WILLIAM VEA, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO.
V24015997-A24003866

David Spohr was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea
Eykel, Daniel Lee, William Vea, and Alex Wilson. 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. A24003866

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of August 3, 2024, incident by Daniel Lee, dated
August 3, 2024

Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Mr. Lee’s dog’s injuries and Mr. Lee’s injury

Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V24015997-A24003860, issued August 19, 2024

Exhibit no. D6 Appeal, received August 20, 2024

Exhibit no. D7 Map of subject area
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SUBJECT:  Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V24015997-A24003866

WILLIAM VEA
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal

I, Jessica Oscoy, certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that
I transmitted the REPORT AND DECISION to those listed on the attached page as follows:

X] EMAILED to all County staff listed as parties/interested persons and parties with e-mail

addresses on record.

X] placed with the United States Postal Service, through Quadient-Impress, with sufficient
postage, as FIRST CLASS MAIL in an envelope addressed to the non-County employee
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