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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 

Overview 
 
1. On December 20, 2024, Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services) 

received a complaint for an incident that day. Ex. D3. Animal Services issued a notice 
and order for Bentley running at large and qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D5, 
D6. Ms. Blevins appealed. Ex. D8. We went to hearing on March 7, 2025. 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. 
Blevins appeal but modify the compliance terms and reduce the penalties.  
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Legal Standards 

2. On December 20, was Bentley was “at large,” meaning “any animal off the premises of 
its owner and not under control of a competent person,” with “under control” defined 
as “a domesticated animal … 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 11.01.090; KCC 11.01.380. 

3. On December 20, did Bentley performed an act that qualifies him as a “Potentially 
Dangerous Animal”? Per KCC 11.01.320.A.1, “‘Potentially dangerous animal’ means any 
animal that when unprovoked: [b]ites or inflicts injury on a human.” 

4. 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, the agency 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 

5. Ms. Blevins agrees that her dog, Bentley, bit Mr. Edwards on December 20. She takes 
full responsibility for the incident; however, was shocked at our hearing by several 
statements Mr. Edwards made during his testimony, specifically the scarring he suffered 
and the need for anxiety therapy after the incident. The parties testified as follows: 

A. Mr. Edwards testified that on December 20, he was on his daily afternoon walk. 
He was heading northbound on a pathway parallel to 148th avenue, near the dog 
corral. As he was walking by, he noticed a blue Audi with its tailgate open 
approximately 20 feet away from the path he was on. Ms. Blevins was unloading 
her baby buggy, and her dog [Bentley] was circling the car. Bentley came up to 
Mr. Edwards and put his paws on Mr. Edwards chest; that was no big deal to Mr. 
Edwards.  

Mr. Edwards continued walking down the path. He had gotten about 25 feet or 
so when Bentley came from behind and bit his left forearm. Bentley clamped 
down on his arm, and Mr. Edwards had to shake him away. The bite broke the 
skin through two layers of winter clothing. Ex. D4-001-D4-003. Ms. Blevins 
came running, pulled Bentley off him, and secured Bentley inside her car.  

Mr. Edwards asked for proof of Bentley’s vaccinations, and Ms. Blevins provided 
that. He was bleeding, and she tried to find something to help with the bleeding. 
Other witnesses offered napkins. Mr. Edwards went to his car and drove himself 
to urgent care, where his wounds were cleaned and bandaged, and he was given 
antibiotics. No stitches were required. Mr. Edwards testified that he had deep 
bruising for about a month and still has anxiety around dogs; he consulted his 
doctor about seeking counseling. 
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B. Ms. Blevins testified that the incident occurred because she accidentally clicked 
the button on her keys for the back tailgate as she was unloading her baby. 
Bentley never jumped on Mr. Edwards. Mr. Edwards was also jogging rather than 
walking. He did not stop, and he kept running. There was no “clamp down” as 
Mr. Edwards testified. Mr. Edwards acted like it was no big deal at the time and 
she is shocked that he is now saying that he needs therapy. This is the first time 
she is hearing about scarring or therapy.  

She agrees Bentley nipped Mr. Edwards. She wants Bentley to still be able to go 
to the dog park and is agreeable to him wearing a muzzle at the park. Ms. Blevins 
texted Mr. Edwards to ensure he was okay after the incident. An Animal Services 
officer told her that the only reason that Mr. Edwards went to urgent care was 
because the bite area would not stop bleeding. She is taking full responsibility for 
the incident. She is seeking a reduction of the fines and wants to be able to still 
take Bentley to the parks/dog parks even with a muzzle.  

6. Animal Services does not support Bentley going to Marymoor Park because it is not 
fenced in. Animal Services is also reluctant for Bentley to go to any other off-leash dog 
park, considering the incident and Ms. Blevins’ attitude towards the severity of the 
incident.  

7. “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not under control of a 
competent person.” Here, Bentley got out of his owner’s car and ran to a nearby 
pathway where Mr. Edwards was. Bentley was not on his owner’s premises and was not 
prevented from approaching a bystander. Bentley met the definition of “at large” on 
December 20.   

8. An animal that, without provocation, bites or inflicts injury on a human qualifies as 
“potentially dangerous.” KCC 11.01.320(1).  

9. Here, Bentley both bit and injured Mr. Edwards. Bentley bit his forearm, breaking the 
skin through two layers of clothing, as visible in photos of the wound. Ex. D4-001-D2-
003. Ms. Blevins downplayed the injury and called it a “nip,” but Bentley did more than 
“nip.” A dog bite causing bleeding through two layers of clothing and bruising is a 
significant bite. And Mr. Edwards had to shake Bentley away from him after Bentley 
clamped onto his arm, this was more than just a nip. Even if it had just been a “nip” or 
just a bruise from Bentley jumping on Mr. Edwards, that still would have been enough to 
find Bentley “potentially dangerous” under our code; the “potentially dangerous” 
standard is inflicting a bite OR injury. Unless there was some act of provocation, Bentley 
qualifies as “potentially dangerous.” 

10. Provocation 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. 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 
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is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act 

11. Ms. Blevins disputes that Mr. Edwards was walking on the path; she asserts he was 
jogging. However, the pace at which Mr. Edwards was traveling on the path is not 
important to the provocation analysis here. Whether he was jogging or walking, Mr. 
Edwards being on the path is not an act that would torment, agitate, or harass the 
average dog. And Mr. Edwards was approximately 20 feet away when he first passed Ms. 
Blevins Audi, and he had retreated to approximately 40-45 feet away when Bentley bit 
him from behind. We do not find that an average dog would have jumped out of his 
owner’s vehicle, run over to a passerby, especially once leaving the scene, and bitten 
them so hard that the bite broke skin through two layers of clothing. Bentley’s behavior 
that day was grossly disproportionate to anything Mr. Edwards was doing. We do not 
find that Bentley was provoked, and we uphold Bentley’s “potentially dangerous” animal 
designation.  

12. Ms. Blevins requests that Bentley still be allowed to attend parks and dog parks. She 
agrees to have Bentley wear a muzzle at the park. The code requires that Bentley, “When 
off the owner’s premises, be securely leashed, under the control of a competent adult, 
and humanely muzzled or securely restrained in a carrier or crate… while traveling in a 
vehicle.” KCC 11.04.275.C.3. And “premises” means “the real property or enclosed 
space that an animal’s owner has a legal or equitable right to occupy, including a dwelling 
unit [and] does not extend into areas of common ownership or use, such as an apartment 
lobby or public transportation.” KCC 11.01.330. We will not overturn the mandatory 
muzzle or leash requirement, but we will modify the confinement order to allow Ms. 
Blevins to allow a muzzled Bentley off-leash in sanctioned, fenced in dog parks. 

13. As to the monetary penalties, we often reduce otherwise applicable fines in cases where 
the incident happened despite, not because of, the steps the owner was taking at the time 
of the violation and/or the steps the owner takes after the occurrence. This incident 
happened due to the accidental opening of a vehicle tailgate which unfortunately allowed 
Bentley to jump out of the vehicle and get himself into trouble. This was not a result of 
some negligent action Ms. Blevins was engaging in at the time. Ms. Blevins took 
responsibility for the incident and agreed to having Bentley wear a muzzle at dog parks. 
She apologized to Mr. Edwards on December 20 and tried to come to his aid. We will 
reduce the fine as well.   

 
DECISION: 
 
1. We uphold the potentially dangerous animal designation for Bentley and the compliance 

terms associated with the designation. However, Ms. Blevins may allow a muzzled 
Bentley to run off-leash at a fenced-in, sanctioned dog park. 

2. We reduce potentially dangerous animal violation fee from $500 to $300. The running at 
large violation fee is $50. The total revised fines are $350. 
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ORDERED March 21, 2025. 
  

 
 Leila Arefi 
 Hearing Examiner pro tem 
 
 
 

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 
April 21, 2025. 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 MARCH 7, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF ASHLEY 
BLEVINS, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  

FILE NO. V24016512-A24006254 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Arthur Edwards, and Ashley Blevins. 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. A24006254 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of December 20, 2024, incident by Arthur 

Edwards, dated December 20, 2024 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Mr. Edwards’ injury 
Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V24016512-A24006254, issued December 28, 

2024 
Exhibit no. D6 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D7 Bite Quarantine Notice 
Exhibit no. D8 Appeal, received January 7, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Map of subject area 
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