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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:
Overview

1. 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 Mr. Archuleta’s appeal.

Background

2. On February 12, 2025, Animal Services received an online complaint from Brianna
Brenes for an incident that day. Ex. D4. Animal Services also received an email about
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that incident from Lindsay Pinnell. Ex. D3. Animal Services issued a violation notice to
Dale Archuleta for Bingo running at large, menacing, and qualifying as potentially
dangerous. Exs. D7, D8. Mr. Archuleta appealed. Ex. D11. We went to hearing on May
19. Sergeant Eykel represented the department and called Ms. Pinnell and Ms. Brenes as
witnesses. Mr. Archuleta appeared and called Rita May Okepeaha and Douglas Graham
as witnesses.

Legal Standards

3. Animal Services asserts that on February 12, Bingo was “running at large”. “At large”
means “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.

4. Animal Services asserts that on February 12, Bingo was “menacing”. “Menace” is not
defined in KCC Title 11, but commonly means “to make a show of intention to harm.”

5. Finally, Animal Services asserts that on February 12, Bingo performed an act (allegedly
biting another dog and its owner) that qualifies him as a “Potentially Dangerous Animal”
per KCC 11.01.320.A.1: ““Potentially dangerous animal’ means any animal that when
unprovoked: 1. Bites or inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal...”.

6. Unless Mr. Archuleta can prove some act of provocation against Bingo, the designation
will likely stand. 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 is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly
proportional to the victim’s act.

7. 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

8. The parties did not agree to the same version of the February 12 incident. Ms. Pinnell
and Ms. Brenes testified to a similar version of events; however, Mr. Archuleta refuted
most of what was asserted by Animal Services and its witnesses. There seems to be a
history of animosity between Mr. Archuleta and Ms. Pinnell around previous similar
incidents involving Bingo on Ms. Pinnell’s property behaving ageressively. Mr. Archuleta
made sarcastic comments during Ms. Brenes testimony which required redirection. He
was aggressive and argumentative to the witnesses during his rebuttal questioning and
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10.

engaged in significant witness and victim-blaming. This approach was bighly inappropriate
and not well received. The parties testified as follows:

Lindsey Farmer Pinnell testified that the incident at hand was a traumatic experience.
At approximately 2:30 pm on February 12, she was walking with her dog and four-year-
old daughter near the apartment complex in which Mr. Archuleta resides. Her dog was
completely leashed and restrained. While walking, she noticed a running, unleashed dog
(Bingo) coming towards her. She let go of her daughter and told her to go to a grassy
area nearby for her daughter’s safety.

Bingo aggressively knocked Ms. Pinnell down, jumped on her back (with his forearms on
her back) and began biting at her. She sustained bites on her hands and back. Ex. D5-
001-002. It was clear to her that Bingo went straight to attack her and not her dog. Ms.
Pinnell’s dog began barking in an effort to try to protect her from the attack. She pulled
her dog away to keep him from getting bitten and maintained control of her dog even
during and after the attack. Despite her efforts, her dog, Smoky, was bitten and required
veterinary care, stitches, and antibiotics as a result of Bingo’s attack. Ex. D6-001-005. In
the scuffle, she also lost her shoe.

Ms. Pinnell saw Mr. Archuleta walking up during the attack and she began yelling at him
to get his dog off of her. She cannot recall how Bingo was removed from her. He may
have been pulled off but no other conversation with Mr. Archuleta took place. A
neighbor, Ms. Brenes, came to her assistance.

Ms. Pinnell called 911. The fire department arrived and assisted her. She went to urgent
care for treatment of her wounds. Ex. D5-003. She still has a scar on her back from the
scratches and bites that she received while being attacked by Bingo. Ms. Pinnell also
began seeing a therapist due to how traumatic the entire experience was.

Brianna Brenes witnessed the events of February 12. She resides in a home that is
nearby the apartment complexes where Ms. Pinnell and Mr. Archuleta live.

There is a big, open, grassy lot nearby in which area children play soccer. Ms. Brenes
witnessed Ms. Pinnell, her daughter, and dog exploring the field. Her first thought is that
she hoped Bingo was not outside since he has previously been aggressive with her and
her child. Ms. Brenes is aware that other parents in the area instruct their children not to
play outside because of how aggressive Bingo is.

Approximately five-minutes after first seeing Ms. Pinnell, Ms. Brenes heard dogs barking.
She told her son to stay inside and ran outside to assist Ms. Pinnell. When she got
outside, she saw Bingo on top of Ms. Pinnell and her dog was trying to protect her. Ms.
Pinnell’s daughter was behind her.

Mr. Archuleta got Bingo off and away from Ms. Pinnell and put him in his truck. After
the attack, Ms. Pinnell and her daughter seemed to be in shock. Ms. Pinnell had lost her
shoe in the altercation and had blood on her hands.
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Ms. Brenes told Mr. Archuleta that this cannot happen again as similar events happened
all too often to which he did not respond. He did not offer any assistance to Ms. Pinnell
and went inside.

Ms. Brenes testified as to previous, similar experiences that she has had with Bingo.!
When she walks to get her mail, she sees Bingo out and he is never on a leash. He
becomes aggressive with her and her son. Bingo has never attacked them but has gotten
close. Bingo barked and growled multiple times. Ms. Brenes tried to explain to Mr.
Archuleta that Bingo needs proper training and to be leashed when he is out. This
resulted in an argument with Mr. Archuleta telling her that the shock collar that Bingo
wears 1s “good enough”. Additionally, Bingo used to always come onto her yard and
relieve himself which Mr. Archuleta never cleaned up. She has also witnessed Bingo
behaving aggressively with cats in the area and chasing them up trees.

Ms. Brenes called Animal Services in 2023 because there had been too many incidents
with Bingo and Mr. Archuleta failing to respect boundaries. She was scared that she, her
child, or animals were in danger because of Bingo’s aggressive behavior and Mr.
Archuleta’s irresponsibility. Animal Services came out when she called and she noticed
that Mr. Archuleta made brief changes but the improvements were short lived and
eventually stopped.

Since the February 12 incident, Ms. Pinnell has seen Bingo off leash once with another
younger gentleman.

Dale Archuleta testified that in 2023, an Animal Services officer came out and informed
him that Bingo had chased Ms. Brenes’ cat up a tree. The responding officer also
instructed him that Bingo could not be free-roaming. He believes that the children that
play in the field got Bingo to chase the cat up the tree. During the 2023 occurrence,
Bingo allegedly chased an Animal Services officer which Mr. Archuleta believes was due
to the officer trying to put a “lasso” on Bingo. Since the 2023 incident, he does not
allow Bingo to go in that area since “Ms. Brenes is aggressive.”

On February 12, he was walking up the steps and Bingo took off, ran up to Ms. Pinnell’s
dog, started sniffing her dog and Ms. Pinnell’s dog snapped at Bingo. He yelled at Bingo to
come back. Bingo wears an “electric collar” which he grabbed Bingo by.

Bingo was not on top of Ms. Pinnell. She yelled at him to get Bingo off of her and he told
her that Bingo was not on her. She told him that Bingo had bitten her on the back. He asked
Ms. Pinnell if she wanted him to look at her back which she declined.

Ms. Brenes came around and he saw her talking to Ms. Pinnell after the incident; however,
there was no witness while the incident was happening,

!'We do not make our findings based on prior incidents or impressions. Our decision turns solely on Bingo’s February
12 behavior.



V25016689-A25000659—Dale Archuleta 5

12.

13.

14.

15.

Bingo did not bite Ms. Pinnell and he blames the altercation on the leash that Ms. Pinnell
was using to restrain her dog, Smoky. The 5-foot leash she used to restrain Smoky and the
length of her arm made it impossible for Bingo to get past Ms. Pinnell’s aggressive dog.
He further believes that she was bitten by her own dog and scratched by rocks on the
ground.

Mr. Archuleta has seen Ms. Pinnell’s dog lose previously. She cannot control her dog nor
does Smoky listen to voice commands. He further opined that Ms. Pinnell keeps Smoky
“bottled up” so when he gets lose, Smoky runs like a “wild track dog”. Smoky has never
attacked Bingo but runs back and forth. He went on to testify that he does not believe that
Ms. Pinnell should own a dog.

Mr. Archuleta refuted that the February 12 incident could not have happened the way Ms.
Pinnell and Ms. Brenes testified because Bingo could not get past Ms. Pinnell’s aggressive
dog. Ms. Archuleta initially said that Bingo was not off leash but then recanted and said that
Bingo only had on a training collar but no actual leash.

When questioned how Ms. Pinnell’s dog received injuries if Bingo did not bite; he couldn’t
answer and provided confusing statements that were hard to follow and did not answer the
question. When further questioned how Smoky had gotten injured on his back flank, he
could not provide an answer. Mr. Archuleta continued to say that the dogs were nose to nose
and agree that Bingo ran up to Smokey but did not bite anyone. He eventually recanted again
and testified that Bingo may have bitten Smoky but Bingo did not jump on Ms. Pinnell’s
back. His reasoning was that no dog jumps on a human back unless it is a wolf.

Rita Okepeaha was called to testify by Mr. Archuleta. She testified that she witnessed
were ladies sitting by a fence. The ladies were just sitting there and talking to each other.

Douglas Graham was called to testify by Mr. Archuleta as a character witness. He did
not witness the events of February 12. He has known Bingo since Bingo was six-weeks-
old. Bingo has never been aggressive towards humans.

Credibility: There is clearly animosity between Mr. Archuleta and Animal Services
witnesses, Ms. Pinnell and Ms. Brenes. While Ms. Pinnell and Ms. Brenes testified to the
same version of events and came across as credible, there was hardly anything credible
about Mr. Archuleta’s testimony. His hearing performance, victim-blaming, and
aggressive tactics during rebuttal questioning and testimony diminished his credibility
significantly.

Further, his testimony as to how the events of February 12 occurred made very little
sense. He testified that Ms. Pinnell’s leash and arm length prevented the incident from
happening because Bingo could not have gotten past Smoky, who was allegedly being
aggressive. He also contested that Ms. Pinnell was not bitten by Bingo but rather her
own dog, Smoky. Yet, Smoky ended up with bites on his flank which required veterinary
care, stitches, and antibiotics. Certainly, Smoky couldn’t have bitten himself on the back
and why would he bite himself at all? No one, not even Mr. Archuleta, testified that any
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other animals were involved or around to have inflicted bites on Smoky. When Mr.
Archuleta found himself without an answer as to how Smoky received bite marks (after
continuing to assert that Bingo did not bite Ms. Pinnell even though she had bite marks
on herself), he admitted that Bingo ay have bitten Smoky.

16.  We do not discount the possibility that Mr. Archuleta’s story could have been accurate,
that he actually was being or trying to be truthful, and that for reasons unrelated to the
February 12 incident he just could not communicate that in a persuasive manner.
However, we decide fact questions on a more-likely-than-not standard and we find Ms.
Pinnell’s and Ms. Brenes’ version of events significantly more likely to be accurate than
Mr. Archuleta’s.

17. Running at Large: “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not
under control of a competent person.” Here, Bingo was off of Mr. Archuleta’s premises
and was instead, in the nearby field where Ms. Pinnell was. Bingo was not under Mr.
Archuleta’s control or under the control of a competent person. We understand that Mr.
Archuleta opined at our hearing that Bingo was wearing a training collar but that did not
stop him from running off of Mr. Archuleta’s premises. Mr. Archuleta did not have
control over Bingo as he was still able to approach Ms. Pinnell and her dog. We find that
Bingo was running at large on February 12.

18.  Menacing: “Menace” is not defined in KCC Title 11, but commonly means “to make a
show of intention to harm.”? Bingo running up to Ms. Pinnell, her young daughter, and
Smoky while barking and growling indicates an intention to harm. We find that Bingo
was menacing on February 12.

19. Potentially Dangerous: An animal that “[blites or inflicts injury on a human or
domesticated animal...” qualifies as “potentially dangerous” under KCC 11.01.320(1).
Here, Bingo bit a human, Ms. Pinnell, and a domesticated animal, Smoky which both

required medical attention. Ex. D5-001-003 and D6-005. Absent some act of
provocation, Bingo qualifies as potentially dangerous under our code.

1. Mr. Archuleta seemed to believe that even if Bingo only bit Smoky (rather than a human,
Ms. Pinnell), that somehow absolved he and Bingo from the designation/violations. Mr.
Archuleta’s belief falls short here. Even if we adopt Mr. Archuleta’s version of events
rather than Ms. Pinnell’s and Ms. Brenes’ (which we do noz), that Bingo only bit Smoky, we
would s#// find that Bingo meets the criteria for a potentially dangerous animal because
the designation requires a bite OR and injury on a human OKR a domesticated animal. The
bite to Smoky only, is enough to meet the requirements of a potentially dangerous animal
absent an act of provocation.

2. “Provocation” means “to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately before the
attack, chase or menacing behavior; it does not include actions taken to defend oneself,
other humans, animals or property.” KCC 11.01.350. Further, in animal jurisprudence,
reviewing courts focus on how an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor

*https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/menace.
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unusually docile, would react to an inciting act.’> And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the
victim’s act.* In our case, Ms. Pinnell was walking with her child and dog and was
nowhere near Bingo when he ran away from Mr. Archuleta and began his attack.
Nothing Ms. Pinnell, her child, or fully-leashed dog did that day qualifies as an act that
would torment, agitate, or harass Bingo. Had Mr. Archuleta utilized a proper leash or
harness, this incident would likely not have occurred.

3. Further, we do not find that an average dog who found himself free from his owner’s
control would run to a passerby, knock them down, jump on their back, and begin biting
at them and their dog. We could find that an average dog in a similar situation could
have run up to another leashed dog and sniffed but the attacking and biting went too far.
Bingo was not provoked to attack on February 12.

DECISION:

1. We DENY Mr. Archuleta’s appeal and uphold the running at large, menacing, and
potentially dangerous animal violation and all associated monetary penalties.

ORDERED June 2, 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 July
2, 2025. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in superior court
in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW.

3 Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkham v. Will, 311 Ill. App. 3d 787,
792, 724 N.E.2d 1062 (2000)).
4 Strogp v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273-75; Kirkham at 792.
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MINUTES OF THE MAY 19, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF DALE
ARCHULETA, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY

FILE NO. V25016689-A25000659

Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea
Eykel, Lindsay Pinnell, Bri Brenes, Dale Archuleta, Rita May Okepeaha, and Douglas Graham.
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.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

D1
D2
D3
D4

D5
Do
D7
D8
D9
D10
D11
D12

Regional Animal Services of King County staff report

RASKC investigation report no. A25000659

Email from Ms. Pinnell

Online Complaint form of February 12, 2025, incident by Brianna Brenes,
dated February 12, 2025

Photograph of Mr. Pinnell’s injuries

Smokey’s veterinary report

Notice of violation no. V25016689-A25000659, issued February 12, 2025
Potentially Dangerous Designation

Bite Quarantine Notice

RASKC investigation report no. A23005226

Appeal, received February 24, 2025

Map of subject area
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