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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. Garcia-Paredes’ appeal. We find that although he is not the owner of
Lula and Gorda, he is still responsible for the trespassing, running at large, and
potentially dangerous animal violation fines because he was responsible for the dogs on
the day in question. We further find that Mr. Garcia-Paredes is not responsible for the
licensing fines for Lula and Gorda pursuant to KCC 11.04.030.A.
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Background

2. On February 19, 2025, Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services)
received a complaint from Robert Raybell for an incident the previous day. Ex. D3.
Animal Services investigated. Ex. D2. Animal Services issued a violation notice to Jose
Angel Garcia-Paredes. Exs. D5, D6. Mr. Garcia-Paredes appealed. Ex. D10. We went to
hearing on May 12.

Legal Standards

3. Animal Services asserts that on February 20, Lula and Gorda were “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 20, Lula and Gorda were “Trespassing” on the
complainant’s property which means “entering upon a person’s property or premises
without that person’s permission.” KCC 11.04.230.L

5. Animal Services asserts that on February 20, Lula and Gorda performed an act that
qualifies them 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. Paredes-Garcia proves some act of provocation against Lula and Gorda, 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. Animal Services asserts that as of February 20, both Lula and Gorda were unlicensed.
Where an animal is unlicensed as of the date of the alleged violation, but gets licensed
prior to our hearing, we typically reduce the licensing penalty.

8. Mr. Garcia-Paredes received the aforementioned violations for both Lula and Gorda. He
secks to appeal all violations and contends that he should not be liable because he is not
the owner of Lula and Gorda. He further provided that he was only visiting at the time
and does not live in this jurisdiction.

9. 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
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10.

11.

12.

both the violation and the appropriateness of the remedy it has imposed. KCC
20.22.080.G; .210.B.

Analysis

Mr. Garcia-Paredes did not dispute that the incident occurred and for that matter, the
true owner of the dogs, Mr. Miramontes, also did not dispute that the incident occurred.
Mr. Garcia-Paredes’ argument is that since he is not the owner of the dogs, Lula and
Gorda, he does not believe he should be cast with the cost of the violations. The parties
provided the following testimony:

Cpl. Michael Carlson testified that he received a complaint, from Robert Raybell, about
two large dogs who had climbed the balcony and injured a domestic animal. Mr. Raybell
told him that he (Mr. Raybell) had shot one of the dogs with a blue paintball.

Mr. Raybell told him that the dogs belonged to a specific address but upon investigation,
Cpl. Carlson determined that address was not where the dogs belonged. He conducted a
search and determined that there was another residence nearby that had four dogs, two
of which were identical to the dogs Mr. Raybell described. Cpl. Carlson took photos of
the dogs and sent them to Mr. Raybell who confirmed, with certainty, that two of the
dogs in the photograh were the ones in question. Initially, Cpl. Carlson could not
determine any presence of a paintball mark because of the fur and high activity level of
the dogs.

Cpl. Carlson noted that he found a lengthy list of dog related nuisance behavior from
that address. There were a number of names of people claiming ownership of dogs on
the property over the years. Over the course of his investigation, he went down the list
of possible owners and contacted each of them via phone. He called Mr. Miramontes,
and the phone was unanswerable, which made more sense later since Mr. Miramontes
was out of the state/country.

He contacted Mr. Garcia-Paredes’ wife, Ms. Pardo. She told him that she understood
why he was calling and informed him that Mr. Garcia-Paredes and another family
member were watching the dogs and property while Mr. Miramontes was away and on
the day of the incident, they were the caretakers of the dogs and property. Cpl. Carlson
explained to Ms. Pardo about the paintball, and she told him they would be back at
around 5:00 pm so he could come by to speak with them about the dogs. When Cpl.
Carlson arrived at the Miramontes property at 5:00 pm, Mr. Garcia-Paredes was pulling
into the driveway.

The dogs were secured, and Cpl. Carlson was able to talk to Mr. Garcia-Paredes and his
wife about the dogs. Mr. Garcia-Paredes told him that Mr. Miramontes was the true
owner of Lula and Gorda. He also told Cpl. Carlson that he and his brother-in-law were
in charge of the property and the dogs. Mr. Garcia-Paredes showed pride in describing
how he cared for the dogs and not allowing them to get out, going over his care routines
for the dogs in depth with Cpl. Carlson. He was very defensive of the accusations but
insisted that he was in charge of ensuring the dogs were cared for and was very proud of
how he cared for the dogs and ensured they did not get out.
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Mr. Raybell told Cpl. Catlson that he thought that the larger of the dogs was the culprit,
but it was hard to tell because they looked so much alike. Mr. Garcia-Paredes and his
wife helped search the larger dogs’ body for a paintball mark to no avail. Cpl. Carlson
asked if they could search on the smaller dog. Ms. Pardo helped to move the dog around
to facilitate the search and the blue paintball mark was readily visible. They discussed
how the dogs could have escaped, and Mr. Garcia-Paredes said there was a gap in the
north fencing of the property. The gap matched up with the location of Mr. Raybell’s

property.

Mr. Garcia-Paredes accepted charges because the dogs had been under his custodianship.
He expressed concerns for the follow-up, maintenance, and care for the potentially
dangerous dog requirements going forward. Cpl. Catlson explained that the fines would
go to him since the dogs were in his care at the time of the incident. Mr. Paredes-Garcia
and his spouse provided contact for Mr. Miramontes, who is the owner of the dogs. This
information matched what Animal Services already had on file for Mr. Miramontes. Cpl.
Carlson tried to reach him but was unable to.

Mzr. Garcia-Paredes never mentioned that his brother-in-law was responsible and
specifically took responsibility for the incident and provided all his identifiers and his ID.

Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that Animal Services issues
violations to the person who had care, custody, and control of the dog at time of the
event. Animal Services has been aware that Mr. Miramontes is the owner of the dogs.

Jose Garcia-Paredes testified that Mr. Miramontes, his father-in-law, is the owner of
the dogs, Lula and Gorda. On February 20, his wife, Ms. Pardo, called him about Animal
Services contacting her and the dogs being “at large”. She informed him that there was
an appointment with an Animal Services officer later in the day to look at the dogs. He
let his wife know that he would accompany her at that appointment. As he was pulling
up for the appointment at the Miramontes home, Cpl. Carlson was already there.

Cpl. Carlson approached him to speak with him. He told Cpl. Carlson that it is very
unlikely for the dogs to get out. There are video cameras all around the property and the
dogs had been spotted in the video camera to be home. Cpl. Carlson told him the biggest
of the two dogs had been reported to be the one responsible to which he responded that
the specific dog never goes off the property. He offered Cpl. Carlson to look at the dog
which Cpl. Carlson agreed.

Mzr. Garcia-Paredes was never made aware that it was the other dog that had gotten out
and only informed that it was the bigger dog that had gotten out. He inspected the larger
dog which had no paint marks and he assumed that was the end of Cpl. Carlson’s
questioning and investigation. Cpl. Carlson then asked to see the smaller, female dog. He
understands that there could be confusion as to the identity of the dogs since they look
very similar. When Cpl. Carlson looked at the female dog, she did have paint on her left
thigh. When he saw the paint on the dog, Cpl. Carlson took photos.

Mr. Garcia-Paredes agreed that there is no denying the paint on the dog. Cpl. Carlson
asked for his ID and he had no reason to not give it to him. Cpl. Carlson came back and
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gave him paperwork which he briefly looked over and accepted. Once Cpl. Catlson left,
Mr. Garcia-Paredes looked at the ticket in mote detail and noticed his name on it. He
called Cpl. Carlson and questioned why his name was on the ticket.

Cpl. Carlson gave him an analogy about how a ticket would be issued to a dog walker
(rather than the dog’s owner) if an incident occurs while a dog was under the care of the
dog walker. From this conversation, Mr. Garcia-Paredes understood that he would need
to go through the appeal process and then the ticket would be issued to the rightful
owner. The process seemed easy, so he did not give it much thought. He did not realize
that he would be liable for paying the associated fines.

Mzr. Garcia-Paredes feels that he should not have to pay the fines since he was never told
to take care of the dogs. He went to the Animal Services office and explained what the
situation was. He was instructed to provide the information of the dogs’ owner, go
through the appeal process, and it “should be pretty simple.” He called Mr. Miramontes,
and he agreed that he would explain the situation to Animal Services when someone
called. Mr. Garcia-Paredes is not denying that the incident happened but insists that he is
not the one who is responsible.

After a week, he went back to the Miramontes home and looked around to see where the
dogs could have escaped. He discovered that the fence on the right side of the property
abuts a property that is being turned into a trail or a park and apparently when doing
work on the neighboring property, someone damaged the Miramontes’ fence creating a
place for the dogs to escape. Mr. Miramontes made sure that there were no holes in the
fencing before he left, which Mr. Miramontes shared with him upon his return.

On February 20, no one had been at the Miramontes home except his brother-in-law but
he goes to work. Mr. Garcia-Paredes was never told to take care of the dogs on February
20. He spoke to Mr. Miramontes, and he agreed to come to our hearing to take
responsibility for the dogs. Mr. Garcia-Paredes believed that after our hearing, Mr.
Miramontes could dispute the violations if he chose to rather than him and further
thought that the purpose of our hearing was to change the ticket to Mr. Miramontes’
name. He does not know who was supposed to be watching the dogs that day.

Ms. Pardo testified that she recalls getting a phone call from Animal Services and they
mentioned that one of the dogs had been involved in some sort of incident. She was not
sure what was happening and was trying to ask as many questions as she could. They
ended up going to the appointment they set up to answer questions from Cpl. Carlson.
There is no proof that there are other dogs involved. There is only proof of one of the
dogs being involved in the incident, which is the paintball mark on the dog. She told Cpl.
Carlson that her brother were supposed to be watching the dogs. She said she only told
Cpl. Carlson that her brother was supposed to be watching the dogs, not her husband.

Alvaro Miramontes testified that he is the owner of the dogs.

Preponderance of the Evidence Standard-We determine our cases by a
preponderance of the evidence standard. This means after hearing the witness’s
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testimony, reviewing all evidence and submitted exhibits, and observing the witness’s
demeanor at the hearing; we determine what more-likely-than-not occurred.

Credibility-At our hearing, Mr. Garcia-Paredes and Ms. Pardo were of the opinion that
much of Cpl. Carlson’s testimony and reporting was incorrect although Cpl. Carlson
testified that the information he included in his report was obtained straight from his
conversations with Mr. Garcia-Paredes and Ms. Pardo.

Cpl. Carlson testified that during his investigation into who the dogs belonged to; he
went through the list of names of people who had claimed ownership of dogs on the
property. In making his phone calls, he called Ms. Pardo which, from the testimony, is
how Cpl. Carlson even got the name of and contact information for Mr. Garcia-Paredes.
Ms. Pardo seemingly told Cpl. Carlson that the dogs were being watched by “another
family member and Mr. Garcia-Paredes”. Upon meeting with Mr. Garcia-Paredes and
Ms. Pardo, rather than telling Cpl. Carlson that he was not involved with the dogs in the
least (which he asserted in his appeal statement and at our hearing), he took
responsibility and took the violation.

Certainly Cpl. Carlson could be embellishing things. Yet, why would he have specific
information on Mr. Garcia-Paredes’ identity rather than Ms. Pardo’s brother who they
asserted was involved? Why would Mr. Garcia-Paredes and Ms. Pardo not initially tell
Cpl. Carlson that Ms. Pardo’s brother was the sole caretaker and absolve themselves of
involvement or at the very least, share responsibility with the other person who was
supposedly caring for the dogs that day? So, while we concede there could have been
some other person that was caring for Lula and Gorda, we find it more-likely-than-not,
given Cpl. Carlson’s knowledge of details that could have only come from Mr. Garcia-
Paredes and Ms. Pardo, that Cpl. Carlson’s testimony was more credible and believable.
Further, we find that Mr. Garcia-Paredes was responsible for looking after Lula and
Gorda on February 20. It seems that once Mr. Garcia-Paredes fully understood that
there would be fines assessed to him (rather than Mr. Miramontes), his story changed.

Appellant’s Argument- We understand Mr. Garcia-Paredes’ qualm is that he does not
feel that the fines should be cast on him but rather the owner of the dogs, Mr.
Miramontes. However, the person with responsibility for the dogs (be it a house-sitter, a
dog walker, family member, etc.) at the time of the violation (be it running at large,
trespass, (potentially) dangerous, etc.)! is served with a violation and accompanying
monetary penalty. Because the owner is one who has a long-term interest in the dog and
will have to live with (and meet) the compliance order going forward, the owner is served
with the confinement order, so that owner can appeal the designation and compliance
order.

Here, Mr. Garcia-Paredes and Mr. Miramontes were both aware of the hearing,
appeared, and agreed that they did not dispute whether the incident occurred. We find
that Mr. Garcia-Paredes is responsible for the violation fines of trespassing, running at

! This does not apply to the licensing violation that was issued to Mr. Garcia-Paredes.
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large, and potentially dangerous animal for both Lula and Gorda because Mr. Garcia-
Paredes was responsible for the dogs on February 20.

21.  Regarding the licensing violation, Animal Services asserts that Lula and Gorda were
altered but unlicensed as of February 20, in violation of KCC 11.04.030.A, which
requires that: “Any owner of a pet eight weeks old and older in King County for more
than thirty days shall license and register that pet, but this provision does not apply to a
pet walker, sitter, or other temporary custodian, if that person can verify the pet owner’s
name and contact information. The license must be renewed on or before the date of
expiration. KCC 11.04.030.A. In our case, Mr. Garcia-Paredes notified Cpl. Catlson that
Mr. Miramontes was the owner of Lula and Gorda. (Sgt. Eykel confirmed at our hearing
that Animal Services was always aware that Mr. Miramontes was the owner of the dogs.)
Mr. Garcia-Paredes also provided the contact information for Mr. Miramontes which
Cpl. Carlson testified matched the information that he had for Mr. Miramontes. We do
not find that Mr. Garcia-Paredes is responsible for the licensing violation fines for Lula
and Gorda as he provided the name and contact information of the owner to Animal
Services. 2 3

DECISION:

1. We DENY Mr. Garcia-Paredes’ appeal and conclude that he had care, custody, and
control of Lula and Gorda on February 20.

2. We find that he is responsible for the trespassing, running at large, and potentially
dangerous animal violations for bozh Lula and Gorda.

3. The fines Appellant owes are: $100 for both trespassing violations, $100 for both
running at large violations, and $1000 for both potentially dangerous animal violations.
The total Mr. Garcia-Paredes owes is $1200. 4

2 Per KCC 11.01.280, "ownet" means any person who harbors, keeps, maintains, or has control of an animal except for
individuals or organizations involved with providing care to a feral cat colony, such as trap, neuter, and release programs.
3 Per KCC 11.01.190, "hatbor, keep, or maintain" means: [p|toviding animal care, shelter, protection, refuge, food, or
nourishment; or [h]aving custody of an animal.

* Animal Services request in exhibit D1-003 is that violations V24-016717 and V25-016718 and the associated fines be
upheld which we have provided for in our opinion. However, Animal Services included exhibit D9-001 (V25-016734)
which appears to be a violation that was alleged to occur on February 23, 2025, and the associated fines total $1400.
Animal Services did not request that these violations be upheld, nor the fines be paid. No testimony was taken as to this
violation. We do not make any decision on V25-016734. If Animal Services intends for this violation to remain in place,
Mr. Garcia-Parades should have the right to appeal this violation if he so choses. Our opinion only encompasses V24-
016717 and V25-016718 per Animal Services request.
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ORDERED May 27, 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 June
26, 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 MAY 12, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF JOSE ANGEL
GARCIA-PAREDES, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY
FILE NO. V25016717-A25000740

Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Sergeant
Eykel, Corporal Carlson, Robert Raybell, Jose Angel Garcia Paredes, Alvaro Miramontes Villa,
and Karely Toledo-Pardo. 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. A25000740

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of February 19, 2025, incident by Robert Raybell,
dated February 19, 2025

Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of blue paint on Lula

Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V25016718-A25000740, issued February 26, 2025

Exhibit no. D6 Potentially Dangerous Designation

Exhibit no. D7 RASKC investigation report no. A25000800

Exhibit no. D8 Online Complaint form of February 23, 2025, incident by Robert Raybell,
dated February 23, 2025

Exhibit no. D9 Notice of violation no. V25016734-A25000800, issued February 26, 2025

Exhibit no. D10 Appeal, received February 21, 2025
Exhibit no. D11 Map of subject area
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