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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 Ms. Woodin’s appeal, uphold the running at large and potentially dangerous
animal violations for Bandit, Namira, and Jelly Bean but significantly reduce the
applicable monetary fines.
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Background

2. On March 14, 2025, Katherine Smith submitted a complaint with Regional Animal
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident the previous day. Ex. D3.
Animal Services issued a violation notice to Ms. Woodin for her dogs Bandit, Namira,
and Jelly Bean running at large and qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D5, D6. Ms.
Woodin appealed. Ex. D7. We went to hearing on June 11.

Legal Standards

3. Animal Services asserts that on March 13, Ms. Woodin’s three dogs, Bandit, Namira, and
Jelly Bean 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 March 13, Ms. Woodin’s three dogs, Bandit, Namira, and
Jelly Bean performed an act that qualifies each of 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...”.

5. Unless Ms. Woodin can prove some act of provocation against her three dogs, 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.

6. 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

7. The parties testified to a similar version of events. Per her appeal statement, Ms. Woodin
is primarily seeking a fee reduction since she is the only one in her household working.
Ex. D7-001. The parties testified as follows:

8. Katherine Smith was out on a walk on March 13 when she noticed three dogs running
quickly in her direction. She initially thought they were dogs that got out and would run
past her. She tried to show a non-threatening stance but the three dogs, all baring their
teeth, surrounded her and she could not get away. She put her hands close to her body to
protect herself and was turning in circles.
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Ms. Smith was ultimately bitten on the right thigh (Ex. D4-002 and D4-004), knee (Ex.
D4-003 and D4-005), and buttocks area (Ex. D4-001). When she realized the dogs would
not stop their attack, she began to scream for help. At that point, a woman pulled up
next to her with her door open and Ms. Smith got in. The woman brought Ms. Smith
close to her home; however, when she stepped out of the car, the three dogs were
running towards her again. She got back into the car and the woman drove Ms. Smith to

her door. Once in her home, she called 911 because she was concerned that the dogs
would harm or kill a child.

Officer Nickelson contacted Ms. Woodin and informed her he was trying to find the
dogs. She met him at the attack site and he informed her that all three dogs had been
recovered. He took photos of the scene and advised that all three dogs were up to date
on their rabies vaccinations.

She did not want to go to urgent care due to the long waits and instead, she called the
nurse advice line with her doctor’s office. She was advised by the advice nurse to go to
the emergency room, which she did. She was prescribed two antibiotics for ten days.

Ms. Smith is positive that the brown dog (Bandit) bit her on the right thigh. The black
dog (Namira) was less aggressive but all three were surrounding, baring their teeth, and
trapping her. Her screaming did not deter or impact the dogs, and they just kept on with
their attack.

9. Sandra Woodin is the owner of the three dogs, Bandit, Namira, and Jelly Bean. She lives
with her family which include five children under twelve-years-old and an elderly woman
who assists in caring for the dogs. She has never experienced anything like this before
with her dogs, was not aware that her dogs would act aggressively, and the incident was
completely unexpected. They have never even nipped among themselves. The dogs have
been around strangers, but this was the first time they have been away from their family.

On March 13, she was at home and let the dogs out like she normally does, and they
were outside for less than 20-minutes when she discovered they had escaped the yard.
She was frantically searching for them and quickly recovered all of them.

Since the incident, she had her entire fence repaired and is continuously working with the
dogs to correct their behavior and prevent them from hurting strangers. She also put up
signs so that passersby are aware of the dog’s presence.

She is working with all the dogs, especially Bandit, who did the biting. She is working
with Jelly Bean to be less fearful; she is even extremely fearful at the vet. Ms. Woodin
was trying to look into training for the dogs, but her husband was laid off from his job.
Finances are tight since she is the only one working. All her savings were used to repair
the fence. In lieu of training, for time being, she is employing measures outside of the
home to help the dogs which include group activities with other people. She has
purchased new kennels, harnesses and muzzles for all three dogs.

Ms. Woodin was tearful throughout our hearing, apologized profusely to Ms. Smith for
the incident, and is taking what occurred very seriously.
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Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, provided that this is an unfortunate
case and agreed that Ms. Woodin was not aware that the dogs would behave aggressively
when lose and away from their home. However, Ms. Smith did nothing wrong that
warranted an attack by the Woodin dogs.

Although one dog (Bandit), is known to have done the biting that day, all three dogs
participated in the attack, bit at Ms. Smith’s clothing, barred their teeth, and prevented
Ms. Smith from getting away. The dogs following the car that stopped to assist Ms.
Smith and coming towards her again is disturbing. Further, there were additional reports
that day that all three dogs charged other people in the area.

Animal Services believes that it is important for public safety for the designations and
restrictions to be upheld but is not opposed to a drastic fine reduction since Ms. Woodin
is acting and has acted appropriately.

Running at Large: “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not
under control of a competent person.” Here, all three Woodin dogs, Bandit, Namira, and
Jelly Bean were off of Ms. Woodin’s property where they charged Ms. Smith (and others)
who was on a walk. Ms. Smith could not get away as she was surrounded by the dogs.
The three Woodin dogs were not under anyone’s control. Thus, Bandit, Namira, and
Jelly Bean all met the definition of “at large” on March 13.

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

Here, Bandit charged and bit Ms. Smith on the thigh, knee, and buttocks area (which was
not disputed by Ms. Woodin neither in her appeal statement nor testimony at our
hearing). Ex. D4-001-006. Ms. Woodin sought medical attention at the emergency room
and was prescribed two antibiotics following the attack. Absent some act of provocation,
Bandit meets the definition of “potentially dangerous” under our code.

Regarding Namira and Jelly Bean, although they did not bite Ms. Smith (per her
testimony), they participated in the attack with Bandit and surrounded Ms. Smith
preventing her to get away. Ms. Smith had to be picked up by a nearby driver and
brought to safety.

Any animal that “jointly engages, with one or more animals...” in biting or injuring a
person or “chases or approaches a person upon the streets, sidewalks, or any public
grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack” qualifies as potentially
dangerous. KCC 11.01.320(A)(1)(2)(4). While we do not find that Namira and Jelly Bean
bit anyone, we do find that they chased and approached Ms. Smith in a menacing fashion
and apparent attitude of attack when they jointly engaged with Bandit in charging Ms.
Smith (not once but twice), barring their teeth, and surrounding her which prevented her
from getting away. Absent some act of provocation, Namira and Jelly Bean both meet
the definition of “potentially dangerous.”

“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,
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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
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.?

Ms. Smith simply being out on a walk does not constitute provocation for three dogs to
charge at her, bite her, prevent her from getting away, and then chase the car that
rescued her down and attempt to attack her again once she got out. Nothing Ms. Smith
did that day rose to the level of tormenting, agitating or harassing the Woodin dogs.

Further, we do not find that an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor unusually
docile would charge a walker, surround them preventing them from getting away, bar
teeth, or bite. We also do not fine that an average dog would chase after an attack victim
when picked up and approach a second time to continue the attack. The behavior of the
three Wooding dogs on March 13 was extremely excessive. We uphold the potentially
dangerous designation for Bandit, Namira, and Jelly Bean.

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. We agree with
Animal Services that this incident was extremely unfortunate for all parties involved. Ms.
Woodin was not in denial (as we see so often in some of our hearings) about what
occurred and was extremely apologetic to Ms. Smith throughout our hearing. She took
responsibility for the incident and has been diligently working to remedy her dog’s
behavior and fear issues. Despite her dire financial situation (with her husband being laid
off and her being the only one employed while supporting five children), she still
managed to repair her entire fence to ensure this kind of incident does not happen again.
She also took remedial measures such as: putting up signs, purchasing kennels, harnesses,
and muzzles for all three dogs. We find a significant fee reduction is in order.

DECISION:

2.

We DENY Ms. Woodin’s appeal and uphold the running at large and potentially
dangerous animal violations for Bandit, Namira, and Jelly Bean.

We reduce the collective financial penalties from $1650 to $300.

U Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkham v. Will, 311 IIl. App. 3d 787,
792, 724 N.E.2d 1062 (2000)).
2 Strogp v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273-75; Kirkham at 792.
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ORDERED June 25, 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
25, 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 JUNE 11, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF SANDRA
WOODIN, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY
FILE NO. V25016779-A25001159

Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea
Eykel, Katherine Smith, and Sandra Woodin. 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. A25001159

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of March 13, 2025, incident by Katherine Smith,
dated March 14, 2025

Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Ms. Smith’s injuries

Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V25016779-A25001159, issued March 18, 2025

Exhibit no. D6 Potentially Dangerous Designation

Exhibit no. D7 Appeal, received April 3, 2025

Exhibit no. D8 Map of subject area

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

Exhibit no. Al Photographs
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I, Lauren Olson, 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
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parties/interested persons to addresses on record.

DATED June 25, 2025.

Sounen, oo

Lauren Olson
Legislative Secretary
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