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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:

1.

Overview

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. Sandall’s appeal.
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Background

2. On November 7, 2024, Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services)
issued V24016315 to Anita Sandall for her dogs, Huey and Kochese, running at large,
trespassing, and for qualifying as potentially dangerous on October 16. Exs. D8, D9.

3. On November 11, 2024, Animal Services issued V24016327 to Ms. Sandall for Huey and
Kochese running at large second offense, being unlicensed unaltered, and for dangerous
designations on November 11. Exs. D12, D13.

4, On April 5, 2025, Animal Services issued V25016877 to Ms. Sandall for Huey and
Kochese trespassing, running at large third offense, and for violating the dangerous
animal compliance. Ex. D4.

5. Ms. Sandall timely appealed. Ex. D15. We went to hearing on June 18.

Legal Standards

6. In her appeal statement, Ms. Sandall seems to only request a reduction in the violation
penalties due to financial hardship.

7. Animal Services asserts that on April 4, Huey and Kochese, 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.

8. Animal Services asserts that on April 4, Huey and Kochese, 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

9. Animal Services asserts that on April 4, Huey and Kochese performed an act that
qualifies them both as a “Dangerous Animal” per KCC 11.04.230.F. Per KCC 11.01.120:

Al “Dangerous animal” means any animal that:

1. Inflicts severe injury on or causes the death of a human being without
provocation;

2. Inflicts severe injury on or causes the death of a domesticated animal
without provocation;

3. Has been previously found to be potentially dangerous or vicious
because of injury inflicted on a human, the owner having received notice
of such, and the animal again bites, attacks, or endangers the safety of
humans;
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10.

11.

12.

4. Enters onto private property without the consent of the owner or
occupant and, regardless of provocation, engages in conduct meeting
subsection A.1., A.2., or A.3. of this section; or

5. Jointly engages, with one or more animals, in conduct meeting A.1.,
A.2., A3, or A.4. of this section, in which case all animals may be deemed
dangerous, absent an affirmative demonstration that a specific animal was
not responsible for a qualifying act.

B. “An animal shall not be declared a “dangerous animal” if:

1. The threat, injury, or bite alleged to have been committed by the animal
was sustained by a person who was at the time committing a willful
trespass upon the premises occupied by the owner of the animal, or who
was abusing or assaulting the animal, or who was committing or
attempting to commit a crime. This exclusion does not apply to actions
taken in defense of oneself, other humans, animals, or property; or

2. 'The animal has not been previously found to be potentially dangerous,
vicious, or dangerous, and the severe injury or death is to a domesticated
animal other than pets or large livestock.

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

Ms. Sandall does not dispute the events or violations of April 4. Her only purpose for
her appeal is to seek a reduction of fines. Given Ms. Sandall’s agreement to the
violations, Animal Services did not call any witnesses in defense of its position and only
the fines were argued at our hearing. Animal Services disputes a fine reduction for Ms.
Sandall. The parties testified as follows:

Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that Ms. Sandall’s two dogs,
Kochese and Huey, had two prior incidents where they were first deemed “potentially
dangerous” and then subsequently deemed “dangerous”. During the second incident
(V24016327), where the Sandall dogs were deemed, “dangerous”; they did catastrophic
damage. Ms. Sandall took care of the vet bills, was responsive, and was proactive with
the requirements of the designation. Due to Ms. Sandall’s agreeing to the designations
and abiding by the requirements, Animal Services gave Ms. Sandall a significant fee
reduction from the original $4900 to $500. Ex. D14-001.

During her argument, Sgt. Eykel stated that, given the Sandall dogs’ dangerous
designations, the dogs should not have been loose on Ms. Sandall’s property per KCC
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11.04.285(D)(2).! Ms. Sandall did not comply with the enclosure requirement per KCC
11.04.340.2 In the instant case, both dogs escaped from Ms. Sandall’s home and
perimeter fencing. Given the history with Kochese and Huey and the current offense,
Animal Services would be well within its right to seize the Sandall dogs under KCC
11.04.285(]).>

Animal Services has already given Ms. Sandall significant financial breaks due to her
taking care of vet bills and being compliant. Further, she has already had large
concessions by not having her animals impounded. Sgt. Eykel warned Ms. Sandall that
her dogs will be impounded should there be any additional issues with the dogs (even if
the issue occurs on Ms. Sandall’s property).

Animal Services position is that the fines for the April 4 violation remain.

13.  Anita Sandall testified that she was graced with fine reductions previously. She has put
in a substantial amount of money into making her property sound for the dogs, fixing
fencing, and complying with the registration requirements/expenses.

On April 4, both dogs escaped when Huey pulled the gate open. While looking for the
dogs, she picked up walkers in her neighborhood to avoid them being attacked by
Kochese and Huey. Since this incident, all gates have been double chained and latched.
She has done everything possible for the dogs.

She is requesting a fine reduction because she has spent so much money on keeping
Kochese and Huey safe, healthy, alive, and taken care of. She has been in a financial
hardship since the first occurrence in October 2024.

14. Generally, we go through an analysis of the violations and designations that brought us
to a hearing. Ms. Sandall was issued the following violations for both Kochese and Huey
(with each violation accruing a separate fine):

A. 2 Counts- Dangerous Animal Order Compliance pursuant to KCC 11.04.230(U)-
$500 for each count.

I KCC 11.04.285(D)(2) states: “At all times a dangerous animal must... [b]e confined to a proper enclosure when on the
owner's premises.

2 KCC 11.01.340 states that a “[p]ropet enclosure" means, while on its owner's premises, an animal is securely
confined indoors or in an enclosed and locked pen or structute, suitable to prevent the entry of young children and
designed to prevent the animal from escaping. The pen or structure must fully enclose the animal, consist of secure
sides, top, and bottom, and provide protection from the elements.

3 KCC 11.04.285(]) states: “The manager shall immediately impound the animal upon a violation of this section.
The animal's owner shall pay the costs of confinement and the penalty imposed for the violation. The manager shall
notify the owner of the reasons for impounding the animal, that the owner is responsible for paying the costs of
confinement, and that the animal will be destroyed if the deficiencies for which the animal was confiscated are not
corrected within twenty-four days. If within twenty-four days the owner cures the deficiencies for which the animal was
impounded to the satisfaction of the manager, and the owner pays the costs of confinement and the penalty imposed,
then the owner may redeem the animal. The manager shall destroy the impounded animal if all violations of this section
are not corrected, and all costs and penalties are not paid, within twenty-four days of notification.”
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

B. 2 Counts- Running at Large (3*¢ offense) pursuant to KCC11.04.230(0)- $200

each.

C. 2 Counts- Animal Trespassing on Private Property (27 violation) pursuant to
KCC 11.04.230(L)- $100 each.

However, such analysis and findings on whether we uphold the violations is moot since
Ms. Sandall is in agreement to the violations and only requests the fines be reduced.

Our only issue to determine is whether to reduce the associated fines.

Regarding 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 occutrrence. Here,
Ms. Sandall was very aware of how her dogs would act given the two prior incidents. She
had been complying (or trying to comply with) the requirements by ensuring her
perimeter fence was secure and paying the previous complainant’s bills. In the previous
cases, a fee reduction was appropriate because of her attention to the matter and
compliance.

The April 4 incident is different. Although the dogs did not harm anyone, the potential
for harm was present and significant. Ms. Sandall was not in compliance with the
requirement to have the dogs confined on her property. Had the dogs been properly
confined under KCC 11.01.340, this incident would, more-likely-than-not, not have
taken place.

We agree that Ms. Sandall is doing and had done a significant amount of maintenance to
her premises to remain in compliance with the requirements of the designations;
however, what would seem to be the easiest to comply with, the enclosure requirement,
was not followed that day. Ms. Sandall could have simply had her dogs on leash on her
property but she unfortunately did not.

The April 4 incident happened because of the steps Ms. Sandall failed to take while she was
well-aware of what was required of her. Had this not been a third incident, our decision
would likely have been different, but a third set of violations in such a short period of
time is too much.

While we do appreciate that Ms. Sandall is not in denial about the incidents or her dog’s
temperament (which we encounter so often at our hearings), the steps she took
previously and after the April 4 incident to ensure that similar incidents do not happen
again; we do not find that a fine reduction is appropriate on a third set of violations in
less than a year.

DECISION:

We DENY Ms. Sandall’s appeal.
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ORDERED July 1, 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
31, 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 18, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF ANITA
SANDALL, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY
FILE NO. V25016877-A25001454

Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea
Eykel and Anita Sandall. 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. A25001454

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of April 4, 2025, incident by Nicole Plaza, dated
April 4, 2025

Exhibit no. D4 Notice of violation no. V25016890-A25001454, issued April 10, 2025

Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V25016877-A25001454, issued April 5, 2025

Exhibit no. D6 RASKC investigation report no. A24005308

Exhibit no. D7 Online Complaint form of October 16, 2024, incident by Katherine
Swanberg, dated October 22, 2024

Exhibit no. D8 Notice of violation no. V24016315-A24005308, issued November 7, 2024

Exhibit no. D9 Potentially Dangerous Designation

Exhibit no. D10 RASKC investigation report no. A24005632
Exhibit no. D11 Online Complaint form of November 7, 2024, incident by Lee Bizek,
dated November 8, 2024
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Exhibit no.

Exhibit no

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no
Exhibit no

D12

. D13
D14
.D15
. D16

Notice of violation no. V24016327-A24005632, issued November 11,
2024

Dangerous Designation

Settlement Agreement Case A24-5308, 5632, dated December 17, 2024
Appeal, received April 21, 2025

Map of subject area
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
SUBJECT:  Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V25016877-A25001454

ANITA SANDALL
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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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DATED July 1, 2025.

Lauren Olson
Legislative Secretary
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