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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 grant the Redmonds’ appeal.  

Background 

2. On April 19, 2025, Joshua Greek filed a complaint with Regional Animal Services of 
King County (Animal Services) for an incident the previous day. Ex. D3. Animal 
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Services issued a violation notice. Exs. D6, D7. Mr. Redmond appealed. Ex. D9. We 
went to hearing on June 23.  

Legal Standards 

3. Animal Services asserts that on April 18, Charlie bit a child and this act qualified 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…”. 

4. Unless Mr. Redmond can prove some act of provocation against Charlie, the designation 
will likely stand. In his appeal statement, Mr. Redmond contends that Charlie bit the 
child due to the child trespassing onto his property.  

5. 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. Generally, we issue our decisions and send them out within ten business days of our 
hearing. In this case, our decision would have been due to the parties on July 8. 
However, following our June 23 hearing, Animal Services emailed our office and 
indicated that it believed the appellants had “proven to have perjured themselves on 
pertinent facts”. In a subsequent email chain, Animal Services said that the appellants 
testified that their dog had not bitten anyone else, but in fact there had been additional 
complaints of bites (which occurred before the hearing, but were not reported to 
RASKC until after the hearing). We drafted an order and gave Animal Services a deadline 
of July 22 to file a Motion for Reconsideration and the Appellant’s were provided a 
response deadline of July 29. 

8. On July 23, Animal Services informed us that they are no longer seeking a Motion for 
Reconsideration. Our decision is based solely on the April 18 incident date and evidence 
and testimony presented by all parties at our June 23 hearing.  

9. At our hearing, the parties agreed to a similar version of events but the Redmonds’ 
asserted that the minor victim, C.G., was trespassing on their property while Animal 
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Services asserted that C.G.1 was on an easement. There are two similar driveways that are 
side-by-side; one seems to be the Redmond’s driveway and the other seems to be the 
easement. The parties primarily disputed that point and our case turns on this distinction. 
The parties testified as follows. 

10. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that the road that C.G. was 
on was an easement road and not the appellant’s property. In defense of her position, 
she relied on the following submitted exhibits: 

A. Ex. D5-001- A photograph from the King County Parcel Viewer site.  

B. Ex. D5-002- A depiction showing the distance from the roadway to neighboring 
property and appellants property. It shows that gravel road that is an easement 
through the neighboring property that allows appellants to get through from the 
neighbor’s property.  

C. Ex. D5-003- An overhead view of 164th Ave. NE and the gravel road/easement 
that comes off of 164th Ave. NE. 

D. Ex. D5-004- A photograph of the chicken coop on the Redmond property. 

Based on these presented exhibits, Animal Services argued that there was no sign 
indicating for anyone to keep out. Animal Services indicated that C.G. passed the line 
into the appellant’s property but stayed on the gravel road. Ex. D5-004 shows the 
Redmond’s chicken coop, where C.G. was when he was bitten by the Redmond’s dog, 
Charlie. C.G. was waiting for his friend and did not have any intention to trespass onto 
the Redmond property and he was not doing anything disruptive. Other people make 
similar assumptions, that the Redmond driveway is for public use, as C.G. did that day.  

11. C.G. testified that he and his friend were riding bikes and were going to cross over to the 
neighborhood behind theirs. C.G. pulled onto the Redmond property and was waiting 
for his friend. He testified that he went down as far as the chicken coop but stayed on 
the driveway. Ex. D5-004. Two dogs came out, a white dog (which did not attack him) 
and a brown dog, Charlie (which did attack him). Charlie bit C.G. on the back of his leg.  

12. Josh Greek, the father of C.G., was not present for the incident. He testified that C.G. 
was hanging out with a friend and they left to go play down near the school while he was 
making dinner. He got a call from the school nurse, Vickie, alerting him that C.G. had 
been bitten. He drove to the area and exchanged greetings with Mr. Redmond. He 
witnessed C.G. on the ground with blood on his pant leg. He loaded C.G. and his bike 
into his vehicle and took him to urgent care.  

At Urgent Care, C.G. was given a numbing injection and the wound was flushed. A bit 
of fat was sticking out of the wound. Each wound was stitched and a band-aid was 
placed over the stitched area. Ex. D4-001 and D4-003. 

 
1 We do not disclose the names of minors in our reports and only refer to them by their initials. 
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C.G. informed Mr. Greek that he was trying to show his friend a shortcut and that he 
was riding his bike on the dirt road and did not enter the Redmond yard. C.G. further 
informed him that he rode up to the chicken coop on the dirt road. 

13. Mike Redmond began his testimony with an apology to C.G. for the incident. He did 
not witness the incident; however, he was on the front porch when he heard dogs 
barking. He went to see what was happening and came upon Nurse Vickie. He spoke to 
C.G.’s father and assisted picking up C.G.’s bike 

Mr. Redmond’s position is that C.G. trespassed onto his property. The “dirt road” that 
C.G. turned on is actually his driveway and not an easement. The Redmond’s have had 
issues with people and delivery services using his driveway as a throughfare. They try to 
keep the gate closed to prevent this.  

He opines that C.G. and his friend were riding bikes on their way to the school. C.G. 
stopped on the Redmond driveway to use it as a cut through, while his friend kept going. 
C.G willfully knew it was their property. Mr. Redmond believes his dogs were scared and 
fearful with bikes and kids coming through their property. He is confident that the 
incident would not have happened if C.G. had not come onto the Redmond property, 
which included the driveway where C.G. stopped.  

He is very sorry the incident happened. The Redmond’s have spent thousands of dollars 
to install an invisible fence to keep dogs inside their large property. His goal is to keep 
everyone safe. He is confident that his dogs are well-trained.  

14. Ella Redmond, the daughter of Mike and Christina Redmond, witnessed the boys riding 
their bikes. She was downstairs in the basement watching TV. The blinds were open and 
she had a clear view of the driveway. She heard a noise that was “not a regular noise”. 
She saw a boy she didn’t know and saw her dog, Charlie. She went outside to see what 
had happened.  

15. Christina Redmond is a nurse practitioner and she assisted C.G. after the incident. She 
clarified that it is well known in the neighborhood that her property is not a throughfare. 
People have called to ask if they could open the gate so they could get through. There 
are people who drive through the neighbor’s easement. She thinks that the boys went 
down the wrong driveway.  

When she attended to C.G., he was not crying and appropriately a little scared. He said 
he was ok. She told him what she was doing while he was dressing his wound. She asked 
C.G. if she thinks that he might have made a mistake and went down the wrong property 
and he said, “yes.” She replied, “oh shoot, because we have dogs”. C.G. replied, “uh 
huh” as a 12-year-old would say. She told him that the dogs might have been scared by 
his bike and again he responded, “uh huh.” She instructed C.G. and his father to go to 
urgent care and offered to take his bike home. C.G. then said that he might have made a 
mistake by going on the Redmond driveway.  
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Mr. Greek apologized to the Redmond’s and stated that he was sorry this happened. The 
Redmond’s also said they were sorry and exchanged phone numbers to check in on C.G. 
and make sure he was ok.  

The Redmond dogs have never gone outside the boundaries of the invisible fence. 
Invisible fence is placed well within the boundaries of their property. Exs. A6-001, A11-
003, A11-013, A11-016. 

Charlie is very sensitive to bikes since he was present when Ms. Redmond had a terrible 
bike accident.  

16. Potentially Dangerous: An animal that “[b]ites or inflicts injury on a human or 
domesticated animal…” qualifies as “potentially dangerous” under KCC 11.01.320(1). 
Here, Charlie bit C.G. on the back of his leg and caused an injury which required an 
Urgent Care visit and sutures. Ex. D4-001-003. Charlie qualifies as potentially dangerous. 

17. However, KCC 11.01.320(C) states: “An animal shall not be declared a "potentially 
dangerous animal" if 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…” 

18. Animal Services specifically disputes that KCC 11.01.320(C) does not apply here. In 
support of its position, Animal Services argued several points,  

A. The area where C.G. was bitten was an easement- Throughout its argument, 
Animal Services referred to the area that C.G. was on at the time he was bitten as 
an “easement”. Ex. D1-002-003. Animal Services referred to Exhibit D5-001-003 
and opined that the easement is not part of the Redmond property but the 
Redmond’s provided rebuttal exhibits indicating that C.G. was, in fact, on their 
property/driveway and not the neighboring easement. In Ex. A11-004, the 
Redmond’s highlighted where their private driveway (which is marked with 
multiple signs alerting passersby that the driveway is “private”) is and the 
neighboring dirt road which the Redmond’s assert is the easement.  

B. While we are not here to make property determinations, our case, at least in part, 
turns on whether the property C.G. was on was private or had some allowance 
for public access such as an easement. We base our decisions on a preponderance 
of the evidence standard, meaning what “more-likely-than-not” occurred. Here, 
the Redmond’s posted multiple signs indicating that their driveway was “private” 
and specifically where the invisible fence line began. Ex. A11-001-007, A11-010-
016. We do not find that residents of such an area would place an invisible fence 
and signage alerting others where the fencing began, “beware of dog’ signs, and 
multiple “private” signs alerting others that the area was private if they were aware 
that others had lawful access to it such as an easement. Further, the Redmond’s 
provided photographic proof of the parallel driveway that is an easement. We 
find that the area where C.G. was when he was bitten, near the chicken coop was 
not an easement but rather the Redmond’s private property.  
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C. Even if C.G. was trespassing, the trespass was not “willful”- Animal 
Services provided, in their staff report, the following statement that we made in 
another case regarding willful trespass:  

D. The immunity KCC 11.01.320.C provides is for “willful trespass.” Courts and 
legislators grasp the distinction between “willful” trespass versus casual, 
involuntary, or mistaken trespass.2 And the Council elected to limit the 
exemption to only “willful trespassers.” Moreover, where a general term is used 
in conjunction with specific terms in a statute, we interpret it to incorporate only 
those things similar in nature or comparable to other terms.3 The other two 
actions that completely exonerate an animal from a potentially dangerous 
designation are where the victim was “abusing or assaulting the animal” or 
“committing, or attempting to commit, a crime.” Those are very serious acts of 
malfeasance, strengthening our conclusion that the Council meant what it said 
when it chose “willful trespass” and not just “trespass.”  

E. While we stand by this ruling of our Courts and our previous decision, the case at 
hand is distinguishable from this holding. Our courts have also opined that the 
lawfulness of a person’s presence on another’s property depends on whether he 
or she is an invitee, licensee, or a trespasser.4 “A person is an invitee if he or she 
is a business visitor invited on the property to conduct business with the 
possessor of the land.” 5 C.G. was not invited onto the Redmond property, was 
not on the property to conduct business (such as a service worker) but was on 
the property unlawfully. 

F. C.G. testified that he saw a sign that indicated there was an invisible fence sign by 
the mailbox and that he went past the invisible fence signage referenced in Ex. 
A11-005. We did not discuss whether C.G. saw the multiple “private” signages 
nearby; however, since C.G. did specifically remember the invisible fence sign at 
the entrance of the Redmond property, we find that C.G. could and should have 
deduced from that sign that he was entering onto private property and should not 
have been there. 

G. We agree with all parties that C.G. was not entering the Redmond property to 
commit a crime or with any intention of malfeasance but this trespass, although 
innocent, was more than involuntary, mistaken, or casual. C.G. was aware there 
was an invisible fence and chose to go past the signage anyway. Had the 
significant signage not been there, our decision would likely be different. This is 
not a case, as we see so often, of a delivery person lawfully coming onto a 
property and being attacked by a pet. C.G. willfully went onto the Redmond 
property even after noticing signage that specifically indicated there was an 
invisible fence and that dogs were present.  

 
2 See, e.g., Birchler v. Castello Land Co., 133 Wn.2d 106, 110, 942 P.2d 968 (1997). 
3 Maytown Sand and Gravel, LLC v. Thurston County, 191 Wn. 2d 392, 427, 423 P.3d 223, 241-42 (2018). 
4 See, e.g., Oliver v. Cook, 194 Wn. App. 532, 544, 377 P.3d 265 (2016). 
5 Smith v. Stockdale, 166 Wn. App. 577, 568, 271 P.3d 917 (2012). 
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H. We cannot blame an animal on his own property for biting a trespasser, no 
matter how innocent, who had no reason to be on the property and chose to 
enter onto the property even after seeing signage.  

I. We accept that Charlie is sensitive to bikes since he was involved in a biking 
accident with Ms. Redmond. He should be allowed to be on his owner’s 
property, properly restrained which he was, without being traumatized by 
trespassers. 

19. While we grant the Redmond’s appeal, we do not discredit the injuries that C.G. 
suffered. We know that this was traumatic for C.G. and Mr. Greek as well. We 
understand that this was unfortunate for all involved and appreciate all parties being 
respectful to each other during the incident and at our hearing.  

 
DECISION: 
 
1. We GRANT the Redmond’s appeal.  

 
ORDERED August 5, 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 
September 4, 2025. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in 
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 
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MINUTES OF THE JUNE 23, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF MIKE 
REDMOND, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  

FILE NO. V25016951-A25001702 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, C. G., Josh Greek, Mike Redmond, Ella Redmond, and Christina Redmond. 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. A25001702 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of April 18, 2025, incident by Joshua Greek, 

dated April 19, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of injuries to C. Greek 
Exhibit no. D5 King County Parcel viewer images showing property boundaries 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25016951-A25001702, issued April 21, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 Bite Quarantine Notice 
Exhibit no. D9 Appeal, received April 24, 2025 
Exhibit no. D10 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Rebuttal on exhibit D1 
Exhibit no. A2 Rebuttal on exhibit D2 
Exhibit no. A3 Rebuttal on exhibit D7 
Exhibit no. A4 Rebuttal on exhibit D3 
Exhibit no. A5 Rebuttal on exhibit D9 
Exhibit no. A6 Rebuttal on exhibit D5 
Exhibit no. A7 Rebuttal on exhibit D6 
Exhibit no. A8 Rebuttal on exhibit D7 
Exhibit no. A9 Rebuttal on exhibit D10 
Exhibit no. A10 Rebuttal Witness list 
Exhibit no. A11 Photographs 
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