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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 the Corwins’ appeal but reduce the monetary penalties.  
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Background 

2. On July 5, 2018, Miguel Reyna filed an online complaint with Regional Animal Services 
of King County (Animal Services) regarding an incident on June 24. Ex. D11. Animal 
Services issued violation notice V18008402-A18002968 to Ryan Corwin for his dogs, 
Piper and Cooper, running at large, qualifying as vicious, and needing to be confined. Ex. 
D14. Mr. Corwin appealed. Ex. D16. Animal Services and Mr. Corwin mutually agreed 
to a resolution and we issued a dismissal order. Ex. D17.  

3. On April 19, 2025, Joan Reynolds filed an online complaint with Animal Services 
regarding an incident on April 13. Ex. D3. Animal Services issued violation notice 
V25016973-A25001660 to Mr. Corwin for Piper and Cooper running at large, 
trespassing, and qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D7, D8. The Corwins appealed. 
Ex. D9. We went to hearing on August 20.  

Legal Standards 

4. Animal Services asserts that on April 13, both Piper and Cooper, 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. 

5. Animal Services asserts that on April 13, both Piper and Cooper, 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 

6. Animal Services asserts that on April 13, both Piper and Cooper, performed an act that 
qualifies them as a “potentially dangerous” 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…”. 

7. Usually, provocation is a defense available to the owner of a trespassing dog with 
“provocation” meaning: “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 
unusually docile, would react to an inciting act.1 And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses 
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.2 

8. However, if an animal is found to have trespassed, provocation is not an available 
defense. KCC 11.01.320.B states “[r]egardless of provocation, an animal is a “potentially 

 
1 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)). 
2 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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dangerous animal” if it enters onto private property without the consent of the owner or 
occupant and bites a human or animal or chases or approaches a person in a menacing 
fashion or apparent attitude of attack. 

9. The Corwins request a monetary penalty reduction. We often reduce the otherwise 
applicable fine 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 afterwards to 
avoid further occurrences. 

10. 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 

11. Mr. Doyea, the owner of Sophie, was unable to testify at our hearing; however, Animal 
Services, called several eyewitnesses to the events of April 13 in the presentation if its 
case. The parties agreed to a similar version of events. Ms. Corwin provided background 
information on her dogs and requests a fee waiver. The parties testified as follows: 

12. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that the Corwins’ dogs, 
Piper and Cooper, were involved in an incident in 2018 where they were both declared 
vicious under our old code.3 Ex. D14-001. In the 2018 case, the Corwin dogs caused 
injuries to another dog which required medical care. Ex. D12-001, D13-001-005. The 
Corwins initially appealed but later reached a resolution with Animal Services and the 
case was accordingly dismissed. Ex. D16-001- D17-001-004. Animal Services provided 
that the 2018 agreed resolution was based on the Corwins agreeing to the vicious 
designation for Piper and Cooper in exchange for a fee reduction. 

Regarding the April 13, incident. Animal Services presented photographs (taken by 
Shannon Allen) of Sophie’s injuries which required medical treatment. Ex. D5-001-002 
and D6-001. 

The Corwin dogs have a history of aggression. Due to the 2018 incident, the Corwins are 
subject to an existing Notice and Order of Confinement. Sgt. Eykel provided helpful tips 
for the Corwins to utilize and understands that fencing is a big undertaking. Animal 
Services asks that Corwins evaluate how they are taking the dogs out to prevent this kind 
of behavior again.  

Mr. Doyea and Sophie did nothing to provoke the attack. No one witnessed the 
beginning of the incident but saw the dogs trying to get at Sophie under a vehicle. 
Animal Services requests that the designations and requirements be upheld. Animal 
Services understands why Ms. Corwin asks for reduction in fines and appreciates the 
reason for her asking.  

 
3 Our code changed in 2023. The “vicious” designation was changed to “potentially dangerous”. 
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13. Joanne Reynolds testified that she lives across the street from the Corwins. Three 
months prior to the April 13 incident, as she was walking her two dogs across the street 
from the Corwin house, there was a girl standing in the back yard with both dogs on 
leash. One of the dogs broke loose from its leash and ran straight to attack her and her 
dogs. The dog was circling, barking, growling, and tried biting her and her dog. The girl 
came over and tried stepping on the leash to get the dog back under control. Ms. 
Reynolds left as quickly and safely as she could. She did not report this incident because 
she checked her dogs and they were ok. 

 On April 13, Ms. Reynolds was in her backyard doing yard work when she heard Sophie 
screaming and other dogs barking. She saw two neighbors trying to “shoo” the Corwin 
dogs away. Sophie was laying in the driveway with a gash on her side.  

14. Becky Lemaster testified that on April 13, she was on the side of the yard and heard a 
dog fight and a dog yelping. She went over and saw the Corwin dogs circling and saw 
Shannon Allen trying to assist. There was a child (the Corwin’s son) that she yelled at 
alerting him that his dogs were attacking Sophie. The boy did not say anything but got 
the dogs and walked away. 

Sophie is a senior dog. She is always loose in Mr. Doyea’s front yard. Mr. Doyea is always 
out with her. Sophie is blind and does not go past the grass patch and mail box in Mr. 
Doyea’s yard. 

15. Her husband, Shannon Allen, took photographs of Sophie’s injuries. Ex. D5-001-002. 

16. Shannon Allen testified that on April 13, he was in front of his home and heard a dog 
fight. By the time he got to where the sounds were coming from, the Corwin dogs had 
chased Sophie under a car and were trying to get to her. He got the Corwin dogs away 
from the car and chased them back down the road. When they got Sophie out from 
under the car, she had a big cut on her back and the owner took her to the vet.  

17. Danica Corwin was not present on April 13. She testified that her garage was 
inadvertently left open. When her son realized that the dogs had escaped through the 
open garage, he went to retrieve them. 

Ms. Corwin is very sorry about the injuries that her dogs caused Sophie and hates that 
this happened. She was not aware of the injuries as Sophie’s owner, Mr. Doyea, did not 
alert her that Sophie was injured.  

The Corwins’ fence had rotted so the dogs need to be leashed when outside. They have 
started the process of putting a fence in their yard and have purchased materials; 
however, their yard is big and the project has been a big expense for them. They are 
trying to work on it and do everything right.  

The dogs are loving and kind to the Corwins and Ms. Corwin does not know why the 
April 13 incident happened. Piper is up to date on her rabies shot. Ex. A1-001. Cooper 
has a double ear infection and has not received his rabies shot yet but once the infections 
are cleared, he will be getting his rabies vaccination as well. Ex. A1-002.  
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The Corwins have started taking the dogs out separately as much as they can and they do 
not let their teenage daughters take the dogs out. The dogs are enrolled in behavioral 
training specific for aggressive tendencies. Ms. Corwin requests a fee reduction so that 
she can pay for Mr. Doyea’s vet bills for Sophie as he should not have to pay the vet bills 
himself. 

18. Running at Large: “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not 
under control of a competent person.” Here, Piper and Cooper went onto Mr. Doyea’s 
property and chased Sophie under a car. The dogs had to be “shooed” away from 
continuing their attack on Sophie. They were off their owner’s property and not under 
the control of a competent person. Thus, Piper and Cooper were running at large that 
day.  

19. Trespassing means “entering upon a person’s property or premises without that 
person’s permission.” KCC 11.04.230.L. Cooper and Piper went onto Mr. Doyea’s 
property to attack Sophie. Neither dog had Mr. Doyea’s permission to be on his 
property. Thus, Piper and Cooper were trespassing on April 13.  

20. 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, Piper and Cooper chased Sophie under a car on her owner’s property and inflicted 
a gash on Sophie’s side which required anesthesia, sutures, antibiotics, and pain 
medication. Ex. D5-001-002 and D6-001. Absent some act of provocation, Piper’s and 
Cooper’s behavior on April 13 qualifies them both as potentially dangerous under our 
code.  

21. “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 
unusually docile, would react to an inciting act.4 And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses 
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.5 In our case, Sophie did nothing to torment, agitate, or harass Piper and 
Cooper. Further, we do not find that an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor 
unusually docile, would have chased an elderly dog under a car on her owner’s property, 
caused a large gash to the elderly dog which required veterinary care, and would not let 
up on their attack until neighbors came and “shooed” the dogs away. Piper and Cooper 
were not provoked and we uphold both of their potentially dangerous designations.  

22. As to the monetary penalty, we often reduce the otherwise applicable penalty 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 afterwards to avoid further 
occurrences. Here, the incident occurred because of an accident, a garage door being 
inadvertently left open. The Corwin’s have begun the process of erecting a new fence, 

 
4 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)). 
5 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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have enrolled the dogs in training, and take the dogs out separately. Ms. Corwin’s 
response to Sophie’s injuries and consideration for Mr. Doyea were appropriate and 
kind, which we appreciate. A fee reduction is in order.  

 
DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY the Corwins’ appeal. 

2. We reduce the overall fines from $1200 to $700.  

 
ORDERED September 4, 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 
October 6, 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 AUGUST 20, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF RYAN 
AND DANICA CORWIN, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY 

FILE NO. V25016973-A25001660 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Shannon Allen, Becky Lemaster, Jonanne Reynolds, and Danica Corwin. 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. A25001660 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of April 13, 2025, incident by Joan Reynolds, 

dated April 19, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Written statement from Mr. Doyea, dated April 19, 2025 
Exhibit no. D5 Photograph of Sophie’s injuries 
Exhibit no. D6 Vet bill 
Exhibit no. D7 Notice of violation no. V25016973-A25001660, issued April 24, 2025 
Exhibit no. D8 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D9 Appeal, received May 18, 2025 
Exhibit no. D10 RASKC investigation report no. A18002968 
Exhibit no. D11 Online Complaint form of June 24, 2018, incident by Miguel Reyna, dated 

July 5, 2018 
Exhibit no. D12 Photograph of wound A18-2968 
Exhibit no. D13 Veterinary report A18-2968 
Exhibit no. D14 Notice of violation no. V18008402-A18002968 and order of confinement 
Exhibit no. D15 Proof of Service 
Exhibit no. D16 Appeal A18-2968 
Exhibit no. D17 Order of Dismissal V18008402-A18002968 
Exhibit no. D18 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Rabies Vaccination Certificate Piper 
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