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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. Ayers’ appeal but reduce the other applicable monetary penalties.  

Background 

2. On April 23, 2025, Frank Edgington and Thuyen Nguyen Ringel filed online complaints 
regarding an incident that day. Exs. D3, D4. Regional Animal Services of King County 
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(Animal Services) issued a violation notice to Ms. Ayers for her dogs, Chloe and Paola, 
running at large, and qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D6, D7. Ms. Ayers timely 
appealed. Ex. D8. We went to hearing on August 25.  

Legal Standards 

3. Animal Services asserts that on April 23, both Chloe and Paola 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 April 23, both Chloe and Paola performed an act which 
qualifies them as “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…”. 

5. The “potentially dangerous” designation can be challenged by the appellant with the 
defense of provocation. “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.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 

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 agree to a similar version of events. Ms. Ayers provided background 
information on the dogs and the efforts that she has taken to remedy the issue. She 
requests the designations be removed and a fee reduction. The parties testified as 
follows.  

8. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified Animal Services’ prime goal 
is public safety. The Ayers’ dogs were able to escape their yard when Mr. Edgington and 
Ms. Ringel were walking past the Ayers’ home. At least one of the Ayers’ dogs was biting 

 
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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at them. The incident happened so fast that neither Mr. Edgington nor Ms. Ringle could 
tell which dog was biting them.  

Animal Services opines that both dogs were participating (even though neither witness 
could confirm which dog bit them or if one dog was merely following the biting dog). 
This is not a case of irresponsibility by the Ayers but rather an accident with the gate. 
The Ayers detailed out fencing, added an additional gate, and enrolled the dogs in 
training. Animal Services feels that the Ayers’ response is appropriate. It requests that the 
designations and restrictions be upheld; however, they are okay with dogs being 
socialized with other dogs without being muzzled.  

9. Frank Edgington testified that their normal walking pattern is to walk a loop which 
brings them in front of the Ayers residence. Previously, he saw one dog at the Ayers’ 
home.  

On April 23, he and his wife, Ms. Ringle, were walking past Ms. Ayers residence and 
noticed the dogs got excited and were jumping on the fence. Although the gate was 
closed, a dog that he had not seen there previously, wiggled through the gate and another 
dog followed escaping the gate as well. Initially, they thought that the dogs were happy 
dogs, but the dogs jumped on and nipped at him. Ex. D5-002. He heard Ms. Ringle say 
“ow, ow, ow”, and realized the dogs were biting them. The event happened so fast, in 
less than ten seconds.  

Michael Ayers came out and he had words with him regarding the dogs biting them. Mr. 
Ayers asked them to come in so he could provide first aid. They declined, went home, 
and googled how to care for their wounds. They called a friend who is a nurse. The nurse 
advised them to get a tetanus shot. They went to urgent care where the wounds were 
cleaned. Ms. Ringle’s wounds were worse than his and required a lot more cleaning. Ex. 
D5-001. They were given prescriptions for antibiotics and a tetanus shot. 

Mr. Ayers came over at some point and they alerted him that they would be contacting 
Animal Services. He kept the Ayers up to date via text. The Ayers were responsive, 
communicative, and empathetic about the incident. 

Mr. Edgington does not remember if one dog was doing the attacking or if both dogs 
were engaged. He thinks that one dog might have been just following the attacking dog.  

10. Thuyen Nguyen Ringel testified that on April 23, she and her husband, Mr. 
Edgington, were walking by on the street in front of the Ayers home and noticed a dog 
there. She saw both dogs sneaking thorough the gap in the gate. Both dogs came out at 
the same time. She does not recall which dog bit her and which one bit Mr. Edgington. 
She thought the dogs wanted to be pet but then realized the dogs were biting them.  

She and Mr. Edgington went home to take care of their wounds. Ms. Ayers contacted 
her and they were in an agreement that it was an accident. Both dogs ran out and were 
running around but Ms. Ringle does not remember if both dogs engaged in the attack.  
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11. Tammy Ayers testified that she is so sorry to Mr. Edgington and Ms. Ringle for what 
happened. Her intention is to make things right.  

Ms. Ayers did not witness the incident as she was not home at the time. Her father, Mr. 
Ayers, was home and was panicking when he called her to inform her about the incident. 
She had just moved back to her father’s home to care for him due to his declining health.  

The dogs grew up together, but one dog stayed with her dad a lot. Ms. Ayers owns an 
animal nonprofit and because she loves the dogs so much, she named her rescue after 
one of them, Chloe. Both dogs help her on rescue missions.  

In an effort to prevent an incident like this from happening again, she secured the gate 
and erected a new gate. She also added additional fencing in the front should the dogs 
get out of the back enclosure. Further, she takes the dogs to training. The trainer was a 
police officer for 35 years. Chloe completed a 10-week training course. Paola is currently 
still in training.  

Ms. Ayers requests that the designations be removed; if the designations are not able to 
be removed right away, she requests that the designations be removed once the dogs 
finish training.  She does not want this to happen again to anyone. She understands Sgt. 
Eykel, Mr. Edgington, and Ms. Ringle’s points of view. She would hate to have 
something like this happen again.  

12. Standard of Proof: We base our decisions on a preponderance of the evidence standard 
which means what more-likely-than-not occurred based on the witness testimony and 
evidence and exhibits submitted by all parties. While neither of Animal Service’s 
witnesses could recall if both Ayers dogs’ bit them, we find it more-likely-than-not that 
both dogs escaped their enclosure and approached Mr. Edgington and Ms. Ringle. (A 
bite is not necessary for a potentially dangerous designation). 

13. Running at Large: “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not 
under control of a competent person.” Mr. Edgington and Ms. Ringle testified that they 
were on the street in front of the Ayers’ home when they were approached by Chloe and 
Paola. When the dogs squeezed through the break in the gate/fencing and approached 
Mr. Edgington and Ms. Ringle on the street, they were off their owner’s premises and 
not under control of a competent person. We find that both Chloe and Paola were both 
running at large that day.  

14. Potentially Dangerous: As stated above, a bite is not necessary for an animal to meet 
the requirements for “potentially dangerous” under our code. There are several ways a 
dog can meet the potentially dangerous criteria. An animal that “[b]ites or inflicts injury 
on a human or domesticated animal…” qualifies as “potentially dangerous” under KCC 
11.01.320(1). An animal also meets the potentially dangerous criteria if it “[c]hases or 
approaches a person upon the streets, sidewalks, or any public grounds in a menacing 
fashion or apparent attitude of attack…” under KCC 11.01.320(2).  Further, an animal 
can meet the potentially dangerous criteria if it “[j]ointly engages, with one or more animals 
in behavior as defined in KCC 11.01.320(1)(2) (which is the aforementioned behavior: 
biting, inflicting injury, or approaching a person upon the streets, sidewalks, or any 
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public grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack). KCC 11.01.320(4).  
Here, we find it most likely that Chloe and Paola both jointly engaged in at least 
approaching Mr. Edgington and Ms. Ringle in a menacing fashion upon the streets. It is 
unclear from witness testimony which dog did the biting but a bite is not a requirement 
for a potentially dangerous designation to be upheld. Obviously, Mr. Edgington and Ms. 
Ringle were bitten but even if the bites did not occur, we would have still found both 
dogs potentially dangerous absent some act of provocation. Ex. D5-001-002. 

15. “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.3 And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses 
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.4 In our case, nothing Mr. Edgington nor Ms. Ringle did rose to the level of 
tormenting, agitating, or harassing of Chloe or Paola. Simply walking by a home cannot 
be considered provocation. Further, we do not find that an average dog, neither 
unusually aggressive nor unusually docile, who were able to escape their perimeter, would 
menacingly approach passersby and begin biting them. Chloe and Paola’s behavior was 
not proportional to any stimulus that Mr. Edgington and Ms. Ringle cause by simply 
walking by. They Ayers dogs were not provoked on April 23 and we uphold both of 
their potentially dangerous designations.  

16. Ms. Ayers requested that the designations be removed. Alternatively, she requested that 
if the designations are not able to be removed immediately, that the designations be 
removed once Chloe and Paola finish training. In some cases, we have allowed for an 
animal’s designation to be lifted after a period of time, usually after the animal takes part 
in some training class (such as the Canine Good Citizen training program), and when the 
circumstances were almost that of provocation but did not necessarily reach the 
provocation threshold. For example, if the circumstances in our case had been that Ms. 
Ayers was out walking with her dogs on leash and walkers came up from behind loudly 
and suddenly and inadvertently startled the dogs just by their presence (not because of 
anything that the walkers were necessarily doing to the time they passed) causing the 
dogs to bark, growl, and nip; we could have found that this was not necessarily 
provocation but “provocation-ish”. In this scenario, it is foreseeable that an average dog 
would have been startled, barked, and growled but the nipping was a step too far. While 
the walkers in this alternative scenario did nothing to provoke (say stepping on the dog’s 
paws), it is reasonable that an average dog could have been startled and a proportional 
response from the dog is warranted. If the facts of our case were similar to this, where 
Chloe and Paola were “provoked-ish” but maybe acted out a bit more than an average 
dog, we could have allowed for the designation to be lifted after a period of time. 
However, this was not the situation in our case and if we allow this provision in one case 
like this, as so many of our cases have similar facts, we abandon the rule of law. Thus, we 

 
3 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)). 
4 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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will not allow the designation to be lifted. However, in light of the fact that the bites 
were relatively minimal and superficial, we will allow that Chloe and Paola be socialized 
with other dogs, within the scope of Ms. Ayers’ rescue, without a muzzle.  

17. We accept and appreciate that Chloe and Paola are beloved family members especially in 
such a time of significant loss. Sometimes our dear animals behave in ways, even we as 
their owners, do not understand. This does not make them “bad dogs”. It just means 
that they require a little more attention and care when outside or when they have the 
potential to encounter others. The potentially dangerous designation is meant to be 
protective of all our community members, even our dogs.  

18. Ms. Ayers also requests a fee reduction. As to the dollar amount owed, 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. In our case, all parties agree that 
this was a result of an accident rather than some failure on the part of Ms. Ayers. The 
Ayers also responded appropriately by offering first aid to Mr. Edgington and Ms. Ringle 
immediately after the incident took place and then by subsequently securing the yard, 
adding more fencing, and enrolling both dogs in training. Ms. Ayers’ regret for what 
happened was apparent and very well-received. A fee reduction is in order.  

DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Ms. Ayers’ appeal.  

2. We reduce the total monetary penalty from $1,100.00 to $600.00. 

3. We allow for Chloe and Paola to be socialized with other dogs, within the scope of Ms. 
Ayers’ rescue, without a muzzle.  

 
ORDERED September 9, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Leila Arefi 
 Hearing Examiner pro tem 
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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 9, 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 AUGUST 25, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF TAMMY 
AYERS, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  

FILE NO. V25016990-A25001790 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Frank Edginton, Thuyen Nguyen Ringel, and Tammy Ayers. 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. A25001790 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of April 23, 2025, incident by Frank Edgington, 

dated April 23, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Online Complaint form of April 23, 2025 incident by Thuyen Nguyen 

Ringel, dated April 23, 2025 
Exhibit no. D5 Photograph of injuries 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25016990-A25001790, issued April 26, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 Appeal, received May 19, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Map of subject area 
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