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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 Mr. Muramoto’s appeal.  
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Background 

2. Manish Singhal1 filed a complaint for a March 18 incident involving Mr. Muramoto’s 
dog, Luna. Ex. D3. Animal Services issued Mr. Muramoto a violation order for Luna 
running at large and qualifying as potentially dangerous. Ex. D6. Mr. Muramoto timely 
appealed. Ex. D8. We held a hearing on July 30.  

Legal Standards 

3. Animal Services asserts that on March 18, Luna was “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 18, Luna performed an act that qualifies her 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 or 
domesticated animal…”. 

5. Mr. Muramoto seems to assert that Luna was provoked. He provided, in his appeal 
statement, that Luna was tethered and approached by another dog [Chester] causing the 
fight between the dogs to ensue. 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; however, Mr. Muramoto believes that 
Luna should be relieved of the designation and of the monetary penalties since the 
incident occurred on the neighboring church property which he had permission to use. 
The parties testified as follows. 

8. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that the area in which the 
incident occurred was on an easement where Luna had access. Ex. All parties agreed that 

 
1 Mr. Singhal filed the complaint on behalf of his minor daughter, which we will reference in our report as “A.S.” 
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the incident took place in this area near the light pole. Ex. A-12. A7. Ex. D5-002 is a 
photograph from the Kind County Assessor’s Office showing the property lines. The red 
line in Ex. D5-001 shows the Muramoto property line ending in the middle of the road 
which Luna was able to access even on a tether.  

The area in which the dog fight took place is private property; it is a church and the area 
has a worn path indicating frequent use. Animal Services believes that both A.S. and Mr. 
Muramoto are being truthful in their rendition of what they experienced but Luna should 
not have been accessing areas where there may be walkers. Luna should have been 
restricted to the Muramoto property and not been allowed access to the church’s 
property because Mr. Muramoto cannot control who passes by. 

9. A.S. testified that she was walking the family dog, Winchester (Chester), on a street near 
a fence and heard Luna barking.2 Ex. A4. Luna came out and began jumping and 
attacking Chester. When Luna was tugging at Chester, the tugging began hurting A.S.’s 
wrist causing her to let go of Chester’s leash. A.S. followed Luna and Chester as they 
went into the street. There was no one there to help until a neighbor (Mr. Pittman) came 
to her assistance and yelled and separated the dogs.  

10. Manish Singhal, testified that he tried checking Chester for injuries but due to Chester’s 
thick fur and he could not immediately see anything. A few days after the incident, he 
noticed that Chester was leaking pus, in pain, and had stopped eating. Mr. Singhal 
brought Chester to the vet where Chester was hospitalized, the wounds cleaned, a drain 
placed, and Chester was prescribed a 14-day round of antibiotics. Chester had a lot of 
deep bite marks on his body. Ex. D4-001-003. 

11. Muraglen Muramoto did not witness how the incident first began. He testified that he 
was sitting in his office at the time the incident occurred. Ex. A8. From his office, he has 
a view of the entire area and can see the garden near where the incident took place. Ex. 
A9. Just before the incident, Luna was tethered on a cable to the leaf spring of the truck, 
which was parked on the private road that runs between Mr. Muramoto’s property and 
the neighboring church. Ex. A7. Luna had access to the roadway and the church 
property.  

When Mr. Muramoto heard barking, he looked out the window for approximately three 
seconds and just saw the dogs fighting between the telephone pole and where the yellow 
wires are sticking up. Ex. A9. Luna was still attached to the cable but was at the end of 
the tether and standing on her hind legs. 

Mr. Muramoto rushed to the door but the dogs were gone. It was later discovered that 
the ring on Luna’s harness broke from the tension. Ex. A11. He ran out beyond the 
garden area on the church property and heard the dogs fighting on 122nd St. When he 
got to the dogs, he yelled at Luna. Luna grabbed Chester with her teeth. Mr. Muramoto 
grabbed Luna’s mouth and made her release Chester.  

 
2 We do not disclose the names of minors in our reports and only refer to them by their initials. 
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Mr. Muramoto believes that A.S. lost control of Chester. He does not believe that Luna 
came around the corner, as A.S. testified.  

The property that the incident occurred on belongs to the neighboring church. Mr. 
Muramoto used to rent some of the space but does not do so any longer. The church 
still allows him use of the property and the composting bin. He believes that the church 
does so because he helps them maintain the garden. The church never advised him to 
remove Luna from the property. Luna barks at everyone that walks by.  

12. Craig Pittman did not witness how the incident began; however, came to assist A.S. 
when he saw the dogs fighting. He tried separating the dogs with his leg and foot. It was 
Mr. Muramoto who separated the dogs rather than Mr. Pittman (as A.S. originally 
testified to).  

13. We understand that Mr. Muramoto questions how the incident occurred and how A.S. 
was able to get up so quickly and chase the dogs if she had fallen down and injured 
herself. We believe Mr. Muramoto when he says that Luna has successfully visited dog 
parks thousands of times and that the incident area is only traveled when church is in 
session, which includes six to seven walkers and approximately ten dogs per month. 
However, Mr. Muramoto was extremely fixated on blaming A.S. and Chester at our 
hearing. He refused to take any responsibility for the incident and Luna’s behavior. This 
strategy was not helpful to Mr. Muramoto’s position and was not well-received.  

14. Credibility: Clearly, Mr. Muramoto disagrees with how the incident began but, as he 
testified, he did not witness the start of the dog fight and only came upon it once it was 
underway. However, we do not find that he was untruthful in anything he presented 
Similarly, we found A.S. credible. Although, as Mr. Muramoto pointed out at our 
hearing, A.S. testified that Mr. Pittman broke up the fight when it was Mr. Muramoto 
who broke up Luna and Chester. In the heat of an altercation and with adrenaline 
flowing, witness accuracy is sometimes skewed after a threat appears but we do not find 
that A.S.  was intentionally deceitful. Although there was a discrepancy in A.S.’s 
testimony, there was nothing about her presentation that gave us real pause. She did not 
overplay anything about the altercation. We found her credible and her testimony likely 
accurate.  

15. Running at Large: “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not 
under control of a competent person.” Here, Mr. Muramoto opined that since the 
church had not advised him to keep Luna off the property and allowed him to use its 
composting bin that she was not “at large”. We are not here to make property 
determinations. Mr. Muramoto does not own the church property and testified that Luna 
had access to the church’s property even when tethered to the truck’s leaf spring. Even 
though Luna was initially tethered, she was not on Mr. Muramoto’s property and since 
she was unattended, she was not under control of a competent person. Further, the same 
is true when Luna broke her harness ring and ran into the street to continue attacking 
Chester. We find that Luna was at large on March 18.     
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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, Mr. Muramoto testified that Luna bit Chester and he had to grab her mouth to 
force her to let go of Chester. When Luna bit Chester she inflicted injuries on him that 
caused him to require hospitalization, wound cleaning, a drain to be placed, and a two-
week round of antibiotics. Thus, Luna’s behavior that day qualifies her as potentially 
dangerous absent some act of provocation.  

17. “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  

18. In our case, nothing A.S. or Chester did qualify as tormenting, agitating, or harassing of 
Luna. Simply walking by with a dog cannot be considered provocation. Further, we do not 
find that an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor unusually docile, would pull on 
their tether so hard as to break the harness ring attachment, chase a passing dog, and 
then continue the attack (on another street) which required its jaws to be opened so that 
the victim dog could get away. We could find that a dog in a similar situation may pull on 
its tether and bark when seeing a passing dog but Luna’s behavior went too far. We do 
not find that Luna was provoked and we uphold her potentially dangerous designation.  

DECISION: 
 
We DENY Mr. Muramoto’s appeal.  

ORDERED August 11, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Leila Arefi 
 Hearing Examiner pro tem 
 
 

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APPEAL 
 

 
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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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 10, 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 JULY 30, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF MURAGLEN 

MURAMOTO, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO. 
V25017002-A25001733 

 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Muraglen Muramoto, Manish Singhal, and A. Singhal, and Craig Pittman. 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. A25001733 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of March 18, 2025, incident by Manish Singhal, 

dated April 20, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of injuries to Winchester 
Exhibit no. D5 KC Parcel Viewer images, showing property boundaries 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25017002-A25001733, issued April 26, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 Appeal, received May 8, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit nos. A1-A22 Photographs 
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