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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. Cartwright’s appeal but reduce the otherwise applicable monetary 
penalties.  
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Background 

2. On May 2, 2025, Arlyn Agpaoa filed an online complaint with Regional Animal Services 
of King County (Animal Services) regarding an incident on April 26. Ex. D3. Animal 
Services issued a violation notice to Parris Cartwright for his dogs, Jackson and Mickey, 
running at large and qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D4, D5. Ms. Cartwright 
timely appealed. Ex. D6. We went to hearing on August 13.  

Legal Standards 

3. On April 26, Animal Services asserts that both Jackson and Mickey performed an act 
that qualifies them both as a “Potentially Dangerous Animal” per KCC 11.01.320.A.1:  

A. “Potentially dangerous animal” means any animal that when unprovoked: 

1. Bites or inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal; 

2. Chases or approaches a person upon the streets, sidewalks, or any 
public grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack; 

3. Has a known propensity, tendency, or disposition to attack, to cause 
injury, or otherwise to threaten the safety of humans or domestic animals; 
or 

4. Jointly engages, with one or more animals in conduct meeting 
subsections A.1., A.2., or A.3., of this section, in which case all animals are 
deemed potentially dangerous, absent an affirmative demonstration that a 
specific animal was not responsible for a qualifying act. 

B. Regardless of provocation, an animal is a “potentially 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. 

C. 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, 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. 

4. Unless the Cartwright’s can prove some act of provocation, the designation will likely 
stand. “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 
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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  

5. On April 26, Animal Services asserts that both Jackson and Mickey 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. 

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. Ms. Cartwright requests that the 
designations not be upheld, fine reductions, and asserts that she will still follow the 
requirements even if the designations are not upheld.  

8. Sgt. Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that this is an unfortunate case. 
Animal Services has no doubt that the Cartwright dogs are lovely while in their home 
and under control; however, on April 26, both dogs came out and were growling, 
barking, lunging, and trying to nip. A.A. and her friend, both minors, were chased by the 
dogs and had to run approximately four house lengths.3 Mr. Cartwright attempted to 
recall the dogs but was unsuccessful. A neighbor intervened in the attack on the girls.  

Animal Services referenced KCC 11.01.320(A)(2) which states that an animal is 
considered “potentially dangerous” if when unprovoked the animal “[c]hases or 
approaches a person upon the streets, sidewalks, or any public grounds in a menacing 
fashion or apparent attitude of attack.” Animal Services believes that the April 26 
incident was a potentially dangerous incident and that the dogs should be leashed and 
muzzled when out.  

This is not a case of the dogs coming out and barking or “talking” (as Ms. Cartwright put 
it). This is a case where the dogs were lunging, growling, snapping, and chasing the girls 
for four to five houses. One dog was chasing one of the girls who was hiding behind a 
truck. This was a prolonged incident, and Mr. Cartwright was not able to recall his dogs. 

 
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. 
3 We do not disclose the names of minors in our reports and only refer to them by their initials. 
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The dogs did not stop what they were doing until a neighbor threatened them. Animal 
Services requests that the designations and applicable requirements be upheld.  

9. Arlyn Agpaoa testified that On April 26, she was walking home from the park with her 
daughter and daughter’s friend, both minor children. As they were walking past the 
Cartright house (on the same side of the street), her daughter’s friend waved at the 
Cartwright dogs, who were laying on the grass. Both dogs got up and started to approach 
Ms. Agpaoa and the girls. They were not initially afraid of the dogs until the dogs started 
growling and lunging at them. The girls screamed and ran in opposite directions which 
enticed the dogs to chase the girls, with each dog chasing each girl.   

A neighbor came out with a slipper raised over his head. He was yelling and swatting at 
the dogs with the slipper. Mr. Cartwright was in the front of his home cleaning his car 
when the incident was occurring. He did not notice that the dogs were trying to attack 
them until the girls were four to five houses away. Mr. Cartwright attempted to recall the 
dogs but they did not listen. Only the neighbor was able to deter the dogs.  

Ms. Agpaoa was scared for the girls’ life. They are both traumatized. The friend was so 
shaken up she had to call her mom to help calm her down. Mr. Cartwright said that the 
dogs were just trying to play.  

A.A.  is still afraid to go outside and to come in contact with her friend’s dog. Ms. 
Agpaoa is very sad her daughter cannot feel safe in her own neighborhood. She does not 
feel that the Cartwright’s are following protocol. She has seen the dogs in the yard 
multiple times with no muzzles.   

10. A.A., a minor, testified that on April 26, she was walking home from the park with her 
mom and friend. Her friend, who really loves dogs, waved at the Cartwright dogs and the 
dogs started to get up. Her friend was scared and started running across the street and 
she saw the dogs going across the street as well. Her friend ended up running “way down 
the street”. She saw one dog run around in a circle after her friend and the other dog 
began chasing her.  

Before she ran, she did not know what to do. The dogs were lunging and trying to bite 
her and her mom. She stood there at first before she started running. She was scared the 
dogs would bite her. She ran past “a lot of houses”. A neighbor was outside and she 
stood behind him. He was the only person that the dogs listened to. The dogs did not 
listen to their owner (Mr. Cartwright). The dogs were growling. Her friend was hiding 
behind a truck and trying to stay hidden. 

11. Angela Cartwright did not witness the incident on April 26. Her husband witnessed the 
incident but was not able to be present at our hearing due to his work schedule. She 
testified that she believes that her dogs, Mickey and Jackson, thought the April 26 
incident was a game. The dogs were outside because her husband left the gate open and 
she agrees that it was her husband’s mistake.  
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She wants to take full responsibility for this. She has added padlocks to her gates, secured 
signage, and the dogs don’t go out without muzzles. She is so sorry the girls were 
traumatized. 

Jackson and Mickey are talkers. Jackson has started to bark more since he has gotten 
older. They are both overweight and eight to nine-year-old dogs. Mickey has always been 
a talker and a lot of people don’t know what the “talking” means. She understands how 
the “talking” can sound aggressive. Mickey is a “lover” who does not like raised voices.  

Ms. Cartwright is willing to comply with the requirements but asks that the designations 
not be upheld. She asserts that no one stopped by to observe Mickey’s and Jackson’s 
personalities. She is willing to have them evaluated.  

Ms. Cartwright wants the neighbors to feel safe in their neighborhood. She maintains 
that the dogs are loud but were not trying to harm anyone and that they were trying to 
play. She will still follow the requirements even if the designation is not upheld. She is 
asking for a reduction of the fines.  

12. Running at Large: “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not 
under control of a competent person.” On April 26, Mickey and Jackson left the 
Cartwright yard and chased A.A. and her friend for approximately four to five house 
lengths. Neither Mickey nor Jackson responded to Mr. Cartwright’s attempt to recall 
them and only listened to a neighbor who threatened them with a slipper. Both dogs 
were off of their owner’s premises and not under control of a competent person. Both 
Mickey and Jackson were running at large that day.  

13. Potentially Dangerous: An animal, “[c]hases or approaches a person upon the streets, 
sidewalks, or any public grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack…” 
qualifies as “potentially dangerous” under KCC 11.01.320(A)(2). Here, both Mickey and 
Jackson approached Ms. Agpaoa and the two girls while they were walking on the street 
in front of the Cartwright home. The dogs growled, barked, lunged, and tried to nip at 
Ms. Agpaoa and the girls which caused the girls to run in opposite directions. The dogs 
then split up and chased each girl a significant distance down the street and did not stop 
their pursuit until a neighbor intervened, yelled at them, and threatened them with a 
slipper. Mickey and Jackson’s behavior demonstrated an “apparent attitude of attack”. 
Absent some act of provocation, Mickey and Jackson meet the criteria for potentially 
dangerous.  

14. “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 

 
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)). 
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is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.5  

In our case, Ms. Agpaoa and the girls were simply walking by. One girl waved at the 
dogs. Walking by and waving at the dogs is not behavior that would torment, agitate, or 
harass an animal. Further, we do not find that average dogs, neither unusually aggressive 
nor unusually docile, who found themselves with the freedom to leave the yard, would 
approach passersby and begin growling, lunging, and nipping. We also do not find that 
average dogs would engage in a relentless chase of two little girls that only concluded 
when a neighbor yelled and threatened them with a slipper.  

We could find that average dogs who spotted passersby waving at them may approach 
and greet the children. We could even find that average dogs could stand in place and 
bark at passersby. However, Mickey’s and Jackson’s behavior went too far. They were 
not provoked and we uphold their potentially dangerous designations.  

15. As to 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 occurrence. Ms. Cartwright 
was apologetic that the incident occurred and that the girls were traumatized. She 
provided in her appeal statement and testified at our hearing that she has secured her 
gates with padlocks, secured signage, and is committed to following the requirements of 
the potentially dangerous animal designation regardless of whether the designations are 
upheld. Ex. D6-001-002, D6-005, D6-007-008, D6-010.  A fee reduction is in order.   

 
DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Ms. Cartwrights appeal.  

2. We reduce Ms. Cartwrights total owed fees from $1100 to $550.  

 
ORDERED August 27, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Leila Arefi 
 Hearing Examiner pro tem 
 
 

 
5 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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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 
September 26, 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 13, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF PARRIS 
AND ANGELA CARTWRIGHT, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF  

KING COUNTY FILE NO. V25017031-A25001925 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Sergeant 
Eykel, Arlyn Agpaoa, A. A., and Angela Cartwright. 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. A25001925 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of April 26, 2025, incident by Arlyn Agpaoa, 

dated May 2, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Notice of violation no. V25017031-A25001925, issued May 3, 2025 
Exhibit no. D5 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D6 Appeal, received May 24, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Map of subject area 
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