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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. Sartore-Baubin’s appeal and waive the monetary penalty.
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Background

2. On May 4, 2025, Anand Vadapalli filed an online complaint with Regional Animal
Services of King County (Animal Services) regarding an incident on May 2. Ex. D3.
Animal Services issued a violation notice to Ms. Sartore-Baubin for her dogs, Harper and
Piper, both qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D9, D10. Ms. Sartore-Baubin timely
appealed. Ex. D11. We went to hearing on August 18.

Legal Standards

3. Animal Services asserts that on May 2, Harper and Piper performed an act that qualifies
them both as potentially dangerous animals.

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 Ms. Sartore-Baubin 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.! 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. 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

6. Before we get to the merits of our case, we would like to address the kindness both Mr.
Vadipalli and Ms. Sartore-Baubin showed to each other at our hearing. Often times, our
hearings are contentious, understandably emotional, and often times, witnesses become
aggressive or hostile. However, the party’s kindness and care for each other’s suffering
and struggles was apparent and refreshing in the face of such hard times and loss for all.
This was very well-received.

7. The parties agreed to a similar version of events. Ms. Sartore-Baubin provided
background information into what she believes occurred with her dogs on May 2. The
parties testified as follows.

8. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that the May 2 incident was
an unfortunate occurrence. It is clear that both parties are good neighbors and care about
each other. Mr. Vadapalli does not wish any ill will for Ms. Sartore-Baubin and only
wants to feel safe in taking his little dog for a walk. Animal Services requests that the
potentially dangerous animal designation to be upheld.

Sgt. Eykel kindly encouraged Ms. Sartore-Baubin to pause in making big decisions
regarding the rehoming of her dogs. Animal Services made it clear that it is not asking
that Ms. Sartore-Baubin rehome her dogs and should not feel pressured by Animal
Services to do so. An animal’s behavior can be decreased and trained out of them. Sgt.
Eykel provided helpful tips for Ms. Sartore-Baubin going forward. Animal Services is
supportive of a reduction in fines.

9. Anand Vadipalli testified that there was an occurrence with Ms. Sartore-Baubin’s dogs
prior to the May 2 incident which took place on October 16, 2024.3 On this date, at
approximately 5:00-6:00 p.m., he was taking his dog Luna out for a walk when Ms.
Sartore-Baubin was also out with her dogs on the opposite side of the street. One of the
Sartore-Baubin dogs slipped from its leash and attacked Luna. The second Sartore-
Baubin dog came over shortly and he heard Luna yelp. Ms. Sartore-Baubin was trying to
get control of her dogs.

1 Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkham v. Will, 311 IIl. 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 based our decision only on the events of May 2.
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That evening, he noticed that Luna had two puncture marks on her belly and took her to
the emergency clinic for treatment. Ex. D8-001-010. He does not know which dog bit
Luna but recalls both dogs circling and barking. He exchanged text messages with Mr.
Sartore-Baubin following this incident. Ex. D7-001.

On May 2, at approximately 6:15 p.m., Mr. Vadipalli was out taking a leashed Luna for a
walk. Ms. Sartore-Baubin opened her door and one of her dogs rushed out barking very
aggressively and the other dog followed. He picked up Luna and as he was doing so, he
almost immediately recognized the dogs as the same ones from the October 16 incident.
One of the Sartore-Baubin dogs bit Luna as well as bit him on the thigh; however, he did
not notice that he was bitten until he felt stinging. Ex. D4-001 and D6-001. He went to
urgent care and then brought Luna to the emergency clinic where she received treatment.
Ex. D5-00-003 and D5-004-008.

During both incidents, both dogs were circling and showing aggression.

Nicole Sartore-Baubin testified that first and foremost, she is so sorry that these
incidents happened and takes full responsibility for the occurrences. She has had dogs
her whole life.

Regarding the incident that occurred last October, she had purchased a gentle lead that
she was using for her dogs and she did not have it on properly. Harper has always been
prey-driven and chases bunnies.

In April, her husband unexpectedly passed away on their back deck. She was with him in
the ICU for a week. She has not slept and people were coming in and out of her house
and assisting with meals. There was so much happening. Her life is totally different now
than it had been previously. She has been dealing with life changes and tending to her
children. The dogs are also dealing with the grief of losing Mr. Sartore-Baubin’s husband.
The dogs were very close to him.

Ms. Sartore-Baubin seemed to indicate that Harper was the aggressor in the incident at
hand. Piper is ten-years-old and circled with Harper. She feels that Piper gets into a pack-
mentality when the dogs are together. Piper is overweight and cannot jump. She has
secured a dog trainer for her dogs and got Harper on anti-depressants. She is trying to
find a new home for Harper and has had four sessions with a behaviorist that specializes
in prey-driven behavior. Further, she has been in contact with an equine veterinarian and
is taking Harper to a horse stable where Harper trains with other dogs.

She is so upset that this happened to Mr. Vadipalli and wants to pay his vet bill for Luna.
She has also gotten an invisible fence but cannot do anything about the back yard.

She requests that at least one of the fines be reduced and is “gutted” over the situation.
She was appropriate, kind, and apologetic throughout our hearing.

Potentially Dangerous: An animal that “[blites or inflicts injury on a human or
domesticated animal...” qualifies as “potentially dangerous” under KCC 11.01.320(A)(1).
Further, an animal also qualifies as potentially dangerous if it “[c]hases or approaches a
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person upon the streets, sidewalks, or any public grounds in a menacing fashion or
apparent attitude of attack” under KCC 11.01.320(A)(2).

In our case, Ms. Sartore-Baubin admitted that both of her dogs accidentally got out of
her house that day as she opened her door. She provided that the primary aggressor was
Harper. Piper was metely a participant/by-stander in a “pack-mentality.”

Animal owner reflections are often biased and self-serving, much like parent reflections
of their children. Yet owner statements cozzparing their animals with each other are typically
less biased and self-serving, just as a parent’s description of one of their children as, say,
kinder than their other child would likely carry more weight than that parent simply
lauding both their children as kind.

We base our decisions on a preponderance of the evidence standard which means what
more-likely-than-not occurred. Mr. Vadipalli was understandably unsure which dog bit
him and Luna; however, he testified that both Harper and Piper were circling and
growing aggressively.

With regard to Harper, per Ms. Sartore-Baubin’s assertion that Harper was the primary
aggressor, we find that she likely did bite Luna and Mr. Vadipalli, which absent some act
of provocation, qualifies her as potentially dangerous.

Regarding Piper, we accept Ms. Sartore-Baubin’s assertion that Piper was not the
aggressor; however, a bite is not necessary to meet the criteria for the potentially
dangerous animal designation. As our code states, approaching a person upon the streets,
sidewalks, or any public grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack is
enough to meet the criteria.* Here, although we do not find that Piper was the primary
aggressor and more-likely-than-not was not the dog who bit Mr. Vadipalli and Luna, we
find that she approached a person, Mr. Vadipalli, on a public street/sidewalk when
barking and acting aggressively which constitutes as “a menacing fashion or apparent
attitude of attack”. Thus, we find that Piper also meets the code criteria for potentially
dangerous absent some act 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.> And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the
victim’s act.® In our case, Mr. Vadipalli was simply walking with a leashed Luna when
Harper and Piper inadvertently escaped the door when opened and ran to where Mr.
Vadipalli and Luna were. Nothing Mr. Vadipalli or Luna were doing at the time rose to
the level of tormenting, agitating, or harassing either Harper or Piper.

4+ KCC 11.01.320(A)(2).

5 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)).

6 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273-75; Kirkham at 792.
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Further, we do not find that an average dog, neither unusually aggressive, nor unusually
docile, would react to a passerby and their dog by running out of the house and up to a
walker and their dog, growling, circling, and then biting both the walker and the dog.
Harper and Piper were not provoked by Mr. Vadipalli and Luna that day and we uphold
their potentially dangerous designations.

Although we uphold the dogs’ potentially dangerous designations, we recognize that
animals are capable of deep grief and understand that Harper and Luna were (and likely
still are) experiencing the deep sadness and loss along with their human family. We
acknowledge that the dogs may have acted out, acted more aggressively, or acted out of
character that day. Animals respond in a variety of ways to grief, sadness, loss, and even
to their owners ever-changing emotions during such difficult and unexpected times.
There is no doubt that Harper and Piper are beloved family members and their lives are
forever changed by this great loss. As Animal Services encouraged, we also encourage
Ms. Sartore-Baubin to take some time before making such a life-changing decision to
rehome Harper. There has been suffering for all and we hope that each of the Sartore-
Baubin family members, as well as Harper and Piper, can find peace and heal.

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 dogs escaped the front door as Ms. Sartore-Baubin was opening it
rather than some act of negligence. She responded appropriately by enrolling the dogs in
several training programs, securing an invisible fence, and getting Harper on anti-
depressant medication. Ms. Sartore-Baubin was also apologetic, showed extreme care
and kindness for Mr. Vadipalli and Luna, and requests the fines be reduced so that she
can assist Mr. Vadipalli in paying for Luna’s medical bill. (Likewise, Mr. Vadipalli showed
the same level of care and kindness). A fee reduction is in order.

DECISION:

We DENY Ms. Sartore-Baubin’s appeal and uphold the potentially dangerous animal
designations for both Harper and Piper.

We waive Ms. Sartore-Baubin’s fines. She is welcome to use the funds to assist Mr.
Vadipalli in paying for Luna’s vet bills.

ORDERED September 2, 2025.

TLeila 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 2, 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 18, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF NICOLE
SARTORE-BAUBIN, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY
FILE NO. V25017040-A25001940

Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea
Eykel, Anand Vadapalli, and Nicole Sartore-Baubin. 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. A25001940

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of May 2, 2025, incident by Anand Vadapalli,
dated May 4, 2025

Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Luna’s injury

Exhibit no. D5 Utrgent Care report and veterinary report

Exhibit no. D6 Photograph of bite to Mr. Vadapalli’s leg

Exhibit no. D7 Text message from October 2024 incident

Exhibit no. D8 Veterinary paperwork from October 2024 incident

Exhibit no. D9 Notice of violation no. V25017040-A25001940, issued May 6, 2025

Exhibit no. D10 Potentially Dangerous Designation
Exhibit no. D11 Appeal, received May 16, 2025
Exhibit no. D12 Map of subject area
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