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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 grant Ms. Lee-Ludwig’s appeal.

Background

2. On May 7, 2025, Travis Andelin filed an online complaint with Regional Animal Services
of King County (Animal Services) for an incident that day. Ex. D3. On May 10, 2025,
Animal Services issued a violation notice to Deborah Lee-Ludwig for her dog, Grace,
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qualifying as potentially dangerous on May 7. Exs. D5, D6. Ms. Lee-Ludwig appealed.
Ex. D7. We went to hearing on September 19.

Legal Standards

3. Animal Services asserts that on May 7, Grace bit a person which qualifies her as
“potentially dangerous” per KCC 11.01.320(A)(1).

4. Ms. Lee-Ludwig seems to assert that Grace was provoked by the complainant who was
riding his bicycle at speed, approached from behind, and startled Ms. Lee-Ludwig and
Grace.

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. At our hearing, the parties agreed to a similar version of events. Ms. Lee-Ludwig was
apologetic for the incident but asserted that Grace was provoked into action when she
was startled by Mr. Andelin who approached with a bicycle. The parties testified as
follows.

7. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that Animal Services primary
function is public safety. Everyone here seems to be good neighbors and were all out
enjoying the day. She agreed that no one intended for the incident to occur. Ms. Lee-
Ludwig was not negligent in her handling of Grace. Grace was secured by a leash and
was positioned to the side while Ms. Lee-Ludwig was speaking to her father. Mr. Andelin
was approaching his nearby family when Grace, for whatever reason, bit him. There was
not a continued attack and Grace immediately calmed down afterwards. Ms. Lee-Ludwig
was appropriate in her handling of the situation as she volunteered her contact
information and to pay for Mr. Andelin’s medical costs. Although this was not a
sustained attack, Grace caused significant injuries to Mr. Andelin.

Animal Services requests that the designation and associated restrictions be upheld. A
leash and muzzle will keep the public safe, as well as keep Grace safe. Animal Services
believes that Ms. Lee-Ludwig will get Grace the appropriate training when her personal
time allows.

8. Travis Andelin testified that on May 7, his wife and three children were on a walk while
he was working at home. He decided to go and check on his family. He rode his bike
towards where his family was. Ex. D8-001. He got off his bike and started walking his
bike through the passage between the tree and guardrail/diamond shaped sign. Id. As he
was doing so, the bike was between Mr. Andelin and Grace. Mr. Andelin was on the left
side of the tree and Ms. Lee-Ludwig and an on-leash Grace were behind the tree near the
orange sign. As he approached, Grace jumped on him without warning. She was not
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10.

barking or growling. Initially, Mr. Andelin thought that Grace’s jump was a friendly jump
but then noticed that she had his arm in her mouth. He “guesses” that the bite was
friendly. Ex. D4-001-002. His kids, wife and Ms. Lee-Ludwig were all surprised. Ms.
Lee-Ludwig asked him if he was “ok” following the bite. After the incident, he went to
emergency room at Swedish Medical Center where the wound was cleaned up.

Carla Privette-Andelin testified that she did not see the bite occur but “heard it.” On
May 7, she was walking with her children down the ramp on the far side of the trail. Ex.
D7-001. Her oldest daughter was on a bike, her middle daughter was on a scooter, and
her baby was on a push bike. One child was having trouble coming down the hill so she
instructed the child to stay at the top of the hill while she walked the other children
down. She saw Mr. Andelin coming towards them on his bike. Someone was standing by
the red marker. Id. When she went to get her other child at the top of the hill she heard a
dog bark. She saw Ms. Lee-Ludwig (whom she knew from around the neighborhood)
who had an animal with her. Ms. Privette-Andelin heard a snarl. She saw Mr. Andelin
and asked if Grace had bitten him. He replied that he “thought so.”

Ms. Lee-Ludwig was very apologetic, advised that Grace was vaccinated and well taken
care of, and they all exchanged phone numbers. Following the incident, Mr. Andelin
pushed his bike home a few blocks and Ms. Privette-Andelin took him to Swedish
Medical Center-Edmonds. Mr. Andelin received medical care.

Ms. Lee-Ludwig texted her after the incident, apologized again, and offered to pay for
Mr. Andelin’s medical expenses. Grace was very calm after the incident.

Deborah Sun Lee-Ludwig testified that she documented the May 7 incident. While she
was walking on a green belt path with Grace and her other dog, Moses, she was talking
to her father who was near a fence post. Her father was holding Moses and she was
holding Grace. Ms. Privette-Andelin, who she had spoken to a few times previously, was
standing right next to Ms. Lee-Ludwig’s father. Ms. Privette-Andelin’s children were
making comments about Grace and Ms. Lee-Ludwig was focused on that conversation.
Mzr. Andelin coming up on the left side of the tree. Ex. D7-006. She heard him coming
up although she is hard of hearing. Grace was jumping and turned around and saw that
Mr. Andelin had gotten off his bike. Mr. Andelin and Grace were approximately a foot
apart. Mr. Andelin’s reaction was “not anything big.” Grace jumped on him which
shocked her because she has not seen this behavior from Grace before.

After the incident, Ms. Lee-Ludwig asked if Mr. Andelin was “ok” and he said he was
“fine.” She told him that she did not have her phone with her, apologized, and advised
that Grace was fully vaccinated. They exchanged contact information.

When Ms. Lee-Ludwig got home, she responded to Ms. Privette-Andelin’s text message.
Ms. Lee-Ludwig did not know at the time that there was any blood but agreed that there
were punctures. She feels really bad for the entire situation and also feels annoyed that
this incident was reported because she is doing her best to “take care of” the situation.
Her dogs are her children. She is traumatized and feels that the situation imploded. She
apologized again to Mr. Andelin for what he experienced.
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Grace has become crankier since having to wear the muzzle. She is not a “dangerous
dog.”’! Her family was startled when the investigating officer from Animal Services came
to their door. She has never had anything but parking tickets. The situation bothers her
because she put so much time and effort into training her dogs. Nothing like this has
ever happened to Grace before. Ms. Lee-Ludwig knows this is not an excuse, but Grace
does not do well when bicycles or motorcycles are coming (even when she sees them
while she is in the car). The incident took place in tight quarters. She appreciates that Mr.
Andelin got off his bike when passing.

She is going to get training for Grace. Grace currently goes outside muzzled, but she
does not do well with the muzzle. The idea of Grace having to be muzzled all the time is
upsetting. She requests any leniency around the muzzle. Grace will always be on a leash.
Ms. Lee-Ludwig feels that on May 7, Grace reacted to her own instant surprise of Mr.
Andelin approaching with a bike.

Preponderance of the Evidence Standard: Before we get to the facts of our case, it
should be noted that there is a small discrepancy in the testimony of Ms. Privette-
Andelin and Mr. Andelin regarding whether Grace barked or growled/snarled. Ms.
Privette-Andelin testified that she did not see the bite occur but “heard it” and that she
heard a snarl. Mr. Andelin testified that prior to Grace jumping on him, she was not
barking or growling.

We base our decisions on a preponderance of the evidence standard. This means that we
determine what more-likely-than-not occutred based on witness testimony/demeanor at
our hearing and submitted evidence.

Credibility: As to whether Grace made any barking or snarling noise prior to biting Mr.
Andelin, we find Mr. Andelin’s version of events more credible. He was directly with
Grace when the incident occurred while Ms. Privette-Andelin was at least some distance
away.

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(A)(1).

Here, Grace bit Mr. Andelin and inflicted an injury to his arm. Ex. D4-001-002. Absent
some act of provocation, Grace’s actions meet the definition of potentially dangerous.

“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

! Ms. Lee-Ludwig referenced the designation as “dangerous” rather than “potentially dangerous.” The question for our

hearing is whether Grace meets the code requirements for “potentially dangerous” and not “dangerous.” The two

designations ate sepatate and distinct with “dangerous” requiring a much higher level of attention/compliance from the

ownet.

2 Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkban: v. Will, 311 11l. 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.3

16.  The provocation inquiry is from the perspective of the dog and, as one court put it, “the
question of what conduct constitutes provocation is primarily a question of whether
plaintiff’s actions would be provocative to the dog.”* Applying the provocation standard
to our facts, we do not find that Mr. Andelin’s actions were intentional but we do find
that approaching Grace while walking a bicycle in such a small space does constitute
provocation of Grace.

A. Ms. Lee-Ludwig testified that Grace seems to have a sensitivity to bicycles and
motorcycles even when Grace sees one from the car. This is an extra sensitivity
for Grace that the average dog may not necessarily possess. However, a person
walking a bike iz close quarters — approximately a foot away— towards a leashed-dog
(with no way to escape or run away from the agitating factor) could have been
agitating to even the average dog. Had the facts of our case not been in such
close quarters, our decision would be different.

B. Mr. Andelin was bitten once on the arm by Grace. Ex. D4-001-002. All parties
testified that Grace calmed down immediately after the bite. The bite was not
severe and Grace did not sustain the attack. Thus, Grace’s reaction was roughly
proportional to the stimulus that Mr. Andelin unintentionally caused considering
that she was propetly leashed and did not have a way to escape given her
sensitivities.

C. The bite Grace inflicted on Mr. Andelin did break the skin, cause bleeding, and
Mzr. Andelin sought medical care from the emergency room. No medical records
were submitted with any party’s exhibits; however, from testimony at our hearing,
it sounds like the bite area was only cleaned and covered up. No stitches or
sutures were required. Anything more would have crossed the proportionality
prong of our provocation analysis but in our case, we find that Grace was
provoked, although unfortunate for Mr. Andelin.

17. While we do grant Ms. Lee-Ludwing’s appeal, it is concerning when a normally non-
aggressive dog, acts out of character. We understand Grace’s sensitivities/fears but are
also concerned for public safety. We urge Ms. Lee-Ludwig to continue with her plan to
enroll Grace in training specific to Grace’s sensitivities. Many fear-based sensitivities can
be trained out of a dog and are useful in helping a dog to adjust to similar stimulus that
they might encounter while in public.

DECISION:

1. We GRANT Ms. Lee-Ludwig’s appeal.

3 Strogp v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273—75; Kirkbham at 792.
4 Stebl v. Dose, 83 1ll. App. 3d 440, 443, 403 N.E.2d 1301, 1303 (1980).
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ORDERED October 6, 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
November 5, 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 SEPTEMBER 19, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF
DEBORAH LEE-LUDWIG, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY
FILE NO. V25017061-A25002050

Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea
Eykel, Travis Andelin, Carla Privette Andelin, and Deborah Lee-Ludwig. 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. A25002050

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of May 7, 2025, incident by Travis Andelin, dated
May 7, 2025

Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Mr. Andelin’s injuries

Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V25017061-A25002050, issued May 10, 2025

Exhibit no. D6 Potentially Dangerous Designation

Exhibit no. D7 Appeal, received May 13, 2025

Exhibit no. D8 Map of subject area
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