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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 the appeal and reduce the monetary penalty.
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Background 

2. Dara Haslam filed a complaint regarding an incident on June 16, 2025, involving Ms. Li’s 
dog, Vicky.1 Animal Services issued Ms. Li a violation order for Vicky qualifying as a 
potentially dangerous animal.2 Ms. Li timely appealed.3 We held a hearing on September 
2, 2025, and provided Ms. Li with a Mandarin interpreter.   

Legal Standards 

3. King County Code (K.C.C.) defines a “potentially dangerous” dog as any dog that bites 
or inflicts injury on a human when unprovoked. See K.C.C. 11.01.320.A.1. 

4. To “provoke” means to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately before the 
attack. See K.C.C. 11.01.350. Furthermore, in animal jurisprudence, reviewing courts 
focus on how an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor unusually docile, would 
react to an inciting act.4 A key factor of courts’ analyses is that “provocation” also 
requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the victim’s act.5 

5. We do not grant substantial weight or otherwise accord deference to agency 
determinations.6 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. See K.C.C. 20.22.080.G and K.C.C. 
20.22.210.B. 

Analysis 

Testimony 

6. The events of June 16 were substantially similar in the testimonies of both witnesses, Ms. 
Haslam and Ms. Li, with the only potentially material difference being whether Ms. 
Haslam’s hand moved at all after feeding Vicky a treat. 

7. Ms. Haslam testified that she had arranged to meet Ms. Li on June 16 in the park. Ms. 
Haslam was at the park with her young daughter and a stroller when she saw Ms. Li and 
her dog Vicky on a leash. Vicky was lunging and barking at people passing by, and Ms. Li 
was attempting to control Vicky’s behavior. From a distance, Ms. Li and Ms. Haslam 
discussed their concerns about Vicky’s behavior and whether Ms. Li should put Vicky 
back in her car. Ms. Li said that Vicky was usually fine when off-leash in a dog park, but 
that she was showing aggression because she was on a leash and having strangers 
approach her. They agreed to try to have Ms. Li and Vicky approach Ms. Haslam, which 
seemed to calm Vicky down. Ms. Li stopped about 10 feet away, and they agreed that 

 
1 See Exhibit D3. 
2 See Exhibit D5. 
3 See Exhibit D7. 
4 See 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)). 
5 See Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
6 See the Hearing Examiner’s Rules of Procedure and Mediation, Rule XV.F.3 
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Ms. Haslam should try to feed Vicky a treat. Ms. Haslam put her daughter in the stroller 
and turned it away so that her daughter would not see if Vicky lunged. Ms. Li tossed Ms. 
Haslam a bag of treats. Ms. Haslam took out a treat and placed it on her upturned hand. 
Ms. Li and Vicky approached slowly, and Vicky licked the treat out of Ms. Haslam’s 
hand. Immediately after taking the treat, before Ms. Haslam had time to move, Vicky bit 
her hand. Ms. Li pulled back on the leash and Ms. Haslam pulled her hand away. The 
bite left serious wounds on the top and bottom of two fingers on Ms. Haslam’s left 
hand.7 

8. Ms. Li testified to the same basic facts, but she emphasized that it was Ms. Haslam who 
approached Vicky with the treat. She remembered thinking that Ms. Haslam was being 
very brave to approach the dog, considering Vicky’s behavior. She had expected Ms. 
Haslam to toss Vicky a treat, rather than hand-feeding her. After Vicky took the treat, 
Ms. Haslam’s hand moved and turned sideways, as if to pet Vicky. Vicky reacted to the 
sudden motion by biting Ms. Haslam’s hand. 

9. Both witnesses appeared credible, and their testimony is not in significant conflict. While 
there were some differences in opinion about who suggested continuing the interaction 
and who approached whom, these differences are not material in today’s case. It appears 
that both women shared concerns about Vicky’s behavior and that both were trying to 
navigate how best to proceed in an amicable way. There may have been some 
miscommunication about expectations and what would be the best course of action, but 
under either version of events the analysis would result in the same conclusion. 

Unprovoked Bite 

10. Animal Services and Ms. Li both agreed that Vicky bit Ms. Haslam in a public park. 
Under K.C.C. 11.01.320.A.1 this qualifies Vicky as a “potentially dangerous” dog if the 
bite was unprovoked. The law does not require Animal Services to prove that Vicky was 
aggressive. It does not matter under the law whose idea it was to move closer together 
and try to feed Vicky a treat, or whether that was a wise idea. The only consideration 
under the law is whether Ms. Haslam provoked Vicky before the bite or not. 

11. Even under Ms. Li’s version of how Ms. Haslam approached Vicky, none of her actions 
could be considered tormenting, agitating, or harassing. Both women had expressed their 
shared concerns about Vicky’s observed behavior with strangers. Before getting closer, 
Ms. Haslam had put her daughter in a stroller and turned the stroller away, showing her 
awareness and concern that Vicky might be aggressive (or at least appear aggressive to a 
young child). All the evidence indicates that Ms. Haslam was cautious and careful when 
approaching Vicky (or when allowing Vicky to approach her). Slowly holding out a treat 
on an upturned hand is possibly the least provocative way to approach a dog. Vicky 
proceeded to lick up the treat, showing that at that moment Ms. Haslam had not 
provoked her. 

12. Ms. Li testified that Ms. Haslam suddenly moved her hand after giving Vicky a treat, and 
a sudden motion near a dog’s head might be startling, especially to a sensitive dog. But a 

 
7 See Exhibit D4. 
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startling motion is not necessarily a tormenting, agitating, or harassing motion. And case 
law requires our analysis to focus on what the impact would have been on an average 
dog, not a sensitive dog. Absent other provocations, an average dog would not likely feel 
tormented, agitated, or harassed when a person moved their hand immediately after 
giving the dog a treat. Even if the dog did feel provoked, a bite that tore a chunk of flesh 
out of a finger would not be a proportional response. 

13. Ms. Li attempted to argue that it was Ms. Haslam pulling her hand away across Vicky’s 
sharp teeth that caused the severity of the injury. Maybe that could have been the case if 
there was only a scratch on one side of her hand, but the photos show that there are long 
injuries on both sides of her fingers. This indicates that it was not just a momentary nip, 
but instead it was a bite with enough sustained pressure to tear the skin with both lower 
and upper teeth as Ms. Haslam attempted to extract her hand from Vicky’s mouth. 

14. Ms. Li also attempted to argue that Ms. Haslam turned her hand sideways and reached 
out to pet Vicky, but the photos of the injury make that exceedingly unlikely. The bite 
marks are on the top and bottom of Ms. Haslam’s fingers, not on the side of her hand. 
Vicky would have needed to rotate her head ninety degrees before biting if Ms. Haslam’s 
hand had been turned sideways. The injuries also stretch down the length of the fingers, 
indicating that Vicky was still directly in front of Ms. Haslam when she tried to pull her 
hand away. Vicky would have needed to first back her head away if Ms. Haslam’s hand 
had been reaching around Vicky’s head to pet her. Otherwise, the injuries would not 
have been parallel with her fingers. In short, the photos of the injuries are entirely 
consistent with Ms. Haslam’s testimony and make Ms. Li’s version of events less likely. 

15. We therefore find that it is more likely than not that Vicky bit Ms. Haslam in a public 
park without provocation, causing serious injuries. Vicky meets the definition of a 
“potentially dangerous” dog in King County Code and Ms. Li’s appeal is denied. 

16. One of the conditions imposed by King County Code on potentially dangerous dogs is a 
requirement, when off the owner’s premises, to be securely leashed. Ms. Li and Ms. 
Haslam both testified that Vicky’s aggressiveness seemed to be limited to when she was 
on a leash and approached by strangers. Ms. Li further provided video evidence that 
Vicky does not appear aggressive with other dogs at off-leash dog parks. Therefore, we 
will modify the requirement in K.C.C. 11.04.275.C.3 to allow Vicky to run off-leash at a 
fenced-in and sanctioned dog park, but she must still be muzzled. 

17. The Hearing Examiner often reduces penalty fees when the violation is despite, rather 
than due to, the owner’s actions. Vicky was recently adopted and young, and Ms. Li was 
still figuring out the best ways to train her. Ms. Li was concerned about Vicky’s behavior 
and wary of Ms. Haslam approaching her. She suggested returning Vicky to the car 
before the incident. Then there was a miscommunication about how best to try to give 
Vicky a treat. In short, Ms. Li had been taking reasonable steps to protect Ms. Haslam’s 
safety and this was an unfortunate accident. She was very apologetic after the incident 
and has already purchased a muzzle and is pursuing training programs. A fee reduction is 
in order. 
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DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Ms. Li’s appeal and uphold the potentially dangerous animal designation for 

Vicky as well as the requirements that come with that designation in K.C.C. 11.04.275. 
Despite these requirements, Vicky may still run off-leash at fenced-in and sanctioned dog 
parks if properly muzzled. 

2. We reduce the potentially dangerous animal violation fee from $500 to $200. 

 
ORDERED September 8, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Peter Heineccius 
 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 
October 8, 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 2, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
XINXIN LI, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO. 

V25017244-A25002742 
 
Peter Heineccius was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were 
Chelsea Eykel, Dara Haslam, and Xinxin Li. 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. A25002742 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of June 16, 2025, incident by Dara Haslam, dated 

June 18, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Ms. Haslam’s injuries 
Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V25017244-A25002742, issued June 19, 2025 
Exhibit no. D6 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D7 Appeal, received June 19, 2025 
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Exhibit no. D8 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Appeal, personal statement, original appeal 
Exhibit no. A2 Personal statement 
Exhibit no. A3 Appeal, original appeal 
Exhibit no. B1  Dog park videos, embedded, Issaquah Highlands, May 19, 2025 
Exhibit no. B2  Dog park video, embedded, Beaver Lake Park, Sammamish, June 2025 
Exhibit no. B3  Dog park video, embedded, Unspecified Park, May 19, 2025 
Exhibit no. C1  Lakeside video, and Rainier Service Center, embedded 
Exhibit no. D1 Text message screenshots 
Exhibit no. D2 Witness statement, Fang Jiang 
Exhibit no. D3 Photograph of Vicky wearing muzzle 
Exhibit no. E1  Vicky’s vaccination record 
Exhibit no. E2  Tainting resources, links 
Exhibit no. E3  Location of incident map and photograph 
Exhibit no. F1  Rebuttal response 
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