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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:

1.

Overview

After hearing the witnesses’ testimony, 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. On June 21, 2025, Heather Thomas filed an online complaint with Regional Animal
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on June 17.1 On June 21,
Animal Services issued a violation notice to Danielle Munroe for her dogs, Lucy and
Wrex, being unlicensed, running at large, and qualifying as potentially dangerous.? The
Munroes appealed.? We went to hearing on October 2.

Legal Standards

3. King County Code (K.C.C.) requires any owner of a dog eight weeks old and older in
King County for more than thirty days to license and register that dog, and to renew the
license before it expires. See K.C.C. 11.04.030.A.

4. A dog is “at large” when off the premises of its owner and not under the control of a
competent person, except in designated off-leash areas or for certain sanctioned
purposes. “Under control” means the dog is 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. See K.C.C. 11.04.230.0,
K.C.C. 11.01.090, and K.C.C. 11.01.380.

5. A “potentially dangerous” dog is any dog that bites or inflicts injury on another dog
when unprovoked. See K.C.C. 11.01.320.A.1. 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
agegressive nor unusually docile, would react to an inciting act.* A key factor of courts’
analyses is that “provocation” also 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.® 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.

Lestimony

7. Both Ms. Thomas and Ms. Munroe were credible witnesses and described essentially the
same facts.

! See Exhibit D3.

2 See Exhibits D5 and DG6.

3 See Exhibit D7.

* See Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkhan: v. Will, 311 1ll. App. 3d
787,792, 724 N.E.2d 1062 (2000)).

5> See Strogp v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273-75; Kirkbam at 792.

¢ See the Hearing Examiner’s Rules of Procedure and Mediation, Rule XV.F.3
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Ms. Thomas testified that she was walking her two miniature dachshund dogs, Zero and
Max, on the sidewalk past Ms. Munroe’s house. Suddenly, Ms. Munroe’s two large dogs,
Lucy and Wrex, broke through the fence. Wrex grabbed Zero in his mouth and dragged
him back through the hole in the fence. Ms. Thomas screamed and attempted to retrieve
Zero by sticking her hands through the fence. She eventually had to put both hands
inside Wrex’s mouth to get him to let go of Zero. Ms. Thomas grabbed Zero and
attempted to stand back up. During all this, Lucy continued to jump on Ms. Thomas and
kept knocking her to the ground. Both Lucy and Wrex attempted to grab Zero and Max
again, but a bystander intervened and tried to keep the dogs at bay by wielding a piece of
the broken fence. Lucy was persistent in trying to get at Ms. Thomas and her dogs, while
Wrex had wandered off back towards the house. The bystander was able to escort Ms.
Thomas and her dogs to the safety of his car. Ms. Munroe came out of the house and
took her dogs back inside. Ms. Munroe offered her assistance and paid all the vet bills.
The vet examined both Zero and Max; Zero was bitten and needed surgery for
lacerations on his snout. Ms. Thomas was not bitten by the dogs, but she was bruised
and scraped when attempting to rescue her dogs reaching through the broken fence.

Ms. Munroe testified that on June 17 she stepped inside her house and left her two dogs
in the back yard, since she had a seemingly secure six-foot cedar fence in place. While
inside, she heard a ruckus and had a sense that something was wrong. She came outside,
called for her dogs, and realized that they had broken through the cedar fence and were
no longer in the back yard. She ran around to the front yard to retrieve her dogs. After
getting both dogs back inside, she apologized to Ms. Thomas. Afterwards, Ms. Munroe
reflected on Lucy’s behavior and realized that there had been warning signs that she
hadn’t registered. While Lucy seemed excited after the attack, Wrex seemed ashamed;
Ms. Munroe feels that Wrex was merely following Lucy’s lead that day. Ms. Munroe and
her husband ultimately decided it was necessary to euthanize Lucy. Wrex is now in
obedience training and is doing well. The Munroe family has since moved to Pierce
County.

Unlicensed

10.

11.

Ms. Munroe did not dispute that Lucy and Wrex were unlicensed on June 17. Prior to
receiving the notice, Ms. Munroe had confused the rabies licenses both dogs had
received with the King County licenses. Therefore, with regard to the licensing issue the
appeal is denied.

However, since it seems to have been an honest misunderstanding, we will reduce the
penalty to the amount the licenses would have been if Ms. Munroe had paid for them
when they were due. Annual licensing fees for unaltered pets are $60. Ms. Munroe
adopted Lucy four years ago and Wrex three years ago. Therefore, we reduce the
unlicensed penalty to $240 for Lucy and $180 for Wrex.
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Running At L arge

12.

13.

Ms. Munroe did not dispute that both Lucy and Wrex were off her premises and not
under her control on June 17. Both dogs met the definition of running “at large” and
therefore with regard to that violation the appeal is denied.

The Hearing Examiner often reduces penalty fees when the violation is despite, rather
than due to, the ownet’s actions. Ms. Munroe had installed a six-foot cedar fence around
her back yard at the time of the incident. There was no indication that the dogs would be
able to break through it on June 17, since it had secured them in the past. Ms. Munroe
came outside to retrieve the dogs as quickly as she could after she realized something was
wrong. A substantial reduction in the fee is warranted here.

Potentially Dangerous

14.

15.

16.

There is no dispute that Lucy approached Ms. Thomas on the sidewalk in a menacing
tashion, knocking Ms. Thomas down repeatedly and trying to attack the dog in her arms.
There is no dispute that Wrex grabbed Zero with his mouth and dragged him under the
fence, causing bites and injuries that required surgery. Under K.C.C. 11.01.320, these
actions qualify each dog separately as “potentially dangerous” dogs unless they were
provoked. There is no evidence of any provocation: Ms. Thomas and her dogs were
simply walking down the sidewalk on the other side of the fence.

In King County a one-time action can qualify a dog as “potentially dangerous,” even if
the dog does not otherwise have an aggressive temperament. In this case, both dogs
carried on a sustained attack against much smaller dogs. Wrex would not let go of Zero,
even when Ms. Thomas was trying to wrest him away by force. Lucy would not stop
coming after Ms. Thomas, even as she was trying to flee with her dogs. Therefore, with
regard to the potentially dangerous designation the appeal is denied.

Ms. Munroe took full responsibility for her dogs at the hearing and was very remorseful.
It was clear she was troubled by what had happened and was determined to ensure that
nothing like it would ever happen again. She paid around $1,000 for Max and Zero’s
veterinary bills and Ms. Thomas spoke of Ms. Munroe’s unfailing cooperation in the
aftermath. She did everything possible to be a responsible dog-owner in these
unfortunate circumstances. A substantial reduction in the fee is warranted here.

DECISION:

We DENY Ms. Munroe’s appeal as to the two unlicensed violations but reduce the
penalty from $500 to $420.

We DENY Ms. Munroe’s appeal as to the two at large violations but waive the monetary
penalty in its entirety.
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3. We DENY Ms. Munroe’s appeal as to the two potentially dangerous designations but
reduce the penalty from $1,000 to $300.

ORDERED October 17, 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
Nowvember 17, 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 OCTOBER 2, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF
DANIELLE AND ANDRE MUNROE, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF
KING COUNTY FILE NO. V25017256-A25002754

Peter Heineccius was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were
Chelsea Eykel, Heather Thomas, and Danielle Munroe. 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. A25002754

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of June 17, 2025, incident by Heather Thomas,
dated June 21, 2025

Exhibit no. D4 Enumclaw Police Report

Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V25017256-A25002754, issued June 21, 2025

Exhibit no. D6 Potentially Dangerous Designation

Exhibit no. D7 Appeal, received July 3, 2025

Exhibit no. D8 Map of subject area
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I, Lauren Olson, certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that
I transmitted the REPORT AND DECISION to those listed on the attached page as follows:
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