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King County: Regional Animal Services of King County
represented by Chelsea Eykel
Regional Animal Services of King County
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Overview

1. On November 7, 2025, Animal Services filed 2 motion for reconsideration. Animal
Services listed the following reasons for its motion. Animal Services believes that:

A. “Bo killing Lincoln is disproportionate to Lincoln’s actions, which amounted to
barking and standing on his hind legs at least five feet away from Bo.”
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B. “It is clear in the video that Bo is laying down, then gets up and approaches
Lincoln, who is five feet away, before violently killing him. Lincoln made no
contact with Bo, and was a good distance away from Bo, restrained on leash.”

C. “If Bo had snapped at Lincoln or inflicted minor injury, Animal Servies would
understand the Hearing Examiner’s decision, but death is such a severe,
disproportionate reaction.”

D. “...[N]either animal was on its own property, so it is unclear if the case the
Examiner cited in paragraph 18 of the decision applies.”

2. Pursuant to Exam. R. XVI(A)(3), “[tjhe examiner may grant the motion if the movant
shows that the examiner’s determination was based in whole or in part on erroneous
information or failed to comply with existing laws, regulations, or adopted policies, or
shows that a procedural error prevented consideration of directly affected persons’
interests.”

3. The reasons for requesting reconsideration that Animal Services set forth (above in A-C)
are the same as what was presented at our hearing. In reaching our decision, we
considered each of these points as outlined in our original opinion (Paragraph 16.A-L).
In its motion for reconsideration, Animal Services only disagreed with our findings and
has not shown that our original decision was based in whole or in part on erroneous
information or that we failed to comply with existing laws, regulations, adopted policies,
or that a procedural error that prevented consideration of a directly affected party. We
provided specific reasons as to why we came to the decision and we cited relevant case
law.

4. Animal Services raised the concern that it is unsure if one of the cases we cited in our
decision (paragraph 18), McCoy v. Lucins, 839 So.2d 1050-51 (La. App. 2003), applies to
the facts of our case because “...neither animal was on its own property.” We
understand that Animal Services is attempting to distinguish McCoy from our facts
because the smaller dog in McCoy charged onto the property of the larger dog. However,
the consideration that we gave in reliance on this case was not based on whether the
dogs were on their own property but rather on the behavior of the dogs. In McCoy, the
smaller dog charged the larger dog which provoked the larger dog to attack which is the
same as what occurred in our case. Lincoln was not “a good distance away” from Bo, as
Animal Services asserts. Lincoln was repeatedly allowed to bark at Bo, at the end of his
leash, with paws off the ground. Bo had little room to move around at his owners’ feet
who were holding him extremely close to the clasp of the leash (where it attached to the
collar).

5. Even excluding the McCoy case from our analysis, our decision would still be the same.
We found provocation based on Lincoln’s repeated advances towards Bo during a six-
minute period of time. Further, based on the court’s finding in $7/, we found that
Lincoln’s conduct was provocative to Bo because of the prolonged and incessant
stimulus that Lincoln provided within a matter of minutes. As we cited in paragraph 19,
the Shanks court found that the focus in similar instances should be on who started the
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fight rather than who was more effective in causing damage. Had Lincoln been a larger
dog, death would likely not have occurred given the quick bite and shake. This was not a
sustained attack and Bo calmly walked away with Mr. Wagoner immediately after. He
was not out of control and complied to Mr. Wagoner’s commands as seen at time stamp
6:00 in the submitted video.

DECISION:

For the aforementioned reasons, we DENY Animal Service’s motion for reconsideration.

ORDERED November 14, 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 in
accordance with Ch. 7.16 RCW. It is the responsibility of the party seeking to appeal the
examiner’s decision to determine and meet the legal requirements for filing an appeal.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
SUBJECT:  Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V25017380-A25003153

HARRY WAGONER
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal

I, Jessica Oscoy, certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that
I transmitted the ORDER ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION to those listed on
the attached page as follows:

DX] EMAILED to all County staff listed as parties/interested persons and parties with e-mail
addresses on record.

laced with the United States Postal Service, through Quadient-Impress, with sufficient
% g P

postage, as FIRST CLASS MAIL in an envelope addressed to the non-County employee
patties/interested persons to addresses on record.

DATED November 14, 2025.
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Jessica Oscoy
Administrator
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