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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 Mr. Medrano’s appeal but reduce the otherwise applicable monetary
penalties.

October 27, 2025
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Background 

2. On July 12, 2025, Ladislav Stejskal filed an online complaint with Regional Animal 
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident the prior day. Ex. D3. On July 
24, Animal Services issued a violation notice to Leopoldo Medrano Saucedo for the dog, 
Thomas, running at large and qualified as potentially dangerous on July 11. Exs. D6, D7. 
Mr. Medrano Saucedo’s son, Leonardo Medrano Calderon appealed. Ex. D8. We went to 
hearing on October 15. 

Legal Standards 

3. Animal Services asserts that on July 11, Thomas was “running at large” pursuant to KCC 
11.01.090; KCC 11.01.380. 

4. Animal Services asserts that on July 11, Thomas performed an act (biting a person, 
causing injury) which qualifies him as potentially dangerous under KCC 11.01.320(A)(1). 

5. Mr. Medrano acknowledged the bite in his appeal statement and initially seemed to assert 
that the bite was defensible pursuant to KCC 11.01.320(C) because Mr. Stejskal was 
trespassing on his property.  

6. The owner of an animal deemed “potentially dangerous” also has the defense of 
provocation available to them.  

7. 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 

8. Sgt. Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that Animal Services’ prime objective 
is public safety. This was an unfortunate case. Mr. Stejskal has walked this area previously 
without incident. The fencing that the Medrano’s have is substantial with several locking 
mechanisms on the gate. Animal Services understands that the Medrano’s had no 
intention for this to occur that day. However, Thomas’ actions caused injury to Mr. 
Stejskal and he qualifies as “potentially dangerous.” 

Animal Services asks that the designation and restrictions be upheld. Animal Services 
appreciates Mr. Medrano’s honesty throughout our hearing and has no objection to a 
fine adjustment.  

9. Ladislav Stejskal testified that on July 11, he was walking back from the post office. He 
was walking close to the curbed edge of the street since there are no sidewalk. Ex. D5-
001. He noticed a house that had a lot of “dog warning signs.” As he was walking right 
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in front of the gate, he heard two barks and a dog jumped on the gate.1 The gate popped 
open. Mr. Stejskal froze and was not sure what to do. It seemed like the dog was relaxing 
but as soon as he attempted to walk away, the dog bit him on the back of the leg which 
caused pain. Ex. D4-001. He was shocked that Thomas bit him.  

Following the bite, he saw Thomas roaming around and then ran down the street and 
disappeared. As soon as Thomas was out of sight, Mr. Stejskal left. He identified the 
property address by conducting a Google search and notified Animal Services.   

Mr. Stejskal is sure that Thomas is loving to his family and hopes that the fines are 
reduced to “little to nothing.” He proposed that he be sent a photo of the repaired gate 
in lieu of assessed fines to Mr. Medrano.  

10. Leonardo Medrano Calderon testified that on July 11, he returned home from work 
and his sister advised him about the incident earlier that day. She said that she took 
Thomas out like she normally does but Thomas was able to open the gate despite the 
two locking mechanisms. 

Mr. Medrano’s father received a voicemail later that day from an Animal Services officer 
which seemed to indicate that there was nothing of concern and the incident was not 
their fault.  

Mr. Medrano apologized to Mr. Stejskal for what he experienced with Thomas and 
requested Mr. Stejskal let him know if there is anything he can do for him. He is glad Mr. 
Stejskal is ok and has been worried about the case for the last few weeks.  

When questioned about his appeal statement indicating that Mr. Stejskal trespassed, Mr. 
Medrano clarified that he was confused and trying to piece together what had happened 
when he wrote the statement. He was apologetic for the appeal statement.  

Since the incident, he has tested the gate. Everyone in the home now checks to make 
sure that the gate is secured before leaving to ensure that a repeat incident like this does 
not occur again. They also put a rock in front of the locked gate for extra protection. 
They are currently looking into a third locking mechanism.  

11. Running at Large: “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not 
under control of a competent person,” with “under control” defined as “a domesticated 
animal … 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.” KCC 11.01.090; KCC 11.01.380. In our case, Thomas escaped the 
Medrano yard where he met Mr. Stejskal on the street and bit him. Thomas then ran 
down the street. Thomas was off of his owner’s premises and was not under the control 
of anyone whether by leash or voice control. We find that Thomas was running at large 
on July 11.  

 
1 During our hearing, the breed of the appellant’s dog was mentioned several times. Pursuant to RCW 16.08.110(2), we 
do not make determinations on whether to uphold a violation based on a dog’s breed. 
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12. “Potentially dangerous animal” means any animal that when unprovoked: 1. Bites or 
inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal…”. KCC 11.01.320(A)(1). Here, 
Thomas bit Mr. Stejskal breaking the skin. Absent some act of provocation, Thomas’ 
actions that day qualify him as potentially dangerous.  

13. “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.2 And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses 
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.3 

14. Mr. Stejskal was merely walking past the Medrano residence on a public street. Nothing 
he did that day constitutes tormenting, agitating, or harassing of Thomas. Further, we do 
not find that an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor unusually docile, who 
found himself free of his owner’s yard would approach a passerby and bite them. 
Thomas’ actions went too far that day. His behavior was not proportional to any 
stimulus Mr. Stejskal caused by walking by the Medrano home. Thomas was not 
provoked and we uphold his potentially dangerous designation.  

15. Mr. Medrano requested a fee reduction. We often reduce the otherwise applicable fine 
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, Mr. Medrano was extremely apologetic and kind to Mr. Stejskal 
throughout our hearing. The Medrano’s are looking into a third locking mechanism on 
their already substantial fencing. Further, they are all taking extra precautions to 
doublecheck the gates prior to leaving in the mornings. A fee reduction is in order.  

 
 
DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Mr. Medrano’s appeal and uphold the running at large violation and 

potentially dangerous designation for Thomas. 

2. We reduce the monetary penalties from $550 to $200.  

 
 
 
 
 

 
2 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)). 
3 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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ORDERED October 27, 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 26, 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 15, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
LEOPOLDO MEDRANO SAUCEDO, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF  

KING COUNTY FILE NO. V25017423-A25003123 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Ladislav Stejskal, and Leonardo Medrano Calderson. 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. A25003123 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of July 11, 2025 incident by Ladislav Stejskal, 

dated July 12, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of injury 
Exhibit no. D5 Photograph of where Mr. Stejskal was walking 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25017423-A25003123, issued July 24, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 Appeal, received July 29, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Map of subject area 
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