
OFFICE OF THE HEARING EXAMINER 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

Telephone (206) 477-0860 
hearingexaminer@kingcounty.gov 

www.kingcounty.gov/independent/hearing-examiner 

REPORT AND DECISION 

SUBJECT: Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V25017475-A25002834 

THAI TRAN 
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal 

Activity no.: A25-002834 

Appellant: Thai Tran 
 

Renton, WA 98058 
Telephone:  
Email:  

King County: Regional Animal Services of King County 
represented by Chelsea Eykel 
Regional Animal Services of King County 
21615 64th Avenue S 
Kent, WA 98032 
Telephone: (206) 263-5968 
Email: raskcappeals@kingcounty.gov 

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. Tran’s appeal.
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Procedural Background 

2. On June 24, 2025, G.S.1, a minor, filed an online complaint with Regional Animal 
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on June 23, 2025. Ex. D3. On 
August 6, 2025, Animal Services issued a violation notice to Thai Tran for his dog, Fuji, 
qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D6, D7. Mr. Tran filed a timely appeal on 
August 7, 2025. Ex. D8.  

3. We went to hearing on October 21, 2025. Mr. Tran represented and testified for himself 
as the appellant. G.S., the complainant and witness to the incident, and Sunitha Shankar, 
testified for Animal Services, which was represented by Sgt. Chelsea Eykel. 

Appeal Issues 

Per the Notice of Hearing, the issue identified for consideration on appeal is as follows: 

4. Is the Potentially Dangerous designation under KCC 11.04.230.F and associated $500 
fine appropriate where the owner argues that Fuji’s conduct was a reflexive response to a 
jogger and was not malicious.   

Factual Findings 

Weighing all the evidence, the Hearing Examiner finds the following facts by a 
preponderance of the evidence: 

5. Mr. Tran is the owner of Fuji. Mr. Tran was walking Fuji, on leash, along a path near his 
home on June 24, 2025. Testimony of Mr. Tran.  

6. G.S. was jogging along the same path coming towards Mr. Tran and Fuji. Testimony of 
G.S. As he approached them, he moved to the right to give them additional space on the 
walkway. Id. Mr. Tran was between G.S. and Fuji and G.S. approached. Id.  

7. As G.S. passed Mr. Tran and Fuji, Fuji lunged at G.S. and bit him in the inner thigh. Id. 
G.S. initially did not believe he was injured, but then noticed he was bleeding. Id. He 
then went home and told his mother, Sunitha Shankar, what happened. Id. G.S. provided 
a photo of the injury and documentation from his urgent care visit. Ex. D4, D5. 

8. Ms. Shankar took G.S. to urgent care where his wound was cleaned and he was given 
stitches and antibiotics. Testimony of Ms. Shankar. He had to return for a follow-up visit 
to have the sutures removed. Id. He still has a scar on his inner thigh. Id. 

9. The following day, Ms. Shankar and G.S. contacted Mr. Tran and communicated that his 
dog had injured G.S. Id. 

10. Mr. Tran does not dispute that Fuji caused the injury to G.S. Testimony of Mr. Tran.; 
Ex. D8. His appeal statement appears to assert that Fuji was surprised by G.S. jogging by 
and that biting G.S. was a reflective response to being startled. Ex. D8.  

 
1 The Hearing Examiner’s Office references minors by their initials in its decisions.  
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11. During the hearing itself, Mr. Tran acknowledged that he was not paying attention to 
who was approaching and was himself surprised by G.S. approaching quickly. Testimony 
of Mr. Tran. He stated that Fuji had never reacted like that before. Id. 

12. Mr. Tran expressed sincere remorse, indicating that he was “terribly sorry” and was 
‘seeking forgiveness” for “not controlling his dog.” Testimony of Mr. Tran. He testified 
that he has already paid the $500 penalty assessed by Animal Services. Id. 

13. Animal Services testified that its primary function is safety and that, although Mr. Tran 
was being responsible, this injury did occur while Fuji was leashed and the goal of the 
potentially dangerous designation is to implement restrictions that will prevent this 
situation from happening again. Testimony of Sgt. Eykel.  

14. In response to Mr. Tran’s suggestion that Fuji was provoked, Sgt. Eykel noted that G.S. 
was jogging on a public path, gave Mr. Tran and Fuji space, and this is not a situation 
that meets the definition of “provocation.” Id.; See Ex. D1, D2, D9.  

15. Sgt. Eykel acknowledged that no one intended this to happen, but it did, and the 
potentially dangerous designation should stand. Testimony of Sgt. Eykel. 

Conclusions of Law 

16. The hearing examiner has jurisdiction pursuant to KCC 20.22.040. 

17. Animal Services bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of evidence both the 
violation and the appropriateness of the remedy it has imposed. KCC 20.22.080.G; 
.210.B. We do not grant substantial weight or otherwise accord deference to agency 
determinations. Exam. R. XV.F.3.  

18. A preponderance of the evidence supports Animal Services’ citation and monetary 
penalty for Fuji’s “Potentially Dangerous” designation per KCC 11.04.230.F. Under 
KCC 11.01.320, an animal is “potentially dangerous” if, when unprovoked, it: 

1.  Bites or inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal; 
2.  Chases or approaches a person upon the streets, sidewalks, or any public 

grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack; 
3.  Has a known propensity, tendency, or disposition to attack, to cause injury, or 

otherwise to threaten the safety of humans or domestic animals; or 
4.  Jointly engages, with one or more animals in conduct meeting subsections 

A.1., A.2., or A.3., of this section, in which case all animals are deemed potentially 
dangerous, absent an affirmative demonstration that a specific animal was not 
responsible for a qualifying act. 

 
19. Fuji bit and injured G.S. This meets the first criteria in KCC 11.01.320 and warrants the 

potentially dangerous violation with the restrictions that accompany that designation in 
KCC 11.04.275.  

20. As to whether Fuji was provoked, this defense is not applicable under the facts of this 
case. “Provocation” means “to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately before 
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the attack, chase or menacing behavior….” KCC 11.01.350. G.S. jogging by on a public 
pathway is not tormenting, agitating, or harassing behavior. 

21. This was an unfortunate incident and Mr. Tran seems committed to ensuring Fuji is 
muzzled on walks and otherwise complies with the potentially dangerous dog restrictions 
to avoid any repeat behavior by Fuji.    

 
DECISION: 
 
1. I uphold the potentially dangerous designation for Fuji along with the restrictions that 

accompany that designation in KCC 11.04.275.   

2. The monetary penalty is reduced from $500 to $200.  

 
ORDERED October 29, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Devon Shannon 
 Hearing Examiner 
 
 

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 28, 2025. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in 
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 
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MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 21, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF  
THAI TRAN, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  

FILE NO. V25017475-A25002834 
 
Devon Shannon was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. 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. A25002834 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of June 23, 2025, incident by G. Shankar, dated 

June 24, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of injury 
Exhibit no. D5 Medical paperwork 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25017475-A25002834, issued August 6, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 Appeal, received August 7, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Map of subject area 
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