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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 Ms. Ray’s appeal but reduce the otherwise applicable monetary penalties.  
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Procedural Background 

2. On August 18, 2025, Zhuowei Wang filed an online complaint with Regional Animal 
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on August 16, 2025. Ex. D3. 
On August 22, 2025, Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017556-A25003850 
to Sutapa Ray for her dog, Luna, running at large and designating her as dangerous. Ex. 
D8. Sutapa Ray filed a timely appeal on September 15, 2025. Ex. D10.   

3. We went to hearing on November 21, 2025. Participating in the hearing were: Sgt. 
Chelsea Eykel representing Animal Services, complainant Zhuowei Wang, and appellant 
Sutapa Ray.  

Appeal Issues 

Per the Notice of Hearing, the issues identified for consideration on appeal are as 
follows:  

4. Whether the August 16 violation of KCC 11.04.230(O) (running at large) and the 
associated $50 penalty are supported by a preponderance of the evidence and 
appropriate under the facts of this case.  

5. Whether the August 16 violation of KCC 11.04.230(F) (dangerous animal) and the 
associated $500 penalty are supported by a preponderance of the evidence and 
appropriate under the facts of the case.  

6. Whether Ms. Ray’s request to reduce Luna’s dangerous animal designation to potentially 
dangerous is appropriate under the facts of our case.   

Factual Findings 

Weighing all the evidence, the hearing examiner finds the following facts by a 
preponderance of the evidence:  

7. We found all testifying party’s rendition of events credible. No witness seemed to 
embellish or overplay their testimony and we accept their testimonies as accurate. Ms. 
Ray was apologetic and remorseful throughout our hearing towards Mr. Wang. She 
acknowledged and agreed with the events of August 16. However, she questioned the 
timeline of events and raised concerns regarding her due process rights. The parties 
testified as follows.  

8. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that the video is very clear 
and shows that Cara was not doing anything prior to being attacked by Luna. Ex. D5. 
Luna’s attack on Cara included multiple bites. Luna attacked and then returned a few 
moments later to continue her attack. Id. Cara was hospitalized for multiple days and 
required a specialist to perform her surgery. The injury she sustained from Luna’s attack 
was not minor. The fact that Luna is larger does not change the criteria for the 
dangerous animal designation.  
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Animal Services believes that Luna meets the dangerous animal criteria for several 
reasons which include Cara’s injuries were not minor, there was no provocation, Luna 
disengaged, circled, and reengaged. Animal Services requested the designation, 
restrictions, and associated requirements be upheld.  

9. Zhouwei Wang testified that on the evening of August 16, he, his wife, and dog (Cara) 
were casually walking near their home. He was on the left and his wife was on the right 
with Cara on-leash. Out of nowhere, Cara began screaming. Ms. Ray’s dog had come 
from behind and attacked Cara near her rear-end. Ex. D6-001-002. Everything happened 
in a split-second. They worked to separate the two dogs. After a few seconds, Luna ran 
away. Cara was screaming in severe pain which could be heard throughout the 
community. Ex. D5. Two good Samaritans came to help and tracked down Luna. His 
wife was holding Cara who was bleeding everywhere. Ex. D6-001. Someone brought a 
towel to cover the wound. Cara was bleeding so profusely that they went home to clean 
the wound and then left for the emergency veterinary clinic. This incident was shocking 
and emotional for Mr. Wang and his entire family.  

Once at the emergency clinic, the veterinarian quickly triaged Cara. Ex. D7. Blood was 
everywhere. They waited for an hour before the doctor came to advise them that the 
injury was near Cara’s rectal area but it was difficult to tell how severe the injury was. 
Cara had to be put under anesthesia and once the veterinarian assessed the damage, she 
advised that Cara needed surgery urgently. Due to the severity and location of the injury, 
the veterinarian was concerned about future fecal incontinence.  

The Wangs were exhausted and left the emergency clinic around midnight. Although 
exhausted, they were unable to sleep. The veterinarian called them around 1:30 a.m. and 
advised that she was not comfortable performing the surgery and would be calling for a 
specialist to assist. Cara was kept sedated overnight. The Wangs had a sleepless night.  

Around 9:00-10:00 a.m., the veterinarian called and advised that she was waiting for the 
specialist to arrive. The specialist arrived around 1:00 p.m. and performed the surgery. 
Ex. D6-002. At approximately 6:00 p.m., the specialist contacted them and then advised 
that the rectal sphincter was partially damaged but Cara would recover without any fecal 
incontinence. It was advised that Cara spend another night hospitalized.  

The Wangs went to visit Cara at the emergency clinic. She was still under sedation and 
very drowsy. The Wangs decided to take Cara home and felt comfortable doing so since 
Mr. Wang has a medical background and felt that he could care for her at home. He got 
instructions for Cara’s care and took her home around midnight.  

The first week following the surgery was a difficult recovery process. Everywhere Cara 
went, she left blood. Her bowel movements were very bad and she suffered. She was not 
able to have a bowel movement for two days due to the severe pain. Cara was on 
medications to assist. The was an abundance of blood coming from the wound. By the 
fourth day after surgery, Cara was finally able to eat and drink.  
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10. Sutapa Ray testified that the incident was heartbreaking for her during that weekend. 
She inquired with Mr. Wang on Cara’s well-being. She does not contest or rebut anything 
that happened on August 16 and acknowledges the video documentation. Id.  

Ms. Ray is surprised that this happened and asserted that this behavior is out of character 
for Luna. She has watched the video (Ex. D5) several times and it is so hard for her to 
know that this happened.  

On August 16, she had two children at her home. They had been out all day and 
returned for dinner. Luna was out in the yard. The neighbor advised her that she might 
want to come “see about Luna.” She rushed out and saw the Wangs with Cara who was 
bleeding. It was extremely disturbing and shocking.  

Although she does not dispute that the incident occurred, Ms. Ray asserted that Animal 
Services’ timeline of events is not correct. Ex. D1-001. She is angry that the investigation 
was not done correctly and believes that her due process rights were violated. She feels 
that the case does not have merit based on the timeline of events alone because the 
investigating Animal Services officer, Officer Wheatly, did not take her statement before 
issuing the violation. She was home at the time of the incident and no one contacted her. 
She was waiting for the police and Animal Services to contact her all week. She received 
Officer Wheatly’s call on August 22, when she was traveling, after the Notice of 
Violation was issued. He went over the violation with her and narrated what it meant. He 
asked whether he should put the violation in her mailbox or leave it outside the house. 
He encouraged her to appeal and make the case that her dog is a larger dog and because 
of the size difference between the dogs, the injury is more serious.  

Ms. Ray bought her house with a yard just for Luna.1 Luna lives in her home with a cat 
and Ms. Ray’s daughters. She has not had any other interactions like this. Other 
neighbors and their dogs come to play with Luna without incident. Luna is very well 
socialized which Ms. Ray submitted a video, various pieces of documentation, and 
training records to support Luna’s character. Ex. A2, D10-006-007, D10-009-027. 

Luna has adjusted very well to wearing a muzzle, she wears a pronged collar, and is 
double leashed and double collared when walking or in the car. Ms. Ray requests that the 
restrictions be relaxed so Luna can play and run around in the back yard as her home is 
small with little room for running and playing ball. She has had a contractor erect a no-
dig fence. Ex. A1-001-003. Ms. Ray feels Luna should have the backyard area for 
play/exercise, per her statement, to avoid further negative behavior. Ex. D10-009. 

Ms. Ray opined that the dangerous animal designation restrictions are extensive and 
asked that she be “given a chance.” She requests that the violation be reduced to 
potentially dangerous rather than dangerous or allow Luna to be in a probationary period 
for six-months to a year and after that time without incident, the designation be reduced.   

 
1 Ms. Ray referenced Luna’s breed during her testimony; however, 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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Ms. Ray is concerned that if she has to rehome Luna, she will be euthanized. The 
financial burden is heavy and she is concerned about the insurance requirements for her 
home. She has taken extra precautions and feels that it is unfair for the designation to 
stand considering that she has taken extra precautions.  

Ms. Ray is extremely sorry and cares just as much for public safety as everyone else. She 
is willing to work with Animal Services to reach a solution. She paid the Wangs for 
Cara’s veterinary bills, extra training for Luna, and extra fencing. Ex. D10-028-031, A1-
001-008. 

Conclusions of Law 

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

12. 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. 

13. 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. Here, it apparent from the 
submitted video of the attack (Ex. D5), that Luna is on a public sidewalk and off of Ms. 
Ray’s property/premises. She is off-leash, not restrained by a human nor under any voice 
control, and is not prevented from approaching bystanders as she freely went up to the 
Wangs and Cara. We find that Luna was running at large on August 16. 

14. “Dangerous animal” means any animal that “[i]nflicts severe injury on or causes the 
death of a domesticated animal without provocation…KCC 11.01.120(A)(2).  “Severe 
injury” means any physical injury that results in “[o]ne or more disfiguring lacerations, 
avulsions, cuts or puncture wounds requiring medical attention, including, but not 
limited to, one or more sutures, steri strips or staples…” KCC 11.01.370. Here, Luna is 
seen in the submitted video attacking Cara. Luna initially attacks Cara and then quickly 
circles back and continues her attack. Cara’s injuries were significant as evidenced by the 
extensive veterinary records. Ex. D7-001-014. Cara’s injuries were so severe that she 
required days of hospitalization, anesthesia, sutures, and a specialist to be called in to 
perform the surgery and this is putting it lightly. For such a quick altercation, the injuries 
Cara sustained were excessive. We find that Cara’s injuries were severe. Absent some act 
of provocation, Luna’s behavior on August 16 meets the “dangerous animal” criteria.   

15. We understand Ms. Ray criticizes Animal Services’ investigation and conclusions. 
However, our hearings are de novo (“anew”). We give Animal Service’s determinations 
absolutely no deference. We make our decision independently from Animal Services, 
based on testimony and submitted exhibits from our hearing. We do not decide whether 
Animal Services was initially correct in how it came to its initial determination.  
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16. Ms. Ray requested Luna be allowed a probationary period of six-months to a year and 
after that time, the designation be reduced to “potentially dangerous.” Unfortunately, the 
code does not provide for that type of resolution. Moreover, there are no administrative 
mechanisms to implement or enforce remedies that deviate from the code’s 
requirements. 

17. Lastly, Ms. Ray also requested a fee reduction due to the financial burden. We often 
reduce the otherwise applicable monetary 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, the incident was not due 
to some act of negligence that Ms. Ray was engaging in at the time. It is obvious that Ms. 
Ray was apologetic and caring towards the Wangs and Cara following the incident and 
throughout our hearing. Further, she went above and beyond in securing her yard with 
additional fencing, engaged Luna in additional training, and graciously paid the Wangs 
for Cara’s veterinary bills. Ex. D10-028-031, A1-001-008. A fee reduction is in order.  

 
DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Ms. Ray’s appeal and uphold the dangerous animal designation and 

associated requirements for Luna.  

2. We reduce the otherwise applicable monetary penalty from $550 to $250.  

 
ORDERED December 10, 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. 
 



V25017556-A25003850–Sutapa Ray 7 

MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 21, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
SUTAPA RAY, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO. 

V25017556-A25003850 
 
Leila Arefi 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. A25003850 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of August 16, 2025, incident by Zhouwei Wang, 

dated August 18, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Online Complaint form of August 16, 2025, incident by Alyx Wiejrs, 

dated August 22, 2025 
Exhibit no. D5 Video of incident 
Exhibit no. D6 Photographs of Cara’s injury before and after surgery 
Exhibit no. D7 Vet Report and Bill 
Exhibit no. D8 Notice of violation no. V25017556-A25003850, issued August 22, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D10 Appeal, received September 15, 2025 
Exhibit no. D11 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Rebuttal exhibits 
Exhibit no. A2 Video 
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