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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. Wilson’s appeal; however, we reduce the otherwise applicable monetary 
penalties.  
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Procedural Background 

2. On October 1, 2025, Brittney LaHayne filed an online complaint with Regional Animal 
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on September 27. Ex. D3. On 
October 2, Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017687-A25004647 to 
Vonette Wilson for her dog, Nunu, being unlicensed/unaltered, running at large, and 
qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D6, D7. Vonette Wilson filed a timely appeal on 
October 14. Ex. D8.   

3. We went to hearing on December 17. Participating in the hearing were: Sgt. Chelsea 
Eykel representing Animal Services, complainant Brittney LaHayne, and their witness 
Benjamin LaHayne, appellant Vonette Wilson, and her son R.W.  

Appeal Issues 

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

4. In Ms. Wilson’s October 14 appeal statement, she refutes that her dog, Nunu, is 
potentially dangerous. She acknowledges that her nine-year-old son was walking Nunu at 
the time of the incident. Ms. Wilson should make her son available for our hearing if she 
intends to have us hear his eye-witness testimony, otherwise it will be considered hearsay. 
The limited issue raised in the appeal statement is whether the potentially dangerous 
animal designation and associated restrictions can be overturned and whether the $800 
monetary penalty can be waived. 

5. Based on the scope of the appeal statement, the issue(s) on appeal are as follows:  

A. Whether the September 27 running at large violation of KCC 11.04.230(O) and 
the associated $50 penalty are supported by a preponderance of the evidence and 
appropriate under the facts of this case.    

B. Whether the September 27 unlicensed/unaltered violation of KCC 11.04.230(P) 
and the associated $250 penalty are supported by a preponderance of the 
evidence and appropriate under the facts of this case.    

C. Whether the September 27 potentially dangerous animal violation of KCC 
11.04.230(F) and the associated $500 penalty are supported by a preponderance 
of the evidence and appropriate under the facts of this case.   

Factual Findings 

Weighing all the evidence, the hearing examiner finds the following facts by a 
preponderance of the evidence:  
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6. Ms. Wilson was not present for September 27 incident; however, her son, R.W. was 
present and provided credible, eye-witness testimony as to what occurred that day.1 The 
parties testified as follows: 

7. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that Animal Services primary 
function is public safety. Animal Services believes Ms. Wilson when she testified that her 
dog, Nunu, is well-behaved; however, there was credible testimony from Mr. LaHayne’s 
that Nunu was aggressive that day. It seems that Nunu behaves well with Ms. Wilson’s 
older son but when with her younger son, there is an issue. The issue may arise with the 
child because he is younger. Animal Services believes that on September 27, Nunu’s 
actions met the criteria for potentially dangerous.  

Animal Services requested that the violations, designation, and associated restrictions be 
upheld, specifically the muzzling requirement and that Nunu is only walked by someone 
who can handle her.  

The running at large violation was issued because Nunu was able to approach someone. 
Mr. LaHayne took action to avoid a run-in with Nunu by walking near a car; however, 
she was still able to get to them.   

8. Benjamin LaHayne testified that he has had at least two previous incidents with Nunu 
who was accompanied by the same child as on September 27. During the previous 
incidents, Nunu was with the small child and not accompanied by an adult when she 
aggressively postured and nipped at Mr. LaHayne’s dog.  

On September 27, between 7:00 -7:30 a.m., Mr. LaHayne was walking his dogs. As he 
was turning the corner on the sidewalk, he was approached by a small child who was 
holding a leashed Nunu. Unlike the previous incidents, Mr. LaHayne walked near a car 
(40-50 feet away) to try to prevent Nunu from seeing them; however, she did see them 
and pulled away from the child. She did not growl or posture before latching onto his 
dog’s (Tilly) back leg. Tilly yelped and cried. He tried to pull his dog away. Nunu would 
not let go of Tilly for a brief time. The child ran over and grabbed the leash but was not 
able to pull Nunu away. He was able to keep Nunu stationary. Mr. LaHayne got Tilly 
back to his apartment and then came back to confront the child but the child was gone.  

Mr. LaHayne checked Tilly for injuries but could not see anything. Later that day he 
noticed a red spot where she had been laying. He took Tilly to the veterinarian and after 
being shaved, puncture marks were discovered. Ex. D4-001-002, D5-001.  

He has not seen anyone else from the Wilson household walk Nunu previously. Two 
days after the incident, he saw the same child walking outside without Nunu and 
approached him asking to speak with his mother. Mr. LaHayne was able to speak to Ms. 
Wilson and inform her of what occurred.  

 
1 We protect the identity of minor who testify at our hearings. We only refer to them by their initials. 
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He has sent emails to the apartment complex about an aggressive dog; however, the 
apartment staff have not done anything about the issue.  

9. Brittney LaHayne testified that her husband primarily walks their dogs; however, she 
walks them every-so-often. She has seen Nunu walked by an older, teenaged boy and 
younger children as well.  

On August 18, when they emailed the apartment complex’s office, the email was 
regarding her first interaction where Nunu got lose. It was very scary that the dog got 
lose and she did not know what to do in the moment. In her email, she let the apartment 
staff know that they had had four to five interactions with the same dog and the 
interactions were negative. 

Ms. LaHayne asked Ms. Wilson to not allow the children to walk the dog. Nunu does not 
seem to have an issue with people, only dogs.  

10. Vonette Wilson testified that Nunu is not aggressive. She knows that Nunu wants to say 
“hi” to other dogs. She has never witnessed Nunu become aggressive. She goes to 
various dog parks without incident and has not had any issues at her residence. She 
always asks if people’s dogs are friendly when out with Nunu. There are tons of dogs 
that are not friendly in the apartment complex. She has noticed that dogs who are not 
socialized tend to be more frantic when other dogs come up.  

Nunu is an emotional support animal through her son’s therapy. Nunu is a sweetheart 
when people come into her home. Even when the Animal Services officer came, Ms. 
Wilson’s door was open and Nunu did not lunge. Nunu is gentle with her children.  

Ms. Wilson does not understand what happened that day. She opined that perhaps Nunu 
was defending herself if Tilly came off as unfriendly. Nunu does not just run out to 
attack dogs. She believes that whatever happened should not have happened. She feels 
terrible that Mr. LaHayne had to take Tilly to the vet. People automatically assume Nunu 
is aggressive because of her breed.2  

Nunu is spayed and has been since she has been with Ms. Wilson but her license is 
expired. She was last licensed in 2021. Animal Services agreed with this as well. 

Ms. Wilson is concerned about the restrictions and her ability to take Nunu to dog parks. 
This is how Nunu gets her exercise. Nunu is able to be free at dog parks. This whole 
process has been hard for her whole family. She feels that the designation is unfair. She 
understands that a dog will be a dog. No one advised her that there was an issue before. 
If she had known there was a problem, she would have corrected it. Her younger son has 
not taken Nunu out since that day. Her 17-year-old takes her out. She thinks that it is 
unfair to keep her from going to a dog park.  

 
2. Pursuant to RCW 16.08.110(2), we do not make determinations on whether to uphold a violation based on a dog’s 
breed. Our decision would be the same not matter the breed of the dog.  
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11. R.W. testified that on September 27, he took Nunu out before school. She saw Tilly and 
wanted to go over and say “hi”. Nunu got a little scared and started to be mean. Nunu 
got lose from him with her leash still attached. Nunu ran around with the other dog a 
little. She growled but he did not see her bite Tilly. Tilly was trying to run away to avoid 
getting hurt.  

Conclusions of Law 

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

13. 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. 

14. 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, Nunu was initially restrained 
by a leash and was walking with R.W., but as he testified, she got lose from him with her 
leash still attached. Once out of his control, she was not restrained by anyone and not 
subject to any voice control or signal. She was not prevented from approaching the 
LaHaynes or Tilly. Thus, we find that Nunu was running at large on September 27.  

15. “‘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. The 
LaHaynes, specifically Mr. LaHayne, provided credible testimony as to the identity of 
Nunu on September 27. R.W. was also very honest when he said that Nunu got lose 
from him, got a little scared and started to be mean, ran around with Tilly, and growled 
at her. R.W. did say that he did not see Nunu bite Tilly. We do not doubt him on this; 
however, it is not uncommon, even in hearings where the fact of a bite is not in dispute, 
that an eyewitness standing right there later notes not actually seeing the bite. Sometimes 
even the victim acknowledges not immediately noticing they had been bitten.  

16. We decide our cases on a preponderance of the evidence standard which means what 
more-likely-than-not occurred based on credible testimony and submitted evidence. We 
find that Nunu more-likely-than-not did bite and inflict injuries on Tilly which required a 
trip to the veterinarian, cleaning of the wound, pain medications, and antibiotics. Ex. D4-
001-002, D5-001. Absent some act of provocation, Nunu’s actions on September 27 
qualify her as potentially dangerous.  

17. Ms. Wilson did not specifically say in her appeal statement that Nunu was provoked into 
action that day; however, she asserts in her appeal that R.W. advised her that “…the 
other dog [Tilly] was the one who became aggressive or scared towards my dog [Nunu], 
causing both dogs to become defensive…” Ex. D8-002.  
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18. “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.3 And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses 
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.4  

19. In our case, even if Tilly became scared while leashed, becoming scared does not amount 
to provocation of Nunu per Ms. Wilson’s supposition. R.W., an eye-witness, testified 
that Nunu got scared and started to be mean. Nunu was able to get free and approach 
Tilly and Mr. LaHayne which is not behavior of a dog who “got scared” or “wanted to 
say ‘hi.’” Further, according to Mr. LaHayne’s credible testimony, he went approximately 
40-50 feet away to avoid Nunu, yet she approached and started acting aggressively. 
Nothing Mr. LaHayne or Tilly did that day is considered tormenting, agitating, or 
harassment of Nunu. Mr. LaHayne specifically tried to avoid Nunu but she is the one 
who closed in the space. Further, we do not find that an average dog, neither unusually 
aggressive nor unusually docile would react to a dog and its owner who are 40-50 feet 
away by closing the distance, growling, and biting the other dog. Nunu’s actions went too 
far that day and we do not find that she was provoked.  

20. Unlicensed/Unaltered: Ms. Wilson was also issued a violation for Nunu being 
unlicensed and unaltered pursuant to KCC 11.04.230(P). Ms. Wilson testified that Nunu 
is spayed/altered but has not been licensed since 2021. Ms. Wilson should provide 
documentation to Animal Services indicating that Nunu is spayed. If she does this, 
Animal Services should change the violation to altered/unlicensed and the fine to $125 
rather than $250. 

21. Ms. Wilson requested that the monetary penalties be waived due to financial hardship. 
Ex. D8-002. We often reduce the otherwise applicable penalty in cases 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, we do not doubt Ms. Wilson when she said she was not aware of the issues with 
Nunu. We do not find that the incident occurred as a result of some act of negligence 
she was taking part in at the time. Further, we believe her when she said she is 
committed to keeping Nunu’s license and vaccines up-to-date and getting her 
microchipped. Additionally, she has not allowed her younger son to take Nunu out since 
the incident. A fee reduction is in order.  

22. Lastly, Ms. Wilson raised concerns about the muzzling and dog park 
requirement/restrictions. Unfortunately, the code does not provide for a resolution that 
would relax those restrictions when a potentially dangerous animal designation is upheld. 

 
3 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)). 
4 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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Moreover, there are no administrative mechanisms to implement or enforce remedies 
that deviate from the code’s requirements. 

DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Ms. Wilson’s appeal and uphold the running at large violation and potentially 

dangerous designation for Nunu.  

2. If Ms. Wilson provides proof to Animal Services within 30 days from that issuance of 
this decision that Nunu is spayed/altered, Animal Services must change the violation 
from unaltered/unlicensed to altered/unlicensed and reduce the fine from $250 to $125. 

3. We reduce the remaining monetary penalties from $550 to $250.  

 
ORDERED December 30, 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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MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 17, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
VONETTE WILSON, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  

FILE NO. V25017687-A25004647 
 
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. A25004647 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of September 27, 2025, incident by Britteny 

LaHayne, dated October 1, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Tilly’s injury 
Exhibit no. D5 Vet Report 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25017687-A25004647, issued October 2, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 Appeal, received October 14, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Map of subject area 
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