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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, the Honans’ appeal is denied.
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Procedural Backeround

2. On October 2, 2025, Larry Gmeiner filed an online complaint with Regional Animal
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on October 2. Ex. D3. On
October 3, Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017701-A25004666 to David
Honan for his dogs, Devin and Callie, both running at large and qualifying as potentially
dangerous. Exs. D5, D6. David and Cortney Honan filed a timely appeal on October 27,
2025. Ex. D7.

3. We went to hearing on December 3. Participating in the hearing were: Sgt. Chelsea Eykel
representing Animal Services, complainant Larry Gmeiner, appellants David and Cortney
Honan, and their witness, Dr. Jessica Veal.

Appeal Issues

The issues identified for consideration on appeal are as follows:

4. Whether Devin or Callie’s October 2, 2025, violations for “Running at Large” 1st
Offenses (KCC 11.04.230.0) and the associated monetary penalties are supported by a
preponderance of the evidence and appropriate under the facts of this case.

5. Whether Devin’s October 2, 2025, “Potentially Dangerous” 1st Offense violation (KCC
11.04.230.F) and the associated $500 penalty is 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:

6. On October 2, 2025, Mr. Gmeiner was walking his dog, Chuckie, on a leash down SE
715t St, on the far side of the road from the Honan’s property. Devin and Callie came
“charging out of another neighbor’s property” 100 feet down the road toward Mr.
Gmeiner and Chuckie. They were “barking and growling” as they approached and Mr.
Gmeiner was yelling at them to “go away, go home, and [the dogs]| ignored that, they just
kept coming.” Testimony of Mr. Gmeiner.

7. When they reached Chuckie, Devin and Callie both attacked from the “front and back.”
Callie started “chewing” Chuckie’s back leg and Devin was engaging with Chuckie face
to face. Chuckie was “fending off” Devin from attacking from the front. Testimony of
Mr. Gmeiner.

8. As Mr. Gmeiner attempted to get Chuckie away from the Honan dogs, he was knocked
down, and Callie then bit “at least twice” in his leg. The bites resulted in deep puncture
wounds that “bled for over two-weeks.” Testimony of Mr. Gmeiner; Ex. D4. It took
over a month for Mr. Gmeiner to recover from the injuries and continues to have an
impact on his level of comfort around dogs. Testimony of Mr. Gmeiner.
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Mr. Gmeiner estimated that the encounter was about two-minutes long, and he was
“yelling at the top of [his] lungs” with no response from the Honans. Testimony of Mr.
Gmeiner.

Mr. Gmeiner adamantly opposed the idea that Chuckie did anything to provoke Devin
or Callie. Testimony of Mr. Gmeiner.

The Honans do not dispute that Devin and Callie were off their property on October 2,
2025. In fact, they provided evidence establishing the times and locations where their
dogs exited and reentered their property on that date. Ex. A2, A13-15.

The Honans evidence and testimony supported the significant efforts they have taken,
prior to and after the incident, to ensure Devin and Callie are contained on the property
and a repeat situation does not occur. They explained that their boundary controls failed
on October 2, 2025, and that this system failure should not result in a code violation.

The Honans did not dispute that Callie attacked and injured Mr. Gmeiner. Mr. Honan
testified, however, that Devin’s behavior did not warrant a “potentially dangerous”
designation because he was “only following Callie.” Mr. Honan offered that Devin could
not have been the aggressor in the attack on Mr. Gmeiner because he was several
seconds behind Callie when they left the property. Testimony of Mr. Honan; Ex. A12.

The Honans further opined that there must have been some provocation to instigate this
agegressive behavior from Callie and Devin, as this is uncharacteristic of them.

Mr. Honan provided evidence and testimony as to Callie and Devin’s past behavior to
provide a “baseline” for their regular demeanor. Ex. A9-A11. This included testimony
from Dr. Veal, the Honan’s friend and veterinarian, as well as video showing the dogs
barking along the fence line.

Conclusions of Law

The hearing examiner has jurisdiction pursuant to KCC 20.22.040.

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.

An animal is found to violate KCC 11.04.230.0 when they are “at large,” meaning they
are “off the premises of [the] owner and not under control of a competent person.”
KCC 11.01.090.

“Under Control” means “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 11.04.380.
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A preponderance of the evidence supports the violations for Devin and Callie being “at
large.” The fact that the dogs were off the property on October 2, 2025, is undisputed.
Whether or not the Honan’s typical boundary controls are robust, they did not work to
keep Callie and Devin “under control” on the day in question. The fact that their device
failure was unexpected and an anomaly does not absolve them of responsibility for their
dogs’ actions or make the regulations inapplicable. Devin and Callie were not restrained
from leaving the property on October 2, 2025, and were “Running at Large” within the
meaning of KCC 11.04.230.0.

The remaining consideration is whether a preponderance of the evidence supports the
designation of Devin as a potentially dangerous dog. I find that the department has met
its burden. There are many cases where one dog is a primary aggressor and another dog
at the scene is essentially observing, but not participating in, the attack. This is not that
situation.

Under KCC 11.01.320.A, a “Potentially dangerous animal” is any animal that, when
unprovoked:

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
A1., 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.

Mzr. Gmeiner’s first-hand observations and testimony were entirely credible. He specified
that both dogs “charged” down the street towards him and Chuckie, barking and
growling. He specified that both Devin and Callie “attacked” Chuckie, from the front
and back, and Chuckie had to fend off Devin on the front side of the attack.

Contrary to Mr. Honan’s read of the regulation, Devin’s behavior clearly meets the
second and fourth criteria in the potentially dangerous animal definition. He certainly
approached Mr. Gmeiner in a “menacing fashion” and “attitude of attack.” Devin also
“jointly engaged” with Callie in attacking and inflicting injury on Chuckie and Mr.
Gmeiner per subsection 11.01.320.A.4.

Mr. Honan posited that Devin and Callie must have been provoked to act this way
because this was not their typical demeanor. But there is no evidence of any type of
provocation that would meet the definition in code.
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“Provocation” or “provoke” means to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately
before the attack, chase, or menacing behavior. KCC 11.01.350. Mr. Gmeiner and
Chuckie did not provoke Devin or Callie prior to the attack. There is no evidence of any
provocative event that happened before they charged down the road toward Mr.
Gmeiner, and even if there were, it would likely not meet the requirement that the
provocation take place “immediately before” the attack.

Because the evidence establishes both dogs were off the property and engaged in the
attack on Mr. Gmeiner and Chuckie, the testimony and evidence related to Callie and
Devin’s general demeanor in the past is largely irrelevant. If Devin’s involvement had
been in doubt, it may have played a role in the analysis here. But Devin was not just a
bystander: he played an active role in the behavior that resulted in injuries to Chuckie
and Mr. Gmeiner.

This is a truly unfortunate incident as the Honans’ certainly take their responsibility to
keep the dogs on the property seriously and have not been negligent in setting up what
they believed would be effective boundary controls. In the aftermath of the incident they
have completed a physical fence around the property to supplement the signal controls
they already had in place. Ex. A3. They also established compliance with the majority of
the potentially dangerous dog requirements prior to the hearing. Ex. A4-A6, A8. Because
of the Honans’ genuine efforts to avoid this type of situation from occurring, both in the
first instance and in the future, I am reducing the total monetary penalty to $600.

DECISION:

The Honans’ appeal is DENIED.
The Running at Large violations for Devin and Callie are upheld.

The Potentially Dangerous Dog designations and the associated restrictions and
requirements will apply to both Devin and Callie.

The civil penalties are reduced to $600.

ORDERED December 15, 2025.

Devon Shannon
Hearing Examiner
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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.

MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 3, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF
DAVID AND CORTNEY HONAN, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF
KING COUNTY FILE NO. V25017701-A25004666

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. A25004666

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of October 2, 2025, incident by Larry Gmeiner,
dated October 2, 2025

Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Mr. Gmeiner’s injuries

Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V25017701-A250046606, issued October 3, 2025

Exhibit no. D6 Potentially Dangerous Designation

Exhibit no. D7 Appeal, received October 27, 2025

Exhibit no. D8 Map of subject area

The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record:

Exhibit no. Al RASKC Violation No. V25-017701

Exhibit no. A2 Halo GPS Collar App Screen Captures

Exhibit no. A3 New Fencing Extension Constructed October 4
Exhibit no. A4 Proof of Possession of Muzzles and Leashes

Exhibit no. A5 Proof of Conspicuously Displayed Warning Sign
Exhibit no. A6 Rabies Certifications and Microchip Numbers

Exhibit no. A7 Photo of Devin and Callie

Exhibit no. A8 Email from RASKC 2025-10-06

Exhibit no. A9 Letter from Jessica Veal, Doctor of Veterinary Medicine

Exhibit no. A10 Letter from Bobbie Knapp, Certified Canine and Equine Electro-
Acuscope therapy Practitioner

Exhibit no. A11 Letter from Erin Button
Exhibit no. A12-A19 Videos

Exhibit no. A20 Email correspondence
Exhibit no. A21 Email correspondence

Exhibit no. A22 Vet records and photos
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