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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 

Overview 
 
1. Jason Johnson appeals two at large violations for Max and a Carly violation of KCC 

11.04.230.G. 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 uphold Max’s violations but, by technicality, overturn Carly’s 
violation. 
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Background 

2. In February 2021, Animal Services issued violation notice V21011702-A21000955 to Mr. 
Johnson for Max running at large. Mr. Johnson did not appeal. 

3. In March 2021, Animal Services issued violation notice V21011771-A21001183 to Mr. 
Johnson for Max again running at large on March 14; Mr. Johnson appealed. In April, 
Animal Services re-issued the violation notice for that March 14 incident (V21011793-
A21001188), this time citing the substantive code standard that applies to unleashed dogs 
in Kenmore (i.e., a tougher standard than applies in most places outside Kenmore). Mr. 
Johnson appealed that as well. Due to a procedural code problem related to examiner 
jurisdiction over Kenmore-based appeals, in May we dismissed violation V21011771 and 
V21011793 without prejudice.  

4. Mr. Johnson caught a break when Animal Services apparently elected not to re-issue 
anything for the March 14 incident after Kenmore changed its code to clarify that the 
examiner had jurisdiction over such disputes.  

5. In July 2021, Animal Services issued violation notice V21012324-A21003537 to Mr. 
Johnson for Max violating the leash law for a second time and trespassing again on 
private property for a second time on July 14. Mr. Johnson did not appeal. 

6. In February 2022, Animal Services issued violation notice V22012956-A22000954 to Mr. 
Johnson for Max again running at large on February 23. Mr. Johnson appealed. We went 
to hearing on April 6. Mr. Johnson caught another break when the complainant did not 
appear at our hearing to provide testimony to meet Animal Services’ burden of proof, 
resulting in an easy win for Mr. Johnson.  

7. In May 2023, Animal Services served violation notice V23014260-A23003386 for Carly 
being public property not under control, qualifying as vicious, and needing to be 
confined for biting a neighbor on May 18. V23014260 also ordered Mr. Johnson to 
microchip Carly, quarantine and vaccinate Carly, keep Carly secured on the Johnson 
property with a proper fence, and—most crucial to today’s case—to: 

Restrain [Carly] using a leash with a collar or harness when taking it off your 
property. Your leash can extend no longer than 8’ in length. A competent and 
capable person must handle [Carly] at all times when attended outside. 

Ex. D11 at 001 (emphasis added). Mr. Johnson appealed, and we went to hearing. 

8. Examiner Drummond’s July 2023 decision on V23014260 explicitly repeated the eight-
foot leash requirement. Ex. D12 at 002, para. 2. She also found that,  

28. Carly, without provocation, attacked Prof. Salzman, leaping 
towards his neck. Prof. Salzman lifted his forearm to protect himself, and 
Carly’s jaw latched onto his arm, biting him, puncturing his skin at 
multiple points, and causing profuse bleeding. After Carly latched on, she 
did not promptly release.  
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29. Carly’s owner, Mr. Johnson, could not control his animal and did 
not immediately call off the dog. Instead of yelling at his dog to release, he 
yelled at Prof. Salzman, exacerbating the situation. Had Ms. Thompson 
not appeared, the injuries would likely have been more severe. As the dog 
advanced again, there was a risk of a second attack. Had Prof. Salzman 
not been a grown adult, but a child, the injuries could have resulted in 
death. Further injuries were only averted because Prof. Salzman blocked 
the attack with his forearm and because Ms. Thompson played a key role 
in de-escalating the situation. The resulting puncture wounds were deep 
and continued to ooze blood for a week. They were severe.  

30. The vicious designation is warranted. Carly presents a danger to 
the personal safety of others. To protect the public safety, the 
confinement measures Animal Services outlined are necessary to ensure 
this type of event does not happen again. These measures include 
increasing the property’s fence height and muzzling any time Carly is off 
her owner’s property. The citations should be upheld and Animal 
Services’ outlined conditions imposed. 

Ex. D12 at 005-06.  

9. Examiner Drummond concluded by upholding the vicious animal citation (including 
penalty), upholding the confinement order (including eight-foot leash requirement), 
requiring adequate fencing, and adding that “When Carly is off her owner’s property, she 
is required to wear a muzzle.” Ex. D12-006.  

10. In October 2023, Animal Services issued violation notice V23014800-A23006031 for an 
October 9 at large incident involving Max. In November, we dismissed V23014800-
A23006031 without prejudice, noting that Animal Services had cited the more relaxed 
County “at large” standard and not the more restrictive “at large” standard that Kenmore 
wants applied within its city limits.  

11. On January 24, 2024, Animal Services re-issued a violation notice (V24015137-
A23006031) for the October 9 incident, this time citing Kenmore’s code. Ex. D5. The 
same day Animal Services issued another violation notice V24015140-A24000399 to Mr. 
Johnson for yet another incident, asserting that on January 19 Max was yet again at large 
and that Carly had violated KCC 11.04.230.G, meaning a “domesticated animal that 
violates any provision of this title after a final determination of the animal being 
potentially dangerous, vicious, or dangerous.” Ex. D10. Mr. Johnson appealed. Ex. D14. 
We went to hearing on April 18.  

Hearing Testimony 

Jodi Salzman Testimony 

12. Jodi Salzman testified that on October 10, 2023, she was in her car on 198th when she 
took photo exhibit D4. She observed Mr. Johnson on a casual walk with his dog [Max]. 
She saw no leash or muzzle on Max. She also did not observe Mr. Johnson give Max 
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commands or talk to Max. Max stayed in Mr. Johnson’s general vicinity, walking at the 
distance shown in D4. She observed them for a few minutes.  

Cynthia Hart Testimony 

13. Cynthia Hart testified that on October 10 she observed Mr. Johnson and Max on a walk. 
Max did not have a leash or muzzle. Max was in the street and a significant distance away 
from Mr. Johnson, about 15 to 20 feet away. Ms. Hart observed no training or 
commands being given to Max. Mr. Johnson crossed the street while Max stayed on the 
corner and sniffed around.   

Patrick Ursino Testimony 

14. Patrick Ursino testified that on January 19, 2024, he saw, out his window, Mr. Johnson 
walking his two dogs. Exs. D8, D9. One dog [Carly] was on a leash. He had no reason to 
believe Carly was wearing a muzzle, especially after zooming in on the photo. Ex. D9. 
The other dog [Max] was not on a leash.  

Billie Brandon Testimony 

15. Billie Brandon testified that sometime after Examiner Drummond’s July 2023 decision, 
she was heading west on 198th when she saw Mr. Johnson’s partner walking a dog on a 
retractable leash. The dog was not wearing a muzzle. Ms. Brandon asked if the dog was 
Carly, and the woman said yes. Ms. Brandon asked the woman if Carly should have a 
muzzle on. The woman said she thought the muzzle was a recommendation, not a 
requirement. 

George Marlow Testimony 

16. George Marlow testified that he has seen Mr. Johnson on several occasions walking the 
dogs. Several times, one dog [Max] is off leash. Max will be a half a block to a full block 
behind Mr. Johnson, who will call for Max, and Max will not respond because Max is 
sniffing. Other times he has seen Max poop and Mr. Johnson not take care of it.  

17. Mr. Marlow has observed absolutely no obedience training except for Mr. Johnson to 
call Max when he gets far behind, even when Max is around the corner of the block. Mr. 
Marlow has not seen Mr. Johnson do training with the dog such as heel or do tricks. Mr. 
Marlow has trained 12 to 15 dogs to sit, stay, and heel.  

Sergeant Chelsea Eykel Testimony 

18. Sergeant Chelsea Eykel testified that Carly has distinct tan coloring on her muzzle. 
Exhibit D9 shows no interruption on the tan coloring on Carly’s mouth. The GoodBoy 
muzzle [Exhibit A2] is not sufficient. The muzzle is a neoprene ban which would not 
prevent Carly from biting. Animal Services requested the muzzle requirement in the prior 
case because the attack was severe, and Carly did not release her bite.  
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Jason Johnson Testimony 

19. Jason Johnson testified that he was conducting obedience training with Max in October 
and January. Mr. Johnson trains Max by making him stay, follow behind, or walk beside 
him. He believes obedience training is having his dog stay beside or with him. Mr. 
Johnson also believes he is doing obedience training when he corrects Max when he does 
something Mr. Johnson believes he should not do. He believes lawful training and 
obedience training are different. 

20. On October 10, Max was walking beside Mr. Johnson. Regarding the testimony about 
Max being a distance away, Mr. Johnson told Max to stay on the other side of the street 
while the lady [Ms. Salzman] followed in the car. Max is never two blocks away from 
him. The photo exhibits show how far Max gets away from him. Exs. D4 & D8. 

21. Carly was muzzled in January. Mr. Johnson purchased a GoodBoy muzzle. He will keep 
using it unless told otherwise. Carly may be 10 feet away from him. He forgot she needed 
to be within 8 feet.  

22. Mr. Johnson believes his neighbors are mad because his dog once pooped in their yard. 
Another neighbor is mad because he ran into Mr. Johnson on a walk and picked up his 
dog because he is scared of Max and Carly.  

Legal Standards 

23. On October 9 and/or January 19, was Max “at large or without restraint, except that this 
section shall not apply where the dogs are engaged in obedience training, lawful hunting 
activity, lawful competition sanctioned by a nationally recognized body or a local chapter 
thereof, or lawful training in preparation for such hunting or competition, are working 
dogs engaged in the herding of livestock, or are working dogs engaged in sanctioned 
search and rescue activities”? KMC 6.10.030.  

A. “‘At large’ means to be off the premises of the owner and not under the control 
of the owner by leash; provided, that an animal within an automobile or other 
vehicle of its owner shall be deemed to be upon the owner’s premises.” KMC 
6.10.020.A.  

B. And “‘Lawful training” means to be engaged in training on the premises of the 
owner or on the land of another person by permission, or on public land that is 
set aside for training or is open for hunting or trapping; provided, that the dog is 
accompanied afield by the owner or trainer. A ‘no-shooting’ area shall not be 
interpreted to mean a ‘no-training’ area.” KMC 6.10.020.B. 

24. On January 19, was Carly a “domesticated animal that violates any provision of this title 
after a final determination of the animal being potentially dangerous, vicious, or 
dangerous.” KCC 11.04.230.G?  

25. 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 
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statement, Animal Services 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 

Introduction 

26. Normally, deciding animal enforcement appeals requires a deep dive into the testimony 
and exhibits to make precise factual findings about very specific items. However, in 
analyzing this case it appears the only material facts (meaning those that would change 
the outcome) are either undisputed or easily resolvable. Instead, the question of whether 
Max was “at large” and whether Carly met the specific code violation being alleged really 
come down to legal interpretations. We first tackle the Max issues before proceeding to 
Carly. 

Max “at Large” and Obedience Training 

27. For most places within King County, “at large” means the animal “is off its premises” 
and “not under control of a competent person,” with “under control” meaning 
“restrained, by a human using a leash or competent and effective voice or signal control, 
from approaching any bystander or other domesticated animal…” KCC 11.01.090. KCC 
11.01.380 (emphasis added). In such appeals, we often must make detailed findings about 
whether the animal was restrained or could have been restrained, looking at factors such 
as: training level; the animal walking in front of the owner and in the owner’s constant 
line-of-sight v. behind the owner and thus is not constantly in sight; a large open field 
with no one on the horizon v. where a street where people or animals could pop up 
quickly; and broad daylight with clear visibility v. night or less visibility. Instead, today’s 
case arises in Kenmore. 

28. Kenmore has, for well over a quarter century, made it abundantly clear that “it is the 
intention of the City of Kenmore to enforce a dog leash law in the City of Kenmore.” 
KMC 6.10.010. Kenmore defines: 

A. “At large” means to be off the premises of the owner and not under the control 
of the owner by leash; provided, that an animal within an automobile or other 
vehicle of its owner shall be deemed to be upon the owner’s premises. 

B. “Lawful training” means to be engaged in training on the premises of the owner 
or on the land of another person by permission, or on public land that is set aside 
for training or is open for hunting or trapping; provided, that the dog is 
accompanied afield by the owner or trainer. A “no-shooting” area shall not be 
interpreted to mean a “no-training” area. 

C. “Leash” includes a cord, thong or chain not more than 15 feet in length by which 
an animal is physically controlled by the person accompanying it. 
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D. Restraint. An animal is considered to be under restraint if it is maintained and 
remains within the property limits of its owner or keeper.  

KMC 6.10.020 (emphasis added).  

29. In that same 1998 ordinance, Kenmore made it:  

unlawful for owners to allow their dogs to be at large or without restraint, 
except that this section shall not apply where the dogs are engaged in 
obedience training, lawful hunting activity, lawful competition sanctioned 
by a nationally recognized body or a local chapter thereof, or lawful 
training in preparation for such hunting or competition, are working dogs 
engaged in the herding of livestock, or are working dogs engaged in 
sanctioned search and rescue activities.  

KMC 6.10.030.  

30. We first read that code section to mean that, per KMC 6.10.020.B, to get out of the leash 
requirement all training had to be on private property or on “public land that is set aside 
for training.” Thus, even assuming that Mr. Johnson was running specific training drills 
on October 9 and/or January 19, those days were both violations because such exercises 
were conducted on a public street—which is neither private property, nor in a vehicle, 
nor on public land set aside for training. 

31. However, considering the arguments at hearing and reviewing the codes more 
thoroughly post-hearing, we agree with Mr. Johnson that “obedience training” and 
“lawful training” are two different concepts. Kenmore makes it unlawful for a dog to be 
off-leash in Kenmore unless it is on its own property or in a car, except where the dogs 
are engaged in:  

-obedience training;  

-lawful hunting activity, lawful competition sanctioned by a nationally recognized 
body or a local chapter thereof, or lawful training in preparation for such hunting 
or competition; 

-working dogs engaged in the herding of livestock; or  

-working dogs engaged in sanctioned search and rescue activities. 

Thus, the “lawful training” definition, with its place restrictions, covers only hunting, 
competition, or preparation for such hunting or competition. Our conclusion is 
strengthened by the “lawful training” reference to “public land…set aside for training or 
is open for hunting or trapping” and clarification that a “no-shooting” area is not a “no-
training” area, items related to hunting and not to a normal homeowner training their 
dog. 
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32. Thus, Kenmore does not restrict the public areas where owners can conduct obedience 
training with their dog. However, the dog actually needs to be “engaged in obedience 
training” to avoid the leash requirement. Ms. Salzman testified that Mr. Johnson was just 
on a “casual walk”; she did not see him performing any drills—the dog was simply in Mr. 
Johnson’s general vicinity as they walked. Ms. Hart echoed that she did not observe any 
training or commands. Mr. Marlow discussed numerous times where Mr. Johnson is out 
and does nothing except when the dog falls way behind. 

33. Mr. Johnson’s argument is that “training” means when he walks Max and he commands 
or corrects Max to stay, follow or heel, that is “training.” Under that reading, every time 
he takes Max out for a walk and gives Max commands to make sure Max stays nearby, 
that qualifies Max as being “engaged in obedience training.” Like Animal Services 
conflates “lawful training” (which relates to hunting, competition, or their preparation) 
with “engaged in obedience training,” Mr. Johnson conflates “engaged in obedience 
training” with effectively restraining a dog.  

34. Mr. Johnson’s interpretation would essentially make Kenmore’s standard equivalent to 
the County’s, where a dog is not “at large” as long as the owner sufficiently restrains the 
dog by effective voice or signal control while taking the dog off its property. That would 
effectively nullify Kenmore’s explicit rejection of the County standard in favor of a 
stricter requirement that, aside from hunting and competition related activities, within 
city limits the animal must either be on the premises of the owner, in a vehicle, or “under 
the control of the owner by leash.” 

35. Our holding is consistent with an earlier non-Kenmore appeal, where the owner asserted 
that he was essentially doing “training” every time he walked his dog and kept his dog 
under control with effective voice or signal control. We rejected that, because it equated 
simply walking a dog “under control” (meaning competently restraining a dog from 
being able to approach any bystander or animal) with engaging the dog in active 
“training.” We ruled then, and reiterate today, that a person has to be actively doing drills 
or practicing commands or otherwise be “engaged in obedience training,” not just simply 
giving a dog commands to keep him close by daily walks. 

36. If in the future Mr. Johnson wants to take Max someplace to specifically work on drills 
and commands, that is probably fine, as long as he follows the code. But simply not 
having him on a leash on routine walks is not going to cut it within Kenmore city limits. 
Max needs to be on a leash of no longer than 15 feet. KMC 6.10.020.C. We uphold the 
two at large violations for Max. 

Carly and Violating a Provision of Title 11 

37. We need not tackle the disputed testimony about whether Carly was wearing a muzzle on 
January 19. Because of the specific code Animal Services asserted was violated, it is 
Animal Services’ order that Carly, when off her property, be on a leash of no more than 
eight feet—and not the examiner Drummond’s modification that Carly also have a 
muzzle—that is the crux of our inquiry. 
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38. The picture, exhibit D9 at 001, shows Carly on an extendable leash way over eight feet, 
in violation of the May 2023 requirement that Carly’s “leash can extend no longer than 8’ 
in length,” a requirement Examiner Drummond explicitly repeated in her July 2023 
decision. Ex. D12 at 002, para. 2. Even if Carly was wearing a muzzle, if Animal Services 
had asserted a violation of KCC 11.04.230.H (“Failure to comply with a manager’s order 
related to a potentially dangerous, vicious or dangerous animal”) we would have upheld 
that violation and $500 penalty. Alternatively, if Animal Services had asserted a violation 
of KCC 11.04.230.U (“Fail to comply with an order related to an animal designated as 
potentially dangerous, vicious, or dangerous”) we would have upheld that, for the same 
leash-length reason (and, if we found Carly was not wearing a muzzle on January 19, for 
muzzle-related reasons as well). 

39. However, Animal Services here asserted a violation of KCC 11.04.230.G (“A 
domesticated animal that violates any provision of this title [KCC Title 11] after a final 
determination of the animal being potentially dangerous, vicious, or dangerous”). What 
provision would that be? Animal Services did not identify that provision in its January 24 
notice, not in its April 4 staff report, nor at our April 18 hearing. Digging deeper post-
hearing, the best candidate for the specific provision Mr. Johnson was violating on 
January 19 with respect to Carly is KCC 11.04.275.F, which states that: 

Animals declared to be vicious under a prior version of this title [the one 
in place in May 2023] shall continue to comply with all conditions 
prescribed by the manager at the time the animal was declared vicious. 
Violation of any such condition shall constitute a violation of the 
requirements for a potentially dangerous animal and shall be subject to the 
same monetary penalty as a potentially dangerous animal violation in 
K.C.C. 11.04.035. 

40. There are two problems with relying on KCC 11.04.275.F to uphold Animal Services’ 
violation here.  

41. First, KCC 11.04.275.F seems more an instruction about the intersection of animals 
declared “vicious” under the old code and the new code’s replacement of “vicious” with 
“potentially dangerous” and “dangerous.” Again, we already have actual violations for 
failing to comply with a manager’s order related to a vicious animal (KCC 11.04.230.H) 
and for failing to comply with an order related to an animal designated as vicious (KCC 
11.04.230.U). We do not need KCC 11.04.275.F to tell us that. 

42. Second, and more fundamentally, even assuming KCC 11.04.275.F could be that “any 
provision” that Carly and Mr. Johnson violated on January 19, and that this would be 
sufficient to support a KCC 11.04.230.G allegation that Carly “violate[d] any provision 
of [KCC Title 11] after a final determination of [Carly] being…vicious,” upholding the 
notice and order on that basis—or on the bases of some other Tile 11 provision we or 
Animal Services could identify, post-hearing—would create a serious due process issue.  

43. The two touchstones of procedural due process are notice reasonably calculated to 
inform interested parties of an action against them, and a meaningful opportunity to be 
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heard.1 Mr. Johnson had his meaningful opportunity to be heard on April 18. But the 
January violation notice did not mention KCC 11.04.275.F nor any other Title 11 
provision related to Carly. And while Animal Services’ April 4 staff report did a thorough 
job setting out the leash-related code violations related to Max, it did not mention any 
code provision related to Carly. Nor was it raised at hearing, nor were we even aware of it 
until we dug deeper after the hearing.  

44. Thus, we overturn the KCC 11.04.230.G. Yes, Mr. Johnson is catching yet another—and 
to-date largest—break and winning on a technicality. On January 19 he was violating two 
other subsections of KCC 11.04.230 (.H and .U) which would have carried a $500 
penalty.2 But his troubles might not have been over, because KCC 11.04.275.F, states 
that, “Violation of any such condition [for keeping a vicious animal] shall constitute a 
violation of the requirements for a potentially dangerous animal and shall be subject to 
the same monetary penalty as a potentially dangerous animal violation in K.C.C. 
11.04.03.” (emphasis added). We will save a definitive interpretation for a later date, but 
that code might mean that Mr. Johnson, or anyone else with a viciousness designation 
and compliance order entered under the old code who violates the terms of 
confinement, would thereafter have to obtain (in addition to an annual pet license) an 
annual, $125 potentially dangerous animal registration and meet the other restrictions for 
a potentially dangerous animal. KCC 11.04.035.A.6.  

45. Yet that is not the way the case unfolded. Mr. Johnson can either thank his lucky stars he 
caught another break and now take advantage of this opportunity…. or he can continue 
whining about his neighbors, keep pushing the envelope, and find himself back in front 
of us for a fourth time. 

46. Finally, we clarify what a “muzzle” means. The version of the code in place at the time of 
the May 2023 order did not define the term. And re-reading Examiner Drummond’s July 
2023 decision, while she required a “muzzle,” she did not specify what requirements that 
apparatus had to meet. However, the code in place today (and on January 19) defines 
“muzzle” as “a device that prevents an animal from biting others and does not cause 
injury to the animal nor inhibit its vision, respiration, or panting.” KCC 11.01.270. The 
GoodBoy-type muzzle Mr. Johnson showed and asserted Carly was wearing on January 
19 is not even in the ballpark of acceptable. He will need to obtain a basket muzzle and 
make sure Carly has that on every time she leaves the property. 

DECISION: 

1. We DENY Mr. Johnson’s appeals related to the two Max violations and those $150 in 
penalties. 

2. We GRANT Mr. Johnson’s appeal related to Carly and that $500 penalty. However, in 
addition to the fencing, eight-foot leash, and other requirements from V23014260, we 
clarify that Carly’s muzzle must meet KCC 11.01.270’s requirement that it prevent Carly 

 
1 Johnson v. City of Seattle, 184 Wn. App. 8, 18, 335 P.3d 1027, 1033 (2014) (a different Johnson). 
2 If Animal Services had cited both KCC 11.04.230.H and .U, we would have only upheld one, since the other would 
have been duplicative in our scenario. 
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from biting others while not causing her injury nor inhibiting her vision, respiration, or 
panting. Mr. Johnson must obtain a proper muzzle and, starting on May 31, 2024, have 
it securely affixed to Carly any time she is off the property.3  

ORDERED May 2, 2024. 

 
 

 
 David Spohr 
 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 June 
3, 2024. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in superior court 
in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 

 
3 Mr. Johnson may want to look up training tips. One thing that often works to acclimate a dog to a basket muzzle is, 
while the dog is on its property, putting peanut butter in the muzzle when the dog is not wearing it. The dog then licks 
out the peanut and begins to associate the muzzle with something positive. That can be continued later by putting 
peanut butter in the muzzle and then attaching the muzzle to the dog, furthering the positive association. 
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MINUTES OF THE APRIL 18, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF JASON 

JOHNSON, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  
FILE NOS. V24015137 & V24015140 

 
David Spohr was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Jodi Salzman, Cynthia Hart, Patrick Ursino, Billie Brandon, George Marlow, and Jason 
Johnson. A verbatim recording of the hearing is available in the Hearing Examiner’s Office. 
 
The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record by Animal Services: 
 
Exhibit no. D1 Regional Animal Services of King County staff report  
Exhibit no. D2 RASKC investigation report no. A23006031 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of October 9, 2023, incident by Timothy 

Salzman, dated October 10, 2023 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Max off leash 
Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V24015137-A23006031, issued January 24, 2024 
Exhibit no. D6 RASKC investigation report no. A24000399 
Exhibit no. D7 Online Complaint form of January 19, 2024, incident by Patrick Ursino-

Bosworth, dated January 19, 2024 
Exhibit no. D8 Photograph of Max off leash 
Exhibit no. D9 Photograph of Carly on leash longer than 8 feet without a muzzle 
Exhibit no. D10 Notice of violation no. V24015140-A24000399, issued January 24, 2024 
Exhibit no. D11 Notice of violation no. V23014260-A23003386, issued May 19, 2023 
Exhibit no. D12 Hearing Examiner’s Report and Decision, dated July 20, 2023 
Exhibit no. D13 Email between Animal Services and Mr. Johnson, dated November 13, 

2023 
Exhibit no. D14 Appeal, received March 15, 2024 
Exhibit no. D15 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record by the appellant: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Statement 
Exhibit no. A2 Photographs 
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I transmitted the REPORT AND DECISION to those listed on the attached page as follows: 
 

 EMAILED to all County staff listed as parties/interested persons and parties with e-mail 
addresses on record. 

 
 placed with the United States Postal Service, through Quadient-Impress, with sufficient 
postage, as FIRST CLASS MAIL in an envelope addressed to the non-County employee 
parties/interested persons to addresses on record. 

 
 
DATED May 2, 2024. 
 
 

 
 Lauren Olson 
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