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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 

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. Baldridge’s appeal.  

 

 
1 The overview paragraph in our November 18. 2024, report included an error. We have corrected it here in underline.  
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Background 

2. On October 27, 2021, James Heizer filed a complaint about an incident earlier that day. 
Ex. D7. Animal Services issued Ms. Baldridge a warning notice V21012690-A21005372 
for Callie running at large and being unlicensed and unaltered. Ex. D8.  

3. On December 1, 2021, Mr. Heizer filed a complaint about an incident earlier that day. 
Ex. D10. Animal Services issued V21012739-A21006034 to Ms. Baldridge for Callie 
running at large and being public property not under control. Ex. D11. This was not 
appealed. 

4. On April 3, 2022, Chelsea Heizer filed a complaint for an incident earlier that day. Ex. 
D13. Animal Services issued V22013059-A22001621 to Ms. Baldridge for Callie running 
at large second offence, qualifying as vicious, and needing to be confined. Ex. D14. 
(“Vicious” was the single-tiered system King County used prior to 2023, when King 
County switched to a two-tier, “potentially dangerous” and “dangerous,” system. Ord. 
19638.) That also was not appealed.  

5. On May 24, 2022, Animal Services issued violation notice V22013188-A22002595 and 
removal order V22013190-A22002595, regarding an alleged May 15 incident. Ms. 
Baldridge appealed that. We scheduled a hearing, but before the hearing Animal Services 
dismissed those cases without prejudice, meaning there are no findings about what 
happened, or did not happen, on May 15. 

6. On August 21, 2024, Patricia Ketzenberg filed a complaint for an August 19 incident. 
Ex. D3. Animal Services issued V24016009-A24004213 to Ms. Baldridge for Callie being 
unlicensed unaltered and potentially dangerous. Exs. D4, D5. Ms. Baldridge timely 
appealed. Ex. D17. We went to hearing on November 1.  

Hearing Testimony 

Chelsea Eykel 

7. Sergeant Eykel testified that while assisting with an investigation for a 2022 incident, she 
informed Ms. Baldrige that it did not matter who the fence belonged to; the fence was 
not sufficient to contain her dog and she would have to construct a new fence. Keeping 
the dog within a fence in that condition was a violation. Ex. D15.  

Patricia Ketzenberg Testimony 

8. Patricia Ketzenberg testified that Ms. Baldridge’s dog [Callie] is a large Rottweiler.2 It is 
frightening when Callie throws her body weight against the fence and barks and growls. 
Ms. Ketzenberg lives down a cul-de-sac, and she has to walk past the Baldridge property 

 
2 Ms. Ketzenberg identified Callie’s breed in her testimony, and it impacted here reaction. 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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to leave. For the last couple years, Ms. Ketzenberg has been ready with a can of mace 
when she passes the Baldridge property. Ms. Baldridge’s fence is in bad shape. Three of 
the panels fell down the week prior to our hearing.  

9. On August 19, Ms. Ketzenberg and her dog walked past Ms. Baldridge’s property and 
Callie threw herself against the fence. Ms. Ketzenberg returned from her walk and again 
started to walk past the Baldridge property. Callie again threw herself against the fence; 
however, this time the fence gave way, and Callie came running and growling towards 
Ms. Ketzenberg and her dog. Callie was standing over Ms. Ketzenberg’s dog. Callie was 
not being friendly. Ms. Ketzenberg screamed and yelled, “Please get your dog.” Ms. 
Ketzenberg sprayed her mace towards Callie. Callie would not leave, so Ms. Ketzenberg 
sprayed the entire can at Callie. Callie then blinked and walked away. Ms. Ketzenberg 
heard someone in the backyard whispering to call Callie back. Callie did not bite Ms. 
Ketzenberg’s dog that day.  

10. Ms. Ketzenberg continues to walk with mace. She purchased bear spray; however, it 
comes out as a spray, so it may get her if she sprays it.  

11. Ms. Ketzenberg has never paid a monthly HOA fee. Ms. Ketzenberg’s husband helped 
with the mulching once and the development paid him.  

Randy Ketzenberg Testimony 

12. Randy Ketzenberg testified that about two to three years ago he was walking his dog, 
Daisy, past the Baldridge property on the sidewalk. A dog on the Baldridge property was 
barking and attacking the fence. The dog broke through and ran towards him and Daisy. 
Mr. Ketzenberg picked up Daisy with his left hand and held his right hand out. He yelled 
for the owner to get the dog. The dog circled around him and then went away. He knew 
someone was in the backyard, but they did not come out. He could not remember the 
breed of the dog.  

Christa Baldridge Testimony 

13. Christa Baldridge testified that on August 19 her daughter came over with her two dogs. 
Ms. Baldridge’s daughter took Callie and her two dogs into the backyard. Ms. Baldridge’s 
daughter’s dogs bark a lot, so Ms. Baldridge did not think anything was wrong, as she 
just heard barking. Ms. Baldridge’s daughter came inside and told Ms. Baldridge that 
Callie went through the fence. Ms. Baldridge went to the front door, called Callie, and 
Callie came to her. Callie’s eyes were almost completely shut. Ms. Baldridge tried to clean 
Callie’s eyes. Being around Callie, Ms. Baldridge’s eyes were watering too. Ms. Baldridge 
believes that if she was outside with Callie that day, Callie would not have gotten out 
because she would have recalled her.  

14. Ms. Baldridge has put fencing up on the inside and propped up the outside of the fence. 
She wishes the homeowners’ association (HOA) would assist with the fence repairs. It 
took her a while for a fencing contractor to give her a quote. A fencing company is 
coming out soon to give a bid.  
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15. She has put a lead up for Callie, which goes from the back porch to the back property 
line. Other than the day of the August 19 incident, Ms. Baldridge is out with Callie.  

16. Ms. Baldridge attempted to argue the vicious designation. Callie has never bit anyone. 
She brings Callie to the dog park. Ms. Baldridge is frustrated that the neighborhood is 
organizing against Callie.  

17. Callie was not licensed because she needed her rabies shot. Callie now has the rabies 
shot, so Ms. Baldridge can get Callie licensed.  

Legal Standards 

18. Animal Services asserts that Callie was unlicensed as of August 19. Ms. Baldridge does 
not dispute that but asserts that she has not been living in King County.   

19. KCC 11.04.030.A requires that: 

Any owner of a pet eight weeks old and older in King County for more than 
thirty days shall license and register that pet, but this provision does not apply to 
a pet walker, sitter, or other temporary custodian, if that person can verify the pet 
owner’s name and contact information. The license must be renewed on or 
before the date of expiration. KCC 11.04.030.A. 

20. More seriously, Animal Services asserts that Callie meets the code criteria for a 
potentially dangerous animal? of “potentially dangerous animal”? KCC 11.04.230.F. Per 
KCC 11.01.320: 

A. “Potentially dangerous animal” means 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 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. 

B. Regardless of provocation, an animal is a “potentially dangerous animal” if it 
enters onto private property without the consent of the owner or occupant and 
bites a human or animal or chases or approaches a person in a menacing fashion 
or apparent attitude of attack. 
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C. An animal shall not be declared a “potentially dangerous animal” if the threat, 
injury, or bite alleged to have been committed by the animal was sustained by a 
person who was at the time committing a willful trespass upon the premises 
occupied by the owner of the animal, or who was abusing or assaulting the 
animal, or who was committing, or attempting to commit a crime. This exclusion 
does not apply to actions taken in defense of oneself, other humans, animals, or 
property. 

21. 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 
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 

22. Ms. Baldridge did not see the event take place; however, she agreed that Callie did get 
out of the fence on August 19. We find the most likely scenario as follows. Ms. 
Ketzenberg was walking past the Baldridge home with her dog and heard Callie throw 
herself against the fence. Callie broke through lose boards in the fencing and ran, 
growling, towards Ms. Ketzenberg and her dog. Upon reaching Ms. Ketzenberg and her 
dog, Callie stood over the dog but did not bite or inflict any injuries. Ms. Ketzenberg 
maced Callie to get Callie away. 

23. Callie has a history of similar conduct, which included running at large violations and a 
viciousness designation under our old code which resulted in a notice and order for 
removal. 3 Although the notice and order for removal issue was ultimately dismissed, Ms. 
Baldridge was well aware and on notice of the problem with Callie’s behavior considering 
the previous incidents.  

24. Ms. Baldridge testified that she agreed that Callie got out of the fence but disputes that 
Callie is “vicious” and asserted that the fact that Callie did not bite or touch Ms. 
Ketzenberg’s dog relieves Callie from the potentially dangerous animal designation. 
Further, Ms. Baldridge seemed to blame the fact that Callie gets out of the fence on the 
homeowner’s association’s failure to repair the fence. There are several problems with 
Ms. Baldridge’s understanding of the situation.   

25. First, Callie’s viciousness designation and its compliance terms became final and 
unreviewable when the April 29, 2022, deadline to challenge that notice and order passed 
without an appeal. Ex. D14.4 She cannot challenge the designation nor the compliance 
requirement in today’s appeal. And KCC 11.04.275.F states that: 

 
3 The King County Code changed in 2023 from a vicious designation to a potentially dangerous/dangerous designation 
depending on the alleged behavior during a particular incident.  
4 The notice and order stated (bold and all-caps in original) that: 

YOU MAY APPEAL this Notice and Order to the King County Hearing Examiner. Such an 
appeal must be received by Regional Animal Services of King County by April 29, 2022. 



V24016009-A24004213–Christa Baldridge 6 

Animals declared to be vicious under a prior version of this title 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. 

26. Under KCC 11.01.320(2), an animal that “[c]hases or approaches a person upon the 
streets, sidewalks, or any public grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of 
attack” qualifies as potentially dangerous. Here, Callie throwing herself against the fence, 
bursting through lose fence boards, running towards Ms. Ketzenberg and her dog, 
growling, and then standing over Ms. Ketzenberg’s dog qualifies her as potentially 
dangerous absent some act of provocation by Ms. Ketzenberg or her dog. Chasing or 
approaching Ms. Ketzenberg on a street or sidewalk is enough to meet the threshold for 
the designation. Callie’s behavior on August 19 meets that code criteria for potentially 
dangerous.  

27. Additionally, KCC 11.01.320(3) provides that an animal that “[h]as a known propensity, 
tendency, or disposition to attack, to cause injury, or otherwise to threaten the safety of 
humans or domestic animals” qualifies as potentially dangerous absent some showing of 
provocation. In our case, Ms. Baldridge is aware of Callie’s propensity to get through the 
fencing and approach others given the previous running at large violations, viciousness 
designation, and notice and order of removal that were served on her for Callie. Callie 
also meets that code criteria for potentially dangerous.  

28. KCC 11.01.350 states that “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. Further, in animal 
jurisprudence, reviewing courts focus on how an average dog, neither unusually 
aggressive nor unusually docile, would react to an inciting act.5 And a key touchstone of 
courts’ analyses is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly 
proportional to the victim’s act.6 

29. Ms. Ketzenberg simply walking in front of the Baldridge property does not qualify as 
provocation. We do not find that an average dog would have burst through lose boards 
in fencing, run growling up to people and their pets walking by, and stand over their 
dogs in such an aggressive way that one would need to resort to mace to protect 
themselves. Ms. Ketzenberg using mace was a reasonable response to defend herself and 

 
It then provided specific instructions, in regular text, for how to appeal and what the appeal needed to include. And it 
closed with (again in bold, with our underlined emphasis):  

Failure to file an appeal in accordance with King County Code shall constitute a waiver of 
your right to an administrative hearing and shall render this Notice and Order a final 
determination that you have violated animal care and control laws specified in this Notice 
and Order and that you are liable for the civil penalties and the abatement/corrective actions 
described herein. 

5 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)). 
6 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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her dog and not itself “provocation.” Callie approached growling and was standing over 
Ms. Ketzenberg’s dog. Callie’s behavior is what prompted Ms. Ketzenberg to use the 
mace, not the other way around. We uphold the potentially dangerous animal designation 
for Callie.  

30. There was significant discussion regarding the fencing and whose responsibility it was to 
repair it, whether it was the homeowners’ association or Ms. Baldridge’s responsibility. 
We understand that these kinds of entanglements become confusing; however, when an 
enclosure is not sufficient to contain an animal, precautions must be taken as if the 
enclosure was not there at all. Ultimately it is Ms. Baldridge’s duty to keep Callie 
contained on her property, that means keeping Callie inside or Ms. Baldridge doing 
something else. She should take special care going forward to avoid future occurrences.  

 
DECISION: 
 
We DENY the appeal. 

 
ORDERED November 25, 2024. 
  

 
 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 by 
December 25, 2024. 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 NOVEMBER 1, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
CHRISTA BALDRIDGE, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF  

KING COUNTY FILE NO. V24016009-A24004213 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner pro tem in this matter. Participating in the hearing were 
Chelsea Eykel, Patricia Ketzenberg, Randy Ketzenberg, and Christa Baldridge. 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. A24004213 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of August 19, 2024, incident by Patricia 

Ketzenberg, dated August 21, 2024 
Exhibit no. D4 Notice of violation no. V24016009-A24004213, issued August 23, 2024 
Exhibit no. D5 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D6 RASKC investigation report no. A21005372 
Exhibit no. D7 Online Complaint form of October 27, 2021, incident by Arilyn Heizer, 

dated October 27, 2021 
Exhibit no. D8 Warning Notice V21012690 
Exhibit no. D9 RASKC investigation report no. A21006034 
Exhibit no. D10 Online Complaint form of December 1, 2021, incident by James Heizer, 

dated December 1, 2021 
Exhibit no. D11 Notice of violation no. V21012739-A21006034, issued December 4, 2021 
Exhibit no. D12 RASKC investigation report no. A22001621 
Exhibit no. D13 Online Complaint form of April 3, 2021, incident by Chelsea Heizer, 

dated April 3, 2022 
Exhibit no. D14 Notice of violation no. V22013059-A22001621, issued October 17, 2024 
Exhibit no. D15 RASKC investigation report no. A22002595 
Exhibit no. D16 Video of Baldridge fence 
Exhibit no. D17 Appeal, received September 16, 2024 
Exhibit no. D18 Map of subject area 
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