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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 

Overview 

1. Colleen Frost and Christopher Coenen appeal a Regional Animal Services of King
County (Animal Services) violation order for their dogs Max and Molly. 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 Mr.
Coenen’s and Ms. Frost’s appeal, amend the unlicensed/unaltered violation to
unlicensed/altered, and change the applicable penalty accordingly.
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Background 

2. On June 25, 2021, Cherize Ramirez filed a complaint for a June 23, 2021, incident 
involving Max. Ex. D7. Animal Services issued Ms. Frost and Mr. Coenen a violation 
order for Max trespassing. Ex. D8.  

3. On October 2, 2024, Cherize Ramirez filed a complaint for a September 17, 2024, 
incident involving Max and Molly. Ex. D3. Animal Services issued Ms. Frost and Mr. 
Coenen a violation order and they timely appealed. Exs. D5, D9. We held a pre-hearing 
conference on January 15 and went to hearing on February 26. 

Legal Standards 

4. As of September 17, was Molly unlicensed, in violation of the requirement that an 
“owner of a pet eight weeks old and older in King County for more than thirty days shall 
license and register that pet.” KCC 11.04.030.A. 

5. On September 17, was Molly and/or Max “at large,” meaning “off the premises of its 
owner and not under control of a competent person,” with “under control” defined as 
“a domesticated animal is 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, .380. 

6. On September 17, were Molly and/and Max trespassing, meaning “entering upon a 
person’s property or premises without that person’s permission.” KCC 11.04.230.L. 

7. On September 17, did Molly and/or Max “menace” a person or other domesticated 
animal under circumstances not meeting the definition of ‘potentially dangerous.’” KCC 
11.04.230.E. “Menace” is not defined in KCC Title 11, but commonly means “to make a 
show of intention to harm.”1 

8. 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, the agency 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 

Witness Assessment 

9. The parties have a different rendition of the events of September 17. It was difficult to 
decipher from Mr. Coenen’s and Ms. Ramirez’s testimonies, exactly what occurred. Mr. 
Coenen rambled on in his appeal statement and at our hearing about how unhappy he 
was with Animal Services procedures, reporting, and investigation; he had to be 
repeatedly redirected to focus on the September 17 incident, which is what we have 

 
1 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/menace. 
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authority to decide. Similarly, Ms. Ramirez’s testimony was also hard to follow, and we 
do not find her credible either. However, additional witnesses, specifically M.M., 
provided the most succinct, credible, and most likely, version of events.2 We summarize 
their testimony below. 

10. Ms. Ramirez testified that her dog, Pip, is reactive to other dogs and she must utilize a 
management strategy and behavioral modification program to curtail his reactive 
tendencies. She has worked with two behaviorists. Because of Pip’s ability to harm, he is 
always leashed when he is outside her home. She also has two fences on her property.  

11. Ms. Ramirez stated that on September 17, she was outside with Pip, who was on an 
eight-foot leash. She heard Mr. Coenen call the neighbor’s (Mr. Mathur’s) dog, Maui. She 
called Pip back to her. Maui and one of Mr. Coenen’s dogs, Molly, came onto Ms. 
Ramirez’s property, and Pip got upset. Maui did not bark, bite, lunge, or snap at Pip but 
Molly did. Mr. Coenen’s other dog, Max came onto her property and snapped at Pip. Ms. 
Ramirez placed her leg between Pip and Max and mirrored Max’s movements, so that 
Max’s muzzle would not reach Pip. Ms. Ramirez assumes Max bit her on the leg, since 
Pip was to the rear and side of her legs and Max was the only dog with access to the 
front of her leg. Ex. D4-001. Mr. Coenen then came and removed his dogs while Ms. 
Ramirez took Pip over to the stairs and closer to her home. Ms. Ramirez did not see any 
visible injuries on Pip but still took him to the vet; the vet confirmed that Pip had no 
injuries.  

12. Mr. Coenen testified that Molly is licensed and altered; the officer would not look at Mr. 
Coenen’s proof of that and informed Mr. Coenen that he should file an appeal. Mr. 
Coenen is upset that Animal Services did not talk to any other witnesses. He questions 
why the complaint was made to Animal Services more than two weeks after the event 
occurred. Mr. Coenen provided that three dogs were involved, his two dogs (Max and 
Molly) and Mr. Mather’s dog, Maui.  

13. Mr. Coenen stated that on September 17 he was outside talking with his neighbors (the 
Mathurs) for approximately 20 minutes before they decided to all walk over to another 
neighbor’s home. Max, Molly, and Maui were playing in the yard. Molly went across the 
street, and Mr. Coenen followed to pick up after her. Mr. Coenen saw Pip running at the 
end of an eight-foot leash. Mr. Coenen believes that Pip running at the end leash (on his 
owner’s property) is “clear provocation.” Ms. Ramirez was pulling on Pip’s leash “hand 
over hand.” Molly was barking at Pip, but neither Max nor Molly were close to Ms. 
Ramirez or Pip. Mr. Coenen never saw Ms. Ramirez put her leg in front of Pip. Pip was 
circling around the length of his leash. Mr. Coenen disputes that this incident occurred 
on the grass (as Ms. Ramirez indicated) and instead offered that it occurred on the 
driveway.  

14. Mr. Coenen admitted that Molly was not licensed to him on September 17, but rather 
licensed to a friend he acquired Molly from six months prior. 

 
2 To maintain the confidentiality and privacy for minors who testify at our hearings, we identify them by their initials 
only. 



V24016177-A24004989–Colleen Frost and Christopher Coenen 4 

15. Mr. Coenen does not dispute the trespassing violations; however, he disputes all other 
violations. He further believes that, as in construction law, Pip barking at the end of his 
leash, qualified as an “attractive nuisance.” 

16. In his closing remarks, Mr. Coenen made statements about how other jurisdictions 
handle their designations, continued to slam Animal Services for their investigation, 
believes that Ms. Ramirez is flooded with her emotions, believes that since the dog bite 
on Ms. Ramirez seems to be from a dog that is ten inches off the ground it suggests that 
Pip bit Ms. Ramirez rather than Max, and asserts that Pip was not under control that day.  

17. Ms. Frost co-owns Max and Molly. She was not present on September 17 but, after 
reviewing the materials submitted ahead of our hearing, she feels that the investigating 
Animal Services officer had no interest or curiosity to inquire about what really 
happened. She tried to resolve the issue neighbor-to-neighbor.  

18. Ms. Woodward witnessed the September 17 events. She testified she was walking her 
dogs on the side of the street closest to the Coenen/Frost residence. Then, Molly and 
Max, along with the Mathur’s dog, Maui, came over to greet her dogs. One of her dogs 
was barking loudly. Molly went back to the Mathur yard to “do her business,” and Maui 
followed her. Both Mr. Coenen and Mr. Mathur followed their dogs. Mr. Coenen was 
cleaning up after Molly while Ms. Ramirez was in her yard with Pip. 

19. Ms. Woodward stated that her dogs began to bark at Pip. Pip “clotheslined” himself on a 
16–20-foot lead. A car was blocking her view of Ms. Ramirez, but Ms. Woodward heard 
Ms. Ramirez scream, “No!” at Pip. Ms. Woodward saw Molly beat Maui to Ms. 
Ramirez’s property. Both Molly and Maui barked a few times once they reached the 
Ramirez property, then left. Max went to the Ramirez property and was engaged while 
Pip was barking at him. Pip was barking and trying to get off his lead to get at the other 
dogs. Ms. Woodward never saw any dogs make contact with each other. She watched the 
event until Mr. Coenen got his dogs away from the Ramirez property.  

20. M.M. also witnessed the September 17 incident. She was in the front yard with Mr. 
Coenen. Mr. Coenen was on M.M.’s property, picking up after Molly. As he bent down 
to pick up after Molly, Ms. Ramirez and Pip came from their house and Pip began 
barking and making a lot of noise. Molly’s leash slipped out of Mr. Coenen’s hand. 
Molly, dragging her leash, ran over to the Ramirez property with M.M.’s dog, Maui. Max 
followed later. Both Molly and Maui began barking at Pip. M.M. did not see Ms. Ramirez 
place her leg between the dogs. M.M. believes that the lead that Pip was on was longer 
than eight feet.  

21. We do not find Ms. Ramirez credible. In her complaint to Animal Services, she did not 
mention that that Pip was bitten by any of the dogs (Max, Molly, or Maui) but rather that 
they were snapping and biting back at Pip. She also testified that during the altercation, 
she was mirroring Max’s actions, so that his muzzle could not get to Pip. After reviewing 
numerous Animal Services cases, an owner typically emphasizes, in their initial 
complaint, their dog being bitten; yet here, Ms. Ramirez did not mention that her dog 
was actually bitten, only that she keeps her dog from being bitten by Max. What is 



V24016177-A24004989–Colleen Frost and Christopher Coenen 5 

highlighted is that Max and Molly were on the Ramirez property, snapping and barking 
at Pip but not biting him, and that she had time to notice, in an adrenaline-filled moment of 
high tension, a fenced yard 10-feet away that the neighbors could have used to have their 
dogs play in safely. Further, there were three dogs involved, Max and Molly (Mr. 
Coenen’s dogs) and Maui (the Mathurs’ dog), but Ms. Ramirez only filed a complaint 
against Mr. Coenen’s. That raises motive, especially given the history between Max and 
Pip, including case A21-2909, where Mr. Coenen and Ms. Frost were cited for Max 
trespassing onto the Ramirez property and having an altercation with Pip.3  

22. Pip’s veterinary record further calls Ms. Ramirez’s credibility into question. Dr. Kathy 
Park notes that the primary concern was “wound.” Ex. D9-016. Yet no wound was 
mentioned in Ms. Ramirez’s complaint. Further, Dr. Park notes that Pip was “attacked 
by 3 big dogs at about 7:00 pm last night… One of the dogs bit him on his neck and 
back, but the owner isn’t sure if it broke he [sic] skin.”  

23. What is concerning about this account to the vet, the morning after the incident, is that 
does not match Ms. Ramirez’s complaint to Animal Services, nor was it testified to at our 
hearing by any witness—not even by Ms. Ramirez. The information provided to the vet 
and the information provided in the complaint and at our hearing were completely 
different. Ms. Ramirez cannot keep her story straight.  

24. What is more curious is that Ms. Ramirez testified that Maui did not bite, snap, or even 
bark; however, M.M. testified that Maui did bark. The fact that M.M. testified against her 
own interests (i.e. that M.M.’s own dog barked) lends M.M. credibility over Ms. Ramirez. 

25. Mr. Coenen raised concerns about Ms. Ramirez filing the complaint two weeks after the 
incident. It is possible that Ms. Ramirez initially thought that Pip was bitten in the heat of 
multiple dogs barking and snapping, but by the time she filed the complaint, the concern 
for the bite had been rectified in her mind. Yet Ms. Ramirez never explained such a large 
inconsistency. Ms. Ramirez’s rendition of events to the vet seems an exaggeration. Ms. 
Ramirez did not even mention to Animal Services that she thought Pip might have been 
bitten, only that that the dogs were barking and snapping at Pip, and certainly never that 
they bit him on his neck and back. Ms. Ramirez seriously diminished her credibility. 

26. After hearing the witness’s testimony and studying the evidence submitted, we find the 
most likely rendition of events to be M.M.’s version. Her version was clear, concise, and 
made the most sense. She even made a statement against her own interest (that her dog 
was barking and trespassing on the Ramirez property), which speaks volumes about her 
credibility.  

Assessing the Alleged Violations Analyzed 

27. “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not under control of a 
competent person.” KCC 11.01.090. Here, Max and Molly were not on the 

 
3 We do not base our decision today on any other incident or previous case. Our decision is based solely on the events of 
September 17, 2024.  
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Coenen/Frost premises. Instead, they were not restrained from running over to the 
Ramirez property. Both Max and Molly were “at large” on September 17. 

28. Trespassing, meaning “entering upon a person’s property or premises without that 
person’s permission.” KCC 11.04.230.L. Here, Max and Molly entered onto the Ramirez 
property on September 17 without Ms. Ramirez’s permission. Both Max and Molly were 
trespassing. (Mr. Coenen and Ms. Frost do not contest the trespassing violations.)  

29. “Menace” is not defined in KCC Title 11, but commonly means “to make a show of 
intention to harm.”4 Here, Max and Molly running over to the Ramirez property and 
barking and snapping at Pip indicates an intention to harm. We find Max and Molly were 
menacing Pip on September 17. The situation could have been worse, since Max and 
Molly are bigger than Pip in stature, were not under the control of their owner, and 
could have caused more harm. Had they done so, per our code, they could have easily 
been found “potentially dangerous,” which carries fencing, signage, licensing, muzzling, 
and leashing requirements and a much higher fine. However, Animal Services only issued 
a menacing violation for Max’s and Molly’s behavior as it related to Pip. We find that 
Max and Molly menaced Pip.  

30. Mr. Coenen asserts Max and Molly were provoked to menace, opining that Pip barking 
on his own was similar to an “attractive nuisance” in construction law. The doctrine of 
“attractive nuisance” is not part of Title 11 and it does not apply here; an owner has the 
duty to restrain their pet from approaching another domesticated animal, period. KCC 
11.01.090, .380. Pip was barking and making a lot of noise on September 17. No doubt 
Pip is extremely annoying. If Pip had taken a step off the Ramirez property, the analysis 
would be different. But on September 17 Pip remained on his own property, restrained 
by a leash, during the entire event. Pip was allowed to act as annoyingly as he wanted on 
his owners’ property. Mr. Coenen had a duty to either keep his dogs on his property or, 
if off his property, restrain them from approaching another animal. Mr. Cohen did not 
do that on September 17, allowing his dogs to run to, and onto the Ramirez property. 
Neighbors (and their dogs) are not allowed to trespass, no matter how annoyed they are.  

31. Our last issue is licensing. Mr. Coenen and Ms. Frost were issued a violation for Molly 
being unlicensed and unaltered. Mr. Coenen and Ms. Frost provided proof that Molly 
was altered as of September 17. Ex. D9-009. However, they did not provide proof that 
Molly was licensed to Mr. Coenen or Ms. Frost. Mr. Coenen and Ms. Frost submitted 
proof of rabies vaccination which lists the owners as Pat and Vicki Hamman, who Mr. 
Coenen and Ms. Frost testified were Molly’s previous owners. Mr. Coenen and Ms. Frost 
testified that they intended to relicense Molly to themselves once the previous owners’ 
license expired. However, Mr. Coenen and Ms. Frost did not document that Molly had a 
valid King County license (under anyone’s name) as of September 17.  

 

 
4https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/menace. 
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DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY the appeal and uphold Max and Molly’s at large, menacing, and trespassing 

violations, and Molly’s licensing violation.  

2. However, as Molly was spayed, she was “altered”; an unlicensed but altered dog carries a 
$125, not a $250, fine. Thus, the total penalty is $425, not $550. 

 
ORDERED March 17, 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 by 
April 16, 2025. 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 FEBRUARY 26, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
COLLEEN FROST AND CHRISTOPHER COENEN, REGIONAL ANIMAL 

SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO. V24016177-A24004989 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Toby 
Coenen, Colleen Frost, Cherize Ramirez, Sergeant Eykel, and a minor, M.M.. 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. A24-004989 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of September 17, 2024, incident by Cherize 

Ramirez, dated October 2, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Ms. Ramirez’s injury 
Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V24016177-A24004989, issued October 3, 2024 
Exhibit no. D6 RASKC investigation report no. A21-002909 
Exhibit no. D7 Online Complaint form of June 23, 2021, incident by Cherize Ramirez, 

dated June 25, 2021 
Exhibit no. D8 Notice of violation no. V21012233-A21002909, issued June 25, 2021 
Exhibit no. D9 Appeal 
Exhibit no. D10 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Photographs 
Exhibit no. A2 Statement of Michael Ring 
Exhibit no. A3 Statement of John Shane 
Exhibit no. A4 Statements of support 
Exhibit no. A5 Statement of Pat Hamman 
Exhibit no. A6 Letter from A Canine Experience, Inc 
Exhibit no. A7 Text messages 
Exhibit no. A8 Letter from Certified Animal Behavior Consultant 
Exhibit no. A9 Communication timeline 
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