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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 the Sorensen’s appeal and uphold the dangerous animal designation for 
Nikka.  
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Background 

2. On October 30, 2024, Lori Mechler filed a complaint for an incident the prior day 
involving Nikka. Animal Services issued a dangerous dog violation to Ms. Sorensen for 
Nikka. Exs. D5, D6. The Sorensens appealed. We held a hearing on January 17, 2025.  

Hearing Testimony 

Lori Mechler Testimony 

3. Ms. Mechler testified that she was power walking on a trail when she saw Mr. Sorensen 
in a field. She had met Mr. Sorensen and two of his dogs before on the trail. One of 
those dogs [Dexter] was off leash and ran up to her. Mr. Sorensen had two other dogs 
with him that were on a dual leash. Ms. Mechler waved at Mr. Sorensen, and he walked a 
little closer towards her. Mr. Sorensen was several yards into the field. Ms. Mechler told 
Mr. Sorensen that she had not met one of the dogs on the dual leash. Mr. Sorensen 
replied that he had a new dog [Nikka]. They had a brief conversation about Nikka, such 
as her gender and that she was a rescue.  

4. Mr. Sorensen asked Ms. Mechler if she could pet Nikka because he was trying to 
socialize her. Ms. Mechler was wearing canvas shoes and told Mr. Sorensen she did not 
want to walk in the wet grass. Mr. Sorensen and the two leashed dogs walked towards 
Ms. Mechler. The dogs looked excited and were pulling on the leash, which seemed like 
normal dog behavior to Ms. Mechler. Ms. Mechler never walked towards Mr. Sorensen 
or the dogs. As they approached Ms. Mechler, she asked if Nikka was friendly, and Mr. 
Sorensen said she was. Ms. Mechler then asked if Nikka was nice, and Mr. Sorensen 
again said she was.  

5. Ms. Mechler was on the trail and Nikka was at the edge of the trail. The other dog Nikka 
was tethered to with the dual leash was next to Nikka. Ms. Mechler was not sure where 
the off-leash dog was. Ms. Mechler put her hand down, palm up, like how she typically 
does when meeting a new dog. As soon as she put her hand down, Nikka bit and latched 
on to her wrist. Nikka then growled; she did not growl before she bit. Ms. Mechler had 
no idea Nikka was going to attack. Mr. Sorensen pulled Nikka’s leash back to try to get 
her to release, and he may have pulled on her collar. While it felt like a long time, this 
likely only lasted a few seconds. It seemed like Nikka was not going to release. They 
finally got Nikka off Ms. Mechler. She looked at her wrist and was shocked with how 
bad the injury was.  

6. Ms. Mechler went to a nearby urgent care clinic, and Mr. Sorensen followed. Urgent care 
wrapped the injury and directed her to go to the emergency room (ER). The ER was out 
of saline solution, so they had to wash out the wound with warm water for five minutes, 
which was painful. When they were flushing the wound, Ms. Mechler could see a white 
tendon in her arm. They took x-rays, which showed no muscle damage. She received 
sutures on the inside and then outside of the wound to close it. Exhibit D4-001 to -003 
were taken right after the incident. Exhibit D4-004 to -006 where taken the following 
day. She was prescribed a round of antibiotics for ten days, and at a follow up 
appointment the doctor extended the prescription to ensure the wound did not get 
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infected. For a while, it was very painful, even extending to her fingers and keeping her 
up at night. She did not receive pain killers. Her husband helped her regularly change out 
the wound dressing. She had to wear a splint because if she flexed her wrist, the sutures 
might have torn. Even after the sutures were removed, she wore the splint because it 
hurt to flex her wrist. The pain would flair up at times. Now, her wrist feels much better; 
it does not hurt all the time but will occasionally hurt or ache. However, the skin is still 
really sensitive, and the scarring is awful. She does have full range of motion. 

Roger Sorensen Testimony 

7. Mr. Sorensen testified that he was on a walk with his three dogs, Dexter off leash and 
Windy and Nikka on a tethered leash. He was coming down the hill and into the valley 
when he noticed Ms. Mechler. Ms. Mechler had met Dexter and Windy in the past. 
Dexter ran up towards Ms. Mechler. Ms. Mechler was about 50 yards away when she 
said, “I haven’t met this one” and pointed to Nikka. At this point, Mr. Sorensen was 
close to the path when he said, “This is Nikka, a new rescue.” He told Ms. Mechler that 
he was walking Nikka and trying to socialize her. He then said, “If you want to try to pet 
her, you can try.” There was about a foot or two distance between Nikka and Ms. 
Mechler. Ms. Mechler crouched down, and then suddenly Nikka grabbed Ms. Mechler’s 
arm. Nikka did not growl. Ms. Mechler shook her arm to try to get Nikka to release. Mr. 
Sorensen was pulling back on Nikka’s leash. Ms. Mechler pulled her arm out. It took 
about five seconds until the release. Mr. Sorensen followed Ms. Mechler to urgent care.  

8. Nikka has been around other people with no issues in the past. Nikka is a rescue, who 
spent six to seven months in a kennel, only being allowed out once a week. Nikka’s 
canines are worn down and jagged from her time in the kennel.  

Tracy Sorensen Testimony 

9. Ms. Sorensen testified that Nikka has never been approached by someone the way Ms. 
Mechler approached her. Ms. Sorensen has been bitten three times by dogs. She does not 
extend her hand to dogs and wishes it was common knowledge for people to not 
approach a dog like that. The Sorensen’s paid the medical bills.  

Sergeant Chelsea Eykel Testimony 

10. Sergeant Eykel testified that she recalled emailing with Ms. Sorensen about the 
dangerous animal designation and requirements. However, she does not recall a phone 
call with Ms. Sorensen about standards on how to greet a strange dog.  

Legal Standards 

11. On October 24, did Nikka meet the definition of a dangerous animal per KCC 
11.01.120.  

A. “Dangerous animal” means any animal that:  
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1. Inflicts severe injury on or causes the death of a human being without 
provocation;  

2. Inflicts severe injury on or causes the death of a domesticated animal 
without provocation; 

3. Has been previously found to be potentially dangerous or vicious 
because of injury inflicted on a human, the owner having received notice 
of such, and the animal again bites, attacks, or endangers the safety of 
humans;  

4. Enters onto private property without the consent of the owner or 
occupant and, regardless of provocation, engages in conduct meeting 
subsection A.1., A.2., or A.3. of this section; or 

5. Jointly engages, with one or more animals, in conduct meeting A.1., 
A.2., A.3., or A.4. of this section, in which case all animals may be deemed 
dangerous, absent an affirmative demonstration that a specific animal was 
not responsible for a qualifying act.  

B. An animal shall not be declared a “dangerous animal” if:  

1. 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; or  

2. The animal has not been previously found to be potentially dangerous, 
vicious, or dangerous, and the severe injury or death is to a domesticated 
animal other than pets or large livestock. (Ord. 19638 § 13, 2023). 

12. Per KCC 11.01.370, a “severe injury” means “any physical injury that results in: 

A. One or more broken bones; 

B. One or more disfiguring lacerations, avulsions, cuts or puncture wounds 
requiring medical attention, including, but not limited to, one or more sutures, 
steri strips or staples; 

C. Permanent nerve damage; or 

D. Transmittal of an infectious or contagious disease. 

13. 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 
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both the violation and the appropriateness of the remedy it has imposed. KCC 
20.22.080.G; .210.B. 

Analysis 

14. On October 29, Ms. Mechler was walking on a trail near a church when she met up with 
Mr. Sorensen and his three dogs, which she had been previously acquainted with. One of 
the dogs was off-leash and ran up to her with no issue. Mr. Sorensen had his two other 
dogs secured on a dual leash. When Ms. Mechler and Mr. Sorensen met up, they spoke 
about the dogs and Mr. Sorensen’s newly adopted dog, Nikka (one of the dogs on-leash). 

15. Ms. Mechler maintains that Mr. Sorensen asked her to pet Nikka because they are trying 
to socialize her and that she stayed on the trail while Mr. Sorensen approached her with 
Nikka. She asked if Nikka was friendly, and Mr. Sorensen assured her that she was. As 
soon as she put her hand down to pet the dog, Nikka latched onto her wrist and made a 
“horrible growling” sound.  

16. Mr. Sorensen’s rendition somewhat differs. He testified that he told Ms. Mechler that she 
could pet Nikka if she would like to and Ms. Mechler crouched down, held her hand 
towards Nikka’s face, and Nikka bit her wrist.  

17. Following the bite, the parties agree that Ms. Mechler went to urgent care, which sent her 
to the emergency room due to the extensive nature of her injuries. Ms. Mechler had a 
tendon visible, had x-rays taken, had the wound cleaned out, received multiple internal 
and external sutures, and had several rounds of antibiotics. Although she has regained 
full range of motion, she still has skin sensitivity, has significant scarring, and had to see a 
specialist for her hand.  

18. After reviewing the evidence and hearing each person’s testimony, we find Ms. Mechler 
more credible. The Sorensens engaged in significant victim-blaming throughout their 
submitted exhibits and testimony at our hearing and had to be redirected multiple times. 
They even resorted to blaming the breed of their dog, which we will not take into 
consideration in determining whether to grant their appeal.1 Ms. Sorensen seemed more 
concerned with educating Ms. Mechler and society in general on proper techniques to 
greet a dog than engaging with our hearing and trying to stay on track.  

19. Even if we believed the Sorensens’ rendition of events, that Mr. Sorensen told Ms. 
Mechler that she could pet Nikka “if she would like” and Ms. Mechler crouched down, 
held her hand towards Nikka’s face in an attempt to pet her, it would not change our 
opinion of the case. As explained below we measure “provocation” from the dog’s 
perspective. Whether Ms. Mechler was asked to pet Nikka to help socialize her or was 
told to pet her if she would like, is irrelevant to what Nikka experienced.  

 
1 The Sorensen’s repeatedly referenced their dog’s breed; however, we do not make determinations on whether to uphold 
a violation based on a dog’s breed pursuant to RCW 16.08.110(2). 
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20. Nikka bit and inflicted severe injury on a human, which qualifies her as a dangerous 
animal, absent some act of provocation by Ms. Mechler. KCC 11.01.120. Ms. Mechler’s 
injuries were so severe that urgent care would not treat her and sent her to the 
emergency room. The lacerations are obviously disfiguring from the exhibits submitted 
(Ex. D4-001-D4-006), required multiple sutures, and per Ms. Mechler’s testimony, the 
scars from the bites, even months later, are still “awful.” The injuries Ms. Mechler 
sustained from Nikka qualify as a “severe injury” under our code. KCC 11.01.370. 

21. The Sorensens contend that Ms. Mechler somehow provoked Nikka by offering Nikka 
her hand and that considering Nikka’s unfortunate past as a rescue dog, that alleviates 
her from the “average dog” standard that we must use when faced with such a situation. 

22. “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.2 And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses 
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.3  

23. Ms. Mechler did not torment, agitate, or harass Nikka. Thus, we do not find that Ms. 
Mechler engaged in any act that would qualify as provocation. Ms. Mechler placing her 
hand down near Nikka’s face to greet her, though the Sorensen’s expressed they do not 
agree with this method of greeting a dog, does not qualify as provocation. The 
Sorensen’s did not provide any instructions on how they would like Nikka greeted which 
seems to indicate that on October 29 Mr. Sorensen thought that was an acceptable way 
to greet Nikka as well.  

24. An average dog in a similar situation could perhaps feel agitated, but an average dog 
would more likely give a warning bark or growl, pull away, or choose some form of 
aggression other than biting Ms. Mechler so severely that multiple sutures were needed 
and tendons were visible. The Sorensen’s other two dogs, one even tethered to Nikka on 
the dual leash, did not react at all to Ms. Mechler. 

25. Ours is not a scenario where there was some other stimulus delivered to Nikka, like Ms. 
Mechler stepping on, walking into, or even touching Nikka; instead, Ms. Mechler offered 
her hand to Nikka. Nikka biting Ms. Mechler was grossly disproportionate to any 
stimulus Ms. Mechler caused. Nikka qualifies as a dangerous animal under our code. 

26. Ms. Sorensen asserts that Nikka should not be held to the “average dog standard” 
because dogs coming out of rescue may not be “average.” While we sympathize and 
understand the atrocities that rescue dogs endure and the trauma that they are capable of 
carrying with them, the courts have provided direction when a dog’s past is part of a legal 
analysis. 

 
2 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)). 
3 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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27. In Stroop v. Day, the court did not dispute the owner’s “claim that a dog is capable of 
remembering specific instances from the past,” and it accepted that the bite victim had 
chased the dog with a fence post four to six weeks prior to the incident in question. 271 
Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995).4 Yet the court ruled that that past event could not, 
as a matter of law, qualify as provocation for a bite four to six weeks later. Id. Thus, while 
a dog may remember the past, such as the trauma before being rescued, that does not 
excuse the dog from being held to the ‘average dog’ standard. And again, our code 
specifically limits the “provocation” inquiry to actions that “torment, agitate, or harass an 
animal immediately before the attack.” KCC 11.01.350 (italics added). The Sorensen’s 
argument that anything Ms. Mechler did here was provocation misses the mark. 

 
DECISION: 
 
We deny the Sorensen’s appeal and uphold the dangerous animal designation for Nikka.  

 
ORDERED January 24, 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 
February 24, 2025. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in 
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 
 
 

 
4 Nelson v. Department of  Labor & Industries, 198 Wn. App. 101, 110, 392 P.3d 1138 (2017). 
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MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 17, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF TRACY 
AND ROGER SORENSEN, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY 

FILE NO. V24016287-A24005416 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Sergeant 
Eykel, Lori Mechler, Roger Sorensen, and Tracy Sorensen. 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. A24005416 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of October 30, 2024, incident by Lori Mechler, 

dated October 30, 2024 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Ms. Mechler’s injuries 
Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V24016287-A24005416, issued November 1, 2024 
Exhibit no. D6 Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D7 Appeal, received November 25, 2024 
Exhibit no. D8 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Appeal statement 
Exhibit no. A2 Case law database search results  
Exhibit no. A3 Hearing notice with comments 
Exhibit no. A4 Letter from Kylie Engelhardt-Smith 
Exhibit no. A5 Letter from Benny Elmore 
Exhibit no. A6 Letter from Kyle Beyers 
Exhibit no. A7 Comments on staff report 
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