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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:

Overview

1. Jacquelyn Wolfram appeals a citation for her dog, Bernie, being at large and trespassing.
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 her appeal.
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Background

2. On November 27, 2024, Craig Peltier filed a complaint for an incident the previous day.
Ex. D3. Animal Services issued a violation notice to Ms. Wolfram for Bernie running at
large and trespassing; the “Date and time” listed November 26, with the “Description of
Violation” asserting that Bernie had also trespassed on November 10. Ex. D6. Ms.
Wolfram appealed. Ex. D7. We went to hearing on March 4, 2025.

3. The calendar invite we emailed to the parties listed the hearing start time as 10:00 AM.
However, the hearing notice we emailed and mailed listed the start time as 11:00 AM.
Ms. Wolfram joined at 10:00 AM and had already set aside that time, so we heard her
testimony at 10:00 AM. We then paused, before resuming and hearing from Animal
Services and Mr. Peltier at 11:00 AM. Because this case comes down to videos, maps,
and how to interpret the code, and the issue is a ticket (versus something like a
dangerous dog designation, which carries far higher stakes), we have enough to decide
the appeal without needing to bring everyone back for a second hearing.!

4. 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
Lay of the Land
5. The Peltiers have an easement to drive across the top of the Wolfram property (and

bottom of the neighbor to the north’s property) to enter their property. The below
portion of exhibit A1 at 003 shows the easement road, with our red circle marking the
start of the Peltier property on the left side.

0. The aerial photograph of that same swath of road and beginning of the Peltier property
shows the Peltier gate (our light blue circle) slightly inset into the Peltier property from
the Assessor’s vertical red property line. Ex. D8 at 002.

!'The process that an appellant is due depends in part on the severity of the sanction(s) in play. See I re Detention of Stout,
159 Wn.2d 357, 370-74, 150 P.3d 86, 92 (2007). “Due process is a flexible concept. At its core is a right to be
meaningfully heard, but its minimum requirements depend on what is fair in a particular context,” which turns on things
like the private interest being impacted.
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Trespass

7.

Trespassing, means “entering upon a person’s property or premises without that person’s
permission.” KCC 11.04.230.L. The November 10 video clearly shows Bernie running
back-and-forth onto and off the Peltier property, while the November 26 video shows
Bernie running into the gate area which, from the Assessor’s map, is slightly into the
Peltier property. Animal Services has proven a trespass violation.

At Large

8.

10.

The next question is somewhat more involved. “At large” means “any animal 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.

There is no question that, November 10 and November 26, Bernie was not restrained
from approaching the Peltiers as they drove along the easement road. The question is
whether Bernie was off his “premises” when he did that. “Premises” means “the real
property or enclosed space that an animal’s owner has a legal or equitable right to
occupy, including a dwelling unit [and] does not extend into areas of common ownership
or use, such as an apartment lobby or public transportation.” KCC 11.01.330.

Even assuming Bernie stayed entirely within the four corners of the Wolfram property
on November 10 and 26,? the easement road is an area of common ownership (in that the
Peltiers possess a right to enter that area) and certainly common wse (in that the Peltiers
can use that area of the Wolfram property for ingress and egress).> Bernie was thus “at
large” both days—off his premises and not restrained from approaching the Peltiers.
Animal Services has proven an at-large violation.

2 Per parcel viewer, it appears that the gravel road sits on the property to the north of Ms. Wolfram, and thus Bernie did
not even stay within the bounds of Wolfram property, at least when he was on north side of the gravel road, as both
videos show him wandering. Yet to avoid an intricate property line dispute and provide future clarity, we will assume for
today’s decision that until Bernie reached the end of the easement road and went on to the Peltier property, Bernie was
at all times standing on Wolfram ground.

3 Per RCW 64.65.010(4), an “easement” is a “nonpossessoty propetty interest” that:

(a) Provides a right 1o enter, use, or enjoy real property owned by or in the possession of another; and

(b) Imposes on the owner or possessor a duty not to interfere with the entry, use, or enjoyment
permitted by the instrument creating the easement or, in the case of an easement not established by
express grant or reservation, the entry, use, or enjoyment authorized by law.
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Future-1.ooking

11.

12.

This is an unfortunate case. Bernie is obviously a friendly dog—just a little 700 friendly
for his own good. The second video shows him darting right in front of the truck and
into a blind spot where he is not visible to the driver; Bernie could easily get injured. Ms.
Wolfram is stressed by these violation notices (and apparently there are more to come,
because Bernie was allegedly loose after November 26) and the Peltiers are stressed by a
dog running right up to, and potentially under, their wheels.

Heightening that is the obvious bad blood between the Wolframs and Peltiers. We
offered mediation, to try to help the disputants achieve a less unpleasant future. Ms.
Wolfram was game but Mr. Peltier was not. So that is the end of the examiner’s road
here. And we will decide any future appeal(s) based on the evidence and argument
provided in that later examiner process(es).

DECISION:

We DENY Ms. Wolfram’s appeal.

ORDERED March 17, 2025.

e //,.,/
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
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 MARCH 4, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF

JACQUELYN WOLFRAM, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF
KING COUNTY FILE NO. V24016428-A24005898

David Spohr was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea
Eykel, Craig Peltier, and Jacquelyn Wolfram. 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.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

D1
D2
D3

D4
D5
Do
D7
D8

Regional Animal Services of King County staff report

RASKC investigation report no. A24005898

Online Complaint form of November 26, 2024, incident by Craig Peltier,
dated November 27, 2024

Video from November 10, 2024

Video from November 26, 2024

Notice of violation no. V24016428-A24005898, issued December 6, 2024
Appeal

Map of subject area

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

Exhibit no.

Al

Map
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