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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 
Overview 

1. Judy Rodriguez appeals a violation for both her dogs, Roxy and Talya, running at large,
trespassing, and menacing on December 18, 2024, and for those dogs again running at
large and menacing the following day. 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, except that we overturn
the December 19 menacing violation for Roxy.



V24016482 and V24016483–Judy Rodriguez 2 

Background 

2. On July 6, 2020, a then-neighbor complained that Roxy and Talya were loose in the cul-
de-sac and that their being loose had “been an ongoing happening.” Ex. D3. Animal 
Services spoke to Ms. Rodriguez, who blamed the neighbor for not liking her dogs 
running around; Animal Services explained that she would need to license Roxy and 
Talya. Ex. D2 at 002, n.2. Animal Services did not cite her then, only giving her a 
warning. 

3. Two weeks later, on July 20 that neighbor sent video of Roxy and Talya again being 
loose. This time Animal Services cited her for her dogs being at large; and, because Ms. 
Rodriguez had still not licensed her dogs, she was cited for a licensing violation as well. 
Ex. D5. It was not appealed. 

4. In July 2021, Roxy and Talya again got loose. Ex. D6. This time Roxy and Talya were 
cited not only for running at large, but for running in a pack and threatening a person in 
public. Ex. D7. It was not appealed. 

5. On November 14, 2024, Hamsa Aljwahri filed a complaint about Roxy and Talya 
barking aggressively at her passing 12-year-old girl from the Rodriguez balcony. Ex. D9. 
Neither dog escaped the property that day, so Animal Services did not issue a violation. 
But during its investigation, Steve Nickelson talked with Ms. Rodriguez, who assured 
him she had taken precautions to secure her dogs. Ex. D8 at 001, n.1. 

6. Those precautions were not nearly enough, because a month later (December 14) Roxy 
and Talya escaped yet again and made it several miles to an apartment complex, where 
they were impounded by Ofc. Nickelson. Ex. D10 at 001, n.1. 

7. Four days after that (December 18), Roxy and Talya escaped still another time and 
chased a jogger onto a neighbors’ porch. That resulted in notice and order V24016482, 
which Ms. Rodriquez timely appealed and is one subject of today’s hearing. Exs. D16, 
D19. 

8. The following day (December 19), Ofc. Nickelson went to investigate the previous day’s 
incident. Roxy and Talya escaped for the third time in five days. That resulted in notice 
and order V24016483, which Ms. Rodriquez also timely appealed and is the other subject 
of today’s hearing. Exs. D18, D19.  

9. We held a hearing on February 20, 2025. Animal Services’ Sgt. Chelsea Eykel and Ofc. 
Nickelson testified, as did Hamsa Aljwahri (the November 2024 complainant) and Ms. 
Rodriguez. 

Legal Standards 

10. On December 18 were Roxy and Talya: 

A. “At large,” meaning “any animal off the premises of its owner and not under 
control of a competent person,” with “under control” defined as “a domesticated 
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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. 

B. Trespassing, meaning “entering upon a person’s property or premises without 
that person’s permission”? KCC 11.04.230.L. 

C. “A domesticated animal that menaces a person or other domesticated animals 
under circumstances not meeting the definition of “potentially dangerous”? KCC 
11.04.230.E.  

11. On December 19, were Roxy and Talya “at large” and “menacing”?  

12. 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 

13. The December 18 video speaks for itself. As a young man walks the public sidewalk, 
Talya and Roxy charge him. Thankfully the youth is athletic enough to sprint away and 
scramble up a neighbor’s steps as both dogs give chase. Ex. D15. The lighter colored dog 
(who Ms. Rodriguez identified as Roxy) follows the youth up the steps, coming within a 
few inches of his heels before the youth turns to face Roxy. Roxy and Talya were “at 
large” (being off the Rodriguez’s property and not restrained from approaching a 
bystander, KCC 11.01.090, 11.01.380) and trespassing (entering that neighbor’s property 
without that neighbor’s permission”). KCC 11.04.230.L.  

14. “Menace” is not defined in KCC Title 11, but commonly means “to make a show of 
intention to harm.”1 It does not require proof that the dog actually caused harm, or even 
intended to cause harm, only that the dog made a show of that. Animal Services easily 
proves that both dogs menaced the youth on December 18. Ms. Rodriguez is lucky that 
Animal Services did not cite Roxy as “potentially dangerous,” which does not require an 
actual bite; “chas[ing] or approach[ing] a person upon the streets, sidewalks, or any 
public grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack” can be enough. 
KCC 11.01.320.A.2. A potentially dangerous violation would have resulted in a $500 (not 
$50) penalty, a requirement to annually register Roxy as potentially dangerous ($125), and 
a necessity to have Roxy muzzled (as well as leashed) anytime she is off the Rodriguez 
property.    

15. As to December 19, Roxy and Talya were again allowed to escape the property and cross 
the street towards Ofc. Nickelson. They were both “at large.” And the darker one (who 
Ofc. Nickelson and Ms. Rodriguez identified as Talya) came around the back of the 
officer’s truck, growling and getting within about five to six feet of Ofc. Nickelson 

 
1 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/menace. 
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before he snapped his baton and froze Talya. Talya easily meets the criteria for 
menacing. Ms. Rodriguez was again lucky, this time that Animal Services did not cite 
Talya for “potentially dangerous,” having approached Ofc. Nickelson in a public street in 
a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack; that would have carried the same $500 
(not $50) penalty, the requirement to annually register Talya as potentially dangerous 
($125), and the necessity to have Talya muzzled (as well as leashed) when off the 
Rodriguez property.    

16. Ofc. Nickelson agreed that the other dog (Roxy), did not come near him that day. We 
overturn Roxy’s December 19 menacing violation. 

Penalty 

17. Ms. Rodriguez asks for a penalty reduction. Where an owner shows that (on the front 
end) the animal did something despite—not due to a lack of—the owner’s responsible 
behavior and/or (on the back end) they have taken steps after the violation to avoid a 
recurrence, we often reduce (but never eliminate) the otherwise applicable penalty. We 
are typically amenable to a requested penalty reduction. However, based on today’s fact 
we unreservedly reject the request here.  

18. Talya and Roxy have a long history of multiple escapes. Ms. Aljwahri describes three 
times she had seen Talya and Roxy loose; the first a little more than a year before 
hearing, and the last was a month ago, which puts it even after the December 18 and 
December 19 escapes for which Ms. Rodriguez seeks a reduced fine. Ms. Aljwahri was 
not a complainant in any of the other Talya and Roxy escapes where Animal Services 
opened a file, so hers are in addition to the escapes discussed in paragraphs 2–4. 
December 18 and 19 happened because of Ms. Rodriquez’s continuing failure to contain 
her dogs. 

19. Even after reviewing the December 18 video, Ms. Rodriguez still remained in a state of 
serious denial to the threat Talya and Roxy pose. She excused the December 18 escape as 
them chasing a squirrel and described Talya—despite getting right up on the youth’s 
heels—as “nicer.” She tried to spin Roxy charging Ofc. Nickelson on December 19, 
forcing him to pull out his baton to defend himself, as maybe the dogs recognizing Ofc. 
Nickelson from the previous day and sensing that “someone is here to visit” and 
meaning no harm.  

20. Ms. Rodriquez is fortunate that Roxy was not designated as potentially dangerous for her 
December 18 behavior and that Talya was not designated as potentially dangerous for 
her December 19 behavior. A penalty reduction is not even close to warranted today. 
And the future consequences may be far more serious for Ms. Rodriguez if Talya and 
Roxy escape yet again.  

 
DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY the appeal for V24016482 (December 18) and corresponding $300 penalty. 
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2. We GRANT the appeal for V24016483 (December 19), in that Roxy was not menacing 
anyone that day, and DENY the appeal for the other three violations. This results in a 
V24016483 penalty of $300, not $400. 

 
ORDERED March 6, 2025. 
 
 

 
 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 7, 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 20, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF JUDY 
RODRIGUEZ, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  

FILE NO. V24016482 & V24016483 
 
David Spohr was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Steve Nickelson, Hamsa Aljwahri, and Judy Rodriguez. 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. A20012593 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of July 6, 2020, incident by Daniel Randolph, 

dated July 6, 2020 
Exhibit no. D4 RASKC investigation report no. A20012835 
Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V20010920-A20012835, issued July 20, 2020 
Exhibit no. D6 RASKC investigation report no. A21003334 
Exhibit no. D7 Notice of violation no. V21012308-A21003334, issued July 12, 2021 
Exhibit no. D8 RASKC investigation report no. A24005696 
Exhibit no. D9 Online Complaint form of November 13, 2024, incident by Hamsa 

Aljwahri, dated November 13, 2024 
Exhibit no. D10 RASKC investigation report no. A24006153 
Exhibit no. D11 RASKC investigation report no. A24006233 
Exhibit no. D12 Online Complaint form of December 18, 2024, incident by Hamsa 

Aljwahri, dated December 18, 2024 
Exhibit no. D13 RASKC investigation report no. A24006237 
Exhibit no. D14 Online Complaint form of December 18, 2024, incident by Sevda 

Kochiyeva, dated December 19, 2024 
Exhibit no. D15 Video A24-6237 
Exhibit no. D16 Notice of violation no. V24016482-A24006237, issued December 20, 

2024 
Exhibit no. D17 RASKC investigation report no. A24006244 
Exhibit no. D18 Notice of violation no. V24016483-A24006244, issued December 20, 

2024 
Exhibit no. D19 Appeal, received December 23, 2024 
Exhibit no. D20 Map of subject area 
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