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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. Anderson’s appeal.  

Background 

2. On April 7, 2025, Eric Mulkin filed an online complaint with Regional Animal Services 
of King County (Animal Services) for an incident that day. Ex. D3. Animal Services 



V25016889 and V25017208–Karla Anderson 2 

issued V25016889-A25001506 to Karla Anderson for her dog, Bruno, running at large 
sixth offense. Ex. D5. Ms. Anderson appealed. Ex. D9.  

3. On June 11 Eric Mulkin filed an online complaint with Animal Services for an incident 
that day. Ex. D7. Animal Services issued V25017208-A25002621 to Ms. Anderson for 
Bruno running at large seventh offense. Ex. D11. Ms. Anderson appealed. Ex. A4. We 
went to hearing on both violations on August 29.  

Legal Standards 

4. Animal Services asserts that on April 9 and June 11, Bruno escaped his yard and was 
“running at large” for the sixth and seventh time in a two-year period”. “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 … 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; KCC 11.01.380. 

5. 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 

6. This is a case of Bruno chronically being “at large”. Our hearing encompassed both the 
sixth and seventh violations that Ms. Anderson received for Bruno. The incident dates 
for the incidents respectively are April 9 and June 11. Ms. Anderson does not dispute the 
incidents and agrees that Bruno was out on the days in question. She provided 
background on the situation and requested for the fines to be reduced or that she be 
allowed to complete community service. The parties testified as follows.  

7. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that Animal Services has cut 
Ms. Anderson breaks and has tried to work with her. Typically, Animal Services seeks a 
removal order for an animal after the fifth violation. Ms. Anderson has submitted 
documentation as to the steps she is taking to remedy the issue but Bruno continues to 
be at large to no avail.  

Animal Services did not include all of the prior cases in its evidence submission. The 
violations at hand are the only ones being appealed today and none of the previous 
violations were appealed. Ms. Anderson paid the associated fines on all the priors.  

If Bruno is found to be at large one more time, Animal Services will ask that he be 
removed as Bruno should have been removed two violations ago. 

It is clear that Ms. Anderson loves Bruno and has challenges in her household due to her 
husband’s health and people coming and going from the home. However, the Mulkin’s 
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should not have to deal with Bruno defecating on their yard, barking, and intimidating 
them. The Mulkin’s have tried to address the ongoing issue with Ms. Anderson but the 
incidents continue. They felt like contacting Animal Services was the only way to get 
assistance.  

Animal Services has delt with Ms. Anderson for a while and she has multiple excuses for 
the ongoing incidents. Although she has made modifications, Bruno continues to be 
lose. Ms. Anderson does not dispute that Bruno was at large on the days in question.  

Animal Services is concerned because Bruno has a long history of escaping. Ms. 
Anderson always has reasons for Bruno out and at large.  

If this case is upheld, Animal Services will not issue a removal order but if there are any 
additional cases, Animal Services will seek removal of Bruno.  

8. Eric Mulkin testified that the issues with Bruno have been going on for eight to nine 
years. Reporting Bruno to Animal Services has not been their first step to remedy the 
situation. He and his wife have tried to talk to Ms. Anderson, her grandson, and husband 
multiple times over the phone and in person. 

The Mulkin’s yard is the first yard on the street that has grass so Bruno comes to their 
yard. They have had to clean up after Bruno ten to fifteen times over the years. They also 
have small dogs who are scared to go outside because of Bruno’s presence. Bruno barks 
in the street all night and keeps them up. Neighbors have told them that they have 
experienced the same from Bruno. Ms. Anderson has no regard for them. They have 
tried to work out the issue with her which sometimes resulted in unpleasant 
conversations with Ms. Anderson. She always has multiple excuses. All they want is help 
from her and for her to be responsible. They regret that the situation with Bruno has 
come to this.  

Mr. Mulkin referred to a photo (associated with case 1506) of an unleashed and 
unattended Bruno standing in a driveway and said that this was a “common occurrence.” 
Ex. D4-001. Bruno is commonly out without a leash, goes into many yards and barks at 
anything that moves. He is a large dog, and it is intimidating to see a big dog with a big 
bark running around with no leash and no owner.  

Bruno has approached Mr. Mulkin barking. It is not pleasant when a large dog comes 
running up on him because he does not know what the dog is going to do. The Mulkin’s 
are dog owners and are “dog people” but this is not a good feeling when Bruno does 
this. Bruno has not bitten him.  

The Mulkin’s have received letters from Ms. Anderson that she sent to multiple people 
in the neighborhood asking neighbors to not take her dog or report her. Bruno was loose 
and running at large after she sent out the letter. Ex. A1-001 and A2-001-002.  

9. Christina Mulkin testified that this is not her first attempt at handling the situation. 
Bruno is a large dog that barks fiercely and is not approachable.  
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Ms. Mulkin has tried to usher Bruno back home but he gets more aggressive. She knows 
the issues with Bruno began in 2017 because she posted about it on Instagram. She tried 
to talk to Ms. Anderson as a remedy. Ms. Anderson was friendly in the beginning; 
however, the communication with Ms. Anderson turned unfriendly when they were told 
by Ms. Anderson’s husband to get a water gun and spray him away. They are dog people 
and that is not a way to treat an animal. When they have been able to communicate with 
Ms. Anderson, she gives excuses and blames her grandson. When they have spoken to 
Ms. Anderson’s grandson, he blames Ms. Anderson. Ms. Anderson also places blame on 
the yard maintenance person at her home. Since they have not gotten anywhere trying to 
resolve the issue with Ms. Anderson, they had no choice but to turn to Animal Services 
for assistance.  

Ms. Mulkin is concerned that Bruno may get run over. She can still hear Bruno barking 
loudly in the evenings. They received two letters from Ms. Anderson one of which Ms. 
Anderson was looking for her lost cat. The Andersons clearly have an issue keeping their 
pets on their property.  

10. Karla Anderson testified that the first letter that she sent to the neighbors was not 
asking people to not report her in general but rather she was asking that she not be 
reported for one event. Ex. A1-001. In that letter, she outlined the things that she was 
attempting to do to prevent Bruno from leaving her property. She knows keeping Bruno 
in her yard is her responsibility. The letter demonstrates the things that she was supposed 
to be doing.  

The dog that the Mulkin’s are hearing at night is not Bruno. She hears the same dog they 
are talking about too. She initially thought the barking was coming from Bruno because 
the barking does sound like him but the barking is from a neighbor’s dog who lives 
above both her and the Mulkin’s houses. Bruno is not out at night. When she is home, 
he is with her at all times. 

Bruno has gotten out over the last few years because she has multiple care providers 
coming in and out of her home to help tend to her husband who was diagnosed with 
dementia. Her husband told the Mulkins to shoot Bruno (rather than spray him with a 
water gun as the Mulkin’s testified to). 

Ms. Anderson is 75 years-old and needs more and more help since her husband is not 
able to assist her any longer. Due to this, she has had to bring in multiple professionals 
to help and they are the ones who are leaving the gates open allowing Bruno to escape.  

Ms. Anderson has installed springs that automatically close her gates, installed an 
invisible fence, secured the yard, and displayed signage which indicated that the gates are 
to remain closed. The neighbors’ complaints have not gone on deaf ears and she has 
responded to them. She has installed gates inside her house so that Bruno cannot get to 
the door. Ex. A2-002.  

Regarding the April 9 incident, Bruno got out because the fencing was blown down due 
to a wind storm. The defective panel was not visible from the house. It was not open but 
rather just loose. Bruno discovered that he could squeeze though. Ms. Anderson opines 
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that this was an extenuating circumstance. She has since made an adjustment to her yard 
following each complaint. She also erected fencing in the driveway at her home because 
it is the only egress onto the property.  

Bruno is her protection and safety. Removing him outs her at risk. She does not deny 
that the April 9 and June 11 incidents took place but requests that the fine be reduced or 
that she be allowed to do community service in lieu of paying the associated monetary 
penalties. She understands her neighbors’ concerns and her responsibility. She is not 
willfully allowing Bruno to run loose and does not allow him to run loose at night. She 
agrees with Animal Services that the best solution is to always have Bruno on a leash and 
agrees to abide by that. 

11. Running at Large: “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 … 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; KCC 11.01.380. On April 9 and June 11, as Ms. 
Anderson agreed to at our hearing, Bruno was off of the Anderson property and not 
under the control of a competent person. Bruno was not restrained by a human using a 
leash or competent and effective voice or signal control. Bruno was not restrained from 
approaching bystanders or other animals. Thus, Bruno was running at large on both 
April 9 and June 11 and we uphold both violations.  

12. We understand Ms. Anderson’s difficult and unfortunate predicament with her 
husband’s health challenges and the need for extra care in and around her home. We also 
understand that visitors and care professionals coming to and from the home are likely 
to leave the gate open allowing Bruno easy access to escape. However, as Ms. Anderson 
is well-aware, it is her responsibility to prevent Bruno from escaping. Even though we do 
understand the situation that Ms. Anderson finds herself in, it does not mitigate that 
Bruno does get out consistently. Further, it is not as if Bruno is only getting out and 
harmlessly walking the streets of the neighborhood not bothering anyone. For years, 
Bruno has been making messes in neighboring yards, approaching and barking at 
neighbors, and causing the neighbors and their pets to be fearful.  

13.  Ms. Anderson requested a reduction of the monetary penalty or to be allowed to work 
off what she owes through community service. We do not have the authority to order 
anyone to participate in community service as the district and superior courts of our state 
do. We do often reduce monetary penalties in cases where the incident happened despite, 
not because of, the steps the owner was taking at the time of the violation and/or the 
steps the owner takes afterwards to avoid further occurrences. We do not find that this 
case is one which warrants such a reduction in penalties because the occurrences are not 
first or even second incidents but rather sixth and seventh! While we do not reduce the 
monetary penalty, we find it appropriate for Animal Services to work with Ms. Anderson 
so that she can make timely payments over a period of time. Animal Services should 
allow Ms. Anderson to make monthly payments with the final payment being made six 
months from the issuance of our opinion (March 15, 2026).  
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14. Lastly, Ms. Anderson should be cautious regarding Bruno’s behavior. Bruno could have 
been deemed potentially dangerous under KCC 11.01.320(2) which states that an animal 
is “potentially dangerous” when it “…[c]hases or approaches a person upon the streets, 
sidewalks, or any public grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack…”. 
A bite or injury is not required under this prong of our code. Approaching and barking is 
enough to meet the criteria. Further, Bruno could have been found to have been 
menacing. “Menace” is not defined in KCC Title 11 but commonly means “to make a 
show of intention to harm.”1 Often times, in cases with similar behavior from an animal, 
we have found an animals behavior to be “menacing”.   

 
DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Ms. Anderson’s appeal and uphold the monetary penalties. Animal Services 

should allow Ms. Anderson six-months from the issuance of our decision to make 
payments in full of the monetary penalties. Ms. Anderson will have until March 15, 2026 
to make her payments. 

 
ORDERED September 15, 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 
October 15, 2025. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in 
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 
 

 
1 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/menace. 
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MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 29, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF KARLA 
ANDERSON, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  

FILE NO. V25016889-A25001506 AND V25017208-A25002621 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Eric Mulkin, Christina Mulkin, and Karla Anderson. 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. A25001506 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of April 7, 2025, incident by Eric Mulkin, dated 

April 7, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Bruno running at large on April 7, 2025 
Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V25016889-A25001506, issued April 10, 2025 
Exhibit no. D6 RASKC investigation report no. A25002621 
Exhibit no. D7 Online Complaint form of June 11, 2025, incident by Eric Mulkin, dated 

June 11, 2025 
Exhibit no. D8 Photographs of Bruno at large on June 11, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 V25016889-A25001506 appeal, received May 5, 2025 
Exhibit no. D10 Map of subject area 
Exhibit no. D11 Notice of violation no. V25017208-A25002621, issued June 13, 2025 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Letter, dated September 24, 2024 
Exhibit no. A2 Letter 
Exhibit no. A3 Photographs of fence 
Exhibit no. A4 V25017208-A25002621 appeal 
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I, Lauren Olson, certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that 
I transmitted the REPORT AND DECISION to those listed on the attached page as follows: 
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