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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. Aulakh’s appeal.

Background

2. On June 8, 2025, Mike Tholfsen filed an online complaint with Regional Animal Services
of King County (Animal Services) for an incident that day. Ex. D3. On June 13 Rebecca
Wong completed a statement. Ex. D4. On June 18 Animal Services issued a violation
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notice to Kulwant Aulakh for her dog, Rico, running at large and menacing on June 8.
Ex. D5. Ms. Aulakh appealed. Ex. D6. We went to hearing on September 15.

Legal Standards

Animal Services asserts that on June 8, Rico was “running at large” which, if upheld will
be Rico’s second offense. “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.

Animal Services asserts that on June 6, Rico was “menacing”. “Menace” is not defined in
KCC Title 11, but commonly means “to make a show of intention to harm.”!

We do not grant substantial weight or otherwise accord deference to agency
determinations. Exam. R. XV.I.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

Ms. Aulakh appealed due to not believing her dog, Rico, is doing anything wrong. Ms.
Aulakh seems to be in denial about the annoyance Rico is causing her neighbors and
relied on multiple excuses for Rico’s behavior. At our hearing she came across as
confrontational, was almost yelling, and had to be asked to refrain from blaming her
neighbors for Rico’s behavior. This hearing strategy was not well-received.

Further, there is a discrepancy between what Ms. Aulakh wrote in her appeal statement
and what she testified to at our hearing. Her appeal statement, which came from her
email address, was written in the first person indicating that she was the one with Rico
on June 8. Ex. D6-001. She specifically wrote in her appeal statement “At the time of the
incident, Rico was on leash when his leash slipped from my hand.” Id. Her statement
goes on to describe the interaction that she had with Mr. Tholfsen. However, at our
hearing, Ms. Aulakh testified, uuder oath, that her 24-year-old daughter was the one with
Rico on June 8 rather than her. This discrepancy calls into question Ms. Aulakh’s
credibility. Additionally, in the prior case (V25016892-A25001549), which Ms. Aulakh
failed to appear for our hearing and was ultimately dismissed, there was an allegation by
Animal Services that Ms. Aulakh was untruthful as to her whereabouts when she
attempted to ask for an additional reschedule. While we do not take into consideration
anything from the prior dismissal, it is concerning that Ms. Aulakh cannot keep her story
straight as to who was with Rico on June 8.

1 https:

www.merriam-webster.com/dictionatry/menace.
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Luckily, we found Mr. Tholfsen to be the most credible witness at our hearing. He did
not overplay anything and was honest as to what he experienced. While Ms. Wong
testified that Rico jumped on Mr. Tholfsen and his dog, Mr. Tholfsen testified that Rico
did not touch him but rather snarled and barked from a one-to-two-foot distance. We
find his version of events most credible and more-likely-than-not accurate. The parties
testified as follows.

Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that there have been two
other contacts with Animal Services and Ms. Aulakh before the case before us. Last year,
there was a warning issued to Ms. Aulakh for Rico running at large and threatening
someone on a trail. There was another case earlier this year where Rico was again,
running at large and trespassing which Ms. Aulakh appealed. However, the case was
ultimately dismissed for Ms. Aulakh failing to appear for that hearing.

Regarding the current case, Animal Services is concerned about public safety. Rico has
more than one incident related to being at large and not under control. Each time
Animal Services has made contact with Ms. Aulakh, she has multiple excuses which
include using an e-collar on Rico to keep him under their control. Rico is still making
contact with people and threatening them. Rico is not under his owner’s control and
appears to not be able to be controlled. Rico cannot chase bunnies off of the Aulakh
property and trespass onto neighboring property.

Animal Services referred to the Newcastle Code (which was included in their report). Ex.
D1-002. The Newcastle Municipal Code is stricter in that it does not allow for e-collars
to be used.

Animal Services is in agreement that Rico was on-leash but accidentally got away from
Ms. Aulakh’s daughter on June 8. Although Rico did not start out “at large”, but at the
time the incident occurred, Rico was at large. This is a pattern of behavior over the last
year. Over the last year the Aulakh’s have had two violations and one warning already.
After five violations, Rico will not be allowed to remain in King County. Animal Services
requests that the violations be upheld and that the Aulakh’s reevaluate how they are
handling Rico.

Rebecca Wong testified that she has a vantage point in the neighborhood from her
home. She is able to see everything that goes on. Her house is right next to a trail and
she has seen the Aulakh family with an unleashed Rico on the trail. Rico usually runs up
to about ten feet from his owners when on the trail. She has also passed by an unleashed
Rico twice. The Aulakh’s do not have good recall with Rico.

Ms. Wong has witnessed Rico running around off leash approximately 20 times and has
witnessed Rico attack a family. In that instance, Rico made contact with a baby stroller, a
mother, and their dog. Rico runs off-leash quite often.

On June 8, Ms. Wong heard barking and when she looked out of her window, she saw
Rico run down the hill to Mr. Tholfsen and jump on him and his dog. Mr. Tholfsen bent
down and wrapped his arms around his dog. Ms. Wong did not see a leash on Rico or
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12.

13.

any owner attending to Rico. She eventually saw a lady running down the hill, screaming
at Rico.

Mike Tholfsen testified that both he and his wife walk their dog on the nearby trail
almost daily. He has seen a man walking Rico on-leash previously. The man usually has a
stick with him. The man has been able to get Rico under control before Rico gets to Mr.
Tholfsen. This has occurred two to three times previously. Rico doesn’t usually have
good recall.

On June 8, Mr. Tholfsen was getting ready to cross the intersection with his dog when he
saw Rico with a woman (rather than the man he has normally seen Rico with)
approximately 150 feet away. Rico and the woman were at the top of the hill and Rico
was relieving himself. Rico then began running down the hill, snarling, and growling.
Since he is familiar with Rico and his behavior, he bent down and picked up his dog.

Mr. Tholfsen thinks that Rico had a leash attached to him and that Rico ran away from
his owner. Rico was about one to two feet away and did not make contact with Mr.
Tholfsen nor put his paws on him. Rico only came up to him and was snarling and
barking. The woman with Rico came running and screaming at Rico. Rico ran back to his
owner’s home and the screaming woman followed Rico.

Ms. Wong was on her porch and told him that she saw what happened and encouraged
him to call Animal Services due to Rico’s pattern of behavior.

Kulwant Aulakh testified that she was not present for the June 8 incident. Her adult
daughter (24) was with Rico and got free from her. Rico was on a leash but for some
reason, he got free from Ms. Aulakh’s daughter.

Ms. Aulakh’s daughter notified her of the incident that had occurred with Mr. Tholfsen.
Ms. Aulakh asked her daughter if Rico had damaged anything or if she needed to contact
Mr. Tholfsen. Her daughter reported that everything was “ok’ and that she had spoken
to Mr. Tholfsen.

Ms. Wong complains a lot about prior occurrences and Ms. Aulakh does not agree with
anything that Ms. Wong testified to. There are a lot of rabbits in the neighborhood and
Rico chases the rabbits but that is all. She questioned Animal Services as to why nothing
is done about the wild rabbits on her property.

Ms. Aulakh opined that she and her family are doing their best. She had complaints
regarding a neighbor’s dog coming out and barking at all times, but she does not have
time to make complaints. She believes Rico is not doing anything, that people need to
stop complaining, mind their own business, and let them live their lives.

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.
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14. Further, the Newcastle Municipal Code (NCMC) provides that “[i]t shall be unlawful for
any livestock, dog, or other animal, except for cats and wildlife classified under
RCW 77.12.020 and regulations promulgated thereunder, to run at large on any street,
alley or public place or to trespass upon any private property within the limits of the city.
It shall be unlawful for the owner of any such animal or any person who has control of
the animal or to whom custody of the animal has been entrusted, to knowingly or
negligently permit the animal to run at large in violation of this section.” (Ord. 2010-424

§4).

15, The NCMC also asserts that a dog must be contained by a leash or a chain pursuant to
NCMC 6.08.020(A)(B) which states that “...the dog shall, at all times be controlled by
means of a leash or chain not exceeding eight feet in length by the owner or some duly
authorized and competent person... or that the dog be at the heel of such owner or
custodian.” “At heel” shall mean that the dog shall be immediately at the owner’s or
custodian’s heel.

16.  Here, Rico did initially start out with Ms. Aulakh’s adult daughter walking down the
street but, for some reason, he became loose and ran down the hill towards Mr. Tholfsen
and his dog, which Ms. Aulakh was aware of based on her testimony. At that point, Rico
was off of the Aulakh premises and not under control of a competent person. Rico was
not restrained from approaching a bystander (Mr. Tholfsen).

17. Applying our facts to the NCMC, Rico, although on-leash (but dragging the attached
leash behind him) was not controlled by the owner or some duly authorized and
competent person (Ms. Aulakh’s daughter). Rico was not “at the heel” of the owner or
custodian. Thus, we find that Rico was at large that day.

18.  Menacing: “Menace” is not defined in KCC Title 11, but commonly means “to make a
show of intention to harm.”? In our case, Rico ran approximately 150 feet from where
he was to Mr. Tholfsen and his dog while snatling and barking. Snarling and barking
while running towards a bystander is a clear “show of intention to harm”. Absent some
act of provocation, Rico’s behavior on June 8 meets the definition of menacing,.

19.  Provocation: The owner of a dog found to have been menacing has the defense of
provocation available to them which means, a dog could escape a menacing violation if
the owner can prove that there was some act of provocation committed against the dog.
“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.> And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the
victim’s act.* Here, Mr. Tholfsen and his dog were waiting to cross an intersection when

*https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/menace.

3 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)).
* Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273-75; Kirkham at 792.
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they were met with a barking and snarling Rico who was coming towards them. Nothing
Mr. Tholfsen and his dog were doing constituted tormenting, agitating, or harassing of
Rico. Further, we do not find that an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor
unusually docile, who found himself free from his owner’s control, would run towards a
bystander and their dog from a distance while snarling and barking. Rico’s behavior that
day was disproportional to any stimulus that Mr. Tholfsen and his dog created by merely
standing there. Rico was not provoked that day.

DECISION:

1. We DENY Ms. Aulakh’s appeal and uphold both the running at large and menacing
violations for Rico.

ORDERED September 29, 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 29, 2025. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW.



V25017239-A25002610-Kulwant Aulakh

MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 15, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF
KULWANT AULAKH, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY

FILE NO. V25017239-A25002610

Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea
Eykel, Rebecca Wong, Mike Tholfsen, and Kulwant Aulakh. 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

. D1
.D2
.D3

. D4
.D5
.Do6
. D7

Regional Animal Services of King County staff report

RASKC investigation report no. A25002610

Online Complaint form of June 8, 2025, incident by Mike Tholfsen, dated
June 8, 2025

Statement from Rebecca Wong, dated June 13, 2025

Notice of violation no. V25017239-A25002610, issued June 18, 2025
Appeal, received June 28, 2025

Map of subject area
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