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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:
Overview

1. After hearing the witnesses’ testimony, studying the exhibits admitted into evidence, and
considering the parties’ arguments and the relevant law, we deny the appeal in part, grant
the appeal in part, and reduce the monetary penalty.
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Background

On June 26, 2025, Kelly Maughn filed an online complaint with Regional Animal
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on June 25.! On July 11, 2025,
Animal Services issued a violation notice to Mike and Bonnie England for their dog,
Goldie, running at large and being menacing.? The Englands timely appealed.? We went
to hearing on October 2.

Legal Standards

A dog is “at large” when off the premises of its owner and not under the control of a
competent person, except in designated off-leash areas or for certain sanctioned
purposes. “Under control” means the dog 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. See K.C.C. 11.04.230.0,
K.C.C. 11.01.090, and K.C.C. 11.01.380.

“Menacing” is not defined by King County Code. Dictionary definitions indicate that for
something to be “menacing,” it must show an intention to cause harm or injury. For
example, definitions for “menace” include “to make a show of intention to harm,”* and
“something that threatens to cause evil, harm, injury.”> A dog’s intentions might appear
quite different to the dog’s owner, a bystander, or somebody with a longstanding fear of
dogs. Therefore, in the context of animal cases, we can understand “menacing” as
meaning when a dog’s actions make a person or domesticated animal reasonably fear that
the dog intends to cause them physical harm. See K.C.C. 11.04.230.E.

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. See K.C.C.
20.22.080.G and K.C.C. 20.22.210.B.

Analysis

Testimony

6.

Both witnesses who saw the incident, Mr. Maughn and Ms. England, were credible and
described essentially the same facts, even though they had very different interpretations
of those facts.

Mr. Maughn testified that on June 25, he and his family were returning home in their car
along the private unpaved road shared by the Maughns and the Englands. Goldie was

I See Exhibit D3.

2 See Exhibit D6.

3 See Exhibit D7.

4 See https:/ /www.mettiam-webstetr.com/dictionary/menace

5 See https:/ /www.dictionary.com/browse/menace

¢ See Hearing Examiner Rules of Procedure and Mediation, Rule XV.F.3.
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10.

11.

lying in the roadway near the England property. When Goldie did not move, Mr.
Maughn slowly drove his car up to about three feet away. At this point Goldie moved
out of the way and the Maughns continued down the road to their home. Around five to
ten minutes later, Mr. Maughn’s children decided to ride their bikes back down the road
to go visit friends. Mr. Maughn stood at the edge of his property and watched them ride
past the England property. Ms. England was outside near the road, and Goldie was
across the road from her. As the kids approached on their bikes, Ms. England called for
Goldie to return. As the kids passed by, Goldie quickly moved towards them but did not
bark. Mr. Maughn estimates that Goldie was about a foot away from the kids when he
shouted down the road. The shout startled Goldie, who stopped, and the kids rode past.
Mzt. Maughn stated he had been afraid that Goldie would not stop and that the kids
would either be bitten or knocked off their bikes.

Exhibit D4 is a Ring camera video of the Maughns’ driveway, and the incident occurs in
the top left corner of the video. It shows Ms. England on the edge of her property and
that Goldie was nearby in the roadway, although the view of Goldie after wandering into
the roadway is obstructed by a tree in the foreground. The video confirms that Mr.
Maughn watched the incident from the edge of his property and that he shouted. The
interaction between Goldie and the kids is largely obscured by the tree. The video ends
immediately after Mr. Maughn shouts, with the view of Goldie still obstructed.

Exhibit D5 is also a video from the same Ring camera, but from March 11, introduced
solely to show an example of how Goldie can behave when near the Maughn property.”
In the video, Goldie is seen on the Maughn’s property, retreating to the road as Ms.
Maughn walks out of the house. As Ms. Maughn closes her gate, Goldie barks loudly in
the roadway while backing away, returning to the England property after a few seconds.
Mr. Maughn testified that the demeanor of the dog in Exhibit D5 was similar to what he
witnessed during the incident with the kids, with the exception that Goldie did not bark
at the kids on their bikes. Mr. Maughn characterized the behavior in Exhibit D5 as
“aggressive demeanor.”

Ms. England testified that on June 25 she was in the back part of her property with
Goldie, setting up a campfire. Goldie trotted out towards the private road. When she saw
the kids approaching on their bikes, she called Goldie back, maybe calling three times.
Goldie stopped and the kids continued riding their bikes down the street. Ms. England
estimates that Goldie was about four feet away from the kids when she stopped. Ms.
England did not see or hear Mr. Maughn, who did not come out to talk to her until two
minutes later. Ms. England denies that they let their dogs run around loose.

Mr. England testified that the video in Exhibit D5 shows Goldie’s demeanor, since in the
video she was not aggressive and did not bark until she was halfway down the road.

7 In other words, Animal Services is not issuing any violations for any of the actions depicted in the video of March 11.
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Running At L arge

12.

13.

Nobody disputes that Goldie was in the roadway next to Ms. England on June 25. When
a dog is off its owners’ premises, it needs to either be on a leash or under effective voice
control in order to prevent it from approaching bystanders. Goldie was off leash, and
Ms. England testified that it took two or three calls for Goldie to stop approaching the
kids on their bikes. Since Goldie was off their premises and not under sufficient control
to prevent her from approaching the kids, she meets the definition of being “at large” as

defined by K.C.C. 11.01.090.

The Hearing Examiner often reduces penalty fees when the violation is despite, rather
than due to, the owner’s actions. Ms. England testified that Goldie had always come
when called in the past, so it was reasonable for her to believe that Goldie would have
been under control at this time. The Englands mentioned that they had believed that
Goldie could be on the private road behind their property, but they now know to be
more careful. On June 25, Goldie was off the premises by a few feet for a few seconds
before stopping and returning to Ms. England. While that technically meets the
definition of running at large, a substantial reduction in the fee is warranted here.

Menacing

14.

15.

16.

17.

Both Ms. England and Mr. Maughn were consistent in their descriptions of the facts,
with the only substantive difference being how close Goldie came to the kids. Given
their different vantage points (Ms. England was closer and off to the left, while Mr.
Maughn was further away and off to the right), it’s understandable why the distance may
have appeared differently. However, whether Goldie was one foot or four feet away is
not material in determining whether Goldie was “menacing” the kids.

To a dog’s owner, who is familiar with the dog’s temperament, running towards children
seems like friendly behavior — the dog obviously wants to play. To a concerned parent,
who is unfamiliar with the dog’s temperament, running towards children seems like
aggressive behavior — the dog obviously wants to attack. To determine whether a dog’s
behavior was “menacing” under the law, we must try to look at the dog’s actions through
the eyes of a neutral bystander and decide if there would be a reason to think the actions
themselves showed an intent to cause harm.

Unfortunately, the video in Exhibit D4 does not show Goldie’s behavior during the
incident with sufficient clarity to judge her actions. Fortunately, Exhibit D5 does show
Goldie’s behavior, albeit on a different day, and according to Mr. Maughn it was the
same “aggressive’” behavior he observed on the day of the incident.

In Exhibit D5, we see Goldie trotting out of the Maughns’ driveway into the road and
pausing by the open gate to look back. When Ms. Maughn walks over to close the gate,
Goldie turns and takes some steps down the road, away from the Maughns’ property.
While still walking away, Goldie then barks loudly over her shoulder at Ms. Maughn.
Goldie stops and turns to bark a few times, then continues to alternate walking away and
barking a few more times. By the time Ms. Maughn has finished closing the gate, Goldie
has stopped barking and has turned to trot back towards home, tail wagging.
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18. At no point in the video in Exhibit D5 does Goldie ever attempt to come closer to Ms.
Maughn; in fact, at every step Goldie is retreating and creating more distance between
them. There is nothing that can be construed as “aggressive” in Goldie’s movements.
Goldie does bark loudly at Ms. Maughn and is clearly not happy with her. Being barked
at by a large dog can undoubtedly be unnerving, but even with the loud barking there is
no indication that Goldie was intending to cause any physical harm. Ms. Maughn
certainly doesn’t seem to be afraid that Goldie will harm her, since she approaches the
gate (and thus comes closer to Goldie) while carrying a small child.

19.  If this is an example of the behavior Mr. Maughn observed during the incident with the
kids, when Goldie was not even barking, then there is no evidence that Goldie did
anything that would cause a person to reasonably fear she was going to cause physical
harm. Since Animal Services has the burden to prove the menacing actions, we grant the
appeal as to the menacing violation.

DECISION:

1. We DENY the Englands’ appeal as to the at large violation but waive the monetary
penalty in its entirety.

2. We GRANT the Englands’ appeal as to the menacing violation and reverse the monetary
penalty.

ORDERED October 17, 2025.
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Peter Heineccius
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
November 17, 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 OCTOBER 2, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF MIKE
AND BONNIE ENGLAND, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF
KING COUNTY FILE NO. V25017355-A25002862

Peter Heineccius was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were
Chelsea Eykel, Kelly Maughan, Bonnie England, and Mike England. 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. A25002862

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of June 25, 2025, incident by Kelly Maughan,
dated June 26, 2025

Exhibit no. D4 Video of June 25, 2025

Exhibit no. D5 Video of prior trespassing incident

Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25017355-A25002862, issued July 11, 2025

Exhibit no. D7 Appeal, received July 21, 2025

Exhibit no. D8 Map of subject area
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