
OFFICE OF THE HEARING EXAMINER 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

Telephone (206) 477-0860 
hearingexaminer@kingcounty.gov 

www.kingcounty.gov/independent/hearing-examiner 

REPORT AND DECISION 

SUBJECT: Regional Animal Services of King County file nos. V25017366 and V25017550 

MARISSA MACKAY AND DARLENE THOMPSON 
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal 

Activity no.: A25003079 and A25003806 

Appellants: Marissa Mackay and Darlene Thompson 
 

Enumclaw, WA 98022 
Telephone:  
Email:  

 

King County: Regional Animal Services of King County 
represented by Sgt. Samantha Moore 
Regional Animal Services of King County 
21615 64th Avenue S 
Kent, WA 98032 
Telephone: (206) 263-5968 
Email: raskcappeals@kingcounty.gov 

Overview 

1. This decision applies to two separate Notice of Violations for Riley, owned by Marissa
Mackay and Darlene Thompson. 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 the Mackay/Thompson appeals.

October 29, 2025
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Procedural Background 

2. On July 9, 2025, Sara Hartjoy-Greene filed an online complaint with Regional Animal 
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident that day. Ex. D15. On the 
same day, Animal Services issued violation notice V25017366-A25003079 to Marissa 
Mackay for her dog, Riley. Ms. Mackay filed a timely appeal on August 1, 2025. Ex. D22. 
Animal Services later realized the violation notice was incorrect and reissued a corrected 
notice of violation on August 21, 2025, citing Riley for his third offense of running at 
large and trespassing. Ex. D17. 

3. On August 16, 2025, Ms. Hartjoy-Greene filed an online complaint with Regional 
Animal Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on that day. Ex. D19. 
On August 21, 2025, Animal Services issued violation notice V25017550-A25003806 to 
Ms. Mackay for failure to register Riley as potentially dangerous, potentially dangerous 
designation noncompliance, and running at large fourth offense. Ex. D21. Ms. Mackay 
and her mother, Darlene Thompson, filed a timely appeal on September 9, 2025. Ex. 
D22.  

4. We went to hearing on October 22. Participating in the hearing were Sgt. Samantha 
Moore representing Animal Services, complainant Sara Hartjoy-Greene, neighbor 
Brittany Walsh, Riley’s owners Darlene Thompson and Marissa Mackay, and their friend 
Jack Smith. 

Appeal Issues 

Per the Notice of Hearing, the issues identified for consideration on appeal are as 
follows: 

5. Are Riley’s July 9, 2025, violations and the associated monetary penalties in the amount 
of $400 for “Running at Large 3rd Offense” (KCC 11.04.230.O) and “Animal 
Trespassing” 3rd violation (KCC 11.04.230.L) supported by a preponderance of the 
evidence and appropriate under the facts of this case? 

6. Are Riley’s August 16, 2025, violations and the associated monetary penalties in the 
amount of $900 for “Running at Large 4th Offense” (KCC 11.04.230.O), “Potentially 
Dangerous” Compliance (KCC 11.04.230.U), and “Failure to Register” (KCC 
11.04.230.V) supported by a preponderance of the evidence and appropriate under the 
facts of this case? 

Factual Findings 

Weighing all the evidence, the Hearing Examiner finds the following facts by a 
preponderance of the evidence: 

7. Marissa Mackay and her mother Darlene Thompson jointly own their dog, Riley.  
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8. Riley has a documented history of escaping his yard and roaming the neighborhood. 
Animal Services representative Sgt. Moore provided records of several prior notices for 
violations spanning from May 2021 to August 2025. Ex. D2-001. 

9. Of relevance for this case are Riley’s two prior Notices of Violation for Running at 
Large, two prior citations for Animal Trespassing, and designation as a Potentially 
Dangerous Dog. Ex. D4, D8, D9, D13 (6/12/25; 6/21/25). In fact, there appear to be 
additional citations for these same violations that were not included in the calculation of 
Riley’s prior offenses. See Ex. D4; D-13.  

10. Each Notice of Violation includes a section advising the recipient, in this case Ms. 
Mackay, how to appeal the order. See Ex. D8. None of the prior orders, including the 
designation of Riley as a Potentially Dangerous Dog, were appealed.  

11. Animal Services issued Ms. Mackay the Potentially Dangerous Animal Designation on 
June 14, 2025. Ex. D9. This document lists in detail all the requirements that accompany 
this designation, including being with an “escape proof” area on the owner’s premises 
and muzzling the dog when off the owner’s premises. Id.  

12. The potentially dangerous designation requirements also specifically include a 
requirement to register Riley as a potentially dangerous dog and show that other 
designation requirements have been met. Ex. D9.  

13. Nothing in the record indicates that Riley has been registered as a Potentially Dangerous 
Animal, which is consistent with Ms. Thompson’s testimony that they are still working 
on meeting the requirements.  

14. Ms. Thompson submitted proof of Riley receiving a rabies vaccination and being 
licensed. D22-003, -004. 

15. On July 9, 2025, Ms. Hartjoy-Greene observed Riley running through the neighborhood, 
including on her property, without an owner or handler, and without a muzzle. 
Testimony of Greene. She provided photos she took of the incident to Animal Services. 
Ex. D16. 

16. On August 21, Ms. Hartjoy-Greene observed Riley running through the neighborhood, 
including on her property, without an owner or handler, and without a muzzle. 
Testimony of Greene. She provided photos she took of the incident to Animal Services. 
Ex. D20. 

17. Ms. Hartjoy testified that she had never seen Riley in a muzzle and had seen him run 
through the neighborhood several times in the past. Testimony of Greene. 

18. Ms. Thompson testified repeatedly that she was not aware there was a law against dogs 
trespassing on private property. Her testimony and the statements of Mr. Smith indicated 
that they believed there was not a problem with Riley entering the unfenced areas of 
neighborhood yards and that he just “wanted to play.” Testimony of Thompson and 
Smith.  
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19. Ms. Thompson also testified that they did not know Riley had gotten out of the yard on 
July 9 or August 16, and “didn’t keep track” of when he got out of the yard. She said 
“they” never let him out…someone else did.  

20. She took issue with the neighbors reporting Riley’s behavior, indicating they were 
exaggerating the problem. She did not believe Riley’s presence in the neighborhood 
without an owner or handler was a reason for concern because Riley was not aggressive 
and was just coming up to people because he wanted to play.  

21. She stated that they own a muzzle for Riley but have not used it. She indicated that they 
are trying to comply with the Animal Services requirements, but believe it is unclear what 
needs to be done.   

22. Ms. Walsh, a neighbor, testified that she has seen Riley run through the yard numerous 
times during the summer. She testified that it was Riley’s encounter with her husband 
that led to the Potentially Dangerous Designation. Testimony of Walsh.  

23. Sgt. Moore played a Ring camera video of the incident with Riley and Mr. Walsh. The 
video shows Riley charging Mr. Walsh in front of his home and aggressively barking.   

24. Ms. Thompson indicated that, although she could not see it during the hearing, she had 
seen the video and believed Riley was “trying to play with [Ms. Walsh’s] husband.” And 
that Mr. Walsh would “egg him on” by saying “go go go.” 

25. Ms. Thompson made a statement that she had appealed and “no one got back to her.” 
But the appeal statement she is referring to appears to be the appeal she filed on August 
1, 2025, which is the subject of this hearing. Ex. D22.  

26. Ms. Thompson raised a concern of someone shooting and injuring Riley when he was 
loose in the neighborhood. This issue was not a subject of this appeal.  

27. The total penalties for the July 9 violations are $400. The total penalties for the August 
16 violations are $900.   

Conclusions of Law 

28. The hearing examiner has jurisdiction pursuant to KCC 20.22.040. 

29. Animal Services bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of evidence both the 
violation and the appropriateness of the remedy it has imposed. KCC 20.22.080.G; 
.210.B. We do not grant substantial weight or otherwise accord deference to agency 
determinations. Exam. R. XV.F.3. 

30. A preponderance of the evidence supports Animal Services’ citation and monetary 
penalty for the July 9, 2025, Running at Large 3rd Offense citation and the August 16, 
2025, Running at Large 4th Offense citation. “At large” means “off the premises of its 
owner and not under control of a competent person”? KCC 11.01.090. KCC 
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11.04.230.O. “Under control” means the “animal is restrained…from approaching any 
bystander or other domesticated animal ….” KCC 11.01.380.  

31. It is undisputed that Riley was roaming “at large” in the neighborhood on the two dates 
in question. It is further clear from the evidence provided by Animal Services that Riley 
has been cited for being “at large” on at least two prior occasions and those incidents 
were not appealed.  

32. It is not an excuse or defense to this violation that the owners were unaware that Riley 
left the property or that someone else let him out. Ms. Thompson and Ms. Mackay are 
responsible for keeping Riley securely contained on their property.  

33. A preponderance of the evidence supports Animal Services’ citation and monetary 
penalty for the July 9, 2025 “Animal Trespassing on Private Property 3rd Offense” 
citation. Under KCC 11.04.230.L, trespassing is defined as “entering upon a person’s 
property or premises without that person’s permission.” Riley does not have permission 
to be on the neighbors’ private property and evidence clearly reflects that he went onto 
Ms. Hartjoy-Greene and other neighbors’ private property on the days in question.  

34. A preponderance of the evidence supports Animal Services’ citation and monetary 
penalty for “Failure to Register” under KCC 11.04.230.V. As of the date of the hearing, 
Riley’s owners had not yet registered him as a potentially dangerous dog as required by 
the notice given to Ms. Mackay on June 14, 2025. Although they appear to be working 
on this important step, Riley remains unregistered.  

35. A preponderance of the evidence supports Animal Services’ citation and monetary 
penalty for failing to comply with the June 14, 2025, Potentially Dangerous Order. Riley 
has not been secured at home, and when he has been out, he has not been muzzled or 
otherwise properly under the control of an owner or handler.  

36. Although the monetary penalties, in total, are significant for the multiple violations being 
upheld here, there are no mitigating factors that would warrant a reduction in the fines. 
The owners have been on notice for years that Riley cannot run “at large” in the 
neighborhood.  

37. More recently, Appellants have been on notice that their dog has acted aggressively 
toward neighbors and been designated “potentially dangerous.” Instead of respecting the 
valid concerns of the neighbors and the legal requirements of this designation, the 
Appellants have unlawfully delayed taking action to comply with the June 14, 2025, 
order.  

38. Appellants have also diminished their credibility by consistently maintaining that Riley is 
just eager to play and does not pose a threat to anyone in the neighborhood. The video 
that was the basis for Riley’s potentially dangerous designation objectively shows Riley 
acting aggressively toward Mr. Walsh. His words and gestures to get Riley away from him 
are perceived by the appellants as “egging Riley on” instead of what was clearly an 
attempt by Mr. Walsh to get Riley to back off and go away.  
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39. It is my hope that this decision and the significant penalties show the Appellants that this 
is a serious matter and that these violations cannot continue.  

 
DECISION: 
 
The appeal is DENIED.  

 
ORDERED October 29, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Devon Shannon 
 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 
November 28, 2025. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in 
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 
 

MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 22, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
MARISSA MACKAY, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  

FILE NOS. V25017366 AND V25017550 
 
Devon Shannon was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. 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. A21002356 
Exhibit no. D3 Photograph of Riley at large and trespassing 
Exhibit no. D4 Notice of violation no. V21012108-A21002356, issued May 26, 2021 
Exhibit no. D5 RASKC investigation report no. A25002660 
Exhibit no. D6 Online Complaint form of June 12, 2025 incident by Brittany Walsh, 

dated June 12, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Video A25-2660 
Exhibit no. D8 Notice of violation no. V25017218-A25002660, issued June 14, 2025 
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Exhibit no. D9 Potentially Dangerous Designation V25017217 
Exhibit no. D10 RASKC investigation report no. A25002779 
Exhibit no. D11 Online Complaint form of June 20, 2025 incident by Brittany Walsh, 

dated June 21, 2025 
Exhibit no. D12 Photograph of Riley at large A25-2779 
Exhibit no. D13 Notice of violation no. V25017258-A25002779, issued June 21, 2025 
Exhibit no. D14 RASKC investigation report no. A25003079 
Exhibit no. D15 Online Complaint form of July 9, 2025 incident by Sara Hartjoy-Greene, 

dated July 9, 2025 
Exhibit no. D16 Photograph of Riley at large and trespassing A25-3079 
Exhibit no. D17 Corrected and reissued Notice of violation no. V25017366-A25003079, 

issued August 21, 2025 
Exhibit no. D18 RASKC investigation report no. A25003806 
Exhibit no. D19 Online Complaint form of August 16, 2025 incident by Sara Hartjoy-

Greene, dated August 16, 2025 
Exhibit no. D20 Photograph of Riley at large A25-3806 
Exhibit no. D21 Notice of violation no. V25017550-A25003806, issued August 21, 2025 
Exhibit no. D22 Appeal, received August 1, 2025 
Exhibit no. D23 Map of subject area 
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