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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. Hutchinson’s appeal but reduce the total civil penalties to $1500.

November 4, 2025
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Procedural Background 

2. On July 20, 2025, Robin White filed an online complaint with Regional Animal Services 
of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on that day. Ex. D3. On July 29, 2025, 
Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017414 to Jennifer Hutchinson for failing 
to register her four dogs as potentially dangerous (KCC 11.04.230.V) and, for the two 
dogs Scooter and Nikki, designating them as “Dangerous” (KCC 11.04.230.F). Ex. D6. 
Jennifer Hutchinson filed a timely appeal on August 21, 2025. Ex. D14.   

3. We went to hearing on November 4, 2025. Participating in the hearing were: Sgt. Chelsea 
Eykel representing Animal Services, complainant Robin White, and appellant Jennifer 
Hutchinson.  

Appeal Issues 

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

4. Are the “Dangerous Act/Conduct” 1st offense violations for Scooter and Nikki, 
pursuant to KCC 11.04.230.F, and the associated monetary penalties, supported by a 
preponderance of the evidence? 

5. Are the “Failure to Register” violations for Scooter and Nikki, pursuant to KCC 
11.04.230.V, and the associated monetary penalties, 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:  

6. It is undisputed that Ms. Hutchinson's four dogs were not properly registered as 
potentially dangerous as of the July 20, 2025, incident. Testimony of Sgt. Eykel; 
Testimony of Ms. Hutchinson.  

7. Both Animal Services and Ms. Hutchinson spoke to the steps that have been taken since 
this citation to bring the dogs into compliance with the registration requirements. 
Testimony of Sgt. Eykel; Testimony of Ms. Hutchinson; Ex. A1-3. The registration for 
Scooter and Nikki is pending the outcome of this case to determine whether they need 
to meet the requirements for "Dangerous Animal" registration. Testimony of Sgt. Eykel. 

8. Ms. Hutchinson testified about her concern with the outcome of the May 2024 hearing 
which resulted in the designation of all four dogs as “Potentially Dangerous.” Testimony 
of Ms. Hutchinson. The examiner explained that the prior decision is not open for 
review in this appeal and that the focus of this hearing is whether the facts support the 
violations identified by Animal Services in their July 29, 2025, Notice of Violation. 
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9. Ms. White testified that, as she was jogging past Ms. Hutchinson's property on July 20, 
2025, two dogs ran across the street and aggressively “rushed up” to her, barking and 
coming into physical contact with her. Testimony of Ms. White. Ms. White identified the 
two dogs involved in the incident as Ms. Hutchinson’s dogs, Scooter and Nikki. Ex. D4.  

10. Ms. White specifically identified Scooter as the dog that bit her, causing injuries to her 
thigh. Testimony of Ms. White; Ex. D5.  

11. She clarified that while she believed only Scooter bit her, both dogs charged her 
aggressively, barking and running toward her as she backed away, and both dogs made 
physical contact with her. Testimony of Ms. White. She also indicated that she had some 
bruising on her other thigh, but could not be sure that was a result of the physical 
contact with Nikki. Testimony of Ms. White. 

12. Ms. Hutchinson testified that Nikki should not be labeled a Dangerous Animal because 
she did not bite Ms. White and is “scared of her shadow.” Testimony of Ms. 
Hutchinson. Ms. Hutchinson does not believe Nikki’s behavior warranted a potentially 
dangerous designation in the first case and does not believe that designation should now 
be used to designate Nikki as a “Dangerous Animal.” Testimony of Ms. Hutchinson. 

13. Ms. Hutchinson also testified that she attempted to comply with the potentially 
dangerous animal requirements and did not receive prompt or clear responses from 
Animal Services. Testimony of Ms. Hutchinson. 

14. Sgt. Eykel testified that there was evidence supporting the Examiner’s 2024 decision 
resulting in the potentially dangerous dog designations for all four of Ms. Hutchinson’s 
dogs. Testimony of Sgt. Eykel; Ex. D8, D13. She noted that in that case it was 
undetermined which of the four dogs bit the bicyclist because the victim was cycling 
away from the dogs. The injury was serious enough to warrant a “Dangerous” 
designation and, all four dogs were designated “Potentially Dangerous.” Testimony of 
Sgt. Eykel. Ex. D9-11. 

Conclusions of Law 

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

16. 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. 

17. Failure to Register. Undisputed facts support upholding Animal Services' citations for 
Ms. Hutchinson's failure to register her dogs as potentially dangerous.  

18. In light of the primary acts in this case involving only two of the four dogs, and the steps 
actively taken by Ms. Hutchinson to comply immediately after receiving the Notice of 
Violation for this case, I believe a reduction in the penalty is appropriate. The total 
penalty for Failure to Register regarding all four dogs will be $500.  
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19. Dangerous Animal Designation. Per KCC 11.01.120.A “Dangerous animal” means 
any animal that: 

1. Inflicts severe injury on or causes the death of a human being without 
provocation; 
2. Inflicts severe injury on or causes the death of a domesticated animal 
without provocation; 
3. Has been previously found to be potentially dangerous or vicious 
because of injury inflicted on a human, the owner having received notice 
of such, and the animal again bites, attacks, or endangers the safety of 
humans; 
4. Enters onto private property without the consent of the owner or 
occupant and, regardless of provocation, engages in conduct meeting 
subsection A.1., A.2., or A.3. of this section; or 
5. Jointly engages, with one or more animals, in conduct meeting A.1., 
A.2., A.3., or A.4. of this section, in which case all animals may be deemed 
dangerous, absent an affirmative demonstration that a specific animal was 
not responsible for a qualifying act. 

 
20. There was no suggestion that provocation was a viable defense in this case.  

21. There is no dispute that Scooter was designated a potentially dangerous animal in 2024 
and, in this incident, attacked and bit Ms. White, causing her injury. Scooter meets the 
“Dangerous Animal” definition under KCC 11.01.120.A.3. 

22. The primary issue on appeal is whether Nikki should also be designated a “Dangerous 
Animal” under KCC 11.01.120.A.5. Animal Services argues that Nikki jointly engaged 
with Scooter in the aggressive attack on Ms. White and that Nikki’s prior designation as a 
Potentially Dangerous Animal meets the requirement of KCC 11.01.120.A.5.  

23. A “Dangerous Animal” designation is a significant burden for both the owner and the 
animal and is not taken lightly. It is all the more difficult to assign the “Dangerous” label 
to an animal who has not been shown definitively to have caused the injury that would 
independently warrant either a potentially dangerous or dangerous designation.  

24. In this situation, however, Nikki was not a passive bystander. She ran towards Ms. 
White, barking aggressively in concert with Scooter. Nikki even made physical contact 
with Ms. White. It was clear from Ms. White’s testimony that she felt that both dogs 
were threatening as she attempted to get away from them.  

25. Under the facts of this case showing Nikki’s significant level of involvement with the 
attack on Ms. White, I conclude that Nikki “jointly engaged” with Scooter in conduct 
meeting KCC 11.04.120A.3.  

26. The last sentence of the section: “absent an affirmative demonstration that a specific 
animal was not responsible for a qualifying act,” does not absolve Nikki here. If the only 
qualifying act were inflicting injury, Nikki would not be implicated. But the code 
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contemplates applying the designation when the animal “bites, attacks, or endangers the 
safety of humans.” Nikki’s behavior meets the last two examples in the definition and 
qualifies her for the “Dangerous Animal” designation.  

 
DECISION: 
 
1. Ms. Hutchinson’s appeal is DENIED.  

2. The total civil penalties assessed are reduced from $2000 to $1500.  

 

ORDERED November 4, 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 
December 4, 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 NOVEMBER 4, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
JENNIFER HUTCHINSON, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY 

FILE NO. V25017414-A25003298 
 
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. A25003298 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of July 20, 2025, incident by Robin White, dated 

July 20, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of dogs outside fence, taken by KCSO 
Exhibit no. D5 Photograph of Ms. White’s injury 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25017414-A25003298, issued July 29, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 RASKC investigation report no. A24002509 
Exhibit no. D9 Online Complaint form of May 25, 2024, incident by Helen Halstead, 

dated May 25, 2024 
Exhibit no. D10 Photograph of Ms. Halstead’s injury 
Exhibit no. D11 Notice of violation no. V24015649-A24002509, issued May 29, 2024 
Exhibit no. D12 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D13 Hearing Examiner’s Report and Decision, issued September 26, 2024 
Exhibit no. D14 Appeal, received August 21, 2025 
Exhibit no. D15 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 2025 pet license renewal receipt 
Exhibit no. A2 Halo collar GPS wireless fence receipt 
Exhibit no. A3 Halo collar monthly subscription receipts Aug-Oct 
Exhibit no. A4 Halo Collar GPS fence map of property 
Exhibit no. A5 Email from Ms. Bernstein to Hearing Examiner, sent September 12, 2024 
Exhibit no. A6 Photograph of Oleg Petrik’s open gate 
Exhibit no. A7 Ravensdale Facebook page post of Oleg Petrik’s four German shepherds 
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