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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 grant the Schopens’ appeal in part and deny their appeal in part, as detailed
below.
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Procedural Background 

2. On June 26, 2025, Oibek Beck filed an online complaint with Regional Animal Services 
of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on June 24, 2025. Ex. D3, D5. On July 
26, Animal Services issued a violation notice to Heather Schopen for her dogs, Emma 
and Otter, being unlicensed, running at large, and qualifying as potentially dangerous. 
Exs. D6, D7. The Schopens filed a timely appeal on August 8, 2025. Ex. D8.  

3. We went to hearing on October 16, 2025. Mr. Ronan Schopen (Heather Schopen’s son) 
represented and testified for the appellants. M.O., daughter of the complainant and 
witness to the incident, testified for Animal Services.1 

Appeal Issues 

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

4. Are the monetary penalties assessed for having unlicensed, altered pets, in violation of 
KCC 11.04.230.P, in the amount of $125 for Emma and $125 for Otter, “a $65 upcharge 
for each late license”? 

5. Are the “Potentially Dangerous” violations for Emma and Otter, pursuant to KCC 
11.04.230.F, and the associated monetary penalties, supported by a preponderance of the 
evidence?  

6. Are the “Running at Large” violations for Emma and Otter, pursuant to KCC 
11.04.230.O, and the associated monetary penalties, supported by a preponderance of 
the evidence?   

Factual Findings 

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

 
7. Heather Schopen owns two dogs: Emma, a black Australian Kelpie, and Otter, a brown 

Labrador and German Shepherd mix. Ex. D8. They live in a home in Issaquah with a 
gated yard that is close to Meerwood Park. Ms. Schopen’s son, Ronan Schopen, also lives 
at the residence.  

8. The Schopens acknowledge that their gate is occasionally left unlocked, allowing the 
dogs to leave their property. They indicate that lawn care workers likely left the gate 
unlocked on June 24, 2025. Ex. D8; Testimony of R. Schopen.  
 

9. On June 24, 2025, Emma and Otter entered Meerwood Park without any owners or 
handlers present. Testimony of M.O.; Ex. D3.  

 
1 Because she is a minor, the complainant’s daughter is referred to as M.O. in this decision.  
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10. The Oibek family was at the park playing with their dog, Terra, prior to the incident. 
M.O. testified that she was concerned because the dogs came to the park and did not 
appear to have owners with them. At first, M.O. said “everything seemed ok” and the 
dogs were not acting aggressively. She was asking people at the park who the dog’s 
owners were when she heard Terra yelp. She turned around and saw Emma had Terra’s 
neck in her mouth. Testimony of M.O. 
 

11. M.O. then intervened, with her mother, and attempted to stop Emma from biting Terra. 
Emma would not let go so M.O. put herself in between the dogs at which point Emma 
released her grip on Terra and “latched on” to M.O.’s arm. Testimony of M.O. M.O. 
indicated that things got a bit “blurry” and other people had to come help get Emma to 
stop biting M.O. Testimony of M.O. 
 

12. Photos taken by the Oibeks after the incident show puncture wounds and scratches to 
M.O.’s arm and hand. Ex. D4. M.O.’s testimony established that these are photos of her 
injuries from Emma biting her on June 24. 
 

13. M.O. immediately went to urgent care to have the puncture wounds in her arm flushed, 
then went to the ER where she waited several hours to receive a rabies shot. Testimony 
of M.O. Emma and Otter’s vaccines were expired at the time of the incident. Ex. D2. 

 
14. Mr. Oibek took Terra to the vet where she was examined for injuries. They did not find 

any wounds at that time, but later the Oibeks found a puncture wound on her neck. A 
photo shows Terra’s neck wound, which would have been difficult to see because of 
Terra’s thick fur. Ex. D4.  
 

15. M.O. didn’t remember Otter (“the brown dog”) doing anything “super aggressive.” 
Testimony of M.O. She recalled Otter circling Terra and, before the incident, interacting 
with Terra in a normal way that was not concerning. She did believe Otter was involved 
in biting or injuring herself or Terra. Testimony of M.O. 
 

16. Mr. Schopen testified that Emma and Otter have gotten out of their gated yard on 
several occasions and tend to go to the park or the beach because they like to play with 
other dogs. He indicated that they now had additional locks on the gates to prevent this 
from happening again. 
 

17. Mr. Schopen acknowledged that Emma is more of a “rough player,” but he has never 
had an incident like this occur when Emma was unprovoked. Testimony of R. Schopen. 
 

18. Mr. Schopen was not aware of any injuries to Emma on June 24, 2025. Testimony of R. 
Schopen.  
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19. The Schopens do not dispute that their dogs were unlicensed at the time of the incident. 
Ex. D8; Testimony of R. Schopen. Animal Services records appear to indicate that the 
Schopens licensed both dogs after they received the Notice of Violation and the fines 
were reduced from $125 to $50 per dog. Ex. D2-002. 

 
Conclusions of Law 

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

21. For those matters or issues raised in an appeal statement, 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.  

22. A preponderance of the evidence supports Animal Services’ citations and monetary 
penalties for Emma and Otter being “Unlicensed Altered Pet(s)” per KCC 11.04.230.P. 
The appeal statement indicates the Schopen’s belief that the penalty assessed was an 
unlawful “upcharge” from the standard licensing fee. This is a distinction between a fee 
and a penalty for failing to pay a required fee. There was nothing inappropriate or 
unreasonable about the original $125 per dog penalty for the Schopens failure to 
properly license their pets. See KCC 11.04.035.C.5. 
 

23. It appears, however, that prior to the hearing, the Schopens took steps to license Emma 
and Otter and Animal Services reduced the monetary penalties from $125 to $50 per 
dog. This is an appropriate remedy under the facts of this case.  
 

24. A preponderance of the evidence supports Animal Services’ citations and monetary 
penalties for Emma and Otter “Running at Large, 1st Offense” per KCC 11.04.230.O. 
The Schopens do not dispute that their dogs escaped from their gated yard on June 24, 
2025 and were roaming in the neighborhood without supervision. Under KCC 
11.04.035.C, the standard penalty for a 1st offense of this type is $50 per dog which is 
reasonable under the facts of this case.  
 

25. A preponderance of the evidence supports Animal Services’ citation and monetary 
penalty for Emma’s “Potentially Dangerous” designation per KCC 11.04.230.F. Under 
KCC 11.01.320, an animal is “potentially dangerous” if, when unprovoked, it: 

1.  Bites or inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal; 
2.  Chases or approaches a person upon the streets, sidewalks, or any public 

grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack; 
3.  Has a known propensity, tendency, or disposition to attack, to cause injury, or 

otherwise to threaten the safety of humans or domestic animals; or 
4.  Jointly engages, with one or more animals in conduct meeting subsections 

A.1., A.2., or A.3., of this section, in which case all animals are deemed potentially 
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dangerous, absent an affirmative demonstration that a specific animal was not 
responsible for a qualifying act. 

 
26. Emma bit and injured the Oibeks’ dog, Terra, and their daughter, M.O., when she 

attempted to stop Emma from biting Terra’s neck. This meets the first criteria in KCC 
11.01.320 and warrants the potentially dangerous violation with the restrictions that 
accompany that designation in KCC 11.04.275.  

27. Mr. Schopen offered that M.O. did not see what started the incident between Terra and 
Emma, and perhaps Emma was provoked by Terra. The only factual support provided 
for this defense was that Emma had never previously acted aggressively toward another 
dog when unprovoked. Testimony of R. Schopen.  

28. “Provocation” means “to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately before the 
attack, chase or menacing behavior….” KCC 11.01.350. No testimony or evidence 
indicated Emma was provoked by Terra. The only eyewitness testimony indicates that 
Emma and Otter approached Terra, followed her around the park, and while M.O. was 
looking for their owners, Terra yelped and Emma had Terra’s neck in her mouth. I do 
not believe the evidence reflects any provocation by Terra.  

29. Additionally, there are two separate events that qualify Emma for the potentially 
dangerous designation: the bite and injury inflicted on Terra, and the bite and injury 
inflicted on M.O. Even if Emma was provoked to bite Terra, M.O.’s intervention should 
have stopped Emma’s behavior, not aggravated it. The fact that Emma went from biting 
Terra to attacking M.O. is particularly concerning and warrants the potentially dangerous 
designation independently from the aggressive behavior toward Terra.  

30. I do not find that a preponderance of the evidence supports Animal Services’ citation for 
Otter’s “Potentially Dangerous” designation. The most credible testimony was from 
M.O. who stated that Otter did not engage in any aggressive behavior toward her or 
Terra. Otter was not involved in the attack that resulted in injuries to M.O. or Terra and 
merely “circling” around Terra without any further indication of aggression or menacing 
behavior is not enough to support a potentially dangerous designation.  

31. Animal Services argued that Otter’s behavior met the definition of KCC 11.01.320.4 
because he “jointly engaged” in conduct meeting the prior sub-sections of that code. I do 
not find that a preponderance of the evidence establishes that Otter “engaged” in any 
menacing behavior or caused injury to another animal or person.  

 
DECISION: 
 
1. I uphold the unlicensed violations for Emma and Otter. If the dogs were licensed prior 

to the date of the hearing, a penalty reduction to $50 per dog penalty is appropriate.  

2. I uphold the running at large violations for Emma and Otter and the $50 per dog 
penalty.  
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3. I uphold the potentially dangerous designation for Emma along with the restrictions that 
accompany that designation and the $500 penalty.   

4. The potentially dangerous designation for Otter is overturned.  

 
ORDERED October 28, 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 27, 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 16, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF RONAN 

AND HEATHER SCHOPEN, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF  
KING COUNTY FILE NO. V25017435-A25002896 

 
Devon Shannon was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were 
Chelsea Eykel, M. Beck, and Ronan Schopen. 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. A25002896 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of June 24, 2025, incident by M. and Oibek Beck, 

dated June 26, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Malika and Terra’s injuries 
Exhibit no. D5 Issaquah Police Report 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25017435-A25002896, issued July 26, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 Appeal, received August 8, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Map of subject area 
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