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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:

Overview

1. John and Heidi Schimke appeal a Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal
Services) violation order for their dogs, Luther and Jones, qualifying as potentially
dangerous. 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 uphold the violations but reduce the fines.
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Background

Greg Greenwald filed a complaint involving a March 19 incident. Ex. D3. Animal
Services issued John Schimke a violation order for Luther and Jones running at large,
being unlicensed, and qualitying as potentially dangerous. Ex. D2. The Schimkes timely
appealed. Ex. D22. The Schimkes did not contest the running at large violations, and
they licensed their dogs soon after receiving the violation order but did challenge the
potentially dangerous designations. We went to hearing on July 12.

Hearing Testimony

Greg Greemwald Testimony

3.

On March 19, Mr. Greenwald was walking his leashed dog, Zoey, on their usual walking
path. On his way out of the house Mr. Greenwald called his mother, but she was
unavailable to talk, so they texted each other. Then, Mr. Greenwald unleashed Zoey.

Mr. Greenwald walked [westward] on the path to the watershed pond; the path had a bit
of a decline. Zoey was about 6-8 feet ahead of him and was wearing a buzz collar.
[Luther and Jones] came [north] up the incline road towards Zoey, so Mr. Greenwald
told Zoey to heel and buzzed her collar. Zoey gave a short and loud bark to the
approaching dogs, and she immediately turned back to look at Mr. Greenwald.

Mr. Greenwald ran towards the scene and called out to Zoey again. When Zoey turned
around, one of the dogs bit her side and she fell. Mr. Greenwald kept yelling at Luther
and Jones, but they kept jumping on and biting Zoey. Mr. Greenwald might have kicked
the dogs to get them off Zoey, but he is not certain. As Mr. Greenwald tried picking up
Zoey, one of the dogs continued biting and jumping on Mr. Greenwald and Zoey; Mr.
Greenwald had a bite on his arm and a couple bites on his hand.

Mr. Greenwald then moved Zoey to the south side of the road. He dropped his phone
and thought it may have fallen through the sewer grate. Mr. Greenwald saw blood on
Zoey but did not know the extent of her injuries. He went to the west side, put Zoey
down, and attached her leash.

Mr. Greenwald did not hear or see the Schimkes until he had moved Zoey up the hill
and noticed that Luther and Jones had been restrained. Mr. Greenwald asked Mr.
Schimke for his contact information, but Mr. Schimke declined and left. Mr. Greenwald
called 911 and, while on the phone, noticed that Mr. Schimke had come back to ask if he
was okay. Mr. Greenwald replied he was not okay and was going to call the police. Mr.
Greenwald called his partner to pick them up to take Zoey to the vet.

Zoey sustained broken bones in her leg, which required a plate and screws. Her side and
tail were ripped open. She later developed an infection on her leg and required three
rounds of antibiotics. Mr. Greenwald had to go to the emergency room twice for his
own infections from his injuries, and he had multiple consultations with infectious
disease specialists.
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John Schimke Testimony

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

On March 19, the Schimkes went on their usual walking path with Luther and Jones on a
leash. They entered the pond area through a dense footpath and, about 20 feet in, stood
to take in the landscape. They unleashed their dogs so Luther and Jones could roam
around the open space; there is a steep changing grade that goes up the fence line [on the
east, with the lake to the west|. Typically, when the Schimkes walk the trail, they walk in a
circle and when they approach the dense pathway [to the north, where visibility is
reduced], they harness and leash their dogs out of caution. The Schimkes are familiar
with the area, so they felt comfortable allowing the dogs to continue roaming unleashed.
The dogs were running between 15-75 feet from the Schimkes, actively going away and
coming back.

Luther and Jones were about 15 feet ahead of the Schimkes when Mr. Schimke saw
movement [Zoey| from right to left [east to west] in front [north] of him; he did not see
Mr. Greenwald. Luther and Jones moved [north] in an “excited run” towards the
movement and engaged Zoey in the spot Ms. Schimke referenced in exhibit A4. Mr.
Schimke yelled to them, but they did not respond, so he ran after them. As he was
running towards them, he could hear noise and see all kinds of movement. Mr. Schimke
got to the scene simultaneous or immediately before Mr. Greenwald did. It was a loud
and chaotic situation with all three dogs moving around.

Mr. Greenwald grabbed Jones by the collar. Mr. Greenwald had Zoey in his arms,
sheltering her close to him. Mr. Schimke was trying to get Luther as Mr. Greenwald was
moving away and trying to get away from Luther. Luther was going around Mr.
Greenwald, and Mr. Greenwald continued circulating, so Mr. Schimke yelled for Mr.
Greenwald to stop moving to allow Mr. Schimke to grab Luther. Beyond circling and
barking, Mr. Schimke is 100% sure that Luther did not jump on or bite Mr. Greenwald.
Mr. Schimke noticed a single digit puncture wound on Mr. Greenwald, but no other
injuries. Ms. Schimke then came and grabbed Luther. Mr. Greenwald then put Zoey
down on the ground.

The Schimkes leashed their dogs and retreated uphill [north]. Mr. Greenwald then
walked towards their direction, which Mr. Schimke found confusing. Mr. Greenwald
picked up his phone, and Mr. Schimke did not see any indication that Mr. Greenwald
was injured or concerned. Mr. Schimke found it comforting and odd that it was quiet
and there was no communication happening; there was no mention of a dog injury. Mr.
Greenwald then yelled out, “Your dogs attacked me and my dog!” Mr. Schimke felt
uncomfortable, since he was unaware of any injuries (beside the pinprick to Mr.
Greenwald’s hand), so he did not give out his contact information. Mr. Schimke did want
to talk but did not have a sense of why Mr. Greenwald was accusing him, so they left.
Mr. Schimke returned to check on them and overhead Mr. Greenwald call 911.

Mr. Schimke describes the incident as a “scrum” and, though the photographs of Zoey’s
injuries are horrible, he does not associate it with a savage attack.

Heidi Schimke Testimony
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14.

15.

16.

17.

The Schimkes have always owned at least one German shepherd. Jones is three years and
Luther is younger. (Their third dog, Sadie, is 15 years old.) Their dogs have completed
two rounds of beginning and advanced training. On March 19, Ms. Schimke did not
think the incident was more than a scuffle, since the dogs have no history of hurting
another animal.

After the incident, the Schimkes contacted their trainer and signed up for additional
private sessions. It is very important to the Schimkes that their dogs be well-behaved off-
and on-leash. They have not allowed their dogs off-leash, so the training has been with
leashed dogs. The dogs have an additional safety collar, and the Schimkes have additional
tools to prevent a repeat incident. On June 17 they bumped into Mr. Greenwald and
Zoey on the trail and the dogs did not bark or have any issues with each other.

Legal Standards

Do Luther and/or Jones qualify as “potentially dangerous,” which per KCC 11.01.320:

A. “Potentially dangerous animal” means any animal that when unprovoked:

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 dangerous, absent an affirmative demonstration
that a specific animal was not responsible for a qualifying act.

B. Regardless of provocation, an animal is a “potentially dangerous animal” if
it enters onto private property without the consent of the owner or occupant

and bites a human or animal or chases or approaches a person in a menacing

fashion or apparent attitude of attack.

C. An animal shall not be declared a “potentially dangerous animal” if the
threat, injury, or bite alleged to have been committed by the animal was
sustained by a person who was at the time committing a willful trespass upon
the premises occupied by the owner of the animal, or who was abusing or
assaulting the animal, or who was committing, or attempting to commit a
crime. This exclusion does not apply to actions taken in defense of oneself,
other humans, animals, or property.

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
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statement, Animal Services 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

Potentially Dangerons

18.  Mr. Greenwald initially noted that “I don’t know why we’re here,” and then ended his
testimony with, “I still don’t know why we’re here.” After reviewing all the evidence
against the unambiguous and controlling legal standard, and especially given that the
parties were represented by counsel, neither do we.

19. Oftentimes cases require a hearing to sort out drastically different accounts about what
exactly happened on a given day—i.e., if we find an appellant’s version of events mostly
accurate, that would result in X conversely, if instead we find a complainant’s version of
events mostly accurate, that would result in Y. But here there is little dispute about the
material points, and we found all three witnesses credible. On one point—how far west
Zoey was when Luther and Jones attacked her—we find Mr. Schimke’s recall more
accurate than Mr. Greenwald’s, but that does not change the inescapable outcome here.!

20.  Mr. Schimke put a lot of work into re-creating the scene, and it was well-received. Zoey
was in front of Mr. Greenwald as they moved east-to-west along the trail leading to the
north end of the lake, while the Schimkes and their dogs were coming up from the
south. Ex. Al at 002. Zoey then emerged into Luther and Jones’ view. Ex. A4. Whether
Zoey was walking or running is immaterial. The key facts are that:

A. Unlike past fact scenarios where a person or dog rounds a corner and finds
themselves inadvertently right in another person’s or dog’s face, Zoey was
approximately 65 feet in front of Luther and Jones.

B. Zoey was moving perpendicular to Jones and Luther, not at them.
C. At no point did anyone allege that Zoey moved south to come at Luther or
Jones.

21. Andyeta 70-pound Jones and 90-pound Luther charged approximately 65 feet to attack
a 40-pound Zoey. Zoey fighting back was in no sense provocation.? They both bit Zoey,
inflicting grievous wounds on her. They gashed her side, ripping the muscle from the
skin. They also tore the skin from the muscle on her tail. And one of them bit her leg so

!'We think Mr. Greenwald mixed up his sewer grates. We find that the attack—and Mr. Greenwald dropping his
phone—occurred near the further (westerly) grate pictured in exhibit A6, not the nearer (easterly) one Mr. Greenwald
testified to. Ex. A6. Thus, the Schimkes’ depiction of the location of the attack in exhibits A1 and A4 is more accurate
than Mr. Greenwald’s in exhibit D5.

2 “Provocation” means “to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately before the attack, chase, or menacing
behavior, [and] does not include actions taken to defend oneself, other humans, animals, or property.” KCC 11.01.350.
To the Schimkes’ credit, they did not assert Zoey provoked Luther and Jones to attack; it would have been a fool’s
errand and only undermined their credibility if they had.
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22.

hard they broke a bone in two places, requiring a plate and six screws to repair it. Exs.
D15-D17.

We return below to the legal analysis about the bites and injuries to Zoey, but we clarify
that even if neither dog touched Mr. Greenwald, we would uphold both potentially
dangerous designations. Animal Services did not even include the minor bites to Mr.
Greenwald in its notice and order:

Descrtption of Violation(s): On the above date and time, the defendant's two dogs were running af large and attacked ancther
dog. The vicitm dog sustained injuries and required surgery. The fwo dogs are also not currently licensed.

23.

24,

Ex. D2. That is why in our hearing notice we framed the legal standard as we repeated it
above, underscoring that a ““Potentially dangerous animal’ means any animal that when
unprovoked: Bites or inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal.” Mr.
Greenwald obviously suffered a few bites, and actions taken to defend one’s animal are
not “provocation.” Exs. D6-D11; KCC 11.01.350. But again, the focus here is the
violence the dogs inflicted on Zoey, not on Mr. Greenwald.?

When an appeal is transmitted, all we receive related to the merits is Animal Services’
violation notice—which typically only has a sentence or two description of what Animal
Services alleges happened—along with the appeal statement. After reading those two
documents, our initial impression is sometimes that a case either looks relatively marginal
for Animal Services to have even brought or, conversely, a slam-dunk for Animal
Services. And yet not uncommonly, the pre-hearing exhibit submittals and then the
hearing testimony uncover a very different fact pattern than what we assumed from
reading the sparse initial paperwork, causing us either to do a 180 or to a least be left
with a far more nuanced and borderline case to wade through and decide.

Yet none of that happened here. Even entirely setting aside Mr. Greenwald’s testimony
and simply relying on the Schimkes’ (who again, we found credible) account, plus Zoey’s
photos and medical records, and then applying the code language (underlined above) to
those facts, this is a less challenging case. Jones and Luther bit and inflicted significant
injuries on Zoey without anything even approaching legal provocation. And KCC

11.01.320.A is clear that ““Potentially dangerous animal’ means any animal that when

unprovoked: 1. Bites or inflicts injury on a... domesticated animal.” Luther and Jones
abundantly meet that standard. We uphold their designations.

On Arguments for a Different Outcome

3 Mr. Schimke’s belief that his dogs did not bite Mr. Schimke was inaccurate, as the photos show. Exs. D6-D11. Not
seeing a bite turns out to be less important than one might think. We have reviewed over 1200 animal-related appeals,

most involving a bite or alleged bite. It is not uncommon, even in hearings where the fact of a bite or bites is #o# in

dispute, for an eyewitness standing right there to acknowledge not actually see the bite(s). Sometimes even the bize victim

acknowledges not seeing or noticing they had been bitten until after the altercation ended. And the undersigned, always
on the alert for worst-case-scenarios at a dog park, once observed a dog attack another dog, yet despite hyper-focusing
in on the action, had no clue that one of the owners was bitten until she later rolled up her pant leg. So, we do not doubt

Mr. Schimke’s veracity when he says he did not see the bite. But his testimony is not strong evidence that neither Luther
or Jones bit Mr. Greenwald (especially with contrary physical evidence), nor does it undermine Mr. Schimke’s general
credibility as a witness, given how easy that is to miss.
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25.

20.

27.

28.

29.

Counsel argued that, despite the code’s clear standard referenced above, “public policy”
demands a different result. That widely misses the mark.

Under the code in place until last year—which applied a single-tiered “vicious” standard
versus the current “potentially dangerous” and “dangerous” tiers—there had been an
additional element for Animal Services to prove, beyond a one-time unprovoked bite. To
sustain a “vicious” designation, Animal Services not only had to show that the animal
“performed” an act “endangering the safety of any person, animal or property of
another, including, but not limited to, biting a human being or attacking a human being
or domesticated animal without provocation” (i.e., a one-time event), but also that the
animal “constitutes a danger.” KCC 11.04.020.BB; 11.04.230.H (2010).

An unprovoked bite was #pzcally enough to satisfy the constitutes-a-danger criteria; after
all, what is better evidence that a dog constitutes a danger than proof that, given some
set of circumstances not arising to legal provocation, a dog actually bit or attacked a
person or pet? And because an animal could meet the “vicious” definition without
actually biting (the touchstone being behavior “endangering” people’s or other animal’s
safety, “including, but not limited to” biting), there was a strong argument that the “and
constitutes a danger” inquiry should be relevant only where the act the animal
“performed” was something less than an actual bite. Yet we interpreted the old code
broadly (i.e., in appellants’ favor), concluding that there was some subset of cases, even
involving a bite, where a dog who exhibited vicious behavior should 7o be adjudged to
constitute a danger. Thus, in select appeals we found extenuating circumstances such that
we overturned a viciousness designation even after an unprovoked bite. That has no
bearing on today’s case for two reasons.

First, as a matter or pure law, the drafters of the ordinance that revamped the code last
year already had a law in place that required not only performing a one-time act (i.e.
biting, attacking, or otherwise endangering safety) but also an additional element of the
animal constituting a danger, to sustain a “vicious” designation. And yet the drafters
chose to jettison that second element, decreeing that any animal who, when not legally
provoked, bites or inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal qualifies as
“potentially dangerous,” without any further element Animal Services must prove. So,
counsel’s argument that we should read in an element that legislators chose to scrap just
last year is somewhat perplexing.

Moreover, even a cursory review of our jurisprudence under the old code would reveal
that we only overturned viciousness designations when the unprovoked endangering act
was at the low end of the spectrum (not involving bite, or a relatively superficial bite),
plus some confluence of events showing the endangering act was likely a one-off.# The
Schimkes’ version of events, plus the grievous wounds Jones and Luther administered to

* For example, a dog recovering from surgery administers a “back off” nip (not than a forceful bite) to someone who

approaches it. Though a legally unprovoked bite (assuming the person approached in a normal, not-threatening-to-the-

average-dog manner), the combination of the minor-ness of the back-off nip, plus those extenuating circumstances,

might have caused us to conclude that the dog did not “constitute a danger,” leading us to overturn the viciousness

designation.
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30.

31.

Zoey, would have made this a less challenging case even under the old viciousness
standard, with its “constitutes a danger” requirement.

The only close call we divine on our facts would have been if Animal Services had cited
Luther and/or Jones as “dangerous” (instead of as “potentially dangerous”). Either
Luther or Jones bit Zoey with enough force to break two of her leg bones. And any
animal that inflicts “severe injury” (which explicitly includes one or more broken bones)
on a domesticated animal without provocation qualifies as “dangerous.”® Although an
animal that “[jlointly engages, with one or more animals, in [certain] conduct... may be
deemed dangerous, absent an affirmative demonstration [meaning the burden is on the
appellant] that a specific animal was not responsible for a qualifying act,” we would have
been relucted to tag either dog with a lifetime “dangerous” designation—given the
additional requirements that come with a dangerous animal designation—when we are
confident that one of the dogs did not inflict “severe injury” on Zoey.® But Animal
Services only designated Luther and Jones as “potentially dangerous.”

So, we remain as puzzled as Mr. Greenwald. It seemed obvious, given the Schimkes’
version of March 19 and Zoey’s pictures and medical records, that the only issue
reasonably in play if we went to a hearing would be whether, and by how much, to
reduce the associated fines. The parties, especially when counsel is involved, are typically
able to resolve monetary penalties without expending all the time and resources
preparing for and conducting a hearing. Thus, we still do not know why we were there
on July 12 either.

Penalties

32.

33.

34.

And that brings us to the penalties. As to the licensing penalties, neither Luther nor
Jones was licensed on March 19, but the Schimkes licensed them soon after; we reduce
those penalties. While failure-to-licensing fines ($250 for an unaltered pet and $125 for
an altered pet) are high, we typically do not reduce the base-level $50 penalty applicable
to items like running-at-large, and we do not do so today. That leaves the two $500
potentially dangerous penalties.

Where an owner shows that (on the front end) the animal did something despite—not
due to a lack of—the ownet’s responsible behavior and/or (on the back end) they have
taken steps after the violation to avoid a recurrence, we often reduce the otherwise
applicable penalty.

On the front end, the Schimkes had previously sent Luther and Jones through two
rounds of training each. Ms. Schimke spent extra time training them. On the day of the
attack, Mr. Schimke was paying attention to their surroundings. While certain

>KCC 11.01.120.A.2; KCC 11.01.370.A.
6 KCC 11.01.120.A.5. In addition to the requirements that come with a posentially dangerous animal designation, a

dangerous animal designation requires a “proper enclosure” (securely confined indoors or outside in a locked pen or

structure; an escape-proof fence not being sufficient), spaying/neutering, and a $500,000 sutety bond or liability
insurance policy (which can be prohibitively expensive to obtain). KCC 11.04.285.
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35.

36.

jurisdictions have leash laws, here the requirement is only that an animal off its premises
be “under control,” defined as being restrained by “leash or competent and effective
voice or signal control, from approaching any bystander or other domesticated animal.”
KCC 11.04.230.0; 11.01.090; 11.01.380 (underscore added).” And we believe Ms.
Schimke when she said she was not even particularly alarmed when Luther and Jones
tirst ran to Zoey. We write that in the sense that we see nothing to put them or any other
responsible owner on heightened alert that anything in the ballpark of what happened on
March 19 could happen.

On the back end, it is somewhat troubling that the Schimkes did not provide their
contact information. Yet—perhaps because we are just jaded by the all-too-common
callous and extreme denialism reactions from other appellants in our hearings—in the
adrenaline rush that everyone experiences in an altercation (even ones far less serious
than March 19’s), and given what the Schimkes knew at the time (Mr. Greenwald calling
their attention to tiny pricks on his hand, not to Zoey’s gashes and broken bones), the
Schimkes initial response was not outside our norm. More importantly, they took steps
immediately afterward to avoid a recurrence, not only following the mandatory
leashing/muzzling, but even getting the dogs additional professional training.

We reduce the potentially dangerous penalties.

DECISION:

We deny the Schimke’s appeal as to the violations and the compliance terms for keeping
a potentially dangerous animal in King County.

We reduce Luther’s licensing penalty from $250 to $120, reduce Jones’ licensing penalty
from $125 to $60, keep the $100 in at-large fines, and reduce the $1000 in potentially
dangerous fines to $400, reducing the total due to $680.

ORDERED July 25, 2024.

/Q_‘_,__—' /—"/
David Spohr
Hearing Examiner

7 Counsel’s line of questioning and comments that Mr. Greenwald somehow exacerbated the situation by not leashing
Zoey were not well-received. As with the Schimkes and their dogs, there was no requirement for Mr. Greenwald to leash
Zoey. And at no point did Zoey approach anyone on March 19.
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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
Awngust 26, 2024. 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 JULY 12, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF JOHN AND
HEIDI SCHIMKE, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE
NO. V24015364-A24001308

David Spohr was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Casey
Dowdy, Greg Greenwald, Jessica Johnson, and John and Heidi Schimke. A verbatim recording

of the hearing is available in the Hearing Examiner’s Office.

The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record by Animal Services:

Exhibit no. D1 Regional Animal Services of King County staff report

Exhibit no. D2 Notice of violation no. V24015364-A24001308, issued March 23, 2024

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of March 19, 2024, incident by Greg Greenwald,
dated March 21, 2024

Exhibit no. D4 RASKC investigation report no. A24-001308

Exhibit no. D5 Photograph of subject area, edited

Exhibit no. D6 Photograph of injury to Mr. Greenwald

Exhibit no. D7 Photograph of injury to Mr. Greenwald

Exhibit no. D8 Photograph of injury to Mr. Greenwald

Exhibit no. D9 Photograph of injury to Mr. Greenwald

Exhibit no. D11 Photograph of injury to Mr. Greenwald
Exhibit no. D12 Photograph of injury to dog
Exhibit no. D13 Photograph of injury to dog
Exhibit no. D14 Photograph of injury to dog
Exhibit no. D15 Photograph of dog’s x-ray
Exhibit no. D16 Photograph of dog’s x-ray
Exhibit no. D17 Photograph of dog’s x-ray
Exhibit no. D18 Photograph of dog’s x-ray
Exhibit no. D19 Veterinary Summary

Exhibit no. D20 Video

Exhibit no. D21 Video

Exhibit no. D22 Appeal, received April 12, 2024

j
)
J
Exhibit no. D10 Photograph of injury to Mr. Greenwald
)
J
j

The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record by the appellant:

Fxhibit no. Al Google Map of Incident Area
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Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

A2

A3

A4

A5

A6
A7

A8
A9
A10
All
Al2
Al13

Photo of Incident Location: General pathway looking North towards area
of incident

Pho to of Incident Location: Looking East up step

grade running parallel and containing entire pathway

Photo of Incident Location: Distance markers to illustrate location where
encounter began

Photo of Incident Location: Taken from service road where Greg entered
pond area with person standing at approx. location where all three dogs
came together

Photo of Incident Location: View from half way down service road
Photo of Incident Location: Edge where evergreen trees end that run
parallel to service road

Photo of Incident Location: Top of service road

Photo of Incident Location: Grates and grate measurements

Photo: Muzzle and Collar w/ Extra Strap

Luther Training Certificates (prior)

Jones’ Training Certificates (prior)

Training Schedule for Luther and Jones (current)
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