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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 

Overview 
 
1. A complaint regarding Parmita Shekhawat and Kanishk Noel’s dog was filed with 

Regional Animal Services of King County (“Department”). The Department investigated 
and issued a Notice of Violation and Order to Comply to Ms. Shekhawat, for the dog, 
Mr. Peanut Butter (“Peanut”). The dog was designated a “potentially dangerous” animal, 
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under KCC 11.04.230(F), and a $500 penalty was imposed.1 Ms. Shekhawat and Kanishk 
Noel appealed to the Hearing Examiner. A hearing was conducted on May 9, 2025. 

Background 

2. Ms. Shekhawat was standing facing her two apartment building elevators, with Peanut on 
a leash to her left, on November 22, 2024. The elevator to her right opened and Kristin 
Davis walked out, followed by three people. As Ms. Davis exited, Peanut covered the 
distance in front of his owner, jumping and lunging onto Ms. Davis. Peanut bit Ms. 
Davis on the shoulder, tearing her jacket and leaving a bruise.2 The force of the attack 
would have caused serious injury to a child.3 This occurred even though Peanut was 
leashed and had been on the opposite side of his owner, away from Ms. Davis. 
Ultimately, Ms. Shekhawat was able to get Peanut to withdraw and heal. 

3. There was no allegation that Ms. Davis had provoked Peanut. Ms. Davis simply emerged 
from the elevator and until the attack, which was immediate, she was unaware of Peanut. 

4. Four months earlier, on July 27, 2024, Peanut suffered an attack from another dog at this 
same location. That dog had emerged from the elevator and attacked Peanut without 
provocation. Due to this attack, Peanut suffered a bite which broke his skin and required 
medical attention. The dog who attacked Peanut was classified as potentially dangerous, a 
designation upheld on appeal.4  

5. Ms. Shekhawat has taken responsibility for the situation. She now uses the stairs instead 
of the elevator to walk Peanut, and gives Peanut her complete attention when they are 
out. Peanut attended training several years ago and she stated this was Peanut’s first such 
incident. She believes that the past attack on Peanut played a role in what happened and 
she submitted a written declaration from a professional dog trainer on this.   

[S]omething triggered Peanut Butter as a result of the prior incident at 
the elevator. Once he realized the woman was not a threat, he 
disengaged. A dog that proactively chooses to “fight” for internal 
reinforcement or satisfaction, are dogs that will continue to pursue 
until they are satisfied. It is evident that this is not the case with 
Peanut Butter.5 

6. Given the measures taken to address the situation, Peanut’s earlier history, and the 
trauma of the earlier attack by another dog, Ms. Shekhawat asked that that designation be 
reversed. Alternatively, she asked for an opportunity to review the designation, so Peanut 
is not permanently classified as “potentially dangerous.” Given the lack of provocation 
and the injury incurred, the Department requested that the designation be upheld. 

 
1 Ex. D-2, D-3. 
2 Testimony, Ms. Davis and Ms. Shekhawat; Exs. A-1 and D-9 (video recordings of the incident); Ex. D-5 (Ms. Davis, 
Statement); Exs. D-6, D-7, and D-8 (photographs of torn jacket); Ex. D-4 (Investigation Report). 
3 Testimony, Ms. Davis; Ex. D-5, p. 1 (“If I were a small child, I would be seriously maimed or dead from his attack.”). 
4 Ex. A-4 (Decision upholding designation and photograph of injury).  
5 Ex. A-5 (Declaration, Aular),  
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Legal Standards and Analysis 

7. The Department has the burden of proving, by a preponderance of the evidence, the 
cited violation and the appropriateness of the remedy imposed.6 Substantial weight or 
deference is not accorded to Department determinations.7  

8. A “potentially dangerous animal” under KCC 11.04.230(F) is “any animal that when 
unprovoked: [b]ites or inflicts injury on a human….”8 Provocation is “to torment, 
agitate, or harass an animal immediately before the attack, chase, or menacing behavior” 
but “does not include actions taken to defend oneself, other humans, animals, or 
property.”9 The focus is on how an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor 
unusually docile, would react to an agitating act and whether that reaction was 
proportionate.   

9. Ms. Davis did not provoke Peanut. Peanut was attacked by another dog four months 
earlier. This is not provocation. To be used as a defense, the provocation must occur 
“immediately before” the attack. The dog must be reacting proportionately to an attack 
or something menacing which just happened. The earlier incident with another dog does 
not meet this standard.  

10. Ms. Davis did nothing other than exit the elevator, yet Peanut attacked and injured her. 
Ms. Davis’s clothing was torn and her shoulder was bruised, all within the confines of 
the residential building in which she lives. The Department demonstrated that the facts 
meet the code standard for a potentially dangerous animal designation. 

11. As for lifting the designation in the future, the Examiner would have to speculate on 
when and whether Peanut might, in the future, no longer meet the criteria for being 
“potentially dangerous.” The Examiner denies this request.  

12. This does not mean the earlier incident, in which Peanut was attacked, did not play a role 
in the attack on Ms. Davis.10 However, it is unknown if Peanut’s current reactivity is 
permanent or will subside over time, and if so, when. The Department demonstrated 
that Peanut, though not provoked, attacked and injured a person, so its determination 
should be upheld.   

13. Peanut’s owners have taken responsibility for the incident and taken steps, which they 
documented at hearing through testimony and exhibits, to minimize and mitigate the risk 
Peanut presents.11 The code does provide for discretion in reducing the penalty.12 Given 
the owners have taken the incident seriously and have independently taken protective 
measures outside of what the code requires, and will be engaging in further training, it is 
reasonable to reduce the penalty amount.      

 
6 KCC 20.22.210(B). 
7 Hearing Examiner Rules of Procedure and Mediation, XV.F.3. 
8 KCC 11.01.320(A)(1). 
9 KCC 11.01.350. 
10 Ex. A-5. 
11 Ex. D-10, pp. 7-8. 
12 KCC 11.04.335. 
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DECISION: 
 
1. The Notice of Violation and Order to Comply is upheld, but with a reduced penalty of 

$150. 

 
ORDERED May 21, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Susan Drummond 
 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 June 
20, 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 MAY 9, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF PARMITA 
SHEKHAWAT AND KANISHK NOEL, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF  

KING COUNTY FILE NO. V24016419-A24005882 
 
Susan Drummond was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were 
Mari Isaacson, Kristin Davis, Jessica Johnson, Parmita Shekhawat, and Kanishk Noel. 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 Notice of violation no. V24016419-A24005882, issued December 4, 2024 
Exhibit no. D3 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D4 RASKC investigation report no.  
Exhibit no. D5 Kristin Davis Statement 
Exhibit no. D6 Photograph 
Exhibit no. D7 Photograph 
Exhibit no. D8 Photograph 
Exhibit no. D9 Video of incident 
Exhibit no. D10 Appeal, received December 30, 2024 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Video of incident, 5th Floor Elevator November 22, 2024 
Exhibit no. A2 Obedience Level 1 – Doggie Central – 8/22/2018 Graduation 

Assessment, Graduation Certificate, and Graduation Photo 
Exhibit no. A3 Obedience Test and Graduation Certificate, Obedience 1 (Basic Manners 

and Obedience) – Dankroft K9 – 12/8/2021 
Exhibit no. A4 Rep ort and Decision No. V24015942-A24003862 (Jize Zhang) and 

photograph of Peanut’s resulting injury 
Exhibit no. A5 Declaration of Daniel Auler, Founder of Dankroft K9 Services 
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