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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:
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 Mr. Linneman’s appeal as to the depriving an animal of sufficient care
violation and deny as to the licensing violation.
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Background

2. On March 5, 2025, Kritika Gurung filed an online complaint with Animal Services for an
incident on March 2. Ex. D3. On March 7 Animal Services issued a violation notice to
Donald Linneman for his cat, Sammy, being unlicensed and for Mr. Linneman depriving
an animal of sufficient care. Ex. D7. Mr. Linneman appealed. Ex. D8. We went to
hearing on May 19.

Legal Standards

3. Animal Services asserts that on March 5, Mr. Linneman deprived his cat, Sammy, of
sufficient care pursuant to KCC. 11.04.250(A)(4) when he instructed a pet sitter not to
bring Sammy to the emergency vet when Sammy’s nail grew into his footpad which
required surgery.

4. Animal Services asserts that on March 5, Sammy was unlicensed pursuant to KCC
11.04.035.
5. 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
statement, the agency 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
0. The parties agree to a similar version of events; however, Mr. Linneman appealed
because there are mitigating reasons for the incident occurrence. The parties testified as
follows.
7. Kritika Gurung testified that she was taking care of Mr. Linneman’s cats through the

pet sitting app, Rover and had been doing so for several years. ! Mr. Linneman booked
Ms. Gurung’s services through the Rover app. Mr. Linneman sent her a message through
the Rover app to alert her that Sammy was having problems with his leg. Ex. D10-001.

When she arrived to care for the cats, Sammy was not walking normally. Sammy allowed
her to pick him up to inspect the injury. She noticed that Sammy’s nail had grown so
long that it had grown in a curved manner and into his paw pad. There was blood and
pus coming from the area which was swollen and infected. Ex. D4-001.

Ms. Gurung messaged Mr. Linneman and inquired about Sammy’s condition and how
the injury happened. He let her know that the injury she noticed was not like that before
his departure, Sammy may need a nail trim, but he would take Sammy to the vet upon his
return. Continuing to be concerned for Sammy’s wellbeing, Ms. Gurung called Rover
for assistance and alerted that Sammy was “not in good shape”. She was instructed by
someone at Rover to take the cat to the vet if he was limping. She let Mr. Linneman

! https://www.rover.com/
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know this; however, he still declined for her to take Sammy to the vet and continued to
instruct that he would take Sammy to the vet upon his return. Ex. D5-001.

Ms. Gurung observed Sammy making sounds as if in pain, breathing heavier, and still not
able to walk properly. She offered to pay $140 (the amount she was making from Rover
for her services) towards Sammy’s vet bill. I4. She took Sammy to the vet and Sammy
was put under sedation, had to go through surgery, and received stitches since the nail
was embedded into the paw. Mr. Linneman paid her back for Sammy’s vet bills.

8. Donald Linneman testified that Sammy has a history of developing similar limps due to
hurting his legs from jumping and the issue usually clears up within a day or two. He
thought that this was the same because it looked the same as limps that Sammy had in
the past. He did not realize how significant Sammy’s injury was.

Mr. Linneman does not trim Sammy’s nails as the scratching post has been sufficient in
the past. Since this incident, he is aware that he needs to check his cats’ nails and has
started trimming their nails regularly. He just did not know that what occurred with
Sammy was a possibility.

Mr. Linneman originally left on February 28 and at that time, Sammy had an almost
imperceptible limp that started a day or two prior. He did not have time to make a vet
appointment and did not really notice Sammy’s limp.

March 2 is the day he found out that Sammy had an ingrown toenail. He scheduled an
appt for March 12 when he returned. Ms. Gurung agreed to apply antibacterial spray to
the injury and he offered to pay for any supplies she purchased.

On March 5, he found out about the worsening situation with Sammy. At the time, he
was in the Philippines located on a small island and needed to get to Manilla. He did not
have any means to find a hotel nor get a flight to the consulate because someone had
stolen everything from him. He became preoccupied with finding lodging, getting a
flight, access to money, and getting back to the United States. He agrees that the
situation with Sammy was unfortunate but due to his immediate crisis everything else in
his life “took a backseat” to his emergent circumstance.

Mr. Linneman declined for Ms. Gurung to take Sammy to an emergency vet clinic for
fear that the cost would be higher and he did not have access to money at the time. He
assumed that the cost for emergency veterinary care would be thousands of dollars and
he did not want Ms. Gurung to use her $140 on this. In hindsight, he wishes that he had
told Ms. Gurung to take Sammy to the vet but he was overwhelmed and was not
thinking clearly at the time.

He was delayed in getting back so he hired another sitter who came and cared for the
cats daily (rather than every two days that Ms. Gurung was originally booked for).

This was the first time in Sammy’s life that he went without vet care.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Upon being questioned by Animal Services as to why he did not share with the
investigating Animal Services officer or in his appeal statement that he did not have
access to money or was dealing with a crisis; Mr. Linneman responded that this was due
to his thinking that he would have a chance to provide a full testimony at our hearing.
He “100% explained to the officer that his property was stolen in the Philippines. He
also responded to Animal Services as soon as he possibly could upon receiving the
notification from Animal Services. He also was not relying on the appeal statement and
intended for the statement to just get him to our hearing.

Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that Exhibit D4-001 shows
the extent of Sammy’s injury. Exhibits D5-001-D5-006-003 show the conversation
between Mr. Linneman and Ms. Gurung and the vet bill which indicates that Sammy’s
injury was “oozing pus and blood and infected and swollen”. Ex. D6-003. Sammy
received pain medication for the injury.

Animal Services position is that the injury to Sammy did not happen over night and that
Mr. Linneman did not make an attempt to mitigate the situation by looking into a lower
cost vet. Mr. Linneman did not return on the 12t as originally planned, he returned on
the 19t which without veterinary care, Sammy would have been in his poor condition
for weeks.

Animal Services believes that Mr. Linneman should have examined his cat when he
noticed him limping. Trimming a cat’s nails is part of animal care and by failing to do so,
Sammy was allowed to suffer.

Mr. Linneman, as with any person who chooses to have animals as pets, has the ongoing
duty to keep his cats from suffering and provide any care to them that prevents such
suffering.

Under KCC 11.04.250(A)(4)(f), it is a violation of that duty (and our code) if a person
deprives an animal of care sufficient to maintain its health and well-being, by failing to
provide veterinary care necessary to relieve distress from injury, neglect or disease.

Animal Services is of the opinion that Mr. Linneman did deprive Sammy of veterinary
care when he instructed Ms. Gurung not to take him to the vet when she noticed blood
and pus coming from his paw due to an embedded nail in Sammy’s paw pad. Mr.
Linneman agrees that he did tell Ms. Gurung not to take Sammy to the vet and provided
mitigating reasons as to why he provided those instructions.

In assessing whether to grant or deny Mr. Linneman’s appeal we look to the levels of
culpability, which there are several degrees. In the descending order of culpability—
willfully, knowingly, recklessly, or negligently—

A. Willfully- Mr. Linneman did not w/lfully allow Sammy to suffer. He thought the
injury was like previous other injuries from Sammy jumping that caused him to
limp but cleared up soon after. To rise to the level of willful, there would need to
be some indication that Mr. Linneman was purposeful which we do not find that
Mr. Linneman willfully intended for Sammy to suffer.
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14.

15.

16.

17.

B. Knowingly- Mr. Linneman was knowing of Sammy’s injury and then was later
advised by Ms. Gurung that it was not the injury that he first thought and was, in
fact, something else but given the circumstances of Mr. Linneman’s crisis abroad,
we cannot find that he £nowingly allowed the cat to suffer because he was not
aware of the actual injury nor the extent given the unclear photograph that was
sent to him. Ex. D4-001.

C. Recklessly- Mr. Linneman secured a sitter for his cats, informed the sitter of the
injury, and gave specific instructions on how to care for Sammy given that injury.
Ex. D10-001. We do not find that Mr. Linneman recklessly allowed Sammy to
suffer because he was providing care for the cats even if Animal Services believes
that the care provided fell short.

D. Negligently- “Negligence” focuses on the mental state and the reasons some
fails to perform a duty. While we do understand Animal Services position that
Mr. Linneman failed to perform his duty to relieve Sammy from injury, we do not
find that he was negligent.

Of course, Mr. Linneman had and continues to have an ongoing duty to provide for his
pets which continues even in instances when he is traveling. Mr. Linneman contacted a
pet sitter to care for his cats which he had been doing for several years through Rover as
confirmed by Ms. Gurung. He took note that Sammy was limping and although he
thought the limp was caused by jumping as in prior incidents, he alerted Ms. Gurung of
the situation and gave specific instructions for her to gently place him on the floor if she
sees him on the couch. Ex. D10-001. This shows care and concern for the cat.
Alternatively, he could have thrown caution to the wind and said nothing to the sitter.
When he understood his unforeseeable circumstances, he arranged for another sitter to
care for Sammy daily as opposed to every two days and provided instructions for a
successful hand off to the new sitter. Ex. D10-002.

While the injury was surely painful for Sammy, Mr. Linneman found himself in an
unexpected, unavoidable, and impossible situation. He did the best he could under the
circumstances and was providing for Sammy until he could get home to tend to Sammy
himself, even making a vet appointment for the day he returned (although he was
delayed from even that date). Who among us has not gotten distracted, especially when
going through a crisis? And in Mr. Linneman’s case, a crisis while significantly far away
from home which caused him to be without access to funds.

Further, Ms. Gurung sent Mr. Linneman a photograph of Sammy’s injury. Ex. D4-001. It
is clear from the image that there is some oozing happening but it is difficult to decipher
the extent of the injury. We absolutely do not condone allowing an animal to suffer;
however, given the totality of the circumstances, and the care and attention that Mr.
Linneman was providing despite his predicament, we do not find Mr. Linneman to have
deprived Sammy of care sufficient to maintain his well-being.

Certainly, we understand Ms. Gurung’s distress in witnessing Sammy in his condition.
However, Mr. Linneman’s situation was unavoidable and he did provide care in the form
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of sitters and instructions to the sitters to care for the wound until he returned. We also
understand his predicament and his lack of proper thought, attention, and understanding
to the situation at hand. Going forward, it is our hope that Mr. Linneman will be better
equipped next time should a similar event occur. He is already checking his cats’ nails
regularly which he was not aware of before.

18. Our last issue is licensing. Mr. Linneman did not provide any proof that Sammy was
licensed prior to the incident nor did he address it at our hearing. We uphold the
licensing violation and applicable fine.

DECISION:

1. We GRANT Mr. Linneman’s appeal as to the depriving an animal of sufficient care
violation and reverse the applicable monetary fine.

2. We DENY Mr. Linneman’s appeal as to the licensing violation and uphold the applicable
monetary fine of $125.

ORDERED June 3, 2025.

Leila Arefi
Hearing Examiner pro fem

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 July
3, 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 19, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF DONALD
LINNEMAN, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY

FILE NO. V25016759-A25001001

Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea
Eykel, Kritika Gurung, and Donald Linneman. 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.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

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

D1
D2
D3

D4
D5
Do
D7
D8
D9

Regional Animal Services of King County staff report

RASKC investigation report no. A25001001

Online Complaint form of March 2, 2025, incident by Kritika Gurung,
dated March 5, 2025

Photograph of Sammy’s paw

Text message between Ms. Gurung and Mr. Linneman

Vet Bill

Notice of violation no. V25016759-A25001001, issued March 7, 2025
Appeal, received March 22, 2025

Map of subject area
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