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On July 16, we issued a decision in this matter. Regarding Animal Services’ presentation of its 
case, evidence, and witness testimony, in paragraph 12 we stated:  
 

Animal Services presentation of its case was somewhat problematic. The burden of 
proof is on Animal Control to prove its case. Here, Animal Services presented several 
points that seem to be untrue in their staff report based on Animal Control’s own 
witness testifying adversely to. Ex. D1-001. 

  
Later on July 16, Animal Services emailed us indicating that it would like to respond to our 
decision, which we treat as a timely motion for reconsideration. Animal Services stated that 
“[t]he discrepancy between the staff report and Ms. Rutherford’s testimony occurred as a result 
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of discrepancies in her own sworn Online Complaint Form. Ex. D6.” Animal Services further 
pointed out that Ms. Rutherford made “we” statements in her Online Complaint Form, which 
indicated that she was with her husband on April 2. However, at our hearing, Ms. Rutherford 
testified that her husband was alone during the April 2 incident. In her Online Complaint Form, 
Ms. Rutherford also stated that two dogs were present during another incident that occurred the 
next day, on April 3, but at our hearing she stated that only one dog was present.  
 
Animal Services objects to our characterization that several of the points it presented seemed to 
be untrue. Animal Services highlights three points: 

1. Ms. Rutherford submitted the Online Complaint Form, under oath, and then testified to 
something different at our hearing, which was also under oath. 

2. That just because Ms. Rutherford made contradictory statements does not mean the 
statements in the staff report were untrue.  

3.  That Ms. Rutherford’s contradictions could be attributed to an almost three months 
time gap between the April 2-3 incidents and our hearing date.  

 
We agree with these three points and accept Animal Services’ assertion that “[t]here was no 
intent on Animal Services’ part to embellish or include untrue statements in their Staff Report.” 
However, there is no conflict between these points and what we wrote in our decision. Animal 
Services argument is based on a misreading of our original decision. Our decision does not say 
that the statement were, in fact, untrue. Our decision indicated that the statements seemed untrue. 
Animal Services called a witness whose sworn testimony contradicted the statements in its own 
staff report, making those statements appear untrue. It’s possible the statements were in fact 
true, but the burden of proof was on Animals Services to prove its case by a preponderance of 
the evidence. Animals Services did not prove it was more-likely-than-not that Ms. Rutherford’s 
original Online Complaint Form was more reliable or accurate than her testimony at the hearing. 
 
Animals Services has not shown that our decision was based on erroneous information, or that 
the decision failed to comply with existing laws, regulations, or adopted policies, or that an error 
of procedure occurred. Therefore, the motion to reconsider is DENIED and the decision stands 
as written. 
 
 
DATED July 30, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Leila Arefi 
 Hearing Examiner pro tem 
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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 
August 29, 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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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
SUBJECT: Regional Animal Services of King County file nos. V25016871 & V25016872 
 

ISABELLA GARDNER 
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal 

 
 
I, Lauren Olson, certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that 
I transmitted the ORDER ON MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION to those listed on 
the attached page as follows: 
 

 EMAILED to all County staff listed as parties/interested persons and parties with e-mail 
addresses on record. 

 
 placed with the United States Postal Service, through Quadient-Impress, with sufficient 
postage, as FIRST CLASS MAIL in an envelope addressed to the non-County employee 
parties/interested persons to addresses on record. 

 
 
DATED July 30, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Lauren Olson 
 Legislative Secretary 
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