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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 deny Ms. Simon’s appeal.  

Procedural Background 

2. Three separate online complaints were filed with Regional Animal Services of King 
County (Animal Services) for an incident on July 5, 2025. Exs. D5-D7. On July 10, 
Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017341-A25003050 to Krisha Simon for 
her dog, Layla, being designated as dangerous. Ex. D2. Jon Zimmerman, on behalf of 
Krisha Simon, filed a timely appeal on July 31. Ex. D17.   

3. We went to hearing on December 11, 2025. Participating in the hearing were: Morgan 
Graves representing Animal Services, complainant Io Penelope Lopez, their witness Ivan 
Vargas, Jon Zimmerman representing Krisha Simon, appellant Krisha Simon, and their 
witnesses Jennifer Schneider, Jeanette Nelson, and Sandra McFarlane.   

Appeal Issues 

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

4. Whether the July 5 violation of KCC 11.04.230(F) (dangerous animal) and the associated 
$500 penalty are supported by a preponderance of the evidence and appropriate under 
the facts of this case.  

5. Whether Layla was provoked into action on July 5 as Ms. Simon asserted.  

Factual Findings 

Weighing all the evidence, the hearing examiner finds the following facts by a 
preponderance of the evidence:  

6. Credibility: There was a discrepancy in the testimonies of Animal Services, its witnesses, 
and Ms. Simon. The complainant asserted that Nova provoked Layla into attacking by 
nipping when approached and that Mr. Vargas was not truthful in his testimony when he 
left out details regarding his behavior that she believes contributed to Layla’s attack. She 
asserted that Mr. Vargas choked Layla while “ripping” her mouth open to free Nova.  

7. We carefully scrutinize a complainant’s testimony for embellishment, either purposefully 
or simply that, in the heat of an altercation and with adrenaline flowing, witness accuracy 
drops significantly after a threat appears and the recipient’s focus sometimes dramatically 
narrows. Yet there was nothing about Mr. Vargas’ testimony that gave us real pause. 
Conversely, Ms. Simon and her counsel came across as combative and defensive while 
making a poor attempt to victim-blame Mr. Vargas, which was not well-received. We 
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acknowledge that it is possible Ms. Simon had nothing to hide about the July 5 incident, 
and what we observed was just a high-conflict personality bleeding through. We do not 
discount the possibility that she was truthful. However, we decide fact questions on a 
more-likely-than-not standard and we found Mr. Vargas’ testimony regarding how the 
events of July 5 unfolded significantly more likely to be truthful than Ms. Simon’s for the 
following reasons: 

A. Ms. Simon seems to admit in the submitted videos that the issue was her fault 
asking Mr. Vargas to “Please text” her and that she would “take care of it”. Ex. 
D15. However, it seems more probable that she is now recanting due to the 
repercussions of the dangerous animal designation.  

B. Ms. Simon is recorded yelling at her dog exclaiming “That wasn’t a puppy, you 
dumb shit”. The reason she provided for behaving this way was being in an 
emotional state which is understandable given the events of the day; however, her 
actions here indicate her level of understanding that the fault was with her dog’s 
behavior rather than Nova’s. It should be noted that Ms. Simon, in her attempt at 
victim-blaming Mr. Vargas, testified that he was in an emotional state; however, 
we find that he was but based on the submitted videos, Mr. Vargas was not nearly 
exhibiting the emotional behavior that Ms. Simon demonstrated. Although 
panicked, he seems to be trying to get information from Ms. Simon. Ex. D14-15.  

C. Mr. Vargas admitted that he tried to pry Layla’s mouth open to get Nova free. 
This response is reasonable in the heat of the moment. Ms. Simon appeared to 
exaggerate what Ms. Vargas was doing at the time, which seemed more like a 
failed attempt at victim-blaming given her demeanor in the videos and at our 
hearing. Ex. D12-15. 

D. A bystander is heard to announce “these dogs were out of control” in Ex. D13 at 
timestamp 0:36. Although we do not give this statement much weight in 
determining whether the designation stands, the statement seems to show that 
Ms. Simon’s dogs were not as well-trained as she testified.  

E. Ms. Simon seemed to overexaggerate when she says that she was “held hostage” 
by Mr. Vargas. D13. It appears that Mr. Vargas is on the phone standing away 
from the gate and Ms. Simon is free to come out of the gate. Id.  It is not as if Mr. 
Vargas is holding the gate preventing her from leaving or standing directly in 
front of the gate. Her testimony regarding this incident diminished her credibility 
as it was an overexaggeration.  

F. Lastly, Ms. Simon and her counsel focused heavily on Mr. Vargas and Ms. Lopez 
stating that Nova did not like to be around other dogs as a way of deflecting 
attention away from the chaos that the Simon dogs were causing. Plenty of dogs 
are shy or nervous around other dogs but are around them successfully without 
incident as Nova has been, per Ms. Lopez’s and Mr. Vargas’ testimonies. This 
tactic further diminished Ms. Simon’s and her counsel’s credibility.   



V25017341-A25003050–Krisha Simon 4 

8. Morgan Graves, representing Animal Services, testified that Layla meets the criteria 
for a dangerous animal. On July 5, Ms. Simon’s dog, Layla, bit Nova causing injuries that 
meet the criteria for a “severe injury.” What occurred is further corroborated by Ms. 
Simon’s own testimony that her dogs dragged, her causing injury to her knees so as to 
expose the cartilage. The reports and veterinary records submitted do not corroborate 
Ms. Simon’s story that Layla was provoked. Animal Services requests that the 
designation, restrictions, and fines be upheld.  

9. Penelope Lopez testified that on July 5 between 4:00-4:30 p.m., Ivan Vargas called the 
veterinary hospital where she is employed. She was alerted by a coworker that he was on 
the phone. When she came to the phone, she heard yelling in the background for 
approximately 30-seconds. Mr. Vargas advised that her dog, Nova, who had been with 
him, had just been attacked at a dog park by a large dog. Ms. Lopez panicked because 
with the yelling in the background, she did not know the severity of Nova’s injuries. Mr. 
Vargas informed her that Nova did not appear to be bleeding but she seemed to be 
struggling to breathe. Ms. Lopez instructed Mr. Vargas to bring Nova to her at the clinic 
where she worked. Had she known the severity of Nova’s injuries, she would have told 
him to go straight to the emergency veterinary clinic. After her call with Mr. Vargas, Ms. 
Lopez advised the veterinarians and technicians she works with of the situation.  

Approximately 20-minutes later, a coworker ran to the back with Nova in her arms. 
Nova was disoriented and covered in mud and filth. She did not look like herself and 
seemed not to recognize Ms. Lopez. She initially thought that Nova was dead. The 
veterinarian immediately shaved Nova’s body and wounds were discovered. The staff 
took vitals and x-rays which proved to be difficult as Nova would yelp and cry each time 
she was manipulated for the x-rays.  

The veterinarian immediately advised that Nova’s lungs were “not ok”, that her ribs 
looked broken, and that Ms. Lopez had no other choice than to take Nova to the nearest 
emergency veterinary clinic. She proceeded with Nova to Blue Pearl in Tukwila which 
was five-minutes away. When they arrived, the staff immediately took Nova back for 
treatment. After waiting for a few hours, Ms. Lopez was advised that Nova had nine 
broken ribs, her left lung was punctured, and there was air all over in her body from the 
bite wounds. A drain was required in the largest wound and Nova was hospitalized for 
five days.  

Following the incident, Nova seems to experience some trauma by barking at other dogs, 
especially larger dogs, and tried running away. Prior to this incident, she did not have that 
kind of reaction.  

Nova is five-years-old and normally interacts well with her other dog, Daisy, and her 
brother’s dog. Nova does not like to be around other dogs; however, loves people.  

10. Ivan Vargas testified that on July 5, he and Nova arrived at the dog park and proceeded 
inside. Nova was curious and friendly with other dogs and everything seemed normal. As 
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they were heading out, Ms. Simon was entering with her three large dogs.1 Mr. Vargas 
was concerned because Ms. Simon did not seem to have control over her dogs. He put 
leashes on his dogs when he noticed this.  

After Ms. Simon entered, she unleashed the first dog (Layla). That dog went up to 
another smaller dog on Mr. Vargas’ left side and scared that dog off. After that, Layla 
approached him and his dogs and hoovered over Nova. He heard Nova yelp and saw 
Layla attacking Nova. Layla was biting at Nova and grabbed her, completely lifting her 
from the ground. Layla was chomping on Nova like a toy. Mr. Vargas got down on 
Layla’s level and tried prying her mouth open; however, Layla continued constantly 
chewing, chomping, and biting. Mr. Vargas recalled his hand constantly being bitten. He 
screamed for help and for Layla to let go. He let his other dog, Daisy, go as he was on 
the ground trying to get Nova free from Layla. Layla is a large dog and he felt that she 
was even moving him during the attack. Ms. Simon was yelling at her dogs to stop 
attacking. She still had one of her three dogs on leash with her but that dog was “going 
crazy.”  

Following the attack, Mr. Vargas tried to speak to Ms. Simon and get her information. 
He was frantic and began recording the aftermath so as not to forget anything. Ex. D12, 
D13, D15. Ms. Simon was initially very apologetic but it seemed that she was using her 
apologies to deflect answering his questions. She only gave him her last name and phone 
number. Ex. D12, D13. She refused to provide her first name or identify the car she 
came in. Id.  Mr. Vargas wanted to get her license plate information to be sure she 
identified herself correctly. Ms. Simon became very aggressive with her dogs and hit 
them for what happened. D14, D15. 

Mr. Vargas took Nova to Ms. Lopez at the veterinary clinic where she worked. When he 
arrived, Nova was taken to the back immediately. He did not initially see any bleeding on 
Nova due to her thick coat but after she was shaved, it was discovered that she was 
leaking blood. It was traumatic for him to see Nova hurt that way and Ms. Lopez so 
upset.  

Mr. Vargas has known Nova for the last four years. He notices that since the incident, 
her behavior around other dogs has changed; she seems more aware than before when 
she seemed to not care if another dog was nearby.  

Both of his dogs were on leashes when Nova was attacked.  

11. Jon Zimmerman, representing Ms. Simon, testified that while the incident is 
regrettable, his client is seeking to demonstrate that Layla was provoked by Nova that 
day. He understands that the Layla’s breed is not a factor for consideration but one of 
his witnesses would likely touch on the breed in her testimony of Layla specifically. 

 
1 The breed of Ms. Simon’s dogs was mentioned here and several times throughout our hearing. Pursuant to RCW 
16.08.110(2), we do not make determinations on whether to uphold a violation based on a dog’s breed. 
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While Animal Services characterized the incident as an attack, he views Layla’s behavior 
as a “defensive posture.” Layla did not react until Nova bared teeth, circled her owner, 
and nipped which he classified as provocation.  

Layla is trained, according to Ms. Schneider’s testimony, and she has not witnessed Layla 
act aggressively in her experiences with Layla. Similarly, Ms. McFarlane has not witnessed 
Layla act aggressively in her experience with Layla.   

On July 5, Mr. Vargas was doing numerous different things such as being on his phone 
and creating videos of his dogs. Mr. Zimmerman acknowledged that there was a 
disagreement as to whether Nova was leashed or not. Ms. Simon asserted that Mr. 
Vargas was choking Layla by the neck which is not consistent with Nova being 
controlled by a leash. Mr. Zimmerman opines that Nova barring her teeth is provocation 
and smaller dogs can be aggressive. This was an incident where smaller and larger dogs 
were mixed together.  

Both Mr. Vargas and Ms. Lopez testified that they did not bring their dogs to dog park 
to socialize. Ms. Schneider testified that a person should not bring a dog to a dog park 
that does not want to go. Mr. Vargas should not have taken Nova to the dog park if she 
was scared.  

Layla is well-cared for and there have not been any prior incidents of aggressive behavior 
nor biting from Layla. When Ms. Nelson was looking to rehome Layla, she chose Ms. 
Simon to take her. Mr. Zimmerman requested, on behalf of his client, that the 
designation be overturned due to Layla being provoked.  

It should be noted here that Mr. Zimmerman opined that we should not take into 
consideration Animal Services’ timely submitted exhibits, specifically videos, if they were 
not offered at our hearing. We address this below.  

12. Jennifer Schneider has never met Nova and was not present for the July 5 incident. She 
has been a dog trainer for 26 years, has bachelor’s degree in psychology with an emphasis 
on animal behavior, and a masters degree in animal behavior. Through her business, Pick 
of the Litter Dog Training, she teaches group classes. Ms. Simon has attended group 
classes with all three of her dogs, including Manners and Canine Good Citizen classes.  

Ms. Schneider has not seen Layla since the incident but in her experience with Layla, 
believes that she had a quality demeanor, appeared to be good with people, and other 
dogs. She has never seen Layla demonstrate any aggression and is surprised to hear that 
Layla would pick up another dog.  

Ms. Schneider believes that a dog like Layla would pick up another dog for a variety of 
reasons which could include a prey drive or maternal instinct. She has seen dogs pick up 
other dogs without the intent to do harm. She does not believe it is appropriate to try to 
pry dogs’ mouth open to try to get the dog to drop something in its mouth. Another dog 
who may be baring teeth, nipping, or growling are provocative to Ms. Schneider.  
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Ms. Schneider went on to give her assessment of the July 5 incident although she was not 
present.2 She further indicated that it is not appropriate for a human to hit a dog to try to 
control it. She opined that Layla should not be required to wear a muzzle.  

13. Jeanette Nelson testified that she was not present on July 5 nor has she ever met Nova. 
She was the original owner of Layla. She gave Layla to Ms. Simon when Layla was two 
years old. Layla did not suffer from any trauma in the two years prior to going to live 
with Ms. Simon.  

Ms. Nelson has never seen Layla act aggressively. She supposed that Layla could be 
protective but does not know of any reason that Layla would pick up another dog. Layla 
is a “barker” but has never been aggressive.  

14. Sandra McFarlane testified that she was not present for the July 5 incident. She is 80 
years old and has had a lifetime with dogs. She has nearly 50 years’ experience with 
Layla’s breed. She has met Layla previously and opined that Layla’s breed is very laid-
back. She believes that any provocative behavior would have to be “pretty extreme” for 
this breed of dog to respond. She has never witnessed Layla act aggressively. 

15. Krisha Simon testified that on July 5, she went to Grandview Dog Park with her three 
dogs: Shadow, Piper, and Layla. Within the first five-minutes of arriving, she went into 
the park to “check it out” without her dogs. After she spent a few minutes looking 
around the park, she exited the park, got her dogs from the car, and walked them leashed 
to the park. It was a Saturday and not busy that day. All dogs sat down. She unleashed 
Shadow and gave him a command that he could walk off. Next, she released Layla and 
gave a similar command.  

Layla went to greet Nova, who was walking next to Mr. Vargas. Nova was off-leash at 
first. Mr. Vargas was looking at other people and talking to someone. He had his phone 
in his hands and was looking down at it while talking to the person next to him. After 
Layla greeted Nova, Nova sat on Mr. Vargas’ feet, looked into Layla’s eyes, barred teeth, 
nipped at Layla’s jowls, and the incident began.  

Ms. Simon’s first thought was that Mr. Vargas needed to pick up his dog. Layla picked 
up Nova and “proceeded with her training.” Ms. Simon’s dogs are trained to bring 
anything they pick up to her and either “give or let go.” Nova was in Layla’s mouth for 
less than a minute. Layla took two steps towards Ms. Simon as she was following her 
commands. 

 
2 Mr. Zimmerman seemed to attempt to elicit Ms. Schneider’s opinion of the July 5 incident. Per Ms. Schneider, she was 
not there and cannot speculate as to what occurred. We do not grant substantial weight to her testimony as to what 
might have occurred as anything that she provided would be speculation per E.R. 602. Even if we qualify Ms. Schneider 
an expert witness under E.R. 702, her opinion on what she thinks might have occurred that day is irrelevant. Evan as she 
said, she cannot speculate as to why Layla behaved as she did on July 5 nor is there one specific reason why a dog like 
Layla would pick up another smaller dog. As she testified, there could be several reasons including a prey drive or 
maternal instinct. Since Ms. Schneider was not there that day to witness Layla’s actions immediately before and during 
the attack, Ms. Shneider’s testimony does not contribute anything of value to our decision.   
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Mr. Vargas slammed Layla on the ground and “ripped” her mouth open. Nova scuttled 
away. Ms. Simon’s glasses were knocked off by Piper who was still leashed with Ms. 
Simon. When she put her glasses back on, Mr. Vargas let Layla go.  

Ms. Simon was shocked that someone twice her size had slammed Layla on the ground 
and proceeded to strangle her. She leashed Layla who then stayed by her side. Mr. Vargas 
was on the other side of the fence and held Ms. Simon “captive.” She profusely 
apologized for the incident. He argued with her for 15 minutes while demanding she give 
him her first name and license plate information. She did not feel it was necessary in an 
emergency situation. Mr. Vargas was emotionally unstable.  

Ms. Simon trained her dogs as soon as she got them. Layla is not reactive or aggressive, 
is sweet and gentle, loves people, wildlife, and other dogs. She has never had any incident 
like this with Layla.  

Mr. Vargas got the order of how Ms. Simon released her dogs wrong, did not give the 
full account of how Nova provoked Layla, and did not accurately describe his actions 
regarding Layla that day. Ms. Simon did not get to give her account of what occurred to 
Animal Services because they refused to contact her. She received a citation in the mail 
and a dangerous animal designation. Layla is a safe animal and does not react unless she 
is provoked. She feels that Nova nipping Layla’s jowls specifically triggered Layla to pick 
up Nova. She gave Layla a command to let Nova go but Mr. Vargas was on top of her. 
Layla still had Nova in her mouth when she was slammed to the ground and her mouth 
pried open. 

After Nova was released and Mr. Vargas got off Layla’s neck, both Piper and Layla 
dragged Ms. Simon to her knees causing injuries so severe that cartilage was exposed. 
Ms. Simon contended that she was in control of her dog despite being dragged. Further, 
she opined that the submitted videos are not accurate because they capture only a 
snapshot of time after the incident ended. 

Ms. Simon acknowledged that she cursed at Layla in the submitted videos; however, she 
was in an emotional state which caused her to react in a way that she would not 
normally. Ex. D14-15.  

Conclusions of Law 

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

17. 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  

18. Before we get to the facts of our case, we address Mr. Zimmerman’s request that 
submitted exhibits not be considered in making our decision unless offered at our 
hearing. The presumption is that when exhibits are timely submitted, they are explicitly 
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admitted. While a party may object to an exhibit, parties do not normally request each 
exhibit be admitted. The examiner reviews all parties timely submitted exhibits and gives 
them the weight they deserve. If there is a timeliness issue, then that is usually brought 
up at the beginning of the hearing. Per Exam. R. XII.D., “[a]n objection to admitting 
evidence shall state briefly the ground for objection. Any evidence entered into the 
record without objection is deemed admissible…” Mr. Zimmerman seemed to make his 
request/objection to the videos (Ex. 12-15) Animal Services timely submitted because 
the videos depict his client, Ms. Simon, in a less-than-positive light with regard to her 
actions towards her dogs. Further, the videos were directly against the appellant’s 
witness’s testimony regarding the dogs’ training and how Ms. Simon handles the dogs 
based on that training. A party may not object to timely submitted evidence just to keep 
it from harming their case unless there is a valid reason. Mr. Zimmerman and his client 
have not provided any other issue with the evidence other than they do not like it and 
Ms. Simon is seen to be behaving aggressively towards Layla (to say the least) which is a 
not a valid objection. The videos will remain part of our record and will be given the 
appropriate weight when coming to our decision.  

19. Preponderance of the Evidence Standard: We base our decisions on a preponderance 
of the evidence standard. This means that Animal Services must prove that the incident 
more-likely-than-not occurred. Animal Services provided photographs of Nova and her 
injuries, an extensive veterinary report of the treatment Nova underwent as a result of 
Layla’s attack, and several videos of the aftermath between Ms. Simon and Mr. Vargas. 
Ex. D8-10, D12-15.  

20. “Dangerous animal” means any animal that “[i]nflicts severe injury on … a 
domesticated animal without provocation…” KCC 11.01.120(A)(2).  “Severe injury” 
means any physical injury that results in [o]ne or more broken bones; [o]ne or more 
disfiguring lacerations, avulsions, cuts or puncture wounds requiring medical attention, 
including, but not limited to, one or more sutures, steri strips or staples…” KCC 
11.01.370(A)(B). Here, Layla approached Nova, bit, and picked Nova up in her mouth. 
As a result, Nova was severely injured which included multiple broken ribs, bruising to 
the lungs, thoracic trauma wounds, superficial neck wounds, the requirement for a drain, 
and multiple days of hospitalization. Ex. D8001-019, D9-002, D10-002. Absent some act 
of provocation, Layla’s actions that day qualify her as a dangerous animal.  

21. The parties disagreed as to whether Nova was leashed or not and the location of Nova 
(in the area for smaller dogs verses the general area for larger dogs). Neither the location 
of the dogs and their owners nor whether the dogs were leashed is given much weight as 
the dogs were in a dog park. Dogs at off-leash dog parks are expected to be off-leash and 
in various places in the park. Although Ms. Simon attempted to blame Mr. Vargas in part 
for having Nova in the general area, there is no requirement for Nova to have been 
confined to only the small-dog area of the park. Further, we could turn the table and say 
“but for” Layla approaching Nova, the incident would not have occurred. Similarly, this 
is unfair to Ms. Simon and Layla. Being that everyone was lawfully in the dog park and 
the nature of dog parks generally, we give little to no weight to these arguments. 
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22. Ms. Simon asserted that Layla was provoked into action when Nova looked into Layla’s 
eyes, barred teeth, and nipped at Layla’s jowls.  

23. “Provocation” means “to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately before the 
attack, chase or menacing behavior; it does not include actions taken to defend oneself, 
other humans, animals or property.” KCC 11.01.350. Further, in animal jurisprudence, 
reviewing courts focus on how an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor 
unusually docile, would react to an inciting act.3 And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses 
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.4  

24. In our case, the parties, once again, disagreed as to whether Nova nipped at Layla or not. 
We found Mr. Vargas’ version of events more credible and that Nova was more-likely-
than-not walking around Mr. Vargas at the park when approached by Nova and a fight 
ensued. Thus, we do not find that Nova did anything to torment agitate, or harass Layla 
immediately before she was attacked.  Further, we do not find that an average dog, 
neither unusually aggressive nor unusually docile, would have approached a little dog at a 
dog park and picked the dog up in its mouth with such force as to break multiple ribs, 
cause wounds requiring a drain, and bruising to the lungs. Even if we did find that Nova 
had somehow provoked Layla, our decision would still be the same because Layla’s reaction 
was not proportional to any stimulus that Nova caused.  

25. Even Ms. Simon’s own account of the incident did not help her case. She asserted that 
Mr. Vargas was choking Layla, trying to “rip” her mouth open, and Layla was struggling 
to breath. So, even while being choked and having her mouth pried open, Layla still 
continued her attack and did not relent. Further, Ms. Simon testified that one of her 
other dogs, along with Layla, dragged her so forcefully which resulted in her knees being 
so extremely scrapped up that cartilage was exposed. No matter how Ms. Simon or her 
counsel tried to spin the facts of the case, it is obvious that Layla was beyond any control 
that day even given her previous training. We do not find that Layla was provoked on 
July 5.  

 
DECISION: 
 
We DENY Ms. Simon’s appeal and uphold Layla’s dangerous animal designation and all 
associated restrictions and penalties.   

 

 
3 Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkham v. Will, 311 Ill. App. 3d 787, 
792, 724 N.E.2d 1062 (2000)). 
4 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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ORDERED December 26, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Leila Arefi 
 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 in 
accordance with Ch. 7.16 RCW. It is the responsibility of the party seeking to appeal the 
examiner’s decision to determine and meet the legal requirements for filing an appeal. 
 

MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 11, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
KRISHA SIMON, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO. 

V25017341-A25003050 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. 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. V25017341-A25003050, issued July 10, 2025 
Exhibit no. D3 Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D4 RASKC investigation report no. A25003050 
Exhibit no. D5 Online Complaint form of July 5, 2025, incident by Jessica Cortes, dated 

July 8, 2025 
Exhibit no. D6 Online Complaint form of July 5, 2025, incident by Sharon Bertling, dated 

July 6, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Online Complaint form of July 5, 2025, incident by Io Lopez, dated July 

7, 2025 
Exhibit no. D8 Vet Record  
Exhibit no. D9 Photograph 
Exhibit no. D10 Photograph 
Exhibit no. D11 Photograph 
Exhibit no. D12 Video 
Exhibit no. D13 Video 
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Exhibit no. D14 Video 
Exhibit no. D15 Video 
Exhibit no. D16 Video 
Exhibit no. D17 Appeal, received July 31, 2025 
 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Email RE: Insurance Payment 
Exhibit no. A2 Io Lopez Release 
Exhibit no. A3 Email RE: Payment Status 
Exhibit no. A4 Email: RE Settlement Satisfaction  
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OFFICE OF THE HEARING EXAMINER 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

Telephone (206) 477-0860 
hearingexaminer@kingcounty.gov 

www.kingcounty.gov/independent/hearing-examiner 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
SUBJECT: Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V25017341-A25003050 
 

KRISHA SIMON 
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal 

 
I, Jessica Oscoy, certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that 
I transmitted the REPORT AND DECISION 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 December 26, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Jessica Oscoy 
 Administrator 
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