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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, Mr. Medsket’s appeal is granted.

Procedural Backeround

2. On October 5, Karen Jezek filed an online complaint with Regional Animal Services of
King County (Animal Services) for an incident on October 1. Ex. D5. On October 11,
Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017445-A25004698 to Jeremy Medsker
for his dogs, Milo and Kilo running at large and trespassing, and to designate Milo as a
dangerous animal. Ex. D2. Geordie Duckler, on behalf of Mr. Medsker, filed a timely
appeal on October 20. Ex. D8.

3. We went to hearing on December 9, 2025. Participating in the hearing were: Morgan
Graves representing Animal Services, complainant Karen Jezek, Geordie Duckler
representing Mr. Medsker, and appellant Jeremy Medsker.

Appeal Issue

4. Per the Notice of Hearing, the issue identified for consideration on appeal is whether the
“Dangerous Animal” designation (KCC 11.04.230.F) for Milo’s actions on October 1,
2025, and the associated $500 penalty, are supported by a preponderance of the evidence
and appropriate under the facts of this case.

Factual Findings

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

5. On October 1, 2025, Ms. Jezek was working in her yard and had her dog, Mango, a 20-
pound Shih-Tzu, tethered to her truck while she worked.

6. Sometime between 4:30-5:00 p.m., she observed a “golden” color dog come onto her
property through an opening between her property and the Medsker property. The
opening had recently been created by clearing done on the Medsker property.

7. Ms. Jezek chased the dog back off of her property by yelling and running at it with the

lawn mowetr.

8. Ms. Jezek then turned to get Mango to put him in the car but did not immediately see
him. She moved around the truck and then saw a second dog with Mango in its jaws. She
described the dog as dark brown with black markings. Ms. Jezek was about 5 feet away
and could tell the attacking dog had long legs because Mango was completely off the
ground.
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Ms. Jezek attempted to get the dog to release Mango by yelling at it and eventually using
pepper spray, neither of which worked. Ms. Jezek then heard someone calling for “Milo”
from the Medsker property. This did not prompt any response from the attacking dog.

Ms. Jezek then heard a beeping sound she believed to be a signal control related to the
dog’s collar. The dog then started pulling on Mango, but as Mango was still tethered to
the truck, the dog dropped Mango and left her property. Ms. Jezek observed the dog go
onto the Medsker property.

Ms. Jezek took Mango to the emergency veterinarian on October 3 because he had
several wounds from the attack. The veterinarian took an x-ray and found no other
concerning medical issues. Ms. Jezek brought Mango home and he died the next day.

Animal Services identified the attacking dog as Milo, presumably because Ms. Jezek
heard someone verbally calling “Milo” from the Medsker property. The investigating
officer was not a witness and his report does not provide additional information on how
Milo was identified as the attacking dog. Ex. D4.

There is no other evidence linking Milo to the dog that injured Mango. On the contrary,
all relevant and reliable evidence indicates that Milo was not the attacking dog.

The Appellants provided a picture of Milo, which is not similar in color, shape, or size to
what Ms. Jezek described during the hearing. Ex. A3; Testimony of Ms. Jezek.

Upon looking at Ex. A3, Ms. Jezek confirmed that Milo was “not the dog” she saw on
her property with Mango in its mouth.

Conclusions of Law

The hearing examiner has jurisdiction pursuant to KCC 20.22.040.

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.F.3.

The only issue on appeal is whether Animal Services’ Notice of Violation of KCC
11.04.230.L, designating Milo as a “dangerous animal” per the definition in KCC
11.01.120, is supported by a preponderance of the evidence.!

There is a fundamental issue of identity in Animal Services’ case and they have not met
their burden to establish it was Milo that attacked Mango or did anything to warrant a
dangerous animal designation.

I'Ms. Graves clarified that Animal Services’ Staff Report, Ex. D1, incorrectly identified the violation as a “potentially
dangerous” designation and the department was seeking to uphold the “dangerous animal” designation in the Notice of
Violation, Ex. D2.
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20. I would like to acknowledge, as Mr. Medsker did during the hearing, that what happened
to Mango is tragic, and watching the attack had to be incredibly difficult for Ms. Jezek. I
further appreciate Ms. Jezek's candor and clarity in stating that the dog pictured in
Appellant's Exhibit A3 “was not the dog that killed Mango.” Given Mr. Medsker's
identification of the dog in Exhibit A3 as Milo, there is no support for a conclusion that
Milo caused Mango's injuries or subsequent death.

21.  Despite Ms. Jezek’s testimony, Animal Services suggested in closing that because the
Running at Large and Trespass violations were not appealed, the identification of the
dogs as Milo and Kilo in those citations should be accepted as true by the Examiner and
relied on as the basis for upholding the dangerous animal designation.

22. The Appellant's decision not to appeal the other violations does not require the
Examiner to ignore clear evidence, from the department’s own witness, that the dog
being accused of killing Mango was “not the dog.” It is concerning that the department
continued to seek affirmation of the violation against Milo in light of Ms. Jezek’s
definitive testimony.

DECISION:

Mr. Medsker’s appeal is GRANTED.

ORDERED December 19, 2025.

73 Ve,

Devon Shannon
Hearing Examiner

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 supetior 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.
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MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 9, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF
JEREMY MEDSKER, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE

NO. V25017445-A25004698

Devon Shannon 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.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

D1
D2
D3
D4
D5

Do
D7
D8

Regional Animal Services of King County staff report

Notice of violation no. V25017445-A25004698, issued October 11, 2025
Dangerous Designation

RASKC investigation report no. A25004698

Online Complaint form of October 1, 2025, incident by Karen Jezek,
dated October 5, 2025

Vet Records

Photographs

Appeal, received October 20, 2025

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

Exhibit no.
FExhibit no.
Exhibit no.

Al
A2
A3

Video link
Video link
Photographs
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