
OFFICE OF THE HEARING EXAMINER 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

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

www.kingcounty.gov/independent/hearing-examiner 

REPORT AND DECISION 

SUBJECT: Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V25017500-A25003603 

PARISA FARMANY 
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal 

Appellant: Parisa Farmany 
 

Bellevue, WA 98007 
Telephone:  
Email:  

King County: Regional Animal Services of King County 
represented by Chelsea Eykel 
Regional Animal Services of King County 
21615 64th Avenue S 
Kent, WA 98032 
Telephone: (206) 263-5968 
Email: raskcappeals@kingcounty.gov 

Overview 

1. After hearing the witnesses’ testimony and observing their demeanor, studying the
exhibits admitted into evidence, considering the parties’ arguments, and the relevant law,
we deny Ms. Farmany’s appeal but reduce the otherwise applicable monetary penalty.

November 20, 2025
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Procedural Background 

2. On August 4, 2025, Monika Kannadaguli filed an online complaint with Regional Animal 
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on August 2, 2025. Ex. D3. 
On August 13, 2025, Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017500-A25003603 
to Parisa Farmany for her dog, Leo being designated as dangerous. Ex. D5. Parisa 
Farmany filed a timely appeal on August 21, 2025. Ex. D7.   

3. We went to hearing on November 12, 2025. Participating in the hearing were: Sgt. 
Chelsea Eykel representing Animal Services, complainant Mayukha Kannadaguli, 
appellant Parisa Farmany, and her daughter Layli Sotoudeh.  

Appeal Issues 

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

4. Whether Leo’s, “Dangerous Animal” (KCC 11.04.230.F) violation and the associated 
monetary penalties totaling $500 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. In her appeal statement, Ms. Farmany initially admitted that the August 2 incident 
occurred and seemed to only be requesting a fee reduction. However, at our hearing, she 
sought to have Leo’s “Dangerous Animal” violation overturned as well. The parties 
testified as follows.  

6. Sgt. Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that this is an unfortunate case which 
involved a couple of friends; one coming to the other’s home by invitation. Leo is 
normally tethered inside the home.  

There is a discrepancy in testimony that Leo was sleeping just prior to the bite; however, 
there is also testimony that he greeted Ms. Kannadaguli at the door. Regardless, Ms. 
Kannadaguli sat next to Leo on the couch. It is undisputed that she was petting him and 
then, without warning, Leo bit her in the face. When pushed away, Leo bit her on the 
hand.  

Ms. Kannadaguli was not doing anything that qualifies as provocation. Leo did not growl 
before he lunged, bit, and caused severe injury which included: eleven stitches, a black 
eye, injury to the eye, and cuts to the hand. Ex. D4-001-003. Ms. Farmany and her 
daughter, Ms. Sotoudeh, had to physically remove Leo from Ms. Kannadaguli.  

Animal Services has concerns and believes that Leo meets the code criteria for a 
dangerous animal. There were several red flags during Ms. Farmany’s and Ms. 
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Sotoudeh’s testimony that are concerning regarding Leo’s previous behavior. Sgt. Eykel 
encouraged Ms. Farmany to seek training for Leo with someone who specializes in 
reactive behavior. Animal Services requests that the dangerous animal designation and 
associated restrictions be upheld.  

7. Mayukha Kannadaguli testified that when she visited Ms. Farmany’s home previously, 
Leo was tethered to the door. On August 2, Leo was roaming freely throughout the 
home. She took a seat on the couch with Leo one to two feet away from her. She was 
petting him on the neck, between his shoulders, in a downward motion. Leo seemed to 
enjoy being petted. Ms. Farmany and Ms. Sotoudeh even pointed out that Leo was 
happy and really seemed to like Ms. Kannadaguli. She was not scratching Leo or doing 
anything that would provoke him in any way.  

Suddenly, and without warning, Leo then bit her in the face near the eye, missing her 
actual eye by less than an inch. When she tried pushing him off, he latched onto her 
hand. Ms. Farmany and Ms. Sotoudeh were eventually able to get Leo off her.   

Ms. Kannadaguli sought treatment at the hospital for her injuries which required eleven 
stitches. Ex. D4-001-002. Due to the bites to her hand, she had a hard time writing. She 
experienced lots of pain and bruising for a week and a half following the bite. Due to the 
bite, she had a broken vessel in her eye. Ex. D4-001. 

Ms. Kannadaguli does not have any ongoing treatment as a result of the bite other than 
applying scar cream and oil nightly. She did see an eye doctor to ensure that there was no 
damage to the eye. She also saw her primary care doctor and a therapist as a result of the 
incident.  

Ms. Kannadaguli was informed that Leo has a history of biting. Leo has bitten Ms. 
Sotoudeh and two people at the family’s car shop. 

8. Parisa Farmany testified that Leo has never attacked them but she is always cautious 
with him since he may bite. Her daughter was bitten by Leo previously and due to this, 
she reminds everyone to be careful around him.  

On August 2, her daughter’s friend came to their home to visit which has been a regular 
occurrence for the last two years. Ms. Kannadaguli sat on the couch by Leo and began 
petting him. Leo was happy and she commented as such. She questions whether he was 
truly happy about being petted or not. Leo was asleep when Mr. Kannadaguli began 
petting him. Ms. Kannadaguli had “fake nails” that day and Ms. Farmany opines that 
perhaps the nails upset him. She acknowledges that Ms. Kannadaguli did not do anything 
to upset Leo.  
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Ms. Farmany is very sorry that this occurred and had a hard time seeing Ms. Kannadaguli 
bleeding. She believes that the incident was nobody’s fault and takes responsibility. She 
further believes that Leo’s breed are not very happy dogs.1  

Leo did bite her daughter previously; however, he was a puppy at that time.  

9. Layli Sotoudeh testified that she has known Ms. Kannadaguli for two years. She does 
not blame anyone for Leo’s behavior.  

On August 2, Ms. Kannadaguli came to her home to visit. Leo was asleep and she thinks 
that he was grumpy when he first woke up. When Ms. Kannadaguli first came in, they 
advised her to “be careful” which was meant to be a warning. Leo was initially very 
mellow and greeted Ms. Kannadaguli at the door with ears down and tail wagging. He 
always greets other friends this way when they come to the home. She saw Ms. 
Kannadaguli sitting on the couch petting Leo but did not witness the bite and is unsure 
of how the bite occurred. She heard Leo bite Ms. Kannadaguli. They were all scared and 
she was concerned for her friend’s safety. Leo is not the type of dog to do this.  

Regarding Leo’s bite history, the first bite incident occurred when Leo was less than a 
year old. He was sleeping when she tried to giving him a hug and he got angry. She feels 
that it was her fault because she was in Leo’s space. Leo is her first dog and she was new 
to dog ownership at that time. Since then, she always advises people to be careful around 
Leo.  

With regard to the second incident, which occurred at her father’s shop, a customer 
came over, tried grabbing Leo’s food, and he bit her hand. She is unsure of when this 
incident happened but opined that it was approximately a year ago.  

Leo is not the type of dog to randomly hurt people and only behaves this way when he is 
provoked. She does not know when he is or is not provoked. If he is not provoked, he 
will not attack anyone. She does not blame Ms. Kannadaguli but believes something 
provoked Leo into action that day. She feels horrible and does not want anything like 
this to happen to anyone again. She requests a fee reduction.  

Conclusions of Law 

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

11. 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. 

12. “Dangerous animal” means any animal that “[i]nflicts severe injury on … a human 
being without provocation…” KCC 11.01.120(A)(1).  “Severe injury” means any 

 
1 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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physical injury that results in” …[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(B).  

13. Here, both Ms. Farmany and Ms. Sotoudeh acknowledged that Leo bit Ms. Kannadaguli 
which is also evidenced by the credible testimony of Ms. Kannadaguli and the 
photographs of the injury. Ex. D4-001-003. Further, we can clearly see that Ms. 
Kannadaguli received more than one suture which qualifies her injuries as severe. Ex. 
D4-003. Thus, Leo’s behavior on August 2 qualifies him as a dangerous animal.  

14. Ms. Farmany did not raise the defense of provocation in her appeal; however, Ms. 
Sotoudeh testified that Leo was provoked, although not intentionally. 

15. “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.2 And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses 
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.3  

16. Here, Ms. Kannadagulli was simply sitting next to Leo and petting him. These actions do 
not rise to the level of tormenting, agitating, or harassing of Leo. Further, we do not find 
that an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor unusually docile, would react to 
someone sitting next to and petting them by biting them so severely that eleven stitches 
were required among other injuries. Even when pushed away, Leo continued attacking 
by biting Ms. Kannadaguli on the hand. Leo’s actions were not proportional to any 
stimulus that Ms. Kannadaguli caused by petting him. Leo’s actions went too far that day 
and we do not find that he was provoked.   

17. Lastly, Ms. Farmany requests a fee reduction due to financial difficulty. Reviewing courts 
have analyzed whether a person’s ability to pay should be taken into consideration when 
imposing fines. The Eighth Amendment descended from the Magna Carta, which sought 
to “forbid penalties so large as to deprive [a person] of his livelihood”; in considering 
whether a fine is excessive, we consider not only the proportionality of the penalty to the 
underlying act but also the person’s ability to pay.4 We understand that $500 dollars can 
be difficult for some families in certain financial predicaments. Ms. Farmany was 
apologetic and seemed committed to preventing future occurrences. A fee reduction is in 
order.  

 

 
2 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)). 
3 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
4 City of Seattle v. Long, 493 P.3d 94 (2021). 
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DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Ms. Farmany’s appeal and uphold Leo’s dangerous animal designation.  

2. We reduce the monetary penalty from $500 to $200.  

 
ORDERED November 20, 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 
December 22, 2025. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in 
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 
 

MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 12, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
PARISA FARMANY, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE 

NO. V25017500-A25003603 
 
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 RASKC investigation report no. A25003603 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of August 2, 2025, incident by Monika 

Kannadaguli, dated August 4, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photographs of injury 
Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V25017500-A25003603, issued August 13, 2025 
Exhibit no. D6 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D7 Appeal, received August 21, 2025 
Exhibit no. D8 Map of subject area 
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