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Overview

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. Margot’s appeal but reduce the otherwise applicable monetary penalty.
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Procedural Backoround

2. On September 16, 2025, Evan Lang filed an online complaint with Regional Animal
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on September 13, 2025. Ex.
D3. On September 23, 2025, Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017645-
A25004385 to Kimi Margott for her dog, Zeek, being designated as dangerous. Ex. D8.
Kimi Margott filed a timely appeal on October 6, 2025. Ex. D10.

3. We went to hearing on December 17, 2025. Participating in the hearing were: Sgt.
Chelsea Eykel representing Animal Services, complainant Evan Lang, their witness Amrit
Romana, and appellant Kimi Margott.

Appeal Issues

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

4. In Ms. Margott’s October 6 appeal statement, she admits that her dog and the
complainant’s dog were both restrained but became involved in a dog fight. She asserts
that the complainant put his hand between the fighting dogs and raised the issue that it is
impossible to tell which dog bit the complainant.

5. Based on the scope of the appeal statement, the issue(s) on appeal are as follows:

Al Whether the September 13 Dangerous Animal violation of KCC 11.04.230(F)
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:

6. The parties seemed to agree to a similar version of events; however, in her appeal
statement, Ms. Margott asserted that there was no way to tell whose dog initiated the
fight. Further, at our hearing, she seemed to focus more on the designation being based
on Mr. Lang’s injuries rather than Boomer’s injuries as well. The parties testified as
follows.

7. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that this is an unfortunate
case. Both Mr. Lang and Ms. Margott were out enjoying the nature trail on September
13. As Mr. Lang, Ms. Ramona, and Boomer were finishing their hike, Ms. Margott
approached with Zeek. For whatever reason, Zeek attacked and pinned Boomer to the
ground. Ms. Ramona was on the opposite side of Zeek and was unable to pull on
Boomer’s leash to disengage the fight as she would have been pulling Boomer into Zeek
who was attacking him. Mr. Lang had to physically intervene and pull Boomer away from
Zeek. Mr. Lang was bitten in that process. Mr. Lang testified that Boomer’s head was
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behind him when his hand was bitten. Therefore, it is more likely-than-not that it was
Zeck that bit Mr. Lang rather than Boomer.

There is no expectation that an owner stands by and watches his dog be attacked. Mr.
Lang trying to get his dog to safety is not provocation under the code. Both Mr. Lang
and Boomer were required to have sutures to repair their injuries, which meets the
criteria for the dangerous animal designation.

Ms. Margott does not live in our jurisdiction and is not required to register Zeek if the
designation is upheld. However, when she has Zeek in our jurisdiction, Zeek will need to
be on a regular leash rather than a retractable leash and wear a basket-type muzzle.
Animal Services requests that the violation and associated requirements be upheld.

8. Evan Lang testified that on September 13, he and his wife were finishing a hike at
Rattlesnake LLedge and approaching a narrower part of the trail. His dog, Boomer, was
with Ms. Ramona and on a regular leash about ten feet away. Boomer was being kept
close on a short, tight leash. Zeek was on a looser leash and was allowed to approach.

Zecek approached Boomer and the two dogs initially began sniffing each other but it
quickly turned into a scuffle. Boomer was pinned against vegetation and rock at the side
of the trail. Mr. Lang saw Zeek bite into Boomer on his rear, left side. Mr. Lang
approached the dogs and tried to free Boomer from the fight. Boomer’s head was behind
him when he grabbed him. Zeek was still holding onto Boomer. Mr. Lang was able to
free Boomer by grabbing him and running down the trail.

Boomer sustained puncture wounds on rear left leg and abdominal cavity. D4-001-002.
Boomer was taken to the veterinarian, put under anesthesia, and the wounds were
probed to ensure that the abdominal cavity was not punctured. D5-001. The three
puncture wounds were stitched and a drain was placed. The veterinarian informed Mr.
Lang that Boomet’s top layer of skin was separated from the abdominal cavity from
Zeek pulling. Boomer was on medication until the drain was removed. Id.

After the incident, Mr. Lang discovered that his hand was covered in blood. Ex. D6-001-
002. He went to urgent care where the cut was cleaned, stitched, and he received a
tetanus shot. Ex. D7-001.

This was a traumatic incident for both Mr. Lang and Boomer. It took them both a while
to feel comfortable being around other dogs. Boomer loves to play with other dogs and
goes to the dog park several times per week; however, he had to be eased back into going
as he was nervous at first.

9. Amrit Ramona testified that on September 13, they were ending their hike on the trail.
Mr. Lang was walking in front of her. She had Boomer on a six-foot leash. Ms. Margott
approached with Zeek. The two dogs greeted each other and everything seemed friendly.
The dogs went to each other’s hind quarters when Zeek pinned Boomer down. Ms.
Ramona was right behind Boomer when this happened. Boomer’s head was facing Mr.
Lang while Zeek was at Boomet’s rear end. Mr. Lang put his hands on Boomer’s middle
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portion/back which was close to Zeek’s head. Boomer never fought back in any way and
his head was not near where Mr. Lang had his hands.

Ms. Ramona was unable to pull the leash as a way to free Boomer as he was pinned
down by Zeek. Pulling Boomer would only pull him into Zeek who was attacking him.
Boomer tried to claw his way from under Zeek. Mr. Lang pulled Boomer away while
someone from Ms. Margott’s party came and grabbed Zeek by his harness. Boomer was
screaming.

After the incident, Ms. Ramona spoke to Ms. Margott and exchanged contact
information. Ms. Margott inquired whether Boomer was ok. When Ms. Margott met up
with Mr. Lang and Boomer, they realized that both Boomer and Mr. Lang were bleeding.
They went to the emergency veterinarian and urgent care for treatment.

They spent twelve hours at the emergency vet and incurred a hefty bill. It was a stressful
experience for Boomer, the drugs he was given were hard on him, and he was
uncomfortable. He was unable to lay down and go to sleep due to the discomfort from
the drain and the cone he had to wear. Ms. Ramona had to take care of him all night.

After the incident, Boomer was reactive to things that he was not normally reactive to.
He would get nervous when he saw larger dogs. They were able to reintroduce him to
other dogs but he still seems timid at times.

Kimi Margott testified that she does not agree that the leash could not have been
utilized to pull the dogs apart. Zeck was on a retractable leash. She utilized the lock
button immediately and pulled Zeek back. From her vantage point, she believes that Ms.
Ramona could have pulled Boomer by his leash to free him and that would have been a
viable option rather than Mr. Lang sticking his hands into the attack.

For the most part, she agrees with Mr. Lang’s and Ms. Ramon’s testimonies; however,
she does not totally agree with their rendition of events. It is not clear to her which dog
bit first. Just because Mr. Lang and Ms. Ramona say that Zeek bit first does not make it
true.

The two dogs stopped to sniff each other but engaged in a scuffle. Ms. Margott does not
agree with what was testified to as to how Mr. Lang’s hand was bitten. She feels terrible
that Boomer was injured but does not think that Zeek should be declared dangerous
based on this incident.

Zeek does not have a history of aggression. She has had him since he was ten-weeks old
and he is now six-years-old. Ms. Margott believes that she would have seen some type of
aggression if he was the type of dog to attack unprovoked. She does not know why the
two dogs engaged in the scuffle. Since that day, Zeek has not been engaged in another
similar incident.

Ms. Margott acknowledged that Zeek was latched onto Boomer’s hind end; however, she
does not recall Zeek locking on. She was able to pull Zeek away by locking the button on
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his retractable leash and pulling him. Her 20-year-old son took ahold of Zeek from her
following the incident so that she could deal with the situation. He was the one who
grabbed Zeek by the harness.

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.

Before we get to our findings on the facts of our case, we first address Ms. Margott’s
concern and disagreement with how the altercation began and whether there was an
alternate way to break up Zeek and Boomer without Mr. Lang getting bitten as well.
When we have discrepancies like this at our hearings, which we have often, we evaluate
the credibility of the testifying parties and the standard of proof, which in our case is by a
preponderance of the evidence.

Credibility: 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 recipients focus
dramatically narrows. Mr. Lang and Ms. Ramona did not seem to overplay or
overexaggerate anything about how the altercation occurred. They were honest when
they said that Ms. Margott inquired as to whether Boomer was ok following the incident.

Similarly, we also found Ms. Margott to be credible in her testimony and that her
testimony is likely accurate. We do not find that she overexaggerated or gave an
emotional, overplayed rendition of events. She said that Mr. L.ang and Ms. Ramona were
mostly correct in their rendition of events but that she just did not agree with parts of it.
It seems that she took issue with whether Boomer could have been freed by pulling the
leash rather than by someone reaching in and which dog bit first. To remedy her
concerns, we look to the standard of review that we are bound by.

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.

Both Mr. Lang and Ms. Ramona testified that Boomer was facing Mr. Lang with
Boomer’s head behind Mr. Lang when he grabbed Boomer. Further, Ms. Ramona said
that Mr. Lang grabbed Boomer by his middle portion/back to free him. This further
corroborates that Zeek bit Mr. Lang. A dog who is touched on the back, especially in the
midst of a fight, is likely not able to reach someone touching his back. Based on this
credible testimony, we find it more-likely-than-not that Zeek is the one who bit Mr. Lang
rather than Boomer. Moreover, there was no testimony or evidence that Zeek was bitten,
hurt, or received veterinary care. This supports Mr. Lang’s and Ms. Ramona’s testimonies
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that Zeek was the initial aggressor and sustained his attack on Boomer. If Boomer had
been the aggressor, it would seem that Zeek would have at least some scratches, scrapes,
or bleeding. Lastly, the fact that Boomer’s subcutaneous layer of skin was pulled away
from the body forming a pocket and a drain was required to be placed, is an indication of
Zeek’s sustained attack. Ex. D5-001. Thus, for the aforementioned reasons, we find it
more-likely-than-not that Zeek was the initial aggressor.

“Dangerous animal” means any animal that “[i]nflicts severe injury on ... a human or
domesticated animal without provocation...” KCC 11.01.120(A)(1)(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, Zeek attacked Boomer and as a result of that attack Boomer
received multiple puncture wounds which required sutures, a drain, antibiotics, and pain
medication which qualify as a “severe injury.” Exs. D4-001-002, D5-001. Zeek also went
a step further and bit Mr. Lang too which required a trip to urgent care, cleaning of the
wounds, two sutures, and medications. Ex. D6-001-002, D7-001.

Ms. Margott seemed to focus on the bite to Mr. Lang as the qualifying factor for Zeek to
be deemed dangerous; however, even if we do not take into consideration Mr. Lang’s
injuries, our decision would still be the same based on the severe injuries that Zeek
inflicted on Boomer. Per our code, the standard for a dangerous designation is not
whether the animal bit a human versus another animal. It is whether severe injury was
imposed to a human OR domesticated animal. Here, Zeek did both. Absent some act of
provocation, we find that Zeek’s actions on September 13 qualify him as dangerous.

Ms. Margott also seemed to indicate that Mr. Lang provoked the situation and blamed
him for being bitten by sticking his hand between the dogs when she said in her appeal
statement: “I can say without a doubt that the complainant’s own action escalated this
particular incident which should have otherwise been redirected safely by their leashes”
Ex. D10-001.

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

In our case, we do not find that Boomer nor Mr. Lang did anything to torment, agitate,
ot harass Zeck immediately before the attack. Simply passing on a trail cannot be
considered provocation. To Ms. Margott’s point regarding Mr. Lang escalating the

U Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkham v. Will, 311 1ll. App. 3d 787,
792, 724 N.E.2d 1062 (2000)).
2 Strogp v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs, at 273—75; Kirkbam, at 792.



V25017645-A25004385—Kimi Margott 7

23.

24,

incident by putting his hands in the dog fight to free Boomer, our code 1s clear. It
specifically states that provocation cannot be an action take to defend other
animals, which is what Mr. Lang did here, by pulling Boomer away from an attacking
Zeek. Further, we do not find that an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor
unusually docile, would randomly just attack and pin down a passing dog. We do not
tind that Zeek’s attack was proportional to any stimulus that that walking by on a trail
caused. Zeek was not provoked that day by Mr. Lang or Boomer.

We do not discount Ms. Margott’s assertion that Zeek has been lovingly and responsibly
raised and that he interacts with others regularly without incident. We do not find that
this incident occurred as a result of some shortcoming of Ms. Margott or failure in
supervision. Sometimes, for whatever reason, animals act out of character and no one is
to blame which is what seems to have occurred here.

Lastly, Ms. Margott mentioned in her appeal statement that the monetary penalty would
be a hardship on her working-class family. We often reduce the otherwise applicable
penalty in cases where the incident happened despite, not because of, the steps the
owner was taking at the time of the violation and/or the steps the owner takes
afterwards to avoid further occurrences. Here, Zeek was leashed and harnessed when the
incident took place. It was not a result of some act of negligence by Ms. Margott. Zeck
was being handled properly but despite best efforts, the fight still occurred. A fee

reduction is in order.

DECISION:

2.

We DENY Ms. Margott’s appeal and uphold Zeek’s dangerous animal designation.

We reduce the otherwise applicable monetary penalty from $500 to $300.

ORDERED December 29, 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 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 17, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF KIMI
MARGOTT, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO.
V25017645-A25004385

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. A25004385

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of September 13, 2025, incident by Evan Lang,
dated September 16, 2025

Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Boomer’s injury

Exhibit no. D5 Vet Report

Exhibit no. D6 Photograph of Mr. Lang’s injury

Exhibit no. D7 Medical Report

Exhibit no. D8 Notice of violation no. V25017645-A25004385, issued September 23,
2025

Exhibit no. D9 Dangerous Designation

Exhibit no. D10 Appeal, received October 6, 2025
Exhibit no. D11 Map of subject area
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