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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. Johns’ appeal but reduce the otherwise applicable monetary penalties.  
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Procedural Background 

2. On September 23, 2025, Armando Ordonez filed an online complaint with Regional 
Animal Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on that day. Ex. D3. 
On September 25, 2025, Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017655-
A25004505 to Jamie Johns for her dog, Trigger, running at large and being designated as 
potentially dangerous. Ex. D7. Jamie Johns filed a timely appeal on October 9, 2025 Ex. 
D9.   

3. We went to hearing on December 11, 2025. Participating in the hearing were: Sgt. 
Chelsea Eykel representing Animal Services, complainant Armando Ordonez, and 
appellant Jamie Johns. A Spanish interpreter was provided for Mr. Ordonez.  

Appeal Issues 

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

4. In Ms. Johns’ October 9, 2025, appeal statement, she does not deny the underlying 
actions that led to the violations imposed by Animal Services. She acknowledges Trigger 
jumped over a six-foot fence and encountered a small dog in the alley.  

5. Based on the scope of the appeal statement, the issue to be reviewed on appeal is 
whether the September 23, 2025, “Potentially Dangerous” 1st Offense violation (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. Although Ms. Johns does not dispute that the September 23 incident occurred, she 
requests that the potentially dangerous animal designation for Trigger be overturned 
because she believes Trigger mistook the complainant’s dog for a wild animal and 
because Trigger was barked and charged at by other dogs through the fence. Ex. D9. 
The parties testified as follows.  

7. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that Animal Services’ 
primary goal is public safety. In this case, Mr. Ordonez’s daughter and her friend were 
walking Oso in the alleyway being his home. His daughter’s friend alerted him that there 
was a problem and he ran to the alley to see Ms. Johns’ dog loose with Oso in his mouth. 

Trigger grabbed Oso twice. Mr. Ordonez’s daughter got Oso free from Trigger and then 
Mr. Ordonez had to free Oso as Trigger had grabbed him again. He could not get 
Trigger to release Oso until he hit Trigger with a piece of wood. Mr. Ordonez’s daughter 
received injuries that required treatment. Ex. D4-001-006. Mr. Ordonez was also injured 
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when trying to pry Triggers’ mouth off of Oso. Ex. D5-001. Oso received veterinary 
treatment. Ex. D6-001-011.  

It is unclear how Trigger escaped that day but it is clear that he was loose without an 
owner present. There is conflicting testimony between Ms. Johns and Mr. Ordonez 
whether Oso was leashed; however, Ms. Johns was not present that day. Even if Oso 
was off-leash, he was attended by two people. 

Oso being walked behind the homes was not provocation for Trigger to jump the fence 
and attack Oso causing injuries which required treatment. Animal Services acknowledges 
Ms. Johns has responded appropriately to this incident, paid Oso’s veterinary bills, and 
has since successfully contained Trigger to her property.  

Ms. Johns mentioned euthanizing Trigger; however, Animal Services is not requesting or 
requiring Trigger to be euthanized. Animal Services is requesting the potentially 
dangerous animal designation be upheld and that Ms. Johns continue to manage Trigger 
to keep him and other animals in the neighborhood safe.  

8. Armando Lindo Ordonez testified that on September 23, he was at home while his 
daughter and her friend took a leashed Oso for a walk. He was alerted by his daughter’s 
friend that there was a problem with Oso. He went to see what the problem was and 
observed Oso in Trigger’s mouth. He attempted to hit Trigger in the mouth to get him 
to release Oso. That did not help so he took off his belt and struck Trigger with the belt. 
At that point, he was able to get Trigger to release Oso.  

Mr. Ordonez and his daughter both received injuries from Trigger. Ex. D4-001-006, D5-
001. His daughter received rabies shots. Oso underwent multiple surgeries. D6-001-011. 

9. Jamie Johns testified that she did not observe the September 23 incident in person as 
she was sick in bed that day. Her son let Trigger out in the back yard. Trigger is only 
allowed in the back yard as it is enclosed by a six-foot fence. 

Ms. Johns was called by a neighbor who indicated that she had witnessed the incident in 
the alley. When she spoke to her neighbor, she was confused because Trigger was in her 
room with her during the phone call. He must have returned to her house immediately 
after the incident with Oso. Her neighbor said a young girl had a dog in the alley and the 
dog was running around. The neighbor did not tell her how Trigger got out of the yard 
just that he was out of the yard. The neighbor further advised that she saw Mr. Ordonez 
strike Trigger with a piece of wood in the alley and he ran away. 

Trigger is always confined to her back yard. Mr. Ordonez is correct when he says that 
Trigger has not been outside other than to relieve himself since September 23rd. 

After the incident, she immediately went to the alley and met another neighbor who 
speaks both English and Spanish. She informed the neighbor that she would take care of 
the incident to the best of her ability. The younger daughters of Mr. Ordonez came to 
her home later that day demanding cash immediately. She explained to them that she 
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would have to sell some of her late husband’s things to get the money but as soon as she 
did, she would give them money to assist with the veterinary bills, which she has done.   

Ms. Johns contacted Animal Services to inquire about euthanizing Trigger. She was 
advised by the person she spoke with to go through with the appeal process because in 
his experience he has not seen a young dog with this label upheld. 

Ms. Johns has been trying to rehome Trigger but because of the potentially dangerous 
designation, she is not able to. Trigger has received professional training and has been 
trained since he was a year old.  

Across from Ms. Johns and Mr. Ordonez is a neighbor with a pack of six dogs who are 
not trained. Although Trigger does not react to those dogs, he sees them behave badly 
and Ms. Johns thinks that it impacts how Trigger perceives and reacts with other 
animals. Her greatest concern is for Trigger’s quality of life.  

In addition to the financial impacts of these violations, Trigger is not allowed to be 
anywhere unless she is present, muzzled, and leashed. She is a working, single mom, so it 
means that Trigger is confined to his crate for twelve or more hours a day. She is afraid 
that he will be “on lock down”, which he has been, and she cannot rehome him due to 
the designation.  

Ms. Johns stated that because of the financial impacts and that she is unable to get help 
with Trigger she will surrender him to be euthanized because she does not have the 
means to care for or provide him a good quality of life. 

10. Trigger has never jumped the fence before nor attacked a person or animal. She is 
concerned about the financial impact since she only works part-time. She does not want 
Trigger to be “locked up” for his entire life. She believes that designation is being upheld 
after only one incident because of his breed.  

Conclusions of Law 

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

12. 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. 

13. Before we get to the facts of our case, Ms. Johns mentioned several times at our hearing 
that she was concerned that the only reason for Oso’s designation is breed-based 
prejudice. We do not take into consideration the breed of any dog in coming to our 
decisions. Further, decisions based on the breed of any dog are prohibited by RCW 
16.01.110. Ms. Johns should rest assured that our decision would be the same no 
matter Trigger’s breed.  
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14. Running at Large: “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not 
under control of a competent person,” with “under control” defined as “a domesticated 
animal … restrained, by a human using a leash or competent and effective voice or signal 
control, from approaching any bystander or other domesticated animal and from causing 
property damage.” KCC 11.01.090; KCC 11.01.380. Here, Ms. Johns does not appeal or 
refute this violation in her appeal statement or at our hearing. She further seems to 
concede that Trigger was off her premises and not under anyone’s control when she 
referenced her neighbors’ account of the events. Thus, this violation accordingly stands.  

15. “‘Potentially dangerous animal’ means any animal that when unprovoked: 1. Bites or 
inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal…”. KCC 11.01.320.A.1. Here, Trigger 
picked up Oso in his teeth causing injuries which required veterinary treatment. Ex. D6-
001-011. Trigger also bit and inflicted injuries to Mr. Ordonez and his daughter while 
they were trying to retrieve Oso from Trigger’s mouth. Ex. D4-001-006 and D5-001. 
Absent some act of provocation, Trigger’s behavior that day qualifies him as potentially 
dangerous. There is no indication that the defense of provocation is applicable here.  

16. Ms. Johns referenced the financial impacts of these violations during her testimony. We 
often reduce otherwise applicable fines 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 after the occurrence. It is clear that Ms. Johns took steps to keep Trigger 
contained after this incident and took the appropriate steps in paying for Oso’s 
veterinary bills. Further, the incident did not take place due to some fault or shortcoming 
in how Ms. Johns was handling Trigger at the time. A fee reduction is in order.  

17. Lastly, we want to make it clear that we are not ordering Trigger to be euthanized. 
We encourage Ms. Johns to seek out other solutions to keep Trigger and the community 
safe. Most dogs and their families are able to successfully go forward, even with a 
potentially dangerous animal designation. Although not ordered, we encourage Animal 
Services and Ms. Johns to work together to come up with suggestions and/or remedies 
on how to move forward with this designation.  

 
DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Ms. Johns’ appeal and uphold the running at large violation and potentially 

dangerous animal designation for Trigger.  

2. We reduce the otherwise applicable monetary penalties from $550 to $300.  
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ORDERED December 29, 2025. 
  

 
 Leila Arefi-Pour 
 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 JAIME 

JOHNS, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO. 
V25017655-A25004505 

 
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. D1 Regional Animal Services of King County staff report  
Exhibit no. D2 RASKC investigation report no. A25004505 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of incident by Armando Ordonez, dated 

September 23, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of injuries to Ms. Martinez 
Exhibit no. D5 Photograph of injury to Mr. Ordonez 
Exhibit no. D6 Vet Report 
Exhibit no. D7 Notice of violation no. V25017655-A25004505, issued September 25, 

2025 
Exhibit no. D8 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D9 Appeal, received October 9, 2025 
Exhibit no. D10 Map of subject area 
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