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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 

Overview 
 
1. Shannon Coats appeals a Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services) 

designation for her dog, Jabari, qualifying as potentially dangerous. 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 uphold the 
potentially dangerous animal designation for Jabari but reduce the fines.   
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Background 

2. Mayank Sharma filed a complaint for a February 7 incident where Jabari attacked his dog 
and Mr. Sharma suffered multiple bites on his fingers attempting to separate them. Ex. D3. 
Animal Services issued Ms. Coats a violation order. Exs. D5-D6. Ms. Coats timely appealed. 
Exs. D7.  

3. We held a hearing on April 26. Sergeant Eykel and Ms. Coats timely appeared; Mr. Sharma 
did not (we gave him a fifteen-minute grace period before starting the recording). Animal 
Services requested to continue with the hearing, since Ms. Coats admits the incident did 
occur. 

Hearing Testimony 

Shannon Coats Testimony 

4. Jabari had surgery about five days prior to the February 7 incident. Jabari does not typically 
go outside in the neighborhood; the Coats have a large backyard where Jabari spends most 
of his time. Jabari is not well trained on leash; he does not walk much. On February 7, Ms. 
Coats wanted Jabari to go “potty,” but she was not comfortable letting him outside, so she 
took him on a walk. Jabari showed no symptoms of pain, but he was on medication to 
control any subsequent pain. Jabari must have been in pain, since he had two procedures 
done, but he was not showing it.  

5. Ms. Coats had Jabari on a leash and passed Mr. Sharma and his dog. Jabari was wagging his 
tail, and he did bark but did not growl. Ms. Coats “kind of” kept Jabari under control; she 
tried taking him to a cul-de-sac, about a block away, to get some distance between him and 
Mr. Sharma. The ground was very wet, and Ms. Coats got stuck in the mud, slipped, and fell 
on her face. She broke her right arm. Jabari got loose.  

6. Jabari bit Mr. Sharma, but he does not typically act like that. Jabari has no history of biting. 
Ms. Coats believes Jabari just plays “really rough.” Ms. Coats did not see the injuries and 
was not aware of the injuries until Mr. Sharma’s wife later came to her house to talk. Ms. 
Coats admits the incident happened.  

Legal Standards 

7. Does Jabari meet the definition of “potentially dangerous animal”? KCC 11.04.230. Per 
KCC 11.01.320: 

A. “Potentially dangerous animal” means any animal that when unprovoked: 

1. Bites or inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal; 

2. Chases or approaches a person upon the streets, sidewalks, or any public 
grounds in a menacing fashion or apparent attitude of attack; 

3. Has a known propensity, tendency, or disposition to attack, to cause 
injury, or otherwise to threaten the safety of humans or domestic animals; or 
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4. Jointly engages, with one or more animals in conduct meeting subsections 
A.1., A.2., or A.3., of this section, in which case all animals are deemed 
potentially dangerous, absent an affirmative demonstration that a specific 
animal was not responsible for a qualifying act. 

B. Regardless of provocation, an animal is a “potentially dangerous animal” if it 
enters onto private property without the consent of the owner or occupant and bites 
a human or animal or chases or approaches a person in a menacing fashion or 
apparent attitude of attack. 

C. An animal shall not be declared a “potentially dangerous animal” if the threat, 
injury, or bite alleged to have been committed by the animal was sustained by a 
person who was at the time committing a willful trespass upon the premises 
occupied by the owner of the animal, or who was abusing or assaulting the animal, 
or who was committing, or attempting to commit a crime. This exclusion does not 
apply to actions taken in defense of oneself, other humans, animals, or property. 

8. We do not grant substantial weight or otherwise accord deference to agency determinations. 
Exam. R. XV.F.3. For those matters or issues raised in an appeal statement, Animal Services 
bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence both the violation and the 
appropriateness of the remedy it has imposed. KCC 20.22.080.G; .210.B. 

Analysis 

9. Here, Ms. Coats does not contest that Jabari bit Mr. Sharma, and she agrees to the facts 
Animal Services presented. Our facts are as follows. 

10. Ms. Coats was on a vet-recommended walk with Jabari five days post-surgery. Jabari pulled 
away from Ms. Coats, dragging her to the ground where she suffered a broken arm. Once 
Jabari was loose, he charged Mr. Sharma and his dog. Mr. Sharma’s dog sustained bites on 
his back. Mr. Sharma sustained multiple bites on his hands which required immediate 
medical attention.  

11. Under KCC 11.01.320.A.1, an animal who, when unprovoked, “[b]ites or inflicts injury on a 
human or domesticated animal” qualifies as “potentially dangerous.” Here, Jabari charged 
Mr. Sharma and his dog and bit both; absent legal provocation, that qualifies Jabari as 
“potentially dangerous” under our code.  

12. KCC 11.01.350 defines “provocation” as “to torment, agitate, or harass an animal 
immediately before the attack, chase or menacing behavior.” Further, in animal 
jurisprudence, reviewing courts focus on how an average dog, neither unusually aggressive 
nor unusually docile, would react to an inciting act.1 And a key touchstone of courts’ 
analyses is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.2 

 
1 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)). 
2 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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13. Mr. Sharma and his dog simply walking approximately 60-70 feet from Ms. Coats and 
Jabari—absent some other act by Mr. Sharma or his dog—does not qualify as provocation.  

14. Ms. Coats provided that Jabari was “fine” around other dogs for three hours at the vet the 
day prior and that Jabari has never been aggressive with their other dog. We accept Ms. 
Coats’ assertion. We understand that dogs can act out of character for several reasons on 
any given day. However, the potentially dangerous animal criteria focus is on how an 
average dog, neither unusually docile nor unusually aggressive, would act in a similar 
situation. We do not find that an average dog, five days post-surgery, would have reacted in 
a similar way. We could find it reasonable that a dog on pain medication may be agitated or 
groggy from the pain medication. But asserting that a dog (who is recovering from surgery) 
was “provoked” to pull his owner to the ground, charge a person and their dog from that 
distance, and then bite the dog and its owner, is a real reach. Jabari’s actions on February 15 
were grossly disproportionate to any agitation another dog, walking 60-plus feet away, 
created. Jabari’s actions were not legally provoked, and we uphold his potentially dangerous 
animal designation.  

15. As to the dollar amount for the potentially dangerous animal violation, 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. On February 15, Ms. Coats had Jabari on a leash 
and was not doing anything to cause the incident. The incident was an unfortunate accident. 
Ms. Coats took responsibility for the incident despite also being injured. We reduce the 
fines. 

DECISION: 
 
1. We uphold the potentially dangerous animal violation for Jabari.  

2. We reduce the potentially dangerous animal violation from $500 to $200.  

ORDERED May 10, 2024. 
  

 
 Leila Arefi 
 Hearing Examiner pro tem 
 
 



V24015233-A24000775–Shannon Coats 5 

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 June 10, 
2024. 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 APRIL 26, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF SHANNON 
COATS, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO. V24015233-

A24000775 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Shannon 
Coats and Chelsea Eykel. A verbatim recording of the hearing is available in the Hearing 
Examiner’s Office. 
 
The following exhibits were offered and entered into the record by Animal Services: 
 
Exhibit no. D1 Regional Animal Services of King County staff report  
Exhibit no. D2 RASKC investigation report no. A24000775 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of February 7, 2024, incident by Mayank Sharma, 

dated February 13, 2024 
Exhibit no. D4 Photographs of Mr. Sharma’s injuries 
Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V24015233-A24000775, issued February 15, 2024 
Exhibit no. D6 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D7 Appeal, received March 11, 2024 
Exhibit no. D8 Map of subject area 
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