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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 

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. Stokes’ appeal. 

Background 

2. On September 9, 2024, Amelia Besola filed a complaint for an incident that occurred 
earlier that day. Ex. D3. Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services) 
issued V24016083-A24004536 to Ms. Stokes for her dogs, Sebastian and Sybella, running 
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at large, trespassing, and qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D6, D7. Ms. Stokes 
timely appealed. Ex. D8. We went to hearing on November 6.  

Hearing Testimony 

Officer Alex Wilson Testimony 

3. Ofc. Wilson testified that he spoke with Ms. Stokes on the phone. Ms. Stokes said she 
was aware her dogs, Sebastian and Sybella, had escaped her property due to a log that fell 
and broke a part of her fence. She was in the process of repairing the fence. Ex. D2-003. 
Ms. Besola did not make any statements about coyotes or the dogs being inside with her 
during the incident. When he requested to come out and see the fence, Ms. Stokes was 
dismissive and said that she was not available to meet him in person due to her busy 
schedule. Ofc. Wilson was unable to view the entire fence from the road.  

Amelia Besola Testimony 

4. Amelia Besola testified that shortly after 8:00 a.m. on September 9, she heard barking 
and agitation by her gate outside. Ms. Besola’s daughter went outside to check out the 
noise. Her daughter came back inside and said Ms. Stokes’ dogs [Sebastian and Sybella] 
were back on their property. Sebastian and Sybella had the Besola’s dog, Asa, on the 
ground, tearing at his body. Ms. Besola left Ms. Stokes a voicemail, saying her dogs were 
on the Besola property. Ms. Besola then texted Ms. Stokes that she left her a voicemail 
and that her dogs were on her property attacking Asa. She could hear Ms. Stokes 
hollering for her dogs. Ms. Besola did not see the dog fight. Her daughter said the fight 
took place on the paved driveway by the inside gate close to her house.  

5. Ms. Besola, who is a veterinarian, assessed Asa and found a laceration on his ear. She 
dropped her daughter off at school and then brought Asa to her veterinary hospital. She 
took exhibit photos D4-001 and 003 prior to giving Asa stitches. Exhibit D4-002 shows 
the stitches. Asa also had bite wounds on his back legs.  

6. Asa is a livestock guardian dog for Ms. Besola’s 21 sheep and 2 llamas. Ms. Besola has a 
four-wire perimeter invisible fence. If grass grows into it or a tree falls, it can ground the 
fencing. There are breaks in the invisible fence by the pond and creek. Ms. Besola’s 
property is 23 acres. It is a full-time job keeping up with the fencing.  

7. As the crow flies, Ms. Stokes’ house is close to Ms. Besola’s property, but they do not 
live on the same street.  

8. September 9 was not the first time Asa required antiseptics and suturing from Ms. 
Stokes’ dogs’ attacks. Asa lost a tooth in a previous incident. Ms. Besola did not know 
who owned the two Anatolian Shepherds. In the past, Ms. Besola could not get close 
enough to check the dogs’ tags. The dogs would disappear right after an attack. She did 
property searches and asked neighbors to help identify the dogs. The neighbor to the 
north helped Ms. Besola identify the dogs. Ms. Stokes’ dogs came onto Ms. Besola’s 
property from the north by going through the 35215 property; they go through where 
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the grass is mowed, then through the trees and down the hill to her property. When Ms. 
Stokes calls the dogs back, they go back to her property.  

Ms. Besola’s Daughter Testimony 

9. Ms. Besola’s daughter testified that at the time of the incident she was 11 years old. She 
heard loud and aggressive barking outside. She ran outside and saw the two Anatolian 
Shepherds beating up Asa. Both dogs were fighting Asa. It was just outside the gate 
closest to the house. She panicked and grabbed two dog bowls and hit them together to 
get the dogs to stop. She ran inside and told her mother that the neighbor’s dogs were 
there. The dogs were brown with black and grey on them.  

Sherrie Woods Testimony 

10. Sherrie Woods testified that she cleans Ms. Besola’s house. She has seen the Shepherds 
on the Besola property four separate times. One time (Ms. Woods cannot recall the exact 
day), she heard crazy barking outside Ms. Besola’s house, so she went outside. She saw 
the two Stokes dogs on the Besola property. One of the dogs came down and was 
fighting one of Ms. Besola’s dogs, Ellie. She came out and got a hold of and dragged the 
Stokes dog backward. While trying to separate the dogs, one of them bit her. She did not 
seek medical care.  

Martha Stokes Testimony 

11. Martha Stokes testified that in 2021, Ms. Besola’s dogs came onto her property when her 
dogs were puppies. They played friendly with her dogs. She allows neighbor dogs that 
play well onto her property to be neighborly. Then due to a neighborhood issue, she 
constructed a five-to-six-foot fence, which was completed in February 2022. Part of her 
property is unfenced. Coyotes are able to come onto her property by coming down the 
plateau. Wild animals from the black diamond construction have been coming down the 
plateau and onto or near her property. There is also a resident cougar and black bear in 
the area. Ms. Stokes hired a trainer for her dogs to protect her from wild animals and a 
convicted felon in the neighborhood.  

12. Regarding the incident with Ms. Woods, Ms. Stokes’ dogs were in her backyard in the 
fence perimeter. When Ms. Stokes left her property that day, she told the roofer at her 
house to keep her dogs in the fence. She returned home and Animal Services told her 
that her dogs had bit Ms. Woods. She checked her dogs, did not see anything on them 
indicating that they had been in a dog fight.  

13. On September 6, 2024, Ms. Stokes’ power went out and stayed out through Sunday. Her 
phone was also down and did not come back on until late on Monday. Her internet came 
back early on September 9. She did not get Ms. Besola’s message until September 10.  

14. The night of September 8, 20 coyotes were on Ms. Stokes’ property trying to get to her 
chickens. She and her dogs were up all night addressing the coyotes. In the morning, 
Sybella was limping from running so much and due to an injury to her paw she got as a 
puppy. Sybella does not like to go up or down hill.  
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15. The morning of February 9, Ms. Stokes fed the dogs breakfast. The dogs were exhausted 
from the night before. At 8:45 a.m. Ms. Stokes went to her property perimeter and then 
brought the dogs inside because she had a meeting. Sebastian was inside and Sybella was 
in the basement. Ms. Stokes had her meeting, then took a nap. She then put her dogs 
inside when she went to the grocery store at 2:00 p.m. Ms. Stokes testified that she had 
eyes on her dogs the entire day; however, there were times when the dogs were outside 
when she was inside.  

16. Ms. Stokes told the Animal Services Officer that the only way her dogs could get out 
would be if a tree had fallen; she did not say that a tree had fallen on the fence.   

17. Ms. Besola has repeatedly accused Ms. Stokes of her dogs being on the Besola property. 
When Ms. Stokes checks on her dogs, they are on her property. There are blackberries 
and a sheer cliff between her property and Ms. Besola’s.  

18. One of Ms. Stokes’ dogs is blonde, white, and the other is beige, brown with a black 
muzzle. Coyotes look like dogs and are aggressive.  

19. Everyday Ms. Stokes goes out to check on her dogs and/or check the property at 4:00 
a.m., 7:00 a.m., and 1:00 p.m.  

Legal Standards 

20. On September 9, were Sebastian and/or Sybella trespassing, meaning “entering upon a 
person’s property or premises without that person’s permission”? KCC 11.04.230.L. 

21. On September 9, were Sebastian and/or Sybella “at large”? KCC 11.04.230.O. “At large” 
means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not under control of a competent 
person.” KCC 11.01.090. And “under control” means “a domesticated animal is 
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 11.01.380. 

22. On September 9, did Sebastian and/or Sybella meet the code criteria for a “potentially 
dangerous animal”? KCC 11.04.230.F. 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 

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 
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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. 

23. 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 

24. The parties disagree whether Ms. Stokes’ dogs injured Asa (as Animal Services asserts) or 
whether a pack of coyote-dog hybrids or some other wild animal injured Asa (as Ms. 
Stokes maintains).  

25. There are several discrepancies in Ms. Stokes’ rendition of the facts that make her 
version of events particularly difficult to believe.  

A. Ms. Stokes does not agree that her dogs got out of her yard, yet she testified that 
her yard is not completely fenced (i.e., there was nothing stopping the dogs from 
wandering off her yard on September 9).  

B. Officer Wilson testified that Ms. Stokes told him that she was aware that her dogs 
had gotten out that day and that the issue was due to a log that had fallen on the 
fence. Ms. Stokes refutes that, and made a statement like, “The only way the dogs 
could have gotten out is if a log had fallen on the fence.” We understand that 
statements can get misconstrued in conversation, especially high stress situations 
such as this one; however, we do not find that Ms. Stokes’ statement regarding 
her awareness of the dogs having gotten out that day could have been 
misunderstood by Officer Wilson as Ms. Stokes asserts.  
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C. Ms. Stokes agreed that she did not witness the altercation with Asa. Conversely, 
Ms. Besola’s daughter did witness the altercation, and she testified that she has 
seen Ms. Stokes’ dogs and is familiar with them.1 

D. Asa’s injuries, though upsetting and unfortunate, were not the serious (or even 
fatal) injuries we would expect a bear, cougar, coyote/coyote-hybrid, let alone a 
pack of them, or any other wild animal would likely have inflicted. Asa’s injuries 
are more consistent with dog bites. 

E. Ms. Stokes resorted to victim blaming throughout her appeal materials and 
hearing testimony at our hearing. She opined that Ms. Besola is in “poor health 
and extremely obese” which is the cause for Ms. Besola not being able to care for 
or train her dogs. Ex A3-002. She called into question why Ms. Besola’s daughter 
was not in school at the time of the incident. Ex. A3-001. She refused to meet 
with Officer Wilson to inspect the fencing at her home.  It came across as 
grasping at straws to avoid hard truths. The level of abrasiveness throughout 
from Ms. Stokes was not appropriate and not well-received. She could hardly 
have been less persuasive if she tried. 

26. We thus find the most likely scenario as follows. Ms. Stokes’ dogs, Sebastian and Sybella, 
escaped from the Stokes property on September 9 and went over to the Besola property. 
Once on the Besola property, Sebastian and Sybella engaged in a fight with the Besola 
dog, Asa, causing Asa injuries requiring veterinary care and sutures. We next address the 
alleged violations. 

27. Trespass means “entering upon a person’s property or premises without that person’s 
permission.” KCC 11.04.230(L). Here, Sebastian and Sybella were on Ms. Besola’s 
property and did not have Ms. Besola’s permission to be there. Sebastian and Sybella 
were trespassing on September 9.  

28. “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not under control of a 
competent person,” while “under control” is defined as “a domesticated animal is 
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, 11.01.380. Here, Sebastian and Sybella were off Ms. 
Stokes’ property on September 9 and not prevented from approaching Asa. Sebastian 
and Sybella were “at large” on September 9.  

29. Finally, an animal that “[b]ites or inflicts injury on a… domesticated animal” qualifies as 
“potentially dangerous.” KCC 11.01.320(1). Here, Sebastian and Sybella attacked and bit 
Asa multiple times; Asa required veterinary care and sutures. Typically, Animal Services 
must prove that the bite or infliction of injury was legally unprovoked, to qualify. 
However, KCC 11.01.320.B clarifies that: 

 
1 We did have to instruct Ms. Besola and her daughter to not speak to each other during the hearing; however, we do 
find Ms. Besola’s daughter provided credible testimony as to what she witnessed.   
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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.  

Sebastian and Sybella meet the code criteria for “potentially dangerous.”  

 
DECISION: 
 
We DENY Ms. Stokes’ appeal. 

 
ORDERED November 21, 2024. 
  

 
 Leila Arefi 
 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 by 
December 23, 2024. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in 
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 
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MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 6, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
MARTHA STOKES, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  

FILE NO. V24016083-A24004536 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner pro tem in this matter. Participating in the hearing were 
Chelsea Eykel, Alex Wilson, Amelia Besola, Besola daughter, Sherri Woods, and Martha Stokes. 
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. A24004536 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of September 9, 2024, incident by Amelia Besola, 

dated September 9, 2024 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Asa’s injuries 
Exhibit no. D5 Veterinary treatment notes 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V24016083-A24004536, issued September 10, 

2024 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 Appeal, received September 26, 2024 
Exhibit no. D9 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Martha Stokes Statement 
Exhibit no. A2 Statements 
Exhibit no. A3 Rebuttal 
Exhibit no. A4 Rebuttal 
Exhibit no. A5 Rebuttal 
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