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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 

Overview 
 
1. A complaint against Michelle Seibel’s dog (Bailey) was filed with Regional Animal 

Services of King County ("Animal Services"). Animal Services investigated and issued a 
Notice of Violation and Order to Comply to Ms. Seibel. The Notice of Violation 
included a potentially dangerous animal designation, KCC 11.04.230(F), with a $500 
penalty, and an animal running at large allegation, KCC 11.04.230(O), with a $50 penalty. 
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Ms. Seibel appealed to the Hearing Examiner. A hearing was conducted on August 22, 
2025.  

Background 

2. Mr. Kitchell and his wife were walking past 15716 SE 168th Street when an unleashed 
dog (Bailey) exited its residence and attacked their leashed dog (Bodhi) causing injuries to 
both Bodhi and Mr. Kitchell. Bailey bit Bodhi in the flank and started biting at Bodhi’s 
face and neck. Mr. Kitchell put himself between the two dogs to break up the altercation 
and Bailey bit him in the ankle. The bite on Mr. Kitchell’s ankle broke skin and bled, and 
Bodhi suffered two puncture wounds. A scar remains where hair no longer grows.1 

3. Ms. Seibel came out after Bailey. She yelled at Mr. and Ms. Kitchell to kick Bailey to get 
her dog to stop going after Bodhi.2 The dogs could not be broken up until Ms. Seibel 
came out and restrained her dog.3 

4. Ms. Seibel did not dispute the incident and took responsibility for what occurred. She 
emphasized that Bailey has never acted this way before so this surprised her.4 She did not 
witness the first part of the event, but did not dispute what had occurred.  

5. Ms. Seibel’s daughter, Julia Seibel, spoke to Bailey’s general behavior. She regularly takes 
Bailey to dog parks and has had no issues. She has observed Bailey socializing 
appropriately with other dogs and people. She described Bailey’s behavior at the vet, in 
an office setting, on walks, and at dog parks, which has never been an issue. They have 
owned Bailey for six or seven years and this type of instance has never happened. Both 
witnesses expressed remorse for the situation. 

6. Ms. Seibel provided three exhibits addressing Bailey’s history of conduct, including from 
individuals who had seen how Bailey acted in an office setting (“[w]e often have 
subcontractors, delivery men, family and children in our office and she has always been 
sweet, calm and often not interested in our visitors.”)5 Ms. Seibel also provided a letter 
documenting Bailey’s behavior with another dog how they have played without incident 
or displays of aggression (“I found Bailey to be calm, quiet, well-behaved, sweet, and 
loving.”)6 

7. Ms. Seibel has been doing muzzle training with Bailey and expressed concern with this 
remedy. She said it was her error that Bailey was not on leash during the incident, which 
took her by surprise, particularly as she had just been leaving to go to work. She does not 
believe the potentially dangerous designation is fair to Bailey, given the dog’s long history 

 
1 Testimony, Mr. Mitchel and Ms. Kitchell; Exs. D-1, D-4 and D-5. 
2 Testimony, Mr. Mitchell and Ms. Kitchell. 
3 Testimony, Mr. Kitchell and Ms. Kitchell. 
4 Testimony, Ms. Seibel. 
5 Ex. A-1; Testimony, Ms. Seibel. 
6 Ex. A-3; Testimony, Ms. Seibel. 
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of not having an issue.7 Julia Seibel clarified, consistent with her mother’s testimony, that 
they are taking responsibility for any charges the Kitchells incurred due to the incident. 

Analysis 

8. The Department has the burden of proving, by a preponderance of the evidence, the 
cited violation and the appropriateness of the remedy imposed.8   

9. A “potentially dangerous animal” under KCC 11.04.230(F) is “any animal that when 
unprovoked: [b]ites or inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal.”9 Provocation 
is “to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately before the attack, chase, or 
menacing behavior” but “does not include actions taken to defend oneself, other 
humans, animals, or property.”10   

10. The “potentially dangerous” designation does not necessarily mean an animal has a long 
history of attacks, but that it has demonstrated this potential. By menacing and attacking 
a person or animal without provocation, this potential is demonstrated.  

11. Bailey approached Mr. Kitchell and his dog Bodhi in a menacing fashion and bit them 
both, piercing the skin on both, and drawing blood. Bailey could only be removed from 
the attack once her owner appeared. This behavior meets the definition of “potentially 
dangerous.” The measures accompanying the designation, including muzzling (when off 
the owner’s premises and not in a carrier),11 are to ensure no other injuries occur, and 
were substantiated. While there is no history of prior altercations, the seriousness of the 
one incident, including the fact that only the owner could end the altercation, 
demonstrate there is the potential for other incidents. 

12. “At Large means “[a]ny animal off the premises of its owner and not under control of a 
competent person.”12  “Under Control” is when: 

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.13 

 
13. Bailey was not under her owner’s control when she emerged from her home. She would 

not retreat even when called. It was not until Ms. Seibel retrieved Bailey, and after biting 
Mr. Kitchell and his dog, that Bailey was brought under control. These acts meet the 
definition for “Running at Large.” The citation should be upheld. 

 
7 Testimony, Ms. Seibel. 
8 KCC 20.22.210.B. 
9 KCC 11.01.320.A.1. 
10 KCC 11.01.350. 
11 Ex. D-7. 
12 KCC 11.01.090. 
13 KCC 11.01.380. 
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14. As for the penalty, Ms. Seibel has taken responsibility for the situation and committed to 
paying the Kitchells’ bills associated with the event. These factors are properly 
considered in penalty reduction.   

DECISION: 
 
1. The Notice of Violation and Order to Comply, including the animal running at large and 

potentially dangerous animal designation, is upheld along with the associated restrictions. 
The combined $550 in penalties are reduced to $100. 

 
ORDERED September 8, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Susan Drummond 
 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 
October 8, 2025. 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 AUGUST 22, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
MICHELLE & JON SEIBEL, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY 

FILE NO. V25016856-A25001373 
 
Susan Drummond was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were 
Chelsea Eykel, Paul Kitchel, Molly Kitchel, Michelle Seibel, and Julia Seibel. 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. A25001373 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of March 28, 2025, incident by Molly Kitchell, 

dated March 31, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of injury to Mr. Kitchell 
Exhibit no. D5 Photograph of Bodhi’s puncture wound 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25016856-A25001373, issued April 1, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 Appeal, received April 4, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Oak Hills Construction Letter 
Exhibit no. A2 Business License 
Exhibit no. A3 Lauren Light Letter 
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