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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. Dolezel’s appeal. 
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Procedural Background 

2. On August 5, 2025, Molly Brown filed an online complaint with Regional Animal 
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident that day. Ex. D3. On August 
21, Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017549-A25003604 to Ms. Dolezel 
for her dog, Loba, running at large, being unlicensed and unaltered, and qualifying as 
potentially dangerous. Exs. D6, D7. Ms. Dolezel filed a timely appeal on September 12. 
Ex. D8.   

3. We went to hearing on December 16. Participating in the hearing were: Sgt. Chelsea 
Eykel representing Animal Services, complainant Molly Brown, and appellant Sophie 
Dolezel.  

Appeal Issues 

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

4. Whether Loba’s August 5, 2025, violations and the associated monetary penalties totaling 
$800 for “Running at Large 1st Offense” (KCC 11.04.230.O), “Unlicensed Unaltered” 
(KCC 11.04.230.P), and “Potentially Dangerous” Designation 1st Violation (KCC 
11.04.230.F) 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:  

5. On August 5, Molly Brown was walking her dog, Mabel, down 167th Ave NE, past the 
Dolezel property. There are no sidewalks on this portion of the street so Ms. Brown was 
walking Mabel, on-leash, in the center of the roadway. Testimony of Brown.  

6. As they passed the Dolezel property, Loba began to run toward Ms. Brown and Mabel. 
As Loba approached, her demeanor was aggressive, and she was snarling and baring her 
teeth. Loba then attacked Mabel, biting at her hind legs. Ms. Brown was yelling “No” 
and “Stop” but it did not deter Loba. Ms. Brown was the only witness to this initial 
exchange between the dogs. Testimony of Brown.  

7. Ms. Brown then dropped the leash so Mabel could escape and Mabel ran toward a truck 
across the street and attempted to get under the truck. Loba chased Mabel to the truck. 
Testimony of Brown.  

8. Ms. Dolezel says she went after Loba “the moment” she saw her approach Mabel and 
did not observe Loba snarling or baring her teeth. Loba would have been running away 
from the house and Ms. Dolezel at that moment, toward Ms. Brown and Mabel, giving 
Ms. Brown the more reliable perspective on Loba’s demeanor as she approached them.  
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9. Ms. Dolezel testified that she observed the dogs run to the truck and both dogs “went 
under it” and she saw both dogs come out “from under” the truck. Later in her 
testimony, however, she stated that she did not see Loba under the truck, but next to the 
truck because it all happened very quickly. Testimony of Dolezel.  

10. Ms. Dolezel’s recollection of the sequence of events was inconsistent and alternated 
between being sure Loba did not bite Mabel and stating that no one “saw what happened 
in that brief moment.” Testimony of Dolezel; Exs. D2-003, D8-002. Ms. Brown’s 
testimony was comprehensive and detailed, and she unquestionably observed Loba 
physically engage with Mabel.  

11. Testimony differs as to how the dogs returned from the truck, and whether there was an 
additional attack requiring Ms. Dolezel to remove Loba from Mabel’s hind leg, or 
whether Loba responded and went directly to Ms. Dolezal when she called Loba.  

12. It is agreed that Ms. Dolezel ultimately put Loba inside and returned outside to speak 
with Ms. Brown and look at the abrasion Ms. Brown asserted was caused by Loba. 
Because there was no blood, Ms. Dolezel’s position was that the affected area was not a 
wound or abrasion. Ex. D8-02; Testimony of Dolezel. Ms. Dolezel also took the position 
that, if it was a wound, it wasn’t caused by Loba. Testimony of Dolezel. 

13. Ms. Brown returned home with Mabel, at which point she noticed the abrasion was 
becoming inflamed. Ex. D4. As it was late in the day on August 5th, she called the vet 
and made an appointment for the following morning. The vet concluded that the cut did 
not warrant stitches and gave her antibiotic ointment for the wound. Ex. D5. 

Conclusions of Law 

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

15. 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. 

16. Ms. Dolezel acknowledged on the record that she is not disputing the violations for 
“Running at Large” or the “Unlicensed Unaltered” violation KCC 11.04.230.O, P. Those 
uncontested violations are upheld.  

17. The only issue challenged by Ms. Dolezel is the designation of Loba as “Potentially 
Dangerous.” Under KCC 11.01.320.A, a "potentially dangerous animal" is 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, 
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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. 

 
18. A preponderance of the evidence supports the designation of Loba as “potentially 

dangerous” under the first two prongs of the definition. First, it is more likely than not, 
based on the evidence presented, that Loba caused injury to Mabel. There is no 
requirement in KCC 11.01.320.A that the injury be severe and the wound to Mabel’s 
thigh is sufficient to meet the injury requirement for KCC 11.01.320.A.1.  

19. It is also more likely than not that the injury was caused by Loba. Although the details of 
the encounter between Loba and Mabel appear to be somewhat muddied by the emotion 
of the moment, the credible evidence in this matter indicates that Loba chased and bit 
Mabel, at least once, during their encounter on August 5. It is evident that Mabel was 
injured at that time and attributing it to anything other than the encounter with Loba 
would be unsubstantiated.  

20. The definition of potentially dangerous animal is also met by Loba’s behavior in 
approaching Ms. Brown and Mabel. Ms. Dolezel either did not observe Loba’s initial 
approach toward Ms. Brown, or if she did, could not easily have seen Loba’s demeanor 
as she ran toward Ms. Brown. Ms. Brown’s testimony that Loba approached aggressively, 
causing her to yell “Stop,” “No,” and drop the leash so Mabel could flee are credible and 
provide an alternate basis for sustaining the department’s “Potentially Dangerous” 
designation under KCC 11.01.320.A.2.  

 
DECISION: 
 
1. Ms. Dolezel’s appeal is DENIED. 

 
ORDERED December 29, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Devon Shannon 
 Hearing Examiner 
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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 16, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
SOPHIE DOLEZEL, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF  

KING COUNTY FILE NO. V25017549-A25003604 
 
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. A25003604 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of August 5, 2025, incident by Molly Brown, 

dated August 5, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of Mabel’s injury 
Exhibit no. D5 Vet Report 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25017549-A25003604, issued August 21, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 Appeal, received September 12, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Map of subject area 
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