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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 

Overview 

1. Ken Hui appeals a Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services) notice
and order for his dog, Chewie, running at large. 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 his appeal.
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2. Nikhl Gore filed a complaint for a January 11 incident involving Chewie. Ex. D2. Mr.
Hui timely appealed. Ex. D9. We held a hearing on April 4 and provided Mr. Hui with a
Cantonese interpreter.

Hearing Testimony 

Nikhl Gore Testimony 

3. Mr. Gore first interacted with Mr. Hui two summers ago. Mr. Gore was walking to the
trash bin on the street when he noticed Mr. Hui walking with Chewie off-leash. Chewie
was ahead of Mr. Hui, looking straight at Mr. Gore and coming towards him, so Mr.
Gore hid behind the trash bin. Chewie let out a small yip or bark, but Mr. Gore does not
remember, as it was two years ago and “it’s been a while.” Mr. Gore asked Mr. Hui to
please leash his dog but Mr. Hui ignored him and kept walking. Mr. Gore testified that
he is not sure what Chewie would have done, but Chewie was looking at him aggressively
and he did not feel safe/comfortable.

4. Since then, Mr. Gore has had several interactions with Mr. Hui, repeatedly asking him to
please leash his dog and reminding him of the leash law. Mr. Hui always ignores him.
About a year ago, Mr. Gore contacted Animal Services, but they told him that without
proof they were unable to move forward with enforcement. That year, Mr. Gore
recorded Mr. Hui on his phone; Mr. Hui makes a unique clicking sound when calling to
Chewie.

5. On the night of January 11, Mr. Gore was exiting his house when he saw Chewie
standing at the end of his driveway and the owner was nowhere in sight. As Chewie was
passing, Mr. Gore walked to the end of his driveway, seeing Chewie walking down the
sidewalk and hearing the clicking noise from far away. Mr. Gore saw a person at the end
of the street about 50 yards away, towards Mr. Hui’s residence. Mr. Gore captured the
incident on his security camera, though possibly due to Wi-Fi issues, the video is
fragmented.

Ken Hui Testimony 

6. Mr. Hui does not admit nor deny that it was him and Chewie on the January 11 video.
The video is not clear, so he cannot be clear on the identity. Mr. Hui does not recognize
Mr. Gore and is not sure if he has previously met him, but Mr. Hui is certain that he has
not heard Mr. Gore say “Please put on leash” and instead says, “Put on the leash, it’s the
law” without a “please.” Mr. Hui testified that he usually ignores comments like that,
because Chewie would not do anything to anyone. Chewie is over ten years old and has
been walking like that for more than eight years. There are three or four neighbors that
do not like the way Mr. Hui walks Chewie and have told him the law requires him to
leash Chewie.

7. Mr. Hui believes that the leash law is to prevent property damage, but Chewie has not
caused any property damage. Just because certain people do not feel comfortable with
the way he is walking Chewie that does not mean Mr. Hui needs to make those people

Background 
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comfortable. Mr. Hui has ignored Mr. Gore because he does not want confrontation; the 
law is not a good way to solve conflict, as it has many loopholes.  

8. The January 11 video clearly shows that “my dog” is under control. Chewie is following 
him. Whether a dog is 100 feet away or 500 feet away, if Mr. Hui can control the dog, 
then it is under control. Chewie wears a device on his collar that is remote controlled to 
signal to Chewie.  

Legal Standards 

9. On January 11, was Chewie “at large…, except in designated off-leash areas or while 
engaged in obedience training, lawful hunting activity, lawful organized competition, 
lawful training in preparation for such hunting or competition, herding livestock, or 
sanctioned search and rescue activities”? 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. 

10. 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 

Law 

11. Neither Mr. Gore, other neighbors, Animal Services, nor Mr. Hui correctly captured the 
legal standard we apply to this case.  

12. Mr. Gore’s and (according to Mr. Hui) other the neighbors’ belief that Chewie must be 
leashed on his walks is an overstatement. The standard is that Chewie be restrained “by a 
human using a leash or competent and effective voice or signal control.” KCC 11.01.380 
(emphasis added). 

13. Similarly, Animal Services’ reference to the street not being a designated off-leash area or 
January 11 not being an obedience training session or herding livestock or lawful hunting 
activity also misses the mark. The violation is phrased as:  

For a dog to be at large, or be at large in a pack, except in designated off-
leash areas or while engaged in obedience training, lawful hunting activity, 
lawful organized competition, lawful training in preparation for such 
hunting or competition, herding livestock, or sanctioned search and 
rescue activities.  
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KCC 11.04.230.O (emphasis added). The sentence from “except” onward does not 
define what it means to be “at large” or “at large in a pack.” Instead, it clarifies that there 
are certain instances (hunting, training, competition, livestock herding, search-and-
rescue) where even though the dog otherwise meets the definition of “at large” or “at large 
in a pack” it is still not a violation. A dog not being restrained sufficient to keep it from 
approaching people in a dog park would be “at large.” And dogs not being restrained 
sufficient to keep them from approaching people on a search-and-rescue mission would 
be “at large in a pack.”1 But neither or those would be a violation because of the 
“except” language. Given that the code already defines “at large,” the “except…” 
language adds little to our interpretation of “at large.” 

14. And Mr. Hui is also mistaken. His argument that the law is about whether the dog could 
cause property damage misses the requirement that a dog is only considered “under 
control” where it is restrained both “from approaching any bystander or other 
domesticated animal and from causing property damage.” KCC 11.01.380 (emphasis 
added).  

15. And both Mr. Hui and Animal Services misconstrued how far an animal can be from its 
owner and still be considered “under control.” Animal Services asserts that it must be the 
equivalent distance to a leash. We take official notice that the standard dog leash is six 
feet.2 We do not conclude that a dog on signal or voice control needs to be within 
standard leash length to qualify as under control. And Mr. Hui’s argument—that even at 
a 300-foot distance Chewie would qualify as under control—is absurd, at least in the city 
street context. Animal Services is far closer to the mark than Mr. Hui, but the distance 
answer will always have to be “it depends.” For example: 

• An animal walking in front of the owner and in the owner’s constant line-of-sight 
could be further ahead of the owner while still being “in control” than the scenario 
where the same animal is walking behind the same owner and thus is not constantly in 
sight. 

• An animal and owner in the middle of a large open field with no other people or  
domestic animals on the horizon could be a greater distance from each other than in 
the scenario where a person or domestic animal could pop up quickly, with little time 
for the owner to react, heel his dog, and prevent an encounter.3 

• The distance would be larger in broad daylight with clear visibility than it would be at 
night or with less visibility. 

 
1 A “pack” means “any group of two or more animals running at large.” KCC 11.01.290  
2 See, e.g., https://pettable.com/blog/how-long-should-a-dog-leash-be; https://size-charts.com/type/dog-size-
charts/dog-leash-size-chart/; https://www.pawtracks.com/dogs/dogs-leash-length/. 
3 In our almost 1700 animal appeals, we have encountered numerous scenarios where, say, a person kneeling and 
washing the far side of their car is invisible until the dog passes the car, or a person emerges from a wooded path in 
proximity, or the dog rounds upon a corner and comes in close contact with the girl, and the startled dog reacts 
impulsively in those scenarios. The two-year-old incident Mr. Gore described as he tried to take out his trash sounds 
similar. 
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We will not attempt to divine a specific distance rule applicable to all scenarios.  

Facts 

16. Our facts are relatively simple to ascertain, given the January 11 video files. The only 
question is whether it was Mr. Hui and Chewie captured on the video.  

• Mr. Hui would neither deny nor admit that it was he and Chewie, though he 
essentially acknowledged that “maybe” it was Chewie, a fact that should have been 
easy to definitively determine, especially given the very distinctive long reflective vest 
the dog in the video was wearing. We found Mr. Hui argumentative, evasive, and not 
a particularly credible eyewitness.  

• Conversely, we found Mr. Gore credible. He did not overplay his hand on what he 
was certain of. When questioned about what he remembered from the initial 
incident, he was candid that his memory of that two-year-old event was not precise. 
When questioned about whether, during that initial incident he was concerned that, 
had Mr. Hui not been present, Chewie might have done something, Mr. Gore pushed 
back, stating that he could not comment on what Chewie might have done in Mr. 
Hui’s absence. And Mr. Gore had multiple opportunities observing Mr. Hui and 
Chewie up close.  

We find that, more likely than not, the January 11 video depicts Mr. Hui and Chewie.   

17. What that Nest video (exhibit 5) shows is: 

• Mr. Hui enters the camera at the 22 second mark; never once during the 15 seconds 
before he partially disappears behind the hedge does Mr. Hui turn back to look at 
Chewie.  

• Eleven seconds later, Chewie appears on screen at the 48-second mark, then 
meanders for four seconds until the camera freezes.  

• When the screen un-freezes at the 2:58 mark, for the next 13 seconds we see Chewie 
lumbering along the sidewalk, before exiting the sidewalk and entering the street 
behind the parked station wagon. The screen freezes again at 3:12.  

• The camera unfreezes at the 5:59 mark, where Chewie remains behind the parked car 
for about six more seconds before returning to the sidewalk and ambling up the 
sidewalk and exiting left at the 6:16 mark (17 more seconds of screen time). 

18. Judging by the wagon in the video and taking official notice that the typical wagon is 15 
to 16 feet,4 the Nest captures at least 50 feet of space (not including the area on the left 
side partially obscured by a hedge). Certainly, it is theoretically possible that, say, Mr. Hui 

 
4 https://www.neighbor.com/storage-blog/average-car-sizes-
dimensions/#:~:text=Station%20wagons%20have%20average%20dimensions%20of%2015%20to,cargo%20space%20
with%20fuel%20efficiency%20and%20passenger%20comfort.  
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stopped his brisk pace just before the hedge obscured him and waited patiently for 
Chewie to catch up. That, more-likely-than-not, is not our scenario, because at the 3:08 
mark we see Mr. Gore enter the screen and use his cell phone to film in a direction 
perpendicular to the Nest’s—up the sidewalk and in the direction Mr. Hui was walking in 
and Chewie was following. Mr. Hui is not even in the camera frame of that video, only 
Chewie. Ex. 8. 

19. Normally in at-large related appeals, we must weigh two competing eyewitness 
testimonies. However, Mr. Hui made an interesting strategic choice. By failing to 
acknowledge that it was he and Chewie on the video, he prevented himself from offering 
a different factual assessment of that evening—like where he was when not in a camera 
shot, how far he let Chewie trail behind him that night, when he had eyes on Chewie 
during that walk, etc. So, we only have the video and Mr. Gore’s eyewitness testimony to 
consider. 

20. And on the strength of the videos and Mr. Gore’s eyewitness testimony, this is an easy 
case. Chewie was, at a minimum, at least 50 feet behind Mr. Hui. And at one point Chewie 
even ducks behind a car, meaning Mr. Hui could not have had a visual on Chewie, even 
if he had chosen that time to glance backwards. Add to that he was on a public sidewalk 
with closely spaced houses (meaning it would be far more likely they might encounter a 
passerby than in our open field example), and it was dark (cutting down on the 
anticipation time). Chewie was in no sense “under control” on January 11. We sustain 
the violation. 

 

DECISION: 

We deny Mr. Hui’s appeal. 
 
 
ORDERED April 15, 2024. 
 
 

 
 David Spohr 
 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 by May 
15, 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 4, 2024, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF KEN HUI, 
REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO. V24015108-

A2400347 
 
David Spohr was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Nikhl Gore, and Ken Hui. 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 Online Complaint form of January 11, 2024, incident by Nikhil Gore, 

dated January 16, 2024 
Exhibit no. D3 RASKC investigation report no. A24000347 
Exhibit no. D4 Video, nest 
Exhibit no. D5 Video, cell phone 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V24015108-A2400347, issued January 17, 2024 
Exhibit no. D7 RASKC investigation report no. A23004760 
Exhibit no. D8 Emails, complaints, by Nikhil Gore, dated March and August 2023 
Exhibit no. D9 Appeal, received February 2, 2024 
Exhibit no. D10 Map of subject area 
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