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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:
Overview

1. Yuanfang Tang and Richard Lui appeal a Regional Animal Services of King County
(Animal Services) violation order for their dog, Bailey, 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 deny the appeal.
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Background

2. On May 6, 2024, a neighbor filed a complaint for a same-day incident involving Bailey.
Ex. D7. Animal Services issued Ms. Tang a violation order for Bailey menacing and
running at large (1%t offense). Ex. DS8.

3. On June 2, another neighbor, Peter Stephens filed a complaint for a same-day incident
involving Bailey. Ex. D10. Animal Services issued Ms. Tang a violation order for Bailey
running at large (274 offense) and qualifying as potentially dangerous. Exs. D11. The
accompanying order required, among other things, that Bailey be leashed and muzzled
when off the property. Ex. D12. Those were not appealed and thus became final and
unreviewable by the end of June. Ex. D11 at 002.

4, On September 6, Mr. Stephens filed complaint about incident involving Bailey. Ex. D3.
Animal Services issued Ms. Tang a violation order for Bailey trespassing on private
property, running at large (3 offense), and qualifying as potentially dangerous.
Appellants timely appealed. Ex. D15.

5. We initially scheduled a hearing on November 20, but after receiving a request for an
interpreter two days prior, we rescheduled. We held a hearing on January 22, 2025, and
provided Ms. Tang with a Mandarin interpreter.

Legal Standards

6. “At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not under control of a
competent person,” with “under control” defined as “a domesticated animal ...
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; KCC 11.01.380.

7. Trespassing means “entering upon a person’s property or premises without that person’s
permission.” KCC 11.04.230.L.

8. 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
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10.

11.

12.

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.

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, the agency 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

On September 6, Bailey jumped out of the car and ran to the Stephens property, where
Mr. Stephens and his daughters were returning from a walk with their two dogs (Brinn
and Bruiser). As they were waiting for their garage door to open, they were confronted
by a barking and lunging Bailey, who chased them into the garage. Bailey aggressively
dashed forward and snapped at them. Mr. Stephens kicked at Bailey to keep him back.
Bailey disengaged and ran around the Stephens’ yard but quickly returned and continued
barking a few seconds later. Ex. D4. Mr. Liu arrived a few seconds after that to retrieve
Bailey.

Sgt. Eykel testified about prior violations involving Bailey. Bailey was found to be
“running at large” and “menacing” in a May 2024 case (A24-002151) involving a
complainant other than Mr. Stephens. Bailey was also previously declared “potentially
dangerous” in June 2024 (A24-002624) involving the Stephens. We do not base our
decision today on any other incident; Bailey either meets (or does not meet) the three
alleged violations based on what Bailey did (or did not do) on September 6. However,
these repeat violations shed some light on a pattern of behavior for Bailey, as well as Ms.
Tang and Mr. Liu and their lack of attention to the seriousness of this matter.

“At large” means “any animal off the premises of its owner and not under control of a
competent person.” KCC 11.01.090. Here, Bailey jumped out of the car, was away from
Mr. Liu and Ms. Tang, was dragging his attached leash, and had run over to the Stephens
property. He was not under the control of Ms. Tang and Ms. Liu and had to be kicked
away by Mr. Stephens after chasing them into the garage. So, Bailey was “at large” on
September 6.
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Trespassing means “entering upon a person’s property or premises without that person’s
permission.” KCC 11.04.230.L. Here, Bailey went onto the Stephens property to
confront them. Bailey did not have permission to be on the Stephens property. So, Bailey
was trespassing on September 0.

Unfortunately, Bailey did not just trespass. Instead, while on the Stephens property, he
lunged, snapped, and barked at them aggressively and chase them into their garage. Per
KCC 11.01.320.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.

Bailey approached the Stephens in a menacing fashion and apparent attitude of attack.
Bailey met the criteria for potentially dangerous on September 0.

As the paragraph above states, provocation is not a defense available to the owner of a
trespassing dog. Even if it was, it would not change the outcome. “Provocation” means
“to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately before the attack, chase or
menacing behavior; it does not include actions taken to defend oneself, other humans,
animals or property.” KCC 11.01.350. Further, in animal jurisprudence, reviewing courts
focus on how an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor unusually docile, would
react to an inciting act.! And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses is that “provocation”
requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the victim’s act.?

Mr. Stephens and his daughters did not torment, agitate, or harass Bailey. Mr. Stephens
and his daughters were nowhere near Bailey. Bailey trespassed onto their property,
uninvited, and began barking and snapping aggressively at them. Nothing about being on
their own property served as any kind of provocation to Bailey. We do not find that an
average dog would have jumped from his owner’s car, ran to a neighbor’s home dragging
a leash, lunging, barking, snapping, and chasing the homeowner and his daughters into
the garage to the point of having to be kicked away. This behavior is grossly
disproportional to anything the Stephens did on September 6. Mr. Stephens and his
daughters did not engage in any act that would qualify as provocation.

In their written appeal and at our hearing, Mr. Liu and Ms. Tang requested a penalty
reduction and for the violations to be overturned. Mr. Liu stated that they did not have
time to train Bailey since they got him during the pandemic. Mr. Liu and Ms. Tang both
stated that Bailey only has an issue with Mr. Stephens and no other neighbors. This is not
correct. The running at large and menacing violations they received in May 2024 for Bailey
(which they did not appeal) were from different complainants, 7o the Stephens. In
addition to seriously diminishing Ms. Tang’s and Mr. Liu’s credibility, it was a shameful
attempt at victim-blaming. Their approach was not well-received.

1 Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkham v. Will, 311 1ll. App. 3d 787,
792, 724 N.E.2d 1062 (2000)).
2 Strogp v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273—75; Kirkbham at 792.
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Mr. Liu and Ms. Tang claimed that they took the previous violation seriously; we find
otherwise. As per their emails with Sgt. Eykel on June 28 and July 22, 2024 (exhibits
D24-001 and D14-002), Mr. Liu and Ms. Tang were well aware of the requirement for
Bailey to wear a muzzle when off of their property. Yet, on September 6, Bailey was not
wearing a muzzle because, as Mr. Liu put it, Bailey was “depressed.” The code, and the
June 2024 order, are clear regarding the leashing and muzzling requirements. They do
not say that “unless your dog is depressed you must follow these requirements.” An
owner of a dog with a potentially dangerous dog designation MUST follow the
requirements at all times.

The September 6 incident should serve as a final wake up call to Ms. Tang and Mr. Liu.
There have been three violations involving Bailey in six months. Within these three
cases, there have been a total of six reported incidents. If the violations continue, Animal
Services may order Bailey removed from King County.? Mr. Liu and Ms. Tang should
use this as a wake-up call if they want to continue keeping Bailey. They should also
consider neutering Bailey as it could help with the aggressive temperament and tendency
to run off.*

We often reduce the otherwise applicable fine 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. Here, in contrast, Ms. Tang and
Ms. Liu were not even following the previous requirements imposed from the prior
potentially dangerous animal designation. They engaged in significant, and inappropriate,
victim-blaming of Mr. Stephens. They were generally in denial about the severity of the
problem on their hands. This is not even a second violation bu# a third. A fee reduction is
not appropriate in this case, especially since Animal Services could have added a $250 for
the Tangs not having Bailey muzzled on September 6. KCC 11.04.035C.2.c.

DECISION:

We DENY the appeal.

ORDERED February 5, 2025.

Leila Arefi, Hearing Examiner pro fem
Hearing Examiner pro tem

3 KCC 11.04.222. Removal of animal from county for repeated notices and orders of violation. In addition to
other remedies provided in this title, the manager may order an animal removed from the county when the animal has

been the subject of five or more notices and orders of violation in any two-year period.

4 Cynthia A. McNeely & Sarah A. Lindquist, Dangerons Dog Laws: Failing to Give Man’s Best Friend a Fair Shake at Justice, 3 ].
Animal L. 99, 107 (2007) (unneutered males and unspayed females (especially those females actively in heat) are more
likely to attack than altered dogs).
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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
March 7, 2025. 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 JANUARY 22, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF
YUANFANG TANG AND RICHARD LIU, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF
KING COUNTY FILE NO. V24016078-A24004513

Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Peter
Stephens, Richard Liu, and Yuanfang Tang. 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. A24004513

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of September 6, 2024, incident by Peter Stephens,
dated September 6, 2024

Exhibit no. D4 Video of Bailey A24004513

Exhibit no. D5 Notice of violation no. V24016078-A24004513, issued September 7, 2024

Exhibit no. D6 RASKC investigation report no. A24002151

Exhibit no. D7 Online Complaint form of May 6, 2024, incident by Cassandra Schinto,
dated May 6, 2024

Exhibit no. D8 Notice of violation no. V24015574-A24002151, issued May 11, 2024

Exhibit no. D9 RASKC investigation report no. A24002624

Exhibit no. D10 Online Complaint form of June 2, 2024, incident by Peter Stephens, dated
June 2, 2024

Exhibit no. D11 Notice of violation no. V24015671-A24002624, issued June 3, 2024

Exhibit no. D12 Potentially Dangerous Designation

Exhibit no. D13 Potentially Dangerous Animal Requirements Checklist

Exhibit no. D14 Emails regarding registering Bailey and him needing to be leashed and
muzzled, dated July 22, 2024

Exhibit no. D15 Appeal, received September 29, 2024

Exhibit no. D16 Map of subject area
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