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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 Mr. Westcott’s appeal.  
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Background 

2. On October 7, 2024, Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal Services) issued 
V24016194-A24004962 to Aaron Westcott for his dog, Kennedy, qualifying as 
potentially dangerous on September 30. Exs. D10, D11. Mr. Westcott filed an untimely 
appeal on December 16. Ex. D12. Animal Services issued a motion to dismiss, and we 
held a motion hearing on January 21, 2025. Ex. D13. We issued an order dismissing Mr. 
Westcott’s appeal as untimely. Ex. D14. Mr. Westcott did not appeal our order.  

3. On April 14, 2025, Haoran Liu filed a complaint for an incident on April 9. Ex. D3. 
Animal Services issued V25016914-A25001610 to Mr. Westcott for Kennedy menacing 
and for not being in compliance with a potentially dangerous order. Ex. D6. Mr. 
Westcott timely appealed that violation. Ex. D18. We went to hearing on June 26.  

Legal Standards 

4. Animal Services asserts that on April 9, Kennedy was “menacing”. “Menace” is not 
defined in KCC Title 11, but commonly means “to make a show of intention to harm.”1 

5. Animal Services asserts that on April 9, Kennedy, who was already deemed potentially 
dangerous from a prior 2024 incident, performed an act that was a violation of the 
potentially dangerous animal requirements per KCC11.04.230(U) 2 

6. Provocation means “to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately before the 
attack, chase, or menacing behavior, [and] does not include actions taken to defend 
oneself, other humans, animals, or property.” KCC 11.01.350. In animal jurisprudence, 
reviewing courts focus on how an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor 
unusually docile, would react to an agitating 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. 

7. Animal Services asserts that on April 9, Kennedy was unleashed and unmuzzled which is 
a violation of Kennedy’s prior potentially dangerous designation.   

8. 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. 

 

 

 
 

1 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/menace. 
2 KCC 11.04.230(U) states: “Fail to comply with an order related to an animal designated as potentially dangerous, 
vicious, or dangerous”. 



V25016914-A25001610–Aaron Westcott 3 

Analysis 

9. Before we get to the merits of our case, there is a preliminary matter that should be 
addressed as it was brought up numerous times during our hearing in relation to the 
April 9 incident. 

A. Kennedy was deemed potentially dangerous after a 2024 incident. Ex. D7-001-
D11-002. Mr. Westcott appealed that violation; however, his appeal was untimely. 
Ex. D12-001. Due to Mr. Westcott’s untimely appeal, Animal Services filed a 
Motion to Dismiss. Ex. D13-001. A hearing was held and we dismissed Mr. 
Westcott’s appeal due to untimeliness.  

10. During our hearing, Mr. Westcott continued to dispute the prior potentially dangerous 
animal designation and untimely appeal. We are not addressing the prior designation or 
untimely appeal, and our ruling on the prior matter is final. Our findings in this decision 
are based solely on the April 9 incident and hearing. 

11. The parties did not agree on how the April 9 incident took place and testified to different 
versions of events. The parties testified as follows: 

12. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that there are two pieces to 
this situation. Kennedy was deemed potentially dangerous in 2024 and Mr. Westcott has 
not been in compliance with any of the requirements of that designation. Exhibit D14 
shows our order of dismissal (to Mr. Westcott’s untimely appeal). At the time the order 
of dismissal was issued, the requirements of the 2024 potentially dangerous dog 
designation went into effect for Mr. Westcott. Animal Services position is that, if Mr. 
Westcott would have been in compliance with the potentially dangerous animal 
requirements, the April 9 incident would not have happened.  

Mr. Westcott was issued a notice of noncompliance violation in March 2025. Ex. D15-
001-002- D16-001-002. Mr. Westcott was cited an additional time for being 
noncompliant and spoke to Officer Alex Wilson regarding the noncompliance.  

Animal Services asserts that there is a pattern with Kennedy’s behavior given the prior 
incidents and designation. Animal Services has little faith that Mr. Westcott will be in 
compliance moving forward and requests that the fines be upheld in their entirety.  

Sgt. Eykel warned Mr. Westcott that Animal Services can seek a warrant and have 
Kennedy removed.3 She is concerned that Mr. Westcott is not taking the matter 
seriously. Animal Services does not want to take Mr. Westcott’s dog and believes that he 
is a good family dog but if Mr. Westcott does not comply, there will be consequences.  

13. Haoran Liu testified that on the morning of April 9, she took her dog to the river at 
Marymoor Park. Due to April 9 being a weekday, there were not many people at the 

 
3 KCC 11.04.222 states that: “…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.” 
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park. Kennedy was in the river and Mr. Westcott was throwing a ball into the river and 
Kennedy was retrieving the ball and swimming back to the bank. 

Ms. Liu’s dog, Youyou, was standing on the bank. She felt like Youyou wanted to join in 
playing with Kennedy (going back and forth trying to get Kennedy’s ball); however, 
Youyou did not engage with Kennedy. At some point, while playing fetch, Kennedy 
swam to the bank and attacked Ms. Liu and Youyou and a dog fight ensued.  

Mr. Westcott came over and began beating Kennedy with the ball throwing stick. Ms. 
Liu pulled her dog by his harness. She never grabbed Kennedy. As she was pulling her 
dog, she felt a sharp pain in her leg and realized she had been bitten by Kennedy. 

Ms. Liu sought treatment at urgent care where the injury was photographed, she was 
given a Tdap vaccination, and antibiotics. Ex. D4-001. Her clothing was damaged 
following the bite which included four large holes in her pants. Even with two layers of 
clothing, Kennedy’s bite still broke the skin and bruised her.  
 
Following the dog fight, she asked Mr. Westcott for his contact information and he ran 
away.  
 
Ms. Liu feels that since the park is an off-leash dog park, it is acceptable for Youyou to 
want to play with other dogs.  
 

14. Aaron Westcott testified that Kennedy was involved in a minor altercation with Ms. 
Liu’s dog. On April 9, he was playing fetch with Kennedy when another dog 
approached, off-leash, attempted to take away Kennedy’s ball, and blocked Kennedy 
from coming out of the water. He believes this to be provocation of Kennedy.  

Mr. Westcott asked Ms. Liu to get her dog away so Kennedy could get out of the water. 
At the time, Ms. Liu was approximately 75 feet or roughly 20 meters away and on her 
phone. She did nothing when he asked for her assistance moving her dog.  

When Youyou tried to take Kennedy’s ball, the dogs began wrestling. Mr. Westcott was 
trying to use his feet and the ball thrower to separate them. He advised Ms. Liu to refrain 
from putting her hand between the dogs to prevent herself from being bitten and to 
allow the dogs to settle the fight themselves.  

Ms. Liu grabbed Kennedy by the collar and Kennedy responded with a light nip. There 
was no torn skin or clothing that required medical attention. Youyou continually 
provoked Kennedy and he believes that Ms. Liu was not showing proper on-leash and 
off-leash dog etiquette.  

Kennedy is an ACK registered dog who interacts well with Mr. Westcott’s one-year-old 
son. Kennedy does not provoke situations and is a seizure alert dog. He believes 
Kennedy does his job to protect the family. 
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He is not willing to pay fines from the prior incident; however, is willing to pay the 
menacing fine. He did not comply with the prior violations because his counsel advised 
him not to (he could not remember the attorney’s name who advised him of this). He 
believes that a muzzle is inhumane and ridiculous because Kennedy has not harmed 
anyone and has never been aggressive unless provoked. (It should be noted that Mr. 
Westcott eventually agreed to the $125 potentially dangerous animal registration, the $50 
menacing fine, and if there were any more fines, he would pay them all). 

Kennedy is licensed and altered.   

15. Preponderance of the Evidence Standard- We decide our cases on a preponderance 
of the evidence standard meaning what “more-likely-than-not” occurred after a review of 
the evidence and testimony presented and each hearing witnesses’ demeanor and 
presentation.  

16. Credibility- Additionally, witness credibility comes into play in our case. We carefully 
scrutinize a complainant’s testimony for embellishment, either purposefully or simply 
that, in the heat of an altercation and with adrenaline flowing, witness accuracy drops 
significantly after a threat appears and the recipient’s focus dramatically narrows. Yet 
there was nothing about Ms. Liu’s testimony that gave us real pause. She did not 
overplay anything about the altercation. She was honest in saying that Youyou seemed 
like he wanted to play with Kennedy and was trying to get Kennedy’s ball (which Mr. 
Westcott opined was provocation). We find her credible and her testimony likely 
accurate.  

17. Conversely, we do not find Mr. Westcott credible for several reasons.  

A. Mr. Westcott referenced having “counsel” at some point who advised him to 
ignore the 2024 violation and designation from Animal Services. It is hard to 
believe that an attorney would advise someone to ignore a violation from a 
governmental agency especially one where Mr. Westcott would be liable for fines, 
registration fees, and have restrictions imposed on his dog. When asked who the 
attorney was, Mr. Westcott could not recall the attorney’s name. It is entirely 
possible that he did consult an attorney who advised him to ignore the violation 
and designation. Yet, we decide our cases on a more-likely-than-not standard and 
we find that Mr. Westcott either fabricated what the attorney told him or left out 
details as to what he was advised of.  

B. Further, Mr. Westcott engaged in a significant amount of victim blaming, both in 
his appeal statement and at our hearing. He was more focused on blaming others 
rather than taking at least some responsibility for the incident. He knew his dog 
was deemed potentially dangerous and still chose to be noncompliant, yet, 
blamed Ms. Liu for the entire incident. Mr. Westcott appeared to be in serious 
denial about the incident and his dog’s behavior. This approach was not well 
received and did nothing to help Mr. Westcott. 
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18. Menacing: “Menace” is not defined in KCC Title 11, but commonly means “to make a 
show of intention to harm.”4 Animal Services cited Mr. Westcott for Kennedy menacing 
on April 9. It should be highlighted that Kennedy was not cited for another potentially 
dangerous violation despite biting Ms. Liu.  

19. Here, Kennedy was playing fetch with Mr. Westcott when he was confronted by Youyou 
who wanted to play. Kennedy engaged in a fight with Youyou and when Ms. Liu 
attempted to pull Youyou out of the fight, Kennedy bit Ms. Liu on the leg. Kennedy 
engaging in a fight with Youyou was a clear “show of intention to harm”. Kennedy met 
the definition of “menacing” at that point yet he went further and bit Ms. Liu when she 
tried to pull her dog away. Kennedy was menacing on April 9.  

20. Mr. Westcott contends that Youyou was provoking Kennedy when Youyou tried to get 
Kennedy’s ball and prevented him from getting out of the water. Mr. Westcott further 
places blame on Ms. Liu for not watching her dog, being on her phone instead, and 
being a significant distance away (75 ft) from her dog. Perhaps Ms. Liu should have 
taken better care and should have been watching her dog more closely rather than being 
75 ft away and on her phone but Mr. Westcott was well aware that his dog was deemed 
potentially dangerous and was aware that Kennedy had a tendency to bite in similar 
situations but he chose to ignore the requirements. Had Mr. Westcott been in 
compliance with the potentially dangerous dog requirements, the April 9 incident is likely 
to have not taken place. While Mr. Westcott blames Ms. Liu for the entire situation, he 
should take a hard look at his actions as well.  

21. Failure to comply with the prior order- “Fail to comply with an order related to an 
animal designated as potentially dangerous, vicious, or dangerous…” KCC 11.04.230(U). 
When an animal is deemed potentially dangerous, an owner must comply with an 
enumerated list of requirements which include: registering the animal as potentially 
dangerous and paying the associated fee, posting a warning sign, microchipping the 
animal, current on rabies vaccination, and when off the owner’s property, the animal 
must be leashed and humanely muzzled. KCC 11.04.275.   

22. As soon as our order of dismissal was issued on the prior untimely appeal, Kennedy’s 
potentially dangerous animal designation and the requirements were in effect. Mr. 
Westcott did not muzzle or leash Kennedy on April 9 which we clearly see in Exhibit 
D5-001 where an unmuzzled and unleashed Kennedy plays with Mr. Westcott. Mr. 
Westcott also admitted that he ignored the prior designation and its requirements. Mr. 
Westcott failed to comply with an order related to a potentially dangerous animal 
designation.  

23. Violation of prior order- “A domesticated animal that violates any provision of this title 
after a final determination of the animal being potentially dangerous, vicious, or 
dangerous…” Kennedy menaced on April 9, thus he was in violation of the prior 2024 
order.  

 
 

4 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/menace. 
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DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Mr. Westcott’s appeal. 

 
ORDERED July 11, 2025. 
 
 

 
 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 
August 11, 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 JUNE 26, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF AARON 
WESTCOTT, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY  

FILE NO. V25016914-A25001610 
 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Haran Liu, and Aaron Westcott. 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. A25001610 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of April 2, 2025, incident by Haoran Liu, dated 

April 14, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Photograph of injury to Ms. Liu 
Exhibit no. D5 Photograph of owner of Doberman at Marymoor Park 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25016914-A25001610, issued April 15, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 RASKC investigation report no. A24004962 
Exhibit no. D8 Online Complaint form of September 30, 2024, incident by Zhuoli Jiang, 

dated October 1, 2024 
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Exhibit no. D9 Photograph of bite injury 
Exhibit no. D10 Notice of violation no. V24016194-A24004962, issued October 7, 2024 
Exhibit no. D11 Potentially Dangerous Designation V24016193-A24004962 
Exhibit no. D12 Appeal A24004962, received December 16, 2024 
Exhibit no. D13 Motion to Dismiss V24016194-A24004962 
Exhibit no. D14 Hearing Examiner’s Order of Dismissal V24016194-A24004962 
Exhibit no. D15 RASKC investigation report no. A25001080 
Exhibit no. D16 Notice of violation no. V25016799-A25001080, issued March 18, 2025 
Exhibit no. D17 Westcott’s email requesting A be overturned and Animal Services’ 

response 
Exhibit no. D18 Appeal A25001610, received May 2, 2025 
Exhibit no. D19 Map of subject area 



 July 11, 2025 
 
 
 

OFFICE OF THE HEARING EXAMINER 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

Telephone (206) 477-0860 
hearingexaminer@kingcounty.gov 

www.kingcounty.gov/independent/hearing-examiner 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
SUBJECT: Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V25016914-A25001610 
 

AARON WESTCOTT 
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal 

 
I, Lauren Olson, certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that 
I transmitted the REPORT AND DECISION to those listed on the attached page as follows: 
 

 EMAILED to all County staff listed as parties/interested persons and parties with e-mail 
addresses on record. 

 
 placed with the United States Postal Service, through Quadient-Impress, with sufficient 
postage, as FIRST CLASS MAIL in an envelope addressed to the non-County employee 
parties/interested persons to addresses on record. 

 
 
DATED July 11, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Lauren Olson 
 Legislative Secretary 
 
 



Eykel, Chelsea

Regional Animal Services of King County

Liu, Haoran  Ms.

Hardcopy

Westcott, Aaron

Hardcopy




