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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:

1.

Overview

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. Xu’s appeal.
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Procedural Backeround

2. On July 27, 2025, Georgia Wiesner filed an online complaint with Regional Animal
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident that day. Ex. D3. On July 28,
2025, Animal Services issued a violation notice to Yong Xu for his dog, DouDou, being
unlicensed, running at large-third violation, potentially dangerous compliance, and failure
to register a potentially dangerous animal. Ex. D4. Mr. Xu timely appealed. Ex. D19. We
went to hearing on October 24, 2025. A Mandarin interpreter was provided for Mr. Xu.

Appeal Issues
Per the Notice of Hearing, the issues identified for consideration on appeal are as follows:
3. Whether DouDou was “running at large” for a third offense on July 27.

4. Whether Mr. Xu was in compliance on July 27 with an order related to DouDou being
previously deemed potentially dangerous.

5. Whether Mr. Xu failed to timely obtain or renew a potentially dangerous registration for
an incident that resulted in Doudou being previously deemed potentially dangerous.

0. Whether DouDou was unlicensed (but altered) as of July 27.

7. In his appeal statement, it appears that Mr. Xu’s attempts to reverse the previous
potentially dangerous designation for Doudou. The parties should be advised that we
have not reconsidered any prior designations and violations. Those prior designations
stand as is and we only considered whether to uphold the violations for July 27 at our

hearing.
Factual Findings
8. Mr. Xu requested an interpreter at the start of our hearing which he had not requested

previously. We secured an interpreter who was present throughout our hearing and who
provided consecutive interpretation after it was determined that consecutive was more
appropriate than the initially requested standby interpretation. The parties testified as
follows.

9. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, testified that there are two pieces to
Animal Services’ case: the July 27 incident and Mr. Xu’s lack of compliance with the
licensing and registration of his dogs. There is a prior 2024 case (V24015301-A24000839)
in which DouDou was found to be running at large and bit a worker in the area. Ex.
D14. Mr. Xu appealed that case; however, the appeal was untimely and Animal Services
filed a Motion to Dismiss. Ex. D15. We issued an Order of Dismissal. Id.

There was another case (V25-0173579) which was a result of an incident that occurred
ten-days prior to the July 27 incident when Mr. Xu’s dogs were on the freeway. Ex. D16.
Animal Services included this incident to show Mr. Xu’s extensive history of allowing his
dogs to be at large and off his property.
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10.

The exhibits that Animal Services submitted highlights only a small portion of the calls it
receives regarding Mr. Xu’s dogs. There are additional cases where people in the
neighborhood have recorded Mr. Xu’s dogs at large but Animal Services has not had
officers respond or the dogs have returned to the Xu property before Animal Services
had the opportunity to respond.

The dog in question on July 27 is DouDou, who was licensed previously due to having
been impounded. Mr. Xu was required to license DouDou in order to redeem him. That
license expired in January 2025. Mr. Xu also has a second dog that has never been
licensed which was addressed in the prior case. The responding Animal Services officer’s
notes indicate that he spoke to Mr. Xu about licensing and being out of compliance with
the potentially dangerous animal requirements for DouDou. Ex. D16.

On July 27, DouDou came off the Xu property and charged people in a public roadway.
It does not matter whether DouDou was 100 feet or 20 feet off the property, DouDou
must be contained within the Xu property at all times.

Mr. Xu has not made any attempt to contact Animal Services or learn what steps he
needs to take to come to compliance with any of his violations. As of our hearing date,
neither of Mr. Xu’s dogs are licensed and DouDou is still not registered as a potentially
dangerous animal.

If there is another violation, DouDou will not be able to be in our jurisdiction. Animal
Services can seek a warrant and remove DouDou from Mr. Xu’s possession if he does
not come into compliance with the potentially dangerous animal designation
requirements. Animal Services is hopeful that after our hearing, Mr. Xu will realize the
seriousness of the issue and take steps to come into compliance. Animal Services will
send Mr. Xu the requirements for registering DouDou.

Animal Services appreciated the efforts that Mr. Xu has taken to build a very nice
structure to contain his dogs. This is a positive step for public safety as well as the dogs’
safety. Since DouDou is already deemed potentially dangerous, her behavior on July 27
was very dangerous for her. With DouDou’s restrictions, she cannot be loose with just a
collar. She must be behind a fence, in the house, or directly with Mr. Xu. Mr. Xu’s other
dog could have a perimeter collar and be kept off the roadway. Animal Services
recommends Mr. Xu look into one of those options.

Animal Services requests that the designations be upheld and will work with Mr. Xu to
come into compliance.

Georgina Wiesner testified that on July 27, she and her husband were walking her son’s
dog which they typically do through the neighborhood. They were walking up the street
which was on a slight hill. As they got close to the top of the hill, they noticed the Xu’s
gate was open which is normally closed. She thought that maybe the Xu’s dogs were not
present or that they were gone with the owner. She then noticed a large, black dog who
immediately started barking and charging at them. They were still a little down the hill at
the time.
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11.

12.

As the dog was charging at them, it was pretty chaotic. They did a lot of yelling. The dog
came close to them and seemed to be focusing on them. Her husband pulled their dog
behind them while she continued to yell and clap in an effort to deter the dog. The dog
stopped and growled and they were able to slowly walk back down the hill while facing
the dog. As they retreated, the dog stayed in place with hackles up. The dog came within
six-inches to a foot from them. The dog eventually walked slowly away and they were
able to “get out of there.”

Thomas Wiesner testified that on July 27, he and his wife were walking their son’s dog
on 3527 St. He often walks the dog alone and notices when gates are open or shut. They
got about 100-feet away (from the Xu property) and noticed that the gate to the Xu
property was open. A large black dog came out, growled, barked, and immediately
charged towards them. He shielded his son’s dog away from Mr. Xu’s dog. They started
yelling at Mr. Xu’s dog. The dog stopped just a foot or so from them and was growling.
It was a chaotic moment. They eventually were able to back off while still yelling at the
dog. The dog stopped and they walked in reverse as fast as they could to “get out of
there.”

Mzr. Wisner has walked with his son’s dog by himself many times. During those walks, he
has noticed the gate at the Xu’s property was closed and he felt secure to go down to the
end of the road and turn around. He was at least 100-feet away from the Xu property
when approached by the dog. The gate was absolutely open and the dog was able to
lunge at them.

Yong Xu: testified that he disagrees with the Weisner’s testimony and does not know
why they filed a complaint against him. He did not have a gate previously but had one
installed a few months ago. Although there is a gate, there is not a fence. The gate is not
meant to prevent his dogs from leaving his property.

DouDou was trying to protect his property. He does not understand why the Weisners
came near his property. They walk near his gate and that is his property. DouDou is a
guard dog and questioned what the dog is supposed to do in situations like this.! Mr. Xu
also disagrees that the Weisners were 100-feet from his property because he does not
believe that DouDou can hear people that far away. He opines that the Weisners were
more like 20-feet from his property.

Regarding the prior violations, Mr. Xu indicated that he will watch his dog and will not
let the dog out anymore. He agrees to renew the license and to doing whatever needs to
be done to be compliant.

I At our hearing, it was explained to Mr. Xu that passersby are allowed to walk on a public roadway and that his dogs
may not come off his property and threaten the safety of anyone.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Conclusions of Law

The hearing examiner has jurisdiction pursuant to KCC 20.22.040.

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.

Running at Large: “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. Here, DouDou was off Mr. Xu’s
premises and not under anyone’s control on July 27. DouDou was not restrained from
leaving Mr. Xu’s property nor from approaching the Weisners that day.

We understand Mr. Xu disagrees with the Weisners approximation of how close they
were to his property when approached by DouDou. However, the distance that a
passerby comes to a property when they are on a public roadway, is not a defense to a
dog being at large. Thus, we find that DouDou was at large on July 27.

Potentially Dangerous Animal Order Compliance: “The following constitute public
nuisances and are prohibited: [f]ail[ure] to comply with an order related to an animal
designated as potentially dangerous, vicious, or dangerous...” KCC 11.04.230(U). Mr.
Xu did not refute this violation in his appeal statement nor at our hearing. He testified
that he is willing to work with Animal Services to come into compliance which indicates
his acknowledgment that he is not currently in compliance. Mr. Xu also seemed to
disagree with DouDou being deemed potentially dangerous; however, the issue before us
1s not whether DouDou’s July 27 behavior meets the potentially dangerous criteria but
rather whether Mr. Xu was in compliance with restrictions that he and DouDou were

subject to since DouDou is already deemed potentially dangerous.

DouDou was deemed potentially dangerous for an incident (V24016301-A24000839)
that occurred on February 19, 2024. Ex. D14-004. Mr. Xu appealed the designation;
however, his appeal was dismissed for being untimely. Ex. D14-008, D15-001-002.

When Mr. Xu’s appeal was dismissed, DouDou’s designation as a potentially dangerous
animal became final and Mr. Xu was obligated to comply with the restrictions and

requirements of that designation. Based on the referenced exhibits submitted by Animal
Services and Mr. Xu’s acknowledgment that he was not in compliance with the
potentially dangerous animal designation from February 2024, we find that he was not in
compliance with the previously issued potentially dangerous animal order for DouDou.

Failure to Timely Obtain or Renew a Potentially Dangerous Registration: “The
following constitute public nuisances and are prohibited: [f]ail[ure] to timely obtain or
renew a potentially dangerous registration or a dangerous animal registration...” KCC
11.04.230(V). Mr. Xu did not refute this violation in his appeal statement nor at our
hearing. He testified that he is willing to work with Animal Services to come into
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compliance which indicates his acknowledgment that he is not currently in compliance.
Based on both parties’ testimony, we find that Mr. Xu failed to timely register DouDou
as potentially dangerous.

20.  Unlicensed/Altered: “The following constitute public nuisances and ate prohibited:
...[f]ailure to license a pet, as required by K.C.C. 11.04.030.” KCC 11.04.230(P). Again,
Mr. Xu did not refute this violation in his appeal statement nor at our hearing. He
testified that he is willing to work with Animal Services to come into compliance which
indicates his acknowledgment that he is not currently in compliance. Based on both
parties’ testimony, we find that DouDou was unlicensed (but altered) on July 27.

DECISION:

We DENY Mr. Xu’s appeal and uphold all July 27 violations, restrictions, and monetary
penalties.

ORDERED November 4, 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
December 4, 2025. Fither 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 OCTOBER 24, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF
YONGHANG XU, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY

FILE NO. V25017443-A25003414

Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea

Eykel, Georgia Wiesner, Thomas Wiesner, and Yonghang Xu. 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.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.
FExhibit no.

Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

FExhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

D1
D2
D3

D4
D5
Do
D7
D8
D9
D10
D11
D12
D13

D14
D15

D16
D17

D18
D19
D20

Regional Animal Services of King County staff report

RASKC investigation report no. A25003414

Online Complaint form of July 27, 2025, incident by Georgia Wiesner,
dated July 27, 2025

Notice of violation no. V25017443-A25003414, issued July 28, 2025
RASKC investigation report no. A23000289

RASKC investigation report no. A23000878

RASKC investigation report no. A23000940

RASKC investigation report no. A23002879

RASKC investigation report no. A23003412

Notice of violation no. V23014267-A23003412, issued May 22, 2023
RASKC investigation report no. A23004670

RASKC investigation report no. A24000839

Online Complaint form of February 19, 2024, incident by Paul Spears,
dated February 20, 2024

V24015301-A24000839 Appeal and Motion to Dismiss
V24015301-A24000839 Hearing Examiner’s Dismissal, dated August 26,
2024

RASKC investigation report no. A25003200

Online Complaint form of July 15, 2025, incident by Kelly Smith, dated
July 15, 2025

Notice of violation no. V25017379-A25003200, issued October 6, 2025
Appeal, received August 7, 2025

Map of subject area
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