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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. Yuan’s appeal.
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Procedural Backeround

2. On September 15, 2025, Anton Malykh filed an online complaint, on behalf of his
mother-in-law Fanghua Li, with Regional Animal Services of King County (Animal
Services) for an incident the prior day. Ex. D3. On September 25, 2025, Animal Services
issued Notice of Violation V25017657-A25004369 to Zhixing Yuan for his dog, Noah,
running at large and being designated as potentially dangerous. Ex. D6. Zhixing Yuan
filed a timely appeal on September 26, 2025. Ex. D8.

3. We went to hearing on December 5, 2025. Participating in the hearing were: Sgt. Chelsea
Eykel representing Animal Services, complainant Fanghua Li, their witnesses Anton
Malykh and Litian Tao, and appellant Zhixing Yuan. We provided a Mandarin interpreter
for Mr. Yuan and Ms. Li.

Appeal Issues

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

4. In Zhixing Yuan’s September 26 appeal statement, he does not raise any issue with
Noah’s running at large violation and seems to agree that the September 14 incident
occurred; however, seeks an appeal based on the following limited issues:

A. Whether there is enough evidence to meet the preponderance of the evidence
burden of proof.
B. Whether the facts demonstrate that Noah was unprovoked on September 14.
5. Based on the scope of the appeal statement, the issue(s) on appeal are as follows:

A. Whether the September 14 potentially dangerous animal violation of 11.04.230(F)
and the associated $500.00 penalty 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:

6. Mzr. Yuan was not present to witness the September 14 incident; but asserts that there is
no evidence that shows that it was his dog, Noah, who was the aggressor. He further
asserts that there is no unbiased, third-party witness to the incident and therefore Animal
Services has no case. The parties testified as follows.

7. Sgt. Chelsea Ekel, representing Animal Services, testified that Rhubarb is a well-trained,
obedient service dog for Ms. Tao and has been with the family for a number of years.
On September 14, Rhubarb did not leave the public sidewalk per Ms. Li’s testimony. As
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Ms. Li was walking Rhubarb past the Yuan residence on the public sidewalk, Noah
charged off the Yuan property and attacked Rhubarb without hesitation with little to no
barking/growling to warn her. Noah instantly and repeatedly attacked Rhubarb while
Rhubarb tried to get away by running across the street, with Ms. Li following. Noah
chased them and was hit by a car, which is the only reason the attack ended. Mr. Yuan’s
roommate came out to stop the attack and pick up Noah. Since Rhubarb was badly
injured, Ms. Li exchanged information with Mr. Yuan’s roommate.

Rhubarb was taken to the emergency veterinary hospital and underwent emergency
surgery. During Noah’s attack, he bit Rhubarb repeatedly all over her body which is
consistent with the photos that show lacerations from her head to her tail. Further, the
veterinary report details and corroborates Rhubarb’s injuries. Ex. D5.

Mr. Yuan’s defense that Noah was being territorial ends at the edge of his property. It
would be reasonable for Noah to bark and growl and not want anyone to come onto the
property. It is not reasonable for Noah to enter public property and attack a dog with its
walker on public property. It might even be reasonable if there was a nip or growling
face-to-face but the repeated attack and then following Ms. Li and Rhubarb across the
street is not reasonable. Noah’s attack only ended when Noah was hit by a car and
someone came to retrieve him.

Animal Services believes that Noah’s behavior more than meets the criteria for
potentially dangerous as there was no provocation. Mr. Yuan should be aware that the
fence was in poor repair and has rotting spots. If the designation is upheld, the fence will
not be adequate. The potentially dangerous designation specifically states that if a dog is
left unattended, it must be in an escape proof enclosure. Animal Services cautioned Mr.
Yuan not to leave Noah unattended. Animal Services requests that the potentially
dangerous animal designation and most importantly the associated restrictions be upheld.

8. Fanghua Li testified that on September 14, she was walking a leashed Rhubarb, who
belongs to her daughter and son-in-law, past the Yuan residence. She was walking on the
same side of the street as the Yuan residence on the public sidewalk. Suddenly, an
unleashed dog (Noah) rushed out, chased, and bit Rhubarb repeatedly. Noah did not
hesitate and ran directly to Rhubarb and began biting her repeatedly. Noah did not bark
or growl prior to attacking Rhubarb. Noah was biting Rhubarb everywhere he could put
his teeth. She and Rhubarb attempted to get away and ran across the street; however,
Noah followed them.

Noah’s attack ended when a vehicle approached and hit Noah. After being hit by the car,
Noah was briefly on the ground but got up. Someone from the Yuan home came out
and got Noah.

Since Rhubarb has thick fur, Ms. Li did not immediately realize that Rhubarb was
bleeding. On the way home, she noticed Rhubarb’s injuries and went to the Yuan
residence to speak to Noah’s owner. Ex. D5-001-005.
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9. Anton Malykh testified that on September 14 he became aware that Rhubarb was
injured when Ms. Li came home scared and stressed. She advised him that Rhubarb was
attacked by another dog. He called his wife, Ms. Tao, who decided to take Rhubarb to
the veterinary clinic. Later that day, they went to speak to Mr. Yuan about the earlier
incident.

Rhubarb underwent emergency surgery and was hospitalized overnight. The next
morning, it was extremely sad seeing Rhubarb with so many bandages, wounds, and
drains coming from the wounds. Id.

Mr. Malykh believes that Rhubarb’s recovery took about two weeks which included
approximately three follow-up visits to the veterinarian during that time. Although
Rhubarb recovered, the whole family felt sadness for what Rhubarb went through.

10. Litian Tao testified that on September 14, she was in her bedroom, and her husband
called her to advise that Rhubarb had been badly attacked. She checked Rhubarb’s
wounds and observed significant bleeding. The wounds looked very bad, especially
around the neck. She immediately took Rhubarb to the emergency veterinary clinic.
Once evaluated by the vet, Ms. Tao was informed that Rhubarb needed immediate
surgery or else she would die.

Rhubarb is Ms. Tao’s guide dog who has been supporting her since 2016. Rhubarb’s
injuries and surgery caused her so much sadness. If Rhubarb could not recover from her
injuries and do her guide work, it would have had a huge impact on Ms. Tao’s life as she
relies on her.

During Rhubarb’s recovery, she took Rhubarb to the veterinarian for more than five
follow-up visits. Recovery was supposed to take two weeks, but it took about three
weeks. During the first few days of recovery, Ms. Tao took Rhubarb for daily vet visits.

This incident has had a severe impact on Ms. Tao, her family, and on Rhubarb. She
normally goes to the office once a week with the assistance of Rhubarb. During
Rhubarb’s recovery, she had to switch to using her white cane which is harder for her to
use.

Rhubarb is part of her family. The incident was a huge stressor for her mom who went
through the entire incident. Her mom’s heart rate was elevated for the rest of the day
following the attack. Ms. Tao had to monitor her mother’s blood pressure and heart rate
for the next few days following the incident.

11.  Zhixing Yuan testified that he was not present on September 14 and did not witness
the incident. He asserted that Noah is not a “dangerous dog.”! He opined that where the

1'The question for our hearing was whether Noah met the criteria for the potentially dangerous animal designation rather
than dangerous. The dangerous animal designation is separate and distinct from potentially dangerous and dangerous
requires a much higher level of compliance from the owner as well as more strenuous requitements.
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12.

13.

14.

incident took place is an important factor. The incident occurred in front of his home
which he believes is his private property.

Noah has never run out of the back towards the front fence. Mr. Yuan believes that
Noah must have run to the front and rushed off his property that day because Ms. Li
and her dog must have been walking too close to his property. Noah’s response was
territorial, a normal reaction for his dog, and an instinct. It is reasonable and natural for a
dog to demonstrate protective behavior when his territory is threatened.

Further, Mr. Yuan opined that whether Rhubarb is a guide dog or not, it is the owner’s
responsibility to keep their dog from coming too close to his property. He does not
believe that Noah attacked initially or on his own. Noah has never left his property and
did not chase Ms. Li or Rhubarb that day. The incident has nothing to do with Noah or
his behavior as the incident occurred as a result of the other dog coming too close to his

property.

Mr. Yuan asserts that all testifying witnesses are from the same family. There is no
independent witness, no video that showed what happened, and no evidence that Noah
ran out of his yard and attacked. Without that specific evidence, he believes that Animal
Services has failed to meet its burden of proof. Animal Services does not have the
evidence to show exactly where the incident happened with third party verification.

Mr. Yuan testified that his property is a rental. The fence was old, and a part of the
bottom was rotten with a hole; however, he repaired it. He believes that his roommate
brought Noah back to the house that day. He was not informed by his roommate that
Noah was hit by a car but rather informed by Rhubarb’s owner. He asserts that the
pedestrian sidewalk in front of his home is so narrow that two people cannot even walk
side-by-side. There is a possibility that Rhubarb was on his territory.

Mr. Yuan believes that since Ms. Li is a “senior woman”, she was unable to control her
dog and the incident occurred because Rhubarb was allowed to come too close to his
property. He requested that the designation be reversed since there is no neutral third-
party witness, no pictures, no video, or any other evidence from an independent source.

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.

Preponderance of the Evidence Standard: Mr. Yuan repeatedly criticized Animal
Services’ evidence and asserts that the evidence presented did not meet the standard of
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

proof required which is by a preponderance of the evidence. This means that Animal
Services must prove that the incident more-likely-than-not occurred. A neutral third-
party witness_és not required to make a determination on what more-likely-than-not
occurred. Animal Services provided photographs of Rhubarb’s injuries and a detailed
veterinary report of the treatment Rhubarb underwent as a result of Noah’s attack. Ex.
D4-001-005 and D5-001.

Mr. Yuan himself admitted that the incident occurred despite his assertion that there was
no neutral third-party witness to testify. He provided testimony that his roommate went
out to get Noah that day and spoke to Ms. Li. Therefore, even without even Ms. Li’s
testimony, Mr. Yuan agreed that the incident happened but claimed that Noah was
provoked into action, which we cover below.

Credibility: Animal Services further provided credible testimony from Ms. Li who was
an eye-witness to the entire incident. Ms. Li’s age is not a factor in our decision, only
whether we found her credible - which we do. 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 sometimes dramatically narrows. Yet there was nothing
about Ms. Li’s testimony that gave us real pause.

It is important to point out that Mr. Yuan’s victim-blaming was not well-received.
Further, calling into question the age of Animal Services’ witness to diminish her
credibility or ability to control Rhubarb was completely inappropriate.

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. Mr. Yuan does not appeal or refute
this violation in his appeal or at our hearing. He further testified that his roommate
brought Noah back to his property indicating that he agrees that Noah was off his
property that day and not under anyone’s control. Thus, this violation stands.

“Potentially dangerous animal’ means any animal that when unprovoked: 1. Bites or
inflicts injury on a human or domesticated animal...”. KCC 11.01.320.A.1. Here, Noah
attacked and repeatedly bit Rhubarb all over her body and inflicted injuries which
required multiple sutures, drains, emergency surgery, and hospitalization. Ex. D4-001-
005 and Ex. D5-001. Absent some act of provocation, Noah’s behavior on September 14
qualifies him as potentially dangerous.

“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



V25017657-A25004369—Zhixing Yuan 7

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.?

21.  Inour case, Ms. Li and Rhubarb were simply walking by Mr. Yuan’s property. Walking in
front of a residence does not rise to the level of tormenting, agitating, or harassing Noah.
Further, we do not find that an average dog, neither unusually aggressive or docile,
would react to a passerby and their dog by attacking, administering multiple bites, and
then following the passerby and dog across the street. We also do not find that an
average dog would sustain an attack so fiercely that only being hit by a car would stop it.
Noah’s behavior was not proportional to any stimulus that Ms. Li or Rhubarb provided
that day, and we do not find that he was provoked into action.

DECISION:

We DENY Mr. Yuan’s appeal and uphold the running at large violation and potentially
dangerous animal designation for Noah.

ORDERED December 19, 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 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.

2 Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkham v. Will, 311 Ill. App. 3d 787,
792, 724 N.E.2d 1062 (2000)).
3 Strogp v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273-75; Kirkham at 792.
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MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 5, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF
ZHIXING YUAN, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO.

V25017657-A25004369

Leila Arefi 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.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.
Exhibit no.

D1
D2
D3

D4
D5
Do

D7
D8
D9

Regional Animal Services of King County staff report

RASKC investigation report no. A25004369

Online Complaint form of September 14, 2025, incident by Anton
Malykh, dated September 15, 2025

Photograph of Rhubarb’s injuries

Vet Report

Notice of violation no. V25017657-A25004369, issued September 25,
2025

Potentially Dangerous Designation

Appeal, received September 26, 2025

Map of subject area
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