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Procedural Background 

1. Regional Animal Services of King County issued Notice of Violation V25016841 on 
March 29, 2025, to Rachel Bishop for her dog Odin making excessive noise, which 
included a $100 penalty.1 Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017323 on July 
6, 2025, to Rachel Bishop for Odin making excessive noise which included a $200 
penalty.2 Amanda and Rachel Bishop appealed.3 

2. A hearing was held October 31, 2025. Mari Isaacson and Morgan Graves, King County 
Prosecuting Attorney, appeared for Animal Services. Michael Spence, Helsell Fetterman, 
LLP, appeared for the Bishops. Complainant Dana Moore testified, as did Appellant 
Amanda Bishop. 

Findings 

3. Complainant Moore lives about 500 feet from the Bishops. The parties have long been 
involved in a dispute over the barking from the Bishops’ dog. For the two citations, Ms. 
Moore documented barking throughout the night in March and June of 2025. 

• On March 19, Odin’s barking started at 2:51 AM and continued until 3:53 AM.4 

• On March 20, Odin’s barking started at 11:29 PM and continued until 12:15 
AM.5 

• On June 27, Odin’s barking started at 10:40 PM and continued until 4:14 AM.6  

• On June 28, Odin’s barking started at 10:16 PM and continued until 1:54 AM.7  

4. Ms. Moore described these periods of barking. She had recorded the barking and then 
marked the time frames based on the time stamps.8 Ms. Moore described the barking as 
monotonous and continuous, not as short, momentary bursts or focused, alert barking.  

5. Ms. Moore testified that Odin’s barking on these nights and on many others has been an 
ongoing issue which has prevented her from sleeping through the night and enjoying 
peace and quiet. Noise has not just been limited to barking, but has included howling, 
baying, and whining, and is an issue dating back several years.9 On cross-examination, 
Ms. Moore explained how she had documented the barking occurrences. Ms. Moore’s 
testimony was credible. 

 
1 Ex. D-4. 
2 Ex. D-26, p. 1. 
3 Ex. D-23.  
4 Ex. D-3; Testimony, Moore. 
5 Ex. D-3; Testimony, Moore. 
6 Ex. D-26, pp. 4 and 7; Testimony, Moore. 
7 Ex. D-26, pp. 5 and 13; Testimony, Moore. 
8 Exs. D-3 and D-26; Testimony, Moore; see also D-25. 
9 Testimony, Moore; Ex. D-26. Further details are within the complaints, investigation reports, and barking logs. Exs. D-
2-14, D-25, and D-26. 
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6. The Appellant did not dispute that Odin had barked on the identified evenings and at 
other times, or that the barking has been an ongoing issue between the parties. The 
Appellant also did not dispute that the barking had disrupted Ms. Moore’s sleep and 
peace, despite her attempts to use white noise and other measures as mitigation.10 The 
Appellant instead stated that other neighbors had not complained, they live in a rural 
area, and Odin is a livestock dog who protects her goats.   

7. The Appellant asserted the goats are needed to manage weeds on her property11 on 
which a mix of alder, maple, and conifer trees are growing, so the barking is protected 
through RCW 7.48.305 and KCC 11.04.230(J and O).12 On cross-examination, Ms. 
Bishop referenced one sale of primarily decaying alder ten years earlier. She stated that 
Odin has not ever worked directly with a trainer to address the barking.13   

8. The Appellant submitted a Forest Stewardship Plan prepared for the property to 
substantiate that the goats are needed for weed control. The Appellant stated the site has 
extensive invasive blackberry bushes. The Plan states “[t]he overall presence of non-
native invasive species is low, primarily consisting of Himalayan blackberry. The 
Himalayan blackberry is mostly confined to road side edges. … There is a minor 
component of non-native Himalayan blackberry on the type perimeter.”14   

Legal Standards and Analysis 

9. The Department has the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence the cited 
violation and the appropriateness of the remedy imposed.15 Substantial weight or 
deference is not accorded to Department determinations.16  

10. Public nuisances are prohibited and are defined to include “[a] domesticated animal 
making noise, to an unreasonable degree, in such a manner as to disturb a person or 
neighborhood.”17   

The general legal principle … in nuisance cases in that one 
landowner will not be permitted to use his land so unreasonably as 
to interfere unreasonably with another landowner’s use and 
enjoyment of his land. … Application of the doctrine of nuisance 
requires a balancing of rights, interests and convenience.18 

 
10 Testimony, Moore; D-25, pp. 1 and 12-13. 
11 The Forest Plan identifies the site as including 12.7 forested acres and once cleared and built, 4.5 acres for a future 
home site and driveway. As of its 2014 preparation date, the Plan states that site acquisition was “Pending – April/May 
2014”.  Ex. A-3, p. 2. The Plan recognized the immediate surrounding area as rural residential. Ex. A-3, p. 3. 
12 Both parties submitted a pre-hearing brief addressing this argument. 
13 Testimony, Bishop. 
14 Ex. A-3, p. 5 and p. 7. 
15 KCC 20.22.210(B). 
16 Hearing Examiner Rules of Procedure and Mediation, XV.F.3. 
17 KCC 11.04.230.K. Dogs, whether kept as “companion” or “livestock” animals are domesticated animals. KCC 
11.01.140. 
18 Hickey v. Dog Patch Group, 94. Wn. App. 1026, 1999 WL 104470, *3 (March 2, 1999), not published (compliance with 
state noise requirements did not bar nuisance claim). 
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11. The hearing testimony and exhibits credibly depict monotonous barking, which 
continued throughout the night and into the early morning hours on many occasions, 
making it impossible for the Complainant to sleep uninterrupted. The desire to have 
quiet to sleep throughout the night is not an unreasonable expectation. The noise 
impacts have compounded as the excessive barking has continued for a period of years.  

12. The Appellant asserted the barking is exempted by code. Under local code, a 
domesticated animal is not to chase livestock or run at large, unless certain exceptions 
are met, such as the dog being engaged in herding livestock. 

The following constitute public nuisances and are prohibited: …  A 
domesticated animal chasing livestock, unless engaged in the specific 
work of herding that livestock, as approved by the livestock's owner; … 
For a dog to be at large, or be at large in a pack, except in designated off-
leash areas or while engaged in … herding livestock….19 

13. The Notices of Violation are over incessant barking, not Odin’s chasing of livestock or 
running at large; the exceptions do not apply. Also, the cited barking issues occurred late 
at night and in the early morning hours. Such nuisance barking is not exempt.   

14. The Department met its burden to show by a preponderance of the evidence that the 
Appellant’s domesticated animal made unreasonable noise so as to disturb a person, in 
violation of KCC 11.04.230(K).  

15. The Appellants also contended Odin is a livestock guardian dog kept to protect the goats 
needed to maintain weeds as part of a commercial forestry practice, so RCW 7.48.305 
allows the barking. This provision affords protection from civil nuisance suits for 
commercial forestry activities, when operated consistent with “good … forest practices” 
and “in conformity with all applicable laws.”20 This is a code enforcement matter, not a 
civil nuisance suit, so the statute does not apply. However, as the Examiner construes 
local code consistent with state law where feasible, the argument is further addressed.   

16. The County’s acceptance of the Forest Stewardship Plan notes: “Property owner shall 
comply with all … local laws while performing any of the activities or uses on the 
Property….”21 Such codes include those addressing barking from a domestic animal, 
defined to include “livestock” animals.22 Activities performed under the Plan are not 
exempted from these code requirements. 

17. In addition, the Appellant did not produce financial records on merchantable timber. She 
testified that ten years ago, there was a single harvest of “primarily decaying alder.” She 
explained that she and her partner have other gainful employment and did not buy the 
property to earn a living from commercial forestry.23 And by not ever formally training 

 
19 KCC 11.04.230(J) and (O), emphasis added. 
20 RCW 7.48.305. See also RCW 7.48.300, .315, and .320, and RCW 7.48.010 (nuisance defined to include interference 
“with the comfortable enjoyment of the life and property”) 
21 Ex. A-4. 
22 KCC 11.01.140. 
23 Testimony, Bishop. 
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their dog, the Appellants are not adhering to the statutorily required “good practices” to 
address an issue the Stewardship Plan describes as “minor.”24 The evidence does not 
credibly support the presence of commercial forestry operations or the necessity for 
continuous night-time barking to accomplish brush management.  

18. The Department did not err in issuing the Notices of Violation. A $100 penalty and 
subsequent $200 penalty were imposed. The staff report noted that the first penalty 
should be treated as first violation and reduced to $50.25 The parties did not present 
argument on the penalties, but as the appeals were consolidated, and with the parties 
awaiting a legal determination, waiving the penalty on the second violation is appropriate.   

DECISION: 
 
1. The first Notice of Violation and Order to Comply is upheld, but with the penalty 

reduced to $50.   

2. The second Notice of Violation and Order to Comply, is upheld, but with the $200 
penalty waived.     

 
ORDERED November 13, 2025. 
 

 
 Susan Drummond 
 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 1, 2025. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in 
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 
 
  

 
24 An earlier appeal on a different record was sustained. Ex. A-2. In that case, barking was found to be of a short 
duration so more likely alert barking (“short bursts of only a few minutes”). Ex. A-2, p. 7. In this appeal, documented 
violations include extensive barking lasting throughout the night and into early morning. Testimony, Moore; Findings 1-
7. 
25 Ex. D-1, p. 3; D-4; D-26, p. 1; KCC 11.04.035 



V25016841 and V25017323–Rachel and Amanda Bishop 6 

MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 31, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
RACHEL AND AMANDA BISHOP, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING 

COUNTY FILE NOS. V25016841-A25001311 AND V25017323-A25002988 
 
Susan Drummond 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. D1 Regional Animal Services of King County staff report  
Exhibit no. D2 RASKC investigation report no. A25001311 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form by Dana Moore, dated March 25, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Notice of violation no. V25016841-A25001311, issued March 29, 2025 
Exhibit no. D5 RASKC investigation report no. A22-006350 
Exhibit no. D6 Online Complaint form by Dana Moore, dated December 11, 2022 
Exhibit no. D7 Barking log, dated December 11, 2022 
Exhibit no. D8 Email between Ms. Moore and the Bishops, 2022 
Exhibit no. D9 RASKC investigation report no. A23-001198 
Exhibit no. D10 Online Complaint form by Dana Moore, dated February 24, 2023 
Exhibit no. D11 Barking documentation A23-1198, dated February 24, 2023 
Exhibit no. D12 RASKC investigation report no. A23006882 
Exhibit no. D13 Online Complaint form by Dana Moore, dated December 5, 2023 
Exhibit no. D14 Barking log A23-6882, dated December 5, 2023 
Exhibit no. D15 Email disputing Odin being protected under RCW 7.48.305, dated 

February 15, 2023 
Exhibit no. D16 Emails between Ms. Moore and the Bishops, 2024 
Exhibit no. D17 Notice of violation no. V23014999-A23006882, issued December 9, 2023 
Exhibit no. D18 Hearing Examiner’s Report and Decision for Case no. A23-6882, issued 

March 26, 2024 
Exhibit no. D19 RASKC investigation report no. A24003463 
Exhibit no. D20 Online Complaint form by Dana Moore, dated July 15, 2024 
Exhibit no. D21 Notice of violation no. V24015859-A24003463, issued July 16, 2024 
Exhibit no. D22 RASKC receipt from Ms. Bishop 
Exhibit no. D23 Appeal, dated April 23, 2025 
Exhibit no. D24 Map of subject area 
Exhibit no. D25 Rebuttal, response by Ms. Moore 
Exhibit no. D26 Notice of violation no. V25017323-A25002988, issued July 6, 2025, 

submitted October 31, 2025 (with attachments) 
Exhibit no. D27 Appeal, dated July 13, 2025 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Respondent’s Prehearing Memorandum 
Exhibit no. A2 Hearing Examiner’s Report and Decision for Case no. A23-6882 
Exhibit no. A3 Forest Stewardship Plan 
Exhibit no. A4 Forest Stewardship Plan Acceptance Form 
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Exhibit no. A5 Statement from Larisa Ignacio 
Exhibit no. A6 Statement from Melissa Espinoza 
Exhibit no. A7 Statement from David and Cortney Honan 
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