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Procedural Background 

1. Regional Animal Services of King County issued Notice of Violation V25-017229 on 
June 23, 2025, to George [Jorge] Ruiz for his dog Max making excessive noise, which 
included a $50 penalty.1 The following month, Animal Services issued Notice of 

 
1 Ex. D-4. 
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Violation V25-017448 on July 30, 2025, to Jorge Ruiz for Max making excessive noise 
which included a $100 penalty.2 Jorge Ruiz appealed.3 

2. A hearing was held November 14, 2025. Animal Services appeared through Sgt. Chelsea 
Eykel. Jorge Ruiz did not appear. Complainant Alfredo Cortes and Sgt. Eykel testified. 
An interpreter was provided for Mr. Ruiz and though he did not appear, she interpreted 
the proceeding to ensure a translated version was available to Mr. Ruiz. Mr. Ruiz has not 
contacted the Hearing Examiner’s Office since the hearing.  

Findings 

3. Mr. Cortes resides proximate to his neighbor, Jorge Ruiz, who owns the husky named 
Max. Mr. Cortes stated that Mr. Ruiz allows Max to bark and howl to excess, disrupting 
his sleep and that of his children. As Mr. Cortes works a swing shift, early morning 
barking is particularly disturbing for him. Max was documented as barking for hours at a 
time throughout 2025: 

• June 6: Max howled from 6 PM to 11 PM 

• June 7: Max howled and barked from 5:30 to 10 PM 

• June 8: Max barked and howled from 3 PM to 10:30 PM 

• July 1: Max barked and howled from 6 AM to 9 AM 

• July 2: Max barked and howled from 6:30 AM to 9 PM 

• July 14: Max barked and howled from 6 AM to 7 PM4 

4. The testimony and the exhibits, which include videos, substantiated that Max is not 
barking and howling in response to people approaching or delivery people. Nor is the 
noise intermittent. Instead, the barking and howling continues for hours at a time. The 
dog occasionally stops, but then the barking continues. The issue continues throughout 
the night and day. Animal Services issued a warning before the Notices of Violation 
issued (in 2024),5 but Mr. Ruiz did not resolve the issue. This has been an ongoing issue 
which has continued unabated.6 

  

 
2 Ex. D-8. 
3 Ex. D-9. 
4 Ex. D-1, p. 1; Testimony, Cortes; see also Exs. D-2, 3, 6, 7, and 11. 
5 Ex. D-1, p. 1. 
6 Testimony, Cortes and Eykel; FN 4. 
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Legal Standards and Analysis 

5. The Department has the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence the cited 
violation and the appropriateness of the remedy imposed.7 Substantial weight or 
deference is not accorded to Department determinations.8  

6. 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.”9   

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.10 
 

7. The hearing testimony and exhibits credibly depict grossly excessive barking and 
howling, which continued throughout the night and into the morning and daytime hours 
on many occasions, making it impossible for the Complainant and his children to sleep. 
The desire to have quiet to sleep is not an unreasonable expectation. The noise impacts 
are compounded as the excessive barking has been an ongoing issue since 2024, with the 
dog owner taking no action to resolve the issue. 

8. 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). These violations occurred on many occasions. The 
Notices of Violation should be upheld.  

9. The Notices of Violation should also be upheld as Mr. Ruiz did not appear for hearing. 
He appeared for the pre-hearing conference where the parties agreed to a hearing date 
and the pre-hearing notice was then served on him.11 No exhibits were received from 
Mr. Ruiz before the hearing. As with the pre-hearing conference, the hearing was 
remotely held, so no weather issues prevented hearing attendance. Also, the Complainant 
had to miss work to appear and testify and no request to reopen the hearing was made.12 

10. The Department did not err in issuing the Notices of Violation. The $50 penalty and the 
subsequent $100 penalty are consistent with the code penalty structure and appropriate 
for the violations.   

 
 

7 KCC 20.22.210(B). 
8 Hearing Examiner Rules of Procedure and Mediation, XV.F.3. 
9 KCC 11.04.230.K. Dogs, whether kept as “companion” or “livestock” animals are domesticated animals. KCC 
11.01.140. 
10 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). 
11 Pre-Hearing Order (September 15, 2025). 
12 Hearing Examiner Rules of Procedure and Mediation, XV.D. 



V25017229 and V25017448–Jorge Ruiz 4 

 
DECISION: 
 
1. The first Notice of Violation and Order to Comply, including the $50 penalty, is upheld.   

2. The second Notice of Violation and Order to Comply, including the $100 penalty, is 
upheld. 

 
ORDERED November 25, 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 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. 
 

MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 14, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 
JORGE RUIZ AND NORMA MARTINEZ, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF 

KING COUNTY FILE NOS. V25017229-A25002583 AND V25017448-A25003188 
 
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. A25002583 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form by Alfredo Cortes, dated June 9, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Notice of violation no. V25017229-A25002583, issued June 23, 2025 
Exhibit no. D5 Appeal, received June 30, 2025 
Exhibit no. D6 RASKC investigation report no. A25003188 
Exhibit no. D7 Online Complaint form by Alfredo Cortes, dated July 14, 2025 
Exhibit no. D8 Notice of violation no. V25017448-A25003188, issued July 30, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Appeal, received August 5, 2025 
Exhibit no. D10 Map of subject area 
Exhibit no. D11 4 videos of barking 
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