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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 grant the Clarks’ appeal in part and deny the appeal in part.
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Procedural Background 

2. On July 29, 2025, Karen Gourley filed an online complaint with Regional Animal 
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on that day. Ex. D3. On July 
31, 2025, Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017453 to April Clark for her 
dog, Fuzzums, roaming and damaging anything of value, trespassing on private property 
(2nd violation), failure to remove feces (2nd violation), and ordering abatement. Ex. D4. 
April Clark filed a timely appeal on August 15, 2025. Ex. D13.   

3. We went to hearing on October 28, 2025. Participating in the hearing were: Sgt. Chelsea 
Eykel representing Animal Services, complainant Karen Gourley, and appellant April 
Clark.  

Appeal Issues 

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

4. Are the “Notice and Order for Abatement” (KCC 11.04.260) and “Roaming and 
Damaging Anything of Value” (KCC 11.04.230.I) violations supported by a 
preponderance of the evidence under the facts of this case?  

5. Are the “Animal Trespassing” 2nd Violation (KCC 11.04.230.L) and “Failure to Remove 
Feces” 2nd Offense (KCC 1.04.230.S) with associated $200 penalties supported by a 
preponderance of the evidence and appropriate under the facts of this case?  

Factual Findings 

Weighing all the evidence, the examiner finds the following facts by a preponderance of 
the evidence:  

6. The complainant in this matter is the Clarks' neighbor, Ms. Karen (“Mickey”) Gourley. 
Ms. Gourley is very familiar with the Clarks' cat, Fuzzums, from years of the cat entering 
her backyard. Testimony of Ms. Gourley. 

7. Ms. Gourley has expressed her frustration to the Clarks, repeatedly, regarding the 
damage Fuzzums does in her yard by hunting birds, laying on plants, and defecating in 
the garden beds. Testimony of Ms. Gourley. She has had multiple conversations with the 
Clarks regarding keeping Fuzzums on their property and steps to be taken to contain the 
cat. Testimony of Ms. Gourley. 

8. The Clarks have taken numerous steps to attempt to contain Fuzzums, most of which 
have been unsuccessful. Testimony of Ms. Gourley; Ex. D13; Ex. A1, A2. 

9. The Clarks have, on multiple occasions, offered “to clean up any mess or feces” in Ms. 
Gourley’s yard. Ex. D13; Ex. A3. Ms. Gourley acknowledged this offer and indicated 
that she declined because it would be too frequent for the Clarks to come into her yard 
each time Fuzzums defecated there. Testimony of Ms. Gourley.   
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10. Fuzzums has a prior violation for trespass in July of 2024, and Animal Services gave the 
Clarks a warning notice for that violation. Ex. D5, D6, D7. Ms. Gourley called Animal 
Services in August of 2024, to report Fuzzums for similar violations but cancelled her 
complaint to “work it out with the neighbors.” Ex. D8, D9. Ms. Gourley reported 
Fuzzums again in September 2024, and Animal Services cited the Clarks for Trespassing 
1st Offense and Failure to Remove Feces. Ex. D10, D12. 

11. Ms. Gourley testified to seeing Fuzzums on July 29, 2025, in her garden beds, destroying 
the green beans. Testimony of Ms. Gourley. She acknowledged she did not see Fuzzums 
defecate in the garden beds on this occasion but did find feces in one of the planters that 
day. Testimony of Ms. Gourley. 

12. Evidence shows that there had previously been another cat (“the black cat”) which also 
trespassed in Ms. Gourley’s garden. Ex. A3-01. Ms. Clark’s evidence claimed that there 
were “several neighborhood cats that roam freely.” Ex. A3-002. 

13. Ms. Gourley testified that Fuzzums has only come into her yard once in the past few 
months and so she believes the steps the Clarks are taking now to contain Fuzzums are 
working. Testimony of Ms. Gourley. 

Conclusions of Law 

14. The hearing examiner has jurisdiction pursuant to KCC 20.22.040.  

15. 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. 

16. The roaming and “Damaging Anything of Value” (KCC 11.04.230.I) violation is 
supported by a preponderance of the evidence. Although there is no monetary penalty 
associated with this violation, it is important to clarify that the evidence supports 
upholding this offense for the July 29, 2025, complaint.  

17. A preponderance of the evidence supports the violation of “Animal Trespassing,” 2nd 
violation. An animal is trespassing when it is found “entering upon a person’s property 
or premises without that person’s permission.” (KCC 11.04.230.L). 

18. Ms. Gourley’s testimony that she is familiar with Fuzzums and observed him laying in 
her garden on July 29, 2025, prompting her to file this complaint, is wholly credible. It is 
undisputed that Fuzzums had a prior trespassing violation, making this the second 
trespassing offense in Ms. Gourley’s yard.  

19. I do not believe the preponderance of the evidence supports the violation of "Failure to 
Remove Feces" 2nd offense. This violation is supported when evidence establishes that 
the owner “[f]ail[ed] to remove the feces of their domesticated animal from another’s 
premises and deposit the same in an appropriate receptacle.” KCC 11.04.230.S. 



V25017453-A25003453–April Clark 4 

20. Ms. Clark’s point during the hearing was a valid one…it is not clear that it was Fuzzums 
that defecated in Ms. Clark’s yard on July 29, 2025. Moreover, the offense is related to 
the failure to remove the feces, which Ms. Clark has offered to do. Ms. Gourley 
acknowledges declining Ms. Clark’s offer to remove the feces because it was frequent 
enough that it would create a regular disturbance.  

21. While I believe it is certainly Fuzzums who is the culprit in many (or most) of the 
instances where Ms. Gourley has found feces in her garden, the issue before me is 
whether a preponderance of the evidence supports the allegations specific to July 29, 
2025. There is no evidence showing that it was Fuzzums defecating in the garden on that 
day. I find it entirely possible that there is more than one cat visiting Ms. Gourley’s 
garden. Also, Ms. Clark established that she had been willing to pick up the feces on a 
prior occasion but was told no. Under the specific facts of this case, I do not believe the 
violation should be sustained.  

 
DECISION: 
 
1. The appeal of “Failure to Remove Feces” and the associated monetary is granted.  

2. The remaining issues on appeal are denied.  

 
ORDERED October 29, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Devon Shannon 
 Hearing Examiner 
 
 

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 
November 28, 2025. Either 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 28, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF APRIL 
CLARK, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY FILE NO. 

V25017453-A25003453 
 
Devon Shannon 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. A25003453 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of July 29, 2025, incident by Karen Gourley, 

dated July 29, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Notice of violation no. V25017453-A25003453, issued July 31, 2025 
Exhibit no. D5 RASKC investigation report no. A24003237 
Exhibit no. D6 Online Complaint form of June 30, 2024, incident by Karen Gourley, 

dated July 2, 2024 
Exhibit no. D7 Warning Notice V24015814 
Exhibit no. D8 RASKC investigation report no. A24004337 
Exhibit no. D9 Online Complaint form of August 29, 2024, incident by Mickey Gourley, 

dated August 29, 2024 
Exhibit no. D10 RASKC investigation report no. A24004576 
Exhibit no. D11 Online Complaint form of September 5, 2024, incident by Mickey 

Gourley, dated September 11, 2024 
Exhibit no. D12 Notice of violation no. V24016095-A24004576, issued September 11, 

2024 
Exhibit no. D13 Appeal, received August 15, 2025 
Exhibit no. D14 Map of subject area 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Photograph of cat fencing/guard 
Exhibit no. A2 Photograph of additional cat fencing 
Exhibit no. A3 Rebuttal text messages 
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