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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, the Strong’s appeal is denied.
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Procedural Backeround

2. On September 20, 2025, Susan Barfknecht filed an online complaint with Regional
Animal Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident on September 19. Ex.
D3. On October 16, Animal Services issued Notice of Violation V25017763-A25004456
to Regina Strong for Paul Strong’s dog, Bandit, making excessive noise. Ex. D6. Regina
Strong filed a timely appeal on October 21. Ex. D7.

3. We went to hearing on December 17. Participating in the hearing were: Sgt. Chelsea
Eykel representing Animal Services, complainant Susan Barfknecht, and appellants
Regina and Paul Strong.

Appeal Issues

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

4. Ms. Strong alleges in her October 21, 2025, appeal statement, that her husband’s dog was
mistakenly identified as the “Animal Making Excessive Noise” for purposes of the May
31 and June 14 violations listed in the October 16, 2025, Notice of Violation.

5. The issue on appeal is whether Animal Services” October 16, 2025, Notice of Violation
of KCC 11.04.230.K and the associated $50 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:

0. On September 20, 2025, Susan Barfknecht filed a complaint with Animal Services that a
dog at Regina Strong's home was barking excessively on September 19 at 10:15pm. Ms.
Barfknecht also complained of excessive barking from one or more dogs on May 31, at
10:07 pm and June 14 at 9:33 pm.

7. On October 16, 2025, Animal Services issued a Notice of Violation that identified the
dates and times of violation as May 31, 2025, and June 14, 2025.

8. Mrs. Strong is the owner of two Doxins and, in August 2025, Mr. Strong moved into the
house with his dog, Bandit.

9. Ms. Barfknecht provided audio/video recordings of batking on June 14. Ex. D5. She
identified the date of the audio recording as June 14, even though the dates on the
recording are marked September 19. The discrepancy resulted from re-recording the
June 14 video, which was taken from her bedroom, into audio only. Barfknecht
Testimony.
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The most persuasive evidence came from Ms. Bartknecht’s text exchanges with Mrs.
Strong, which show a history of communication between the neighbors related to the
dogs barking. Ex. D4. While this case focuses on the May 31 and June 14 incidents, the
full string of exchanges are relevant to establish Ms. Strong’s awareness of the barking
problem, Ms. Barfknecht’s communication about the problem and both parties’
acknowledgement of the source of the barking as coming from the Strong residence.

On May 31, the Doxins were outside barking for approximately an hour before Ms.
Barfknecht texted Ms. Strong to bring the dogs inside. Barfknecht Testimony. Ms.
Barfknecht texted Mrs. Strong, “Your dog has been barking for an hour. Would you
kindly take it inside.” There was no response on that occasion from Ms. Strong.

On June 14, Bandit was barking for about 30 minutes before Ms. Barfknecht texted Mrs.
Strong. Barfknecht Testimony; Ex. D4. The text exchange was as follows:

Ms. Barfknecht: “Would you please bring your dogs inside.”
Ms. Strong: “Of course. When we get home.”

Ms. Barfknecht: “I will ask you one more time and then I will contact animal control
again. You cannot leave your dogs outside to bark incessantly.

Ms. Strong: “I have a camera. I think incessantly is an exaggeration. You live in a
neighborhood, Susan. I hear other dogs barking all the time.”

Ms. Barfknecht: ““They have been barking since 915. There are other dogs in the
neighborhood. I do hear them bark but not continuously. I never hear Gerry and
donna’s dogs. The other side of me, the only time I hear them bark is when I walk past
their house”

Ms. Strong: “Have a good night.”
Ms. Barfknecht: “You too!”

At no point in the text exchange does Mrs. Strong deny that her dogs are outside without
anyone immediately available to bring them inside. And while she states that she has a
camera that could establish whether they were barking, she does not use the camera on
June 14 (or any other occasion) to refute the accusation that it is her and Mr. Strong’s
dogs barking. Ex. D4.

The Strongs’ appeal focuses on the lack of direct evidence that it was the Strong’s dogs
barking on the dates in question. Ex. D7; Strong Testimony. They contend that it could
have been another dog in a neighboring home (“314”) that “sound just like the dog in
the audio.” Mr. Strong Testimony.

Ms. Barfknecht’s response was that she does occasionally hear the dogs in 314 barking,
and can tell which dogs are barking based on which direction the noise is coming from:
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“it’s not difficult to tell.” This is consistent with her June 14 text acknowledging,
identifying, and distinguishing barking from other neighborhood dogs. She can walk to
the end of her driveway and see the dogs and can identify the Strong’s dogs barking
based on sound. Barfknecht Testimony.

Ms. Barfknecht clarified that on May 31 she referred to the Doxin’s as “dog” because
their barks are indistinguishable from each other. On June 14, she referred to “dogs”
because there was an additional larger dog with a different bark that she identified
coming from the Strong house. Barfknecht Testimony.

The Strongs also offer that Bandit did not live at the house until they got married, which
was after June 14. Mrs. Strong’s appeal statement specifically stated Bandit “was not at
my residence until 2 months after the dates of the complaint.” Ex. D7.

However, at the hearing the Strongs testified that Bandit did visit the house prior to their
marriage. The Strongs acknowledge that prior to August 2025, Mr. Strong would come
over with Bandit and they would occasionally leave the dogs at home while they went
out. If Mrs. Strong was contacted about the dogs while they were out, she would often
ask her sister, who lives across the street, to go put them in. The Strongs do not recall
whether Bandit was at the house on May 31 or June 14.

Mrs. Strong clarified that when she was not home and texted in response to Ms.
Barfknecht, it did not mean she knew whether her dogs were barking because she was
not home to confirm. Mrs. Strong Testimony. She stated that based on her sister’s
accounts, often her dogs were not barking when she went to put them inside. Mrs.
Strong Testimony.

Mrs. Strong indicated that they had a “Furbo” camera in place on June 14 which enabled
them to check if the dogs were barking. Mrs. Strong Testimony; Ex. D4. She did not
recall whether she checked the camera on that date but acknowledged that she could
have listened remotely on that date to confirm whether or not her dogs were barking.
Mrs. Strong Testimony.

Mrs. Strong testified that they “had an agreement as far back as 2020” that Ms.
Barfknecht should reach out whenever the dogs were barking “before she got annoyed,”
but that has not been sustained. Mrs. Strong Testimony. Ms. Barfknecht indicated that
she should not have to reach out to complain about the barking - it should be handled by
the Strongs. Ms. Barftknecht Testimony.

Animal Services has given Mrs. Strong a prior warning regarding her dogs’ excessive
barking. Sgt. Eykel Testimony.

Animal Services clarified that the Strongs have taken steps to curb the barking and there
have not been additional noise incidents since this case was opened. Animal Services
believes the problem has been resolved and offered to stay the violation. Sgt. Eykel
Testimony.
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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.I.3.

The sole violation in this case is for excessive noise on May 31 and June 14 with a $50
civil penalty. Excessive Noise is defined as noise "to an unreasonable degree, in such a
manner as to disturb a person or neighborhood." KCC 11.04.230.K.

Animal Services incorporates the quiet hours under the construction code in considering
what noise meets the threshold of “excessive.” Quiet hours are 10pm - 7am on weekdays
and 10pm - 9am on weekends. Sgt. Eykel Testimony. Based on the text exchange, the
Saturday, May 31 incident went on for at least an hour and the barking extended past
10pm. The Saturday, June 14 text was at 9:33pm and, while it is unclear whether the
barking extended into the quiet hours, the barking had been going on for approximately
30 minutes when Ms. Barfknecht sent the text. Ex. D4. Based on the timing and the
duration of the barking, these events meet the threshold for “excessive noise.”

The Strong’s position is that there was no direct evidence that it was their dogs barking
on these two dates. However, the circumstantial evidence in this case is substantial,
reliable, and ultimately persuasive.

Ms. Barfknecht established that she could identify and distinguish between dogs barking
at the Strong house and at other neighboring houses. She could also distinguish between
the Doxins and Bandit barking at the Strong house.

The text exchanges credibly establish that on May 31 and June 14, Ms. Barfknecht raised
her concerns with excessive barking to Mrs. Strong. The audio from June 14 also reflects
the nature of the barking and supports a conclusion that it meets the threshold of
“excessive.”

The Strongs also acknowledge a history of leaving the dogs outside when they are not
home and being aware of barking complaints regarding their dogs. The text exchanges
and the prior warning from Animal Services further support this testimony. Moreover,
the Strongs acknowledge, contrary to their appeal statement, that Bandit was at the
house prior to August 2025.

A preponderance of the evidence establishes that on May 31, the Doxins were barking
outside for approximately an hour, creating “excessive noise” in violation of KCC
11.04.230.K. Ex. D4-002; Barfknecht Testimony. A preponderance of the evidence also
establishes that on June 14, a dog, most likely Bandit, was barking at the Strong
residence, while Mrs. Strong was not home, creating “excessive noise” in violation of
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KCC 11.04.230.K. Exs. D4-003, D5. Either of these incidents independently would
support the single violation of “Excessive Noise” and the associated monetary penalty.

DECISION:

1. The Strong’s appeal is DENIED.

ORDERED December 30, 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 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 DECEMBER 17, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF
REGINA AND PAUL STRONG, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING
COUNTY FILE NO. V25017763-A25004456

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. A25004456

Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of September 19, 2025, incident by Susan
Barkfknecht, dated September 20, 2025

Exhibit no. D4 Text Messages

Exhibit no. D5 Videos of late night and daytime barking

Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25017763-A25004456, issued October 16, 2025

Exhibit no. D7 Appeal, received October 21, 2025

Exhibit no. D8 Map of subject area
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I transmitted the REPORT AND DECISION to those listed on the attached page as follows:

X] EMAILED to all County staff listed as parties/interested persons and parties with e-mail
addresses on record.

X placed with the United States Postal Service, through Quadient-Impress, with sufficient

postage, as FIRST CLASS MAIL in an envelope addressed to the non-County employee
parties/interested persons to addresses on record.

DATED December 30, 2025.

Lauren Olson
Legislative Secretary



Barfknecht, Susan
Hardcopy

Eykel, Chelsea
Regional Animal Services of King County

Strong, Regina and Paul
Hardcopy





