
Noise Nuisance (Barking Dogs)
Policy Review
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Purpose of the review
To evaluate whether the current procedures allow timely, fair, and effective resolution of barking complaints 
while ensuring complaints can be validated with reliable evidence. 
To streamline the process, improve evidentiary reliability, and balance the rights of complainants and dog 
owners while maintaining community amenity.

The objective is to identify and address any elements of the policy that:
• Contribute to stakeholder frustration, particularly around understanding the process, perceiving inaction, 

or experiencing delays in resolution.
• Cause unnecessary delays in progressing investigations.
• Rely too heavily on subjective or burdensome complainant evidence.
• Make proving a nuisance overly difficult due to strict definitions or limited officer verification.
• Limit the ability to act swiftly in genuine nuisance cases.

Limitations of this review:
Certain bottlenecks are unlikely to be resolved without technological solutions. As such systems are costly, 
addressing them is considered out of scope for this policy review. These limitations include:

• The subjective nature of barking nuisance assessments
• Heavy reliance on complainant-provided evidence
• Single-party complaint scenarios
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Relevant legislation
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Note: There are no amendments in the new Local Laws that will affect the proposed policy changes.



Changes: Proposed policy amendments
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Anticipated outcomes aligned with Objectives
• Sets clear expectations upfront to discourage complaints driven by neighbourhood disputes or personal 

conflicts.

• Relaxes the strict nuisance definition to make substantiating complaints less difficult while maintaining 
fairness and consistency.

• Reduces the burden on all parties: Streamlines procedures and minimises Officer’s administrative tasks, and 
eliminates the need for 14-day diaries, easing the complainant’s workload.

• Accelerates investigations, enabling officers to determine more quickly if a nuisance exists and act promptly 
in genuine cases - reducing policy timeframes from 100 days to 30 days for resolution. 

• Reduces stakeholder frustration and complaints by improving understanding of the process, addressing 
perceptions of inaction, and minimising delays.
– Reduces escalation of customer complaints (to Councillors and Senior Management) by improving 

transparency, responsiveness, and the perceived fairness of outcomes.

Looking forward: The future introduction of audio monitoring technology would complement the proposed 
policy changes and provide objective, time-stamped evidence, strengthening the reliability of investigations and 
supporting more defensible enforcement decisions.
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