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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS: 
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 deny Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu’s appeal but reduce the otherwise applicable monetary
penalties.
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Background 

2. On June 27, 2025, Casey Goddard filed an online complaint with Regional Animal 
Services of King County (Animal Services) for an incident that day. Ex. D3. Animal 
Services issued a violation notice to Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu for his dog, Lupa, qualifying as 
potentially dangerous. Exs. D6, D7. Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu appealed. Ex. D8. We went to 
hearing on September 10.  

Legal Standards 

3. Animal Services asserts that on June 27, Lupa performed an act which qualifies her as 
“potentially dangerous” per KCC 11.01.320(A)(1). 

4. Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu asserts, in his appeal statement, that Lupa was provoked. 
“Provocation” means “to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately before the 
attack, chase or menacing behavior; it does not include actions taken to defend oneself, 
other humans, animals or property.” KCC 11.01.350. Further, in animal jurisprudence, 
reviewing courts focus on how an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor 
unusually docile, would react to an inciting act.1 And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses 
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.2  

5. Lastly, it should be noted that Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu referred to the breed of Lupa 
multiple times in his appeal statement. Pursuant to RCW 16.08.110(2), we do not make 
determinations on whether to uphold a violation based on a dog’s breed. 

6. We do not grant substantial weight or otherwise accord deference to agency 
determinations. Exam. R. XV.F.3. For those matters or issues raised in an appeal 
statement, the agency bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence 
both the violation and the appropriateness of the remedy it has imposed. KCC 
20.22.080.G; .210.B. 

Analysis 

7. Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu was not present for the June 27 incident but provided testimony 
based on what his father witnessed. His father could not be present at our hearing 
because he was traveling and will not return until October. Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu 
expressed that, after reviewing the laws, he felt that the incident was a result of 
longstanding provocation. Further, he expressed concern that Ms. Goddard’s dog, rather 
than Lupa, could have been the one who inflicted the bite on her since she placed her 
hand between the fighting dogs. The parties testified as follows.  

 
1 Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkham v. Will, 311 Ill. App. 3d 787, 
792, 724 N.E.2d 1062 (2000)). 
2 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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8. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services, began her testimony by objecting to 
Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu’s exhibit labeled Ex. A1-004 which is an affidavit from a neighbor 
which was submitted confidential at the witness’s request.3 

Animal Services is concerned about public safety. Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu and his family 
had a lot going on at the time (expecting a baby and a major landscaping project). The 
first incident was six weeks prior to the June 27 incident when a gate was left open. Ms. 
Goddard alerted the Puia-Dumitrescu family and requested that the yard be secured 
following the first incident.  

On June 27, the incident was much more serious than the first. Ms. Goddard was 
knocked to the ground which resulted in a small injury. Ms. Goddard’s dog was injured 
and required veterinary care. Prior to the incident, Ms. Goddard was giving more space 
to the Puia-Dumitrescu property (due to the first incident occurring six weeks prior) and 
was walking across the street. The incident occurred when she was almost past Dr. Puia-
Dumitrescu’s property.  

Both Ms. Goddard and Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu admit there is a history of barking between 
the dogs, but Animal Services opines that the history of barking is not provocation for 
Lupa to come out and attack Bailey.  

Ms. Goddard was honest and said that she did not think that Lupa was trying to bite her 
but rather trying to bite Bailey. It makes sense that she would walk further away from the 
Puia-Dumitrescu house than before. Animal Services believes that more-likely-than-not 
Ms. Goddard’s story is more accurate. There was testimony that the gate was left open 
again after the June 27 incident. The Puia-Dumitrescus need to make sure they are not 
relying on hired help to attend to Lupa. Animal Services requests that the potentially 
dangerous animal designation and associated requirements for Lupa be upheld. 

9. Casey Goddard testified that approximately four years ago, several people in the 
neighborhood would walk with their dogs off-leash. She tried to train her dog to walk 
off-leash but as people moved out and others moved in, everyone began keeping their 
dogs on-leash so she did as well. It has been about four years since she last walked her 
dog, Bailey, off-leash. 

About six weeks before June 27, sometime in May, there was a minor incident where 
Lupa got out of the fence.  

On June 27, Ms. Goddard and Bailey were walking past the Puia-Dumitrescu home in 
the middle of the street. When they were just past the home, Lupa got out of the gate 
and ran directly for Bailey. Lupa attacked Bailey and bit Ms. Goddard on the hand as she 
was wrestling with Lupa and trying to push her away. Ex. D10-002.  Lupa eventually ran 
back to the house. No one was around to witness what occurred with Lupa. From the 
attack, Bailey had a small gash which required sedation, aid, medication, antibiotics, and a 

 
3 At our hearing, we allowed in testimony from the appellant about the affidavit but advised the parties that not much 
weight would be given to the submission because Animal Services and its witness, Ms. Goddard, did not have the 
opportunity to cross-examine the author of the affidavit regarding its contents.  
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stitch. Ex. D10-001, D5-001-010. At no point in her walk did Ms. Goddard approach the 
Puia-Dumitrescu property or step onto the property. She does not think that Lupa was 
trying to bite her but rather trying to bite Bailey. A worker at the Puia-Dumitrescu home 
and Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu’s father came out but Lupa ran away before they could get her. 
They both stood there in shock as the attack was taking place 

Later that day, Ms. Puia-Dumitrescu (Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu’s wife) emailed Ms. Goddard 
and apologized for the incident and indicated that their fencing was temporarily down 
and the workers knew that Lupa should have been tied up in the back. Ex. D4-002. 

On June 28, Ms. Goddard responded to Ms. Puia-Dumitrescu requesting assistance with 
the veterinary bills that she incurred for Bailey’s care, that they secure their fence, and 
restrain Lupa at all times. Ex. D4-001. Bailey recovered from her injuries approximately 
six weeks later.  

10. Dr. Mihai Puia-Dumitrescu testified that he moved into the neighborhood in 2018. At 
the time of the incident, he was at the hospital where he is employed as a doctor. They 
have cameras at their home but do not pay for continuous recording. The cameras begin 
recording when there is movement. He checked his cameras when he heard about the 
June 27 incident. He has since enrolled in continuous recording.  

The witness statements he gathered prior to our hearing do not match what was testified 
to at our hearing. His testimony is based on what his father told him and what other 
witnesses told him.4 His father was sitting on the porch at the time the incident occurred 
with Ms. Goddard and Bailey. 

There are seven houses on their street. Their property is already fully fenced in. They 
have had Lupa since 2017. She was brought over from Europe and received training 
prior to coming to Seattle which included smell and leash training.  

When their third baby was born in June, everyone was under stress including Lupa. They 
were also undergoing significant landscaping work which was being done by a 
landscaping company. Initially, there was not a plan to replace the fence but eventually 
did so because there was some work done to a retaining wall which caused a need for 
complete fencing.  

Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu was told that Lupa and Bailey were barking and biting at each other 
before the fight began. He agrees that both dogs were in an altercation. Following the 
fight, a worker at his home took Lupa off and Ms. Goddard took Bailey off.  

Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu appealed because the witnesses told him that this was a provoked 
attack. Three workers and his father witnessed the altercation. The worker who separated 

 
4 An out-of-court statement, offered for the truth of what it asserts, typically qualifies as “hearsay.” We typically allow in 
these statements. Exam. R. XII.B.1. However, admissibility is not the same thing as weight, and where a live witness 
contests a hearsay statement with an at least plausible counter narrative or argument, we often accept that live testimony 
over the out-of-court hearsay statement. If such statements are important, Appellant should produce the witness, lest we 
discount some or all of the hearsay statement. 
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the dogs and was the closest to the incident provided a witness statement. Ex. A1-005. 
He said that Lupa was in the back yard prior to the altercation and only started running 
towards Bailey when Bailey barked first. Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu’s father also provided a 
witness statement. Ex. A1-006. 

There is a long-standing history of barking at the fence between Lupa and Bailey whether 
the dogs are on or off-leash. Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu opined that the prior long-standing 
barking between the dogs and Bailey barking first on June 27, constitutes provocation. 
He profoundly regrets that he did not contact Animal Services about Bailey before the 
incidents.  

The fencing was down on June 27 and by the time Animal Services’ officer came out to 
investigate the next morning, the fencing had been repaired and secured. Dr. Puia-
Dumitrescu has already purchased signs that state “Beware of the Dog” and is taking 
measures to ensure that nothing like this happens again. He wants everyone to be safe.  

Lupa is well behaved, and they have not experienced any other incidents with other 
humans or animals. This is a case of long-standing provocation between Lupa and Bailey. 
He hears the Goddard’s trying to train Bailey when they are walking. If two dogs are in 
an altercation, he does not understand why a person would put their hand between the 
dogs. He is concerned that the bite Ms. Goddard sustained was from Bailey rather than 
Lupa. He appealed because after researching the laws, he feels that the June 27 incident 
was a result of provocation.  

11. Credibility and Standard of Review: Before we get to the merits of our case, it is 
important to address credibility and the standard of review that we are bound by since 
there was a difference in Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu’s rendition of events and Ms. Goddard’s 
account. 

A. Standard of Proof: We base our decisions on a preponderance of the evidence 
standard. This means what more-likely-than-not occurred based on the evidence 
and testimony presented at our hearing.  

B. Credibility: We carefully scrutinize a complainant’s testimony for embellishment, 
either purposefully or simply that, in the heat of an altercation and with 
adrenaline flowing, witness accuracy drops significantly after a threat appears and 
the recipients focus dramatically narrows. Ms. Goddard did not overplay anything 
about how the altercation occurred.  We agree that she was honest in testifying 
that she did not think that Lupa was trying to bite her but rather trying to bite 
Bailey. We found her credible and her testimony likely accurate.  

Similarly, we also find Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu to be credible and that his testimony 
is likely accurate based on what he heard and gathered from the witnesses who 
were present that day. The issue we find with his testimony is not attributed to 
anything that he said or did at our hearing but rather that his testimony is based 
on hearsay since he did not witness the altercation himself. While we do accept 
Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu’s testimony and find him credible, we generally assign less 
weight to hearsay testimony when there is a credible eyewitness who testifies as 
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we have here. Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu should be advised that even if we accepted 
his rendition of events over Ms. Goddard’s testimony, our decision would have 
been the same which we outline below.  

12. Potentially Dangerous: An animal that “[b]ites or inflicts injury on a human or 
domesticated animal…” qualifies as “potentially dangerous” under KCC 11.01.320(A)(1). 
Here, Lupa ran from her yard and up to Ms. Goddard and Bailey who were walking past 
the home. Lupa attacked Bailey causing a small gash which required veterinary care.  Ex. 
D10-001, D5-003, D5-001-010. Ms. Goddard had to “wrestle” with Lupa in an effort to 
push her away which resulted in a minor bite to her hand inflicted by Lupa. Ex. D10-002 
Lupa bit and inflicted injury on Bailey and Ms. Goddard which qualifies her as potentially 
dangerous, absent some act of provocation. 

13. “Provocation” means “to torment, agitate, or harass an animal immediately before the 
attack, chase or menacing behavior; it does not include actions taken to defend oneself, 
other humans, animals or property.” KCC 11.01.350. Further, in animal jurisprudence, 
reviewing courts focus on how an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor 
unusually docile, would react to an inciting act.5 And a key touchstone of courts’ analyses 
is that “provocation” requires the dog’s reaction to be roughly proportional to the 
victim’s act.6 In our case, Ms. Goddard and a leashed Bailey were simply walking in the 
street in front of the Puia-Dumitrescu home. Merely walking does not constitute 
tormenting, agitating, or harassing of Lupa.  

14. Further, we do not find that an average dog, neither unusually aggressive nor unusually 
docile, would react to a passerby and their dog by leaving their owners property, going 
into the street, and attacking the passer and their dog. We could find that an average dog, 
who found themselves with an avenue of escape from their yard, may bark or run to 
greet a passer and another dog but not engage in a fight that caused the victim-dog to 
need veterinary care and a staple to close the gash inflicted. Lupa’s actions went too far 
that day.  

15. Even if we accepted Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu’s version of events as more credible than Ms. 
Goddard’s, our decision would have been the same. In Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu’s version of 
events, he testified that Lupa and Bailey were both barking at each other on June 27 and 
that the dogs have a longstanding history of barking at each other which he believes to 
be provocation. Even if we found that the mutual barking between the dogs (that day) 
was provocation, which we DO NOT, our decision would still stand because Lupa’s 
attack on Bailey was not proportional to any stimulus that a barking Bailey might have 
caused. 

16. Regarding Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu’s contention that the dog’s longstanding history of 
barking at each other was provocation for the June 27 altercation, we turn to our courts 
for guidance. In Stroop v. Day, the court did not dispute the owner’s “claim that a dog is 
capable of remembering specific instances from the past,” and it accepted that the bite 

 
5 Bradacs v. Jiacobone, 244 Mich. App. 263, 273, 625 N.W.2d 108, 113 (2001) (citing Kirkham v. Will, 311 Ill. App. 3d 787, 
792, 724 N.E.2d 1062 (2000)). 
6 Stroop v. Day, 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995); Bradacs at 273–75; Kirkham at 792. 
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victim had chased the dog with a fence post four to six weeks prior to the incident in 
question.7 Yet the court ruled that that past event could not, as a matter of law, qualify as 
provocation for a bite four to six weeks later.8 It is very likely that Lupa remembers 
previous incidents of barking and contempt with Bailey but as the Stroop Court found, a 
past event cannot qualify as provocation. Our code states that provocation is tormenting, 
agitating or harassing the animal immediately before the attack rather than some memory 
of past annoyances. KCC 11.01.350. Thus, even if Bailey did bark at Lupa that day (or 
any other day), that was not provocation for Lupa to attack Bailey. 

17.  Lupa’s actions were not provoked on June 27, and we uphold her potentially dangerous 
designation.  

18. As to the monetary penalties, we often reduce the otherwise applicable fine where the 
incident happened despite, not because of, the steps the owner was taking at the time of 
the violation and/or the steps the owner takes afterwards to avoid further occurrences. 
Here, the incident occurred due to the fencing being down due to a landscaping project. 
The fence was repaired by the following day. Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu was apologetic for the 
incident. A fee reduction is in order.  

 
DECISION: 
 
1. We DENY Dr. Puia-Dumitrescu’s appeal and uphold the potentially dangerous 

designation for Lupa.   

2. We reduce the monetary penalty from $500 to $300. 

ORDERED September 22, 2025. 
 

 
 Leila Arefi 
 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 
October 22, 2025. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in 
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 

 
7 271 Mont. 314, 319, 896 P.2d 439 (1995). 
8 Id. 
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MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 10, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF 

MIHAI PUIA-DUMITRESCU, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF  
KING COUNTY FILE NO. V25017294-A25002906 

 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Casey Goddard, and Mihai Puia-Dumitrescu. 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. A25002906 
Exhibit no. D3 Online Complaint form of June 27, 2025, incident by Casey Goddard, 

dated June 27, 2025 
Exhibit no. D4 Emails documenting both instances of Lupa attacking Bailey 
Exhibit no. D5 Vet report 
Exhibit no. D6 Notice of violation no. V25017294-A25002906, issued June 28, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D8 Appeal, received July 1, 2025 
Exhibit no. D9 Map of subject area 
Exhibit no. D10 Photographs 
 
The following exhibits were offered by the appellant and entered into the record: 
 
Exhibit no. A1 Letters 
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