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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 grant the Bosiljkics’ appeal.

Background 
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2. On June 7, 2025, Animal Services issued violation notice V25-017186 to Toni Bosiljkic 
for their dog, Tino, qualifying as dangerous. Exs. D4, D5. Toni and Dario Bosiljkic 
appealed. Ex. D6. We held a hearing on September 12, 2025.  

Legal Standards 

3. Does Tino meet the definition of “dangerous animal”? KCC 11.04.230.F. Per KCC 
11.01.120: 

A. “Dangerous animal” means any animal that: 

1. Inflicts severe injury on or causes the death of a human being without 
provocation; 

2. Inflicts severe injury on or causes the death of a domesticated animal 
without provocation;  

3. Has been previously found to be potentially dangerous or vicious 
because of injury inflicted on a human, the owner having received notice 
of such, and the animal again bites, attacks, or endangers the safety of 
humans; 

4. Enters onto private property without the consent of the owner or 
occupant and, regardless of provocation, engages in conduct meeting 
subsection A.1., A.2., or A.3. of this section; or 

5. Jointly engages, with one or more animals, in conduct meeting A.1., 
A.2., A.3., or A.4. of this section, in which case all animals may be deemed 
dangerous, absent an affirmative demonstration that a specific animal was 
not responsible for a qualifying act. 

B. An animal shall not be declared a “dangerous animal” if: 

1. The threat, injury, or bite alleged to have been committed by the animal 
was sustained by a person who was at the time committing a willful 
trespass upon the premises occupied by the owner of the animal, or who 
was abusing or assaulting the animal, or who was committing or 
attempting to commit a crime. This exclusion does not apply to actions 
taken in defense of oneself, other humans, animals, or property; or  

2. The animal has not been previously found to be potentially dangerous, 
vicious, or dangerous, and the severe injury or death is to a domesticated 
animal other than pets or large livestock. 

4. 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 
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both the violation and the appropriateness of the remedy it has imposed. KCC 
20.22.080.G; .210.B. 

Analysis 

5. The Bosiljkics agreed that Tino bit their mother, Jasenka Bosiljkic, but asserted that there 
has been a history of provocation which has included Ms. Bosiljkic hitting and kicking 
Tino which they believe occurred on May 18 and caused Tino to bite Ms. Bosiljkic. 
Animal Services alerted us at our hearing that Mr. and Ms. Bosiljkic had initially agreed to 
comply with an investigation; however, has since refused to cooperate. The parties 
testified as follows.  

6. Sgt. Chelsea Eykel, representing Animal Services testified that the family contacted 
Regional Animal Services of King County Animal Shelter requesting that Tino be picked 
up and euthanized. Officer Carlson proceeded to the residence to pick up Tino. While he 
was at the Bosiljkic residence, he discovered that the true owner of Tino was Ms. 
Bosiljkic’s adult son, Toni, who lived in the home. Toni was not willing to surrender 
Tino. Ms. Bosiljkic was then willing to cooperate with a bite investigation.  

Animal Services’ position is that by that point, Tino met the criteria for a dangerous 
animal. Animal Services is agreeable to allowing Tino to remain in our jurisdiction; 
however, requests that Tino be designated as “dangerous”. 

The family refused to cooperate after initially providing photos of injuries and scarring. 
Ex. D3-001-003. Animal Services received a statement from the Bosiljkics that they 
wanted to handle the situation internally. Ex. D6-001. There was no bite victim present 
at our hearing to testify.  

7. Cpl. Michael Carlson testified that he had a call dispatched to him from the shelter 
supervisor who had received a call from the mother of the household. She reported a 
severe bite injury from a dog in the home and wanted the dog picked up for euthanasia. 
When he arrived at the house, he met with the mother (Jasenka), in the home and 
outside the garage. She informed him that she was cleaning and Tino attacked her when 
she knelt down to clean under a table. Tino did not let up until her husband came and 
forcefully removed him. Mr. Bosiljkic advised Cpl. Carlson that he did not see the bite 
occur, came in after the fact, and does not know whether the bite was provoked or not. 
Cpl. Carlson asked to see the bite injuries which she readily showed him. Ex. D3-001-
003.  

Initially, Cpl. Carlson was led to believe that Ms. Bosiljkic was the owner of Tino. The 
conversation became uncomfortable when Ms. Bosiljkic asked if Cpl. Carlson would use 
a gun in the house and if he could use the gun quietly. Cpl. Carlson asked why the need 
for secrecy and Ms. Bosiljkic said that she did not want her son to know what was 
happening. Cpl. Carlson inquired why that was important and Ms. Bosiljkic replied that 
her adult son was the owner of the dog. 

Cpl. Carlson then spoke to Ms. Bosiljkic’s son, Toni, who confirmed that he is the owner 
of Tino and not willing to surrender him. Cpl. Carlson asked Ms. Bosiljkic if she and her 
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husband would participate in a bite investigation and they emotionally agreed. Toni was 
also visibly upset.  

Cpl. Carlson conducted a follow-up investigation which took place over several days. 
Over the next couple of days, he attempted contact with Ms. Bosiljkic but she did not 
answer. He returned to the home several days later and had an interaction with the 
family. He was getting mixed results with communication from the family which was 
unreliable.  

Cpl. Carlson still went forward with deeming Tino “dangerous” because he saw that 
Tino had inflicted severe injury. He is concerned for public safety because there are 
several schools and an active construction site near the home. Ex. D7-001. He is 
concerned that Tino has lived in the family for some time, is an older dog, and attacked a 
family member.  

8. Dario Bosiljkic testified that he was not there when the altercation took place. He and 
his brother, Toni, are co-owners of Tino. When the incident occurred, Toni was 
downstairs, and his father was in the kitchen. Dario’s father heard a commotion and 
went over to help Ms. Bosiljkic.  

There is a history of provocation by Ms. Bosiljkic towards Tino which include Ms. 
Bosiljkic kicking Tino and things of that nature. He has told his mother that it is not 
appropriate for her to shove and kick Tino. Tino does not jump fences nor does he do 
anything to harm anyone. Tino does not leave the house or property. The May 18 
incident happened in the home. Ms. Bosiljkic was the only one there to witness what 
occurred and in her emotional state, he is unsure whether she left anything out. Animal 
Services is basing its case on what Ms. Bosiljkic told the responding officer.  

Dario does not have the ability to pay for licenses and insurances. He is requesting that 
the case be dismissed.  

9. Toni Bosiljkic testified that he is the co-owner of Tino along with his brother, Dario. 
He was home at the time of the incident but was downstairs sleeping. He heard a growl 
and a bark which prompted him to run upstairs. When he got upstairs, his mother 
informed him that she had been bitten by Tino while cleaning. 

Mr. Bosiljkic does not want to bash his mother but he has witnessed her provoking Tino 
more than several times over the years, which included Ms. Bosiljkic kicking and shoving 
Tino either off the couch or staircase.   

On May 18, Ms. Bosiljkic was bitten by Tino and she said it was out of nowhere when 
she was cleaning. She was taunting, shoving, and hitting Tino prior to the injury. Mr. 
Bosiljkic mentioned the breed of Tino during his testimony and stated that Tino’s breed 
gets a “bad rap.”1 

 
1 Pursuant to RCW 16.08.110(2), we do not make determinations on whether to uphold a violation based on a dog’s 
breed. 
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Tino is the protector of the family and has been trained since he was a puppy. Since the 
incident, they have made changes to the household due to Ms. Bosiljkic being scared of 
Tino. They have purchased a metal cage, a muzzle for Tino to use on outdoor walks, and 
a shock collar. They have also installed additional metal fencing. Toni is requesting that 
the dangerous animal designation be reversed 

10. Preponderance of the Evidence Standard: 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. Animal Services must prove that what 
it asserts more-likely-than-not occurred.  

11. The overarching issue we encounter here, is that the majority of Animal Services’ case is 
based on hearsay.2 Likewise, the Bosiljkics’ testimony is also based on hearsay. In 
general, the Hearing Examiner’s Office does not determine case outcomes based 
predominately on hearsay; however, in our case, we must determine which hearsay 
statements are more-likely-than-not, correct.  

12. We typically allow in hearsay statements pursuant to 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. Here, although Toni and Dario 
did not witness the altercation between Ms. Bosiljkic and Tino; they did provide a 
reasonable and plausible counter narrative and argument for us to consider. There are 
several things we consider in making our findings.  

A. First, both Toni and Dario testified that Ms. Bosiljkic has a history of kicking and 
shoving Tino which they have witnessed “more than several times over the years” 
and have even told her that her behavior towards the dog was not appropriate. 
They both believe that Ms. Bosiljkic may have provoked Tino on May 18 which 
lead to the bite.  

B. Second, it is curious and questionable for a family dog who has lived in the home 
for years to suddenly bite a known family member out of the blue. Certainly, it is 
possible but not probable.  

C. Third, it is suspicious that Ms. Bosiljkic initially contacted Animal Services to 
come to the home and euthanize the dog but did not want Toni and Dario, 
Tino’s true owners, to know. Cpl. Carlson’s testimony regarding her behavior 
when he arrived further adds to the suspicion. The fact that Ms. Bosiljkic was 
initially willing to comply with an investigation, then became unwilling to 
cooperate or even speak to Cpl. Carlson, and refused to appear at our hearing 
further adds to the questionable circumstances of what really occurred that day.  

 
2 Under Evidence Rule 801(c), Hearsay is defined as a statement, other than one made by the declarant while testifying at 
the trial or hearing, offered, offered in evidence to prove the truth of the matter asserted.  
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D. While we do find all testifying parties credible, there are missing pieces that could 
have been cleared up had Ms. Bosiljkic appeared and testified truthfully. We 
understand both parties’ positions. On one hand, Animal Services is rightfully 
concerned about public safety given that Tino is in our community with, at least 
some capability, of seriously injuring someone. On the other hand, the Bosiljkics 
raise a valid point, that Ms. Bosilkjic has a history of kicking and shoving Tino. 
Given the odd circumstances of Ms. Bosilkjic’s call, her wanting to clandestinely 
have the dog removed and euthanized with her sons being none-the-wiser, her 
refusal to cooperate with an investigation, and her failure to appear at our 
hearing, we find that Ms. Bosiljkic more likely than not did shove or kick Tino 
immediately before he attacked her.  

13. Dangerous animal means any animal that: [i]nflicts severe injury on…a human being 
without provocation under KCC 11.01.020(A)(1). Severe injury is defined as “…any 
physical injury that results in one or more disfiguring lacerations, avulsions, cuts, or 
puncture wounds requiring medical attention, including, but not limited to one mor more 
suture, steri strips, or staples…”  

14. In our case, Tino bit Ms. Bosiljkic causing multiple disfiguring lacerations, cuts, and 
puncture wounds. Ex. D3-001-003. There was no evidence or testimony presented that 
indicated that Ms. Bosiljkic sought medical care; however, we find it reasonable given the 
injuries in the submitted photographs, that one with such injuries could have required at 
least steri-strips to close the wounds. After examining the photographs submitted in Ex. 
D3, the bites were severe enough to cause multiple puncture wounds and yellowing 
bruises as the injury healed. This was not just a warning nip but a sustained attack. We 
find that Tino’s behavior on May 18 qualifies him as dangerous under our code.  

15. Provocation: KCC 11.01.120(B)(1) provides that “[a]n animal shall not be declared a 
“dangerous animal” if …the bite alleged to have been committed by the animal was 
sustained by a person who was abusing or assaulting the animal.” Here, we find that, for 
the reasons stated above, Ms. Bosilkjic more-likely-than-not did abuse or assault Tino by 
either shoving or kicking Tino immediately before he attacked her. While we do not 
condone a dog attacking a family member that resides in the same home, the 
circumstances are peculiar. 

16. Through no fault of its own, we do not find that Animal Services met its burden by a 
preponderance of the evidence and we grant the appellants’ request. We want to make it 
clear that had Ms. Bosiljkic appeared and testified to a plausible version of events which 
we found credible, our decision could have been extremely different. It is important that 
the Bosiljkics correct the issue in the home so that they do not find themselves and Tino 
in an unfortunate situation in the future.  

 
DECISION: 
 
We GRANT  Toni and Dario Bosiljkic’s appeal and reverse Tino’s dangerous animal 
designation.  
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ORDERED September 26, 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 27, 2025. Either party may appeal this decision by applying for a writ of review in 
superior court in accordance with chapter 7.16 RCW. 
 
MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 12, 2025, HEARING IN THE APPEAL OF TONI 

AND DARIO BOSILJKIC, REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES OF KING COUNTY 
FILE NO. V25017186-A25002337 

 
Leila Arefi was the Hearing Examiner in this matter. Participating in the hearing were Chelsea 
Eykel, Michael Carlson, and Toni and Dario Boslijkic. 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. A25002337 
Exhibit no. D3 Photographs of Jasenka’s wounds 
Exhibit no. D4 Notice of violation no. V25017186-A25002337, issued June 7, 2025 
Exhibit no. D5 Potentially Dangerous Designation 
Exhibit no. D6 Appeal, received June 25, 2025 
Exhibit no. D7 Map of subject area 



 September 26, 2025 
 
 
 

OFFICE OF THE HEARING EXAMINER 
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

Telephone (206) 477-0860 
hearingexaminer@kingcounty.gov 

www.kingcounty.gov/independent/hearing-examiner 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
SUBJECT: Regional Animal Services of King County file no. V25017186-A25002337 
 

TONI AND DARIO BOSILJKIC 
Animal Services Enforcement Appeal 

 
I, Jessica Oscoy, certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that 
I transmitted the REPORT AND DECISION to those listed on the attached page as follows: 
 

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

 
 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 September 26, 2025. 
 
 

 
 Jessica Oscoy 
 Administrator 
 
 



Bosiljkic, Jasenka

Hardcopy

Bosiljkic, Toni & Dario

Hardcopy

Carlson, Michael

Regional Animal Services of King County

Eykel, Chelsea

Regional Animal Services of King County

Hansford, Chloe

Regional Animal Services of King County




