
 
 
  
FACTUAL CORRECTIONS IN RED. 
Thank you for contacting us regarding your concern about 
JoJo.  Unfortunately, a great deal of misinformation has 
been disseminated that has caused alarm to many well-
meaning people.  We hope the information provided below 
provides clarification regarding this case. Correction of 
misinformation is made below in red. 

 History of Attacks 

JoJo was found to meet the definition of “vicious dog” as set 
forth in Los Angeles County Code due to two recent attacks 
on children.  JoJo was found to be vicious during an 
administrative hearing, held by the COLA Department of 
Animal Control, during which hearsay evidence was used 
against JoJo and JoJo’s family’s evidence of provocation 
was not considered, nor was an expert evaluation that JoJo 
was not vicious taken seriously. The hearing officer 
summarily dismissed the expert stating “anybody can make 
up a card and say they’re a behavioral specialist.” In fact, 
this expert trained under Cesar Millan for six years and is a 
graduate of Animal Behavior College in Northridge, CA and 
a certified trainer.  He moved into the Desert Sands Mobile 
Home Park in October 2012.  In the first incident in March of 
this year (2013), JoJo escaped from his property and 
attacked a six year old boy riding his scooter.  The boy 
suffered bites to his hip, thigh, and buttocks.  The child 
suffered minor injuries that did not require sutures, surgery 
or a hospital stay.  The second attack, which happened in 
May, resulted in severe injury to an eight year old boy.  In 
this attack, JoJo attacked and bit the boy in the hand.  The 
wounds were so severe that it removed part of his hand and 



nearly severed part of the child’s finger.  The child was 
hospitalized for six days while he underwent two surgeries, 
including skin grafts to repair his wounds. 

 Administrative Hearing 

An administrative hearing was held to determine whether 
JoJo would be declared “vicious” pursuant to County 
Code.  The hearing officer heard testimony from JoJo’s 
owners, accepted various documents provided by them, and 
heard testimony from the second child’s mother and 
sister.  The hearing officer was an employee of the 
Department of Animal Control and considered hearsay 
information from the County and applied different evidentiary 
standards to the County and to the owners.  The owners 
were not given the opportunity to cross-examine any of 
those testifying against them, nor did the bite victims 
themselves testify in person.  The hearing officer considered 
all information presented.  During the hearing, the owners 
asked that JoJo be sent to a local rescue 
organization.  During the hearing, the Department  advised 
that this organization had been suspended from adoption 
privileges and was not eligible to receive the dog.  This was 
an erroneous assumption made by the hearing officer.  The 
organization is not located within Los Angeles County, and it 
was wrongfully suspended in March 2012.  After LA County 
verified the facts, the organizations suspension was 
lifted.  During the hearing, one of JoJo’s owners stated 
several times that she did not want JoJo back.  This 
statement was made in an attempt to preserve the life of 
JoJo. The owner selflessly wanted to ensure JoJo’s safety 
and would rather JoJo be taken by a sanctuary than 
killed.  Another owner signed an owner relinquishment form 
to surrender JoJo to the Department after the hearing.  Since 
there was not a suitable rescue group identified to take JoJo, 



and since the owners did not want JoJo back, the hearing 
officer ordered that JoJo be destroyed.  It is untrue that JoJo 
was ordered destroyed because his owners did not want him 
back.  JoJo’s owners were not permitted to own JoJo – in 
fact, they are prohibited by the County from owning any dog 
for three years as a result of the administrative hearing.  

Allegations of Provocation 

There has been no evidence that JoJo was provoked at the 
time of the injury.  Although some people have claimed that 
children had teased JoJo in the days or weeks prior to the 
attacks, the Code is clear that the provocation must have 
occurred at the time of the injury.  “No dog may be declared 
potentially dangerous or vicious if any injury or damage is 
sustained by a person who, at the time the injury or damage 
was sustained . . . was teasing, tormenting, abusing, or 
assaulting the dog . . .” (Los Angeles County Code 
§10.37.170).  No evidence of this was presented to the 
administrative hearing officer or to the superior court 
judge.  The children had tormented JoJo for months prior to 
the incidents.  The provocation included throwing cement 
and rocks at the dog and luring the dog past its Electronic 
Fence system so his shock collar would deliver a shock to 
him, and then laughing at the dog.  During the superior court 
proceedings, more than five declarations were presented 
stating that witnesses saw the children teasing and 
tormenting the dog for months prior to the incidents.  None of 
the County’s evidence contradicts this.  Not once does the 
County provide evidence that the dog was not provoked. 
Under Los Angeles County Code Section 10.37.020, a dog 
may only be determined vicious if it “when unprovoked, bites 
a person.”  Here, JoJo was provoked. 

  



Offer for Permanent Sanctuary 

After the administrative hearing, the Department was 
approached by Santa Paula Animal Rescue Center 
(S.P.A.R.C.) with an offer to rehabilitate and rehome 
JoJo.  The Department was unwilling to allow JoJo to be 
rehomed since he poses a significant threat to public safety, 
but was willing to allow JoJo to be placed in a permanent 
sanctuary situation where he would receive care for 
life.  S.P.A.R.C. refused to agree to keep JoJo in permanent 
sanctuary, so the Department declined their 
offer.  S.P.A.R.C. then filed a Petition for Writ of Mandamus, 
seeking a review of the administrative hearing, a temporary 
restraining order (TRO), a motion for preliminary injunction, 
and a permanent injunction.  The judge issued a TRO on 
August 14, 2013, and asked the parties to brief the issues 
further.  When the motion for preliminary injunction was 
heard by the court on September 5, 2013, the petitioner 
presented five more offers for rehabilitation and rehoming 
JoJo.  No offer of permanent sanctuary, as initially requested 
by the Department, was made. The County did not ever 
state that it would release JoJo to an organization offering 
permanent sanctuary.  In fact, on August 9, 2013, Counsel 
for JoJo’s family wrote to Patricia Learned of the Department 
of Animal Care and Control stating “I have a qualified 501c3 
who wants to take JoJo. Can he be released and what would 
the conditions be?”  Ms. Learned responded in an email 
stating “No, I’m sorry. JoJo was ordered to be destroyed by 
a hearing officer. The only way we will not follow through 
with that order is if someone seeks judicial review and a 
judge makes a different decision.”  The clear response from 
animal control necessitated the need to file an administrative 
writ of mandamus in the LA Superior court.  In addition, 
when asked if the County would agree not to euthanize JoJo 
pending the determination of the Superior Court, the 



County would not agree to keep JoJo alive, resulting in 
counsel for JoJo to file an emergency request with the 
Superior Court to keep JoJo alive. 

Earlier this week, the County received an offer from Best 
Friends Animal Society of permanent sanctuary for JoJo to 
the Department.  We were very pleased to receive this offer, 
as this is what we had asked for from the very beginning and 
prior to the filing of any legal pleadings.  Again, please see 
above.  Ms. Learned clearly stated in email that the only way 
JoJo would not be destroyed would be through judicial 
review. The only mention of permanent sanctuary was made 
on August 12, 2013,  by Ms. Learned. She inquired via email 
“Would they consider only providing this dog sanctuary, and 
agreeing to never adopting him out?”  Counsel responded to 
Ms. Learned, stating “Just spoke to Jean Marie.  She said " 
yes if  after training he is a danger, he will placed in an 
appropriate sanctuary or PTS.”  At no point did the County 
state that JoJo would definitely be allowed to go to a 
permanent sanctuary.  In fact, the statements from the 
County that it was seeking to euthanize JoJo unless judicial 
review was sought suggested otherwise. The Department is 
currently reviewing the offer and related issues with 
counsel.  Any agreement regarding the transfer of JoJo 
would be contingent upon approval by County officials as 
well by the court.   

  
 Adoption of Vicious Dogs 

Although the Department is an animal adoption agency, it is 
also responsible for protecting public safety.  Vicious dogs 
are not considered adoptable under state law.  California 
Food and Agricultural Code 17005 states, “Adoptable 
animals include only those animals that . . . have manifested 



no sign of a behavioral or temperamental defect that could 
pose a health or safety risk . . .”  In order to grant the 
preliminary injunction, the Court must have determined that 
the Petitioners had a high likelihood of prevailing in future 
proceedings.  The court could not find that in this case.  In 
fact, the court was very clear that this was a particularly 
vicious attack and therefore denied the petitioner’s request 
for preliminary injunction and dissolved the temporary 
restraining order.  The Judge relied in part, on hearsay 
evidence presented during the administrative hearing to 
make his ruling.  JoJo’s family filed an emergency writ with 
the appellate court requesting that the temporary restraining 
order remain in force.  The appellate court granted the stay 
and the temporary restraining order prohibiting the 
euthanization of JoJo remains in place.  More than 90% of 
writs are denied by the appellate court, this was not. 

 In the past, the Department has sent vicious dogs to live in 
permanent sanctuary (including to Best Friends) because we 
could not legally nor ethically place them for adoption to the 
general public.  We are always happy to have an opportunity 
to find life-saving alternatives for such dogs, which is why we 
first requested that S.P.A.R.C. provide permanent sanctuary 
for JoJo.  Unfortunately, this request was denied and the 
petitioner chose to bring this case to court, resulting in a lot 
of unnecessary expense and delay in resolving this 
matter. Again, please see above.  Ms. Learned clearly stated 
in email that theonly way JoJo would not be destroyed would 
be through judicial review which necessitated the court 
case.  The attorneys for JoJo have been working on this 
case pro bono and raising funds for costs through 
donations.  JoJo’s family has also held car washes to raise 
money to pay for the costs.  At any point before and during 
the proceedings, the department of animal care and control 
had the full power to release JoJo, but chose not to.  The 



suit was only brought at their request that judicial review be 
sought in order for JoJo to be released. 

Next Steps 

The Department is currently reviewing the offer and related 
issues with its counsel.  Any agreement regarding the 
transfer of JoJo would be contingent upon approval by 
County officials as well by the court.  This will likely take a 
few weeks.  In the meantime, JoJo is safe and in protective 
custody.  JoJo’s family and all other parties involved believe 
that it would satisfy all of the County’s concerns for public 
safety if JoJo is moved to Best Friends’ sanctuary in 
Utah.  JoJo’s family was not permitted to see him today and 
were erroneously told by the animal control officer at the 
shelter that the Judge had ordered it. Hopefully, this matter 
will result in JoJo’s transfer to the facilities of Best Friends 
rather than him being destroyed.  It is up to Animal Control to 
decide how it wants to proceed. 

 Thank you again for your interest in JoJo’s case.  We hope 
the information provided above gives greater clarity to the 
circumstances around this case. 

	  


