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ANIMAL SERVICES ADVISORY COMMISSION
MINUTES OF THE JULY 5, 2016 MEETING

The Animal Services Advisory Commission (ASAC) of the City of Farmington met in a regular session on Tuesday, July
5, 2016, at the Executive Conference Room, 800 Municipal, Farmington, NM. Roll call was taken with attendance as
follows:

Members Present: Summer Jakino-Whistle, ASAC Chair; John Roe; Leslie Jedrey; Karen Bayless; Deborah Cutler
Members Absent: Wendy Rogers; Shiela Noyes, DVM; Andrea Utton

PRCA Staff Present: ~ Cory Styron, PRCA Director; Stacie Voss, FRAS Welfare Director; Dr. Rebecca Raichel, FRAS
Veterinarian; Tasha Soce, PRCA Administrative Aide

CALL TO ORDER / MINUTE APPROVAL
Mrs. Summer Jakino-Whistle called the ASAC meeting to order at 6:04 p.m.
< February 2, 2016 Minutes — Mr. John Roe requested grammatical modifications. With no further discussion, Mrs.
Jakino-Whistle moved to accept the minutes as modified, the minutes were approved unanimously as amended.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS — Action Items

COMMUNITY SERVICE MESSAGE — Mrs. Jakino-Whistle updated the new commission members in regards to the Red
Apple Transit proposing to City Council that a no-cost public service announcement be displayed on their transits. The
Commission would like an opportunity to display animal welfare messages should the proposal be passed by City
Council. Cory Styron stated the proposal has not gone to City Council.

Mrs. Jakino-Whistle stated she passed the billboard information to Betty Berry with the Regional Animal Shelter
Foundation. Ms. Karen Bayless stated the foundation discussed the billboard idea. The board stated it was pricey and
they would rather put the money directly towards Farmington Regional Animal Shelter (FRAS). Mrs. Jakino-Whistle
stated they will wait for the outcome of the Red Apple Transit proposal.

Discussion Items

UPDATE TO THE ANIMAL AGREEMENT WITH SAN JUAN COUNTY, BLOOMIFELD, AND AZTEC — Mr. Cory Styron stated San
Juan County passed an agreement with FRAS for the discounted price of $412K. It is about $62K more than what they
have given in the past couple years. Mr. Styron thanked those who voiced their opinion to the county commissioners that
continuing their contract with FRAS is the better decision. Aztec Animal Shelter stated they will not make another offer
in the future to the county. Mr. Styron stated they will be going through this agreement again next year with the county.

DEPARTMENT BUSINESS

SHELTER REPORT — Ms. Deborah Cutler asked if there is a way to track an animal from Aztec; Ms. Stacie Voss replied
that through Geographic Information System (GIS) analysis they are able to identify where animals are coming from. Ms.
Cutler asked if FRAS is accepting any funding from the Navajo Nation for the animals that are being brought in from the
Navajo Nation; Mr. Styron replied no. There has been conversation with the Navajo Nation and they have replied that
Navajo people pay sales tax in San Juan County and that should be enough. The Navajo Nation has not had a round up in
five years and have stepped up their animal welfare awareness. They have roving mobile sites at least once a month that
provide vaccinations and spay/neuter programs.

Mr. Styron stated that Aztec and Bloomfield residents will no longer be able to take animals to FRAS. Their
residents will need to go to Aztec Animal Shelter. San Juan County is paying for animals being taken in from those other
than any municipal jurisdiction. Ms. Voss stated she will talk with Sergeant Byers in regards to any animal that may be
dropped off at FRAS after hours. The possibility of having an Animal Control Officer (ACO) stationed outside after
hours may be needed. Ms. Voss stated there is a $300 fine for abandonment of an animal.

Ms. Voss stated they took in 654 animals in the month of June. Adoptions continued to have a good outcome
with a total of 228 adoptions. Ms. Voss stated she will do a year-end report and compare it with last year’s. The reports
will be emailed to all the commissioners. She continued to state they had less transfers and less euthanasia’s, the shelter is
moving in the right direction. Ms. Voss cannot stress enough the need for fosters.

The shelter has had a few rough weeks as all their kennels are full. FRAS year to date intake of 7600 animals is
one of the highest number they have had in the last 5 years. Ms. Voss believes this is due to FRAS good reputation. They




have had accepted animals from Newcomb and Blanco. FRAS spay/neuter is 300 more than last year. More people from
the county are using the spay/neuter program at FRAS than Farmington residents. Mr. Roe stated there are several
spay/neuter clinics that are being offered locally and regularly at McGee Park by San Juan Animal League and that local
residents may also participate in those clinics rather than the FRAS spay/neuter program. Mr. Styron stated it would be
interesting to see those numbers versus FRAS spay/neuter program. Mr. Roe stated he could get those numbers.

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR

Mr. Styron stated to the commissioners that at the October meeting is when they typically nominate a Chair and Chair
Pro-Tem. He also stated to the new commission members that their next meeting is in October and meetings are set
quarterly.

Mr. Roe asked Ms. Voss if there was any consensus from moving the ACO’s to the Farmington Police Department (FPD).
He continued to ask if it was a good deal; Ms. Voss replied it has been. Since moving to FPD, they are able to get more
training, education, equipment, and structure. It has allowed FRAS to focus on the animals. Ms. Voss stated they have
quarterly training with the ACO’s. FPD has empowered them by letting them know what they can and cannot do. Before
moving to FPD, the ACO’s had a horrendous paper system and FRAS would not know of their whereabouts or their
safety, now they are able to track ACO’s through FPD’s dispatch. Mr. Styron stated he will request Sergeant Byers
presence for their October meeting.

ADJOURNMENT ;
Ms. Jakino-Whistle motioned to adjourn the meeting at 6:42 p.m; the motion passed unanimously.

Summer Jakino-Whistle, Chair Tasha Soce, PRCA Administrative Aide



?ASPCA Policy and Position Statements

Position Statement on Responsibilities of Animal
Shelters

Introduction

This Position Statement sets forth the ASPCA’s views concerning the responsibilities of animal
shelters!'l -both those recommended as best practices and those that are or should be
mandated by law. Many of the goals and policies outlined here relate to a set of topics that are
commonly known as “shelter access”2l issues. In general terms, “shelter access” refers to
various legal measures, proposed or enacted, which attempt to strictly limit the circumstances
in which animals in the care of shelters may be euthanized, in some cases seemingly without
regard to considerations that appropriately underlie euthanasia decisions, such as public safety
and animal health or welfare. Such measures seek to accomplish this goal in various ways by,
for example, increasing disclosure requirements, mandating specific protocols for euthanasia
decisions, or requiring shelters, in lieu of euthanasia, to release animals to almost any person

or organization willing to take them.

Independent of these recent initiatives, the number of animals euthanized in shelters has seen a
precipitous decline in the past four decades, from around 15 million annually in the 1970’s to
around 3 million currently, a drop which may be attributed to a host of factors including
broader access to and acceptance of spay/neuter, progressive shelter policies, and active
adoption efforts. Despite this progress, there are public and private shelters whose policies and
practices fail by any reasonable measure to protect the animals and people they serve. Thus,
while there may be disagreement with the tactics of shelter access initiatives, there are also
shared interests and goals among many in animal sheltering, including, for example, setting
standards which may result in increased opportunities for adoption and live-release of

sheltered animals.



Considering these issues and shared interests, we outline here a set of goals and policy
statements, for both public and private animal shelters, which represent positions that the
ASPCA affirmatively supports. As discussed below, these policy statements are designed to
address five major areas: animal welfare, adoption and live-release, owner returns, operational
transparency, and euthanasia. In some cases, the ASPCA recommends that these policies be
enacted as a matter of law; in others, that the policies serve as guides for recommended
action. Taken together, these goals and policies represent the ASPCA’s desire to chart a
pragmatic path that holds shelters appropriately accountable for the substantial responsibilities

that come with the job of sheltering animals.

It was challenging to consider the responsibilities of shelters regarding adoptions without using
the word “adoptable”. While it is a term commonly used within animal sheltering, the potential
that it can be manipulated to justify unacceptable practices is troubling. On one end of the
spectrum, any animal might be considered adoptable if it can be adopted, even if it in fact
dangerous or irredeemably suffering. On the other end of the spectrum, a very limited
definition of what is adoptable could provide justification for decisions to euthanize that are not
well grounded. Because the interpretation of what is “adoptable” is widely variable, use of the
word doesn’t lend any meaningful value to the discussion of sheltering responsibilities. The
ASPCA expects animal sheltering organizations to make every effort to find adoption or
placement options for the animals in their care, while also recognizing that shelters require
discretion to make the best decisions for those animals and the communities in which they live,
particularly in cases involving severe behavior or medical issues or dogs deemed dangerous
under applicable law. Specific minimum standards for the care of animals in shelters vary
significantly among the jurisdictions that have enacted them. Considering such specific
standards of care for animals in shelters is outside the scope of this general policy statement,
which is aimed at providing guidance for jurisdictions seeking to implement general shelter

regulations.3!

Goals and Positions

Goal 1: Animals in shelters routinely receive necessary and appropriate care



A. Minimum standards for facilities, sanitation, medical protocols, and

enrichment/socialization should be required by law.

State and local regulation of shelters is far from uniform, and there remain significant numbers
of jurisdictions in which meaningful regulation and oversight of animal shelters are minimal or
essentially non-existent. Minimum operational standards for shelters should be set as a matter
of law in order to protect the mental and physical health of populations of animals housed
within the shelter. Minimum standards such as those related to primary enclosures and
enrichment can also help ensure that shelters are places where health or behavioral problems
are not exacerbated but may be appropriately managed or addressed. As such, minimum
standards can help ensure that animals do not become less likely to be adopted as a result of
the sheltering experience, thus preserving their potential for adoption or live-release to, for

example, an animal rescue organization.

Goal 2: Adoption and live release opportunities are expanded

A. Shelters should retain broad discretion in adoption and placement decisions,
provided that adoption policies and decisions should not discriminate against or

disparately impact minority or underserved populations.

The structure of adoption programs at shelters across the country varies widely from no
screening (any animal available to anyone) to use of rigid guidelines to screen potential
adopters. An approach known as “open adoptions” falls somewhere in-between these two
extremes, matching adopters and pets through dialogue and conversation, in a climate of trust,
communication and understanding. Open adoption approaches under which shelters retain
broad discretion are best both for expanding adoption opportunities and for protecting animals
from situations where they might be put at risk. The same approach is recommended for
policies related to transfers of animals to partner 501(c) (3) animal rescue organizations. While
detailed, written adoption policies are not necessary to accomplish these goals, discretion can
cut both ways. To help ensure that prejudicial considerations do not inappropriately affect
adoption decisions, shelters should be required to implement non-discriminatory adoption
policies, recognizing generally-accepted categories of protected status, e.g., race, religion,

national origin, gender, sexual orientation, etc., and should scrutinize even facially neutral



policies and practices to ensure that they do not disparately impact adoptions to members of

these protected classes, including minority or underserved populations.

Furthermore, the ASPCA views spay/neuter before adoption to be a vitally important part of

shelter adoptions programs and one that should be required by law.

B. Shelters should be authorized and encouraged to reduce or waive fees related to
adoptions by individuals and to the transfer of animals to 501(c) (3) animal rescue

organizations.

The ASPCA supports creating specific legal authorization for shelters to reduce or waive
adoption and placement fees. Situations where fees are strictly mandated by law or policy often
create a disincentive for animal rescue organizations seeking to transfer animals from shelters
to rescues. While such fees do provide a portion of the funds that allow shelters to operate, a
lack of flexibility may actually cost shelters money in situations where funds could be saved in
the long run simply by releasing the animal. Furthermore, giving shelters the flexibility to lower
or waive feesl4 in the case of individual adoptions, as a component of an adoption promotion or
campaign or to facilitate the adoption of certain categories of animals, allows shelters to
expand adoption opportunities to adapt to economic and community dynamics. The ASPCA
encourages shelters to employ their discretion to waive or reduce fees whenever possible in

order to save more lives in their communities.

C. Shelters should be required to take all steps necessary to ensure placement of as

many animals in their custody as possible.

Along with ensuring that the medical and behavioral needs of animals are met while they are
sheltered (Goal 1 above); another critical responsibility of all shelters is finding homes or
placement options for the animals in their care. Shelters should be required to take all steps
necessary to ensure the placement of as many animals entering their facilities as possible,
whether they arrive as owner surrenders, strays or through other means. In practice, this means
that adoption or other placement programs (including direct adoption to the public, transfer to
rescue organizations or other shelters where the opportunity for adoption is greater) must be

robust and aggressive. Once animals are available for adoption or transfer, every effort must



be made to move them as quickly as possible into new homes or into a transfer
program. While shelters should make every effort to find placement for animals, they should
also retain the discretion (delineated in paragraphs (D) and (E) to make appropriate euthanasia

decisions, particularly in instances involving severe medical or behavioral issues.

Shelters should never use the expiration of applicable holding periods or owner relinquishment
as license to immediately euthanize animals simply because, at least legally, their “time is

up”. Shelters should not fail to take steps to find placement for dogs based solely on breed.

Recognizing that resources are required to support quality of care for sheltered animals and
placement programs that ultimately lead to adoption, shelters and communities share in the

responsibility to ensure that adequate resources are available.

D. Shelters should be encouraged, but not required, to seek placements of animals

being considered for euthanasia with partner 501(c) (3) animal rescue organizations.

Seeking placements for animals being considered for euthanasia with partner 501(c) (3) animal
rescue organizations can be an effective strategy that should be encouraged in many
instances. Since some animals should not be placed due to serious health or behavior issues,
and given the wide differences in.resources and relationships among various communities,
shelters, and rescues, the ASPCA does not recommend requiring such a process as a matter of

law.

E. Shelters should retain the discretion to decline placement of animals with severe

behavior or medical issues or dogs deemed dangerous under applicable law.

Shelters should retain discretion in adoption and placement decisions generally, and specifically
with regard to animals with serious medical issues or where there are valid concerns regarding
behavior or aggression. Obviously, the capacity of potential adopters or animal rescue
organizations to provide adequate care for animals with serious medical or behavior conditions

must be considered, as well as the safety of the public.

Where concerns regarding behavior are present, it is important to rely on multiple sources of

information whenever possible. An owner surrendering an animal may not always provide a



candid or accurate description of the animal’s past, and thus observations by shelter staff
should be given appropriate weight, along with the results of behavioral and medical
assessments, where available. These decisions are not often straightforward ones and

discretion in these matters properly rests with the shelter.

F. Measures which incentivize adoptions from public shelters, including tax and fee

credits or offsets, should be supported.

The ASPCA supports creative attempts to incentivize adoptions from shelters. Discounts on
adoption fees are routinely offered based on the belief that they incentivize adoptions, and, to
the extent a local or state government can create incentives through tax policy, there is reason

to believe that such measures could positively affect decisions to adopt.
G. Owner-surrendered animals should be immediately eligible for adoption.

For owner-surrendered animals, the ASPCA supports the elimination of hold times to the extent
that they unnecessarily delay shelters’ efforts to adopt or find placement for such animals. The
elimination of hold times for owner-surrendered animals should not, by itself, serve as
justification for immediate euthanasia of animals, but rather should be treated as an
opportunity to more quickly make owner-surrendered animals available for adoption pending

appropriate medical and behavioral evaluation.
Goal 3: Owned animals are quickly and reliably returned to their owners
A. Shelters must check for ID, including microchips, tattoos, etc., at the time of intake.

Checking animals for identification at the time of intake should be required by law of all animal
shelters, public and private. The administrative burden associated with this requirement is
minimal compared to the benefits of quickly reuniting animals with their owners. This
requirement should be extended to owner-surrendered animals, as the information concerning
ownership of a micro-chipped animal can confirm current ownership, shed light on possibility
that other owners may exist, and must be updated regardless in the event of a subsequent

adoption.



B. Shelters must serve notice to identified owners of stray animals, and the hold times

for stray animals must account for mail delivery.

Even in 2015, the U.S. Mail continues to represent the method by which many, if not most,
people receive communications from local government, utility companies, financial institutions,
the courts, etc. Thus, the mail represents a relatively reliable means of communication, and
while other means of contacting owners are encouraged, shelters should be required to serve
notice to identified owners by mail, regardless of other methods of communication that might
be attempted. In order to provide owners with a meaningful opportunity to recltaim their
animals, stray animal hold times should be of sufficient length to account for the additional

time that notice by mail requires.

C. Shelters must provide public notice, appropriate to the community, of stray animals

entering the shelter.

Shelters have an obligation to give notice to the community of stray pets that enter their
facilities in order to assist and facilitate the return of those pets to their owners. While online
postings, whether on a shelter’s website or other web platforms, have become commonplace,
this may still not be feasible for all shelters. Thus, the form this notice should take may vary by
community. Nevertheless, notice that is reasonably calculated to reach community members

should be required of all shelters accepting stray animals.

D. Shelters must provide clear notice to the public concerning shelter locations, hours,

fees and the return-to-owner process.

The ASPCA strongly supports requiring the provision of this information to the public. Where
possible, it should be available on a shelter’s website, but certainly, information regarding fees

and the return-to-owner process should be available in written form at the shelter itself.

E. Shelters must establish a reasonable process for matching stray animals admitted to

the shelter with reports of lost pets received by the shelter from owners.

The ASPCA supports a requirement that shelters establish and publicize a reasonable process

for helping stray pets return to owners in search of them. The most effective approaches will



include a process for monitoring lost pet reports for possible matches with stray animals
admitted to the shelter. However, because the appearance of an animal may change
significantly while lost, or information provided in lost pet reports may be incomplete or
inaccurate, the ASPCA believes that shelters should provide clear notice to owners searching for

their lost pets that there is no substitute for visiting the shelter in person.

F. Shelters must be accessible to the public during reasonable hours for the return-to

owner process.

The ASPCA supports a requirement that shelters be accessible during reasonable hours to
owners seeking to reclaim their pet. These hours should include some reasonable additional
period of time beyond the typical workday (e.g. 9am to 5pm Monday through Friday) so that pet
owners who may not have flexible work schedules have the best opportunity to reclaim their
pets. What constitutes “reasonable” access depends on factors including the length of the hold
period, the nature of the community, e.g., urban, suburban, rural, and the resources of the

shelter.
G. Shelters should be authorized and encouraged to reduce or waive redemption fees.

For the reasons discussed above in relation to adoption and placement, the ASPCA supports the
granting of specific authorization for shelters to reduce or waive fees to owners seeking to
reclaim their pets and encourages shelters to regularly and consistently use this tool to reunite

more pets with their families.

H. Return-to-owner from the field should be expressly authorized.

The ASPCA strongly supports legal authorization of return-to-owner from the field for animals
with identification. This practice not only reduces burdens on shelters, but it straightforwardly

accomplishes the goal of quick and reliable return.

I. Identification tags should be required for dogs and cats living or venturing

outdoors.



The ASPCA supports requirements of ID tags for owned dogs and cats living or venturing
outdoors as a useful measure both to ensure return-to-owner and to distinguish owned cats

from ferals.[5

Goal 4. Animal sheltering is increasingly transparent

A. All public and private shelters should make written descriptions of key processes and

information easily and readily available for public inspection.

Transparency fosters public trust, and a clear dissemination of information regarding a shelter’s
key processes can help satisfy the general public’s need to know. To the extent they are
accurately reducible to writing, the ASPCA recommends that shelters, both public and private,
provide descriptions of both their public-facing processes, e.g., intake, release to animal
rescues, etc., as well as certain internal processes, e.g., medical care, enrichment, euthanasia
decisions, etc. Doing so allows shelters to provide information that the public wants in a way

that also allows the shelter to place the information in context and tell its own story.

B. Records and data concerning key processes, information, and outcomes must be

maintained by all public and private shelters and made publicly available.

The ASPCA strongly supports a requirement that key records and data be maintained by all
shelters, both public and private, routinely reported to an appropriate central entity, and made
available to the public.t6! While much of this information, for public shelters at least, may
already be considered a public record under various state laws, the ASPCA believes that
standardizing the information that must be collected and extending these requirements to
private shelters is not only an important step toward transparency, but also an effective way to
gain a fuller picture of the community’s at-risk animals. When the only information available
concerning intake and outcomes is that which must be provided by public shelters through
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests, the public is receiving an incomplete and perhaps
distorted representation of these matters. Broader disclosure requirements can begin to
address this. At this time, the ASPCA recommends that legal requirements extend only to
shelters housing animals at brick and mortar operations. However, we believe 501(c) (3) animal

rescue organizations should be encouraged to maintain and provide the same data so as to



promote even greater transparency regarding outcomes for animals at risk in any

community.
Goal 5: Euthanasia is minimized through procedural safeguards

A. The processes and protections outlined above should be seen as vital parts of

strategies to increase opportunities for live- release and minimize euthanasia.

In addition to Section 2.C’s requirement that shelters take all necessary steps to find placement
for animals, many of the policies outlined here regarding shelter standards, live-release, return
of owned animals, and transparency, also provide procedural safeguards for animals entering
shelters that make euthanasia a less likely outcome. For example, policies that protect animal
well-being and preserve adoptability make euthanasia less likely. Policies that remove barriers
to and encourage adoption and live-release make euthanasia less likely. Policies that support
quick, reliable returns to owners make euthanasia less likely. Policies that remove financial
barriers to the reclaiming of owned animals make euthanasia less likely. And, in the long term,
access to more complete information concerning the broadest number of a community’s
animals can inform other strategies - including those related to spay/neuter, housing policies,
safety-net and intervention programs - that may also make euthanasia less likely. Accordingly,
the ASPCA believes that, taken a whole, its recommendations are consistent with and supportive
of existing efforts, such as active adoption and relocation programs, to increase opportunities

for live- release and to minimize euthanasia.

Conclusion

The goals and position outlined here represent the ASPCA’s views concerning subject areas
which we deem significant, and where we believe progress in the sheltering community is
desirable, achievable and in many cases, necessary. While not comprehensive of all the issues
that may arise when considering shelter standards and policies, this document provides
guidance in evaluating local and state legislative initiatives and should help shelters identify

areas of needed improvement in their own facilities.



The ASPCA believes that while effective shelter policies must strike a difficult balance between
appropriate discretion and necessary accountability, the primary responsibilities of animal
shelters are to identify and pursue successful placement options for the animals in their care,
provide quality care to the animals sheltered and to fulfill the needs of pets and people in the
community they serve. These responsibilities cannot be met without adequate public funding,
and the ASPCA strongly supports a level of funding from local communities that ensures these

essential needs for sheltered animals are being met.

' Throughout this document, the term “animal shelter” generally refers to facilities which house
and care for stray, homeless, impounded, surrendered or abandoned animals. The term
“public” animal shelter refers to all such facilities which are owned, operated, or maintained by,
or are under contract with, a government entity, e.g., animal control agencies, counties, cities,
and other municipalities. The term “private” animal shelter refers to such facilities which are
operated by a duly incorporated humane society, society for the prevention of cruelty to
animals, or other nonprofit organization devoted to the welfare, protection, rehabilitation, or

humane treatment of animals, but which are not under contract with a government entity.

2 The term “shelter access” has come to be a label generally applied to the legislative efforts of
groups who oppose euthanasia of animals in shelters in all or nearly all cases. As noted above,
while these efforts often include measures that expand public “access” to animals in shelters,
e.g., requiring shelters to release animals to almost any person or organization, “shelter access”
legislation may encompass other strategies as well, including measures that directly prohibit
euthanasia or impose additional administrative barriers or requirements on animal shelters and

their staff related to euthanasia decisions.

131 Guidelines for Standards of Care for Animal Shelters, a publication of the Association of

Shelter Veterinarians, is currently the primary industry reference for specific standards of care.

141 Study on fee-waived
adoptions: http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10888700903163674?journalCode
=haaw20#.VNkmWvnF98F



151 Although “feral” is a well defined term in biology and behavioral ecology, in animal sheltering
it is a term used to describe a cat exhibiting certain behaviors. “Feral cat” is a commonly used
phrase; generally referring to a cat that demonstrates feral behavior. Feral behavior refers to a
cat that appears unaccustomed to close contact with people and, if it enters an animal shelter,

is typically not a candidate for adoption into a home as a pet.

6IThe National Federation of Humane Societies Basic Data Matrix is the recommended matrix

for animal data reporting and collection in a summary format.

Website Link: http://www.aspca.org/about-us/aspca-policy-and-position-statements/position-statement-
responsibilities-animal-shelters




July '17 Board Report

July Intake Dog Cat Total YTD Intake Dog Cat Total

Owner Surrender 141 177 318 Beginning Count 165 240 405

0O/S Return 1 0 1 Owner Surrender 141 177 318

Seized 9 0 9 0O/S Return il 0 1

Stray 207 250 457 Seized 9 0 9

Total 358 427 785 Stray 207 250 457
Total 523 667 1190
Others- rodents, birds, turtles 5

July Outcomes Dog Cat Total YTD Outcomes Dog Cat Total

Adoption 117 124 241 Adoption 117 124 241

RTO 74 4 78 RTO 74 4 78

Transfer 418 45 93 Transfer 48 45 93

Euthanasia 102 182 284 Euthanasia 102 182 284

(-) Owner Requested -20 -19 -39 (-) Owner Requested Euth -20 -19 -39

Died 1 21 22 Died 1 21 22

Total 322 357 679 Missing 0 0 0
Total 322 357 679

Live Release Rate Dog Cat Total

Live Release Rate MTD 72% 52% 61%

Live Release Rate YTD 80% 70% 74%

* Taking in ~ 25 animals/day

* Adopting out ~8 animals/day

* Euth ~9 animals/day

Jurisdication Breakdown Dog Cat Total YTD Total |YTD %

City 207 225 432 432 55%

County 90 152 242 242 31%

Navajo Nation 57 39 96 96 12%

Out of County 4 9 13 13 2%

Out of State 0 2 2 2 <1%

Unknown

Spay/Neuter Surgeries City County |NN Total YTD Total

Dogs 22 42 4 68 68

Cats 9 29 4 42 42

Total 31 71 8 110 110

Free Surgeries 93 93




August '17 Board Report

August Intake Dog Cat Total YTD Intake Dog Cat Total

Owner Surrender 94 127 221 Beginning Count 165 240 405

0O/S Return 4 3 7 Owner Surrender 235 304 539

Seized 7 4 11 0O/S Return 5 3 8

Stray 180 242 422 Seized 16 4 20

Total 285 376 661 Stray 387 492 879
Total 808 1043 1851
Others- rodents, birds, turtles 5

August Outcomes Dog Cat Total YTD Outcomes Dog Cat Total

Adoption 88 92 180 Adoption 205 216 421

RTO 69 4 73 RTO 143 8 151

Transfer 82 53 135 Transfer 130 98 228

Euthanasia 62 179 241 Euthanasia 164 361 525

(-) Owner Requested 9 -4 -39 (-) Owner Requested Euth -29 -23 -52

Died 4 27 31 Died 5 48 53

Total 296 351 647 Missing 1 1 2
Total 619 709 1328

Live Release Rate Dog Cat Total

Live Release Rate MTD 77% 45% 59%

Live Release Rate YTD 79% 61% 69%

* Taking in ~ 21 animals/day

* Adopting out ~6 animals/day

* Euth ~7 animals/day

Jurisdication Breakdown Dog Cat Total YTD Total |YTD %

City 163 254 417 849 59%

County 70 89 159 401 28%

Navajo Nation 49 28 77 173 12%

Out of County 1 4 5 18 1%

Out of State 2 1 3 5 <1%

Unknown

Spay/Neuter Surgeries City County |NN Total YTD Total

Dogs 23 39 1 63 131

Cats 27 25 4 56 98

Total 50 64 5 119 229

Free Surgeries 102 195




