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Executive Summary

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) for the City of Albuquerque (CABQ), NM, conducted

an investigation into the Animal Welfare Department (AWD), based on the receipt of multiple
complaints from current AWD employees. The employees were from diffeirsstional areas,

but collectively shared similar concerns regarding what they believed was a disregard for public
safety, how dogs with serious behavioral issues were being handled, a lack of communication

flow from the leadership level and a lack oflenstanding by the Director and Associate
Director of sheltering “best practices” promu

The approach to this investigation was to interview each complainant, then review previous
investigative reports publishegb t he Ol G and the Administration
well as pertinent laws, policies and procedures at the City and State level and relevant media
reports. The investigation culminated with a meeting between OIG, the Director and Associate
Directar, which allowed them to provide their perspective and information they believed relevant

and important to the investigation.

The investigation disclosed there were significant differences in perception between AWD
employees and leadership with regarddbering to policies, ordinances and laws on the

handling of dogs, the function of the Department and the effectiveness of lead@tskipas
especially true in the how the Department pri
dogs considred aggressive and even dangerdidditionally, the investigation disclosed

apparent dysfunction, low morale and ineffective leadership, based on the collective information
provided by employees interviewed. While there have been improvements in¢beges,

policies and adherence to law, it has taken a significant amount of time to make the
improvementsince the initial investigations were conducted in the last few yaaashere

continues to bepportunities to improvan each of the areas desid above.

Finally, the report concludes with the OIG emphasizing important observations made during the

investigative processuch as the failure to adhere to statutes and best practices, which can place
increased risk on the safety of the publicdnét Ci t y’ s exposure to | awsu
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Introduction:

The Office of Inspector General [G) received multiple complaints amdncerngegardng the
Animal Welfare Department (AWDgnd its current leadershi@pecifically, the following main
issues wer@resented:

1 Severalndividualsexpressed concern thahe current Directoandrecently hired
Associate Director, shozda disregard for puldisafety

1 They expressed concern with recurring issues regarding the way dogs with serious
behavioral issues we being handled, and were concerned with how this could
potentially affect the public image of AWD attte City of Albuquerque (City)

1 Itwas also expressed that often times there was a lack of communication between the
Director and AWD staffand that tk Directorand the Associate Directtacked
understanding of shelterirftpestpractice$ as put forth byprofessional industry
standards

Thesesame concerns were brought to tttergtion of CityAdministration In October2016

City Administrationf or med a “ Ti ger Team” t eTigereamew sSi mi |
interviewed AWD employeeasnd conducted an evaluation of AW
procealures regarding thePopulation Managemenea@ni (PMT), as well aghe adoptability of

animals. Theseerepoliciesthatwere created as a result of invgations from the previous

year. In February of 201%e Tiger Team released a report of their findinQsaring the course

of this investigation, AWD’'s pawereupdatedt@and ado
reflect the changes to the City ordinance which took effect June 6, 2016.

Background:

In 2015TheOIG conducted an investigation into allegations that the Avé@Ballowing

behaviorally unsafe and potentially dangerous dogs to be admyttedd transferred out into the
community. Findings of the investigation concluded tdags with serioubehaviorissuesvere

being released into the publithis included dogs that had bitten citizens, AWD staff or

volunteers. Dogs that had attackbitten and even killed other animals were being released into

the public as well.Some of these dogs were made available for adoption. Other dogs were
transferred to other shelters or rescue groups. Repobstby he Ci ty of Al buquer
Teamand bya private investigative firm containdiddings that echoed those in the OIG report

In Octobe 2015, Paul Castavas hired as Deputy Directo€aster was a former volunteer with
AWD and had also served as Volunteer Coordinator. Almost immadi@@ster stepped into

the role of Ating Director, as then Director, Barbara Bruin, voluntarily stepped down from that
position and into a newole of Senior Program Manager. This change in roles took place
following an incident involving a dog that waspposed to be euthanized but was not, and ended
up biting a shelter animal handler while Bruin was walking the dioguly 2016, Bruin

resigned from AWD altogetheln February 2017eb Brinkley was hired athe Associate

Director for AWD.

As partof the 2015 investigative report, the OIG recommentdatAWD develop Standard
Operating ProcedurdSOB outlininghow to handle aggressiveghaviorally unsafe and
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potentially dangerous dogstime sheltersandthat AWD alsoconsider including guiddine in

the SOP stating that a dog should not be adopted out so quickly if it has killed another animal.
TheOIG also recommendettiat AWD develop an SOP for tiRMT, as well asipdate its
euthanasia policy to include guidelines for the decision mabingess‘(how’ and“why”) to
euthanize dogs.

Scope and Methodology
The OIG investigation focused on the allegations asserted by current employees of AWD as
outlined in the introduction and elsewhere. The methodology consisted of reviewing relevant

documents and interviewing witnesses that could provide information negainé allegations.
The followingactivitieswere conducted gsart oftheinvestigatve process

1 Reviewedpertinent documents
1 Reviewedhe 2017 Tiger Team Report
1 Interviewedstaff within the different functions of AWD

1 Reviewedrelevant City Ordinances, State Statutes and AWD policies and procedures
1 Reviewed previous investigative reports relating to AWD

1 Reviewed media reports related to issues involving AWD

Best Practices for Sheltering:

The American Society for the Rention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) came up with a
Position Staéeesmehor whiche“ " ASPCA’ s views conce
animal shelters both those recommended as best practices and those that are or should be
mandat e d TheyASRCA imterided this as a general policy statement to provide guidance

for shelters seeking to implemt general shelter regulationASPCA stated severgbals and

positions; below areosne of the relevant goals and positions:

1 Animals in sheltersoutinely receive necessary and appropriate care

1 Adoption and live release opportunities are expanded

1 Animal sheltering is increasingly transparent
Within their position statemenanmalsheleeringa SPCA wr
organizationgo make every effort to find adoption or placement options for the animals in their

care” t hey also recognize that “shelters requir.
animals and the communities in which they live, particularly in casetvingsevere behavior

! “position Statement on Responsibilities of Animal SheéltA&PCA https://www.aspca.org/abeus/aspca

policy-andpositionstatements/positioatatementesponsibilitiesanimatshelters Accessed 22 May 2017.
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https://www.aspca.org/about-us/aspca-policy-and-position-statements/position-statement-responsibilities-animal-shelters
https://www.aspca.org/about-us/aspca-policy-and-position-statements/position-statement-responsibilities-animal-shelters

or medical issues or dogs deemed dangerous under applicabfé Gamplying with City rules
and regulations, as well as with local ordinances and state statutes are some of the important
ways thatAWD canadhere to best practices &helter management.

City Rules and Regulations:

As referenced in the 2017 Tiger Team reptbre Director was asked if he valudise animal
exits’ or “public safety  m.oHiseesponse was that he valtiéde exits’ more According to
employees, the Director also made a similar comment during a meBim@nly was this of
grave concern to many employees, lacing live exits ahead of public safetyin violation of
t h e CHermsonnelsRules and Regulatipns  d@icatedib@low:

301.1 Duty to the Public

The City of Albuquerque is a public service institution. In carrying out their assigned
duties and responsibilities, employees must always remember their first obligation is
to the gener al pbeibgl This bbéigat®ranfust beycarrsed @it we | |
within the framework ofederal, state and local laws.

AWD was in violation of these same rules and regulatio2915when the OIG founthere
were dogs with seriousehaviorproblemsbeing released into thpublic, either by being made
available for adoption or by being transferred to other shelters or rescue groispacluded
dogs that had bitten @ens, AWD staff or volunteers, andgs that haattacked, bitten and
killed other animals.

Presentlyunder the direction of new leadershiafSmembers expressed cena as theyelt
there have been instances in which Bieectorhas“minimized  @ownplayed incidents
involving dog bites.Employee felt that the Directawould alsofrequentlyshift the blame to the
other dog oto the personnvolved whetherit was amadult or child, and statiethe AWD dog
thatbit or attackedhe other animal or personust have been provoke&ome examples are:

Django (A1733627): In June 2016a t A WickgPaws adoption center in the

Coronado MallAlbuquerque, NMthere was an incident where one of the Lucky Paws

employees was walkintpjangd through the middle of thieusystore and as they walked

pasta family, the dog jumped up and bit the hand of al@hiTwo Lucky Paws staff

described the bite as minor and accidental. Howavéhne bitereport he chi I d’ s mot
stated that Django lunged at the child and b
hands to stop the dog. The mother furthported that Djangos b i tthec bir &kik.’e s

The Director entered a not enwhiohhdstéaRdwithdat abas

regard to the Lucky Paws incident: “The * bi
only broke skin becauseeh mol ar s scraped the child’”s hand
wounds. Hi gh arousal is NOT a reason to des
destroyed until rescues have an opportunity

Addi tional not es dthat D}aro has a ldng histoby @fd@ng kehnelt e
reactive with children; lunging and barking whenever children walk by his condo at Lucky
Paws. Rescue declined to take Django; they did not feel safe due to his history and behavior.

2«position Statement on ReASPGAhtps/wiwl.asptaiom/sbousfaspgani mal Shel
policy-andpositionstatements/positioatatementesponsibilitiesanimatshelters Accessed 22 May 2017.
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The Director ended ulgting the hold on Django, allowing him to be euthanized following

an incident on July 27, 2016 in which Django became out of control with a volunteer;

jumping up on the volunteamouthingat them and leaving bruise@Mouthing is when a

dog putshistethandnout h over a p eusirg littke ors10 pseksurafromitsss ual | vy
jaw.)

Adam (A1740050): On October 8, 2016 a volunteer tdolA d atond Pit Bull training class

at the East side shelteAdamgotinto a fight with another doggwned by a member of the

public, who had also taken their dog to the training class. Notes indicate that Adam bit down

on the other dog’s head. The other dog’ s ow
assisting in trying to break up the two dogs.e Titeresulted ina laceration that required

five stitches.The Director attributed the bite as being the result of displaced aggression that

was “more the f aul tthaodnything elspapd aspstaietha rey chrmen d | i n
should know bettertt,a t o put t hemselves in the middle ¢

Following the October'8incident, Adamwas the subject of @view by the PMT After
discussionthe PMT concurred that basedthe incident at the training, as well as Adam
biting of another dog in the past, Adam met the AWD unadoptable critdoaever, the
Director disagreed and instructed staff to release Adam to be adopted by a volunteer.

Palomo/Mikey/Elvis (A1190952): Information provided indicates that between February 7,

2016 and May 11,2016 hi s dog scor e date“SARERT?behavdon f our serp
assessments and behavior staff assessed him as a bifEhisklog consistently showed

extreme food aggression and kennel aggression towards the public. This dog atsb show

extreme mouthingnd jumping, including with volunteers. Two volunteers were scratched

and bruised while attempting to walk this dog and refused to walk him again. Three separate
rescues and transfer partners declined to take this dog becauseatfavi®ob This dog was

sent to the “Manners Institute” for intensiyv

Euthanasia wasventuallyrecommended for this dog. However, the Director rejected this
recommendation and instructed staff to work with this aodj find a vy to adopt him out.

On May12, 2016this dog was approved to be adopted. The adopters were counseled on the
d o ghistory andvere informed of his potential for future aggression. Ongoing training and
skilled handling was also recommendadd the adopters were asked to sign an aggression
waiver.

Marek (A1750274): Not es i n AWD’ s dtlhaathissdbgahadessuesnwithi beirgt e

timid and fearful, espedig with people.As r ecommended, Marek spent
“Shy Do g amdrtherg weaenwo primary people who worked with him. In November
20l6Mar ek was transferred to AWD's Lucky Paws
that he could be in a quieter environment. Marek did well at first, and got along with the

other abgs. However, around March2QMar ek’ s behavi or declined
fearful of people outside his kennel, barking and confronting them as opposed to just trying
to avoid them. Marek aldmecame confrontational withpotentialfoster* par lbanht 7 t

SASPCA’ s S ssientfor EvAlsaing Rehoming (SAFER®) is a sestep aggression assessment test

utilized to evaluate the behavioral health of dogs, and was developed by Dr. Emily Weiss. The SAFER®
assessment identifies dogs’ ctiomdnew expetlieecesancluding nioemene st r ai |
and sound stimuli, bite inhibition, behavior around food and toys and arousal level toward other dogs.
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wanted o0 take himhome Notes described Marek gat “cowar
which pointhe began to bark and lunge at the potential fqeteent

When Marek was returned to the shelter from Lucky Paws, ttextior allowed Marek to

sper timein his office to decompress. A behavior review was done by one of the

behaviorists and it was concluded that this dog veag scared and prone to panic; Marek

will try hard to avoid interactions with strangers, but will become fear aggressivédéls

|l i ke he can’t get away. These congclusions a
especially when it came to the possibility of Marek being handled by those less experienced

The Director’s response venasartelfautl AWD hs t“adfofc un
aggression ” The Director described Marek as scar
in his nature, stating “Just because someone
the correct thing warning them off with a grdwe has not been aggressive, but simply gave
correct warning signs.”’

Angel’s Law:
Angel '’ s Law ( Chaptthe€City9s, Clotdtaacotbevasdiamedaftetah i n
boy who was seriously injured trying toveshis sister from a dogftack. ltwas esthlished in
2005 to protect the publiespecially children and those unable to protect themselves from
vicious dog attacks

The ordinance was amendeyl City Councilon May 16, 2016to allow the City and AWD to

seize dogs that have killed or caused serious injury to a person or pet without provadagion.

amended ordinanceent into effect on June 6, 201@wever, in February 2017, an incident

involving an AWD employeeesultedit he City and AWD besllawg— i n Vvio
specifically 8§ 9-17-5 DANGEROUS DOG(B) Dangerous dog response.

On February 19, 2017Aurora;,” an Australian Shepherd naa breed dogjumpedthe cinder
bl ock wall from hegrarylaraddi maal & dneihghmhen 'ghbor
resulting in its death Aurora belonged to an AWD employee.

On February 20, 201M¢ day afterthee ghbor ' s dog wa stookAutolaed, t he
intoAWDas an “ own’atrthe maiructior ahr AAMD officer. Notes were entered

into AWD' s database indicating that Aurora wa
check with veterinary staff before euthanizingn Eebruary 27, 201 The employee contacted

the Director, expressing that theypuld like to reclaim Aurora and appeal ttdangerous ddg
designation. A “hol d for owntheemployes was pbledaoc e d a
reclaim Aurora. There was an additional note entered into the system on February 2,7, 2017
statingthat upon reclaim, the responding field officer will file charges and be issuing dangerous
dog“paperwork. The note further stated to contact the responding field officer if Auvasa

reclaimed.

On March 20, 201,2he field officer was called out whekurora jumpedhecinder block wall

again into the same neighbor’s yard. Not es s
home owners through the screen door on the patio leading to the bacK lyardome owners

expressed fear and concern notydok their own safety, but for the safety and weding of
theirinfantgrandchild and their other dod\nother note was entered into the system and this

time stated “I1If ani mal I's brought into AWD, d
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approval. Animal is in the appeal process for dangerous dog (to be held on 4/10/17). Place court
hold on animal, warrant wil |l be obtained for

However another week went by as AWD tried to catch Aurora in a humane trap set up in the
nei g h hokyard. SOn barch 28, 201the AWD employee who owned Aurora once again
tookhernt o AWD as an “owner surrender.’”

Per the amended v 8%135% DANGEROUSAOOGR) Dangerous dog
respons€l) Seizure for attacks resulting in mortal injstates:

If the Department determines that a dog has mortally wounded a person or companion
animal without provocation, the Department shall immediately seek to obtain a
warrant from a court of competguatisdiction to seize the dog or seize the dog with

the consent of the owner. Such dog shall remain in the custody of the Department
pending adjudication and shall be handled in the ordinary manner undéurtisme

and Ethical Animal Rules and Treatmenti®ance.

Though Aurora was surrendered to AWD after ki
have been allowed to reclaim her. Furthermore, in regard to the March 20ir@idént, the

dog should have been seized as opposelibiwiag a weekio go by in an attempt to trap the

dog. It was reported thakurora was eventually transferred 1@ @anknownsanctuary.

An additionwas madeo the amended version Afn g e | ’, Sectibnad wsectioB 9-17-5
DANGEROUS DOGA) Dangerous dog designatiatates

The Department may transfer ownership and custody of such dogs to third party
organizations specializing in the lotgrm care of unadoptable dogs only when such
organizations retain sole permanent custody and ownership over unadoptable dogs
andwhose policies prohibit the adoption, fostering, or transferring of unadoptable
dogs.

This section of the revised Angel’'s Law offer

alternative to euthanasidstates:

This article does not abrogate the Degame nt ' s duty and authority
destroy dogs as required under other laws.

Employeese x pr essed concern that the Director and /
the sanctuary languagét. was further expressed that often times, it is unknown where
sanctuaryassigned dogs are transferred, and it is unknown if these dogs truly remain there for

the remainder of their lives.

During the course of the investigation, the OIG learnedntizaty AWD employeesncluding

field officerswer e unawar e of t h eortbdydidngtéuly understaach gel ' s L
Angel ' Accddagvto one employee, the only information the Director conveyed about the
Angel s Law amend naaac howmeuwuledilahgaage irdibaging that dni

animal could be sent to sanctuafihere were no trainings or briefings to make the staff aware
ofthechangge and wupdates. I n addition, AWD’'s adopt
updatedtorefled he changes to Angel’ s Law.
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It was not wuntil the incident involsdagng t
garneringmedia attention, thamployees statib e c omi ng mor e awar e o0
amendments to the ordinandémailsreviewed by the OIG from April 2018how that field

of ficers request edAssistanCiiy Atioroey tegaaing the mamemded WD ™ s
ver si on of Trining wds then plo@osed not only for the field division, but for the
employees in o divisions of AWD as well. Thiwas almost a full year after the amended

Angel s Law weenrt tihnet oe neafiflesc,t .t he Director agre
Law would be a good ideddowever, the OIG recently learned thiais training neveoccurred

and many employees arestlinc | ear on Angel ' s Law.

he A
f An

New Mexico Dog Laws:

New Mexico State Statute Chapter 77, Article
Dog Act” contains definitions sstatotethkasritastep t ho's
further in citing the following stipulations:

§ 77-1-2. Dog killing or injuring livestock; damages; dog to be killed

If any dog shall kill or injure any livestock, the owner or keeper of such dog shall be
liable for all damagesat may be sustained thereby, to be recovered by the party so
injured before any court having competent jurisdiction, and it shall be unlawful to
keep such dog after it is known that the dog is liable to kill livestock, and it shall be
the duty of the owneo Kill, or have killed, the dog upon order of the court after a
finding that the dog has killed or injured livestock, and provided further, that it shall
be the right of any owner of livestock so killed or injured by the actions of any dog to
kill the dog while it is upon property controlled by the owner of the livestock.

8 77-1-9. Dogs; destruction

A. Any peace officer may impound any dog found running at large unaccompanied
by and not under the control of the owner or handler, and further, theqiéeee

shall destroy the dog if it is in the act of pursuing or wounding livestock or wounding
and killing poultry or attacking humans.

B. Any peace officer may kill any dog in the act of pursuing or wounding any
livestock or wounding or killing poultryraattacking humans whether or not the dog
wears a rabies tag required by SectiorlZZ NMSA 1978. There shall be no liability
of the peace officer in damages or otherwise for such killing.

AWD has had several dogs that have come into the shelter wibhidssof attacking or killing

livestock. Animal Profile Notes for one dog, Sherman (A1738029), state that the dog attacked
the owner’s full grown goat, causing serious
indicate that this dog had also aked the cats and hadtten aggressive with the owneéiting

her, but not breaking the skinrSherman was evaluated by the PMT and was eventually adopted.

Another dog, Athena (A1757425), had a bite history, but after a ”RM&wand full behavior
evaluaton, was adopted out (with the adopting party signing a bite waiver). Athena was
returned 11 days later for attacking a goat. Another PMT evaluation was done and in this case it
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was decidedhat this dog would be listed for euthanasia due to her histqast bites, attacks
on people and/or animals and for attacking and injuring a goat.

Profile notes for Denali (A1727801) and Alpha (A1738778) state that these two dogs were

brought in for attacking and killing three sheep. The notes also indicatdténdahat incident

the owner tried tethering Denali so he could not cause more harm. Howhkeara fourth

sheep got ithead stuck in a feeder trough, theddd pha “at e t he "fApltae of f
was reviewed by the PMT and it was decided thet to his age, this dog could be adopted.

With regard to Denali,dditional notes in the system state that per the Director, Denali was not

to be euthanized amwdas approved to be released to a rescue. Further, in an email from the

Director dated May 2016r egar di ng Denal i, the Director sta
a stay of execution. Mr. Riordan has given him the opportunity to be transferred and | already
have a message out to AHNM. Hi s unaivardsst andi n

companion animal s.”

The OIG karned thataswash e case wi ahdAnlgel amebhdmwents t o /
most AWD staff, until recently, did not know about the state law requiring destruction of dogs

who Kkill livestock. In addition, interpretaton of AWD’' s policies and gu
the understanding that the intent of the policy was to address companion ammats.er,

because New Mexicdate statute does address attacks on livestbekstate law should

overrule department pol, and therefore, the dogs that were known to have killed or attacked

livestock should not have been released.

AWD' s policies were updat edAnMaayd d20tli 70 na ntdo dihset
of “"unadoptabl e” crvekiledlivestoclu aPsr NMPAMO7§ aA1-2" .t hat h
However, at the beginning of June 2017, a dog by the name of Diesel (A1199496) was owner
surrendered. A profile note dated June 4, 2017ctatef r ai d t o have around r

killed 2 sheep in the pas. ” A tsateldated Junee ) 2017 state® MT woul d | i ke
behavioral evaluation. Because the killing of sheep seems to be a secondary reason for
surrender, we do not feelThiits meoatts atdh &€ t 1 8n aAdMDp
whichwas updated just a few weeks prior and | i st
“Ani mals that have killed |ivestock."” Thi s i
which was also cited in AWD's wupdated policy.

Policies and Guidelines:

As aresult of the 2015 investigan and per OIG recommendatio#8VD drafted a document
specifically titled: “Criteria for Determining the Adoptability of Animals Housed at the City of
Albuquergque Animal Welfare Department and Guidelines for Euthanasiai@e’i When
AWD began to draft this document, there was a core team thrked on it, whichncluded the
Operations Manager and Programs Managdbeskennel supervisors aathfffrom the
veterinary division The team also made sure to reachtoutther staff memberand consult
with all the different areas of AWD to malsure each ardmd input. Upon completion, the
draft was sentat City Chief Operations Officer (COOMichael Riordanfor review. The
previousDirector, Barbara Bruinyas able taeview the draft as well, but all input came from
Riordan. Once finalized, theguidelines were signed dff Riordan and the former Director
and were put into place.
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When asked about these guidelines, staff stated they remembered feeling othdiséppy

that AWD now had something i n “Hoitleeenkstparhd whi t
employees felt that the previous DirectBruin, respected the new guidelines and new rules and

tried to be mindful in adhering to them.

Thepolicyw cument defined “Adoptable” and “Unadopt

“Adoptable”: Animals that are behaviorally and medically healthy and that pose no imminent
risk to animals or people based on information currently available.

“Unadoptable”: Animals that are a fiisto the public or other animals, as defined below, based
on information currently available.

1 Animals that have been deemed Dangerous by City Animal Welfare Department,
Bernalillo County Animal Control or any other Animal Control agency

1 Animals that havéilled the same species of animal.

Dogs that have shown high prey drive by attacking or killing multiple animals.

1 Animals that have bitten a person or animal to a degree that it causes lacerations, multiple
punctures (more than single puncture bite wopodyleep muscle tears (level 3B on the
Dr. Sophia Yin Canine Bite Level scale)

1 Bite case animal with a history of past bites or attacks on people and/or animals

1 Animals that have medical issues including severe illness, contagious disease, severe
injury, or conditions not able to be treated in the shelter situation

=

With regard to unadoptable animals, the document further stated:

Upon intake or during processing any animal found to fall into one or more of the unadoptable
categories will be consideréidgh risk to the general public or other animals and not be

avail able for adoption. Unadoptable ani mal s
population; will not be made available for adoption or transfer; cannot have a hold placed on
them by anyne; and should be euthanized after intake in a timely manner. Euthanasia cannot
occur until any holding period such as stray days, protective custody days or Court holds

expire. Standard intake procedures such as photographs and vaccinations will beeperfor
whenever possible. These animals will be placed away from public view or in a low traffic

area if viewing by the public is required (stray animals).

The document outlircethe guidelines for euthanasiBrimary considerations for euthanasia
were:

History as reported by previous owner(s) or the general public

History as reported by AWD staff, volunteers and fosters

SAFER behavior assessment results

Behaviors exhibited while in the shelter system

Medical conditions or concerns that, by themselvesnat immediate euthanasia
candidates

= =4 -8 -4 -9

The euthanasia guidelines alaoludedsecondary considerations:
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1 Length of current and previous stays

1 Overall adoptability

1 Any holds in place by staff or volunteers wéu@ actively and constructively working
with the animal

1 Potential harm to persons and/or damage to property

Separate guidelines for the PMT were also drafted. The guidelines stated that the PMT was to be

a team of sever al experienced people from acrtr
highly experience designee” from Kennel Servi
Administration, and they were to meet twice a week at both the east side and west side shelters to
review the animals in the shelteis.t was not t he PMTionsstriptyonpose t o
euthanasia. Other considerations were:

How the animals should be distributed among AWD facilities and adoption events
Whether there are medical issues and required actions to resolve them

How to expedite getting the animals to surgery

Whether animals should be transferred to rescue or foster

Required vaccinations and/or medical testing

The status of behavioral testing

Protective custody issues and timelines

The health and welfare of the shelter population

= =4 =4 -8 _98_9_95_-°

In Februay 2017, a team dftaff memberdegan work omevising the Adoptability Criteria and
Guidelines in an effort to help enhance the clarity of the document, as well as make updates to
ensurethaAWDp ol i ci es refl ected both taweswepatat ed Ci
State statute. Thoseho worked on the revisiort®ped that updates to the policesaild also

help enhancéhe safety of staff anthepublic. The initiative of revisions to the policies also

came in the wake of the incident with Aurora (referencedezanlithe report).

A draft of the proposed revisions was sent to the Director and the Associate Dhewatever,
staff never received any feedback or updates with regard to the proposed revisions or acceptance
of the revised document.

In late May 2017, updated versionstio¢ Adoptability Criteria Guidelineand PMT Guidelines
were distributed to AWD staff. The documents were signed by the Director and the COO on
May 17, 2017 and May 18, 2017, respectively. Staff was unaware ofyewdctiwas involved

in drafting these particular revised documents.

Additional Information from Interviews:

The OIG spoke with various individuals throughout AWD. All felt that the goal and number one
priority should be public safety. They feltitwaspt of AWD’' s duty and res
protect the citizens of Albuquerquétaff felt optimistic when new leadership came on board in

late 2015. However, it soon became clear that the new Director was most interested in further
decreasing euthanasiambers. Staff recaddthat things really seemed to change dftemer
Director,Barbara Bruinleft AWD altogether.
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Though st aff rsdivye exittateschovaighatound W%, most felt that the

Director and Associate Director would idgdike AWD to be at 100% for live exitsStaff felt

this was not realistic or in the best interest of public safety. They also stated that euthanasia rates
were much better than what they once were, explaining that years ago approximately 50% of cats
and anywhere from 30%40% of dogs were euthanized.

The resistance to euthanasia requirementsesaovercrowding of the shelter. As a result, this
overpopulation then contributes to a decline in the health of the animals; not only their mental

and behavioral health, but their physical health as well. It was reported that in the fall of 2016,
AWD experienced &kennel cough® outbreak that was the greatest and most severe in a decade.
Increased rates of infectious and respiratory disease in a shelter are directly related to stress,
length of stay and overcrowdingAWD veterinarians warned the Ditec of these

consequences; however, the warnings were ignored. Staff loeirtehe Director would

probably assert that the overall numbers at the shelter are down. However, the OIG was
infformedthat hi s is attributed to ¢thHheR)Y Tprapgr Nmufter
that the dog population numbers are not down.

It was reported thahere was really no longer the issue of animals being removed from the

euthanasia lists, as had been the issue in the past. However, it was expetssegployees

often times feluncomfortable or afraid to list dogs for euthanasia. The Director has used
stronger terms %Sdeét agaidempmyeestddscribed this causing

feelings of guilt in listing dogs to be euthanizesbmeemployeed el t management '’ s |
style was intimidating and even caused employees to change positions on issues.

In addition, the main behaviorist was removed from the PMT in March 2017. A contract
behavioristis now part ofthe PMT. However, it ishe opinion that the new behaviorist is more
likely to align their views with those of the Director and Associate Director. And as a result,
make recommendations about dogs that are more acceptable to management.

Anothercommony expresse@oncern was that there is little communication from the Director

and recently hired Associate Director. When he cameoand with AWD, and especially when

he took over the top position from Barbara Bruin, the Director never met with staff to let them
know what his expectations were, nor did he ever express what his vision was for AWD.
Employees stated they reached out to the Director and offered to sit down and discuss AWD and
the various programs, as well as explain what they do and have done pattieular roles.
Employees indicated there was never any response to thes#@ansitdt wasndicated that the
Director is not receptive to having open conversations about anythietyuctions that are

given are often verbal and many times evesspd through a third party. Often times there is no
written directions or instruction, and things are kept wgay. According to thoseho were
interviewed by the OIGalthough there were issues under the leadershipegsrevious Director,
Barbara Buin, individuals felt she was more receptive towastigf andwas easier to

commuricate with—she engaged with employees astdff tended to know where she stood.
Manyemployees el t t hat the current management styl e
current leadership has no trust in the st&bme described it @sfeeling ofparanoia that

seemed to come across from management.

* The common name given to infectious canine tracheobronchitis, a highly contagious respiratory disease among
dogs.
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Ultimately, manyemployeedelt that the view of a volunteer, as well as those who work in
animal rescues, is different thvose who do shelter warkspecially those who work in
municipal shelters. Mangmployeedelt that the mindsewasdifferent.

Additional Concerns:

During the course of the investigation, many employees expressed their concern with the
AssociatedDi r ect or ' s i nv byithe eame of®nionvi t h a dog

Note:Thi s information is included in the report
regarding the credibility of the Associate Director as it pertained to @b@edisposition
towards “live exits” over public safety.

It is reported that on April 27, 201& Henderson, NV, a baby who had just turned-pear old
was fatally mauledby the family dogOnion, a 120pound MastiffandRhodesian migd breed

The City of Hendersodeclared the dog vicious asdught to euthanize the animal. However, a
New York-based animal rights group by the name of‘ltexus Projectbecame involved in the
matter and a legal battensued for approximately twears.

A settlement was finally reach&there Onion was turned over to the Lexus Projécicording

to reportsthe agreement between the City of HendeesmhtheLexus Project released
Hendersorirom any future liability for the dog. Henderson alkstipulatedOnion must be taken
out of state to a licensed dog rescue facditganctuary The Lexus Projects said to have also
provided assurances that the dog will not be adopted or in an environment with children ever
again.

Reports never indicated what resdacility or sanctuary Onionagsent to. However, several
employees stated that on several occasions the Associate Director spoke about Onion and how
shewillingly gave sanctuary to him andas able to save this do&Employees were unsure of

what has bppened with Onion sincéccording to employees, the Associate Director indicated
that Onion passed away, but has communicated different stories and timeframes as to when the
dog allegedly passed.

The situation with Onion was cause for concern foryremployees. Howevethe OIG was
unable to substantiate that Onion was sent to
could not pursue the matter further.

Meeting with Director and Associate Director:

On June 14, 201The OIG met with both the Director and Associate Director of AWD to
provide a briefing of the OIG investigation and the issaraballegations involvedThe Director
and Associate director provided information they felt was pertinent to the investjgettich

they believed also provided clarity, correction and context to information conveyed to the OIG
by employees previously interviewed.

Specifically, he Director and Associate Director explained that the professional industry for
shelterdocuses a the number of live exits that a shelter has, as opposed to the number of

animals that were euthanizei.h e Di rector stated there are 424
than there were last year. He also stated that 1,703 animals were euthanized dast tesdr
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about 99% of those were animals with behavior isstiesprovided the OIG with data that
reflected:

1 The number of animals that AWD took in for the years of 22045 2016 and 2017 to
date (Attachment 1)

1 The number of animals euthanized foe tyears of 20142015 2016 and 2017 to date

(Attachment 2)

The percentage of animals euthanized for the y&@itd, 2015, 2016 and 2017 to date

The number ofanimals that were live releases for the years of 28a#5 2016and 2017

to date(Attachment3)

1 The percentage of animals that were live releases for the years 2014, 2015, 2016 and
2017 to date (Attachment 4)

T
T

(Note The data reflects all animals within AWD and not strictly dogs.)

The Director als@aidthateachdog in the shelter Isaa“ k e n n e | the autsidke’of thein

kennel, whichprovides information about the dogncluding suggestions about what type of

home the dog should go to. For example, if a dog does not do well with children, then the
information on the kennel card wgliggest that the dog should go to home where there are no
children. Since the kennel cards are on the outside of the individual dog kennels, they are there
for potential adopters to view.

The OIG informed the Director and Associate Director that otleso€ommon concerns

expressedby employeesvas t hat there was a | ack of commun
and the staff. The Director stated that he has been holding open forum meetings once a month at
both the East side and the West side sheltdesstated these open forum meetings are for the
employees and the volunteers to have open discussions. He also stated that he has weekly
meetings with AWD senior staff and relied on those staff members to disseminate information to
their subordinates. Haso commented that they publish a periodic newsletter that also shares
information.

The Associate Directadvisedthat shas engaged witthe PMT every week and initials the list

of animals evaluated by the PMT. She indicated she does not remove dogs that are

recommended for euthanasia. The Associate Directdirmedthat she did provide sanctuary

to the dog by the name of Onion, follmg the incident and subsequent legradceedingsn

Hender son, Nevada. She stated that she chang
sanctuaryn Colorado She indicated this dog passed away around four years ago.

Observations:

The sectn highlights significant and relevant observations made during interviews, reviews of
pertinent documents, or a combination of these. The intent is not to be judgmental, but to present
only asserted facts. It is important to be mindful that this waslamnistrative investigation, so

no witnesses were under oath when providing their information.

1. Both the Feb 2017 Tiger Team report and the collective position of the complainants
indicated that the AWD Director values live animal exits more thangsalety.
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2. AWD only recently (during this investigation) incorporated ordinance revisions and State
Statutes into their policies, as it applied t

3. In spite of several investigations and mexigerage in the last few years, there were
relatively few improvements and revisions to Department policy, with regard to findings and
recommendations.

4. Department employees collectively expressed concern that it is only a matter of time before

an inadent involving a dangerous dog occurs if policies are not kept current and applied to PMT
processes and recommendations, as well as the subsequent decisions and actions, with regard to
the PMT recommendations.

5. Department employees collectively exgz@d concern regarding the qualifications of the
Director and Associate Director, believing that they should have sheltering experience and
maintain the position that public safety is the number one priority.

6. Employees collectively expressed frustmatihat communication between the Department
leadership and staff was insufficient, with an example of how the staff was not aware of the
changes to Angel’s Law and received no traini

7. Employees collectively heltie position that the Director and Associate Director did not
understand sheltering “best practices” and di

8. The AWD Director and Associate Director held remarkably different positions on the

concerns expressed by the complainantsrtasgehat they do follow best practices and stated
“public safety” is the primary objective of t
venues for ensuring communication is effectithis is accomplished through weekly staff

meetings, monthljorums and a newsletter.

Assessment:

The purpose of this section is to consider information obtained throughout the course of the
investigation and provide a position based on the totality of the circumstances, as to whether
there are opportunities tnake corrections and improvements to Department leadership, policies
and processes.

Based on the information obtained through all sources during this investigation, to include the
assertions made by AWD employees and the information each employee pridwded

information obtained from reviews of various documents, laws and policies, and the information
presented by the AWD Director and Associate Director, the following assessments are made.

't appears questionabl e wheembraced by léadersippuabthe ¢’ s
top priority in processes, decision making and actions. Previous investigations, to include the
February 2017 Tiger Team Report and the most recent complaints suggest live exits are a higher
priority, even at the risk ofyblic safety. Specific examples of how actions and documentation

were handled with regard to dogs in question suggest minimization of incidents and often

provide a rationalization perspective, sometimes suggesting the victim contributed to the

incident.
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The public’ s safety must be paramount and t ak
life. The failure to do this not only places the City of Albuquerque at increased risk of costly
lawsuits, but jeopardizes the health and safety of the citizens

AWD needs to stay abreast of changes to City and State law, as well as best practices
promulgated by the professional associations to ensure maximum safety to the public and AWD
employees as well as minimal risk of lawsuits.

Based on employee compi#s, it appears there is dysfunction, low morale and a lack of

confidence in Department leadershkifhis can negatively impact the effectiveness, efficiency

and safety within the Department, which places both employees and animals at increased risk.
Employees are the greatest resource in the AWD and it is essential to maintain high morale and
confidence in leadership for the reasons abetgs is best done by ensuring each employee
understands their role and responsibilities and how their actionslaegl\aand contribute to the

success of the organization. Along these lines, they also need to be kept aware of external and
internal factors impacting their role and res

To be sure, there have been improvementisérDepartment, but there are still several

opportunities to improve the leadership and function of the Department and provide a better
service to the community.
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