
NOTICE 
PUBLIC MEETING OF THE  

PIMA COUNTY ANIMAL CARE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
February 19, 2015 – 5:30 p.m. 

Pima Animal Care Center  
4000 N Silverbell Road  
Tucson, Arizona  85745 

Admin Building 
(520) 724-7729 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Functions of the Committee 

1. Serve in an advisory capacity to the Board, and to the Manager of the Pima Animal Care Center; and 
2. Review and evaluate the operations of the Center to make recommendations in writing to the Board for the formulation of guidelines to assure that: 

A.  The Center's operations are conducted in the best interest of the public health and safety; and 
B.  The Center keeps pace with the most modern practices and procedures of animal care and welfare; and 

3. Review complaints from the public concerning policies of the Center and make recommendations for resolution to the proper authority. 
 

AGENDA 
1. Call to Order 

• Roll Call 
• Establishment of Quorum and Pledge of Allegiance 

2. Review and Adoption of Minutes: 
• Adoption of January 15, 2015 meeting minutes 
• Adoption of February 4, 2015 meeting minutes 

3. Animal Welfare and Dangerous Animal Cases for the Month of January and Recent Holds Snapshot 
 Welfare Dangerous Dogs 

 A15-163223 A15-163327 A14-162323 A14-162381 
 A14-160918 A15-163470 A14-161990 A14-154735 
 A15-163620 A15-163408 A14-159477 A14-155804 
 A15-163292 A15-163030 A14-162261 A14-162551 
 A15-163468 A15-160629   
 A15-163617 A15-163903   
4. Call to the Audience 
5. Management Report 
6. • Old Business 

• Update on July 19, 2014 Motion for resolution for PACC to remedy issues relating to the care and welfare of pets at PACC - 
Operations (Chair Neuman/PACC Management Team) 

• Possible Ordinance Related to the Sale of Tie Outs (Ms. Emptage) 
• County Administration response to the committee's request to add additional field officers and shelter staff; and Jurisdiction 

IGA Discussion and County Obligation for Animal Care Services (Chair Neuman/Mr. Janes) 
• General Criteria required for PACC to respond and investigate a service/welfare issue wherein an animal is in distress, with  

Enforcement concerns from Jessica Gray as representative of People for Animals (Ms. Schwerin/ Ms. Emptage/PACC 
Enforcement Management) 

• PACC Protocols for Treatment of Tick Fever and Valley Fever (Mr. Jacobs/PACC Management Team).   
• Animal Defense League of AZ Membership Request (Chair Neuman/Mr. Janes) 

7. New Business 
8. Donations: A total of 1,444 individuals gave $43,567.76 in donations during the month of January. 
9. Complaints and Commendations:  There were four complaints and two commendations received by staff during January.   

10. Call to the Audience 
11. Announcements, Schedules and Proposed Agenda Items 
12. Next Meeting – March 19, 2015 
13. Adjournment 

 
 
Copies of this agenda are available upon request at the Pima County Health Department, 3950 S. Country Club Road, by calling 243-7729 or 
at www.pima.gov/animalcare.  The Committee may discuss and take action on any item on the agenda.  At the conclusion of an open call to the public 
Committee members may only respond to criticism made; ask staff to review the matter raised; or ask to include the matter on a future agenda. 
 
Should you require ADA accommodations, please contact the Pima County Health Department at 724-7729 five (5) days prior to the meeting. 

http://www.pima.gov/animalcare


Pima County Animal Care Advisory Committee 
Minutes 
January 15, 2015 
3950 S. Country Club Road  
Tucson, Arizona 85714 
 
1. Call to Order 

 
Mr. Neuman called the meeting to order at 5:35 pm 
 
• Attendance 
 
Present: 
Nancy Emptage, Vice-Chair, Animal Welfare Coalition 
Pat Hubbard, Humane Society of Southern Arizona 
Derek Marshall, Public Education 
Helen Mendelsohn, Disabled Community 
Jack Neuman, Chair, PACC Volunteers 
Jane Schwerin, People for Animals in the Prevention of Cruelty and Neglect 
Gail Smith, MD, Board of Health  
Kim Janes, Pima Animal Care Center (PACC), Ex-Offico   
 
Absent:  
Tamara Barrick, Foundation for Animals in Risk 
Pat Jacobs, Tucson Kennel Club 
Sophia Kaluzniacki, DVM, ASPCA of AZ, Inc 
Erin O'Donnell, DVM, Southern AZ Veterinary Medical Association 
Angela Spencer, City of Tucson 
 
• Pledge of Allegiance 
 

2. Adoption of the Minutes  
 
• Adoption of the December 18, 2014 Meeting Minutes 
 
The motion was made and seconded (Mendelsohn/Hubbard) that the December 18, 2014 meeting 
minutes be adopted as written.  The motion carried (7-0)  
 

3. Call to the Audience 
 
There were four speakers from the audience, Justin Pope, Marcie Velen, Lea Ann Kelly and Kim 
Brandom.  
 
Mr. Pope referred to the second bullet of the Partnership Agreement provided in the packet and on the 
agenda, about making no inflammatory public statements about PACC, staff and programs, volunteers 
and PACC rescue partners.  He questioned who all this was to apply to, individuals who sign the 
agreement, organizations, individuals associated with organizations; does it only apply to one’s 
professional life or does it also include personal life?  Secondly he questioned what is inflammatory, 
and reported Webster’s defines it as causing anger, which he characterized as pretty broad.  He 
suggested that saying animals are at risk of euthanasia or objecting to the Partnership Agreement 
could be perceived by some as inflammatory.  Thirdly he asserted that the agreement is rather one-
sided. 

Draft 
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Ms. Velen said she felt most of the Partnership Agreement bullet points apply to what is expected of 
partners and very few apply to what is expected from PACC.  She called for working on a mutual 
agreement that included what rescue partners wanted and concurred with the comment about the 
agreement being one-sided.  
 
Ms. Kelly said she agreed with Ms. Velen’s comments then went on to say 501(c)(3)s are targeted and 
discriminated against in the agreement.  Both 501(c)(3)s and non 501(c)(3)s pull from PACC and the 
agreement has special rules just for the 501(c)(3)s, but those rules should be enforced by the IRS not 
PACC.  She continued that PACC wants access to adoption and sterilization records; and while she 
has no problem with sterilization records, she does have a problem with adoption records; feels that is 
an invasion of privacy and that PACC should trust the rescues to do their job to find good homes for 
rescued animals.  She also said she had other issues that can’t be addressed at the meeting and 
provided a handout (included in the record).  
 
Ms. Brandom said she agreed the term inflammatory was too broad; the wording in the Partnership 
Agreement needs to be tightened up; and there needs to be clarification on who to bring complaints 
and disputes to.  She went on to say there are fairly detailed reports on donations, but not on how 
those donations are spent, which she would like to see. 
 

4. Management Report 
 
There was no discussion on this item. 
 

5. Old Business 
 
• Volunteer Policy and Partnership Agreement 

 
Dr. Smith said she didn’t understand why rescues wouldn’t want to share information; if someone gets 
an animal directly from PACC, then PACC knows where it went, so why is it a problem if it went out 
via a rescue?  Ms. Mendelsohn pointed out that an individual could obtain several animals by going to 
different non-profits and each non-profit wouldn’t see the person is getting a high number of animals. 
Also the agencies wouldn’t know if PACC has record of the person being an animal abuser.  Ms. 
Emptage pointed out that PACC is accountable for placement of the animals; the law requires PACC 
know where the animals go; and the law requires dogs be licensed, which would also give PACC the 
owner’s information, so it should not be an issue.  Ms. Schwerin agreed that it was the law and added 
that the law requires PACC to verify a number of things about the organization, which the rescue 
organization must agree to in writing.  Mr. Neuman also agreed with the legal obligations stated.   
 
Mr. Neuman expressed that some stipulations in the agreement seem to contradict first amendment 
rights, but said PACC has the right to sever relations with entities that sidetrack from PACC’s 
mission.  He said he typically stays off Facebook, but has sometimes seen a thread of negative 
communication.  Dr. Smith suggested rather than banning negative communication, provide a person 
or structure to address problems, adding that Facebook rants make people less likely to want to deal 
with PACC which makes overcrowding worse.  Ms. Emptage said it comes down to the third bullet, 
being respectful, and added that negative communications get magnified and taint the public.  She 
relayed there are negative perceptions of PACC that currently just aren’t true, adding that the 
Committee will listen and if people don’t want to come in person, then they can send them a letter.  
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Mr. Neuman said volunteer interaction with the Volunteer Coordinator has gone down and the 
volunteers see him less, but suggested more Volunteer Coordinator availability could be part of the 
solution.  Ms. Mendelsohn suggested more than one person to go to.  Mr. Neuman pointed out that at 
some point PACC management makes a decision on an issue and that decision stands.  It was 
discussed that concerns voiced are part of the record and the Committee can act or advise as they see 
fit.  Mr. Marshall said most PACC related Facebook posts are emotional responses to some recent 
event.  He suggested such postings are cathartic for the volunteer and can lead to commiseration and 
eventually positive outcomes.    
 
Dr. Francisco García, Health Department Director, said the agreement is a starting point and part of 
the process is to get feedback as expressed.  He said staff will work on the language.  As a result of 
recent input, the Rescue Coordinator will be meeting with rescue organizations to improve 
communication.  The partnership agreement is not intended to infringe on free speech rights, but 
rather to promote respectful communication as opposed to comments that border on an an attack on an 
individual or organization.  Staff stressed that PACC could not do what it does without volunteers and 
other partners and that the agreement is an attempt to try to work together not a way to get rid of 
volunteers.  Dr. García cited the Humane Society as an example of an organization using volunteers in 
a focused manner to provide exemplary service.  
 
• Criteria required for PACC to Respond and Investigate a Service/Welfare Issue Wherein an 

Animal is in Distress 
 

Jessica Gray, a volunteer with People for Animals in the Prevention of Cruelty and Neglect (PFA), 
spoke about two extreme cases of neglect.  After she spoke she provided the document she read off of.  
The first case involved an unvaccinated, unlicensed pitbull mix named Chewy.  The dog was 
originally injured on or around November 10th when it suffered a severed Achilles tendon and 
lacerated his leg to the bone.  The owner took Chewy to Southern Arizona Vet Services and was 
referred to Ms. Emptage in her capacity as a counselor for PFA.  Euthanasia was recommended.  
Instead the owner took Chewy home and provided no further medical care until he contacted Ms. 
Gray nearly a month later.  The owner failed to get Chewy to two separate appointments, so Ms. Gray 
gave Chewy and his owner a ride to VCA Animal Medical Center.  When chewy got it the truck there 
was an overwhelming odor of decomposition.  At VCA the veterinarian had to soak the bandage off of 
Chewy’s leg.  The owner made it clear he was homeless and jobless.  Only euthanasia was offered.  
The owner began yelling and announced his intentions to further deprive Chewy of veterinary care.  
The veterinarian wrapped Chewy’s leg and changed her story from what was earlier discussed with 
Ms. Gray.  Ms. Gray then called PACC.  Animal Care Enforcement Operations Manager Jose Chavez 
spoke with the veterinarian and the owner was allowed to keep Chewy.  Later in the week PACC staff 
responded to where the owner was living, PFA was contacted and Ms. Gray provided transportation to 
Valley Animal Hospital where the veterinarian offered amputation or euthanasia as the only 
reasonable options.  PFA would not authorize amputation due to their policy against it and the 
owner’s track record of providing no aftercare.  The owner intended to again leave with Chewy, so 
Ms. Gray again called PACC.  Mr. Chavez said a private donor would pay for the amputation and 
there would be follow up to ensure Chewy would not suffer any further.  Currently there is no record 
of further PACC or veterinarian contact; Chewy’s condition is unknown and the owner has not 
responded to attempts to contact him. 
 
The other case involved a mixed breed female dog which was reported to Ms. Gray by her owner, on 
December 23rd, to have been severely injured (broken shoulder and leg and likely internal injuries) in 
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March and that the owner has not provided any medical care.  The owner continued that last week the 
dog was attacked by cattle and was screaming in pain, which Ms. Gray could hear in the background.  
Ms. Gray sent them to VCA and authorized only pain medication to relieve the animal’s suffering 
while the situation was investigated.  She also made VCA aware she was contacting PACC.  Ms. Gray 
notified Field Supervisor Konst of the animal’s medical situation and the owners various animal 
related violations.  Mr. Konst spoke to the veterinarian who was consenting to allow the dog to go 
home until after Christmas, so that children wouldn’t lose their dog at Christmas.  
 
In light of the two aforementioned cases, Ms. Gray asked if efforts to be a no kill county were 
interfering with enforcement’s ability to seize and relieve the suffering of severely injured and 
neglected animals, or if it is simply not PACC’s goal to enforce the laws and ordinances as written?  
She said there have been numerous cases wherein PACC and law enforcement have demonstrated 
unwillingness to enforce animal welfare codes.  She continued that numerous other agencies have 
adopted no kill models where no kill did not translate into being overcrowded and ineffective, nor 
force suffering into the field.  She called for dialogue on the lack of enforcement and the ability of 
PACC field officers, especially supervisors, to override veterinarians in cases of previous neglect.  
She cited that the laws are clear and strong, just not enforced, and as a result animals are allowed to 
suffer tremendously. 
 
Ms. Hubbard said she believes there is a state law requiring veterinarians to report animal cruelty and 
there appears to be a problem with veterinarians.  Ms. Gray strongly agreed and said there is a board 
of veterinary ethics and she is in the process of writing them on this topic.  Ms. Emptage said the 
pitbull owner wanted PFA to pay for the amputation and when he was told PFA was only offering 
euthanasia he told Ms. Emptage she was wasting his time.  Ms. Emptage said some veterinarians don’t 
want to make a stand and it’s hard for PACC to go against what a veterinarian says.  Ms. Hubbard 
said there are some veterinarians who automatically call PACC when an owner takes an animal home 
against medical advice (AMA).  Ms. Emptage added there have been instances when veterinarians 
give an animal pain medication and then don’t say or document an AMA because there is no suffering 
at that time, which sends the problem away and they avoid any controversy, but they know the owner 
doesn’t have money and the relief will only be temporary.   
 
PACC Field Supervisor Tenkate, in response to a question, said there are times when owners are 
allowed to relinquish an animal to PACC in lieu of citations, but depending on the severity of the 
violations citations can still be issued when an animal is relinquished.  Sometimes the decision to 
issue citations comes after examinations by our veterinarian.  Regarding Chewy, staff was shown a 
form regarding another vet clinic visit, but when the owner brought Chewy in the clinic refused to do 
anything due to lack of payment.  Ms. Emptage contended that PACC should ask about owners’ 
ability to pay and in the case of Chewy should have known the owner could not pay since PFA was 
involved.  Ms. Tenkate said procedurally field officers don’t question people about their financial 
situation.  Ms. Gray also indicated she informed Mr. Chavez of Chewy’s owner’s lack of means to 
treat.  Ms. Schwerin commented that veterinarians are often wrong and why not take action and get 
another veterinarian to testify?  Mr. Janes commented that it is a balancing act and there are no 
absolutes.  Mr. Neuman asked if PFA had contracts with the veterinary clinics involved in the 
aforementioned cases.  Ms. Schwerin said her organization has “broken up” with VCA except for 
euthanasia.  Mr. Neuman suggested a meeting be set up with enforcement and animal assistance 
agencies like PFA to work through how to best handle situations like those discussed.  Dr. García was 
supportive of suggestion.  In response to a question, Mr. Janes indicated that paying the bill isn’t the 
same as being the client / animal owner. 
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• County Administrations Response to Committee's Request to Add Additional Field Officers and 

Shelter Staff 
 
Mr. Neuman said he was combining the discussion under this bullet with the New Business 
Jurisdiction IGA Discussion since they are closely related.  He asked Deputy County Administrator 
for Medical and Health Services Jan Lesher to explain the current County and municipality dynamic 
which ties these issues together. 
 
Ms. Lesher provided the following information.  The County is only legally obligated to provide 
animal care services in unincorporated Pima County; services within the municipalities are provided 
through intergovernmental agreements (IGAs) with the County.  Additionally animal care spending 
has increased, including roughly $1.2 million a couple of years ago.  PACC’s spending increases hit 
the cities and towns in the middle of a budget cycle, which is not something they like, and County 
Administration agrees that isn’t the way things should be done.  Through the IGA the city of Tucson 
pays roughly $3 million for their portion of the services PACC provides.  There has been ongoing 
dialogue between County and municipality management concerning animal care services and costs.  
Two guiding principles were established going into these discussions.  First, the decision making 
authority regarding animal care services legally rests with the Board of Supervisors and cannot be 
taken away; and secondly, the County will not step back from the quality of care.   In general the 
jurisdictions feel the County is spending too much on animal care.  They have questioned why PACC 
deals with cats, since it’s not legally mandated, and have suggested a maximum animal retention of 
three days.  The Board of Supervisors is the only legal body currently directly involved in animal care.  
Therefore they hear from constituents, but the local municipalities typically do not get input on animal 
related issues and don’t perceive animal care needs.  The jurisdictions know the budget is tight and put 
people before pets.  It has come to the point where the IGAs might not be renewed.  However, the lack 
of an IGA, probably won’t keep PACC from getting animals from any given municipality.  How do 
we handle that; turn away animals from non-IGA jurisdictions; charge a fee?  Local animal advocacy 
entities are telling the County to spend more, while the cities and towns are saying cut PACC’s 
spending.  The Committee’s request for more field officers was shared with the jurisdictions because 
the costs impact their budgets.  How do we get the community engaged in letting the municipalities 
know what the animal care issues are and how important these issues are to them?  For example, 
representatives from large jurisdictions have told Ms. Lesher that we don’t have feral cats.  They don’t 
hear about the needs and issues, so the issues don’t shape their budgets.   
 
Mr. Neuman spoke about meeting with jurisdiction officials and pointed out that many of the PACC 
volunteers live in the various municipalities.  He added that city managers and finance managers 
aren’t elected and would probably be less influenced by constituents.  Dr. Smith suggested 
participating in city council meetings.  The possibility of the Committee sending letters to city and 
town officials was also touched on.  Ms. Lesher pointed out the recent drastic increase in charitable 
contributions to PACC and how much of this increase is tied to PACC’s improved service model.  
Organizations give in connection to policies and programs they agree with; and these funds offset 
costs, to include costs to the jurisdictions.  A regression in service philosophy will result in these 
funds not being available.  Mr. Neuman asserted that having to charge individuals or having to turn 
animals away will unravel all the progress made in recent years.  He said he was composing a letter to 
the volunteers.  The Committee discussed obtaining information, through staff, on the jurisdictions 
and their meetings, and then possibly holding another meeting to discuss actions once the information 
has been gathered. 
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Eventually, a motion was made and seconded (Emptage/Smith) that the Committee hold a meeting 
prior to the next regular meeting to address how the Committee wants to approach animal care 
communications with the local municipalities.  The motion carried (7-0). 
 

6. New Business 
 
• Jurisdiction IGA Discussion and County Obligation for Animal Care Services Inside Cities and 

Towns 
 

See discussion at previous bullet. 
 

7. Animal Welfare and Dangerous Animal Cases for the Month of December and Recent Holds Snapshot 
 
Ms. Schwerin referred to welfare case two, in which there were four dogs left outside in the rain all 
day.  Documentation stated that proof of shelter was provided; however, she questioned the validity of 
the proof of shelter.  She said people like this owner do not reform and the owner should not be 
allowed to redeem the animals.   
 
Ms. Schwerin referred to welfare case three as a terrible case involving multiple violations.  A motion 
was made and seconded (Emptage/Marshall) that the Committee recommend to the court that it ban 
the owner in this case from animal ownership.  The motion carried (7-0). 
 
Ms. Emptage referred to welfare case five in which three dogs were on tie outs and the report states 
the owner gave reason to believe he would place the dogs back on tie outs.  She said it is likely the 
dogs went back on tie outs.  However, as reported by Mr. Janes, a subsequent recheck found the dogs 
were not on tie outs. 
 
Ms. Schwerin referred to welfare case four in which a dog was on a tie out tangled around a tree and 
the owner received several citations.  She asked why the owner was allowed to keep the dog.  Mr. 
Janes said staff could revisit the case to see why the officer made that decision.  
 
Ms. Emptage referred to welfare case six, another dog on a tie out, which was also on a tie out when 
rechecked.  She asked where the dog is now.  Mr. Janes said that was a good question and indicated 
Supervisor Tenkate was taking notes. 
 
Ms. Emptage referred to welfare case ten as a horrible case.  The case included three dogs on tie outs 
and one emaciated boxer which had to be euthanized.  The owner signed a release of ownership for all 
the dogs.  The Committee discussed wanted severe action taken against the owner.  Supervisor 
Tenkate added that the owner is now on PACC’s no adoption list; there was no history of violations at 
his address and the maximum legal ban on animal ownership is three years.   
 
The motion was made and seconded (Emptage/Smith) that the County Attorney and Judge in this case 
be made aware of a recommendation from the Committee for the owner to receive the maximum fines 
and animal ownership ban.  The motion carried (7-0).  During discussion Ms. Schwerin referred to a 
proposed ordinance she has been working on.  She said the current cruelty and neglect law calls for 
fines from $100 to $2,500, up to six months in jail, and up to three years of probation.  Her proposed 
addition included a violator not being allowed to own or harbor animals for up to 5 years, or longer, or 
ever.   
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Ms. Schwerin requested staff provide her with the court dates associated with welfare cases two, three, 
four, five and ten. 
 
To make better use of staff time at the meetings, a motion was made and seconded (Hubbard/Smith) to 
move the Welfare Cases and Dangerous Dogs agenda items sooner in the agenda going forward.  The 
motion carried (6-0). 
 

8. Donations: A total of 1,821 individuals gave $114,509.68 in donations during the month of December. 
 
Mr. Neuman characterized December’s donations total as unprecedented.  Ms. Hubbard asked if these 
donations are from individuals or organizations, to which Mr. Janes replied they are all monetary 
donations from all sources, to include $29,000 from PetSmart Charities.  He said there have been a 
number of special appeals generated by PACC’s Fund Development Manager, who is doing a 
fantastic job.  Mr. Janes added that most donation funds go for spay/neuter and medical expenses, 
although some funds are specifically designated where they are to be used and that is how those 
dollars are allocated.  
 

9. Complaints and Commendations:  There were three complaints and one commendation received by 
staff during December.   
 
There was no discussion on the documentation provided.  Ms. Emptage wanted to commend staff for 
the on-line licensing feature which she said was very easy to use.  Mr. Neuman complemented the 
Adoption Coordinator for being out on the floor assisting and for turning down a would-be adopter 
who was of concern.  
 

10. Call to the Audience 
 

There were no speakers at this call to the audience. 
 

11. Announcements, Schedules and Proposed Agenda Items 
 
Ms. Hubbard said the Humane Society has a grant to provide free spay/neuter and vaccinations for 
puppies in zip code 85705. 
 
Mr. Janes said the Pima Alliance for Animal Welfare (PAAW) will have a meeting tomorrow morning 
at 8:00 in the exact same room the Committee meeting was in.. 
 
Ms. Emptage said she has been in discussions regarding service and emotional therapy dogs and if 
anyone has any input they can send it to her. 
 

12. Next Meeting – February 19, 2015 
 

Mr. Neuman established that the next meeting will be held at the Abrams building. 
 
13. Adjournment 
 

The meeting adjourned at 7:53 pm 
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1. Call to Order 

 
Mr. Neuman called the meeting to order at 5:35 pm 
 
• Attendance 
 
Present: 
Tamara Barrick, Foundation for Animals in Risk 
Nancy Emptage, Vice-Chair, Animal Welfare Coalition 
Helen Mendelsohn, Disabled Community 
Jack Neuman, Chair, PACC Volunteers 
Gail Smith, MD, Board of Health  
 
Absent:  
Pat Hubbard, Humane Society of Southern Arizona 
Pat Jacobs, Tucson Kennel Club 
Derek Marshall, Public Education 
Jane Schwerin, People for Animals in the Prevention of Cruelty and Neglect 
Sophia Kaluzniacki, DVM, ASPCA of AZ, Inc 
Erin O'Donnell, DVM, Southern AZ Veterinary Medical Association 
Angela Spencer, City of Tucson  
Kim Janes, Pima Animal Care Center (PACC), Ex-Offico   
 
• Pledge of Allegiance 

 
2. Call to the Audience 

 
There were no speakers from the audience. 
 

3. Advisory Committee Animal Care Communications with Local Municipalities 
 
Mr. Neuman passed out a draft letter he prepared to send to the PACC volunteers, as well as a list of 
information on local jurisdictional governing bodies and their meetings.  He requested feedback on the 
letter.  Ms. Emptage relayed a request from Ms. Schwerin for numbers on service calls by 
jurisdictions.  Ms. Emptage expressed concerns about the future of cats in Pima County, citing that 
Maricopa County typically doesn’t go on cat service calls unless they are egregious and referring to 
local municipality rumblings about cats.  She referred to the current Best Friends trap-neuter-release 
(TNR) agreement as a band-aid and said she’s afraid of municipalities stepping back from cat services 
once the three-year agreement expires.  She called for education and Mr. Neuman pointed out that 
some education is part of the current TNR program.  Dr. Francisco García, Health Department 
Director, said staff is looking at sustainability for after the three-year agreement ends.    
 
Mr. Neuman asked what the Committee wants to do and say regarding the municipalities balking at 
PACC’s direction and priorities. There was mention of education in schools and the city of Tucson 
filling their Advisory Committee seat.  Dr. Smith suggested attending council meetings in numbers; 
speaking at the call to the audience; and possibly getting on the agenda.  There was also talk of trying 

Draft 
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to get media coverage.  There was general agreement on going to council meetings, with the city of 
Tucson as the top priority.  It was mentioned that all the municipalities have sticker shock, but not all 
are opposed to PACC’s direction.  Ms. Emptage said we didn’t have the current problems when 
PACC was called rabies control.  Mr. Neuman talked about requesting a meeting with the city of 
Tucson and said he wanted the Committee to have data the Committee will study ahead of time.  
There was talk about how impressive it was when volunteers all showed up at a Board of Supervisors 
meeting in a sea of turquoise shirts and how that would also send a message at a city council meeting.  
It was pointed out that the issue with the cities is budgetary and there is a frequently employed budget 
strategy of telling the public that first responders might need to be cut.  However, it was pointed out 
that PACC helps first responders and takes calls that would otherwise fall to first responders.  It was 
also shared that there are significant public donations flowing as well as increased money coming in 
from animal charities like Best Friends, both linked to PACC’s progressive approach to animal 
welfare issues; and that a step backwards in animal care policy will cut off much of this funding. 
 
There was discussion on various scenarios and concerns if Tucson were to opt out of the current 
agreement with PACC.  This discussion included that for Tucson to start providing their own animal 
care services it would take significant capital outlay and training to get things started; and it would 
require such after voters, including city constituents, have already approved of and will be paying for 
Proposition 415.  Dr. Garcia stated that he can’t help but believe the city has already done their math 
concerning providing their own animal care services.  There was mention of studies and authorities on 
animal care standards and how PACC currently falls way short in staffing. There was discussion on 
inviting city officials to PACC and PACC events, and on providing opportunity for them to 
experience the emotional burden.  There was also mention of getting PACC meetings on a community 
calendar.  Mr. Neuman expressed that he wants communications with municipalities to be 
informational not confrontational.  There was also mention of the possibility of a petition.  Mr. 
Neuman requested, via the Health Department, that the Committee be set up to meet with Tucson city 
officials.  Dr. García indicated we do not know how they will respond to such a request and do not 
know if elected officials would be inclined to participate or if they would designate staff.  Mr. 
Neuman pointed out that once the volunteers are informed, (receive Mr. Neuman’s letter) they might 
do, and in the past have done, their own thing. 
 

4. Next Meeting – February 19, 2015 
 
There was no discussion on this item. 

 
5. Adjournment 
 

The meeting adjourned at 6:38 pm 
 
 
 
 
 
 







































































































































PIMA ANIMAL CARE CENTER 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE

JANUARY 2015 OPERATIONAL REPORT

 


TUCSON COUNTY TOTAL TUCSON COUNTY TOTAL TUCSON COUNTY TOTAL DELTA  %+/-

SHELTER OPERATIONS

ALL ANIMALS HANDLED

DOGS 612 671 1,283 4,751 4,336 9,087 4,724 4,160 8,884

CATS 309 159 468 2,228 1,547 3,775 2,868 1,809 4,677

OTHERS 14 33 47 188 351 539 198 316 514

TOTAL ANIMALS HANDLED 935 863 1,798 7,167 6,234 13,401 7,790 6,285 14,075 -674 -5%

Live Animals Handled 803 766 1,569 5,997 5,332 11,329 6,866 5,581 12,447 -1118 -9%

IMPOUNDED ANIMALS

ADOPTED

DOGS 235 207 442 1,785 1,691 3,476 1,593 1,368 2,961

CATS 173 90 263 1,112 869 1,981 670 537 1,207

OTHER 1 1 2 6 13 19 28 12 40

TOTAL ADOPTED 409 298 707 2,903 2,573 5,476 2,291 1,917 4,208 1268 30%

RETURNED TO OWNER

DOGS 100 68 168 622 440 1,062 501 382 883

CATS 1 7 8 25 39 64 31 37 68

OTHER 1 0 1 13 7 20 4 11 15

TOTAL RETURNED 102 75 177 660 486 1,146 536 430 966 180 19%

RESCUED

DOGS 81 132 213 656 747 1,403 771 846 1,617

CATS 64 51 115 443 349 792 704 470 1,174

OTHER 0 1 1 11 33 44 44 31 75

TOTAL RESCUED 145 184 329 1,110 1,129 2,239 1,519 1,347 2,866 -627 -22%

*TOTAL LIVE RELEASES 656 557 1,213 4,673 4,188 8,861 4,346 3,694 8,040 821 10%

**TOTAL LIVE RELEASE RATE 83% 84% 83% 82% 83% 83% 75%

EUTHANIZED

DOGS 142 132 274 1,108 973 2,081 1,196 1,110 2,306

CATS 22 14 36 240 182 422 1,021 598 1,619

OTHER 0 2 2 42 57 99 27 53 80

TOTAL EUTHANIZED 164 148 312 1,390 1,212 2,602 2244 1761 4005 -1403 -35%

(-)Owner Requsted Euthanasia 29 38 67 369 364 733 1358

Adjusted Total Euthanasia 135 110 245 1,021 848 1,869 2,647

***EUTHANASIA RATE 17% 16% 17% 18% 17% 17% 25%

OTHER 152 108 260 1,514 1,135 2,649 1,075 812 1,887 762 40%

ENFORCEMENT OPERATIONS

Welfare Responses 273 141 414 1442 708 2150 1395 640 2035 115 6%

ENFORCEMENT CALLS FOR SERVICE 1,658 935 2,593 10,058 6,275 16,333 10,313 6,716 17,029 -696 -4%

LICENSING OPERATIONS

ALTERED 3,265 5,181 8,446 22,642 29,178 51,820 23,796 30,414 54,210

UNALTERED 201 275 476 1,331 1,678 3,009 1,677 2,331 4,008

OTHER 84 121 205 461 638 1,099 494 663 1,157

TOTAL SOLD 3,550 5,577 9,127 24,434 31,494 55,928 25,967 33,408 59,375 -3,447 -6%

YEAR TO YEARTHIS MONTH THIS YEAR TO DATE LAST YEAR TO DATE

*Total Live Releases(TLR)=Total Adopted+Total Returned+Total Rescued

**Live Release Rate=TLR/(TLR+Adjusted Total Euthanasia)

***Euthanasia Rate=(Adjusted Total Euthanasia)/(TLR+Adjusted Total Euthanasia)



Enforcement Calls by Jurisdiction - January 2015 
       

Calls Received      
MAR ORO PIMA SAH STUC TUC TOTAL 

40 29 940 28 28 1,676 2,741 
  34.3%   61.1%  
       
Calls  
Completed 

     

MAR ORO PIMA SAH STUC TUC TOTAL 
41 27 821 25 17 1,656 2,587 

  31.7%   64.0%  
 



 Donation Activity 
 Period: 1/1/15 To: 1/31/15 
 Donation Code Amount 
 DONATION $0.00 
 DONATION ADOP $705.00 
 DONATION GEN $26,368.76 
 DONATION OUTR $57.00 
 DONATION S/N $11,836.00 
 DONATION SAMS $4,601.00 
 Grand Total $43,567.76 

 Monday, February 02, 2015 Page 1 of 1 



 Donation Activity 
 Period: 7/1/14 To: 1/31/15 
 Donation Code Amount 
 DONATION $130.00 
 DONATION ADOP $5,963.86 
 DONATION GEN $211,243.28 
 DONATION OUTR $3,863.00 
 DONATION S/N $95,578.46 
 DONATION SAMS $48,585.50 
 DONATION SHEL 0974 $20,585.00 
 Grand Total $385,949.10 

 Monday, February 02, 2015 Page 1 of 1 



Complaints and Commendations for the Month of January 2015 
 
 
1-12-15 thank you letter sent to PACC 
Commendation 
Two-page letter commending Jennifer Neustadter for significant efforts to get a dog transported by flight to 
Springfield Missouri after dog’s owner passed away. 
 
 
1-12-15 E-mail from PACC volunteer sent to PACC staff 
Commendation 
Commendation for Shelter Supervisor Danny Miranda and AC Technician Oscar Joya Vasquez for their 
helpfulness, professionalism and courtesy. 
 
 
1-5-15 E-mail from Department of Environmental Quality 
Complaint 
Reported dead dog dumped behind fairgrounds 
Course/Action 
Picked up 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

1-7-15 E-mail from District 2 Supervisor’s Office 
Complaint 
Ongoing problem with wildcat dumping, including dead animals 
Course/Action 
Joint Field Officer and Deputy sweep set up.  Effort impounded 12 loose dogs and citing owners for nine other 
violations. 

1-12-15 Called into Tucson Ward 1 Office, then e-mailed to District 5 Supervisor’s Office 
Complaint 
Loose dogs in Sunnyside neighborhood 
Course/Action 
Patrols set up, five dogs impounded 

1-27-15 Petition brought downtown; E-mail from District 3 Supervisor’s Office 
Complaint 
Barking dog  
Course/Action 
Lead complainant contacted and explained noise complaint process and that a noise complaint advisement 
letter will be sent to animal owner. 
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