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S AFE  H AVE N S  FO R  PE TS : 

GU ID E LIN E S  FO R  PROGRAM S  S H E LTE R IN G  P E TS  

FO R  W OM E N  W H O  AR E  B A TTE R E D  

 
“M y fir s t client (as  a cou ns elor  at a w om en’s  center  in W is cons in) cam e in v er y apologetic and s aid, ‘I hav e 

to go hom e.’  W hen I tr ied to tell her  that s he didn’t hav e to go hom e, s he s aid, ‘N o, you  don’t u nder s tand.’  S he 

pu lled ou t of her  pu r s e a cou ple of pictu r es  and handed them  to m e w ithou t com m ent.  They w er e pictu r es  

that her  m other  had for w ar ded to her  that her  hu s band had s ent to the m other … They w er e pictu r es  of him  

chopping off the ear s  of her  dog w ith gar dening s hear s .  S he s aid, ‘I hav e to go hom e… If I w ant to s av e m y 

dog’s  life and the liv es  of the other  anim als  on the far m , I hav e to go hom e.’  I didn’t hav e any ans w er s  for  her .  I 

didn’t hav e any w ay of helping her … W e nev er  hear d fr om  her  again.” 

                                         (Ann Q u inlis k, 1997- cited in Ler ner  [1998]) 

 

 A  w om an’s  attem pt to es cape v iolence – a hor r ifyingly cr u el thr eat – the w om an u nable 

to find alter nativ es  except to r etu r n to the v iolence to attem pt to pr otect her  anim als  – a 

cou ns elor  helples s  to pr ov ide the w om an w ith a s afe alter nativ e.   Ann Q u inlis k’s  (E xecu tiv e 

D ir ector , D om es tic Violence Inter v ention Pr oject) m ov ing accou nt of a batter ed w om an’s  

effor ts  to leav e a v iolent hom e foiled by the w om an’s  w ell-fou nded concer n for  the liv es  of her  

anim als  highlights  an is s u e r eceiv ing incr eas ing attention fr om  dom es tic v iolence and anim al 

w elfar e adv ocates .  Althou gh s helter s  for  w om en w ho ar e batter ed hav e becom e m or e 

r eadily av ailable and acces s ible ov er  the pas t tw o decades , the v as t m ajor ity of s helter s  ar e 

u nable to accept pets  or  com panion anim als  that a w om an m ay w is h to accom pany her .  

S helter s  hav e als o been ill eq u ipped to addr es s  the is s u e of pets  and other  anim als  w om en 

m ay hav e left behind. 

 The des per ate w om an in Q u inlis k’s  nar r ativ e is , u nfor tu nately, not at is olated cas e.  

Thr ee s epar ate s tu dies  hav e docu m ented that fr om  18%  to 40%  of w om en s eeking s helter  

at a cr is is  center  r epor t that concer n for  their  pets ’ w elfar e pr ev ented them  fr om  s eeking 

s helter  s ooner , in s om e cas es , for  m or e than tw o m onths  (As cione, 1997; A s cione, 1998; 

Flynn, 1999).  W e hav e no es tim ate of the nu m ber  of w om en w ho ar e batter ed w ho s har e 

this  concer n bu t nev er  s how  u p at a cr is is  s helter . 

 In the pas t decade, gr eater  attention has  been giv en to fear  for  the w elfar e of anim als   

as  an obs tacle for  s om e w om en attem pting to es cape intim ate v iolence.  D om es tic v iolence 

and anim al w elfar e pr ofes s ionals  hav e collabor ated in dev eloping pr ogr am s  to s helter  pets  

for  w om en w ho ar e batter ed.  In s om e ins tances , the pr ogr am s  ar e adm ittedly infor m al, 

w ith w om en’s  needs  addr es s ed on a cas e by cas e bas is .  In other s , pr ogr am s  hav e been 
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for m alized and inclu de a des ignated dir ector , w r itten policies  and pr ocedu r es , a s epar ate 

bu dget, and pr ocedu r es  for  ev alu ation.  H ow ev er , as  thes e pr ogr am s  hav e ev olv ed, ther e 

has  not been a m ethod for  dis tilling and dis s em inating the collectiv e w is dom  and exper ience 

of pr ogr am s  s helter ing pets  for  w om en w ho ar e batter ed.  D om es tic v iolence and anim al 

w elfar e pr ofes s ionals  fam iliar  w ith thes e pr ogr am s  know  that their  es tablis hm ent and 

oper ation ar e not s im ple m atter s  of finding tem por ar y, lov ing hom es  for  pets  in need.  

S afety, confidentiality, pet ow ner s hip, locating pet s helter ing, financial, v eter inar y, pet 

tr ans por tation, w om en’s  pos t-s helter  hou s ing, pu blicity, s taff tr aining, anim al abu s e, and 

ev en ethical is s u es  challenge thos e cons ider ing dev elopm ent of pet s helter ing pr ogr am s . 

 S afe H av ens  for  Pets : G u idelines  for  Pr ogr am s  S helter ing Pets  for  W om en w ho ar e 

B atter ed  is  one attem pt to m eet the needs  of dom es tic v iolence and anim al w elfar e 

agencies  cons ider ing the dev elopm ent of pet s helter ing pr ogr am s  or  ev alu ating the 

oper ation of exis ting pr ogr am s .  S pons or ed by the Ger aldine R . D odge Fou ndation and w ith 

the gener ou s  help of m any adv ocates  for  w om en and for  anim als , I inter v iew ed pr ofes s ionals  

fr om  21 dom es tic v iolence and 20 anim al w elfar e agencies  beginning to oper ate or  alr eady 

oper ating pr ogr am s  s helter ing pets  for  w om en w ho ar e batter ed.  U s ing a detailed, 141-

item  inter v iew  pr otocol, I as ked each agency abou t the ev olu tion and oper ation of their  

pr ogr am , the policies  and pr ocedu r es  they hav e es tablis hed, challenges  and obs tacles  they 

hav e confr onted, their  s u cces s es  and failu r es , as  w ell as  q u es tions  r elated to the is s u es  

lis ted abov e.  I hav e attem pted to dis till the r es pons es  of the par ticipants  as  faithfu lly as  

pos s ible. I hav e tr ied to note com m on them es  w her e they becam e ev ident, and to highlight 

q u es tions , concer ns , and u nr es olv ed is s u es  for  fu tu r e dialogu e and dis cu s s ion am ong all 

thos e concer ned w ith the w elfar e of w om en w ho ar e batter ed, their  childr en, and their  

anim als .  W her e appr opr iate, I hav e offer ed r ecom m endations  that I hope w ill be of 

as s is tance to agencies  dev eloping their  ow n pr ogr am s  for  s helter ing pets  for  w om en w ho 

ar e batter ed.  M any of the agencies  that par ticipated in this  pr oject w er e gr aciou s  enou gh 

to pr ov ide copies  of their  pr inted m ater ial, in s om e cas es , inclu ding policies  and pr ocedu r es , 

intake for m s , and r elated docu m entation.  S am ples  of thes e hav e been du plicated in the 

appendix to s er v e as  a gu ide for  agencies  dev eloping S afe H av ens  for  Pets  pr ogr am s . 

 D u r ing the pas t few  year s , dom es tic v iolence and anim al w elfar e pr ogr am s  hav e often 

contacted m e abou t how  to effectiv ely oper ate pr ogr am s  s helter ing pets  for  w om en w ho 

ar e batter ed.   M y hope is  that S afe H av ens  for  Pets , bas ed on the exper ience and exper tis e 

of agencies  alr eady oper ating s u ch pr ogr am s , w ill pr ov ide a m or e infor m ed and s atis factor y 

ans w er  to their  q u es tions  and elim inate the need for  each new  pr ogr am  to “r einv ent the 
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w heel.”  A feedback for m  is  inclu ded in this  booklet s o that you , the r eader , can adv is e m e of 

how  w ell that hope has  been r ealized.  

 

B ackgr ou nd of the su r v ey leading to S afe H av ens for  Pets  

 

    W ith fu nding fr om  the Ger aldine R . D odge Fou ndation, activ ities  r elated to cr eation of  

S afe H av ens  for  Pets  w er e initiated in the fall of 1998.  The plan had been to identify a dozen 

or  s o pr ogr am s , ar ou nd the cou ntr y, s helter ing pets  for  batter ed w om en, inter v iew  the 

pr ogr am  dir ector s  abou t their  oper ational policies  and pr ocedu r es , and dis till this  

infor m ation in a r epor t.  At that tim e, I as s u m ed ther e m ight be a pool of tw enty to thir ty 

s u ch pr ogr am s  fr om  w hich I cou ld s elect a r epr es entativ e s am ple.  The r epor t w ou ld identify 

s u cces s fu l and u ns u cces s fu l pr actices  and s er v e as  a r es ou r ce for  agencies  inter es ted in 

im plem enting s afe hav ens  for  pets .  

      A  letter  des cr ibing the pr oject w as  s ent to each of the s tate dom es tic v iolence coalitions  

in the U nited S tates , national dom es tic v iolence or ganizations  (N =75), and to 25 anim al 

w elfar e or ganizations .  N otices  w er e als o pu blis hed, pr o bono, in the D om es tic Violence 

R epor t (D VR ), in LIN K , the new s letter  of the N ational Coalition Agains t D om es tic Violence, 

and in The Latham  Letter , a pu blication of the Latham  Fou ndation.  R es pondents  w er e as ked 

to com plete a br ief for m  in w hich they cou ld identify s afe hav ens  for  pets  (S H P) pr ogr am s , in 

any s tage of dev elopm ent.  R es pondents  w er e als o as ked to indicate a contact per s on w ho 

w ou ld be w illing to be inter v iew ed for  this  pr oject and/or  r eq u es t to be placed on a m ailing 

lis t for  a copy of the pr oject execu tiv e s u m m ar y once the pr oject w as  com pleted. 

Ov er  the cou r s e of 6 m onths , I r eceiv ed, v ia r egu lar  and electr onic m ail, r eplies  fr om  

ov er  98 dom es tic v iolence and anim al w elfar e agencies  identifying 113 pr ogr am s  in v ar iou s  

s tages  of conception or  oper ation.  E ighteen r es pondents  cou ld not identify a pr ogr am  bu t 

w er e s till inter es ted in r eceiv ing a copy of the pr oject’s  execu tiv e s u m m ar y.  I had clear ly 

u nder es tim ated the nu m ber  of pr ogr am s  cons ider ing or  oper ating s afe hav ens  for  pets  and 

the w ides pr ead inter es t in gu idelines  for  es tablis hing thes e pr ogr am s .  W ith the appr ov al of 

a tim e extens ion by the D odge Fou ndation, I expanded the initial tar get of inter v iew ing 12 

agencies  to inter v iew ing 41 agencies  abou t their  S H P pr ogr am s . 

Tw enty-one dom es tic v iolence and tw enty anim al w elfar e pr ofes s ionals , fr om  Alas ka to 

Flor ida, w er e gr aciou s  enou gh to s pend betw een one-half and one-and-a-half hou r s  in 

telephone inter v iew s  r es ponding to q u es tions  fr om  a 141-item  pr otocol. The dom es tic 

v iolence agencies  r anged fr om  thos e s er v ing lar ge, u r ban center s  to s m all r u r al s helter s  
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and the anim al w elfar e agencies  r anged fr om  an u r ban v eter inar y m edical s chool to hu m ane 

s ocieties  and anim al w elfar e agencies  in r u r al, s u bu r ban, and u r ban locations .  The r ichnes s  

and w is dom  of the infor m ation pr ov ided in this  r epor t ar e, in gr eat par t, du e to the 

w illingnes s  of thes e agency r epr es entativ es  to s har e their  tim e and talent in r es ponding to 

m y q u es tions .  Any flaw s  in this  r epor t, how ev er , ar e m y ow n.  

 

 

Char acter istics of the Agencies Inter v iew ed 

 

H ow  the 41 agencies lear ned abou t the S afe H av ens for  Pets (S H P) Pr oject.  

Althou gh a nu m ber  of agencies  s aid they had hear d abou t S H P Pr oject fr om  m or e than one 

s ou r ce, m os t lear ned of the pr oject fr om  a dom es tic v iolence r es ou r ce.  For  the 21 

dom es tic v iolence agencies , dom es tic v iolence r es ou r ces , like D VR  and LIN K , w er e 

m entioned 17 tim es , anim al w elfar e r es ou r ces  3 tim es , and dir ect m ail or  other  contacts  

(e.g., new s  r epor ter ) 4 tim es .  For  the 20 anim al w elfar e agencies , dom es tic v iolence 

r es ou r ces  w er e m entioned 11 tim es , anim al w elfar e r es ou r ces  8 tim es , and dir ect m ail or  

other  contacts  11 tim es . 

 

Agency r espondents’ r eaction to being asked to par ticipate in the S H P Pr oject.  S ince 

I am  acu tely aw ar e of the tim e pr es s u r es  facing dom es tic v iolence and anim al w elfar e 

pr ofes s ionals , I as ked this  q u es tion w ith s om e tr epidation know ing m y ow n r elu ctance to 

s pend 30 to 90 m inu tes  on the phone w ith u nfam iliar  caller s !  M y fear s  pr ov ed to be 

u nfou nded, how ev er , s ince all r es pondents  com m ented pos itiv ely abou t the inv itation to 

par ticipate.  A s am pling of the r em ar ks  of dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  follow s . 

* “… thr illed s om eone is  doing s om ething com pr ehens iv e nationally… ther e’s  a r eal 

need ther e…” 

* “…excited becau s e w e’r e pr ou d of ou r  pr ogr am …” 

* “… this  is  a pr edom inant is s u e in w or king w ith v ictim s … w om en ar e as ham ed and 

em bar r as s ed to talk abou t it [anim al abu s e] becau s e they ju dge it is  s o ou ts ide 

nor m al behav ior …” 

* “… no s tr ong r eaction bu t pos itiv e s ince w e hav e s een the need and ju dges  don’t 

alw ays  s ee the im por tance of anim al abu s e in dom es tic v iolence cas es …” 

* “… good r eaction… ou r  pr ogr am  w as  s et u p w ith fu nds  donated by a for m er  v ictim  

w hos e pets  had been thr eatened and killed…” 
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* “… v er y tim ely…” 

* “… glad s om eone is  r ecognizing that this  is  a hu ge pr oblem …” 

* “… happy that a handbook w ill be av ailable… w or king on this  ‘blind’ has  been 

difficu lt…” 

* “… delighted… ther e ar e m any pet lov er s  at the dom es tic v iolence s helter  and they 

know  they w ou ld not w ant to leav e their  pets  behind…” 

* And fr om  anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , 

* “… gr eat… this  is  the thing I’m  pr ou des t of doing…” 

* “… pleas ed s om eone is  doing this … helpfu l in cr eating a netw or k for  r efer r als  if 

s om eone is  m ov ing to a new  ar ea…” 

* “… fabu lou s … w e cou ld hav e u s ed this  infor m ation befor e s tar ting ou r  pr ogr am …” 

* “… gr eat… gets  the pr oblem  into pu blic aw ar enes s …” 

* “… delighted… w e’r e u ns u r e of s om e of the things  w e’r e doing…” 

All r es pondents , except one fr om  a dom es tic v iolence agency concer ned abou t s ecu r ity, 

w er e w illing to allow  m e to identify their  pr ogr am s  by nam e and m ailing addr es s  and this  

infor m ation is  inclu ded in the appendix. 

H ow  agencies descr ibed the stage of dev elopm ent of their  S H P pr ogr am .  One 

dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  r epor ted oper ating an infor m al S H P pr ogr am , u s ing the hom es  

of s taff and v olu nteer s , s ince 1979.  H ow ev er , m os t pr ogr am s  had a s hor ter  his tor y.  Of the 

dom es tic v iolence agencies  inter v iew ed, 13 had been in oper ation 1 year  or  les s  and 7 had 

been oper ating for  longer  than 1 year .  In contr as t to the near ly 20 year  old infor m al 

pr ogr am  m entioned abov e, one pr ogr am , not yet oper ational, w as  des cr ibed as  being in the 

“pr enatal” s tage of dev elopm ent.  M os t pr ogr am s  s elf-des cr ibed as  being in their  “infancy” 

and the m ean length of tim e in oper ation w as  1.4 year s .  The oldes t pr ogr am  had been 

oper ating for  5  year s . 

For  the 20 anim al w elfar e pr ogr am s , 6 had been in oper ation 1 year  or  les s , 12 had 

been oper ating for  longer  than a year , and 2 pr ogr am s  w er e s till in the for m ativ e s tage.  The 

m ean length of tim e in oper ation w as  2.5 year s  and the oldes t pr ogr am  had been oper ating 

for  a 10-year  per iod.   

The nu m ber  of year s  in oper ation does  not adeq u ately des cr ibe the ev olv ing natu r e of 

s om e of thes e pr ogr am s .  For  exam ple, one dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondent noted 

that their  pr ogr am , thou gh 2.5 year s  old, w as  in the pr oces s  of r egr ou ping s ince the initiator  

of the pr ogr am  had left the agency.  An anim al w elfar e r es pondent w ith a 2-year -old 

pr ogr am  des cr ibed the pr ogr am  as  s till in the lear ning s tage.   
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E stim ates of the ov er all lev el of ser v ices pr ov ided by the par ticipating agencies.  

D om es tic v iolence agencies  w er e as ked to es tim ate the nu m ber  of cr is is  calls  r eceiv ed 

annu ally (thes e w er e gener al cr is is  calls , not neces s ar ily r elated to the S H P pr ogr am ).  

S ixteen of the 21 agencies  pr ov ided es tim ates  r anging fr om  540 to 13,000 calls  per  year  

(m ean = 3,971).  Anim al w elfar e agencies  es tim ated the nu m ber  of calls  r eceiv ed annu ally 

that w er e s pecifically r elated to the S H P pr ogr am . E lev en of the 20 agencies  pr ov ided 

es tim ates  r anging fr om  4 to 120 calls  per  year  (m ean = 34). 

The dom es tic v iolence agencies  (20 of 21) r epor ted their  s helter  capacity in ter m s  of 

the nu m ber  of per s ons  w ho cou ld be hou s ed.  This  figu r e r anged fr om  14 to 60 (m ean = 

27).  Anim al w elfar e agencies  w er e as ked to es tim ate the nu m ber  of anim als  (pr im ar ily dogs  

and cats ) that cou ld be s helter ed at one tim e.  E s tim ates  r anged fr om  5 to 500 (m ean = 

209).  One anim al w elfar e agency did not hav e a s helter  facility bu t m aintained a lis ting of 

300 activ e fos ter  hom es .  Thr ee pr ogr am s  des cr ibed r egu lar  anim al s helter ing facilities  bu t 

als o m entioned the av ailability of a lar ge pas tu r e for  far m  anim als  or  a w ildlife center  that 

pr ov ided additional s pace. 

The ov er all nu m ber  of hu m an clients  (w om en and childr en) s helter ed, per  year , by the 

dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am s  w as  pr ov ided by 18 r es pondents  and r anged fr om  50 to 1,000 

(m ean = 390).  The ov er all nu m ber  of anim als  s helter ed, per  year , by the anim al w elfar e 

agencies  w as  es tim ated by 12 r es pondents  and r anged fr om  2,000 to 50,000 (m ean = 

13,442) w ith 5 of the 12 pr ogr am s  each s helter ing m or e than 10,000 anim als .  Anim al 

w elfar e pr ogr am s  w er e not as ked abou t the av er age du r ation of s helter ing for  anim als  in 

the gener al (non-S H P) popu lation. 

The enor m ou s  s er v ice loads  car r ied by dom es tic v iolence and anim al w elfar e agencies  is  

all the m or e im pr es s iv e giv en r epor ts  of the nu m ber  of s taff for  thes e pr ogr am s .  D om es tic 

v iolence agencies  r epor ted fu ll and par t-tim e s taffs  r anging fr om  8 to 90 per s ons  (m ean = 

27.2) and anim al w elfar e agency r epor ts  r anged fr om  1 (the next highes t low er  es tim ate 

w as  10) to 160 per s ons  (m ean = 52).       

 

S er v ices to elder ly indiv idu als w ho ar e batter ed, clients fr om  r u r al ar eas, and other  

client gr ou ps.  For  dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , 95%  r epor ted s er v ing clients  

w ho ar e elder ly.  Thes e clients  w er e des cr ibed as  s om etim es  concer ned m or e for  their  pets ’ 

w elfar e than their  ow n. E lder ly clients ’ attachm ent to their  pets  w as  des cr ibed as  s tr onger  

than the attachm ent of you nger  clients  bu t it w as  als o noted that phys ical and financial 

challenges  often m ade it m or e difficu lt for  elder ly clients  to car e for  their  pets . 
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For  anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , 70%  s er v e clients  w ho w er e elder ly.  The 

s tr onger  attachm ent to pets  w as  als o noted by thes e r es pondents  and attr ibu ted to the 

abs ence of childr en, gr eater  dependency needs  and s ocial is olation, gr eater  concer ns  abou t 

s afety, and that pets  pr ov ided a s ens e of s ecu r ity.  One r es pondent noted that the pets  of 

elder ly clients  ar e m or e likely to be w ell car ed for .  Y et another  r es pondent indicated that 

pets  of s om e elder ly clients  m ay be in poor er  health and/or  neglected, per haps  r elated to 

the elder ly client’s  ow n difficu lty w ith s elf-car e.  One r es pondent s u gges ted that elder ly 

clients  exper iencing dom es tic v iolence ar e m or e likely, than you nger  clients , to r elinq u is h 

their  pets  if they ar e concer ned abou t s afety. 

Agencies  w er e as ked if they s er v ed clients  fr om  r u r al ar eas  and if this  pr es ented s pecial 

pr oblem s  or  challenges  to their  S H P pr ogr am .  For  dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , 

71%  s er v e r u r al ar eas , in one cas e, a location s o is olated that a v eter inar ian flies  in for  a 

few  days  thr ee tim es  per  year !  S om e of the pr oblem s  and challenges  s er v ing r u r al clients  

inclu ded: 

* H av ing lar ger  nu m ber s  of pets , lar ger  br eeds , and far m  anim als  m aking 

finding tem por ar y s helter  m or e difficu lt 

* H av ing pets  w ho ar e accu s tom ed to r oam ing fr ee w hich m ake hou s ing pets  

w ith fos ter  fam ilies  m or e challenging 

* D ifficu lty in adv er tis ing s er v ices , inclu ding the av ailability of the S H P pr ogr am , 

and in pr ov iding ou tr each (e.g., dom es tic v iolence edu cation, legal aid) 

* The w om en’s  phys ical is olation, com m u nication pr oblem s  (e.g., w hen a 

batter er  has  r ipped ou t the phone line), and tr ans por tation difficu lties  

* S hor tage of pos t-s helter  hou s ing alter nativ es  

* Occas ional difficu lties  in enlis ting cooper ation fr om  law  enfor cem ent agencies         

For  the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , 100%  r epor ted s er v ing r u r al ar eas  and als o 

noted pr oblem s  m or e com m on w ith clients  fr om  r u r al locations . 

* Is olation, tr ans por tation fr om  dis tant locations , and lack of local anim al 

contr ol agencies  

* The cos t of feeding lar ger  anim als  s u ch as  hor s es  or  her ds  of anim als  w hile 

they ar e s helter ed  

* Anim als  that ar e les s  likely to hav e been s payed or  neu ter ed, m or e likely to 

hav e ticks , and m or e likely to be u ns ocialized  

      In one cas e, r ather  than tr ying to find s helter  for  far m  anim als , the dom es tic v iolence 

and anim al w elfar e agencies  collabor ated in as s is ting a w om an obtain a r es tr aining or der  to 



 
 

 
Safe Havens for Pets                        8                                          Frank R. Ascione 

m ake the batter er  leav e the far m .  In another , a w om an liv ing on a r anch left the batter er  

bu t had 15 far m  cats .  R ather  than hou s ing the cats  in cages  at the hu m ane s ociety, w hich 

w as  ju dged to be s tr es s fu l for  the cats , they w er e placed in fos ter  hom es . 

In addition to par ticipating in the S H P pr ogr am s , both dom es tic v iolence and anim al 

w elfar e agencies  pr ov ide other  s er v ices  (e.g., edu cation, ou tr each, adv is ing local and s tate 

gov er nm ent).  S ince this  pr oject focu s ed on s helter ing is s u es , I as ked anim al w elfar e agency 

r es pondents  w hether  they als o s helter ed anim als  for  hom eles s  indiv idu als , not neces s ar ily 

dom es tic v iolence v ictim s  w ho m ight als o be hom eles s  (60%  did), for  indiv idu als  w ith m edical 

or  m ental health em er gencies  (80%  did), and for  v ictim s  of fir es  or  natu r al dis as ter s  (75%  

did).  One-thir d of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  w er e u naw ar e or  u ns u r e of any 

of the anim al w elfar e agencies ’ s er v ices  to thes e client gr ou ps .  M os t dom es tic v iolence 

agency r es pondents , how ev er ,  w er e able to identify at leas t one of thes e thr ee client gr ou ps  

r eceiv ing s helter ing. 

  

Facilities for  shelter ing pets at the dom estic v iolence shelter  and the av ailability of 

pet car r ier s or  por t-o-pets for  the shor t-ter m  hou sing of pets.  Only thr ee (14.3% ) of the 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  s aid they cou ld hou s e pets  at their  facility.  E xam ples  

inclu ded a kennel, bu ilt as  an E agle S cou t pr oject, adjacent to the dom es tic v iolence s helter  

and a s helter  that had a dog r u n and dog hou s e.  E ight (38.1%) of the dom es tic v iolence 

agency r es pondents  noted the av ailability of por table pet car r ier s  (por t-o-pets ) w hich had 

been donated by pet s tor es , the anim al w elfar e agency, or  the com m u nity. Thes e car r ier s  

w er e often u s ed for  the tem por ar y hou s ing of pets  u ntil a m or e appr opr iate r elocation of the 

anim als  cou ld be effected. The difficu lty of keeping pets  at the dom es tic v iolence s helter  w as  

r elated to concer ns  ov er  potential s taff and client aller gies , a pr em iu m  on s pace w her e a 

kennel m ight dis place par t of the childr en’s  play ar ea, or  the fact that the s helter  w as  a 

pu blic bu ilding and ther efor e pr ohibited anim als . 

 Only one anim al w elfar e agency r es pondent w as  aw ar e of a dom es tic v iolence s helter  

hav ing s pace for  pets  bu t s ev en (35%) noted the av ailability of pet car r ier s .  Pr ov iding pet 

car r ier s  w as  ju dged to be a good idea bu t, in one cas e, the obs tacle to pr ov iding them  w as  

financial. 

  

Pr esence of “hou se pets”, belonging to staff or  a par ticu lar  staff m em ber , at the 

dom estic v iolence shelter s.  N one of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and only 

fiv e (25%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  des cr ibed hou s e pets  at the dom es tic 
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v iolence s helter s  s av e for  one pr ogr am  w ith an aq u ar iu m  and tw o other s  that allow ed 

anim al v is its  du r ing anim al-facilitated-ther apy w ith childr en.  Tw o dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  thou ght hav ing a hou s e pet w as  a good idea bu t one r es pondent w as  

concer ned that childr en at the s helter  m ight m is tr eat a hou s e pet or  the pet of another  

client u nles s  clos ely s u per v is ed. The abs ence of hou s e pets  w as  again attr ibu ted to health 

and hygiene is s u es  and one s helter ’s  leas e pr ohibiting pets . 

  

D om estic v iolence shelter  policy on assistance anim als for  clients w ith disabilities.  

For  dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , 16 (76.2% ) r epor ted allow ing clients  to br ing 

as s is tance anim als , 2 (9.5%) cou ld not allow  as s is tance anim als , and 3 (14.3% ) s aid the 

is s u e had nev er  com e u p.  Thr ee r es pondents  adm itted that they had nev er  thou ght of this  

is s u e in light of their  m or e gener al pr ohibition agains t pets  at the s helter  and w ou ld now  

hav e to dev elop a policy.  One s helter  had a s taff m em ber  w ith a dis ability w ho br ou ght her  

as s is tance anim al to w or k and another  s helter  that w ou ld not allow  anim als  s u gges ted that 

they w ou ld find and pay for  m otel hou s ing for  a client w ith this  need. 

 For  anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , 5 (25%) r es ponded that the dom es tic v iolence 

pr ogr am  accepted as s is tance anim als , 3 (15%) that they did not, and 12 (60% ) w er e 

u naw ar e of the dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am ’s  policy.  One anim al w elfar e agency r es pondent 

had confr onted this  is s u e s ince a client w ho w as  deaf had an as s is tance dog and cou ld not 

r elocate at the hou s e of fr iends  s ince they w ou ld not allow  pets  in their  hom e. 

 

S taff tr aining on the link betw een dom estic v iolence and anim al abu se.  One of the 

tr ends  em er ging as  a r es u lt of collabor ation betw een dom es tic v iolence and anim al w elfar e 

agencies  is  cr os s  tr aining.  Ideally, cr os s  tr aining is  bi-dir ectional edu cation in w hich 

dom es tic v iolence pr ofes s ionals  tr ain anim al w elfar e pr ofes s ionals  on the dynam ics  of 

dom es tic v iolence and the needs  of w om en and childr en w ho ar e es caping abu s iv e 

r elations hips .   In tu r n, anim al w elfar e pr ofes s ionals  tr ain dom es tic v iolence pr ofes s ionals  on 

the s ignificance of anim al abu s e and neglect and the w ays  that anim al m altr eatm ent r elate 

to v iolence, es pecially child abu s e and neglect and v iolence betw een par tner s .  R es pondents  

w er e as ked if s u ch gener al cr os s  tr aining had occu r r ed in their  pr ogr am s .  For  dom es tic 

v iolence agency r es pondents , 8 (38.1%) indicated it had occu r r ed, 10 (47.6% ) that it had 

not, and 3 (14.3% ) indicated the tr aining w as  m inim al. For  the anim al w elfar e agency 

r es pondents , 7 (35%) indicated cr os s  tr aining had occu r r ed, 8 (40% ) that it had not, and 5 

(25%) des cr ibed the cr os s  tr aining as  m inim al or  ju s t s tar ting. 
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 A  q u es tion w as  als o as ked abou t u nidir ectional tr aining effor ts  (i.e, dom es tic v iolence 

tr aining for  anim al w elfar e or  anim al w elfar e tr aining for  dom es tic v iolence) on the link.  For  

the 19 dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  for  w hom  this  q u es tion w as  appr opr iate, 7 

(36.8% ) r eplied that they had pr ov ided dom es tic v iolence tr aining for  anim al w elfar e 

agencies , 11 (57.9%) had not, and one (5.3% ) des cr ibed the tr aining as  infor m al.  For  

anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , 10 (50%) had pr ov ided anim al abu s e tr aining for  

dom es tic v iolence agencies , 9 (45% ) had not, and one (5%) des cr ibed the tr aining as  

infor m al.  In one cas e, an anim al w elfar e agency S H P pr ogr am  dir ector  com pleted the 

dom es tic v iolence agency’s  40- hou r  tr aining cu r r icu lu m . 

 I als o as ked r es pondents  if agency s taff m em ber s  w er e s pecifically tr ained abou t the 

r ationale for  and oper ation of the S H P pr ogr am . For  dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , 

s u ch tr aining w as  noted by 13 (61.9%), it had not occu r r ed accor ding to 6 (28.6% ), and 

w as  des cr ibed as  infor m al by 2 (9.5%) r es pondents .  One r es pondent noted that the 

tr aining pr obably needed to be r epeated becau s e of high s taff tu r nov er . For  the 18 anim al 

w elfar e agency r es pondents  for  w hom  this  q u es tion w as  appr opr iate, tr aining w as  noted by 

10 (55.6% ), it had not occu r r ed accor ding to 5 (27.8% ), and w as  des cr ibed as  infor m al by 

2 (11.1%) r es pondents . 

 S ince tr aining on the link betw een dom es tic v iolence and anim al abu s e did not occu r  in 

ev er y pr ogr am , I as ked if dom es tic v iolence and anim al w elfar e cou ns elor s  w er e s cr eened 

for  their  exper iences  w ith anim al abu s e or  their  s ens itiv ity to the im por tance of pets  to 

s om e w om en and childr en.  The r ationale for  as king this  q u es tion w as  the potential for  

s tr ong em otional r es pons es  to hear ing s tor ies  of anim al abu s e or  the cou ns elor s ’ ow n 

encou nter s  w ith anim al abu s e affecting their  r es pons e to dom es tic v iolence v ictim s ’ s tor ies  

of abu s ed anim als . This  type of s cr eening w as  u ncom m on and r epor ted by only 5 (23.8% ) of 

the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and 4 (20% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency 

r es pondents .  A nu m ber  of r es pondents  s aid that althou gh s cr eening did not occu r , 

s ens itiv ity to the im por tance of pets  to dom es tic v iolence v ictim s  w as  dis cu s s ed m or e 

gener ally in s taff m eetings  or  in infor m al dis cu s s ions . One dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondent adm itted not hav ing cons ider ed this  is s u e and another  indicated they w ou ld 

cons ider  it in the fu tu r e. 

 R ather  than s u gges ting that s taff be “s cr eened” on is s u es  r elated to anim al abu s e, it 

m ight be m or e appr opr iate to s u gges t that cas es  w her e dom es tic v iolence and anim al 

abu s e occu r r ed together  be des cr ibed in s taff m eetings  as  a m ethod of pr epar ing 

cou ns elor s  for  the types  of exper iences  they m ay encou nter  w hen talking w ith clients .    
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D ev eloping a S afe H av ens for  Pets (S H P) Pr ogr am  

 

Initiation of the S H P pr ogr am .  R es ponding agencies  w er e as ked w hether  the dom es tic 

v iolence agency or  the anim al w elfar e agency initiated the S H P pr ogr am .  For  dom es tic 

v iolence agency r es pondents , 71.4% r epor ted that the dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  initiated 

S H P, 14.3%  r epor ted S H P as  initiated by the anim al w elfar e agency, and 9.5% r epor ted it 

w as  initiated jointly by both agencies .  In one cas e, a s tu dent in v eter inar y m edicine s tar ted a 

S H P pr ogr am . 

Anim al w elfar e agencies  r epor ted that the S H P pr ogr am  w as  initiated by a dom es tic 

v iolence agency in 15%, by anim al w elfar e in 75% , and jointly in 5% of cas es .  One 

r es pondent w as  u ncer tain w ho initiated the S H P pr ogr am . 

 

Agency concer ns that the S H P pr ogr am s w ou ld be ov er w helm ed.  One of the 

concer ns  that I hav e hear d v oiced by s om e anim al w elfar e agencies  is  that the nu m ber  of 

r eq u es ts  to s helter  pets  for  w om en w ho ar e batter ed w ou ld dr am atically exceed the 

capability and r es ou r ces  of anim al w elfar e agencies .  R es pondents  w er e as ked if this  

concer n ar os e du r ing the planning and im plem entation of their  S H P pr ogr am s .  W or r ying 

that they w ou ld be ov er w helm ed w as  acknow ledged by eight (38.1%) of the dom es tic 

v iolence agency r es pondents  and s ixteen (80% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents .  

Agencies  that w er e not concer ned m entioned the follow ing r eas ons : 

* The S H P w as  pu r pos ely dev eloped on a s m all s cale 

* Adv er tis ing the pr ogr am  had been m inim al 

* R ather  than being concer ned, ther e w as  aw ar enes s  that not ev er y w om an’s  

needs  cou ld be accom m odated s ince the com m u nity is  s m all and has  few  

v eter inar ians  av ailable for  s helter ing pets  

Agencies  that w er e concer ned abou t being ov er w helm ed noted the follow ing r eas ons : 

* D ifficu lty in finding s helter  for  far m  anim als  

* S m all s ize of the anim al w elfar e agency 

* Ins u fficient nu m ber  of fos ter  fam ilies  to s helter  pets  

* Concer ns  expr es s ed by anim al w elfar e agency boar d of dir ector s  and r ecent 

m edia attention 

* Incr eas ed dem and if m or e than the one cu r r ent dom es tic v iolence s helter  

w anted to acces s  this  s er v ice 
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One anim al w elfar e agency r es pondent noted that they hav e been ov er w helm ed w ith 

r eq u es ts  on one occas ion yet another  w or r ied that the S H P pr ogr am  w as  u nder u tilized. 

N one of the r es pondents  indicated that thes e concer ns  w er e s u fficient to for es tall 

im plem entation of the S H P pr ogr am . 

 

 Agency concer ns that the S H P pr ogr am  m ight be abu sed.  This  concer n w as  v oiced by 

only fiv e (23.8% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  bu t by s ixteen (80% ) of the 

anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents .  E xam ples  of the concer ns  r ais ed by dom es tic v iolence 

agency r es pondents  inclu ded w or r ies  that: 

* the S H P pr ogr am  w ou ld be u s ed for  fr ee boar ding r ather  than pet s afety 

* pets  m ight be abandoned 

* w om en m ight r etu r n to the batter er  and abandon their  pets  

* w om en m ight not be for thcom ing abou t their  ability to pay for  pet s helter ing 

* the dom es tic v iolence v ictim  w ou ld take the batter er ’s  pet for  r etaliation 

Anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  noted the follow ing concer ns : 

* that pets  m ight be abandoned (2 r es pondents ) 

* the S H P pr ogr am  m ight be u s ed as  fr ee boar ding by indiv idu als  w ho w er e not 

dom es tic v iolence v ictim s  (e.g., beach dw eller s , alcoholics , tr ans ients ) (3 

r es pondents ) 

* the S H P pr ogr am  m ight be u s ed to boar d anim als  w hile the ow ner  w ent on 

v acation (3 r es pondents , one of w hom  s aid this  had occu r r ed) 

* that the s am e w om an m ight u s e the s er v ice r epeatedly (2 r es pondents ), a 

challenge als o encou nter ed by dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am s  

* that the S H P pr ogr am  w ou ld be u s ed to obtain fr ee s paying and neu ter ing 

* that it m ight be difficu lt to contact the pet’s  ow ner  

* that the batter er  m ight s how  u p at the anim al s helter  

* that the agr eed u pon per iod of pet s helter ing w ou ld be exceeded 

u nneces s ar ily 

* that the S H P pr ogr am  m ight becom e a m agnet for  u nm anageable, har d-to-

handle pets  

A s  w ill be noted later  in the s ection on actu al oper ation of S H P pr ogr am s , s om e of thes e 

concer ns  w er e w ell-fou nded bu t em er ged in only a s m all nu m ber  of is olated cas es .  Again, 

the concer ns  w er e not ju dged s u fficient to pr ev ent the S H P pr ogr am  fr om  being 

im plem ented. 
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 Agency r esistance to star ting a S H P pr ogr am , factor s u nder lying the r esistance, and 

m ethods of dealing w ith the r esistance.  S ixteen (76.2% ) dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  s aid ther e w as  no r es is tance to the S H P pr ogr am .  Thr ee of thes e s ixteen 

r es pondents  expanded on their  ans w er  by noting the agencies ’ delight w ith the pr ogr am s ’ 

av ailability and tw o other s  em phas ized the des ir e to help v ictim s  and that s taff in the dis tr ict 

attor ney’s  office liked anim als .  Fiv e (23.8% )  dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  

des cr ibed cas es  of r es is tance to the S H P pr ogr am  by s om e s taff or  boar d m em ber s .  One 

r es pondent noted s taff concer n w ith needing to inter v iew  w om en abou t pets  du r ing a cr is is  

s itu ation.  This  w as  por tr ayed as  a div er s ion of s taff attention fr om  m or e im por tant is s u es .  

The r es pondent s u gges ted the need to edu cate s om e dom es tic v iolence s taff abou t the 

im por tance of pet w elfar e is s u es  for  w om en w ho ar e batter ed.  Tw o r es pondents  s aid s taff 

had r ais ed concer ns  abou t pet ow ner s hip is s u es  (i.e., the w om an’s  r ight to take a pet w ith 

her  that m ight be ow ned by the batter er ) and the potential for  litigation.  Other  factor s  

u nder lying r es is tance inclu ded: fear s  that anim als  w ou ld be abandoned, s afety is s u es  w hen 

tr ans por ting pets , fear s  that v iolent incidents  w ith the batter er  m ight occu r  as  a r es u lt of 

the pet s helter ing, and, in cas es  w her e pets  w er e tem por ar ily hou s ed at the dom es tic 

v iolence s helter , w or r ies  abou t clients  not contr olling pets , childr en and anim als  being bitten 

by pets , and client or  s taff aller gies  to pets . 

 Ten (50%) anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  s tated ther e w as  no r es is tance to the 

S H P pr ogr am  and fou r  of thes e r es pondents  expanded by des cr ibing s taff as  “v er y 

s u ppor tiv e”, hoping to expand the s er v ice, and being w illing to “m ake s pace” for  thes e pets .  

The fou r th attr ibu ted the lack of r es is tance to the fact that the anim al w elfar e pr ogr am ’s  

execu tiv e dir ector  initiated the S H P pr ogr am !  Ten (50%) of the anim al w elfar e agency 

r es pondents  des cr ibed cas es  of r es is tance to the S H P pr ogr am  by s om e s taff or  boar d 

m em ber s . In one cas e, a lone cr itic s u gges ted that dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am s  w ou ld not 

s har e infor m ation w ith a m ale anim al w elfar e agency dir ector .  Tw o r es pondents  noted 

r es is tance bas ed on the incr eas ed w or kload and s cope of activ ities  r eq u ir ed by the S H P 

pr ogr am  and another  s aid boar d m em ber s  r ais ed concer n abou t a S H P pr ogr am  being 

beyond the m is s ion of the anim al w elfar e agency.  Thr ee r es pondents  m entioned concer ns  

abou t the health and/or  potentially aggr es s iv e, u ns ocialized S H P pr ogr am  pets , m aking 

placem ent w ith fos ter er s  m or e difficu lt.  Tw o r es pondents  als o r ais ed w or r ies  abou t the 

du r ation of s helter ing.  In one cas e, pets  had to be s helter ed for  3 w eeks  after  a 

m u r der /s u icide and in another , anim als  had to be kept as  ev idence for  2 year s  in a cr im inal 
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cas e.  Althou gh m any anim al w elfar e pr ogr am s  s helter  pets  after  fir es  and natu r al 

dis as ter s , this  s helter ing is  v iew ed as  m or e s hor t ter m  than w hat s om e dom es tic v iolence 

v ictim s  m ight r eq u ir e.  M or e long-ter m  s helter ing r ais es  logis tic and s pace pr oblem s  and 

tw o r es pondents  noted s taff concer ns  that S H P m ight take s pace needed for  adoptable 

anim als .  Tw o r es pondents  noted that concer ns  had been r ais ed abou t s taff s afety s hou ld a 

batter er  s how  u p at the anim al s helter  (to allay this  concer n, one agency u s es  pager s  to call 

for  help if neces s ar y).  Tw o other  r es pondents  noted ethical concer ns  w ith allow ing w om en 

to r etr iev e pets , after  s helter ing, and w ho w er e r etu r ning to the batter er .  W hen this  

occu r s , one anim al w elfar e agency r es pondent s aid w om en ar e as ked to w ait for  one w eek 

befor e r etr iev ing their  pet in or der  for  her  to ju dge the s afety of the hom e env ir onm ent.  It 

w as  acknow ledged, how ev er , that thes e decis ions  u ltim ately r es ted w ith the w om en. 

 

 “Tu r f” issu es betw een dom estic v iolence and anim al w elfar e agencies.  R es pondents  

w er e as ked abou t this  is s u e s ince the com m on focu s  on pet is s u es  m ight br ing agencies  

into com petition for  fu nding r es ou r ces  or  dis agr eem ent abou t legis lativ e pr opos als  affecting 

w om en w ho ar e batter ed or  anim al w elfar e.  N one of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  for  w hom  the q u es tion w as  appr opr iate (N =19) cou ld r ecall any tu r f is s u es  

ar is ing w ith the anim al w elfar e agency (the other  tw o pr ogr am s  either  hou s ed pets  at the 

dom es tic v iolence s helter  or  w ith a v eter inar ian/kennel oper ator ).  One r es pondent noted 

that they collabor ated w ith anim al w elfar e on gr ant pr opos als  to av oid du plication and 

another  s tated that they w er e thankfu l to anim al w elfar e for  offer ing the S H P s er v ice.  The 

only is s u e tangentially r elated to agency conflict w as  noted by a r es pondent w ho des cr ibed 

s om e confu s ion abou t w hether  the police or  anim al w elfar e w as  r es pons ible for  

tr ans por ting pets .  

 Thr ee (15% ) of the 20 anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  des cr ibed per ceiv ed ar eas  of 

tens ion w ith dom es tic v iolence agencies .  One r es pondent s u gges ted that the gr eater  

political pow er  of the dom es tic v iolence agency r ais ed s u s picion abou t the anim al w elfar e 

agency’s  m otiv es  in es tablis hing the S H P pr ogr am .  The concer n w as  that ther e w ou ld be 

com petition for  fu nding and pu blic s u ppor t.  In this  cas e, the anim al w elfar e agency dealt 

w ith the concer n by r eq u ir ing its  entir e s taff to com plete 40 hou r s  of dom es tic v iolence 

tr aining and by m aintaining open dialogu e betw een the agencies .  Another  r es pondent 

s u gges ted that Afr ican A m er ican dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  s taff m ight be les s  

s ym pathetic to w om en’s  attachm ents  to pets  and pr opos ed incr eas ed s taff edu cation abou t 

the s ignificance of anim al abu s e.  A r es pondent w ho oper ates  the S H P pr ogr am  as  a pr iv ate 
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endeav or  des cr ibed conflict w ith a local hu m ane s ociety that w is hed to par tner  w ith the S H P 

pr ogr am .  B ecau s e s he w as  concer ned abou t hav ing to r elinq u is h her  ow n pet fos ter ing, s he 

declined the hu m ane s ociety’s  offer .  Finally, one anim al w elfar e agency r es pondent w hos e 

S H P pr ogr am  s er v es  a nu m ber  of dom es tic v iolence s helter s  r elated an incident w her e 

dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  s taff r ev ealed the location of the S H P pr ogr am  follow ed by the 

batter er ’s  har as s m ent of S H P pr ogr am  s taff.  In this  cas e, the S H P pr ogr am  s u s pended 

accepting pets  fr om  this  dom es tic pr ogr am  and pr ogr am  for m s  w er e r ew r itten to exclu de 

infor m ation on the pets ’ location.   

 Giv en the nu m ber  of agencies  inter v iew ed, it is  encou r aging that s o few  ins tances  of 

conflict w er e noted.   

 

 For m al cooper ativ e agr eem ents betw een the dom estic v iolence and anim al w elfar e 

agencies to oper ate S H P pr ogr am s.  E ighteen (85.7%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  des cr ibed a cooper ativ e agr eem ent betw een agencies , one (4.8% ) s aid no 

agr eem ent w as  in place, and tw o (9.5%) des cr ibed s elf-r u n S H P pr ogr am s , at v eter inar y 

hos pitals , for  w hich the q u es tion w as  not applicable.  The cooper ativ e agr eem ent w as  in 

w r iting for  s ix (33.3% ) of the eighteen agencies  w ith agr eem ents .  All of the anim al w elfar e 

agency r es pondents  had cooper ativ e agr eem ents  w ith the dom es tic v iolence agencies  and 

the agr eem ent w as  in w r iting for  ten (50%) of thes e pr ogr am s . 

 

 Adv isor y boar ds specifically established for  the S H P pr ogr am s and com position of 

the boar ds.  Only tw o (9.5%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  des cr ibed boar ds  

es tablis hed s pecifically for  the S H P pr ogr am , s epar ate fr om  their  exis ting boar d, and in one 

of thes e tw o, the boar d w as  no longer  fu nctioning (the r es pondent s u gges ted that it needed 

to be r econs titu ted).  M em ber s hip on the one boar d that continu ed to oper ate inclu ded the 

follow ing m em ber s : the coor dinator  of you th pr ogr am s , a hu m ane s ociety r epr es entativ e, 

the s exu al as s au lt coor dinator , a dom es tic v iolence cou ns elor , and the coor dinator  of 

par enting pr ogr am s . 

 S ix (30% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  noted the exis tence of S H P 

pr ogr am  boar ds .  In one cas e, the boar d’s  fu nction had r ecently been incor por ated into the 

anim al w elfar e agency’s  com m u nity r elations  com m ittee.  The r em aining fiv e boar ds  w er e 

com pr is ed of betw een 4 to 7 m em ber s  and inclu ded v ar iou s  com binations  of the follow ing 

r epr es entativ es : a s ingle, low -S E S  m other , an ar t ther apis t, a dom es tic v iolence 

r epr es entativ e, a hu m ane s ociety r epr es entativ e, a v ictim /w itnes s  coor dinator , a 



 
 

 
Safe Havens for Pets                        16                                          Frank R. Ascione 

r epr es entativ e of the cou r t, a s tate attor ney, a police depar tm ent r epr es entativ e, a hu m ane 

s ociety cr u elty inv es tigator , a v eter inar ian, a pr os ecu tor , a child abu s e cou ncil or  child 

pr otection s er v ices  r epr es entativ e, a m em ber  of the s tate dom es tic v iolence coalition, an 

adv er tis ing execu tiv e, a s ociologis t, a ps ychologis t, a r epor ter , a teacher , and a s ocial 

w or ker .    

Oper ating a S H P pr ogr am  

 

Policies, pr ocedu r es, and for m s 

 

 W r itten policies and pr ocedu r es gu iding the oper ation of the S H P pr ogr am s.  E lev en 

(52.4%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  des cr ibed w r itten policies  and 

pr ocedu r es  u s ed in the oper ation of the S H P and fou r  (19% ) s u gges ted I contact the anim al 

w elfar e agency for  this  infor m ation. Tw o (9.5%) r es pondents  w er e u naw ar e of w r itten 

gu idelines , thr ee (14.3% ) r es pondents  s aid they w er e in the pr oces s  of dev eloping w r itten 

policies  and pr ocedu r es , and one (4.8% ) ju dged the q u es tion to not be applicable s ince S H P 

w as  an in-hou s e s er v ice.    

 S ixteen (80% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  s tated their  pr ogr am s  

oper ated u s ing w r itten policies  and pr ocedu r es  and, accor ding to tw o (10% ) other  

r es pondents , thes e w er e in the pr oces s  of being dev eloped.  Tw o (10% ) other  r es pondents  

s aid oper ating gu idelines  w er e not in w r iting. 

 

 Legal assistance in dev eloping for m s for  u se in the S H P pr ogr am .  S ix (28.6% ) of the 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  s aid they had enlis ted the as s is tance of an attor ney 

in dev eloping S H P for m s  (e.g., client agr eem ent, pet health his tor y, policy on r etr iev ing pets ).  

Tw elv e (60% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  had s olicited the adv ice of an 

attor ney in dev eloping their  S H P pr ogr am  for m s . 

 

 Fam iliar ity w ith existing gu idelines r elated to S H P pr ogr am s.  The tw o m os t w idely 

av ailable r es ou r ces  for  w om en w ho ar e batter ed and hav e pets  and for  anim al w elfar e 

agencies  tr ying to s er v e this  popu lation ar e m ater ials  dev eloped by the H u m ane S ociety of 

the U nited S tates  (H S U S , 1998) and the A m er ican H u m ane A s s ociation (AH A, 1997, 

1998).  R es pondents  w er e as ked if they had s een either  of thes e r es ou r ces .  For  the 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , 13 (62% ) had s een the H S U S  m ater ials  and 3 

(14% ) the m ater ials  dev eloped by the A H A.  The cor r es ponding figu r es  for  the anim al 
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w elfar e agency r es pondents  w er e 18 (90% ) and 14 (70% ).  It s hou ld be noted that the 

H S U S  m ater ials  ar e gear ed tow ar d a m or e gener al au dience w hile the A H A  m ater ials  ar e 

tar geted tow ar d anim al w elfar e agencies . 

 

* R E COM M E N DATIO N  – S H P pr ogr am s  s hou ld oper ate w ith policies  and 

pr ocedu r es  dev eloped cooper ativ ely by the collabor ating agencies  and 

for m alized in w r iting.  It is  als o r ecom m ended that the policies  and 

pr ocedu r es  be r ev iew ed by the agencies ’ legal adv is or s  to pr otect the 

inter es ts  of all par ties  inv olv ed. 

 

Adv er tising and sou r ces of r efer r als 

 

 Pu blicizing the av ailability of the S H P pr ogr am s.   R es pondents  w er e fir s t as ked if their  

pr ogr am s  had dev eloped br ochu r es  for  adv er tis ing the S H P pr ogr am s .  Fou r  (19% ) of the 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  s aid br ochu r es  w er e av ailable.  In cas es  w her e a 

br ochu r e w as  not av ailable, s om e r es pondents  noted that they w er e being cons ider ed or  

that the S H P pr ogr am  w as  inclu ded in the dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am ’s  gener al br ochu r e or  

new s letter . S ev en (35%) of anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  des cr ibed the cu r r ent 

av ailability of br ochu r es .  In other  cas es , the S H P pr ogr am  w as  des cr ibed in gener al anim al 

w elfar e agency br ochu r es  or  the br ochu r es  had not yet been dev eloped. 

 Ther e appear ed to be polar  attitu des  abou t the appr opr iatenes s  of adv er tis ing the S H P 

pr ogr am  beyond the collabor ating agencies .  On the one hand, s om e pr ogr am s  w anted to 

dis s em inate infor m ation abou t S H P pr ogr am s  as  w idely as  pos s ible.  On the other  hand, 

concer ns  for  s afety and w or r ies  abou t being inu ndated w ith r eq u es ts  for  s er v ices  r es u lted in 

s om e pr ogr am s  keeping a low  pr ofile.  W hen as ked if they pu blicized the S H P pr ogr am s  

beyond dom es tic v iolence agencies , fou r  (19% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  s aid they did, inclu ding s oliciting m edia attention.   

S ev en (35%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  des cr ibed effor ts  to adv er tis e 

the S H P pr ogr am s  beyond dom es tic v iolence agencies .  A v ar iety of tar gets  for  s u ch 

pu blicity w er e identified and inclu ded the follow ing: hos pital, pediatr icians , m ental health 

center s , police depar tm ents , child w elfar e agencies , other  s ocial s er v ice agencies , and the 

anim al w elfar e pr ogr am ’s  donor  bas e.  An anim al w elfar e agency r es pondent fr om  one 

agency that does  not adv er tis e s aid that if they did, “…it w ou ld be a death s entence for  the 

pets .” Another  noted that they w er e not going to adv er tis e the S H P pr ogr am  u ntil they had 
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dev eloped a pool of fos ter  fam ilies  – they did not w ant to pr om is e a s er v ice that they cou ld 

not deliv er . This  com m ent again highlights  the m ixed em otions  agencies  hav e abou t 

pu blicizing the av ailability of S H P pr ogr am s .  On the one hand, agencies  w ant the m es s age 

to get ou t that ther e ar e w ays  for  w om en to leav e batter er s  yet keep their  pets  s afe.  On the 

other  hand, pu blicity is  ju dged to heighten the pos s ibility that batter er s  m ay appr oach anim al 

s helter s  to r etr iev e pets  and as  a r ou te to locating their  par tner s .   

M os t w om en w ho ar e batter ed and lear n abou t the av ailability of a S H P pr ogr am  

pr obably hear  abou t the s er v ice du r ing a cr is is  call or  other  dir ect contact w ith a dom es tic 

v iolence agency.  H ow  do agencies  tr y to infor m  w om en w ho ar e batter ed, w ho hav e not yet 

been in tou ch w ith a dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am , that s helter  for  their  pets  is  av ailable 

s hou ld they w is h to leav e batter er s ?  The s tr ategies  des cr ibed by the agency r es pondents  

r anged fr om  pu blic ou tr each effor ts  to m or e pr iv ate contacts  w ith indiv idu als  w ho m ay 

inter act w ith w om en w ho ar e batter ed. 

The dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  m entioned the follow ing for m s  of ou tr each: 

inclu ding infor m ation abou t the S H P pr ogr am s  in pr es entations  to com m u nity gr ou ps  

inclu ding s chool or ganizations , u s ing pr es s  r eleas es  and other  for m s  of m edia attention, 

pos ting infor m ation in com m u nity m er chant and bu s ines s  locations , m aking per s onal 

contacts  w ith phys icians  and other  s ocial s er v ice agencies , pos ting infor m ation at hos pitals  

and clinics , and eq u ipping law  enfor cem ent officer s  w ith car ds  des cr ibing the S H P pr ogr am .   

Althou gh thr ee anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  s pecifically s tated they did not know  

how  to addr es s  this  is s u e, other  r es pondents  lis ted the follow ing for m s  of ou tr each: u s e of a 

m edia “r oll ou t” des cr ibing the S H P pr ogr am , pr es entations  for  com m u nity gr ou ps  es pecially 

w om en’s  r ou ndtables  and gener al m eetings  on v iolence edu cation, highlighting the S H P 

du r ing D om es tic Violence A w ar enes s  m onth, and infor m ing fir e depar tm ents , police 

depar tm ents , and the R ed Cr os s  abou t the av ailability of S H P pr ogr am s . 

 

Other  specific tar gets for  br ochu r es or  infor m ational flyer s abou t S H P pr ogr am s.  

R es pondents  w er e as ked if m ater ials  pr ov iding infor m ation abou t the S H P pr ogr am s  w er e 

placed at the offices  of v eter inar ians , pet gr oom er s , or  hu m ane s ocieties  and anim al contr ol 

depar tm ents .  For  the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , it w as  r epor ted that nine 

(42.9%) pr ogr am s  placed m ater ials  w ith v eter inar ians , tw o (9.5%) w ith gr oom er s , and nine 

(42.9%) w ith hu m ane s ocieties  and anim al contr ol depar tm ents .  For  the anim al w elfar e 

agency r es pondents , the figu r es  w er e eight (40% ), tw o (10% ), and nine (45% ), r es pectiv ely.  

A nu m ber  of r es pondents  s tated they had not thou ght of gr oom er s  as  potential s ites  for  
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infor m ational flyer s  and w ou ld now  inclu de them  in their  ou tr each.  B oth Petco and 

Pets m ar t w er e noted as  other  pos s ible locations  for  placing br ochu r es . 

Other  locations , not alr eady noted, for  pr om otional m ater ials  that w er e lis ted by the 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  inclu ded: m ilitar y bas es , anim al-facilitated ther apy 

pr ogr am s , chu r ches , dr u g r ehabilitation pr ogr am s , N ativ e A m er ican as s ociations  and tr ibal 

cou ncils , hotels , w om en’s  r es tr oom s , and cou r thou s es .  Locations  m entioned by the anim al 

w elfar e agency r es pondents  inclu ded: s elf-s er v ice lau ndr ies , pos t offices , beau ticians , at 

fes tiv als  and other  com m u nity ev ents , w ith clas s r oom  teacher s  and other  hu m ane 

edu cation tar gets , w ith par ks  and r ecr eation, and nu r s ing hom es .   

 

S ou r ce of r efer r als for  w om en in need of S H P pr ogr am  ser v ices.  All of the eighteen 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  w hos e S H P pr ogr am s  collabor ate w ith anim al 

w elfar e agencies  indicated that their  ow n dom es tic v iolence s helter  w as  the pr im ar y 

r efer r ing agency for  w om en w ho w er e batter ed and w ho needed pet s helter ing.  For  s ixteen 

(80% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , the collabor ating dom es tic v iolence 

s helter  w as  the pr im ar y s ou r ce of r efer r als  for  w om en needing S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices .  

E ight (40% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  als o m entioned other  s ou r ces  of 

r efer r als  inclu ding the follow ing: w om en’s  fr iends  or  fam ily m em ber s , police depar tm ents , 

dir ect phone contacts  by w om en, fam ily s er v ices , tr ans itional hou s ing dir ector s , the 

S alv ation Ar m y, s helter s  for  the hom eles s , the R ed Cr os s , m ental health center s , and 

hos pital s ocial w or ker s .   

 

Pet shelter ing sites 

Locations w her e w om en’s pets ar e shelter ed.  Pets  w ho w er e being s helter ed as  par t 

of the S H P pr ogr am s  w er e as s igned to one of fou r  pr im ar y locations  – anim al w elfar e 

agency facilities , fos ter  fam ilies  (r efer r ed to as  fos ter er s ), v eter inar y clinics , and pr iv ate 

 kennels .  The per centage of r es pondents  des cr ibing u s e of thes e pr im ar y locations  w er e: 

       dom es tic v iolence agencies                anim al w elfar e agencies  

 

anim al w elfar e facilities                            57.1%                            80%  

fos ter er s                    52.4%       55% 

v eter inar y clinics            28.6%        10%  

pr iv ate kennels               4.8%        10%  
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It s hou ld be noted that elev en (52.4%) dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and elev en 

(55%)  anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  des cr ibed hou s ing pets  at m or e than one 

location.  In addition, tw o (9.5%) dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted hou s ing 

pets  at their  ow n dom es tic v iolence s helter .  If pets  w er e ju dged to be aggr es s iv e or  if they 

only needed to be s helter ed ov er night or  for  a few  days , they w er e placed at the anim al 

w elfar e agency’s  facility; other w is e, placem ent w ith fos ter er s  w as  pr efer r ed.  Fos ter er s  

w er e als o u s ed to s helter  hor s es  or  far m  anim als  if the anim al w elfar e facility did not hav e 

s pace.  

 

 S cr eening of foster er s v olu nteer ing for  S H P pr ogr am s.  Fos ter er s  typically ar e pr iv ate 

citizens  w ho w is h to as s is t in the tem por ar y s helter ing of pets  for  S H P pr ogr am s  and ar e a 

popu lar  choice for  pet placem ents .  The popu lar ity of fos ter er s  w as  no dou bt r elated to the 

m or e indiv idu alized attention that cou ld be affor ded the pets  and the r edu ced likelihood of 

pets  contr acting dis eas es  fr om  other  anim als .  D om es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  w er e 

as ked if they w er e aw ar e of s cr eening of fos ter er s  by the collabor ating anim al w elfar e 

agencies  and this  q u es tion w as  applicable for  s ixteen of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  w hos e pr ogr am s  u s ed fos ter er s .  Of the s ixteen, one (6.2% ) r es pondent did 

not think fos ter er s  w er e s cr eened, thr ee (18.8% ) did not know  and r efer r ed m e to the 

anim al w elfar e agency, and tw elv e (75% ) s aid s om e for m  of s cr eening did occu r .  S cr eening 

w as  des cr ibed as  r anging fr om  “v er y gener al” checks  on the fos ter er ’s  backgr ou nd to phone 

inter v iew s , q u es tionnair es , checking r efer ences , and hom e v is its  inclu ding as s es s ing the 

condition of other  pets  in fos ter er s ’ hom es .  In one cas e, fos ter er s  w er e dom es tic v iolence 

pr ogr am  s taff or  v olu nteer s . 

 Fifteen (75% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  s aid that fos ter er s  w er e u s ed 

as  the pr im ar y or , at leas t, occas ional location for  s helter ing pets .  Of thes e, only thr ee 

(20% ) r es pondents  s aid s cr eening did not occu r .  For  the r em aining tw elv e (80% ) 

r es pondents , s cr eening w as  des cr ibed and w as  often q u ite extens iv e.  For  one pr ogr am , 

s cr eening w as  accom plis hed in an or ientation m eeting.  The other  for m s  of s cr eening 

fos ter er s  inclu ded the follow ing: 

* a hom e v is it, checking r ecor ds  for  anim al abu s e or  child abu s e and neglect 

com plaints , and a cr im inal backgr ou nd check 

* a hom e v is it, police backgr ou nd check, and u nannou nced v is its  to the 

fos ter er ’s  hom e 

* checking r efer ences  inclu ding thos e fr om  the fos ter er s ’ v eter inar ians  
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* per s onal as s es s m ent by the S H P pr ogr am  dir ector  and checking r efer ences  

* r eq u ir ing potential fos ter er s  to v olu nteer  for  s ix m onths  at the anim al w elfar e 

facility befor e placing anim als  w ith them  

 

      R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – S ince it is  clear  that m any anim al w elfar e agencies  oper ating  

S H P pr ogr am s  alr eady condu ct s om e for m  of s cr eening for  potential fos ter er s , it is  

r ecom m ended that s cr eening occu r  in all pr ogr am s  u s ing fos ter er s .  B ackgr ou nd 

checks , es pecially for  any for m  of fam ily v iolence, and pr epar ing fos ter er s  for  

u nannou nced v is its  to check on pets  s hou ld be s tandar d pr actices .  It w ou ld als o be 

des ir able to inclu de a hom e v is it as  par t of s cr eening.  Child w elfar e agencies  w ou ld 

be excellent r es ou r ces  for  gu idelines  on how  to condu ct hom e v is its . 

 

The next fiv e s ections  r elating to the u s e of fos ter er s  in S H P pr ogr am s  r efer  to 

r es pons es  pr ov ided by the s u bs et of dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and anim al 

w elfar e agency r es pondents  fam iliar  w ith the cu r r ent or  potential u s e of fos ter er s . 

 

Tr aining foster er s abou t dom estic v iolence, safety, and confidentiality issu es.  For  the 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , s ix (50%) w er e u ns u r e if s u ch tr aining occu r r ed or  

r efer r ed m e to the collabor ating anim al w elfar e agency for  this  infor m ation.  Thr ee (25%) 

r es pondents  s aid fos ter er s  w er e tr ained and thr ee (25%) s aid they w er e not.  E ight (61.5%) 

of anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  s aid they cu r r ently tr ained fos ter er s  (N =7) or  w ou ld 

w hen their  pr ogr am  is  im plem ented (N =1).  Fiv e (38.5%) s aid they did not tr ain fos ter er s  on 

all of thes e is s u es  bu t tw o r es pondents  s tr es s ed that their  fos ter er s  nev er  com e in contact 

w ith the dom es tic v iolence v ictim  and tw o other s  em phas ized to fos ter er s  the cr itical need 

for  confidentiality. 

 

R elease fr om  liability for m s signed by foster er s.  Fiv e (38.5%) of the dom es tic v iolence 

agency r es pondents  w er e aw ar e of r eleas e for m s  being u s ed and eight (61.5%) did not 

know  or  r efer r ed m e to the anim al w elfar e agency. E lev en (84.6% ) of the anim al w elfar e 

agency r es pondents  s aid r eleas e fr om  liability for m s  w er e u s ed (N =10) or  w ou ld be u s ed 

(N =1).  In one cas e, fos ter er s  w er e als o r eq u ir ed to hav e their  ow n ins u r ance cov er age 

(per haps  to cov er  for  any dam age a pet m ight pr odu ce w hile s helter ed).  Tw o (15.4%) of the 

anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  s aid r eleas e for m s  w er e not u s ed. 
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Foster er s’ financial obligations for  the pet(s) being shelter ed.  For  the dom es tic 

v iolence agency r es pondents , only thr ee (23% ) des cr ibed fos ter er s  as  r es pons ible for  all 

cos ts  of pet s helter ing (e.g., food, r egu lar  v eter inar y car e).  Fiv e (38.5%) of r es pondents  did 

not know  the ans w er  to this  q u es tion or  r efer r ed m e to anim al w elfar e and fiv e (38.5%) 

indicated that fos ter er s  w er e r es pons ible for  s om e item s , like food, or  w er e giv en anything 

they needed by the anim al w elfar e agency.  One dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondent noted 

that fos ter er s ’ car ing for  S H P pr ogr am  pets  is  cou nted, in their  r ecor ds , as  v olu nteer  tim e. 

In pr ogr am s  des cr ibed by the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , fos ter er s  w er e 

r eq u ir ed to bear  all cos ts  in thr ee ( 23% ) cas es  and to not bear  any cos ts  in ten (77% ) 

cas es .  Anecdotally, r es pondents  s u gges ted that r eas onable r eq u es ts  fr om  fos ter er s  for  

as s is tance in car ing for  the pets  w er e gr anted. 

 

Foster er s’ know ledge of the identity of the dom estic v iolence v ictim s.  In fou r  (30.8% ) 

cas es , dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  did not know  the ans w er  to this  q u es tion or  

r efer r ed m e to anim al w elfar e.  Thr ee (23.1%) dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  s aid 

fos ter er s  did know  the identity of v ictim s  and s ix (46.1%) s aid they did not.  Tw o (15.4%) of 

the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  indicated fos ter er s  cou ld know  the identity of the 

dom es tic v iolence v ictim s  es pecially in one cas e w her e v is itation by a w om an to the pet’s  

fos ter  hom e w as  allow ed.  E lev en (84.6% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  s aid 

fos ter er s  did not know  the identity of v ictim s . 

 

Thr eats or  danger  to foster er s in S H P pr ogr am s.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if 

fos ter er s  had ev er  been thr eatened or  endanger ed (e.g., by batter er s ) w hile s helter ing pets  

for  the S H P pr ogr am .  Fou r  (36.4%) dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  did not know  

the ans w er  to this  q u es tion or  r efer r ed m e to anim al w elfar e.  S ix (54.5%) s aid thr eats  or  

danger  had not m ater ialized bu t one (9.1%) r es pondent noted a cas e w her e a batter er  

s how ed u p at a w om an’s  hom e w hile being v is ited by the fos ter er  w ho s helter ed her  pet.  

This  pr ogr am  has  now  im plem ented a “no contact” policy for  v ictim s  and fos ter er s . 

N one of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  cou ld identify cas es  w her e a fos ter er  

had been thr eatened or  endanger ed. 

 

      R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – Althou gh w e cannot expect fos ter er s  w ho as s is t in the    

oper ation of S H P pr ogr am s  to becom e exper ts  on dom es tic v iolence and anim al 

abu s e, w e s hou ld pr ov ide them  w ith bas ic infor m ation on the difficu lty of a w om an’s  
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decis ion to leav e her  par tner  and how  leav ing m ay heighten the danger  to a w om an.  

E s pecially in s m all com m u nities  w her e fos ter er s  m ay liv e in r elativ ely clos e pr oxim ity 

to v ictim s ’ r es idences , fos ter er s  s hou ld be adv is ed to be cau tiou s  w hen taking pets  in 

pu blic ar eas  (e.g., for  a w alk, to a par k) w her e they m ight be identified by a batter er  

or  his  acq u aintance.  S ince fos ter er s  v olu nteer  to pr ov ide the s helter ing s er v ice, it 

does  not s eem  u nr eas onable that they be r eq u ir ed to s ign a for m  r eleas ing the 

anim al w elfar e agency fr om  liability s hou ld pr oblem s  ar is e fr om  s helter ing pets .  

S ince the ov er w helm ing m ajor ity of pr ogr am s  do not r ev eal w om en’s  identities  to 

fos ter er s  and giv en the cas e noted abov e w her e a fos ter er  cam e in contact w ith a 

batter er  at the v ictim ’s  hom e, it is  r ecom m ended that v ictim s ’ identities  not be 

r ev ealed to fos ter er s .  This  m ay r eq u ir e is s u ing tem por ar y identification tags , w ithou t 

the ow ner s ’ identification, for  pets  that ar e fos ter ed.   

 

E ligibility for  accessing S H P pr ogr am  ser v ices 

 

S cr eening of w om en w ho ar e batter ed for  their  eligibility for  S H P pr ogr am  ser v ices.  

S ince one of the concer ns  s om etim es  r ais ed abou t S H P pr ogr am s  is  that the s er v ices  

m ight be abu s ed, I as ked r es pondents  if w om en had to be s cr eened befor e accepting their  

pets  into the S H P pr ogr am .  Fou r teen (66.7%) dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  s aid 

for m al s cr eening w as  not u s ed or  that if the w om an w as  a dom es tic v iolence v ictim  and had 

a pet, it w as  as s u m ed s he had need of the S H P pr ogr am .  Althou gh one (4.8% ) r es pondent 

did not know  if clients  w er e s cr eened, the r em aining s ix (28.5) r es pondents  did s cr een 

clients .  In one cas e, s cr eening occu r r ed if w om en w ent to the anim al w elfar e agency befor e 

contacting the dom es tic v iolence agency.  In another  cas e, the s cr eening inclu ded as king 

abou t the pet’s  health needs  and diet, how  s ocialized or  aggr es s iv e the pet w as , pet 

ow ner s hip, w hether  the batter er  had abu s ed the pet, the batter er ’s  des cr iption, and the 

des cr iption of the car  he dr iv es .    

 

Tw elv e (60% ) anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  either  s aid they did not s cr een w om en 

or  if w om en had contacted a dom es tic v iolence agency and had a pet, they w er e cons ider ed 

eligible.  Althou gh one (5%) r es pondent did not know  if w om en w er e s cr eened, the r em aining 

s ev en (35%) did s cr een clients .  In m os t cas es , how ev er , the s cr eening w as  cu r s or y and 

r elated to q u es tions  abou t a w om an’s  s afety needs  or  the s afety needs  of her  pet.  Only one 

negativ e exper ience w as  des cr ibed by the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  - in one cas e, 
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a w om an lied abou t being a dom es tic v iolence v ictim  and the anim al w elfar e agency later  

char ged her  for  the cos ts  of s helter ing her  pet.   

 

Anim al w elfar e agencies’ r esponses to w om en r eq u esting S H P pr ogr am  ser v ices.  I 

as ked all r es pondents  w hether  the collabor ating anim al w elfar e agencies  r ecom m ended 

that w om en contact a dom es tic v iolence agency befor e accepting pets  into the S H P 

pr ogr am s .  This  q u es tion w as  not applicable for  tw o (9.5%) dom es tic v iolence agencies , one 

that hou s ed pets  at its  ow n s helter  and another  w her e all contacts  by w om en w er e thr ou gh 

the dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am .  Thir teen (61.9%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  s aid that the anim al w elfar e agencies  r ecom m ended that w om en contact a 

dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  befor e their  pets  w ou ld be cons ider ed for  s helter ing and 1 

(4.8% ) r es pondent s aid this  r ecom m endation w as  not m ade.  Fiv e (23.8% ) dom es tic 

v iolence agency r es pondents  did not know  the anim al w elfar e agencies ’ policy on this  is s u e. 

S ev enteen (85%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that their  agencies  

r ecom m ended that w om en contact a dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  (or  r elated s ocial s er v ice 

agency) befor e their  pets  cou ld be accepted in the S H P pr ogr am . One (5%) r es pondent w as  

not s u r e of their  policy and tw o (10% ) r es pondent s aid their  agencies  did not r ecom m end 

this  to w om en; accor ding to one of thes e las t tw o r es pondents , w om en m ay not yet be r eady 

to contact a dom es tic v iolence agency bu t m ay s till hav e concer ns  for  their  pets ’ s afety.   

 

W om en contacting the anim al w elfar e agency dir ectly or  thr ou gh an inter m ediar y at 

the dom estic v iolence agency.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if w om en inter es ted in the S H P 

pr ogr am  initially contacted the anim al w elfar e agency or  the dom es tic v iolence agency to 

inq u ir e abou t s er v ices .  One (4.8% ) dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondent noted that w om en 

contacted the anim al w elfar e agency and ten (47.6% ) noted that w om en contacted the 

dom es tic v iolence agency.  N ine (42.8) r es pondents  s aid w om en cou ld contact either  

agency bu t fou r  of thes e nine noted that contacting the dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  w as  

r ecom m ended.  The r em aining r es pondent (4.8% ) w as  not fr om  a pr ogr am  collabor ating 

w ith an anim al w elfar e agency. 

For  anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , s ix (30% ) r epor ted that w om en contacted the 

dom es tic v iolence agency and fou r teen (70% ) r epor ted that w om en cou ld contact either  

agency bu t s ev en of thes e fou r teen either  r ecom m ended or  r eq u ir ed that the dom es tic 

v iolence agency be contacted as  w ell. 
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Location of m eetings w ith w om en w ho contacted anim al w elfar e agencies.  This  

q u es tion w as  as ked to as s es s  s ens itiv ity to pr iv acy and confidentiality is s u es  w hich ar e 

alr eady pr o for m a at dom es tic v iolence agencies .  D om es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  

w er e as ked if they knew  w her e anim al w elfar e per s onnel m et w ith or  inter v iew ed w om en 

abou t their  pets .  Ten (47.6% ) did not know , tw o (9.5%) r efer r ed m e to the anim al w elfar e 

agency, and s ev en (33.4%) noted that w om en did not dir ectly inter act w ith anim al w elfar e 

agencies  or  the pet s helter ing w as  done in hou s e by the dom es tic v iolence agency.  The tw o 

(9.5%) r es pondents  w ho knew  w her e inter v iew s  w er e condu cted des cr ibed tw o locations : 

the fr ont des k at the anim al w elfar e agency and the v eter inar y clinic’s  r eception ar ea. 

 

Fifteen (75% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that w om en w er e 

inter v iew ed ov er  the phone (N =4) and/or  in a pr iv ate office (N =12).  Fou r  (20% ) des cr ibed 

inter v iew s  as  taking place in a s em i-pr iv ate ar ea of the anim al w elfar e agency, for  exam ple, 

the ar ea u s ed for  gr ief cou ns eling w hen a client’s  pet has  died.  One (5%) r es pondent w hos e 

pr ogr am  had not been im plem ented noted that s he had not cons ider ed the is s u e of pr iv acy 

and thanked m e for  r ais ing it. 

 

      R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – The ov er w helm ing cons ens u s  appear s  to be that w om en in  

need of S H P s er v ices  contact a dom es tic v iolence agency (or  a r elated s ocial 

s er v ices  agency s u ch as  a m ental health clinic) befor e tr ying to s helter  their  pets .  

The need for  s om e flexibility w as  als o noted s ince s om e w om en ar e des per ate to 

keep their  pets  s afe bu t hav e not yet m ade a decis ion abou t contacting a dom es tic 

v iolence agency.  In thes e cas es , I s u gges t that the anim al w elfar e agency m ake 

av ailable to w om en br ochu r es  fr om  the dom es tic v iolence agency to facilitate the 

w om en’s  decis ion m aking and infor m  them  of local r es ou r ces .  W ith r egar d to 

pr iv acy is s u es , althou gh this  alr eady occu r s  in the v as t m ajor ity of cas es , I 

r ecom m end that anim al w elfar e agencies  do their  u tm os t to des ignate a pr iv ate 

location in w hich to inter v iew  w om en s eeking S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices . 

 

E nter ing a dom estic v iolence shelter  as a pr er eq u isite to u sing S H P pr ogr am  

ser v ices.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if w om en had to be r es idents  at a dom es tic v iolence 

s helter  in or der  to u s e S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices , and if not, u nder  w hat conditions  they cou ld 

u s e the s er v ices . Ten (47.6% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that 

w om en did need to be in a dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  bu t eight of the ten then q u alified 
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their  ans w er s  by noting other  cir cu m s tances  u nder  w hich S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  cou ld be 

acces s ed inclu ding cas es  w her e: 

* A w om an w as  in cou ns eling or  in another  nonr es idential dom es tic v iolence 

pr ogr am  

* Another  agency (e.g., m ental health, child w elfar e) had been tr ained to u s e 

S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  

* A w om an w as  pu r s u ing other  options  for  alter nativ e hou s ing 

Only one of thes e ten r es pondents  r epor ted that being a client r es iding at the dom es tic 

v iolence s helter  w as  r eq u ir ed befor e a w om an cou ld u s e S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices . The 

r em aining elev en (52.4%) r es pondents  s tated that r es idence at a s helter  w as  not r eq u ir ed 

s ince w om en cou ld acces s  S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  if they w er e u s ing dom es tic v iolence 

adv ocacy or  ou tr each s er v ices  or  if they s im ply m et the r eq u ir em ent of not being able to 

r em ain at hom e.   

 

 S ix (30% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  des cr ibed s helter  r es idence as  

a pr er eq u is ite to acces s ing S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices . Fou r  of thes e r es pondents  q u alified their  

ans w er  by noting ins tances  w hen the pr er eq u is ite w as  not enfor ced, for  exam ple, w hen the 

anim al w elfar e agency w as  v er y concer ned abou t the pet’s  s afety, cas es  w her e w om en w er e 

r efer r ed to dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am s  for  adv ice, and one cas e w her e r elinq u is hing her  

pet w as  pr es ented to a w om an as  an option (s ince s he w as  not leav ing the batter er ).  

Fou r teen  (70% ) r es pondents  r epor ted that s helter  r es idence w as  not a pr er eq u is ite and 

enu m er ated cir cu m s tances  u nder  w hich pets  w ou ld be accepted into the S H P pr ogr am  

inclu ding: 

* W om en r efer r ed by other  s ocial s er v ice agencies , fr iends , or  fam ily m em ber s  

* W om en s taying w ith fr iends  w ho w ou ld not allow  pets  in their  hom es  

* W om en s cr eened by dom es tic v iolence agencies  as  hav ing a need 

* W om en in nonr es idential dom es tic v iolence cou ns eling or  u s ing any other  

dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  s er v ices  (e.g., legal adv ocacy, childr en’s  gr ou p 

ther apy, s afety planning) 

 

      R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – As  is  clear  fr om  the s ection abov e, it is  r ar e for  w om en to be  

denied acces s  to S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  if they ar e not r es idents  at a dom es tic 

v iolence s helter .  W om en s taying in their  ow n hom es , w om en r eceiv ing “ou tpatient” 

s er v ices  fr om  a dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am , and w om en w ho hav e left batter er s  bu t 
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ar e s taying w ith fam ily or  fr iends  m ay all need a s afe place for  their  pets .  Giv en the 

m ethods  of s cr eening for  eligibility noted ear lier  and alr eady in place at m os t 

pr ogr am s , it s eem s  u nr eas onable to r eq u ir e w om en to be r es iding at a dom es tic 

v iolence s helter  befor e they can u s e S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices .   

 

W om en’s ow n r esou r ces for  placing their  pets in safe settings.  S ince S H P pr ogr am s  

m ay not be able to m eet the needs  of ev er yone r eq u es ting their  s er v ices , the pr ogr am s  m ay 

need to pr om pt w om en to cons ider  alter nativ e placem ents  for  their  pets .  Thes e cou ld 

inclu de as s is tance fr om  fam ily and fr iends  or , if the w om an is  financially capable, u s ing a 

pr iv ate boar ding kennel.  Tw enty (95.2% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  

r epor ted that they do as k w om en abou t their  ow n r es ou r ces  for  placing their  pets  and help 

w om en explor e all their  options .  In one cas e, the S H P pr ogr am  w as  des cr ibed to w om en as  

a “las t r es or t.”   

 

S ev enteen (85%) of anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted as king w om en to 

cons ider  alter nativ es  to the S H P pr ogr am .  Tw o of thes e r es pondents  s aid they talked w ith 

w om en abou t the potential danger  to pets ’ health at a s helter  that hou s es  m any anim als , 

another  noted the pr ohibition on v is iting pets  in the S H P pr ogr am  and pr om pted w om en to 

cons ider  w her e their  pets  w ou ld be m os t com for table.  One r es pondent des cr ibed 

cou ns eling w om en abou t alter nativ es  to the S H P pr ogr am  in cas es  w her e pets  w ou ld need 

to be at the anim al w elfar e facility for  pr olonged per iods  of tim e. 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – Giv en the s tr es s es  and concer ns  as s ociated w ith being a 

v ictim  of dom es tic v iolence, w om en m ay not hav e cons ider ed alter nativ es  to u s ing 

S H P pr ogr am s .  It is  appr opr iate to as s is t w om en in explor ing all the options  for  pet 

placem ent that ar e av ailable and that the w om en m ay not hav e cons ider ed.  S ince 

not all pr ogr am s  m ay be able to s helter  pets  in fos ter  hom es , it is  legitim ate to 

for ew ar n w om en of the pos s ible health hazar ds , to w hich their  pets  m ay be expos ed, 

at anim al s helter s . 
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M ethods by w hich w om en lear ned abou t S H P pr ogr am s 

 

M entioning S H P pr ogr am  ser v ices du r ing cr isis calls.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if the 

av ailability of  s helter ing for  pets  w as  m entioned w hen w om en m ade  cr is is  calls  to dom es tic 

v iolence pr ogr am .  Tw elv e (57.1%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted 

that S H P s er v ices  w er e m entioned bu t tw o r es pondents  q u alified their  ans w er s  by noting 

that infor m ation abou t the S H P pr ogr am  w as  only pr ov ided if a s cr eening for  s helter  entr y 

w as  adm inis ter ed or  du r ing s afety as s es s m ents .  The latter  r es pondent als o s har ed that 

her  agency m ay not alw ays  be cons is tent in as king caller s  abou t their  pets .  S ix (28.6% ) 

r epor ted that S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  w er e m entioned only if a w om an br ings  u p the is s u e of 

pets  or  if s he has  r eq u es ted s helter ing.  Thr ee (14.3% ) r es pondents  r epor ted that S H P 

s er v ices  w er e not m entioned du r ing cr is is  calls .   

 

Anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  w er e as ked if they knew  w hether  the collabor ating 

agencies  m entioned S H P s er v ices  in cr is is  calls .   Fou r  (20% ) r es pondents  believ ed this  w as  

the cas e or  w ou ld be, once their  pr ogr am  w as  im plem ented.  Thir teen (65%) r es pondents  

cou ld not ans w er  this  q u es tion and thr ee (15%) did not think S H P s er v ices  w er e m entioned 

in cr is is  calls .  Tw o r es pondents  again r ais ed the is s u e of cons is tency s u gges ting that, ev en 

w hen it w as  par t of the cr is is  call pr otocol, S H P s er v ices  m ay not alw ays  m entioned. 

 

S H P ser v ices  m entioned by dom estic v iolence adv ocates w hen they ar r iv e at a 

dom estic v iolence site.  The pr actice of hav ing an adv ocate m eet w ith a w om an at the s ite 

of a dom es tic v iolence incident, once the police hav e s ecu r ed the s ite, w as  not a u nifor m  

pr actice.  Adv ocates  did not go to dom es tic v iolence s ites  accor ding to eight (38.1%) of 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and thr ee (15%) of the anim al w elfar e agency 

r es pondents .  The figu r es  that follow  ar e for  agencies  that do s end adv ocates  to dom es tic 

v iolence s ites . 

 

E lev en (85%) of thes e dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that, cu r r ently, 

adv ocates  m ention the av ailability of S H P s er v ices  or , in one cas e, cou ld do s o.  Tw o (15%) 

r es pondents  r epor ted that adv ocates  did not m ention S H P s er v ices . Thr ee (17.6% ) of the 

anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that adv ocates  m entioned S H P s er v ices  and 

thr ee (17.6% ) r epor ted that they did not.  E lev en (64.8% ) r es pondents  did not know  

w hether  adv ocates  pr ov ided this  infor m ation to w om en. 
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R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – D u r ing a cr is is  call and w hen m eeting w ith a w om an at a 

dom es tic v iolence s ite, cou ns elor s  and adv ocates  s hou ld r ou tinely and cons is tently as k 

tw o s im ple s cr eening q u es tions  – “D o you  hav e pets ?”  and, if the ans w er  is  Y E S , “Ar e 

you  concer ned for  their  s afety?”  Thes e q u es tions  w ou ld pr ov ide an opening to a 

dis cu s s ion abou t a w om an’s  pos s ible needs  r elated to her  pets  and w hether  pet w elfar e 

is  an obs tacle to leav ing her  par tner , s hou ld s he w is h to do s o.  In the m ids t of a cr is is , 

s om e w om en m ay not think to expr es s  their  concer ns  abou t pets  or  m ay m is ju dge the 

s ignificance on pet w elfar e (e.g., the pos s ibility that anim al abu s e m ay indicate that 

v iolence w ill es calate). 

 

H ou r s of oper ation and tr anspor tation of pets 

 

Per iods of the day and night w hen S H P pr ogr am  ser v ices ar e av ailable.  S ince 

dom es tic v iolence v ictim ’s  needs  for  pet s helter  m ay not alw ays  happen to occu r  du r ing 

agencies ’ bu s ines s  hou r s , I as ked r es pondents  w hether  S H P s er v ices  w er e av ailable 24 

hou r s  per  day or  only du r ing the agencies ’ bu s ines s  hou r s .  S ev enteen (81%) of the 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that their  S H P s er v ices  w er e av ailable at all 

hou r s  of the day and night.  The r em aining fou r  (19% ) r es pondents  noted r es tr iction of 

s er v ices  to bu s ines s  hou r s  or  the s er v ices  only being u nav ailable betw een 2-6am  (a tim e 

per iod w hen anim al w elfar e w as  not av ailable),  One of thes e fou r  r es pondents  noted that 

the police cou ld page anim al w elfar e per s onnel at any tim e and another  noted that s er v ices  

w er e av ailable accor ding to the av ailability of fos ter er s . 

 

For  anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , fifteen (75% ) r epor ted that S H P s er v ices  w er e 

av ailable 24 hou r s  a day.  This  w as  facilitated by anim al w elfar e per s onnel car r ying pager s , 

by leav ing pet car r ier s  at the dom es tic v iolence s helter , or  by giv ing police keys  to the anim al 

s helter  and s pecifying a location w her e pets  cou ld be left ov er night.  Fiv e (25%) r es pondents  

r epor ted that S H P s er v ices  w er e only av ailable du r ing the anim al s helter s ’ bu s ines s  hou r s  

bu t thr ee of thes e r es pondents  q u alified their  ans w er s  by noting that they cou ld be called in 

an em er gency, that dom es tic v iolence s helter s  had been pr ov ided pet car r ier s , and that the 

per iod of u nav ailability w as  only 2-6am . 
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R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – Giv en the needs  of dom es tic v iolence v ictim s , it is  r ecom m ended 

that agencies  w or k tow ar d hav ing S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  av ailable ar ou nd the clock.  

This  can be achiev ed by des ignating s pecific anim al w elfar e agency contacts  w ho can be 

r eached after  hou r s  for  accepting pets .  Thes e contacts  cou ld be r eached v ia an 

em er gency telephone nu m ber  or  by u s ing pager s .  W her e this  is  not pos s ible, dom es tic 

v iolence agencies  s hou ld hav e av ailable pet car r ier s  for  the tem por ar y hou s ing of pets  

u ntil the anim al w elfar e agency can ar r ange to pick u p pets . 

 

Tr anspor tation of pets to S H P pr ogr am s.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if w om en w er e 

r es pons ible for  the tr ans por tation of their  pets  to the S H P pr ogr am .  This  w as  the 

ar r angem ent r epor ted by eight (38.1%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  w ith 

the exception noted that if the anim als  w er e hor s es  or  other  lar ge far m  anim als , other  

ar r angem ents  w er e m ade.  Tw o (9.5%) did not know  if w om en w er e r es pons ible for  

tr ans por ting pets  and elev en (52.4%) r epor ted w om en w er e not.  Tw o of thes e latter  

r es pondents  noted that w om en w er e r eq u ir ed to tr ans por t their  pets  to the dom es tic 

v iolence pr ogr am  (after  w hich, the pets  w ou ld be taken to the anim al w elfar e agency) or  to 

tr ans por t pets  to v olu nteer s  w ho w ou ld then take pets  to the anim al w elfar e agency. 

 

Thr ee (15% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that w om en w er e 

r eq u ir ed to tr ans por t their  pets  and s ev enteen (85%) r epor ted that they w er e not.  Thr ee of 

the latter  r es pondents  noted that the anim al w elfar e agency pr efer r ed tr ans por ting the pets  

or  w ou ld r etr iev e pets  if the hom e w er e s ecu r e and s afe.  In the other  cas e, althou gh w om en 

w er e not r eq u ir ed to tr ans por t pets , it w as  r ecom m ended s o that w om en cou ld s ee the kind 

of facility at w hich their  pets  w ou ld be s helter ed. 

 

In cas es  w her e w om en w er e not r eq u ir ed to tr ans por t pets  to the S H P pr ogr am , 

r es pondents  w er e as ked w ho pr ov ided this  tr ans por tation s er v ice.  D om es tic v iolence 

agency r es pondents  lis ted the follow ing pos s ibilities : police, anim al contr ol or  hu m ane 

s ociety per s onnel, dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  s taff, fam ily or  fr iends , taxi cabs , or  D is tr ict 

Attor ney office s taff.  Anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  lis ted the follow ing: police, anim al 

contr ol/S PCA or  hu m ane s ociety per s onnel, cr u elty officer s , fam ily or  fr iends , or  dom es tic 

v iolence pr ogr am  s taff and adv ocates . 
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S ince m any of the anim al w elfar e agencies  taking par t in this  pr oject w er e s epar ate fr om  

city or  cou nty anim al contr ol depar tm ents , r es pondents  w er e as ked if anim al contr ol 

depar tm ent per s onnel ev er  tr ans por ted pets  for  w om en fr om  their  hom es  to the S H P 

pr ogr am .  For  the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , s ev en (33% ) r epor ted that anim al 

contr ol did pr ov ide this  s er v ice, nine (43% ) r epor ted it did not, and thr ee (14% ) did not 

know .  The q u es tion w as  not applicable for  tw o r es pondents .  For  the anim al w elfar e agency 

r es pondents , tw elv e (60% ) r epor ted that anim al contr ol tr ans por ted pets  for  w om en, fou r  

(20% ) r epor ted it did not, and thr ee (15%) did not know .  One of the latter  r es pondents  

noted that they had not cons ider ed as king anim al contr ol to as s is t in tr ans por ting S H P 

pr ogr am  pets .  The q u es tion w as  not applicable for  one r es pondent. 

 

R es pondents  w er e as ked if dom es tic v iolence adv ocates  tr ans por ted pets  for  w om en.  

S ev en (33% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that adv ocates  pr ov ide 

this  s er v ice and tw elv e (57% ) r epor ted that they did not.  Tw o of the latter  r es pondents  

noted that adv ocates  cou ld do this  if the per petr ator  had been ar r es ted and w as  not at 

hom e or  if the police w er e at the w om an’s  hom e.  The q u es tion w as  not applicable for  tw o of 

the r es pondents .  S ev en (35%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that 

dom es tic v iolence adv ocates  pr ov ided this  s er v ice and eight (40% ) s aid they did not – in one 

cas e, it w as  s pecifically pr ohibited by the D is tr ict Attor ney’s  office.  Fiv e (25%) r es pondents  

did not know  if dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  adv ocates  w ou ld tr ans por t pets . 

 

R es pondents  w er e as ked if ther e w er e occas ions  w her e the police w ou ld accom pany an 

anim al contr ol officer  or  dom es tic v iolence adv ocate r etr iev ing a pet fr om  a w om an’s  hom e. 

Thir teen (62% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and fou r teen (70% ) of the 

anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  s aid this  cou ld occu r  u nder  the follow ing cir cu m s tances : 

w hen the w om an has  alr eady called the police, w hen the w om an has  a pr otectiv e or  

r es tr aining or der  alr eady in effect (this  had occu r r ed, accor ding to one r es pondent), w hen 

the batter er  is  s till at hom e, or  w hen police ar e condu cting a “s tandby” w hile a w om an 

r etr iev es  her  pets  and other  pos s es s ions .  The r em aining r es pondents  w er e u ns u r e of the 

ans w er  (thr ee dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and one anim al w elfar e agency 

r es pondent) or  r epor ted that police did not accom pany adv ocates  or  anim al contr ol ( tw o 

[10% ) dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and fiv e [25%] anim al w elfar e agency 

r es pondents ) in s om e cas es  becau s e anim al contr ol officer s  w er e ar m ed.  One anim al 

w elfar e agency r es pondent noted that in or der  to r etr iev e a pet fr om  a hom e w hen the 
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w om an w as  not ther e, they w ou ld need a s igned w aiv er  allow ing them  to enter  the pr oper ty 

and keys  for  entr y. 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – In or der  to facilitate u s e of S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  in cas es  

w her e a w om an is  u nable to tr ans por t pets  to the pr ogr am  her s elf, S H P pr ogr am s  

s hou ld hav e es tablis hed gu idelines  for  alter nativ e agents  to tr ans por t pets .  In dev eloping 

thes e gu idelines , car e s hou ld be taken to ins u r e the s afety of all agents  inv olv ed (e.g., 

dom es tic v iolence adv ocates , u nar m ed anim al contr ol officer s ).  If ther e is  the pos s ibility 

that the batter er  m ay be pr es ent at the tim e and place fr om  w hich pets  ar e r etr iev ed, 

r eq u es ting a police “s tandby” s hou ld be r ou tine. Agencies  s hou ld als o cons ider  liability 

is s u es  r elated to the inju r y or  los s  of pets  du r ing tr anpor tation. 

 

M ethods of m aintaining contact w ith w om en clients 

 

W om en’s contacts w ith the S H P pr ogr am s w hile their  pets ar e being shelter ed.  

R es pondents  w er e as ked if w om en w er e allow ed to contact dir ectly the S H P pr ogr am  to 

check on their  pets .  S ev enteen (81%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  

r epor ted that this  w as  pos s ible and one of thes e r es pondents  s aid it w as  encou r aged.  

Another  noted that w om en w er e giv en a code nam e to u s e w hen calling to check on their  

pets .  One (5%) r epor ted that w om en w er e not allow ed to call dir ectly and thr ee (14% ) 

r epor ted that calls  cou ld only be place by a dom es tic v iolence agency r epr es entativ e. 

 

E ighteen (90% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that w om en cou ld 

call dir ectly to check on their  pets  w ith one r es pondent noting that ev en the childr en cou ld 

call.  Fiv e of thes e r es pondents  q u alified their  ans w er s  by noting that calls  cou ld only be 

m ade to one des ignated per s on at the anim al w elfar e agency or  that calls  cou ld not be 

m ade if pets  w er e s helter ed at fos ter er s . The r em aining tw o (10% ) r es pondents  noted that 

dir ect calls  cou ld not be m ade or  cou ld only be m ade by a dom es tic v iolence agency 

cou ns elor . 

 

R es pondents  w er e als o as ked if w om en w er e r eq u ir ed to per iodically call the S H P 

pr ogr am s  to keep them  appr is ed of their  s tatu s  at the dom es tic v iolence s helter .  S ev en 

(33% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that this  w as  policy and fou r  

elabor ated by s tating that w om en ar e r eq u ir ed to contact the S H P pr ogr am  w ithin 3 or  30 
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days  of their  dis char ge fr om  the s helter  or  that contacting the S H P pr ogr am  is  not r eq u ir ed 

bu t “highly r ecom m ended.”  Ten (48% ) r epor ted that s u ch contacts  w er e not r eq u ir ed, tw o 

(10% ) noted that dom es tic v iolence cou ns elor s  m ade thes e calls , and tw o (10% ) r efer r ed 

m e to the anim al w elfar e agency for  this  ans w er . 

 

N ine (45% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that w om en w er e 

r eq u ir ed to per iodically call the S H P pr ogr am  s pecifying that calls  be m ade once or  tw ice 

per  w eek or  as  s oon as  or  w ithin 10 days  of a w om an being dis char ged fr om  the dom es tic 

v iolence s helter .  N ine (45% ) r es pondents  r epor ted that calls  fr om  w om en w er e not 

r eq u ir ed and tw o (10% ) r epor ted that all calls  w er e m ade by a dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  

cou ns elor . 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – The attachm ent betw een m any w om en and their  pets  s u gges ts  

that s om e m echanis m  be in place for  w om en to check on their  pets ’ s tatu s  (e.g., 

adju s tm ent, health, healing of inju r ies ) w hile being s helter ed.  D ir ect calls  by w om en or  by 

dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  s taff ar e v iable alter nativ es  that can be cons ider ed.  S ince 

s pace for  pet s helter ing m ay be lim ited, it is  r eas onable that S H P pr ogr am s  be infor m ed 

of the du r ation of a w om an’s  need for  continu ed s helter ing of her  pets .  D om es tic 

v iolence agencies  s hou ld hav e an es tablis hed policy for  keeping S H P pr ogr am s  infor m ed 

on w om en’s  continu ing need for  pet s helter ing and a tar get date by w hich w om en m ay 

be able to r etr iev e their  pets .  The collabor ating agencies  s hou ld jointly dev elop a policy 

on how  often thes e per iodic contacts  s hou ld occu r .  If fos ter  fam ilies  ar e u s ed, they cou ld 

pr ov ide w eekly w r itten r epor ts  on the pets ’ adju s tm ent and thes e cou ld be confidentially 

s har ed w ith the pets ’ ow ner s . 

 

W om en and childr en v isiting pets w hile the pets ar e shelter ed in a S H P pr ogr am .  

R es pondents  w er e as ked if their  S H P pr ogr am s  per m itted pet v is itation and w hether  they 

ju dged this  w as  a good pr actice for  the w om en, childr en, and anim als  inv olv ed. S ixteen 

(76.2% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that s om e for m  of pet 

v is itation w as  per m itted and thr ee (14.3% ) r epor ted that it w as  not.  Tw o (9.5%) 

r es pondents  r efer r ed m e to the anim al w elfar e agency for  this  infor m ation.  In pr ogr am s  

w her e pet v is itation w as  per m itted, s om e r es pondents  elabor ated on their  r es pons es : 

* Fou r  r es pondents  noted that they dis cu s s ed the danger  of s talking by the 

batter er  du r ing pet v is itation bu t tw o r es pondents  noted that this  danger  w as  
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no gr eater  than at any other  tim es  the w om en m ight be ou t of the s helter  

and in the com m u nity 

* Tw o r es pondents  noted that pet v is itation w as  achiev ed by br inging pets  to 

the dom es tic v iolence s helter  

* One r es pondent noted that v is itation w as  per m itted only  if the pet w as  not 

s helter ed w ith a fos ter er  (as  dis tinct fr om  the anim al w elfar e agency facility) 

 

E lev en (55%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that their  pr ogr am s  

per m itted pet v is itation and nine (65%) r epor ted that they did not.  For  pr ogr am s  per m itting 

v is itation, tw o r es pondents  noted that they had not cons ider ed the potential danger  fr om  

s talking, tw o w er e aw ar e of the s talking danger , and one noted that the dom es tic v iolence 

agency addr es s ed the is s u e of s talking w ith their  clients . 

 

R es pons es  to the q u es tion abou t the benefits  of per m itting pet v is itation did not lead to a 

cons ens u s  opinion.  Tw o dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  cons ider ed it beneficial to 

pets  bu t another  noted one cas e w her e it appear ed to be dis tr es s ing for  a pet (it m ay als o 

be dis tr es s ing for  a pet to be expos ed to dom es tic v iolence).  One r es pondent r epor ted 

dis agr eem ent betw een the collabor ating agencies  w ith the dom es tic v iolence agency ju dging 

v is itation to be beneficial for  w om en and childr en and the anim al w elfar e agency ju dging it 

dis r u ptiv e to the pet’s  adju s tm ent.  Thr ee of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  

r epor ted that, s o far , v is itations  hav e been beneficial for  pets  and one noted that the 

benefits  s eem ed to v ar y fr om  pet to pet. 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – In m y dis cu s s ions  w ith r es pondents , it becam e appar ent that 

v is itation w ith pets  in the S H P pr ogr am  w as  des ir able becau s e of w om en and childr en’s  

attachm ents  to their  pets .  B u t it w as  als o appar ent that logis tical and s afety is s u es  as  

w ell as  concer ns  for  pet w elfar e m ade v is itation pr oblem atic.  W e need m or e 

infor m ation abou t the benefits  of pet v is itation both for  the pets  and their  ow ner s  and 

how  thes e benefits  can be w eighed agains t the potential danger s  du r ing pet v is itation 

befor e a clear  r ecom m endation can be m ade for  or  agains t this  policy. 

 

M ethods of contacting w om en if ther e is an em er gency inv olv ing their  pets.  S ince 

pets  m ay becom e ill or  m ay r eq u ir e em er gency v eter inar y car e w hile they ar e s helter ed in a 

S H P pr ogr am , r es pondents  w er e as ked how  the anim al w elfar e agency w ou ld contact 
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w om en in thes e cir cu m s tances .  Fifteen (71.4%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  r epor ted that anim al w elfar e agencies  w ou ld call the dom es tic v iolence 

pr ogr am  w hich w ou ld conv ey the infor m ation to w om en.  Fou r  (19% ) noted that pager s  or  a 

s pecial contact nu m ber  for  the dom es tic v iolence agency w as  pr ov ided for  this  pu r pos e.  

One (4.8% ) r es pondent noted that calls  w er e not neces s ar y s ince w om en s igned r eleas e 

for m s  for  m edical car e w hen their  pets  w er e enr olled in the S H P pr ogr am .  One (4.8% ) 

r es pondent had not cons ider ed this  is s u e. 

 S ev enteen (85%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted they w ou ld contact 

the dom es tic v iolence agency in s u ch em er gencies  and tw o (10% ) had been giv en s pecial 

contact nu m ber s  for  this  pu r pos e.  One (5%) r es pondent noted this  w as  u nneces s ar y s ince 

pet ow ner s hip w as  tr ans fer r ed to the anim al w elfar e agency w hen pets  w er e enr olled in 

their  S H P pr ogr am . 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – In m os t cas es , calls  fr om  the anim al w elfar e agency to the 

dom es tic v iolence agency appear  to be the pr efer r ed m ethod of contacting w om en 

abou t m edical em er gencies  inv olv ing their  pets .  In cas es  w her e a w om an has  alr eady 

s igned a r eleas e for m  au thor izing m edical car e or  w her e ow ner s hip of the pet has  been 

for m ally tr ans fer r ed to the anim al w elfar e agency, it m ay s till be appr opr iate to as k 

w om en w hether  they w ou ld like to be infor m ed of m edical em er gencies  inv olv ing their  

pets .  This  q u es tion cou ld be as ked at the tim e pets  ar e enr olled in the S H P pr ogr am . 

 

D u r ation of pet shelter ing and dealing w ith failu r es to r etr iev e pets 

 

Pet shelter ing du r ation in S H P pr ogr am s.  R es pondents  w er e as ked how  long pets  in 

S H P pr ogr am s  cou ld be s helter ed.  S ix (28.6% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  r epor ted that ther e w as  no lim it or  that it cor r es ponded to the length of tim e 

w om en r es ided at the dom es tic v iolence s helter .  Thr ee (14.3% ) r es pondents  did not know  if 

ther e w as  a tim e lim it bu t the r em aining tw elv e ((57.1%) r es pondents  r epor ted s helter ing 

tim e lim its  betw een 7 and 49 days .  In m os t cas es , thes e tim e lim its  w er e r epor ted to be 

“negotiable”.  In only one cas e w as  the tim e lim it (10 days ) des cr ibed as  not negotiable – an 

anim al w elfar e agency des cr ibing its  facility as  a “no kill” s helter  w her e s pace w as  alw ays  at 

a pr em iu m . 
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Fou r  (20% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted no lim it on the s helter ing 

per iod or  that it cor r es ponded to w om en’s  tim e lim its  at the dom es tic v iolence s helter .  The 

s ixteen (80% ) r em aining r es pondents  des cr ibed s helter ing lim its  r anging fr om  10 to 90 

days  bu t als o noted that thes e lim its  w er e flexible depending on w om en’s  needs .  The m os t 

fr eq u ently cited lim its  w er e for  14 days  or  for  one m onth. 

 

Lim its on w om en’s stays at dom estic v iolence agency shelter s.  R es pondents  w er e 

als o as ked abou t lim its  on the am ou nt of tim e w om en cou ld be s helter ed in a r es idential 

dom es tic v iolence facility.  Tw o (9.5%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  

r epor ted that ther e w as  no lim it and nineteen (90.5%) des cr ibed lim its  r anging fr om  28 to 

120 days  w ith the m ajor ity of thes e lim its  des cr ibed as  flexible.  One (5%) of the anim al 

w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted no lim it on w om en’s  s helter  s tays  and s ev en (35%) 

did not know  w hat the lim it w as .  The r em aining tw elv e (60% ) r es pondents  r epor ted lim its  

r anging fr om  28 to 90 days . 

 

      R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – Ideally, S H P pr ogr am s  s hou ld offer  to s helter  pets  for  at 

leas t as  long as  w om en ar e r es iding at the dom es tic v iolence s helter  and, in s om e 

cas es , for  the per iod of tim e w om en m ay r es ide in tr ans itional hou s ing.  H ow ev er , 

giv en the pr es s u r e on s pace at m any anim al w elfar e agency facilities , the bes t that 

can be hoped for  ar e clear  s tatem ents  abou t the du r ation of pet s helter ing, agr eed 

u pon by the collabor ating agencies , and contingency plans  for  cas es  w her e lim its  ar e 

exceeded.  

   

Policy for  dealing w ith cases w her e pets ar e not r etr iev ed at the end of the agr eed 

u pon shelter ing per iod.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if w om en w er e told they w ou ld los e 

cu s tody or  ow ner s hip of their  pets  if they failed to r etr iev e that at the end of the agr eed 

u pon s helter ing per iod.  Fou r teen (66.7%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  

r epor ted that w om en w er e adv is ed of this  policy, fou r  (19% ) s aid they w er e not, and thr ee 

(14.3% ) did not know  or  r efer r ed m e to anim al w elfar e for  this  infor m ation.  Of the fou r teen 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ting this  policy, half s aid w om en s igned a for m  

acknow ledging the policy and half did not know  if s u ch a for m  w as  u s ed.  Tw o (9.5%) 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted hav ing confr onted the is s u e of w om en 

failing to r etr iev e pets , fiv e (23.8% ) had not, and the r em aining r es pondents  did not hav e 

this  infor m ation. 
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E ighteen (90% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that w om en w er e 

adv is ed of the policy on failing to r etr iev e pets  and tw o (10% ) that they w er e not.  Of the 

eighteen pr ogr am s  w ith this  policy, s ixteen (88.9%) r epor ted w om en w er e r eq u ir ed to s ign a 

for m  acknow ledging the policy.  One r es pondent s aid they did not r eq u ir e this  and another  

w as  not s u r e.  S ev en (35%) r es pondents  had confr onted cas es  w her e a w om an had failed 

to r etr iev e her e pet w ith m os t hav ing one or  tw o exper iences  w ith this  is s u e. 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – Althou gh the exper ience of thes e agencies  s u gges ts  that 

w om en’s  failu r e to r etr iev e their  pets  at the end of the agr eed u pon s helter ing per iod 

occu r s  in a m inor ity of cas es , the potential pr oblem s  w ith u nclaim ed pets  r eq u ir es  that a 

policy be in place to deal w ith s u ch cas es .  M os t pr ogr am s  infor m  w om en that they m ay 

los e u nclaim ed pets  bu t this  s hou ld be for m alized w ith a w r itten agr eem ent to av oid 

confu s ion.  S ince a w om an’s  cir cu m s tances  m ay change dr am atically ev en after  s he has  

com pleted her  s tay at a s helter , S H P pr ogr am s  s hou ld r em ain flexible in 

accom m odating, w ithin r eas on, a w om an’s  need for  continu ing s helter  for  her  pet. 

 

Pet ow ner ship issu es 

D ealing w ith q u estions abou t pet ow ner ship.  R es pondents  w er e as ked abou t their  

policies  dealing w ith ow ner s hip of pets , w hether  pets  w er e r e-licens ed in a nam e other  than 

the w om en’s , and w hether  ow ner s hip of pets  w as  tr ans fer r ed to the S H P pr ogr am  w hile 

pets  w er e s helter ed.  The m otiv ation for  as king thes e q u es tions  r elates  to attem pts  to 

pr es er v e the confidentiality of S H P pr ogr am  cas es  and anim al w elfar e agency concer ns  w ith 

pets  that ar e not r etr iev ed.  

 

 U nder s tandably, elev en (52.3% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  w er e 

either  u naw ar e of the anim al w elfar e agencies ’ policies  r egar ding ow ner s hip or  r efer r ed m e 

to the anim al w elfar e agencies  for  this  infor m ation.  Fiv e (23.8% ) r es pondents  r epor ted that 

pets  w er e neither  r e-licens ed nor  w as  their  ow ner s hip tr ans fer r ed.  The r em aining 

r es pondents  des cr ibed a v ar iety of m ethods  for  dealing w ith thes e is s u es .  In one cas e, 

w om en w ho br ou ght in the pets  w er e the only per s ons  giv en infor m ation abou t the pets  

being s helter ed.  In other  cas es , pets  w er e giv en a new  nam e w hile in the S H P pr ogr am  or  

ow ner s hip w as  for m ally tr ans fer r ed to the anim al w elfar e agency.  One r es pondent noted 

that a w om an m ight not be able to r etr iev e a pet if the pet w as  the batter er ’s  legal pr oper ty.  

In this  cas e, if the batter er  had abu s ed the pet, a cr u elty inv es tigation m ight be condu cted. 
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For  anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , thr ee (15%) r epor ted that pets  w er e r e-

licens ed, elev en (55%) r epor ted that they w er e not, and the r em aining r es pondents  w er e 

u ns u r e of the policy.  S ix (30% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that 

ow ner s hip of pets  w as  tr ans fer r ed to the S H P pr ogr am  and tw elv e (60% ) r epor ted that 

tr ans fer r ing ow ner s hip w as  not their  policy (tw o r es pondents  w er e u ns u r e of how  tr ans fer  

of ow ner s hip w as  addr es s ed).  A nu m ber  of r es pondents  elabor ated on their  r es pons es .  

One noted that their  agency often needed to licens e thes e pets  s ince they r ar ely alr eady had 

a licens e.  Another  r epor ted that S H P pr ogr am  pets  w er e cons ider ed to be in pr otectiv e 

cu s tody and all paper w or k r elated to thes e pets  w as  kept in a s epar ate, s ecu r e file.  One 

agency r ecom m ends  that w om en change the addr es s  on their  pets ’ licens e to a pos t office 

box.  One S H P pr ogr am  w ill not accept u n-licens ed pets  and w ill licens e them  for  w om en.  

H ow ev er , pr oof of ow ner s hip m u s t s till be pr ov ided w hen w om en ar e r etr iev ing pets .      

 

Cases w her e pets ar e jointly ow ned by w om en and batter er s or  cases w her e pets 

ar e ow ned by the batter er .   R es pondents  w er e as ked if w om en cou ld r elinq u is h pets  (to be 

placed for  adoption or  to be eu thanized) in cas es  w her e the pets  w as  als o ow ned by  

batter er s  or  w er e s olely the batter er s ’ pr oper ty.   Ten (48% ) of the dom es tic v iolence 

agency r es pondents  w er e u ncer tain abou t how  thes e cas es  w ou ld be handled, tw o (10% ) 

r epor ted that w om en w ou ld not be able to r elinq u is h pets  u nder  thes e cir cu m s tances .  The 

r em aining r es pondents  s pecu lated on how  thes e cas es  m ight be handled.  One r es pondent 

noted that ow ner s hip is s u es  w er e not pu r s u ed du r ing the tem por ar y s helter ing of pets  bu t 

w ou ld need to be if m or e per m anent dis pos ition of pets  w as  being cons ider ed.  Another  

agency places  pets  in w om en’s  or der s  of pr otection (bu t it is  u nclear  how  this  w ou ld affect a 

w om an’s  pr er ogativ e to place a pet u p for  adoption).  If a batter er  ow ned a pet befor e his  

m ar r iage to a w om an, one r es pondent did not know  if s he w ou ld hav e the r ight to r elinq u is h 

it.  If ow ner s hip w as  u nclear  (e.g., in the cas e of an u n-licens ed pet), one agency 

r ecom m ended that w om en take pets  for  v eter inar y car e and u s e the paid s tatem ent as  

ev idence of ow ner s hip. 

 

S ix (30% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  believ ed a w om an cou ld r elinq u is h 

pets  ev en if the pets  w er e jointly ow ned w ith or  w er e the pr oper ty of the batter er  and eight 

(40% ) believ ed they cou ld not.  Thes e r es pondents  and the r em aining r es pondents , w hos e 

ans w er s  cou ld not be eas ily clas s ified as  Y E S  or  N O, lis ted a nu m ber  of appr oaches  to this  

is s u e.  One r es pondent noted that pets  becam e pr oper ty of the S H P pr ogr am  and only one 
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s ignatu r e w as  r eq u ir ed to enr oll pets  in the pr ogr am .  Another  agency r eq u ir es  w om en to 

s ign a dis claim er  noting, “I am  not the ow ner  of this  pet bu t I’m  concer ned abou t its  w elfar e”.  

E v en w ith this  dis claim er , the agency acknow ledged they w ou ld hav e to r eleas e the pet to a 

batter er  if he w er e the ow ner . One r es pondent noted that their  agency had r efu s ed to 

eu thanize a pet br ou ght in by a batter er  becau s e it w as  jointly ow ned w ith the w om an v ictim . 

Thr ee r es pondents  r epor ted they w er e u ns u r e how  to handle cas es  w her e the batter er  

legally ow ned the pet, es pecially if the batter er  cam e in to r eclaim  “his ” pet.  One agency w as  

not ev en cer tain they cou ld s helter  a pet for  a w om an if the batter er  ow ned it.  Tw o anim al 

w elfar e agency r es pondents  s tated that their  pr im ar y concer n w as  the pets ’ w elfar e, w ou ld 

place pets  for  adoption or  eu thanize them , if neces s ar y, and w er e ev en pr epar ed for  

litigation as  long as  pets  w er e kept s afe.  

 

S tatu s of pets as com m u nity pr oper ty.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if pets  w er e 

cons ider ed to be com m u nity pr oper ty, in their  ju r is dictions , s ince this  m ight affect the 

dis pos ition of pets .  Fifteen (71.4%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  did not 

know  w hether  pets  w er e com m u nity pr oper ty, thr ee (14.3% ) r epor ted that they w er e, one 

(4.8% ) that they w er e not, and tw o (9.5%) r epor ted that pets  w er e cons ider ed “m ar ital 

pr oper ty.”   

 

E lev en (55%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  did not know  w hether  pets  w er e 

com m u nity pr oper ty, s ix (30% ) r epor ted that they w er e, one (5%) that they w er e not, and 

tw o (10% ) r epor ted that pets  w er e cons ider ed “per s onal pr oper ty.” 

 

Agency inv olv em ent in litigation abou t ow ner ship of S H P pr ogr am  pets.  R es pondents  

w er e as ked if they had ev er  becom e inv olv ed in legal dis pu tes  r elated to the ow ner s hip of 

pets  s helter ed in the S H P pr ogr am s .  Tw enty (95.2% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  r epor ted that they had not becom e inv olv ed in dis pu tes  of this  kind and one 

(4.8% ) did not know .  One of the r es pondents  w ho s aid their  agency had not been for m ally 

inv olv ed in any legal dis pu tes  did note that a for m er  dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  client w hos e 

batter er  had killed pets  in the pas t had had difficu lty conv incing au thor ities  abou t tw o other  

dogs  s he cons ider ed to be in danger .  The w om an had been u nable to pr ov e s he ow ned the 

anim als .  U pon r etu r ning to her  r es idence, both dogs  had been killed and left in her  fr ont 

yar d for  her  to s ee. 
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S ev enteen (85%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that they had not 

been inv olv ed in legal dis pu tes  ov er  ow ner s hip of S H P pr ogr am  pets , tw o (10% ) r epor ted 

that they had, and one (5%) r es pondent’s  pr ogr am  had not yet been im plem ented.  The tw o 

incidents  r epor ted inv olv ed one cas e w er e anim al w elfar e agency r ecor ds  w er e s u bpoenaed 

in an anim al abu s e cas e w her e ow ner s hip had been dis pu ted and another  cas e inv olv ing 

fr au d w her e a batter er  tr ied to dr op off a pet, ow ned by his  w ife, at the anim al w elfar e 

agency. 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – It is  clear  that in cas es  w her e w om en ar e the s ole legal ow ner s  

of pets , w om en w ou ld hav e the r ight to enr oll them  in a S H P pr ogr am  and, if neces s ar y, 

r elinq u is h them  for  pos s ible adoption or  eu thanas ia.  H ow ev er , in other  cas es  w her e pet 

ow ner s hip is  u nclear  or  w her e batter er s  ar e joint or  s ole ow ner s  of pets , dis pos ition of 

the pets  is  m or e pr oblem atic.  S H P pr ogr am  agencies  ar e encou r aged to dis cu s s  thes e 

is s u es  w ith their  legal adv is or s  to dev elop policies  appr opr iate for  their  pr ogr am s .  Thes e 

policies  s hou ld hav e the w elfar e of w om en and pets  as  their  par am ou nt concer n yet 

des igned to be r es pectfu l of ow ner s hip is s u es .  M or e s pecific r ecom m endations  ar e not 

pos s ible giv en the cu r r ent lack of cons ens u s  abou t how  to deal w ith pet ow ner s hip 

is s u es . 

 

Confidentiality and safety issu es 

Confidentiality issu es for  pets and w om en enr olled in S H P pr ogr am s.  Giv en the 

pos s ibility that a batter er  m ight tr y to r etr iev e a pet his  par tner  m ay hav e enr olled in a S H P 

pr ogr am  or  appr oach the anim al w elfar e agency in an attem pt to locate his  par tner , 

r es pondents  w er e as ked abou t pr ocedu r es  to ins u r e the confidentiality of infor m ation abou t 

thes e pets .  This  inclu ded q u es tions  abou t w hether  pets  w er e kept in ar eas  acces s ible to the 

pu blic (e.g., potential adopter s ) or  exer cis ed in pu blic v iew .   

Tw o (9.5%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that they had not  

addr es s ed thes e is s u es , one (4.8% ) w as  not aw ar e of the anim al w elfar e agency’s   

pr ocedu r es , and fou r  (19% ) r efer r ed m e to the anim al w elfar e agencies  for  this  infor m ation.  

The r em aining r es pondents  lis ted a v ar iety of m ethods  in place to ins u r e confidentiality.  

Thes e inclu ded the follow ing: 

* All paper w or k r elated to S H P pr ogr am  pets  is  filed u nder  a ps eu donym  and 

the s helter  is  in a s eclu ded, r u r al ar ea 

* Pets  ar e is olated fr om  the gener al popu lation of anim als , they ar e lis ted as  
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“alr eady adopted” in s helter  r ecor ds , and no infor m ation abou t thes e pets  is  

r eleas ed to the pu blic 

* Pets  ar e s helter ed in a fenced ar ea on 1.5 acr es  of pr oper ty and ar e not 

exer cis ed in pu blic v iew  

* Pets  ar e lis ted in the nam e of the anim al w elfar e or  dom es tic v iolence agency  

and infor m ation abou t thes e pets  is  only r eleas ed to anim al s helter  s taff 

* In cas es  w her e pets  ar e placed w ith fos ter er s , s taff locate the pet in a 

com m u nity differ ent fr om  the w om an’s  place of r es idence (to m inim ize 

accidental contact w ith the batter er ) 

* The anim al w elfar e agency s igns  a confidentiality agr eem ent w ith the 

dom es tic v iolence agency  

* Pets  ar e cons ider ed to hav e been r elinq u is hed “on paper ” and then ar e 

placed w ith fos ter er s  

* Pets  ar e kept w ith the gener al popu lation of s helter  anim als  bu t ar e placed in 

a s ecu r ed location w ithin the s helter   

 

In gener al, dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that they w er e pleas ed w ith 

the confidentiality pr ocedu r es  pr acticed by the anim al w elfar e agencies .  One is s u e that had 

not been cons ider ed, as  r epor ted by one r es pondent, is  the cas e w her e pets  m ight be 

exer cis ed in pu blic by fos ter er s .  In s m aller  com m u nities , a batter er  m ight happen u pon his  

pet and this  cou ld lead to a br each of confidentiality. 

 

All of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  w er e able to r epor t on pr ocedu r es  they 

had in place to ins u r e the confidentiality of infor m ation abou t S H P pr ogr am  pets  and the 

w om en w ho enr olled them .  A s am pling of thes e pr ocedu r es  is  lis ted below . 

* Pets  ar e kept in a pr iv ate ar ea of the s helter  not open to the pu blic, and if 

fos ter ed, fos ter er s  ar e told of the pets  dom es tic v iolence his tor y and the 

need for  confidentiality is  s tr es s ed 

* M edia r epr es entativ es  ar e not allow ed to take any footage of the s helter  

location              and w om en s ign a w aiv er  allow ing the anim al w elfar e 

agency to contact them  dir ectly if neces s ar y 

* Pets  ar e r e-licens ed to the S H P pr ogr am  and no pu blic r ecor ds  as s ociate 

w ith the w om en w ho enr olled them  
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* Only one anim al w elfar e s helter  w or ker  is  des ignated to car e for  S H P 

pr ogr am  pets ; other s  do not hav e acces s  to infor m ation abou t the pet 

* The addr es s es  and phone nu m ber s  for  S H P pr ogr am  pets  ar e the 

dom es tic v iolence agencies ’ and no infor m ation is  r eleas ed on thes e pets  

* All paper w or k (e.g., intake for m s , s igned liability and agr eem ent for m s ) is  

filed in a s ecu r e location, pets  ar e r enam ed and their  ages  ar e alter ed 

* Fos ter er s  ar e tr ained abou t the need for  confidentiality and s ign a w aiv er  

to this  effect  

* S H P pr ogr am  pets  ar e as s igned a code nu m ber  and ar e kept in an ar ea 

of the s helter  only acces s ible w ith a s taff es cor t 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – The m eas u r es  the r es pondents  des cr ibed for  ins u r ing the 

confidentiality of S H P pr ogr am  cas es  w er e im pr es s iv e.  Per haps  the one r em aining 

concer n is  the is s u e of exer cis ing pets  in pu blic v iew  and the pos s ibility that a batter er  

m ight com e u pon his  pet in thes e cas es .  It is  r ecom m ended that anim al w elfar e 

agencies  collabor ate w ith dom es tic v iolence agencies  in dev eloping confidentiality 

pr otocols  acceptable to both par ties .  R es tr icting the nu m ber  of indiv idu als  dealing w ith 

S H P pr ogr am  pets , keeping all docu m entation in s ecu r ed files  or  only on the dir ector s ’ 

com pu ter  files , locating pets  in ar eas  of the s helter  that ar e is olated or  at leas t 

inacces s ible to u naccom panied v is itor s , and tr aining fos ter er s  in the cr itical need for  

confidentiality ar e pr actices  alr eady in place at m any pr ogr am s  and s hou ld be 

encou r aged at all other s . 

 

Thr eat or  v iolence em er gencies r elated to shelter ing pets in S H P pr ogr am s.  

R es pondents  w er e as ked if ther e had been any occas ions  w her e the anim al w elfar e  

agencies  (or  v eter inar ians ) had exper ienced thr eats  of or  actu al v iolence by a batter er  

r elated to S H P cas es .  Fou r teen (66.7%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  

r epor ted that s u ch incidents  had not occu r r ed, fou r  (19% ) r efer r ed m e to the anim al 

w elfar e agencies  for  this  infor m ation, and the q u es tion w as  not applicable for  thr ee (14.3% ) 

r es pondents . 

 

N ineteen (95% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted no thr eats  or   

v iolent incidents  inv olv ing S H P pr ogr am  pets .  The q u es tion w as  not applicable for  one 

r es pondent w hos e pr ogr am  had not yet been im plem ented. 
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R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – It is  encou r aging that the anticipated danger  fr om  batter er s  

s how ing u p at an anim al s helter  w as  not r epor ted by any of the r es pondents  inter v iew ed.  

A nu m ber  of r es pondents  did note that pr ocedu r es  for  dealing w ith thr eats  or  v iolence 

at the anim al s helter  or  v eter inar ian’s  office (e.g., dir ect line for  s ignaling police, s taff 

tr aining on cr is is  inter v ention) w er e in place and it is  r ecom m ended that s im ilar  

pr ocedu r es  be dev eloped by all anim al w elfar e agencies  oper ating S H P pr ogr am s . 

 

Cou nseling w om en and childr en abou t pet loss and separ ation fr om  pets.  

R es pondents  w er e as ked if their  ow n agencies  pr ov ided any for m  of cou ns eling for  clients  

and their  childr en w ho m ay hav e los t pets  abu s ed by the batter er  or  cou ns eling abou t being 

s epar ated fr om  pets  w hile they w er e s helter ed in the S H P pr ogr am .  Tw elv e (57% ) of the 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that they pr ov ided s u ch cou ns eling and fiv e 

(24% ) r epor ted that they did s o on an “as  needed” bas is  (e.g., if w om en or  childr en br ou ght 

u p the is s u e, if childr en w er e dis tr es s ed being s epar ated fr om  pets ).  Thr ee of thes e 

r es pondents  elabor ated by s tating that they r efer r ed s om e clients  to a pet los s  cou ns elor , 

that they talked w ith w om en and childr en abou t r ationale for  the no-v is itation policy, and that 

that cou ns eling w as  m or e of a need w hen childr en w er e inv olv ed.  Thr ee (14% ) r es pondents  

r epor ted that their  agency did not pr ov ide cou ns eling abou t thes e is s u es  and one (5%) did 

not know  if it w as  pr ov ided. 

 

S ev en  (35%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted pr ov iding pet los s  or  

s epar ation cou ns eling, tw o (10% ) r epor ted pr ov iding cou ns eling, if needed, and tw o (10% ) 

planned to offer  s u ch cou ns eling in the fu tu r e.  Fou r  (20% ) r es pondents  s tated their  

agencies  did not pr ov ide cou ns eling and fiv e (25%) did not hav e this  infor m ation.  One 

r es pondent w hos e agency did not offer  cou ns eling r em ar ked that it w ou ld be a “good idea” 

to do s o and another  r ecalled being as ked abou t the av ailability of pet los s  cou ns eling by a 

dom es tic v iolence agency adv ocate. 

 

Pet-r elated issu es in safety planning w ith w om en.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if is s u es  

inv olv ing pets  (e.g., w her e to s helter  them , w hat to take w hen leav ing hom e w ith a pet, how  

to keep pets  s afe) w er e r ais ed in s afety planning dis cu s s ions  w ith w om en u s ing S H P 

pr ogr am  s er v ices .  R es pondents  w er e als o as ked to elabor ate the types  of is s u es  that w er e 

addr es s ed, N ineteen (90.5%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that 
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pet-r elated is s u es  w er e dis cu s s ed in s afety planning bu t m os t adm itted that thes e is s u es  did 

not r eceiv e a gr eat deal of attention and m ight not be cons is tently addr es s ed.  Tw o (9.5%) 

r es pondents  r epor ted that thes e is s u es  w er e not addr es s ed at their  agencies . 

 

Ten (50%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted addr es s ing pet-r elated 

is s u es  inclu ding tw o agencies  that u s ed H S U S  gu idelines  and another  that pr ov ided adv ice 

on m anaging pet behav ior  pr oblem s  (pr oblem s  that m ight pr om pt batter er  v iolence).  Fiv e 

(25%) r es pondents  r epor ted that thes e is s u es  w er e not addr es s ed by their  agency and fiv e 

(25%) w er e not s u r e if they w er e.  It s hou ld be noted that m any anim al w elfar e agency 

r es pondents  ju dged s afety-planning dis cu s s ions  to be w ithin the pu r v iew  of the dom es tic 

v iolence agencies ’ s er v ices .  Als o, s om e anim al w elfar e agencies  had no dir ect contact w ith 

w om en clients  (e.g., cas e w her e pets  w er e r etr iev ed by anim al contr ol, pr ogr am s  w her e 

w om en br ou ght pets  to the dom es tic v iolence s helter  and they w er e later  tr ans por ted to the 

S H P by s om eone other  than the w om en).   

 

M any of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  offer ed s u gges tions  for  pet-r elated 

is s u es  that s hou ld be addr es s ed in s afety planning.  In s om e cas es , thes e s u gges tions  apply 

to w om en w ho hav e not decided to leav e the batter er  and in other  cas es , the s u gges tions  

ar e m or e appr opr iate for  w om en w ho hav e m ade the decis ion to leav e and ar e pr epar ing to 

do s om e.   The s u gges tions  for  w om en inclu ded the follow ing: 

* Collect any docu m ents  r elated to you r  pet (e.g., ow ner s hip paper s , v eter inar y    

r ecor ds  inclu ding a v accination and m edical his tor y), hav e a leas h or  pet car r ier  

av ailable, and cons ider  you r  options  if you  cou ld not take you r  pet w ith you  (e.g., 

call a fr iend to pick it u p) 

* If pos s ible, com pile a r ecor d of incidents  w hen you r  pet w as  thr eatened or  

abu s ed, note w hether  it is  an indoor  or  ou tdoor  pet, and indicate any danger  an 

anim al contr ol agent m ight be in if called to r etr iev e the pet 

* Cons ider  w hether  w or r ying abou t you r  pet’s  w elfar e has  been pr ev enting you  

fr om  leav ing the batter er .  If you r  pet has  been abu s ed, do you  think you  ar e in 

gr eater  danger ? 

* D o you  think you r  par tner  has  been u s ing you r  lov e and concer n for  you r  pet as  

a w ay of contr olling and m anipu lating you ? 

* If you  ar e s till w ith the batter er  and you r  pet has  been thr eatened, hav e you  

cons ider ed placing you r  pet w ith a fr iend, fam ily m em ber , or  hu m ane s ociety? 
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* K eep pet food, pet-r elated docu m ents , and other  item s  needed for  tr av eling 

w ith you r  pet in you r  v ehicle, if this  w ou ld be s afe for  you  to do 

* If you  ar e s till tr ying to m ake a decis ion abou t w hether  to leav e the batter er  and 

you r  pet has  been thr eatened or  abu s ed, hav e you  dis cu s s ed anim al abu s e as  a 

r is k factor  for  danger  w ith a dom es tic v iolence cou ns elor ? 

* If you  hav e decided to leav e the batter er  and w ou ld like you r  pet to accom pany 

you , hav e you  checked w ith the dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  to as k how  they can 

accom m odate you r  pet’s  needs ? 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – S ince anim al w elfar e agencies  hav e exper tis e in cou ns eling 

hu m ans  abou t the los s  of their  pets , they s hou ld take the lead in offer ing s u ch cou ns eling 

to w om en and childr en s epar ated fr om  their  pets  du e to dom es tic v iolence.  G r ief 

cou ns eling m ay als o be needed in cas es  w her e pets  hav e been killed.  Anim al w elfar e 

agencies  s hou ld explicitly infor m  dom es tic v iolence agencies  that cou ns eling s er v ices  ar e 

av ailable, s hou ld any of their  clients  des ir e it.  And s ince dom es tic v iolence agencies  hav e 

exper tis e in s afety planning, they s hou ld as s is t anim al w elfar e agencies  in dev eloping pet-

r elated s afety planning pr ocedu r es  that ar e r eas onable to follow  and w ou ld not place an 

exces s iv e bu r den on w om en planning to leav e batter er s .  S om e pr ocedu r es  cou ld be 

des cr ibed as  bas ic and r eq u ir ed (e.g., packing the pet’s  m edication) and other s  as  

des ir able bu t not cr itical (e.g., taking along a pet’s  fav or ite toy or  food). 

 

W om en w ho hav e r etu r ned to batter er s becau se the pets w er e still w ith them . 

W om en w ho leav e batter er s  m ay not alw ays  take their  pets  w ith them , ev en if a S H P 

pr ogr am  is  av ailable, and leav ing a batter er  m ay occu r  a nu m ber  of tim es .  Ther efor e, w e 

as ked r es pondents  if they q u es tioned w om en abou t r etu r ning to batter er s  becau s e pets  

w er e s till at hom e w ith them .  S ix (28.6% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  

r epor ted that they did as k this  q u es tion and one of the s ix s tated that w om en in their  s helter   

had done this .  Fifteen (71.4%) r epor ted that this  q u es tion w as  not as ked or  only cam e u p if 

the w om an m entioned it as  an is s u e.  Fou r  of thes e r es pondents  r ecalled incidents  w her e 

w om en had r etu r ned to batter er s  becau s e of concer n for  pets  w ith one noting this  w as  les s  

likely to occu r  now  that the S H P pr ogr am  w as  av ailable. 

 

Fou r  (20% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted as king w om en abou t this  

is s u e and fou r teen (70% ) r epor ted that they did not as k this  q u es tion.  In elabor ating on her  
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r es pons e, one r es pondent r epor ted a cas e w her e a w om an had r etu r ned to check on her  

dog only to find its  decom pos ing body in her  yar d.  

 

W om en endanger ed by going hom e to r etr iev e their  pets w hile the batter er  cou ld be 

or  w as still at the r esidence.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if they w er e aw ar e of cas es  w her e 

w om en had endanger ed them s elv es  by r etu r ning to their  hom es  to r etr iev e pets .  E lev en 

(52.4%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  had encou nter ed s u ch cas es , nine 

(42.9%) had not, and one (4.7%) r es pondent w as  not cer tain if this  had occu r r ed.  

R es pondents  noted that they tr ied to m inim ize danger  to w om en by adv is ing them  to 

r eq u es t a police s tandby in s u ch cas es . 

 

Fou r  (20% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  w er e aw ar e of cas es  w her e 

endanger m ent had occu r r ed, fifteen (75% ) w er e not, and one(5%) r es pondent w as  not 

cer tain.  One r es pondent des cr ibed a s pecific incident w her e a w om an had r etu r ned hom e 

to r etr iev e her  pet, w as  confr onted by the batter er , and both phys ically s tr u ggled ov er  

pos s es s ion of the pet. 

 

      R E COM M E N D A TIO N  - Giv en the inher ent danger  w om en m ay face r etu r ning hom e 

to r etr iev e their  pets , w om en w ho hav e left batter er s  and m ade contact w ith or  

r es ided in a dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  s hou ld be adv is ed to r eq u es t law  

enfor cem ent es cor ts  if they plan to r etr iev e their  pets  fr om  hom e.  S ince s om e 

w om en m ay not be aw ar e of the inher ent danger , they s hou ld alw ays  be as ked if they 

hav e left pets  at hom e and hav e cons ider ed r etr iev ing them .  W om en s hou ld als o be 

infor m ed of the option of hav ing anim al contr ol or  s om e other  agent r etr iev e pets  for  

them .   

 

S er v ing w om en w ho hav e com pleted their  stays at the dom estic v iolence shelter  

 

W om en r eclaim ing pets after  they hav e been shelter ed in the S H P pr ogr am  and 

factor s that m ay facilitate this.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if, in cas es  that hav e pr oces s ed 

thr ou gh the S H P pr ogr am s , w om en hav e r etr iev ed their  pets  at the end of their  dom es tic 

v iolence s helter  s tay.  E ighteen (85.7%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  

r epor ted that w om en r etr iev ed their  pets  and ten of thes e r es pondents  noted that this  

occu r r ed in m os t or  all of the cas es  they had encou nter ed.  One (4.8% ) w as  not s u r e it this  
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had occu r r ed and the q u es tion w as  not applicable for  tw o (9.5%) other  r es pondents  w hos e 

pr ogr am  w as  s till r elativ ely new .  One of the r es pondents  noted that in one cas e a w om an 

cou ld not r eclaim  her  pet s ince it w as  a w olf hybr id and cons ider ed illegal in her  com m u nity.  

The anim al w elfar e agency helped to r elocate this  pet in a s tate w her e the br eed w as  not 

pr ohibited. 

 

S ev enteen (85%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that w om en 

r etr iev ed their  pets  and thir teen of thes e r es pondents  noted that this  occu r r ed in m os t or  

all of the cas es  of S H P pr ogr am  pets .  Thr ee (15%) r es pondents  did not yet hav e 

infor m ation abou t this  is s u e.  

 

B oth dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  

offer ed a nu m ber  of factor s  that facilitated w om en’s  ability to r etr iev e their  pets  after  S H P 

pr ogr am  s helter ing and ar e noted below . 

* Finding affor dable hou s ing that per m itted pets  or  m ov ing in w ith fam ily 

* Finances  

* Obtaining em ploym ent 

* W om an is  better  able to car e for  her s elf  

* W om an’s  life has  becom e m or e s table 

* Incr eas e in the pet’s  s ignificance s ince leav ing the batter er  

* N eed for  the pet’s  com panions hip 

* K now ing the pet w ou ld pr obably be eu thanis ed if s he did not r etr iev e it 

* Feeling s afer  and m or e com petent 

* Flexibility on tim e lim its  for  pet s helter ing (i.e., accom m odating w om en’s  

needs ) 

* K now ing that the pet had been w ell car e for  in her  abs ence 

* Vis itation kept the attachm ent to her  pet s tr ong (one w om an w as  

des cr ibed as  u s ing v is its  to her  pet as  a r ew ar d s he s elf-adm inis ter ed for  

pr ogr es s  in her  dom es tic v iolence w or k) 

 

(One anim al w elfar e agency r es pondent, w hos e S H P pr ogr am  w as  ju s t being dev eloped, 

des cr ibed s tr ingent cr iter ia u nder  w hich a w om an w ou ld be per m itted to r etr iev e her  pet.  

Thes e cr iter ia inclu ded pr oof of m ov ing to a new  r es idence or  a copy of a r ecent r es tr aining 

or der , or  a letter  fr om  a r elativ e v er ifying that the w om an w as  no longer  in a v iolent s itu ation.  
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It w as  u nclear  w hether  w om en w ou ld be m ade aw ar e of thes e cr iter ia at the tim e their  pets  

w er e enr olled in this  s helter ing pr ogr am .) 

 

Cou nseling w om en abou t the possibility of r elinq u ishing their  pets.  In a per fect w or ld, 

ev er y w om an com pleting her  s tay at a dom es tic v iolence s helter  w ou ld find her s elf in 

cir cu m s tances  that w ou ld allow  a happy r eu nion w ith her  pet.  M any w om en w ho ar e 

batter ed m ay not be s o for tu nate.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if they ev er  cou ns eled w om en 

abou t the pos s ible benefits  of r elinq u is hing their  pets  to an anim al w elfar e agency.  Tw o 

(9.5%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that they m ight help a w om an 

pr oblem  s olv e m or e gener ally and this  m ight inclu de dis cu s s ing dis pos ition of their  pets .  

Tw o (9.5%) other  r es pondents  w er e not s u r e cou ns eling of this  natu r e occu r r ed in their  

pr ogr am s .  E ight (38.1%) r epor ted that cou ns eling abou t r elinq u is hm ent w as  not par t of 

their  pr ogr am  and nine (42.9%) r epor ted that it w as .  E v en w hen the is s u e of r elinq u is hing 

pets  w as  dis cu s s ed, r es pondents  des cr ibed this  as  a s ens itiv e topic, one they w er e r elu ctant 

to r ais e except tangentially w hen dis cu s s ing a w om an’s  need for  hou s ing, needs  for  her  ow n 

car e and thos e of her  childr en, fu tu r e s afety planning, and finances .   If w om en br ou ght u p 

the is s u e, cou ns el w as  offer ed.   

 

For  anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , one (5%) r epor ted they did not cou ns el w om en 

abou t this , one (5%) r epor ted that it cou ld occu r  bu t had not as  yet, and one (5%) w as  

u ncer tain if they w ou ld offer  s u ch cou ns eling.  Fou r  (20% ) r es pondents  s aid cou ns eling 

abou t r elinq u is hing pets  w as  not par t of their  pr ogr am  and thir teen (65%) r epor ted that it 

w as .  R es pondents  des cr ibed a nu m ber  of is s u es  they addr es s ed w ith w om en in cou ns eling 

them  abou t r elinq u is hing their  pets : 

* D id the w om an hav e the em otional and financial r es ou r ces  for  continu ing 

car e of the pet? 

* W ou ld the pet’s  w elfar e be enhanced if another  fam ily adopted it? 

* W ou ld not hav ing a pet facilitate a w om an’s  decis ion m aking in other  

ar eas  of her  life? 

* W ou ld the length of tim e the pet needed to be s helter ed place u ndu e 

s tr es s  on the pet? 

*  

R es pondents  w er e als o as ked if they encou nter ed cas es  in their  S H P pr ogr am  w her e 

w om en had decided to r elinq u is h their  pets .  E ight (38.1%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 
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r es pondents  had, nine (42.9%) had not, and fou r  (19% ) either  did not know  w hether  any 

w om en had done this  or  the S H P had ju s t been im plem ented.   

 

S ixteen (80% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted cas es  w her e w om en 

had r elinq u is hed pets , tw o (10% ) w er e not aw ar e of s u ch cas es , and tw o (10% ) 

r es pondents  r epor ted that their  pr ogr am  w as  too new  to pr ov ide a r es pons e.  R es pondents ’ 

exper iences  w ith w om en r elinq u is hing pets  pr ov ided v ar ied es tim ates  of how  often this  

occu r r ed. Tw o r es pondents  noted that if w om en did decide to r elinq u is h their  pet, anim al 

w elfar e agency s taff m em ber s  w er e cer tain to affir m  the difficu lty of the w om en’s  decis ion 

and r eas s u r e them  that the decis ion w as  appr opr iate.  R es pons es  r anged fr om   “once or  

tw ice” and “infr eq u ently” to one-thir d to one-half of S H P cas es . 

 

W hen r es pondents  w er e as ked to des cr ibe factor s  that m ight r es u lt in a w om an 

r elinq u is hing her  pet, they offer ed a nu m ber  of factor s , exam ples  of w hich follow : 

* D ifficu lty finding pos t-s helter  hou s ing that allow ed pets  

* Pos s es s ing a pet that w as  illegal to ow n (the cas e of the w olf hybr id noted ear lier ) 

* W eak attachm ent to the pet 

* N eeds  of the childr en had to take pr ecedence ov er  the pet’s  needs  

* A cas e of a batter er  w ho had near ly s tr angled a pu ppy to death in fr ont of his  7 

and 9 year -old childr en; the w om an r eq u es ted the pu ppy be pu t u p for  adoption 

* Lov e for  the pet and the pet’s  bes t inter es ts  

* Continu ing s u bs tance abu s e pr oblem s  m aking pet car e difficu lt 

* W om an’s  r elocation m aking pet keeping difficu lt 

* A cas e of a batter er  w ho had beaten a w om an w ith her  kittens ; the kittens  

r eq u ir ed m edical tr eatm ent and s he fear ed they w ou ld be abu s ed again if s he 

didn’t r elinq u is h them  

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – It is  encou r aging that s o m any w om en u s ing S H P  

pr ogr am  s er v ices  do r etu r n to r etr iev e their  pets  and it s hou ld als o be cons ider ed 

encou r aging that s om e w om en decide r elinq u is hing their  pets  is  in their  pets ’ bes t 

inter es t.  It is  clear  that w om en’s  s u cces s  in adapting to leav ing batter er s  and their  

pr ogr es s  thr ou gh dom es tic v iolence cou ns eling and as s is tance pr ogr am s  w ill affect their  

ability to r eu nite w ith their  pets . H elping w om en find affor dable hou s ing and em ploym ent 

w ou ld facilitate w om en’s  ability to r etr iev e their  pets . 
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 Post-shelter  tr ansitional and other  hou sing options for  w om en.  S ince the av ailability 

of affor dable hou s ing that per m its  pets  m ay be s u ch a cr itical factor  in w om en’s  ability to 

r etr iev e their  pets , r es pondents  w er e as ked if their  pr ogr am s  offer ed tr ans itional hou s ing 

and if s u ch hou s ing allow ed pets .  E lev en (52.4%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  r epor ted that their  pr ogr am s  did not hav e tr ans itional hou s ing and ten 

(47.6% ) r epor ted that they did.  Of thes e ten pr ogr am s  w ith tr ans itional hou s ing, tw o w er e 

r epor ted to allow  pets , s ev en did not, and the r es pondent w as  not s u r e of the pet policy in 

one cas e. 

 

 Ten (50%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  did not know  if tr ans itional hou s ing 

w as  av ailable, s ix (30% ) r epor ted that it w as , and fou r  (20% ) r epor ted that it w as  not 

av ailable.  For  the s ix r es pondents  w ho r epor ted that tr ans itional hou s ing w as  av ailable for  

w om en, fou r  noted that pets  w er e not per m itted and tw o did not know  the tr ans itional 

hou s ing policy on pets .   

 

 R es pondents  w er e als o as ked if their  agencies  m aintained lis tings  of pos t-s helter  

hou s ing (e.g., apar tm ents , r ental pr oper ties ) that w ou ld per m it pets .  E lev en (52.4%) of the 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that s u ch lis tings  w er e av ailable for  w om en, 

one (4.8% ) r epor ted that their  agency w as  dev eloping a lis t, and nine (42.8% ) r epor ted that 

they did not m aintain lis tings  of hou s ing allow ing pets .  A nu m ber  of r es pondents  noted the 

pr ohibitiv e cos ts  of hou s ing in m any of their  ju r is dictions  m aking finding affor dable pos t-

s helter  hou s ing a challenge for  all w om en, ev en thos e w ithou t pets . 

 

 E lev en (55%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted m aintaining lis ting of 

hou s ing allow ing pets , one (5%) r es pondent’s  agency w as  w or king on it, and s ix (30% ) did 

not hav e lis tings . Tw o [10% ] r es pondents  did not know  if hou s ing lis tings  w er e av ailable at 

their  agencies .  One of the elev en r es pondents  w hos e agency did m aintain lis tings  of “pet-

fr iendly” hou s ing had not pr ev iou s ly cons ider ed how  thes e lis tings  m ight be im por tant for  

S H P pr ogr am  clients . 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – D om es tic v iolence agencies  s hou ld cons ider  the feas ibility of  

des igning fu tu r e tr ans itional hou s ing that w ou ld accom m odate pets .  In addition, 

dom es tic  v iolence and anim al w elfar e agency r epr es entativ es  s hou ld collabor ate in 

s eeking the as s is tance of local r ealtor s  in dev eloping lis tings  of affor dable hou s ing that 
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w ill per m it pets .  Local gov er nm ent hou s ing au thor ities  cou ld als o be of as s is tance in 

addr es s ing this  is s u e. 

 

W om en w ho hav e r esided at the dom estic v iolence shelter  bu t hav e decided to 

r etu r n to batter er s w ith their  pets.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if ther e w er e cas es  w her e 

w om en w ho had u s ed S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  r etu r ned to liv e w ith the batter er  and did s o 

w ith the pets  that had been s helter ed.  Fou r teen (66.7%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  had encou nter ed s u ch cas es  and s ev en (33.3% ) had not.  Ten (50%) of the 

anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  had encou nter ed s u ch cas es  and eight (40% ) had not.  

Tw o (10% ) r epor ted that they nev er  inq u ir ed abou t w hether  w om en w er e r etu r ning to 

batter er s .  

R es pondents  pr ov ided tw o s pecific exam ples .  In one cas e, a w om an w ho w as  blind 

r etu r ned to the batter ed w ith her  as s is tance dog – both the w om an and her  dog w er e 

abu s ed and the dog’s  abu s e im pair ed its  ability to fu nction as  an as s is tance anim al.  In a 

s econd cas e, a w om an w ho had u s ed the S H P pr ogr am  appear ed at the anim al s helter  w ith 

the batter er  and r etr iev ed her  pet. 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – Leav ing a batter er  is  often a pr oces s  r ather  than a one-tim e  

decis ion a w om an m ay m ake.  Thos e w ith exper ience in the dom es tic v iolence field know  

that w om en m ay leav e and r etu r n to batter er s  r epeatedly befor e m aking a final br eak in 

the r elations hip.  A s  dis tr es s ing as  this  m ay be to both dom es tic v iolence and anim al 

w elfar e agency pr ofes s ionals , r etu r ning to a batter er  is  a w om an’s  decis ion.  And in 

s om e of thes e cas es , w om en w ill r etu r n to batter er s  w ith their  pets .  W om en s hou ld not 

be coer ced into r em aining aw ay fr om  batter er s  by pr ev enting them  fr om  r etr iev ing their  

pets  fr om  a S H P pr ogr am .  Per haps  the bes t agencies  can do is  to edu cate w om en 

abou t the danger s  they and their  pets  m ay face and infor m  them  that the agencies  

s tand r eady to help thes e w om en s hou ld they need s er v ices  in the fu tu r e.  

 

Asking w om en specific q u estions abou t anim al abu se. 

 

Anim al abu se q u estions on r isk of danger  assessm ents.  M os t dom es tic v iolence 

agencies  em ploy s om e for m  of as s es s m ent to ju dge the r is k of v iolence pos ed by a batter er .  

Thes e as s es s m ents , often r efer r ed to as  “r is k of danger ” checklis ts , m ay or  m ay not inclu de 

q u es tions  abou t a batter er ’s  abu s e of anim als .  R es pondents  w er e as ked if the dom es tic 
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v iolence agencies  inclu ded q u es tions  abou t anim al abu s e in their  r is k of danger  

as s es s m ents .  Tw elv e (57.1%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted 

as king abou t anim al abu s e in r is k as s es s m ents  and s ix (28.6% ) r epor ted that they did not.  

One r es pondent (4.8% ) w as  not cer tain if s u ch q u es tions  w er e inclu ded and tw o (9.5%) 

r epor ted that their  agencies  did not u s e r is k as s es s m ents .  For  agencies  inclu ding q u es tions  

abou t anim al abu s e, r es pondents  w er e as ked to pr ov ide exam ples  of the w or ding of thes e 

q u es tions .  Their  exam ples  follow : 

* “H as  he abu s ed anyone other  than you ?” (follow ed by q u es tions  abou t child or  

anim al abu s e) 

* “Ar e you r  pets  in danger  as  w ell?” 

* “H as  he been cr u el to anim als ?” 

* “H as  he dam aged per s onal pr oper ty or  pets ?” 

* “H as  he u s ed a w eapon?” (follow ed by q u es tions  abou t agains t w hom  the w eapon 

w as  u s ed, inclu ding pets ) 

* “H av e anim als  been thr eatened? H av e they been abu s ed?” (both q u es tions  ar e 

r ated on a 1 [m inor ] to 5 [s ev er e] point s cale) 

* “H as  a pet been thr eatened or  killed?” 

 

Anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  w er e as ked if they w er e aw ar e of anim al abu s e 

q u es tions  on dom es tic v iolence agencies ’ r is k as s es s m ents .  Ten (50%) did not hav e this  

infor m ation and one (5%) r es pondent did not think the agency u s ed r is k as s es s m ents .  Fou r  

(20% ) r es pondents  r epor ted that anim al abu s e q u es tions  w er e inclu ded and fiv e (25%) 

r epor ted that they w er e not.  Only one r es pondent cou ld pr ov ide the w or ding u s ed on the 

q u es tion ( the dom es tic v iolence agency as ks , “H as  ther e been abu s e of other s ? 

___childr en? ____ elder s ? ____ pets ?”). 

 

R es pondents  w er e as ked if infor m ation abou t batter er s ’ r is k as s es s m ents  w er e s har ed 

by or  w ith their  agencies .  S ix (28.6% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  

r epor ted s har ing r is k as s es s m ents  w ith the anim al w elfar e agencies  and tw elv e (57.1%) did 

not.  S ix (30% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted r eceiv ing infor m ation on 

batter er  r is k fr om  the dom es tic v iolence agencies  and thir teen (65%) did not.  In s ev en 

cas es , thes e r es pondents  r epor ted that they had been giv en a des cr iption of the batter er  

s hou ld he happen to contact the s helter  looking for  “his ” pet. 
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R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – S ince danger  as s es s m ents  pr ov ide cr itical infor m ation 

abou t w om en’s  v u lner ability to s ev er e v iolence, agencies  m ay als o u s e this  infor m ation to 

gu ide their  inter actions  w ith batter er s  they m ay encou nter  at the dom es tic v iolence 

s helter .  If a batter er  had dem ons tr ated a high pr opens ity for  s ev er e, potentially lethal 

v iolence, the collabor ating anim al w elfar e pr ogr am  s hou ld be s o adv is ed.  The anim al 

w elfar e agency m ay w is h to m ake cer tain that, in thes e cas es , pets  ar e s helter ed at the 

m os t s ecu r e locations  (e.g., at the anim al w elfar e s helter  r ather  than w ith fos ter er s ) and 

that gr eater  pr ecau tion is  exer cis ed in ins u r ing confidentiality is  m aintained. 

 

R es pondents  w er e als o as ked if s pecific q u es tions  abou t anim al abu s e w er e as ked as  

par t of S H P pr ogr am  pr otocol.   Thir teen (61.9%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  r epor ted as king w om en abou t anim al abu s e du r ing cr is is  calls  or  at intake.  S ix 

(28.6% ) r epor ted that anim al abu s e q u es tions  w er e as ked incons is tently or  only if w om en 

br ou ght u p the is s u e of pets .  Tw o (9.5%) r es pondents  r epor ted that their  agencies  did not 

q u es tion w om en abou t anim al abu s e. 

 

S ix (30% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that they believ ed w om en 

w er e as ked abou t anim al abu s e du r ing cr is is  calls  or  at intake and s ix (30% ) r epor ted that 

w om en w er e not as ked.  Thr ee (15% ) r es pondents  r epor ted that anim al abu s e q u es tions  

w er e as ked if w om en br ou ght u p pet-r elated is s u es .  The r em aining fiv e (25%) r es pondents  

w er e not cer tain how  dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am s  addr es s ed this  is s u e. 

 

W hen s peaking w ith w om en du r ing cr is is  calls  or  at intake, tw enty (95.2% ) of the 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted s u gges ting to w om en that anim al abu s e by 

batter er s  be cons ider ed a factor  in w om en’s  decis ion m aking abou t s taying w ith or  leav ing 

batter er .  Only one (4.8% ) r es pondent r epor ted that this  s u gges tion w as  not m ade.  Tw elv e 

(60% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that the dom es tic v iolence 

pr ogr am s  m ade this  s u gges tion, thr ee (15%) believ ed the agencies  did not, and fiv e (25%) 

w er e not cer tain. 

 

R es pondents  w er e as ked if they as ked w om en if pets  had been abu s ed by batter er s  

u s ing w eapons .  S ix (28.6% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that 

their  agencies  as ked this  q u es tion and fifteen (71.4%) r epor ted that they did not.  Thr ee 

(15%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  believ ed the dom es tic v iolence agencies  
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as ked this  q u es tion, ten (50%) believ ed they did not, and s ix (30% ) w er e not cer tain.  The 

q u es tion w as  not applicable for  one (5%) r es pondent.  A nu m ber  of r es pondents  fr om  both 

agencies  (8 of 41) r em ar ked that, thou gh the s pecific q u es tion abou t anim al abu s e and 

w eapons  m ight not be as ked, the is s u e m ight s u r face in dis cu s s ions  w ith s om e w om en. 

 

Fiv e (23.8% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  believ ed that the anim al 

w elfar e agencies  as ked w om en if the batter er  had abu s ed anim als , thr ee (14.3% ) believ ed 

the agencies  as ked if childr en had abu s ed pets , and one (4.8% ) believ ed the agencies  as ked 

if the w om en had them s elv es  abu s ed pets .  Fiv e (23.8% ) r es pondents  w er e u ncer tain of the 

anim al w elfar e agencies ’ pr actices  r egar ding any of thes e thr ee q u es tions . 

 

Thir teen (65%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that their  agencies  

as ked abou t pet abu s e by the batter er , s ev en (35%) r epor ted as king abou t pet abu s e by 

childr en, and s ix (30% ) r epor ted as king w hether  the w om en had abu s ed pets .  Only one 

s pecific exam ple of pet abu s e by a w om an w ho w as  batter ed w as  des cr ibed.  One 

r es pondent noted that a w om an had been char ged for  anim al abu s e w hile her  par tner  w as  

incar cer ated.  The w om an’s  dog w as  fou nd to hav e its  collar  em bedded one inch into its  

neck. 

 

S ix (28.6% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted as king w om en if the 

inju r ies  their  pets  s u ffer ed fr om  abu s e w er e s er iou s  enou gh to w ar r ant attention fr om  a 

v eter inar ian and fifteen (71.4%) r epor ted that they did not as k abou t the s ev er ity of pet 

inju r ies . Fou r  of thes e latter  r es pondents  noted that this  infor m ation m ight ar is e in 

inter v iew s  w ith w om en.  Fou r  (20% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that 

the dom es tic v iolence agencies  as ked w om en abou t the s ev er ity of pet inju r ies , s ix (30% ) 

r epor ted that the agencies  did not, and eight (40% ) w er e u ncer tain of the dom es tic v iolence 

agencies ’ pr actice.  The q u es tion w as  not applicable for  thr ee (15%) r es pondents .  

 

Tw elv e (60% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that their  ow n 

agencies  as ked w om en abou t the s ev er ity of pet abu s e, if it had occu r r ed, and ten (50%) 

as ked w om en if the pet abu s e had been r epor ted to au thor ities . 

 

N ine (42.9%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that their  agencies  

q u er ied w om en abou t w hether  the pet abu s e had been r epor ted to au thor ities , elev en 
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(52.4%) r epor ted that they did not as k w om en this  q u es tion, and one (4.8% ) r es pondent 

w as  u ncer tain.  Thr ee (15%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  believ ed that the 

dom es tic v iolence agencies  q u er ied w om en abou t r epor ting pet abu s e, s ev en (35%) believ ed 

they did not, and s ev en (35%) w er e u ncer tain.  Again, this  q u es tion w as  not applicable for  

thr ee r es pondents . 

 

W hen r es pondents  w er e as ked how  anim al abu s e incidents  des cr ibed by w om en w er e 

addr es s ed by the anim al w elfar e agencies , no clear  cons ens u s  em er ged fr om  r es pondents ’ 

ans w er s .   For  dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , s om e r ecom m ended that w om en 

m ake the decis ion abou t br inging char ges  agains t the batter er s  and other s  r ecom m ended 

that the anim al w elfar e and dom es tic v iolence agencies  w or k together  to deter m ine the 

s tr ategy for  dealing w ith s u ch cas es .  A concer n w as  v oiced that char ging the batter er  w ith 

anim al abu s e m ight endanger  a w om an and her  childr en.  This  w as  illu s tr ated in a cas e 

w her e the hu s band of a w om an w ho w as  batter ed illegally tr ained dogs  for  dog fights .  H e 

thr eatened to kill his  w ife if s he ev er  told anyone abou t his  illicit activ ities .  The w om an’s  

dom es tic v iolence cou ns elor  s u gges ted that the w om an not pu r s u e legal action for  her  ow n 

s afety.  E ight (40% ) anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that their  agencies  w ou ld 

be likely to file anim al abu s e char ges  agains t a batter er  w ithou t cons u lting the dom es tic 

v iolence agencies .  Fiv e (25%) r epor ted they w ou ld file char ges  bu t only after  cons u ltation 

w ith the dom es tic v iolence agencies  or  if the w om an w as  w illing to tes tify in the anim al 

abu s e cas e.  In one cas e, the anim al w elfar e agency and the dom es tic v iolence agency w or k 

together  to “s tack” the anim al abu s e char ge on the batter ing char ge.  Fiv e (25%) 

r es pondents  r epor ted they do not char ge batter er s  w ith anim al abu s e and tw o (10% ) w er e 

u ncer tain abou t how  to handle thes e incidents . 

 

Childr en w itnessing anim al abu se.  Fou r  (19% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agenc y 

r es pondents  believ ed that the anim al w elfar e agencies  as ked w om en if their  childr en 

w itnes s ed anim al abu s e and thr ee (14.3% ) did not.  The r em aining r es pondents  w er e 

u ns u r e of the anim al w elfar e agencies ’ pr actices  r egar ding this  q u es tion.  Fou r teen (66.7%) 

of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that their  ow n agencies  as ked 

w om en abou t childr en’s  expos u r e to anim al abu s e and s ev en (33.3% ) did not.  E ight (40% ) 

of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that their  ow n agencies  as ked w om en if 

their  childr en w itnes s ed anim al abu s e, elev en (55%) r epor ted that they did not, and the 

q u es tion w as  not applicable for  one (5%) r es pondent. 
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R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – D etailed infor m ation abou t a fam ily’s  exper iences  w ith  

anim al abu s e m ay as s is t in gau ging the danger  pos ed by a batter er . It m ay als o giv e 

cou ns elor s  ins ight into the needs  w om en and childr en m ay hav e for  dealing w ith 

s epar ation fr om  and gr ief abou t the v iolent los s  of their  pets . 

 

D ealing w ith m other s’ r ev elations abou t child abu se and neglect.  D om es tic v iolence 

agency r es pondents  w er e as ked if they knew  how  the anim al w elfar e agencies  w ou ld 

r es pond to w om en’s  r ev elations  that their  childr en had been m altr eated,  Althou gh fiv e 

(23.8% ) r es pondents  did not know  and fiv e (23.8% ) r efer r ed m e to the anim al w elfar e 

agency for  this  infor m ation, the r em aining elev en (52.4%) r es pondents  pr ov ided the 

follow ing infor m ation: 

* Anim al w elfar e officials  ar e cons ider ed m andated r epor ter s  of child abu s e and 

neglect and w ou ld as s is t w om en in s afely filing r epor ts  (N =3) 

* Anim al w elfar e w ou ld r epor t the incident to the child w elfar e agency (N =2) 

* Anim al w elfar e w ou ld r ecom m end that the w om an m ake the r epor t to child w elfar e 

(N =1) 

* Anim al w elfar e w ou ld r elay the w om an’s  r epor t to the dom es tic v iolence agency 

(N =4) 

* N o r epor t w ou ld be m ade by the anim al w elfar e agency. 

Anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that, w er e a w om an to dis clos e child 

m altr eatm ent to their  s taff, nine (45% ) w ou ld r epor t the incident to child w elfar e and s ix 

(30% ) w ou ld r elay the r epor t to the dom es tic v iolence agency. Thr ee (15%) r epor ted they 

w ou ld pr ov ide w om en w ith the phone nu m ber  for  m aking a r epor t to child w elfar e (anim al 

w elfar e agencies  ar e not m andated r epor ter s  of child m altr eatm ent in the ju r is dictions  of 

thes e thr ee agencies ).  One (5%) r es pondent w as  not cer tain how  thes e incidents  w ou ld be 

handled and one other  (5%) noted that the abu s e w ou ld not be r epor ted.   

 

Thr ee dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and one anim al w elfar e agency r es pondent 

noted that r epor ting child abu s e and neglect had actu ally occu r r ed in their  exper ience.  In 

one exam ple, a batter er  w as  char ged w ith s exu ally abu s ing his  childr en.  In another , a 

w om an’s  7 and 9 year -old s ons  had been s exu ally abu s ed by their  father .  After  leav ing her  

batter ing hu s band, the w om an had giv en her  tw o s ons  a pu ppy.  W hen the boys  began 

s exu ally abu s ing the dog, s he decided to r elinq u is h the pu ppy to anim al w elfar e. 
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R E COM M E N D A TIO N S  – Agencies  oper ating S H P pr ogr am s  s hou ld hav e a s pecific  

pr otocol for  dealing w ith r epor ts  of child abu s e and neglect that ar e in com pliance w ith 

s tate r epor ting r eq u ir em ents .  W om en s hou ld be adv is ed of this  pr otocol befor e any 

dis cu s s ions  abou t pet s helter ing take place. 

 

U se of infor m ation abou t anim al abu se in obtaining r estr aining or  pr otectiv e or der s.  

R es pondents  w er e as ked if infor m ation abou t batter er s ’ abu s e of anim als  w as  ev er  u s ed to 

facilitate w om en’s  obtaining r es tr aining or  pr otectiv e or der s .  Ten (47.6% ) of the dom es tic 

v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that the infor m ation w as  u s ed for  this  pu r pos e, nine 

(42.9%) r epor ted that it w as  not, and one (4.8% ) w as  u ncer tain.  One (4.8% ) r es pondent 

r epor ted that her  agency w ou ld now  cons ider  u s ing inclu ding infor m ation abou t the 

batter er ’s  abu s e of anim als  in r eq u es ts  for  r es tr aining or  pr otectiv e or der s . 

 

Thr ee (15% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  believ ed this  infor m ation w as  

u s ed, eight (40% ) did not believ e it w as , and nine (45% ) did not know . A few  (fiv e) 

r es pondents  noted that s om e ju dges  w er e inter es ted in the anim al abu s e infor m ation w hen 

petitions  for  r es tr aining or  pr otectiv e or der s  w er e filed (N =2) bu t other  ju dges  tended to 

dis r egar d the infor m ation (N =3). 

 

Ancillar y issu es r elated to anim al abu se.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if infor m ation abou t 

a batter er ’s  anim al abu s e had ev er  been u s ed to petition for  ter m ination of a batter er ’s  

par ental r ights  or  r ights  to v is it his  childr en.  Thr ee (14.3% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  r ecalled cas es  w her e this  had occu r r ed, s ixteen (76.2% ) cou ld not r ecall s u ch 

cas es , and tw o (9.5%) did not know .  One of the exam ples  cited inclu ded a cas e w her e the 

batter er  had acq u ir ed and then killed pu ppies  in fr ont of his  childr en.  The m other  w as  

des cr ibed as  being u naw ar e of the im pact of this  exper ience on her  childr en.  The dom es tic 

v iolence pr ogr am  s taff conv inced the w om an to r eq u es t s u per v is ed v is itation for  her  

hu s band and this  w as  gr anted at a hear ing. 

 

Only one (5%) anim al w elfar e agency r es pondent w as  aw ar e of a r elev ant cas e.  A 

childr en’s  cou r t appointed s pecial adv ocate pr es ented infor m ation abou t how  a batter er  had 

bu r ned his  childr en, w ife, and the fam ily’s  cat.  The father ’s  par ental r ights  w er e ter m inated 

in this  cas e bu t the ter m ination m ay hav e been bas ed on m or e than ju s t the infor m ation on 



 
 

 
Safe Havens for Pets                        58                                          Frank R. Ascione 

anim al abu s e.  E ight (40% ) r es pondents  w er e not aw ar e of r elev ant cas es  and elev en (55%) 

w er e u ncer tain. 

 

R es pondents  w er e as ked if anim al abu s e w as  par t of the definition of em otional abu s e in 

their  s tate’s  dom es tic v iolence s tatu tes .  Tw o (9.5%) dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  

r epor ted that it w as , eight (38.1%) r epor ted that it w as  not, and elev en (52.4%) did not 

know .  The figu r es  for  anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  w er e thr ee (15%), fou r  (20% ), 

and thir teen (65%), r es pectiv ely. 

 

R es pondents  w er e as ked if com m itting dom es tic v iolence (w hich m ay inclu de anim al 

abu s e) in the pr es ence of a child is  cons ider ed a s epar ate char geable offens e in their  

ju r is dictions .  Fou r  (19% ) dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that it w as , fifteen 

(71.4%) r epor ted that it w as  not, and tw o (9.5%) w er e u ncer tain.  The figu r es  for  anim al 

w elfar e agency r es pondents  w er e thr ee (15%), fou r  (20% ), and thir teen (65%), r es pectiv ely.  

 

 Giv en the potential for  s om e w om en w ho ar e batter ed to be char ged w ith endanger ing 

their  childr en, r es pondents  w er e as ked if dom es tic v iolence adv ocates  w er e ev er  concer ned 

that the pr es ence of anim al abu s e m ight be cons tr u ed as  indicating a w om an’s  inability to 

pr otect childr en, w hich m ight jeopar dize the w om an’s  par ental r ights .  Thr ee (14.3% ) of the 

dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  expr es s ed this  concer n, one (4.8% ) w as  u ncer tain if 

this  concer n had s u r faced, and fifteen (71.4%) r epor ted that this  w as  not a concer n they 

had encou nter ed.  One (5%) anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted this  concer n, fou r  

(20% ) w er e u ncer tain, and fifteen (75% ) had not encou nter ed this  is s u e. 

 

 R es pondents  w er e as ked if batter er s  on pr obation for  dom es tic v iolence offens es  w er e 

ev er  pr ohibited fr om  ow ning pets .  One (4.8% ) dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondent w as  

aw ar e of s u ch a cas e, s ev enteen (80.9%) w er e not, and thr ee (14.3% ) r es pondents  w er e 

u ncer tain. One of the r es pondents  w ho ans w er ed no to this  q u es tion r em ar ked that this  w as  

an idea s he w ou ld now  s u gges t to pr obation officer s . The cor r es ponding figu r es  for  anim al 

w elfar e agency r es pondents  w er e tw o (10% ), s ixteen (80% ), and tw o (10% ). 

 

M onitor ing the oper ation of S H P pr ogr am s 

M onitor ing the nu m ber  of w om en u sing S H P pr ogr am  ser v ices.  R es pondents  w er e 

as ked if their  agencies  w er e for m ally tr acking the nu m ber  of w om en u s ing S H P pr ogr am  
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s er v ices .  Ten (47.6% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that they 

tr acked thes e data, s ix (28.6% ) r epor ted that they did not, and thr ee (14.3% ) r epor ted that 

they intend to in the fu tu r e. One (4.8% ) r es pondent r epor ted tr acking as  infor m al and one 

(4.8% ) w as  not cer tain if s u ch data w er e kept. 

 

Fifteen (75% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted keeping tr ack of the 

nu m ber  of w om en u s ing S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices , tw o (10% ) r epor ted that they did not, and 

tw o (10% ) r epor ted that they intend to do s o.  One (5%) r es pondent noted that their  data 

keeping w as  infor m al. 

 

A nu m ber  of r es pondents  (N =4) w hos e agencies  do not tr ack the nu m ber  of w om en 

s er v ed in S H P pr ogr am s  did note that this  infor m ation cou ld be gleaned fr om  checking 

intake for m s  that w er e in files . 

 

R es pondents  w er e als o as ked to es tim ate the nu m ber  of w om en, per  year , u s ing S H P 

pr ogr am  s er v ices  pr ov ided by their  agencies  and the types  of pets  s helter ed.  Thr ee (14.3% ) 

of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  cou ld not yet pr ov ide es tim ates .  The 

r em aining eighteen (85.7%) r es pondents  pr ov ided es tim ates  r anging fr om  1 to 22 w om en 

s er v ed, per  year  (m ean nu m ber  s er v ed = 7.9 w om en).  R es pondents  noted that m os t 

w om en r eq u es ted s helter ing for  one or  tw o pets  and their  agencies  had s helter ed dogs , 

cats , r ats , goats , fer r ets , and bir ds . 

 

Tw o (10% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  cou ld not yet pr ov ide es tim ates  

bu t the r em aining eighteen (90% ) w er e able to do s o.  Their  es tim ates  r anged fr om  1 to 80 

w om en (m ean nu m ber  s er v ed = 18.3 w om en).  Again, m os t r es pondents  r epor ted that 

w om en com m only r eq u es ted s helter ing for  one or  tw o pets  and the agencies  had s helter ed 

dogs , cats , bir ds , goats , liv es tock, r abbits , hor s es , chinchillas , and s om e exotic anim als . 

 

Vir tu ally all of the r es pondents  r epor ted they w ou ld accept any type of pet, w ithin r eas on, 

into their  S H P pr ogr am s .  In one or  tw o cas es , ther e w er e lim itations  on the s ize of anim als  

accepted giv en the s pace av ailable for  s helter ing.  S pace, the location of pet s helter ing 

(anim al s helter s  or  v eter inar ians  or  fos ter er s ), and the av ailability of v eter inar y m edical 

facilities  w er e r epor ted to affect the nu m ber  of pets  accepted per  client (the m os t fr eq u ently 

r epor ted lim its  w er e betw een 2 and 4 pets  per  client) and w hether  or  not aggr es s iv e pets  
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or  pets  w ho w er e ill or  ger iatr ic w ou ld be accepted.  Other  r es tr ictions  to or  adaptations  of 

S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  r elated to pet char acter is tics  w er e v ar ied and inclu ded the follow ing: 

 

* Aggr es s iv e pets  ar e nev er  placed w ith fos ter er s  bu t ar e kept at the anim al s helter  

* An anim al w elfar e agency that has  a policy agains t accepting cer tain br eeds  (pit 

bu lls , chow s ) w ill accept thes e pets  fr om  a dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  client 

* Pets  m u s t hav e had their  appr opr iate v accinations  

* A nu m ber  of pr ogr am s  hav e enlis ted the aid of far m er s  to s helter  liv es tock and 

lar ger  anim als  (e.g., hor s es ) 

* One pr ogr am  accepted an endanger ed s pecies  of tu r tle bu t infor m ed the w om an of 

the pr oblem  of ow ning s u ch an anim al as  a pet.  Another  r epor ted that they w ou ld 

nev er  confis cate, fr om  a w om an w ho w as  batter ed, a pet that w as  illegal to ow n les t 

the w om an be “dr iv en aw ay” fr om  u s ing S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices .  One pr ogr am  

r epor ted they w ou ld hav e to confis cate pets  that ar e illegal to ow n if they w er e 

pr es ented at the s helter  or  r efer  the w om an to another  anim al w elfar e agency that 

accepts  thes e anim als  (only tw o [4.9%) of for ty-one r es pondents  r epor ted any actu al 

exper ience w ith illegal anim als  in the S H P pr ogr am s ) 

* Pr ogr am s  that only s helter  pets  at fos ter er s  m ay hav e to r efu s e pets  w ho ar e 

aggr es s iv e 

 

 R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – S H P pr ogr am  policy s tatem ents  s hou ld clear ly s tate any  

r es tr ictions  on the nu m ber , types , and char acter is tics  of pets  accepted for  

s helter ing.  In cas es  w her e cer tain pets  m ay not be accepted, agencies  s hou ld 

pr ov ide w om en a lis t of alter nativ e placem ent s ites .  Anim al r es cu e leagu es  and 

w ildlife r ehabilitation pr ogr am s  m ay be w illing to s helter  pets  u nq u alified for  anim al 

w elfar e s helter ing facilities .  

 

Tim e dev oted to pr ocessing S H P pr ogr am  cases.  R es pondents  w er e as ked to 

es tim ate the am ou nt of tim e dev oted to pr oces s ing S H P pr ogr am  cas es .  The dom es tic 

v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that thes e cas es  cou ld take fr om  30 m inu tes  to 

being “v er y tim e cons u m ing”, bu t in the m ajor ity of r epor ts , pr oces s ing tim e r anged fr om  1 

to 3 hou r s  depending on the com plexity of a w om an’s  cir cu m s tances .  One r es pondent 

noted that, typically, it only added 5 to 20 m inu tes  to the r egu lar  dom es tic v iolence intake 

pr oces s .  For  dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , tw elv e (57.1%) r epor ted that one s taff 
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per s on w as  des ignated to handle S H P pr ogr am  cas es , fiv e (23.8% ) r epor ted tw o s taff w ho 

w er e s o des ignated, and fiv e (23.8% ) r epor ted that m os t dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  s taff 

m em ber s  cou ld pr oces s  thes e cas es . 

 

The anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that pr oces s ing S H P pr ogr am  cas es  

cou ld take 10 m inu tes  or , in s om e cas es , u p to half a day or  m or e.  B u t again, m os t 

r es pondents  pr ov ided es tim ates  v ar ying fr om  1 hou r  to 3 or  4 hou r s  per  cas e.  Pr oces s ing 

tim e w as  clear ly adapted to the needs  of indiv idu al w om en.  All bu t one (95%) of the anim al 

w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that one par ticu lar  s taff m em ber  w as  des ignated to 

pr oces s  S H P pr ogr am  cas es .  

 

S er v ices other  than shelter ing offer ed to w om en w ith S H P pr ogr am  pets.  

R es pondents  w er e as ked to cite exam ples  of s er v ices , in addition to pet s helter ing, pr ov ided 

by their  S H P pr ogr am s .  D om es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  lis ted v accinations , fr ee 

s paying and neu ter ing and other  m edical car e, gr oom ing, anim al-facilitated ther apy for  

w om en’s  childr en (if des ir ed), and r edu ced r ates  for  or  pr o bono m edical car e by 

v eter inar ians  (lis ted by one dom es tic v iolence agency as  an in-kind m atching donation). 

 

Anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  lis ted a w ide v ar iety of s er v ices  pr ov ided, m os t of 

w hich w er e pr ov ided fr ee or  offer ed at r edu ced cos t (bas ed on w om en’s  ability to pay).  The 

s er v ices  pr ov ided inclu ded the follow ing: 

 

* Vaccinations  (S H P pets  m ay not hav e alr eady r eceiv ed r eq u ir ed v accinations ) 

* Fr ee s paying or  neu ter ing (one r es pondent des cr ibed this  as  m andator y for  all pets , 

r egar dles s  of S H P pr ogr am  s tatu s , br ou ght to their  s helter ) 

* B athing and a flea dip 

* W ell anim al v eter inar y car e, inclu ding dental car e 

* E m er gency m edical car e (in s om e cas es , to tr eat abu s e inju r ies ) 

* Pet s ocialization tr aining (ju dged neces s ar y for  s om e pets  fr om  dom es tic v iolence 

s itu ations ) and as s is tance w ith the pet’s  ps ychological adju s tm ent to s helter ing 

* Feline H IV blood tes ting (in one of the tw o cas es  this  w as  m entioned, the tes ting w as  

r eq u es ted by a fos ter er  w ho alr eady had pet cats  of her  ow n) 

* Im planting m icr ochips  for  pet identification 
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* H u m ane edu cation (pr ogr am s  teaching kindnes s  and com pas s ion tow ar d anim als ) 

for  childr en of w om en w ho ar e batter ed 

* S u m m er  cam p for  childr en of w om en in s helter  

* Tr ans por tation of pets  to other  ju r is dictions  ( in one cas e, a tr u cker  v olu nteer ed to 

tr ans por t a w om an’s  pet fr om  the W es t Coas t to Flor ida at no cos t; in another , an 

air line donated the cos t for  a pet’s  flight fr om  the N or thw es t to N ev ada) 

 

B u dget and physical plant issu es in pr ov iding S H P pr ogr am  ser v ices.  R es pondents  

w er e as ked if the oper ation of S H P pr ogr am s  im pacted the anim al w elfar e agencies ’ 

bu dgets  and phys ical plant r es ou r ces .  For  the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , this  

q u es tion w as  not applicable for  thr ee (14.3% ) r es pondents  and s ix (28.6% ) r efer r ed m e to 

the anim al w elfar e agencies  for  this  infor m ation.  S ev en (33.3% ) r es pondents  r epor ted that 

oper ating S H P pr ogr am s  did not hav e an im pact on anim al w elfar e bu dgets  or  phys ical plant 

r es ou r ces  and fiv e (23.8% ) r epor ted that they did hav e an im pact.  The latter  r es pondents  

noted the follow ing is s u es : s pace can be a pr oblem  at s om e of the s m aller  anim al s helter s  

and s om e r eq u es ts  for  pet s helter ing hav e had to be denied for  this  r eas on (in the cas e of 

one s m all facility, w hen a S H P pr ogr am  pet is  accepted it m eans  a pet alr eady s helter ed w ill 

hav e to be eu thanized – w om en ar e not told this  m ay happen), the v eter inar ian pr ov iding 

s helter  m ay r u n ou t of s pace, and financing the S H P pr ogr am  can s om etim es  be a 

challenge.   

 

N ine (45% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that oper ating the S H P 

pr ogr am  had not s ignificantly affected their  bu dgets  or  phys ical plant r es ou r ces  and elev en 

(55%) r epor ted that it did.  Of thes e latter  r es pondents , eight m entioned the financial s tr es s  

as s ociated w ith pr ov iding fr ee s helter  for  pets  (one agency has  to char ge w om en for  the 

s er v ice on a s liding s cale and the r es pondent noted that they w is hed they did not hav e to do 

this ; another  agency once s pent $600 per  m onth to pr iv ately boar d pets  s ince no hu m ane 

s ociety s helter  is  av ailable in their  locality), thr ee m entioned pr oblem s  w ith lim ited s pace and 

concer n w ith the pos s ible dis placem ent of anim als  that cou ld be adopted, and one r epor ted 

concer n abou t their  inability to is olate, for  health r eas ons , S H P pr ogr am  pets  fr om  other  

anim als  becau s e the s helter  w as  too s m all.   

 

Fu nding S H P pr ogr am s.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if their  ow n agencies  fu nded the 

oper ation of the S H P pr ogr am s .  For  the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents , fou r  (19% ) 
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r epor ted fu nding the pr ogr am s  on their  ow n and one (4.8% ) r epor ted u s ing v olu nteer  

r es ou r ces .  Thr ee (14.3% ) agencies  s har e pr ogr am  cos ts  w ith the anim al w elfar e agencies  

and thir teen (61.9%) r ely com pletely on anim al w elfar e agencies  to bear  pr ogr am  cos ts .  

S om e cos ts  ar e defr ayed by donations  s pecifically m ade to S H P pr ogr am s  and thr ou gh 

fu ndr ais ing. 

 

E ighteen (90% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that their  agencies  

fu nded all cos ts  of the S H P pr ogr am s , one (5%) did not, and the q u es tion w as  not applicable 

for  one (5%) other  r es pondent w hos e pr ogr am  w as  ju s t s tar ting.  Fu nds  had als o been 

r ais ed fr om  donations , fu ndr ais ing ev ents , and, in one cas e, a gr ant fr om  Pets m ar t.   

 

R es pondents  w er e as ked if the w om en u s ing the S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  w er e ev er  

char ged for  any of the cos ts  of s helter ing or  for  their  pets ’ m edical car e w hile in s helter .  

Tw o (9.5%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  did not know  if w om en w er e 

char ged for  any of the cos ts  of either  s helter ing or  m edical car e.  W ith r egar d to char ging 

for  s helter ing cos ts , one (4.8% ) r es pondent did not hav e this  infor m ation and the q u es tion 

w as  not applicable for  another  (4.8% ).  W om en w er e not char ged for  any of the cos ts  of 

s helter ing accor ding to s ev enteen (80.9%) r es pondents .  W ith r egar d to m edical car e 

cos ts , fou r  (19% ) r es pondents  did not hav e this  infor m ation, tw o (9.5%) had no exper iences  

w her e w om en had thes e needs , and the q u es tion w as  not applicable for  one (4.8% ) 

r es pondent.  Althou gh eight (38.1%) r es pondents  r epor ted that w om en w er e not char ged 

for  pet m edical car e fou r  of the eight q u alified their  r es pons es  by noting that w om en w er e 

either  as ked for  donations  or  char ged on a s liding s cale.  Fou r  (19% ) r epor ted that w om en 

w er e char ged bu t thr ee r es pondents  q u alified their  ans w er s  by noting that w om en w er e 

nev er  r efu s ed thes e s er v ices , char ges  w er e only lev ied for  non-cr itical m edical car e, or  

w om en w er e loaned fu nds  to pay for  thes e m edical cos ts .   

 

For  the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents , nineteen (95% ) r epor ted that w om en w er e 

not char ged any of the cos ts  of s helter ing pets  and one (5%) r es pondent noted that w om en 

w er e char ged only if they failed to r etr iev e their  pets  after  r epeated contacts  by the agency 

(bu t the r es pondent als o noted that this  policy had not been enfor ced).  W ith r egar d to 

char ges  for  m edical cos ts , ten (50%) r es pondents  r epor ted not char ging w om en and the 

q u es tion w as  not applicable for  one (5%) r es pondent.  N ine (45% ) r es pondents  r epor ted 

char ging w om en on a s liding s cale or  at a r edu ced r ate, as king w om en to pay on an 
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ins tallm ent plan, or  u s ing a fu nd des ignated for  tr eating inju r ed anim als  if w om en cou ld not 

pay. 

 

S ince the cos ts  as s ociated w ith s helter ing pets  in S H P pr ogr am s  m ay be s ignificant, 

es pecially if s helter  is  r eq u ir ed for  a lengthy per iod of tim e, r es pondents  w er e as ked if their  

agencies  had ev er  tr ied to r ecou p thes e cos ts  fr om  batter er s .  Only one (4.8% ) dom es tic 

v iolence agency r es pondent r epor ted ev er  attem pting this . It occu r r ed in a s ingle cas e bu t 

the w om an’s  attor ney dr opped pet s helter ing cos ts  fr om  the law s u it s ince the w om an’s  ow n 

dom es tic v iolence s helter  expens es  w er e s o s u bs tantial.  Tw enty (95.2% ) r es pondents  had 

not attem pted to r ecou p pet s helter ing cos t fr om  batter er s  or  had nev er  cons ider ed this  as  

on option.  One r es pondent noted that the dom es tic v iolence s helter  did not incu r  any 

expens es  fr om  S H P pr ogr am  cas es .  Another  noted that this  is s u e m ight be cons ider ed in 

their  agency’s  dis cu s s ion of r es titu tion by batter er s  and a thir d r es pondents  r em ar ked that 

m y q u es tion abou t this  had giv en her  an idea abou t w ays  to pu r s u e r ecou ping s helter ing 

cos ts  fr om  batter er s .   

 

N one of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  had tr ied to r ecou p pet s helter ing cos ts  

fr om  batter er s  althou gh one r es pondent noted that they m ight cons ider  this  in the fu tu r e if 

the agency had tr eated a pet’s  inju r y that w as  a r es u lt of the batter er ’s  abu s e. 

 

R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – It is  clear  that oper ating S H P pr ogr am s  m ay place financial 

dem ands  on s om e anim al s helter ing pr ogr am s , es pecially w hen r eq u es ts  for  s er v ices  

com pete w ith non-S H P pr ogr am  needs .  Agencies  hav e dev eloped a nu m ber  of cr eativ e 

w ays  of fu nding S H P pr ogr am  cos ts  inclu ding des ignated donations , condu cting 

fu ndr ais ing ev ents , and dedicating a por tion of exis ting oper ating cos ts  to S H P pr ogr am  

pets .  Agencies  s hou ld u nifor m ly tr ack the cos ts  as s ociated w ith each S H P pr ogr am  

cas e and cons ider  thes e cos ts  as  donations  (e.g., w hen fos ter er s  or  v eter inar ians  ar e 

s helter ing pets ) or  in-kind contr ibu tions .  The potential tax dedu ctibility of thes e cos ts  

m ay be an attr action for  s om e w ho pr ov ide s helter  and m edical car e for  S H P pr ogr am  

pets . 

 

E v alu ating S H P pr ogr am s 

Assessing client and agency satisfaction w ith S H P pr ogr am s.  R es pondents   w er e 

as ked if their  agencies  as s es s ed w om en clients ’ s atis faction w ith S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  and 
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agencies ’ s atis faction w ith the oper ation of S H P pr ogr am s .  E ight (38.1%) of the dom es tic 

v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted s om e as s es s m ent of client s atis faction, u s u ally at the 

tim e of the w om an’s  exit inter v iew  at com pletion of her  s helter  s tay.  Thr ee (14.3% ) 

r es pondents  r epor ted infor m al as s es s m ent of client s atis faction and one (4.8% ) planned 

s u ch as s es s m ents  in the fu tu r e.  E ight (38.1%) r es pondents  noted that they did not as k 

clients  abou t their  s atis faction w ith S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices  bu t a nu m ber  r em ar ked that this  

w ou ld be a good idea for  inclu ding in fu tu r e pr ogr am  dev elopm ent.  The q u es tion w as  not 

applicable for  one r es pondent (4.8% ).  Fiv e (23.8% ) r es pondents  r epor ted for m al or  

infor m al as s es s m ent of the anim al w elfar e pr ogr am s ’ s atis faction w ith the oper ation of S H P 

pr ogr am s  and one (4.8% ) r es pondent s aid as s es s m ent w as  planned.  The r em aining 

r es pondents  (71.4%) w er e not as s es s ing agency s atis faction or  the q u es tion w as  not 

applicable for  their  pr ogr am s  (e.g., cas es  w her e pets  w er e s helter ed at the dom es tic 

v iolence s ite). 

 

Tw o (10% ) anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that client s atis faction w as  

as s es s ed and s ev en (35%) other s  r epor ted infor m al as s es s m ents .  Fou r  (20% ) 

r es pondents  r epor ted planning s u ch as s es s m ents  in the fu tu r e and s ev en (35%) r epor ted 

that as s es s m ents  w er e not m ade.  N ine (45% ) r es pondents  r epor ted either  for m ally or  

infor m ally as s es s ing the dom es tic v iolence agencies ’ s atis faction w ith the S H P pr ogr am  and 

thr ee (15%) planned to condu ct as s es s m ents  in the fu tu r e.  E ight (40% ) r es pondents  did 

not as s es s  agency s atis faction. 

 

 R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – The continu ed oper ation and ev olu tion of S H P pr ogr am s   

s hou ld be infor m ed by feedback fr om  w om en clients  u s ing the pr ogr am s  and 

dialogu e betw een the collabor ating agencies .  A s s es s m ent of client and agency 

s atis faction need not be a cu m ber s om e pr oces s .  W om en cou ld be as ked tw o s im ple 

q u es tions  either  at their  exit inter v iew s  fr om  the dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am s  or  at 

their  final contacts  w ith the anim al w elfar e pr ogr am s : “W hat did you  find helpfu l 

abou t the S H P pr ogr am ?” and, “Ar e ther e w ays  the pr ogr am  cou ld be im pr ov ed?”  

Agency s atis faction cou ld be as s es s ed in a s im ilar  m anner  and the feedback u s ed to 

enhance pr ogr am  oper ation and identify tr ou ble s pots .  A s s es s ing anim al w elfar e 

agency s atis faction is  als o a m ethod of affir m ing the v alu e of the s er v ices  offer ed by 

thes e agencies .  
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E v alu ating S H P pr ogr am s.  R es pondents  w er e as ked if their  agencies  w er e ev alu ating 

the gener al s u cces s  of their  S H P pr ogr am s .  Fou r  (19% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency 

r es pondents  r epor ted for m al or  infor m al ev alu ations  in place and thr ee (14.3% ) r epor ted 

that ev alu ations  w er e planned for  the fu tu r e.  Thir teen (61.9%) r es pondents  r epor ted that 

the S H P pr ogr am s  w er e not being ev alu ated and the q u es tion w as  not applicable for  one 

(4.8% ) r es pondent. Ten (50%) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted 

condu cting for m al or  infor m al pr ogr am  ev alu ations  and thr ee (15%) r epor ted planning to 

condu ct them .  S ev en (35%) r es pondents  noted that pr ogr am  ev alu ations  w er e not being 

condu cted. 

 

R es pondents  w er e as ked abou t the types  of data their  agencies  tr acked to docu m ent 

u s e of the S H P pr ogr am s . (It s hou ld be noted that thes e data cou ld be incor por ated into 

pr ogr am  ev alu ations .)  Tr acking the nu m ber  of w om en u s ing the S H P pr ogr am  w as  

r epor ted by fou r teen (66.7%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and s ixteen 

(80% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents .  Tr acking the nu m ber  of pets  s helter ed 

w as  r epor ted by elev en (52.4%) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and fifteen 

(75% ) of the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents .  Tr acking cos ts  w as  r epor ted by thr ee 

(14.3% ) of the dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  and s ev en (35%) of the anim al 

w elfar e agency r es pondents .  Only one (4.8% ) dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondent and tw o 

(10% ) anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted tr acking cos ts  as s ociated w ith the S H P 

pr ogr am s .  A handfu l (thr ee) of the 41 pr ogr am s  tr acked v olu nteer  hou r s  or  the nu m ber  of 

telephone inq u ir ies  r elated to the S H P pr ogr am s . 

 

 R E COM M E N D A TIO N  – Althou gh pr ogr am  ev alu ation is  often per ceiv ed as  an  

oner ou s  tas k, agencies  oper ating S H P pr ogr am s  s hou ld attem pt to collect bas ic 

data abou t the u s e of their  s er v ices .  In m any cas es , agencies  ar e alr eady doing this  

by u s ing for m s  s im ilar  to the exam ples  inclu ded in the appendix at the end of this  

docu m ent.  At a m inim u m , agencies  s hou ld m aintain m onthly r ecor ds  of the nu m ber  

of w om en inq u ir ing abou t or  u s ing S H P pr ogr am  s er v ices , the nu m ber  and types  of 

pets  s helter ed, the du r ation of pet s helter ing, es tim ates  of the cos ts  of pet 

s helter ing, and the final dis pos ition of each cas e.  This  infor m ation w ou ld not only 

s er v e agencies ’ inter nal ev alu ations  of S H P pr ogr am s  bu t cou ld als o be u s ed in gr ant 

w r iting or  fu ndr ais ing effor ts  to illu s tr ate the needs  of the agencies  and the w om en 

they s er v e. 
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R espondents’ r epor ts of su ccesses and hor r or  stor ies.  One of the m os t com m on 

com m ents  I hear d w hen I as ked r es pondents  to des cr ibe exam ples  of s u cces s fu l cas es  

r elated to the S H P pr ogr am s  w as , “They ar e all s u cces s es ! “  In gener al, the com m ents  

highlighted w om en w ho w er e able to now  leav e their  v iolent hom es , anim als  that w er e 

s par ed abu s e, and the fr eq u ent happy r eu nions  betw een w om en, childr en, and pets .  S om e 

of the com m ents  s har ed by dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  w er e: 

 

* “…one of the w om en w ou ld take her  pets  to the anim al w elfar e s helter  w hile s he w as  

at w or k…it allow ed her  to continu e em ploym ent w ithou t w or r ying abou t her  pets …” 

* “…s he w ou ld not hav e left the r elations hip other w is e…s he r egu lar ly v is ited her  pets …” 

* “…S H P pr ov ides  peace of m ind for  w om en…” 

* “…one w om an had left abu s e bu t w as  r etu r ning to the batter er  becau s e s he didn’t 

know  w e w ou ld boar d her  pet bir d…w hen s he lear ned that w e w ou ld, s he did not 

r etu r n to the batter er …” 

* “…s he v is ited her  dog ev er y day it w as  s helter ed, later  w as  able to bu y a hom e and 

m ov e into it w ith her  dog…at Chr is tm as  tim e, s he “adopted” a fam ily at the dom es tic 

v iolence s helter  for  S u b-for  S anta becau s e s he w anted to giv e s om ething back for  all 

that w as  done for  her …” 

*  

And fr om  anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents : 

 

* “…a w om an w ith tw o dis abled childr en and  pet dogs  w as  able to s tay at the s helter , 

and the kids  and dogs  w er e r eally in lov e…w ithou t S H P, s he w ou ld hav e gone back to 

the batter er …” 

* “…a w om an w ith tw o dau ghter s  and thr ee hor s es  (one of w hom  had been abu s ed by 

the batter er ) w as  able to leav e…w e boar ded the hor s es  for  fou r  m onths …s he 

r elocated and fou nd a job on a r anch w ith a need for  tr ail hor s es ! “ 

* “an elder ly w om an had been s hot by her  hu s band and w as  in a com a…w e boar ded 

her  pets  for  her  w hile s he w as  at the hos pital and w hen s he cam e ou t of the com a, 

her  fir s t phone call w as  to check on the pets …the r eu nion w as  w onder fu l…” 

* “…one of ou r  for m er  clients  w ho had to r elinq u is h her  ow n pets  is  now  a fos ter er  in 

the S H P pr ogr am …” 
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* “…this  w om an had a Ph.D ., thr ee childr en, and s ev en pets …s he tr ans por ted them  all 

to the s helter …s he v is ited the pets  ev er y day for  s ev en w eeks , ev entu ally r etr iev ed 

the pets  and w as  able to r elocate…” 

* “…happy r eu nions …one w om an has  becom e an S PCA v olu nteer …” 

* “…it has  s av ed s om e anim als …” 

 

For tu nately, r es pondents  s har ed few  exam ples  of hor r or  s tor ies  r elated to the oper ation 

of S H P pr ogr am s  (ther e w er e hor r or  s tor ies  bu t they r elated to pet abu s e and dom es tic 

v iolence, not the S H P pr ogr am s ).  The exam ples  that w er e cited by both the dom es tic 

v iolence and anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  m os t often r elated to cas es  w her e anim als  

had been abandoned (N =2) or  ins tances  w her e a w om an s how ed u p to r etr iev e her  pets  

w ith the batter er  accom panying her  (N =2).  In one other  cas e, ther e w as  a br each of 

confidentiality and the batter er  w as  told w her e the pet w as  being s helter ed.  Lu ckily, v iolence 

did not ens u e.   

 

Per ceiv ed benefits of the S H P pr ogr am s.  R es pondents  fr om  both agencies  w er e 

as ked to identify w hat they believ ed w er e the benefits  r es u lting fr om  the av ailability and 

oper ation of their  S H P pr ogr am s , D om es tic v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted the 

follow ing benefits : 

* Allow s  w om en to leav e and s ends  the m es s age that dom es tic v iolence affects  all 

fam ily m em ber s , inclu ding pets  

* M akes  a differ ence in w hether  or  not w om en w ill com e to a dom es tic v iolence 

s helter , allow s  w om en to s tay at the s helter  longer , and dem ons tr ates  to w om an 

that s he can “m ake it on her  ow n” w ith her  pet and w ithou t the batter er  

* E ns u r es  s afety and, becau s e childr en identify w ith pets , if childr en know  the pets  ar e 

s afe, they feel s afer  them s elv es  

*  W om en hav e com e to the dom es tic v iolence s helter  w ho w ou ld not hav e other w is e 

com e and s om e of thes e w om en hav e been hu r t pr otecting their  pets  in the pas t 

* H elps  a w om an feel em pow er ed to pr otect her  fam ily and helps  them  feel s afe 

* W om en hav e the oppor tu nity to focu s  on their  ow n needs  w ithou t w or r ying abou t 

their  pets  

* The childr en benefit becau s e they ar e no longer  fr ightened abou t w hat w ill happen to 

their  pets  

* M or e w om en ar e now  able to achiev e s afety 
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* Pr ov ides  another  av enu e for  w om en to es cape abu s e 

* Incr eas es  pu blic aw ar enes s  abou t fam ily v iolence and has  fos ter ed collabor ation w ith 

another  agency 

* S H P pr ogr am s  r em ov e one m or e obs tacle in the w ay of w om en’s  decis ion to leav e 

* W om en ar e les s  likely to m inim ize anim al abu s e, in contr as t to their  ow n 

v ictim ization, and ar e ther efor e m or e likely to acknow ledge the danger ou s nes s  of 

their  cir cu m s tances  

* For  a few  w om en, the av ailability of the S H P pr ogr am  is  the cr itical factor  in their  

decis ions  to leav e batter er s  

 

The benefits  identified by the anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  inclu ded m any 

s tatem ents  s im ilar  to thos e ju s t noted and the follow ing additional benefits : 

 

* The S H P pr ogr am  acknow ledges  the im por tance of attachm ent to pets  and has  

s av ed hu m an and anim al liv es  

* Anim al w elfar e s taff ar e now  v iew ed as  pr ofes s ional inter es ted in m any of the s am e 

is s u es  as  dom es tic v iolence pr ofes s ionals  

* H as  heightened anim al w elfar e aw ar enes s  of the pr oblem  of pet abu s e in fam ilies  

exper iencing dom es tic v iolence 

* H as  incr eas ed collabor ation am ong dom es tic v iolence s taff, anim al w elfar e s taff, and 

the pr os ecu ting attor ney 

* H u m an s er v ices  agencies  ar e now  m or e aw ar e of the link betw een anim al abu s e and 

dom es tic v iolence and the S H P pr ogr am  has  been a “feel good” exper ience for  the 

anim al w elfar e agency 

* H as  helped the v eter inar y m edical s tu dents  pr actice com m u nity s er v ice and pu t 

them  in contact w ith low -incom e clients  

* Cr eates  anim al w elfar e agency pr ide in their  ability to pr ov ide this  s er v ice 

* R eu niting w ith her  pet pr ov ides  a w om an w ith a s ignificant s ou r ce of s u ppor t after  

s he has  com pleted the dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am  

* D em ons tr ates  that the anim al w elfar e pr ogr am  is  w illing to expend fu nds  on a 

hu m an s er v ices  need and local politicians  hav e v iew ed this  v er y fav or ably 

* The av ailability of the S H P pr ogr am  conv eys  a s ens e of em pathy w ith w om en’s  needs  

and dem ons tr ates  an em phas is  on nonv iolence 
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 R es pondents  w er e as ked if they had r eceiv ed feedback fr om  w om en w ho had u s ed S H P 

pr ogr am  s er v ices  and/or  fr om  the collabor ating agencies .  Thr ee (14.3% ) dom es tic 

v iolence agency r es pondents  r epor ted that their  pr ogr am s  had not yet been in oper ation 

long enou gh for  this  to occu r .  The r em aining eighteen (85.7%) r es pondents  des cr ibed 

u nifor m ly pos itiv e feedback fr om  w om en.  E xam ple of the r es pondents ’ s tatem ents  inclu ded: 

“thr illed the S H P pr ogr am  exis ts ”, “w om en ar e r eliev ed, happy – ther e’s  been a good 

r es pons e”, “w om en lov e it and ar e happy w ith the car e their  pets  r eceiv e”, “cou ns elor s  ar e 

glad the pr ogr am  exis ts ”, and “all ar e pleas ed.” One anim al w elfar e agency has  been 

nom inated, by the dom es tic v iolence agency, for  an aw ar d for  their  S H P pr ogr am .   A  few  

r es pondents  als o noted is olated cas es  w her e pr oblem s  had ar is en - one w om an failed to 

r etu r n for  her  pet and nev er  notified the anim al w elfar e agency, finding s pace for  pets  has  

s om etim es  been a challenge, and, in the cas e w her e a w om an w as  char ged w ith anim al 

abu s e, ther e w as  s om e dis agr eem ent betw een agencies  on how  this  cas e w as  handled.   

 

 Fou r  (20% ) anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents  r epor ted that they had not yet r eceiv ed 

feedback fr om  either  w om en or  the dom es tic v iolence agencies  bu t the r em aining s ixteen 

(80% ) r es pondents  r epor ted r eceiv ing ov er w helm ingly pos itiv e feedback.  S om e of the 

com m ents  w om en u s ing S H P s er v ices  offer ed inclu ded: “this  has  changed m y life”, “I cou ldn’t 

hav e left w ithou t this  pr ogr am ”, “I’m  v er y gr atefu l”, and “S H P has  helped m e get to a better  

place.”  In one cas e, s om e confu s ion abou t a cat’s  m edical car e w hile it w as  being s helter ed 

had r es u lted in the need to am pu tate one of the cat’s  legs .  E v en in this  cas e, the w om an 

r em ar ked, “you r  pr ogr am  s till helped to keep m y cat aliv e.”  Feedback fr om  the dom es tic 

v iolence agencies  w as  als o r epor ted as  pos itiv e.  The agencies  w er e des cr ibed as  pleas ed 

w ith the v alu able s er v ice pr ov ided and one dom es tic v iolence agency pu blicly s u ppor ted the 

v alu e of the anim al w elfar e agency’s  effor ts  at a local gov er nm ent B oar d of S u per v is or s  

m eeting. 

 

 Im pact of the S H P pr ogr am s on the com m u nities’ per ceptions of the collabor ating 

agencies.  Fifteen (37% ) of the r es pondents  fr om  the 41 agencies  w er e not able to pr ov ide 

infor m ation on pu blic and com m u nity r eaction to the S H P pr ogr am s  becau s e the pr ogr am s  

ar e not adv er tis ed or  ar e oper ated on a s tr ictly confidential bas is .  The r em aining 

r es pondents  w er e able to pr ov ide their  per ceptions  of pu blic r es pons e and s am ples  of their  

com m ents  ar e lis ted below . 
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Fr om  dom es tic v iolence agency r es pondents : 

* “S H P has  opened the door  to pu blic attention on this  is s u e…it r eaches  a w hole other  

s egm ent of the popu lation of potential clients  w ho other w is e m ight not acces s  

dom es tic v iolence s er v ices …” 

* “Good com m u nity s u ppor t…people per ceiv e that the s helter  has  a ‘com plete’, 

com pr ehens iv e pr ogr am  and this  has  helped fu nd r ais ing…” 

* “The dom es tic v iolence boar d of dir ector s  ar e v er y fav or able abou t S H P…” 

* “People ar e excited abou t this  s er v ice es pecially w hen it’s  m entioned in ou tr each 

pr es entations …” 

* “The m edia has  been v er y pleas ed abou t the collabor ation…” 

* “W e can talk abou t collabor ation w ith [the anim al w elfar e agency] w ith gr eat joy…”  

 

Fr om  anim al w elfar e agency r es pondents : 

 

* “E ffect has  been as tr onom ical…m any did not know  abou t the link betw een anim al 

abu s e and dom es tic v iolence…” 

* “Ver y pos itiv e…com m u nity fu ndr ais er s  often tar get the S H P pr ogr am  for  r eceipt of 

donations …” 

* “S tr ictly pos itiv e…m any ar e s u r pr is ed that the hu m ane s ociety is  doing this …” 

* “W e hav e condu cted joint fu ndr ais er s  w ith the dom es tic v iolence pr ogr am …w e hav e 

r eceiv ed good pr es s  and m edia cov er age…” 

* “…[the av ailability of S H P] has  r es u lted in expr es s ions  of r elief fr om  s ocial s er v ice 

agencies …” 

* “the v eter inar y s tu dent or ganization [that es tablis hed the S H P pr ogr am ] r ecently 

s w ept all the M or tar  B oar d s er v ice aw ar ds  at the u niv er s ity…” 

* “…this  add a ‘people dim ens ion’ to ou r  anim al-w elfar e w or k…” 

* “S H P has  r ais ed the com m u nity’s  confidence in both ou r  or ganizations …” 

* “…has  s how n that anim al w elfar e is  par t of an ov er all pr ogr am  in v iolence pr ev ention 

and this  has  helped in getting legis lativ e s u ppor t [for  m or e s tr ingent anim al cr u elty 

law s ]…” 

 

It has  been a pr iv ilege to condu ct and com plete a pr oject that highlights  the effor ts  of  

tw o gr ou ps  of pr ofes s ionals  w hos e m u tu al inter es t in and com pas s ion for  w om en, childr en, 

and anim als  has  r es u lted in gu iding s o m any to s afe hav ens  and a hope for  s ecu r ity.  
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W ithou t the help of the for ty-one gener ou s  and com m itted pr ofes s ionals  w ho endu r ed m y 

s eem ingly endles s  q u es tions , S afe H av ens  for  Pets  cou ld nev er  hav e been w r itten.  M y 

s incer e hope is  that the m ater ial contained in this  book w ill s er v e as  a u s efu l gu ide for  

pr ogr am s  cons ider ing w ays  to pr otect w om en and childr en by keeping their  anim als  s afe as  

w ell.  And the dr eam  I hav e is  ther e w ill com e a tim e w hen S H P pr ogr am s  ar e no longer  

needed, ar e cons ider ed obs olete becau s e w e w ill hav e m ade peace in fam ilies  a r eality for  

all. 
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APPE N D IX  

  

 

List of Par ticipants 

 

S H P S am ple B r ochu r es, Policies, and For m s 

 

Feedback for m  for  ev alu ating this pu blication 































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Safe Havens for Pets 
Guidelines for Programs Sheltering Pets 

for Women who are Battered    
E VALU ATION  FO R M  

 
 

 
Agency (check one): dom estic v iolence agency  ____ 
                anim al w elfar e agency        ____ 
                                   m ental health agency         ____ 
                                   law  enfor cem ent agency    ____ 
                                   other  (please specify)         __________________________________ 
 
W hat featu r es of S afe H av ens for  Pets  did you  find m ost u sefu l? 

_____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

W hat aspects of S afe H av ens for  Pets w er e least u sefu l or  cou ld be im pr ov ed (inclu de 
you r  identification of issu es that w er e not addr essed)? 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
D o you  ju dge you  w ill u se S afe H av ens for  Pets  as a r esou r ce? 
 
VE R Y  U N LIK E LY ___  U N LIK E LY ___  N OT S U R E  ___  LIK E LY ___  VE R Y  LIK E LY ____ 
 
W ou ld you  r ecom m end S afe H av ens for  Pets  to other  pr ofessionals? 
 
VE R Y  U N LIK E LY ___  U N LIK E LY ___  N O T S U R E ___  LIK E LY ___  VE R Y  LIK E LY ___ 
 
Can you  descr ibe any incidents, in you r  pr ofessional exper ience, w her e pet w elfar e has 
been an issu e in a dom estic v iolence case? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
?  Thank you  so m u ch for  you r  tim e!            Frank R. Ascione 
 


