Hamilton Township Animal Shelter and Adoption Center
2100 Sylvan Avenue
Hamilton, NJ 08610
Continuation Sheet for inspection conducted on July 16, 2018 by Linda Frese and Dr. Colin Campbell of
the New Jersey Department of Health.
N.J.A.C. 8:23A Section and Noted Deficiency:
1.2 (b) A certificate of inspection, issued for the current licensing year by the local heath authority
indicating compliance with these rules, was not prominently displayed at the facility in an area visible to
the public. The current pound/shelter license (no license number indicated), issued 5/21/18, and
current fire inspection were posted in a prominent location at the time of this inspection. The fire
inspection certification expires 10/3/18.
1.3 (c) Opened bags of food were not stored in sealed containers to prevent contamination or
infestation. A large opened bag of dry dog food was found in the room where the ferret was located.
An unopened can of kitten food which had expired in 2015 was found in the refrigerator in the isolation
room.
1.3 (e) Rolls of paper towels were available near some of the handwashing sinks throughout the facility,
but the sink in the adult cat room did not have towels available at the time of this inspection. Paper
towel holders or dispensers were not available at each sink to ensure the rolls of paper towels are not
removed from the room and to prevent contamination when the rolls are carried around the facility
during the cleaning process.
1.3 (f) There were several areas of vomited cat food in the older section of the facility where the
resident cats roam, including on the window sill, carpeted cat furniture, and cardboard scratchers and
on the carpet under the cat litter pan. The carpeted cat furniture also contained an accumulation of fur
and litter debris. This area, which was previously the main entrance and reception area needed
cleaning. The euthanasia area contained stored items and the table where animals are euthanized was
not easily assessable.
1.4 (c) The isolation room where one kitten was housed was not adequately ventilated to provide for
the health and comfort of this animal at the time of this inspection. Inspectors were told that the
window to this room was opened to assist in ventilating the room, but the outside air temperature was
over 90 degrees and the auxiliary ventilation (HVAC) was insufficient to remove the hot, stale air from
the room.
1.4 (d) The lighting in the intake cat room located in the older section of the facility was not uniformly
distributed and was insufficient to clearly view the interior surfaces in the back of some of the lower
level cages.
1.4 (f) The inspectors were told that the floors of the new section of the facility were unable to be
disinfected because of the material or coating on these floors. The floors were not constructed so that
they may be readily cleaned and disinfected as required. The floors of the older section of the facility
contained broken floor tiles in some areas and therefore, were not impervious to moisture and able to
be readily cleaned and disinfected. Carpeted cat furniture used for the resident cats at the facility
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cannot be sufficiently cleaned and disinfected. The indoor dog enclosures in the older section of the
facility had peeling paint and these surfaces were no longer impervious to moisture and able to be
readily cleaned.
1.5 (e) Surfaces of the outdoor enclosures in the older section of the facility had peeling paint and were
not maintained so that they were impervious to moisture and were unable to be readily cleaned and
disinfected.
1.6 (a) A galvanized bolt was found in the drain located in front of the indoor primary enclosures in the
older section of the facility where dogs were housed. It was not determined at the time of this
inspection which primary enclosure the bold fell out of. These primary enclosures need to be
thoroughly inspected and repaired as needed to prevent escape or injury of the animals housed in these
enclosures.
Wire crates that were used to house dogs in the room where the ferret was located were stacked one
on top of the other without proper support brackets creating a risk of collapsing. The wire crates used
in this room were the type that are manufactured for temporary household use and are not structurally
sound for use as permanent primary enclosures.
The surfaces of the indoor and outdoor dog enclosures in the older section of the facility had peeling
paint which could cause injury to the animals if swallowed. The surfaces of these enclosures were not
impervious to moisture and easily dried, therefore animals were said to be left outdoors for extended
periods of time in all weather conditions while waiting for these surfaces to dry.
1.7 (e) and (h) Food and water receptacles were not being cleaned and disinfected daily as required. A
bird cage located in the previous reception area of the old section of the building contained food, but
the animal caretaker stated that the bird had been removed from the facility approximately two weeks
prior to this inspection. The animal caretaker stated that the food and water receptacles for cats are
washed with a detergent, rinsed, and hand dried, but these receptacles are not disinfected daily.
1.8 (a) The cat enclosures located in the new section of the facility have walls with portals between the
main section of the enclosure and the feeding station and litter section. A significant aspect of these
portals is to limit cross contamination that can occur when a cat is removed from the enclosure during
the cleaning process and placed in an enclosure previously inhabited by another. These enclosures were
missing the portal doors that separate the cat from the section being cleaned and allow them to be
safely housed in the alternate section to avoid contamination from the cleaning and disinfecting
chemicals during the cleaning process. The animal caretaker stated that a towel is held up over the
portal when the chemicals are sprayed into the enclosure, but this is method is insufficient to safely
contain and protect the animals in the enclosure during the cleaning process.
1.8 (c) The small animal cages were not being cleaned and disinfected for a significant amount of time
after an animal is removed from the facility. The bird cage in the older section of the facility had not
been cleaned and disinfected since the bird was removed from the premises approximately two weeks
prior to this inspection. Ten empty cat cages in the adult cat room and three empty cages in the
adoption room contained wood and paper litter debris and fur and had not been cleaned and
disinfected the day the animals were removed from the enclosures. The animal caretaker stated that
four cats had been adopted on the previous Saturday, but inspectors were unable to determine how
long the other nine cages had been empty without being cleaned and disinfected. A wire dog crate that
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was set on the floor and did not contain a crate tray contained an accumulation of spilled dog kibble,
feces, and other debris. This crate was located against the back wall directly adjacent to other crates in
this room and needed to be removed from the room to adequately clean and disinfect both the crate
and the floor.
The cleaning and disinfecting products available at the facility for the cat enclosures were not being
used in accordance with the manufacturer’s label instructions and in accordance with these regulations.
Enclosures are required to be thoroughly cleaned with a detergent solution, rinsed to remove the dirt,
debris and chemical residue from the cleaning process, followed by the application of a safe and
effective disinfectant.
Inspectors found a spray bottle in the cat adoption room with a Mr. Clean label that contained a clear
liquid with an opaque precipitate or growth floating in the liquid. An animal caretaker told inspectors
that the bottle contained bleach but was unable to determine when it was mixed or what the
contamination was floating in the bottle. Bleach solutions were not made fresh daily as required and
the bottles used to mix cleaning and disinfecting solutions were not marked with the contents and ratio
of mixed use solution and the date the solution was prepared. There were no measuring devices
available on the premises to accurately measure the disinfecting bleach and water or other chemicals as
required. Inspectors were told that water and bleach was poured into containers without being
measured. When an animal caretaker was asked what ratio of water to bleach was used, inspectors
were told three parts water to one part bleach (1:3), which is approximately 7 to 10 times higher than
the mixed use concentration specified on the manufacture’s label for disinfecting bleach, depending on
the percentage of sodium hypochlorite in the product and the target organism.
The animal caretaker stated that the cat enclosures in the intake room were sprayed down with Mr.
Clean, allowed to set approximately 5 minutes to loosen the debris and wiped down before clean
bedding and litter was placed into the enclosures. This cleaning step was not being followed with the
application of a disinfecting solution followed by the required set time, which is usually 10 minutes
depending on the product used and mixed-use ratio, to allow for adequate disinfection of the
precleaned surfaces. A bottle of disinfecting bleach was found in the cat intake room, but the animal
caretaker stated that it was not being used on the day of this inspection.
The cat enclosures that contained segments separated with portals in the new section of the facility
were said to be sprayed down with a bleach solution and wiped, but a cleaning step did not precede the
application of the disinfectant as required.
A bottle of laundry bleach which did not contain an EPA approved label for disinfection purposes was
found in the cat adoption room. There were bottles of disinfecting bleach found in a storage closet, but
this bleach was not being used at the time of this inspection.
1.8 (d) The dog enclosures were being cleaned with a degreaser followed by the appropriate use of a
safe and effective disinfectant, but the dog enclosures in the older section of the facility were not kept in
good repair. These enclosures had peeling paint and the surfaces were no longer impervious to
moisture. The disinfectant product label states that it is effective against the micro-organisms stated on
the label when used on precleaned, hard, nonporous, inanimate surfaces, therefore, these uncoated
and unprotected surfaces may be inadequately disinfected. It was not determined at the time of this
inspection what type of sealant was used on the concrete surfaces in the new kennel section of the
facility and whether these new surfaces were impervious to moisture.
Page 3 of 8

1.9 (a) The supervising veterinarian had not established a written disease control and adequate health
care program at the facility and a disease control program was not being sufficiently maintained under
the supervision of the veterinarian. Inspectors were told that animals are taken to three area veterinary
hospitals when care is needed, and the supervising veterinarian visits the facility periodically, but there
was no evidence or documentation indicating when the veterinarian had visited the facility and what
care, if any, had been provided to animals at the facility. There were no veterinary medical records,
veterinary treatment orders, medication administration logs or other documents available on the
premises for animals that had received veterinary care from area veterinary hospitals. The veterinary
hospital documents were said to be released to the adopter when the animal left the facility. Veterinary
treatment documents were not kept on file for animals that had been euthanized at the facility.
Numerous animals were recorded in the disposition logs and/or the euthanasia logs as “sick,” “very
sick,” “URI,” “emaciated,” etc., but no veterinary medical records were available to indicate that these
animals had received treatment before being euthanized or transferred. Examples included, but were
not limited to: C538, euthanized 12/30/16, “very sick, URI since 11/28/16”; C533, C534, C535, and C536,
euthanized 12/6/16, “very sick, trapped”; C546, transferred 1/12/17, “URI”; C547, died at shelter
12/9/16, “very old”; C545, euthanized 12/5/17, “very sickly”; C417, C418, C420, C421, C422, euthanized
9/22/17, “URI emaciated” (#419 died at shelter); C3, euthanized 1/18/18, “flat ear, very sickly”; C10,
euthanized 1/21/18, “very sickly”; and 46 cats from a hoarding house were documented as euthanized
on the same day of intake due to “medical issues.”
There were numerous bottles of expired medications that had been prescribed by various animal
hospitals to animals that had been housed at the facility, but there were no medication administration
logs or other treatment records available to indicate why these medications had not been administered
as prescribed on the prescription labels. Examples of medications included, but were not limited to:
buprenorphine, expired in 2015; cephalexin, expired in 2013, and another dispensed in 2015, expired;
clindamycin, dispensed in 2015, expired in 2017; Rimadyl, expired in 2017; two full bottles of expired
amoxicillin-clavulanate, one prescribed to Haley and one to Connie; clindamycin prescribed to Onyx on
4/30/17, not administered; 3 boxes of Meloxidyl for cats, dispensed 8/15/15, expired in 2017;
Deramaxx, expired 5/17; and a full bottle of Rimadyl prescribed to Sparky 5/2016, expired 2017.
A dog that was currently at the facility at the time of this inspection was prescribed cephalexin on
10/13/15 (20 caps) which had since expired. This bottle was full but there was no documentation
available to indicate why this medication had not been administered as prescribed.
Dog number 116, described as a Rottweiler mix, was dispensed enrofloxacin on 12/13/17, but this bottle
of 30 tablets was full and had not been administered as prescribed. This same dog was also prescribed
14 caplets of Novox on the same date, 12 of which remained in the bottle and were not administered as
prescribed.
A bottle of Convenia (injectable antibiotic) reconstituted on 9/15/16 was found in the refrigerator in the
isolation room without a prescription label or other prescribing information. There was a hand-written
chart indicating dosages by weight for this antibiotic, but no indication as to the prescribing veterinarian
or the animal for which it was prescribed. The expiration date on the bottle was 12/2017. This
expiration date refers to the product before reconstitution. The manufacturer’s website states to use
the product within 56 days of reconstitution. A reconstituted bottle of Clavamox Drops was also found
in this refrigerator without a prescription label or other prescribing information and no date of
reconstitution. Clavamox Drops are to be used within 10 days of reconstitution. An open tube of
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Terramycin Ophthalmic ointment without a cap was found on top of this refrigerator, also with no
prescribing information.
A kitten, number 213, that was housed in the isolation room at the time of this inspection was
prescribed idoxuridine ophthalmic drops (both eyes 14 days) and Terramycin ointment (both eyes 7
days) on 6/22/18, but there were no medication administration logs to indicate that these medications
were administered as prescribed. These medications were stored on top of this kitten’s cage at the time
of this inspection.
There was a bag that contained tobramycin ophthalmic solution hanging on the chain-link door of an
enclosure in the new kennel section of the facility. The staff did not know how long this enclosure had
been empty or how long the bag of medication had been hanging there after the dog left the facility.
1.9 (b) The facility did not have a VPH-20 form signed by the supervising veterinarian for the current
year indicating that a disease control and health care program is in effect at the facility. The VPH-20
form posted at the facility and dated 1/2/18 was a photocopy of the signed form dated 1/3/2017 with
the date and the veterinarian’s name and veterinarian’s license number changed. The photocopied
signature on the VPH-20 form did not match the signature on a policy and procedure document that
stated animals with signs of illness or wounds of unknown origin are taken to a veterinarian. The
veterinarian’s name was changed on both documents. Although the facility was not issued a license
number when a license was issued for 2018, the photocopied VPH-20 document shows the facility
license number as 090, which was the photocopied information from a previous year.
1.9 (g) The facility does not have an isolation room to house dogs with signs of communicable disease.
1.9 (h) Inspectors were told that the isolation room for cats does not have an exhaust system which
creates air movement from the isolation room to an area outside the premises of the facility. The HVAC
system is not separated and the exhaust air from the isolation room is permitted to enter or mix with
fresh air for use by the general animal population.
1.10 (a) 1. and N.J.S.A. 4:19-15.16 Many animals were being euthanized before being held the required
7 days after intake or impoundment. Records showed that numerous stray and surrendered animals
that were received at the facility by animal control officers and other individuals were being euthanized
within the mandatory 7 day holding period. Stray impounded animals are required to be held at least 7
days to provide an opportunity for owners to reclaim their lost pets. Animals were also being accepted
for elective euthanasia and were being euthanized on intake. In the case of an owner surrender, the
facility is required to offer the animal for adoption for at least 7 days before euthanizing it or may
transfer the animal to an animal rescue organization facility or a foster home prior to offering it for
adoption if such transfer is determined to be in the best interest of the animal by the shelter or pound.
1.11 (c) The method of injection that was being used for euthanasia of cats at the facility was not
acceptable as the primary method of injection of the euthanasia solution. The primary method of
euthanasia for cats was said to be an intracardiac injection of a euthanasia solution. The recommended
method is an intravenous injection of a barbiturate. Intracardiac and intraperitoneal injection may be
made where intravenous injection is impractical, as in the very small animal, or in the comatose animal
with depressed vascular function. The product being used at the facility contains pentobarbital sodium
and phenytoin sodium and is licensed for use in dogs only. The package literature for this product states
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that it is approved only for IV and IC injections in dogs (not to be used in other body cavities due to the
addition of phenytoin sodium in the product).
1.11 (e) Two employees administering animal euthanasia at the facility were not certified by a licensed
veterinarian in the acceptable euthanasia techniques used at the facility. Inspectors were told that
these two employees had taken a 16-hour “Euthanasia by Injection” course which was based on the
Humane Society of the United States’ Euthanasia Reference Manual and was offered by a humane
organization in Pennsylvania on February 26 and 27, 2015, but this course is not approved to replace the
direct supervision, training and certification by a licensed veterinarian in the State of New Jersey. The
trainer listed on the course document was not a licensed veterinarian and inspectors were told that no
hands-on training was provided.
Another employee who was certified by a licensed veterinarian to perform euthanasia, was not
sufficiently trained in the acceptable techniques; specifically, IV injection as the primary method of
euthanasia for cats. Additional training and certification in administration of IP injection will also be
required if this technique will be used at the facility.
After employees are trained by a licensed veterinarian and found to be proficient in the appropriate
techniques for the substances used at the facility, a certificate shall be issued by the licensed
veterinarian. The veterinary certification documents shall state the euthanasia substances and
techniques certified for use therewith, shall be signed by the certifying veterinarian, and shall be kept on
file at the facility for inspection by State and local health authorities.
1.11 (f) Written instructions were not posted in the euthanasia area and there were no instructions
available that included the dosages by weight in pounds of all euthanasia, immobilizing, and
tranquilizing agents used at the facility. Animals were not being weighed prior to administration of
euthanasia, immobilizing, or tranquilizing agents. A scale was unavailable at the facility to weigh dogs
and the scale for small animals was inoperable at the time of the inspection. The weight recorded on an
animal’s record at the time of intake was being used to calculate the dosages of these agents, but the
weight on intake may not be the same weight of the animal at the time it is euthanized. It was unclear
how the weight of each animal was obtained on intake when the facility did not have any working scales
to weigh animals.
The weight of animals recorded in the euthanasia logs compared to disposition logs did not match,
which indicated that the dosage by weight for several animals may have been miscalculated. Some
examples of errors included but were not limited to the following: Dog number 16, released to the
facility by its owner on 1/30/17 was recorded in the disposition log with a weight of 120 lb., but the
euthanasia log shows the weight of the dog as 80 lb. This dog was administered 10 mL of euthanasia
solution rather than the minimum 12 mL required for a 120 lb. dog. Dog number 17, released by its
owner on 1/30/17 was record in the disposition log with a weight of 65 lb. This dog was listed as 80 lb.
on the euthanasia log on 1/31/17 with a dosage of 10 mL recorded on the euthanasia log and 9 mL
recorded in the disposition log, both of which are suitable for either of these recorded weights
depending on the route of injection. Dog number 31 which was released to the facility by its owner on
2/22/17 and euthanized the same day was recorded in both the disposition log and the euthanasia log
with a weight of 12 lb., but both records indicate that this dog was only administered 1 mL of euthanasia
solution, which is suitable for a 10 lb. dog depending on the route of injection. Dog number 19,
recorded in the disposition log with a weight of 80 lb. was euthanized on 2/11/17, but was not recorded
on the euthanasia log. The disposition records indicate that this dog was administered 4 mL of
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euthanasia solution, but the tranquilizing agent is recorded as “8”, so it is possible these numbers were
written in the wrong column and the dog may have been given 8 mL of euthanasia solution which is
suitable for an 80 lb. dog depending on the route of injection. Dog number 239, recorded as a 75 lb.
Labrador in the disposition records but recorded as 30 lb. in the euthanasia log on 9/4/17, appears that
it should be dog number 240. Dog number 198 recorded in the euthanasia log on 10/24/17, appears
that it should be dog number 298, but dog number 198, euthanized on 8/1/17 according to the
disposition log, is missing from the euthanasia log.
The weights recorded in the euthanasia records for various species of wildlife appear to be rough
estimates due to the descriptions provided. The estimated weights and the calculated dosages recorded
for some wildlife species, such as the injured rabbit on 4/21/17 and the injured squirrel on 4/22/17 do
not appear to be accurate and the dosages of euthanasia solution administered may be insufficient. The
supervising veterinarian should include the dosages by weight for various wildlife species when
developing the instruction sheets for animal euthanasia.
A stethoscope was found in an office at the facility but was not stored in the euthanasia area. An old
bottle of Acepromazine injectable that had expired on 5/2010 was found with the euthanasia agents.
Inspectors were told that this product was not being used.
Many animals that had been euthanized at the facility were not recorded on the euthanasia substance
usage logs as required under the authority of the New Jersey Department of Law and Public Safety,
Division of Consumer Affairs, Drug Control Unit. Records indicated that at least twenty animals were
recorded in the disposition logs as euthanized during the year 2017, but these animals were not
recorded on the pentobarbital sodium usage log forms, resulting in approximately 67 mL of euthanasia
solution unaccounted for. Approximately 200 records on the euthanasia log forms and over 150 records
on the disposition record logs were missing the name or initials of the certified personnel who had
administered euthanasia and tranquilizing or anesthetizing agents to these animals.
There were no prescription labels, instructions for use, dosage calculation sheets, or substance usage
logs for the anesthetic agent used at the facility. There were several bottles of this agent found on the
premises, and the inspectors were told that these bottles were ordered by the local health department
through the supervising veterinarian, but no records were available to indicate that this product was
being used by or on the order of a licensed veterinarian. The manufacturer’s package insert for this
product indicates that this product is to be reconstituted with 5 mL sterile water, but there were no
bottles of sterile water found with this anesthetic agent. The package insert states to discard unused
solution after 7 days when stored at room temperature or after 56 days when kept refrigerated. The
reconstituted product was not stored under refrigeration and there was no date marked on the bottle or
records available to indicate when the bottle had been reconstituted.
1.13 (a) The method of euthanasia, such as IV, IC, or IP, was not recorded in each animal’s record as
required or on any other document maintained at the facility. There were numerous errors found in the
intake and disposition log records and the euthanasia log records including but not limited to the
following examples: Two cats were given the same ID number 110, one on 5/3/17 and another on
5/4/17; dog number 310 was recorded as euthanized on 11/25/17, but was also recorded as reclaimed
on 11/14/17; cat number 502 (2016) was recorded as adopted on 3/15/17, but was also recorded as
euthanized on 9/1/17 with a notation “URI 8 months”; cat number 372 was recorded as euthanized on
8/24/17, but was also recorded as adopted on 10/4/17; cat number 111 was recorded as euthanized on
5/9/17, and was recorded as euthanized again on 8/24/17; there was no ID number for a cat euthanized
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on 2/23/17; cat number 579 that was euthanized on 1/7/18 was not recorded in the disposition log and
cat number 581 that was euthanized on 1/7/18 was not recorded on the euthanasia log. These types of
errors can result in discrepancies in the amount of euthanasia solution used and recorded on the New
Jersey Drug Control Unit’s Sodium Pentobarbital Usage Log Forms.
Employees responsible for filling out intake records need to take care to accurately describe the animal
and its distinguishing marks. If the breed of dog cannot be easily determined, the animal may be
described by hair length, coat type, weight and build. It was recommended to obtain a breed chart for
dogs to assist in selecting the closest breed, but to avoid significant errors, such as describing a
Havanese type mixed breed as a chihuahua, the breed of dog may be recorded as mixed with an
accurate description of its characteristics.
1.13 (b) Most of the individual animal records were not available on the premises at the time of this
inspection due to an OPRA request being fulfilled. The records were being photocopied at a different
location for fulfillment. The NJDOH had already received copies of the euthanasia logs for 2017 and a
portion of 2018 and 2017 intake and disposition log records (and a portion of 2016 and 2018 log
records) by email before this inspection occurred, but individual animal records were not available for
review.
N.J.S.A. 4:19-15.32 Animals were said to have been scanned for a microchip on intake, but animals were
not scanned again prior to release of any cat or dog for adoption, transfer to another facility or foster
home, or euthanasia of the cat or dog. All impounded animals are required to be scanned for a
microchip three times: upon capture by the animal control officer; upon intake to the facility; and before
release or euthanasia.
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