
Statement: Dublin Zoo Inspection Report 

Following a comprehensive and rigorous investigation into animal welfare allegations 
made anonymously and received on December 13th, 2023, the National Parks and 
Wildlife Service (NPWS) has unequivocally affirmed that the staff at Dublin Zoo are 
unwaveringly dedicated to the highest standards of animal welfare, ensuring the well-
being and dignity of every animal in their care, both as individuals and as populations 
(see page 17 of the report).

The report emphasises that Dublin Zoo continues to prioritise the welfare of our 
animals, constantly evolving our practices and facilities to align with the latest 
standards and knowledge in animal care. We maintain a strong commitment to 
transparency and have demonstrated this through our open communication and 
cooperation with the NPWS inspection team.

The NPWS report reviewed 17 allegations of animal welfare breaches in the period of 
2004 to 2022. As noted by the NPWS, Dublin Zoo is committed to maintaining the 
highest standards of animal care and welfare and has cooperated fully with the 
inspection team by providing comprehensive access to all relevant records, 
documentation, and additional information as required.

The Report reveals that of the 17 allegations made:

• Sixteen were categorised as having ‘no evidence to support the narrative of the
allegation' and were unfounded.

• One allegation was partially supported and was identified as ‘evidence supports
the historical allegation, but Dublin Zoo had resolved issue’ through changes in
'process, facility, or management.'

The one case that was partially supported pertained to an incident from 2004 
involving a California sea lion, Kipper, who unfortunately succumbed to dystocia. The 
report acknowledged that while earlier intervention could have been beneficial, the 
actions taken at the time were consistent with the knowledge and facilities available 
then.

Issues raised by staff regarding animal welfare at Dublin Zoo are handled with utmost 
seriousness and are thoroughly investigated. Any disclosures are addressed 
immediately and rectified where necessary. Staff are encouraged to report animal 
welfare concerns through their team, Dublin Zoo management, or anonymously.

The allegations in this report were made without consulting Dublin Zoo to verify their 
legitimacy, causing considerable distress. 



Dublin Zoo appreciates the thorough and impartial review conducted by the NPWS 
Zoos Inspectorate. We take all feedback seriously and are committed to using these 
findings to further enhance the care and welfare of our animals. Our mission to 
promote conservation, education, and the highest standards of animal welfare remains 
steadfast.

Like all progressive zoos, Dublin Zoo continuously aims to enhance and set new 
benchmarks for our animal welfare management program. The collective 
understanding of animal behaviour is ever evolving, and at Dublin Zoo we do our 
utmost to ensure we adhere to and, where possible, exceed best practice at all times. 
While human error is unavoidable in managing animal welfare, the course of action 
taken once an issue is identified and the manner of its resolution are crucial. 

At Dublin Zoo, we are proud of our outstanding track record in animal welfare 
management. We are pleased that the reputation of Dublin Zoo and our dedicated 
team of employees and volunteers, who live and breathe our mandate of animal 
welfare daily, has once again been upheld.
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DUBLIN ZOO SPECIAL INSPECTION WELFARE ALLEGATIONS INVESTIGATION FINDINGS 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The following investigation resulted from the provision of a partial protected disclosure provided to 
the Garda at the end of 2023. A redacted version, focusing on the animal welfare concerns, was given 
to the zoo inspection team, part of National Parks and Wildlife Service, on the 13th of December 2023 
whom made a provisional assessment of the allegations made to compare them against previously 
investigated complaints. This initial review was completed on the 21st of December 2023 and identified 
a total of 17 complaints, of which two had previously been made with no new information being added. 
In the case of these two complaints, they were addressed in the report entitled ‘Dublin Zoo, Special 
Zoo Inspection Report, 14th of July to 7th of October 2022’ and in both instances the allegations were 
found to be unsupported (see cases, 21 and 23).  The remaining 15 cases were determined to be new 
allegations against Dublin Zoo and ranged across a period of 2009 to 2022, with three having no dates 
of the alleged incidents having occurred. Following this initial review it was recommended that the 15 
new allegations be thoroughly reviewed to ensure that if there are welfare or compliance issues present 
then these must be managed appropriately. The review of these 15 cases forms the basis of this special 
inspection.   
 
WELFARE COMPLAINTS TIMELINE SUMMARY AND COMMENTS 
 
• The protected disclosure mentioned 16 separate cases, with the inspection team breaking down 

case 14 into two separate complaints, giving a total of 17 cases 
• Of these 17 cases, two had been addressed already in the ‘Dublin Zoo, Special Zoo Inspection 

Report, 14th of July to 7th of October 2022’ and there was no additional information added that 
required the cases to be reviewed. 

• The remaining 15 cases spanned a period of 2009 to 2022, with three cases having no specific 
date applied to them yet later identified as being 2004 (Case 03), 2007 (Case 02), and 2012 (Case 
03). This brings the period from 2004 to 2022, a total of 18 years. 

• Of the 15 remaining cases, 12 were with regards to the death of individual animals and 3 with 
regard to alleged compromised welfare.  

• Only two of the 17 allegations occurred under the current management of both the Director and 
the General Curator, whom started in 2020 and 2019 respectively.  

• The protected disclosure stated, “While Dublin Zoo may dismiss some of the following accounts 
as “historic”…”. The inspection team did not believe this to be relevant and all of the allegations 
were assessed using the available data to ensure that a comprehensive review of the welfare 
allegations was undertaken, independent of what was appropriate or whether or not action could 
be taken against welfare allegations that were historic with the oldest being nearly 20 years old. 
This was to ascertain the relevance of the historical culture at Dublin Zoo against the more recent 
animal welfare allegations.  

• It was noted that the cases outlined in Case 10 and 15 contained information and wording that 
mirrored the protected disclosure that was investigated in 2022, as such the comments were 
compared and contrasted to the previous documents and no further action was taken as these had 
been addressed in the 2022 report. Whether the author is the same for both complaints was not 
considered relevant for this inspection report, although it was noted that the 15 new allegations 
had not been made in the original 2022 protected disclosure.   

• Details of each of the individual cases and when they occurred compared to the management 
teams in place are outlined in figure 02 ‘Timeline of Welfare Case Allegations at Dublin Zoo 2004-
2022: December 2023 Protected Disclosure Allegations Only’ 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE INSPECTION REPORT 
 
• 16 animal welfare allegations were made against Dublin Zoo spanning a period from 2004 to 2022. 
• The 16 animal welfare allegations were increased to 17 allegations as Case 14 consisted of two 

separate allegations. 
• Of the 17 animal welfare allegations 2 had already been investigated in the 2022 Dublin Zoo 

Special Inspection and with no new information coming to light these were not investigated further.  
• Of the remaining 15 allegations, 12 were with regards to the death or euthanasia of individual 

animals, 1 related to the welfare of a single animal and 2 related to the welfare management of a 
group of animals.  

• The same assessment process as used in the ‘Dublin Zoo, Special Zoo Inspection Report, 14th of 
July to 7th of October 2022’ was utilised to carry out the initial phase of the assessments and as a 
result no additional interviews or further information was deemed to be necessary.  

• Similar to the findings of the ‘Dublin Zoo, Special Zoo Inspection Report, 14th of July to 7th of 
October 2022’ the allegations referred in the most part to real cases but the allegation narrative 
was not found to fit the events as stated in the written medical records, typically provided by the 
external and independent veterinarian, or the animal records related to the cases.  

• In several cases the recollection of the complainant was confused and certain elements had been 
incorrectly recorded, this being acknowledged by the complainant themselves in the protected 
disclosure.  

• Of the 17 allegations they all fell into the following case categorisations: 
o 15 allegations were considered as (2) Evidence to demonstrate the allegation refers to an 

actual case, and (3) No evidence to support the narrative of the allegation; 
o 1 allegation was considered as (1) No evidence to support the allegation and (3) No 

evidence to support the narrative of the allegation, this was case 13 with regard to the 
sloths becoming overheated for which there was no evidence but there were concerns that 
there were low environmental temperature issues which requires further investigation (see 
Appendix 03) but did not form part of the original allegation; 

o 1 allegation was not scored, this was case 14b which was not considered a welfare 
allegation but a comment on collection management practices; and finally 

o the final allegation was considered (2) Evidence to demonstrate the allegation refers to an 
actual case, (3) No evidence to support the narrative of the allegation, and (4) Evidence 
supports the historical allegation, Dublin Zoo has resolved, this was the case of the 
dystocia in the sea lion which did occur, but the narrative was not supported as a historical 
concept was assessed against current knowledge rather than contemporaneous 
knowledge which resulted in the combination of (3) and (4) which is unusual, see case 3 
for details.  

these are summarised in figure 01 following this Executive Summary.  
• A new category was added which highlights where an animal welfare allegation was not considered 

a welfare allegation but primarily a complaint of an HR nature between the complainant and the 
Dublin Zoo senior staff. These differences of opinion were not considered to have led to the welfare 
compromise in the manner alleged in the cases. Of the 17 cases, 9 were considered to fall into this 
category. 

• As stated in the ‘Dublin Zoo, Special Zoo Inspection Report, 14th of July to 7th of October 2022’ 
“Animal welfare is a core part of Dublin Zoo and it continues to strive to move forward raising 
standards and building on its strong foundations, adapting when mistakes occur and providing a 
culture that promotes world-class husbandry and strives to be the best it can. They are clear in 
these goals and have been nothing but transparent in their communication of what they believe 
and how they want to take Ireland forward in global conservation and best practices in zoo animal 
husbandry”.  This inspection team has found that this continues to be the case and Dublin Zoo 
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continues to evolve and develop its already high standards and commitment to animal welfare and 
compliance with the legislation.  
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on the factual evidence of the events, whether the allegations were supported or not by documentary 
evidence and verbal testimonies, and whether animal welfare failings had occurred at Dublin Zoo. 
 
INVESTIGATION PROCESS 
 
The process for this special inspection report mirrors the methodology of that carried out in Phase 01 
of the ‘Dublin Zoo, Special Zoo Inspection Report, 14th of July to 7th of October 2022’. This being a 
comprehensive review of the Protected Disclosure received on the 13th of December 2023; a review of 
media and online sources referencing the animal welfare allegations where available; and requests 
made direct to Dublin Zoo with regard to the individual animals or situations named. Verbal testimonies 
were not carried out at this stage of the inspection as the initial reviews determined that this was not 
required following a review of the documentation provided.  
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euthanased at the vet school where it was found it had severe congenital heart defects that 
were the primary cause of its deterioration, these not being related to the delay in the 
caesarean nor the actions on the day of its birth nearly a week earlier. The keeper felt that if 
they had been listened to, the calf would have had a better chance of survival, where, in fact, 
the severe congenital disease was going to lead to the death of the calf soon after it had been 
born.  

• A number of the cases were not welfare cases but were considered to be misinformed or 
inexperienced keepers recollecting poor decision-making or a lack of understanding of 
situations as they occurred. What is disappointing is that the whistleblower(s) are unaware that 
the case allegations fail to demonstrate an understanding of the events and the outcomes that 
occurred, even with hindsight. The inspection team are of the opinion many of the allegations 
highlight their lack of credibility and a failure to recognise the learning opportunities that were 
available in many of the cases which would have aided in the development of their basic 
husbandry knowledge, instead their perception of several of the events points to the failing 
being that of their managers or other staff within the zoo, rather than their own inexperience. 
For example, case 08 involved a keeper poorly assessing a Kerry cow that had recently had a 
calf. They misinterpreted the behaviour and lacked a basic understanding or experience of the 
steps in assessing domestic cows as to whether they had dropped milk and whether the calf 
was healthy and suckling, insisting a vet be called in who then undertook these basic actions 
and confirmed all was fine. The narrative missed out on some of the critical elements of the 
events as they took place, inferring that the line manager’s comments were inappropriate but 
appeared merely to be a senior member of the team informing the said keeper where they 
went wrong and how to learn from it. There are several allegations that demonstrate a lack of 
experience and knowledge of basic animal husbandry, with the interpretation of events not 
consistent with the events as they were documented. The inspection team did note that the 
competency of the keepers described in the allegations was poor, and the inspection team 
had concerns with regard to keeper training, delegated responsibility and sign-off as being 
competent in the processes at Dublin Zoo. However, this did not form part of the special 
inspection nor the stated allegations. Case 15 is another example described and analysed in 
detail in the 2022 Dublin Zoo Special Inspection Report which clearly highlights that the diet 
was not considered an issue for the dystocia and periparturient deaths of Goeldi’s monkeys 
and that this was a case of foetal oversize between ‘Buffy’ and the sire ‘Nose’. None of this 
information has been included in the allegation sent in December 2023, rather the focus 
remains on the diet and elements that have been disproven by the EEP coordinator and from 
subsequent diet trials with the Dublin Zoo Goeldi’s monkeys as clearly outlined in the 2022 
review of the same case. The 2022 Dublin Zoo Special Inspection report is readily available 
from the Dublin Zoo website at the time of writing and yet was not considered prior to the 
current allegation being made, despite the total lack of robustness of the same claims made 
back in 2022.   

• A large number of the cases were HR issues of communication or keepers feeling that their 
opinions had been dismissed or not involved in the decision-making process. This was found 
to be the case in 9 of the 17 cases, where the management or events involving the animal 
were often not disputed nor raised as a welfare concern, simply that in the management 
process their opinion was perceived to be disregarded. The inspection team, in part, 
recognised that it is important to consult with all individuals involved in a case, but equally, the 
inexperience and lack of competency demonstrated in some of the allegations by the staff 
members was likely a major factor in why their opinions were dismissed (if at all they were). As 
noted above there were plenty of cases demonstrating that the keepers simply did not 
understand or were misinterpreting what was occurring. This may have been due to their 
competency, their seniority in a case discussion or simply the keeper’s perception. A good 
example of this is case 16, which stated that the tapir ‘Marmaduke’s’ welfare was ignored, and 
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his welfare was not followed up with the keeper, and the keeper felt they were being side-
lined. Yet there was considerable evidence over the last 48 hours that the keeper team were 
actively involved in his quality-of-life assessments, engaged with the vet attending to him over 
the weekend, and their involvement in the final discussion as the team worked through the 
euthanasia assessment plan, involving all of the keepers working on the weekend, the 
veterinarian, the Team Leaders and the Senior Curator - a total of 6 people. The inspection 
team were not sure how an individual could be considered being side-lined, as the records 
clearly demonstrated the inclusive nature of the discussions as they occurred.  

• One case (case 14b) was simply a statement regarding the animal collection having fewer birds 
than it has had historically; this was not considered a welfare issue at all but an opinion of the 
whistleblower(s). This was commented on but not considered a welfare allegation but an 
animal collection planning one.  

 
 
Whilst many of the cases were relatively easy to demonstrate had been based on actual events most 
of them fell into one of two areas: they were either (i) real events but the narrative did not support the 
event or (ii) there were real events but the concerns were HR related and not actual welfare cases. As 
most involved real cases, each was taken on its own merits, and no assumptions were made when first 
assessing the case. The inspection team believe it was important to ensure that if there were welfare 
concerns that each case be assessed with regard to its own merit and the case then compared to the 
allegation itself. Case 13 is a good example of this where the allegation raised concerns about the 
sloths being too hot which was not supported but it has led to the inspection team raising concerns 
that the evidence provided potentially demonstrates that the sloth ambient temperatures are at times 
in actual fact too cold (albeit there are heat lamps in the facility so it is unlikely that the animals are 
compromised) and the processes require review as to how and when action is taken. This will be 
assessed at the next zoo inspection to ensure it is suitable or does, in fact, need addressing. In most 
cases, though, when reviewing each individual case, the investigation team was unable to find 
alternative welfare issues or interpretations, nor failings on Dublin Zoo’s part to treat their animals with 
dignity and respect. 
 
INVESTIGATION FINDINGS 
 
The investigation team overall found that Dublin Zoo promoted animal welfare throughout their 
operational practices. A reputation that has long been held by Dublin Zoo and one that appears to be 
as current today as it has over the zoo’s history. This position is represented by the core values of the 
zoo, which were reflected in their approach to animal husbandry, the comprehensive health care 
programmes in place, and the team’s passionate belief in their high standards and that they can always 
be better, striving for more and to continually improve the welfare for the animals in their care. In all of 
the cases assessed as part of the allegations being reviewed, the staff at Dublin Zoo always strived to 
put the needs and welfare of the animals first whilst trying to ensure that everything that could be done 
was done.  
  
The outcome of the investigation found of the seventeen welfare allegations that the following could 
be robustly evidenced: 
 
• 2/17 of the cases contained the same statements made in the 2022 allegations, with no new 

evidence coming to light. These were addressed in the 2022 Dublin Zoo Inspection Report which 
had obviously not been considered by the whistleblower(s) and the response was copied in full 
from that inspection report with no need for further review. Both were unfounded then as they are 
now; 
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• Category 1: 1/17 cases had no basis and when reviewing the case the total opposite was found 
and the inspection team have made a condition for the zoo inspectors to undertake a review of 
this area (see case 13); 

• Category 2: 15/17 cases referred to actual animals or events that had occurred, with an additional 
one (case 13) involving animals on site but not as described; 

• Category 3: of these 15(16)/17 cases 16 of them were considered to be unfounded with no 
evidence supplied to support the narrative of the allegation. Specifically, where concerning the 
welfare of a single individual animal, the inspection team noted that the care provided was 
considered to have been to a high standard, ensuring the animal was treated with respect and 
dignity, even when the case or outcome may not have been as Dublin Zoo would have wanted.  

• Category 4: the one exception included in the 16 Category 3 cases was case 03 which was not 
supported as per the narrative implied but was partially supported in that the California sea lion 
had died from dystocia and earlier intervention would have been appropriate when considered 
against current practices, however the information available at the time of the events (in 2004) 
meant that the actions taken were considered likely to have been appropriate taking into account 
the facilities, industry competency and technical knowledge available twenty years ago; 

• Category 5: there were no allegations that fell into the category where ‘Evidence supports the 
allegation, Dublin Zoo have not resolved’. 

• HR: 9 of the 17 cases were predominantly HR issues and not those of animal welfare concerns. It 
was disconcerting that the whistleblower(s) could not differentiate between welfare problems and 
suffering from actively managed cases, mostly under veterinary supervision, that strived to provide 
the animals in Dublin Zoo’s care with every opportunity to survive and thrive, rather than simply 
euthanase the animal at the first opportunity available. A pro-life stance was part of the culture 
under the previous Director, and this does not appear to have been at the expense of the welfare 
of the animals. This view permeates to the current team but there are much more robust safeguards 
in place to ensure euthanasia is considered and takes into account the welfare needs of the animals 
rather than promote a pro-life stance at the expense of welfare.  

 
The investigation team’s final position on the welfare allegations was that only one of the 17 cases was 
considered partially supported in their allegation (case 03) and that this case is a legacy issue that has 
been addressed in part by vastly improved new facilities for the sea lions and more readily available 
access to technical information and experience that was not available some 20 years ago. Case 13 was 
not supported but during the investigation concerns with regard to the methodology with regard to 
temperature recording and management for the sloths at the lower end of their temperature range 
requirement have been raised and the zoo inspectorate will be directed to review this on-site with the 
Dublin Zoo team to confirm whether the concerns are founded or not.  
 
In summary, of the 17 allegations pertaining to animal welfare breaches at Dublin Zoo the investigation 
team only found evidence to partially support one of the cases as alleged and the rest were unfounded 
as per the original wording of the allegation. In reviewing the potential for other welfare concerns in 
the case records as presented by Dublin Zoo, independent of the statements found within the 
allegations, the investigation team were unable to demonstrate any further welfare cases nor breaches 
other than the possible issue with regard to the minimum temperature thresholds for the sloths.  
 
SUPPORTED CASE 
 
The majority of the animal welfare allegations were considered unfounded with the exception of case 
03 pertaining to the dystocia-related death of ‘Kipper’ which was in part supported, and the 
temperature management of the sloths which was unfounded as per the wording of the allegation but 
the investigation raised concerns that were opposite to that stated in the allegation that requires 
further investigation. In the investigation team’s opinion, this demonstrates that Dublin Zoo is only 
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human and that mistakes can happen, but where Dublin Zoo shows its true values is how and when it 
responds to these failures. These were considered single isolated cases, rather than ongoing 
representations of chronic welfare problems across the wider zoo. 
 
In case 03 the allegation states that the team pleaded for intervention on what was considered to be 
a dystocia. The case records confirm that it was a dystocia, but not as reported in the allegation and 
the veterinary and management team did take steps to assess and support her. The primary challenge 
was a lack of technical experience available in 2004, compounded by a totally unsuitable facility that 
would not have allowed suitable intervention to have been undertaken and, if attempted, would likely 
have led to the death of both animals either way; hence, the outcome was likely to be the same. Early 
euthanasia would not have been permitted at the time based on the clinical picture represented in the 
records. The animal was under veterinary supervision during the period of concern. The zoo inspectors 
raised concerns with regard to the sea lion facility in the September 2012 inspection report and praised 
the plans for the new facility in September 2013, with the Sea Lion Cove not opening until 2015. The 
new facility allows improved management of the sea lions and opportunities to intervene could be 
achieved more rapidly and be supported with huge advances in marine mammal medicine that have 
occurred in the intervening 20 years since this case occurred. As such, whilst not dismissing the 
incident, the case does not reflect either the current sea lion management systems employed today 
nor does the inspection team recognise that the Dublin Zoo team would have done nothing at the 
time of the event as implied in the allegation. As such the case was partially supported and a 
recommendation has been made to mitigate any such event occurring again in the future (see 
Appendix 03).  
 
In case 13, the allegation raised concerns of alterations of the thermostat being moved to 30oC, which 
impacted the welfare of the sloths. This was not supported and was considered unfounded. However, 
in reviewing more recent changes in the facility with the use of dataloggers monitoring the 
temperatures it was noted that the opposite may be a possible issue. As such a condition has been 
made that the evaluation, understanding, monitoring and recording of the thermal environmental 
provision is thoroughly reviewed. The inspection team are of the opinion that the sloths are highly 
unlikely to have been compromised as they have access to heat lamps in the facility but if the ambient 
temperature records are reflective of the enclosure temperatures then their choice and freedom to use 
all of their space could have been reduced. 
 
So, in closing zero of the seventeen allegations are supported. One is partially supported in that 
potential errors were made, but these were reflective of the capability twenty years ago (case 03), and 
one is not supported but has raised additional concerns that need to be further assessed to ensure 
that possible concerns are mitigated. These two cases aside, the picture at Dublin Zoo is one of positive 
welfare driven programmes and processes that respond to issues noted in a practical and considered 
manner.  
 
TRANSPARENCY 
 
Historic allegations made against Dublin Zoo have publicly claimed that the zoo has been hiding 
wrongdoing and lacking transparency with regard to its implementation and support of animal welfare. 
The investigation team would like to highlight to the readers of this report that Dublin Zoo was 
transparent about the cases involved in the allegations and provided the investigation team with 
complete access to their records, documentation, images from post-mortems, film, video and other 
formats as requested and sometimes additional documents not requested to allow the investigation 
team to have a complete picture of events as they occurred to enable an accurate and evidence-based 
review of each case.  
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Access to staff was offered but was not felt necessary at this time as the initial Phase 01 documentation 
provided was considered sufficient to respond to the allegations made. Additional, information from 
oral testimonies may have filled in some of the gaps for completeness but the inspection team did not 
believe that it would have changed the outcomes from reviewing the issues as they were predominantly 
unfounded or HR issues as described in each case.  
 
At no time did the investigation team perceive that Dublin Zoo were attempting to hide wrongdoing.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS and CONDITIONS 
 
Appendix 3 outlines the recommendations and conditions that have arisen from this investigation 
process. A number of these are to ensure that historical allegations and concerns noted during the 
investigation have been fully resolved and processes are in place to ensure they do not occur again, 
whilst others are simply to increase to the robustness of the existing policies where gaps were identified 
by the investigation team.  
 
CLOSE 
 
The investigation team took the allegations as stated and investigated them robustly and in an 
evidence-based manner to ensure that if there were welfare failings at Dublin Zoo that steps would be 
put in place to address them or recommendations made to undertake enforcement actions under the 
Animal Health and Welfare Act (2013). No preconceived ideas or judgement were made with regard 
to the allegations and each case was approached in an open manner to ensure the dignity, respect 
and welfare of the animals and the staff that look after them was protected. Only two of the seventeen 
allegations were considered to be partially supported, one of which were historical and had been 
addressed, with the second not reflecting the allegation (which was unfounded) but the investigation 
raised additional questions which is being resolved through a site inspection by the zoo inspectors as 
part of the annual zoo inspection process. As such the investigation team are confident that the animal 
welfare programmes, which continue to evolve and develop, are in the best interests of the animals at 
Dublin Zoo and the staff at Dublin Zoo have the best interests of the animals, as individuals or as 
populations, in everything that they do. This position is demonstrated over the twenty-year period 
covered by these allegations.  
 
END 
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administered where required, the diligence of the keeping team and the veterinary support 
is not in question and the actions taken on the 25th and 26th May 2007 appear to be 
reasonable and proportionate with regard to ‘Danny’. Note, the decision to delay 
assessment under anaesthesia is discussed in the 2022 special inspection report – due to 
the challenging nature of working in with chimpanzees anaesthesia historically took time to 
plan and ensure the safety of both staff and the animals. This has evolved and the response 
time by the Dublin Zoo veterinary team is much more responsive then it was 17 years ago. 
This is not a reflection on the veterinary team at the time of ‘Danny’s’ euthanasia, more a 
comment on the safety challenges and how they had to be managed historically.  
 
As to the allegation of repeated attacks from ‘Austin’, this cannot be supported as there 
are no records of any injuries to ‘Danny’ by any animal and only one mention of a fight with 
‘Austin’ in February 2007 over a female in oestrus (‘Wendy’). The fact that previous fights 
and injuries are well documented in his record is interpreted as that there had not been any 
serious injuries or fights recorded, with no injuries reported in the 22 months preceding his 
euthanasia.  
 
The allegation also states that “Danny eventually died from his injuries”. This is not 
technically true as he was euthanased and did not ‘die’ from his injuries, the allegation 
implying that the cumulative total of the “months of repeated attacks from Austin” led to 
‘Danny’ dying from his wounds. Instead, the narrative presented in the animal record is one 
of a single incident on the 24th/25th of May leading to severe injuries noted on the 25th of 
May 2007 which were assessed by the veterinarian on the 26th of May 2007 where he was 
immediately euthanased on welfare grounds. This was thought to be consistent with 
conspecifc trauma, most likely bite wounds. The nature of the injuries being typical of 
chimpanzee attacks which typically target face and digits. 
 
Taking into account the animal records provided and the Minutes of the Animal 
Management Meeting it the inspectors are satisfied that Dublin Zoo were of the belief that 
‘Austin’ attacked and severely injured ‘Danny’, which led to his subsequent euthanasia on 
welfare grounds. The inspection team note the decade of attempted management of 
‘Danny’ and his aggression towards the troop and the challenges of managing the 
chimpanzee troop at this time. All efforts were made to integrate and manage the 
chimpanzees and this was a proactive approach aiming to support the animals and 
overcome the legacy issues that were inherited with the animals brought to Dublin Zoo. 
This is an ongoing process and is being managed diligently by the current zoo staff to this 
day. The attack between ‘Danny’ and ‘Austin’ was not considered avoidable and the 
inspection team believe that the Dublin Zoo staff took all steps to manage the animals prior 
to the incident and stepped in to provide veterinary care and assessment in response to 
the incident. As such, the allegation is not supported and nor is the narrative portrayed.  
 
No further action recommended, other than giving consideration to interview of staff 
present at the time to provide some additional information to this case, with the caveats 
outlined above. Such interviews are not considered likely to alter the outcome of the 
assessment, simply to fill in some of the gaps in the animal record.  
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confirmation or suggestion that she was pregnant nor that the clinical signs were 
reproductive related, other sources of the blood (e.g. gastrointestinal) could have been 
considered. Remote management was actioned with no interventions taken. This decision 
is difficult to comment on based on the scanty records. It is highly likely that dystocia or 
complications of reproduction from the history were considered, the challenge being what 
interventions were appropriate, when to intervene (with considerations that anaesthesia or 
other interventions could put the mum and potential pup at risk), and how to deploy them 
in the current facility. The inspection team, when considering the case management of other 
cases in this current (and previous) complaint, suspect that interventions were being 
planned and actions being discussed with other clinicians at other collections but this is not 
possible to confirm due to the paucity of the records. Such actions would have been running 
concurrently and may not have been communicated to the keeping team at that time.   
 
The level of haemorrhage was not clear from the records, it is assumed by the inspection 
team that this was not severe otherwise immediate steps would have been expected to be 
actioned. She was swimming and had eaten for the first time prior just prior to death. 
Knowing the outcome of the event, it is highly likely that the abdominal distension on the 
20th of June and the change in behaviour was related to the uterine rupture but this would 
not have been able to be diagnosed without access to trained behaviours or anaesthesia 
for ultrasound. Whether ultrasound was available is not known.  
 
It is not clear, due to the passage of time, whether there was an incident review and what 
lessons were learned. Dystocia is poorly reported in California sea lions and many other 
pinnipeds at the time (Dierauf, 2018) and whilst clinically this appeared to be the case other 
differentials were equally plausible.  Reviewing current literature for other pinniped species 
dystocia is reported (note this was not available at the time of the incident). Michael et al 
(2016) reported in New Zealand sea lions (Phocarctos hookeri) that dystocia was suggested 
to occur in this species with large, over-sized pups being reported consistent with foetal-
pelvic disproportionate sizes. Spraker and Lander (2010) reported that dystocia was the 
second most common cause of death, after bite wounds, in wild Northern fur seals 
(Callorhinus ursinus) on St Paul Island, accounting for 16% (18 cases) of deaths, of these five 
had cervical-vaginal tears, four had malposition with the shoulders present in the cervix and 
four were small females that had oversized pups where the uterine wall had torn and the 
pup delivered into the abdominal cavity, this last cohort appearing to have uterine 
pathology similar to that reported in ‘Kipper’.  
 
Considering the findings against the welfare allegations the inspection team are confident 
that the case was an actual dystocia. However, the allegation refers to ‘Kipper’ having a 
“breech labour” (feet or bottom first), whereas the animal records demonstrate that the 
veterinarian confirmed it was “nape presentation” which is head-first, albeit more likely a 
downward displacement of the head i.e. a postural defect. This is likely a result of foetal 
oversize but cannot be confirmed from the details provided. Odell reports that 63% of pups 
are born head-first but can be equally be born tail-first and in other positions, their unique 
body form designed for propulsion through water also makes them, in normal 
circumstances, designed to easily pass during birth.   
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day, and staff were instructed to feed her throughout the day. Hailey died that night 
while choking on regurgitated stomach matter. I was deeply saddened by how her 
inevitable death had been unnecessarily prolonged”. The inspection team are of the 
opinion that ‘Hailey’ did collapse and was found at morning checks, with the veterinarian 
attending as soon as possible thereafter. ‘Hailey’ was eating throughout the day and no 
mention was made with regard to her suffering nor being in distress during the attempts. 
The mandibular fracture was not identified, or referred to in the notes made during the 
recovery attempts, and this is considered to have been identified at post-mortem only. 
Therefore, this suggests that the fracture was localised to the rostral end and was not 
obvious meaning that this was not factored into the decision on how to manage ‘Hailey’.  
 
The inspection team do not believe the attempts to support ‘Hailey’ to stand were 
inappropriate if she was eating. There is no mention of the decision making process at the 
time, nor any cut-off points where euthanasia would be indicated (e.g. not eating, 
moribund, etc). As none of these behaviours are captured in the animal records it is not 
clear whether she displayed these or not.  
 
With regard to the comment in the protected disclosure that she “…died that night while 
choking on regurgitated stomach matter”, this is common at the point or just after the 
death of a giraffe as the pressure from being recumbent as well as the loss of normal 
eructation mechanisms causes considerable fluid and rumen content to pass from the 
mouth orally. This may occur whilst Cheyne Stokes respirations breaths are seen and may 
be misconstrued as an animal choking on regurgitated matter, this is common in giraffe at 
the point immediately after death and the inspection team have seen this in anaesthetised 
animals following euthanasia. This hypothesis is supported in that there is no mention of 
aspirated material in the lung tissues at post-mortem which is also very common where 
regurgitation and aspiration results in the death of a giraffe, this being a complication of 
giraffe anaesthesia for instance. As such the inspection team are of the belief that at the 
point of death there would have been considerable discharge of rumen contents but this 
was unlikely to have been the cause of death in this case. The large ecchymoses on the 
heart described at post-mortem are more likely indicative of acute cardiac failure which is 
common in recumbent giraffe. Especially considering that the case management was over 
several hours.  
 
The inspection team are of the opinion that there is insufficient content in the records and 
the events of the day to determine the prognosis and likelihood for ‘Hailey’ to recover and 
whether she was suffering or whether euthanasia was indicated at an earlier stage. 
Commentary is often easier with hindsight but this is not appropriate without all of the 
information available at the time nor the challenges of diagnosis and prognosis during the 
actual management of the case, both with regard to the clinical management of the case 
but also managing the emotional and cultural drivers that can often be added to the mix in 
such decisions. In this case, ‘Hailey’ made the decision herself. Equally there is insufficient 
detail to state that it was obvious ‘Hailey’ was dying or not, the fact that she was eating 
suggests that she was not at immediate risk of dying prior to the attempts to move her 
despite the grave prognosis. This is a very difficult call – should all recumbent giraffes be 
euthanased? Should attempts be made where a giraffe is bright and responsive, or should 
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Siciliano-Martina (2020) has published a comprehensive review of maternal rejection in 
giraffes in North American zoos that looked at results from 36 institutions and 12 animals 
that were maternally rejected. This removed a number of misconceptions with regard to 
giraffe maternal-rejection and demonstrated that dystocia, primipary and inappropriate 
maternal care are not factors that lead to maternal rejection. However, she did note that 
human and the presence of other giraffe were the most common indicated factors where 
rejection occurred. Daag (2014) notes that wild giraffe often remove themselves from the 
herd to give birth for a few days, whereas Banks (2013) recommends maintaining the 
imminent parturition giraffe within the herd. The Siciliano-Martina (2020) recorded a total 
of 67 calves of which 21(31%) experienced maternal rejection or separation, of these 12 
(18%) were rejected by the mothers. First time mums represented 4 of the 12 and went on 
to rear subsequent calves, as in this case, but the majority of cases nursed one of their 
previous calves but rejected others. Moving an animal into a new stall before parturition 
was considered not to have an impact on a calf being rejected, as 11 out of the 12 females 
remained in the same location but still went on to reject their calf. Oddly, the survey also 
identified that two thirds of the rejected calves were females, as in this case. Jolly (2003), 
Daag (2014) and Siciliano-Martina (2020) all state that where rejection occurs this can vary 
from dismissal to aggressive targeted attacks as in this case. Siciliano-Martina (2020) 
identified that giraffe living in herds or creche rearing situations where they see other giraffe 
calves being born and cared for have the lowest levels of rejection of calves. This is 
interesting as Dublin Zoo have a large and successful breeding herd but ‘Cocio’ was only 
two and a half years old when she left her original zoo and had only spent a further two and 
a half years at Dublin Zoo prior to the birth of her first calf. It is possible that there were only 
a small number of calves born at this time, or possibly none at all and so there was a level 
of inexperience for her. This case, despite being over 10 years old, is consistent with captive 
giraffe management challenges seen in many other international collections. Figueroa at al 
(2024) reviewed mortality reports of 1,024 giraffe over a period of almost 30 years (1991-
2020) and identified that the most common cause of giraffe mortality was neonatal mortality 
(27.7% of all deaths), followed by trauma (25.2%). Of the neonatal mortalities the causes 
were listed as trauma (whether maternal, conspecific or interspecific), maternal neglect, 
congenital disease, umbilical herniation and others. Dublin Zoo is noted to have successfully 
reared a number of giraffe calves and the neonatal mortality rate is much lower than the 
global average.  
 
The inspection team, taking into account the recent published literature, are of the opinion 
that the allegation stating the outcome of separating ‘Cocio’ may have led to her becoming 
distressed leading to the subsequent response to the new calf, OR it equally may be 
completely unrelated and the distress may have been due to her inexperience as a first time 
mother and the subjective statement found in the allegation cannot be supported by the 
evidence found in similar reported cases. As the allegation states, the outcome may have 
been better if the keeper’s opinions had been listened to but equally it may have led to the 
same outcome and the death of the calf. The event is upsetting, especially as it was a first 
time mother. There is no evidence to suggest that there would have been a different 
outcome and the recommendations to mix in a herd situation were only published a month 
after the death of the calf, but the inspection team note that many other calves have been 
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See details in 2022 Special inspection report Dublin Zoo.  
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In discussing the case and the records requested the inspection team expanded the 
environmental management assessment to include the changes made in 2023 in response to 
the zoo inspection discussions noted in the 16th of May 2022 zoo inspection report which 
primarily pertained to the red footed tortoises and the primates within the South America 
house which is shared with the sloths. In December 2022 the South America house was fitted 
with temperature and humidity dataloggers which continually read temperature and humidity 
parameters, set to read at intervals of every hour. These were compared against the external 
ambient temperatures recorded at the Met Éireann Phoenix Park weather station to give an 
approximation of the situation as it may have been in July 2021, i.e. if there was any 
correlation to the external and internal temperatures assuming that the systems were 
operating in a similar manner then conditions may be able to be inferred at the time of the 
allegation as to whether their welfare was compromised. 
 
Figure 13.01 compares the Phoenix Park weather station ambient temperatures (light blue) 
to the measured datalogger readings within the sloth habitat (dark blue). Overlaid is the 
temperatures for the same dates in 2021, the time of the allegation (red line), with the actual 
dates of the allegations marked on the graph. In general there is a similar trend between the 
ambient temperatures of Phoenix Park and the sloth habitat, the two temperatures rising and 
falling together as would be expected. It is noted that the temperature on the 2nd and 9th of 
July 2021 was comparable to temperatures noted in the 2023 dataset and the sloth habitat 
data, when compared against similar Phoenix Park temperatures, was well within the 
expected range with no evidence of overheating being apparent. It is also noted that from 
approximately the 15th of July in 2021 the ambient temperature was exceedingly high and no 
concerns were noted in the allegation with regard to overheating during this time. In reading 
the notes the inspection team are of the opinion that the sloths had access to their outside 
enclosures during this time and the outside temperatures were within the expected 
parameters for the species. As such, the link between excessive external temperatures 
impacted internal temperatures being tenuous but also able to be managed by simply giving 
the animals access to the outside.  
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Figure 13.02 supports this position in that when looking at a larger data set (December 2022 
to August 2023) there are obvious trends between external ambient temperatures and the 
internal sloth habitat data. On the whole the external temperatures are buffered well by the 
heating systems of the house, however there were two extended periods where the ambient 
temperatures of the sloth habitat were considerably lower than the expected range, dropping 
as low as 16-19.9oC. For the period December 2022 to August 2023 this was mostly for a 
period overnight as would be expected but the total number of days where the temperature 
was below the minimum threshold set for over 6 continuous hours was 36 days during this 
period, 19 days where it was equal to or exceeded 23 hours, and the longest continuous 
period where it was under the minimum requirement for 23hours or more per day was 15 
days (February to March 2023). It is noted that the sloths have access to heat lamps in their 
environment and the ambient temperature data provided does not demonstrate the localised 
basking points in the habitat, however even with this facility it does mean that the sloths were 
limited in the choice to which they can use the habitat, being restricted to the microclimates 
close to the heat lamps to ensure they stay within their optimal thermally active zone. It is 
also noted by the inspection team that there were no animal nor medical records during these 
periods indicative of ill health nor behavioural changes and so the inspection team believe 
that there was no apparent welfare implications for the sloths during these periods. This 
position is supported by a lack of comment made in the allegations with regard to 
temperatures being too low within the South America House.  
 
The daily report sheets did state on the 4th of July 2021 that, “Sloths a lot more active over 
weekend the temperature of the house feels much better the internal doors and more hatches 
have been left open its allowing better airflow and regulating temperature in house better”, 
there was no mention of what the actual temperatures in the house were. It is noted that on 
the 2nd of July 2021 the only mention of the sloths on the daily report sheet was that they had 
run out of leaf eater pellets. No mention made about concerns or temperature. The 9th of July 
daily report sheet does mention “Thermostats up to 30 again sloths not active today house 
very stuffy opened up all internal doors to increase air flow and regulate temperature through 
out the house”, again no actual mention of the temperatures in the house, just that it was 
stuffy. Sloths not mentioned again until the 16th of July and no issues. On the 17th of July the 
first habitat temperature is mentioned in the daily report as 30oC, dropping down to 27 oC 
later in response to sprinklers being put on at midday. It is noted that the temperature outside 
during this period (Phoenix Park ambient data) was 22.7-29.2oC with the temperature 
appearing to synchronise with the outside temperature of  27oC. The majority of the daily 
record reports for July 2021, except for one, were authored by the same keeper and so the 
inspection team have interpreted the assessments as being consistent throughout the month 
of July.  
 
The enclosure is one of the older facilities at Dublin Zoo and is noted to have glass roof 
panels. Figure 13.03 demonstrates the location of one of two dataloggers in the sloth habitat 
and the thermostat for the area, located in the keeper area outside of the actual enclosure 
(see over page). 
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needs have been provided for, meeting or exceeding both the physical and behavioural 
minimum requirements for the species. As for the Goeldi’s monkey allegation 15, which 
follows this case, is a repeat of an allegation made in the 2022 welfare allegations initiated 
in response to comments made by Senator Hoey at her Motion on Animal Welfare 
presented to the Seanad Éireann at the Private Members’ Business of the 14th of July 2022. 
This was comprehensively reviewed and was found to be a case of foetal oversize, not a 
failure to meet dietary provision as alleged. As such the welfare needs were assessed, steps 
taken to address them and the findings from the reviews identified the problem, albeit too 
late to make meaningful changes. Neither of these cases support the possiton made in the 
allegation.  
 
Furthermore, the allegation references the Five Freedoms. The inspectors bring attention 
to this fact as it demonstrates a poor understanding of what animal welfare is and what 
modern tools are available to monitor, assess and resolve potential animal welfare 
successes and failures. This was discussed in some detail in the 2022 Special Inspection 
Report for Dublin Zoo in reference to welfare allegations made at that time, these are 
reproduced here: 
 
These allegations are challenging to investigate and to respond to for two primary reasons.  
 
The first is that animal welfare means something different to different individuals and there 
is no standardisation of language with respect to animal welfare, something that is 
recognised in the innovative and encompassing Ireland’s Animal Welfare Strategy 2021-
2025. When interviewing individuals the use of different values and inconsistencies in 
evaluations is common, in part due to variable assessment methodologies, opinion and 
understanding which all influence the response to the question of ‘what is animal welfare?’ 
For some it is a gut feeling, the individual assessor just knowing whether an animal’s needs 
are met but this is not objective, rarely repeatable and varies considerably between 
individuals; in Irish legislation, the Animal Health and Welfare Act (2013) does not define 
the meaning of animal welfare but clearly states in Section 11(1) the welfare needs that 
need to be considered: “A person who has a protected animal in his or her possession or 
under his or her control shall, having regard to the animal’s nature, type, species, breed, 
development, adaptation, domestication, physiological and behavioural needs and 
environment, and in accordance with established experience and scientific knowledge, take 
all necessary steps to ensure that (a) the animal is kept and treated in a manner that – (i) 
safeguards the health and welfare of the animal, and (ii) does not threaten the health or 
welfare of the animal or another animal…A person who fails to comply with this section 
commits an offence” in essence a combination of the Five Freedoms and Five Needs 
models; in Ireland’s Animal Welfare Strategy 2021-2025 acknowledgement is made to both 
the Five Freedoms and the Five Domains models for animal welfare and goes on to outline 
the ‘One Health, One Welfare’ concept that further evolves the idea that human well-being 
and animal welfare are inter-connected and inter-related; the Irish Standards of Modern 
Zoo Practice (2016) and the Veterinary Ireland National Council Policy Document on Captive 
Wild Animals (2018) both reference the Five Domains model and the promotion of positive 
welfare experiences rather than minimising the negative ones, this being similar in part to 
Ireland’s Animal Welfare Strategy 2021-2025. There is commonality across all these systems 
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as well as the many other alternative models available, but none of these are formalised in 
Irish legislation. This is possibly to avoid future restrictions confined by the legislation as 
animal welfare science develops but this makes it difficult to review and compare individual 
responses to welfare cases as there is no standardised base line format exists that is utilised 
by both the interviewer and the interviewee.  
 
The Irish Standards of Modern Zoo Practice (2016), however does define welfare as: 
“(Welfare) refers to the state of an individual animal. It describes how an animal is coping 
with the conditions in which it lives and how the animal perceives its experiences. Meeting 
the physical and behavioural needs of an animal should ensure it experiences a good quality 
of life. Welfare is impacted by basic foundations of care (basic survival needs) such as 
environmental conditions, health care, and basic nutrition. Zoos must also consider the 
important behavioural outcomes that are a result of the husbandry programme, such as 
social interaction, mental stimulation and the availability of choice. Such opportunities can 
promote pleasurable experiences and therefore good animal welfare. The focus in the 
Standards is therefore on promoting positive animal welfare states with the zoo and 
aquarium community”. The key elements of animal welfare in this definition are that the 
physical and behavioural needs of the individual animal, and as part of a population, are 
met and that choice in meeting these needs is provided to the animals whilst in captivity. 
For this investigation the team opted to utilise the definition as stated in the ISMZP (2016) 
and the Five Domains model as this is the Standard expected to be adhered to as part of 
the zoo licensing requirements. The investigation team noted that many of the interviewees 
had different interpretations of what welfare meant to them as individuals and only a small 
number of staff referenced the welfare models they employed in their own personal welfare 
assessments. The Five Domains model also underpins Dublin Zoo’s approach to welfare 
and as such there is some continuity between Dublin Zoo, their staff and the expectations 
and opinion of the investigation team.   
 
The second challenge is that what matters to an animal in welfare terms is their subjective 
experience and this is difficult to measure. Presently, the majority of welfare assessment 
tools are broad spectrum. To determine an animal’s welfare state, we must collate the 
objective evidence derived from consideration of factors in the first four domains (health, 
nutrition, environment and behavioural interactions). This is exceptionally challenging as 
broad spectrum or generic templates rely fully on the assessor and current literature 
available to ensure the correct parameters/factors for evaluation are understood and 
applied. Thus, the end point of assessing animal welfare can be a grey area when 
considering the assessment of the mental domain and the balance of the negative and 
positive experiences that the animal feels. This remains a challenging area in zoo animal 
welfare science that continues to develop as our knowledge and tools evolve to meet our 
understanding. Depending on the training, the knowledge or the skills set of the individual 
assessor welfare assessment can vary substantially and emotional or perception bias can 
creep in. Good examples of such challenges can be found in De Waal, 2016, Ohl and 
Putman (2018) and the WAZA Animal Welfare Strategy (2015) upon which the ISMZP (2016) 
were based. 
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There are a number of scenarios that are possible when considering any allegation of animal 
welfare, these include but are not limited to: 
 
(i) There are cases where it is clear that welfare has been intentionally or unintentionally 

compromised and the situations are black and white: cases of abuse or maleficence 
or even simply neglect to fail to provide for the needs of an animal which are clearly 
outlined and evidence is agreed with all parties witness to the event(s). In some 
instances a fresh pair of eyes may highlight an area of concern that has simply been 
overlooked by an owner. In these cases action must be taken to address the welfare 
situation for that animal or remove the animal from the situation that they are held 
within; 

(ii) Then there are situations where welfare is perceived to be compromised depending 
on the view of the observer. Incidents can be upsetting or devastating to an observer 
for different reasons, but when objectively looking at the welfare of the individual or 
group of animals their welfare may have been preserved throughout and the animal 
treated with respect, dignity and their needs met as best as could be done in that 
situation or an event has occurred where it is impossible to address or change the 
welfare situation and outcome due to an Act of God, disease or other incident that 
was outside the control of the owner. This does not change the feelings of the 
witnesses or their valid concerns of events as they occurred, but the perception of 
how an animal felt or was treated may be perceived as reasonable or not based on 
the standpoint and cultural values of the individual witnessing the event, or the 
event that transpired was outside of the control of those that witnessed it, the 
outcome already predetermined and without influence when reviewed 
retrospectively; 

(iii) Equally, in certain situations, intent must be considered where animal welfare is 
actively compromised temporarily to allow capture, transport or veterinary 
treatment of the animal that ultimately preserves the welfare needs in some areas 
but compromises them in others e.g. the stress of catch up of a wild animal to 
anaesthetise it to repair a fractured limb. In these cases decisions are made to 
protect the overall welfare of the animal in the long term, whilst compromising it for 
short periods to facilitate the long term improvement. What is acceptable to one 
group of individuals may not be acceptable to another, as such witness testimony 
can vary depending on the evidence witnessed and how it was interpreted as to 
whether the actions were appropriate or not; 

(iv) Then there are cases where facts are embellished or simply made up to suit a 
narrative or the malicious intent of the person or persons making an allegation. This 
does not solely include individuals that are dishonest, simply that as time passes 
perception can become reality and an individual’s recollection and narrative can 
become distorted which in turn may unintentionally compromise the facts as 
presented.    

 
Other variants and scenarios exist and are equally viable when considering allegations as 
stated in this investigation. 
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2022 due to the extensive volume of the animal’s records. This was considered more than 
sufficient for the review as the allegation focused only on the last few days of 
‘Marmaduke’s’ life.   
 
For an aged tapir the animal records were unremarkable. Weight loss was noted in early 
2021 and his face was a little shrunken (note – this comment was assumed to reference 
muscle or weight loss rather than a literal shrunken head). February 2021 noted a small 
blister over the back cranial area of the right hind, the actual location not clear initially but 
later identified as the pelvic/lumbar region of the dorsal back. No further mention made 
with regards to this until April 2021 where magpies had been pecking it, managed well 
and responded to treatment. March 2021 lost a number of maxillary incisors, in April it 
was noted he had lost a left mandibular molar. June 2021 notes start to indicate that 
‘Marmaduke’ now walking slowly and subdued at times.  
 
In September 2021 he was noted to have a nasty cough and some mucous was found in 
the enclosure. Bloody material was found in the area where he urinated. Vet attended the 
following day and reviewed the presumed haematuria and the excessive salivation, 
possible dental disease. All resolved by the next day and continued to monitor. Six days 
later “Marmaduke’ was reluctant to eat, possible molar dental pain. Modifications made 
to his diet. Late September subdued and coughing a lot. Vet re-reviewed case and repeat 
visits through October, noted in the medical records that may be an indication for an 
investigation at some point. A full work up was carried out on the 7th of October 2021: 
case reviewed with the other vets as dental pathology present and other non-descript 
findings, heart and lungs appeared fine. Started on antibiosis (sulfonamides) and 
analgesia (meloxicam) for the periodontal disease and notes progressive improvements in 
appetite and weight over the next 4 months. Regular vet assessments carried out.  
 
Mild murmur noted on the 10th of October but no evidence of oedema. Focal Welfare 
Assessment process started on the 10th of November 2021 by the vet and Team Leader 
initially, this later extends out to a total of 11 members of the team from different levels 
(vet, section managers, vet nurse, and keepers). The initial focal welfare assessment notes 
rationale for starting was “Health and mobility and dental problems relating to age (36 
years). Potential issues if can’t move into pool for defecation”. Reproductive behaviours 
noted between ‘Marmaduke’ and the other females in February 2022. Fluctuating 
appetite continues, especially with regard to concentrates. Dietary changes made in May 
2022, senior diet and took to it well.  
 
June 2022 started showing stiffness after lying and spending more time lying down. A 
focal welfare assessment was carried out on the 20th of June 2022 which, in the summary, 
stated “Marmaduke continues to display positive behaviours around cohorts and keepers. 
He was observed moving well today and also observed resting. His body condition 
looked improved to me today cf when last seen. He is eating very well and has been 
switched to a senior mix which he is accepting”.  
 
Early July first noted laboured abdominal breathing in the morning (3rd of July, 2022), but 
normal movement and appetite. Re-evaluated on the 4th of July and reported acting 
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normally and breathing is steady with no respiratory effort noted. Routine welfare 
assessment of the tapirs carried out on the 13th of July. Nutrition review undertaken for 
the tapirs. ‘Marmaduke’ noted to have a body condition score of 2.5/5 (lean side of 
normal). The vet recommending to actively monitor the weights regularly for all of the 
tapirs. A subsequent welfare assessment was carried out on the 15th of August 2022 with 
the veterinarian, overall his body condition was stable, there was no deterioration in his 
condition and he was reported to have positive ‘welfare domains’.  
 
On the 26th of August ‘Marmaduke’ was noted to be ‘dipping’ on his right hind leg at 
times and was sucking in his stomach each time he breathes, possibly indicating heart or 
respiratory issues. The vet was called for. The vet attended on the 27th of August and 
undertook a focal welfare assessment (this involves both the vets and the keepers working 
together) noting that his condition was more or less the same as the previous health check 
(15th of August), but he now had breathing which may be indicative of a heart or 
respiratory issue. The animal record reports that antibiotics but was actually 
analgesia/anti-inflammatories, the vet reports stated: “Marmaduke the tapir has an 
increased respiratory effort and abdominal breathing. This may relate to cardiac or 
respiratory pathology and we are going to prescribe meloxicam initially with observation 
of its impact. He continues to display positive behaviours around cohorts and keepers. He 
is eating reasonably well. He is an older tapir and keepers are observing and caring for 
him with great diligence”. Similar words to the same effect were also recorded on the last 
of the eight focal welfare assessments documented regarded his welfare state.  
 
On the morning of the 28th of August 2022, ‘Marmaduke’ was noted to be in respiratory 
distress and had deteriorated considerably overnight, a collective decision with the 
veterinary, management and keepers present felt euthanasia was in ‘Marmaduke’s’ best 
interests as he was in cardiac failure. The veterinary notes state, “Marmaduke presented 
with a disimproving clinical condition this morning resulting in cardiac and respiratory 
embarrassment. This presented itself as abdominal breathing especially after minimal 
movement. We used the Dublin Zoo Euthanasia Decision Guide to assess Marmaduke. 

 
 collectively decided using the ‘decision guide’ that euthanasia was the 

best option for Marmaduke. The concern was that because of his condition he would 
become very compromised and stressed if he became recumbent in the pool or the 
habitat. The possibility of improvement with medication was very low and his quality of 
life was deteriorating significantly. Marmaduke was euthanised and keepers transported 
him to University College Dublin for post-mortem. Special note of appreciation to keepers 
who have cared for Marmaduke not only in his current illness but also in recent years. This 
care has allowed him enjoy a very good quality of life”.  
 
It is noted that on the WhatsApp group used to communicate veterinary cases, a video of 
‘Marmaduke’s’ condition was sent by  

 at 0851hrs on the morning of the 28th of August 2022 which triggered 
the veterinary visit and the staff attending.  
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END RECOMMENDATIONS 
CONDITIONS 
 
1. In accordance with Sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.6 of the ISMZP (2016) the zoo licence holder must 

undertake a review of the Linné’s two-toed sloth enclosures within the South America habitat with 
regard to the management of the temperature and humidity provision suitable for both the sloths 
and the other species held within the shared enclosure or space, if environmental parameters are 
shared. The review must consist of: 
 

a. a documented environmental monitoring plan that demonstrates the expected normal 
temperature and humidity range for the species held;  

b. the methodology to demonstrate that the appropriate designated temperature and 
humidity is being maintained within the enclosure in the areas where the animals are 
generally found;  

c. that the thermostat or other controls are referenced against the actual temperatures 
provided within the animal enclosures and external ambient temperatures or weather 
conditions if these impact the management of the internal habitat temperaturesor 
humidity;  

d. the variation of the thermoclines provided within the enclosure and the duration of the 
maximum and minimum temperatures experienced  by the animals over a 24 hour period; 
and  

e. the actions to be taken if the temperature and humidity move towards or  exceed the 
maximum and minimum parameters set by the licence holder. Where parameters fall close 
to threshold points the actions taken must be documented and the return to expected 
reference ranges demonstrated.  
 

The written plan must be completed and submitted to the licensing authority within 2 months of 
this condition taking effect and demonstration of its implementation within one month of the plan 
being submitted. Records must be maintained demonstrating its implementation for assessment at 
subsequent zoo inspections.  
 
END CONDITIONS 
 
END REPORT 
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