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Assistance dogs' roles have diversied to support people wth various disabilities,
especially in the U.S. Data presented here are from the U.S.nd Canada non-prot
facilities (including both accredited and candidate membes that fullled partial
requirements: all here termed “accredited”) of AssistancBogs International (ADI) and the
International Guide Dog Federation (IGDF), and from non-a@dited U.S. assistance dog
training facilities, on the numbers and types of dogs they pted in 2013 and 2014 with
persons who have disabilities. ADI categories of assistarcdogs are for guide, hearing,
and service (including for assistance with mobility, autis, psychiatric, diabetes, seizure
disabilities). Accredited facilities in 28 states and 3 princes responded; accredited
non-responding facilities were in 22 states and 1 provincespme in states/provinces
with responding accredited facilities). Non-accrediteddcilities in 16 states responded.
U.S./Canada responding accredited facilities (55 of 96: 5%) placed 2,374 dogs;
non-accredited U.S. facilities (22 of 133: 16.5%) placed 78 dogs. Accredited facilities
placed similar numbers of dogs for guidingr{ D 918) or mobility 6 D 943), but many
more facilities placed mobility service dogs than guide dagy Autism service dogs were
third most for accredited g D 205 placements) and U.S. non-accredited 1f D 72)
facilities. Psychiatric service dogs were fourth most comion in accredited placements
(n D 119) and accounted for most placements § D 526) in non-accredited facilities.
Other accredited placements were for: hearingn( D 109); diabetic alert i D 69), and
seizure response i D 11). Responding non-accredited facilities placed 17 heang
dogs, 30 diabetic alert dogs, and 18 seizure response dogs. Nn-accredited facilities
placed many dogs for psychiatric assistance, often for veteans, but ADI accreditation
is required for veterans to have nancial reimbursement. Tenty states and several
provinces had no responding facilities; 17 of these states d&d no accredited facilities.
In regions lacking facilities, some people with disabié$ may nd it inconvenient living
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far from any supportive facility, even if travel costs are pvided. Despite accelerated
U.S./Canada placements, access to well-trained assistane dogs continues to be
limited and inconvenient for many people with disabilitiesand the numerous sources
of expensive, poorly trained dogs add confusion for potendl handlers.

Keywords: assistance dogs, service dogs, autism service do gs, mobility service dogs, hearing dogs, psychiatric
service dogs, seizure assistance dogs, diabetes alert dogs

INTRODUCTION symptoms, and medical alert1{). Like the International
Guide Dog Federation [IGDF;1¢)], ADI accredited facilities
With little monitoring to track changes in assistance dogare required to be non-prot, and must ful ll the extensive
placements over time, assistance dogs' roles have rapidiquirements of ADI Standard$), As some examples, facilities
diversi ed to support people with various disabilities, espiigia must assure the long-term support of clients and dogs, and
in the U.S. since passage of the Americans with Disabilitie§ogs are expected to be people oriented, and not aggressively
Act (1). This U.S. legislation and its enabling regulations assurgrotective. Accredited facilities also are required to have a
reasonable accommodation, which includes public accesa forstrong track record of successful placement of human-assista
person with an assistance dog, sometimes termed service d@gg teams. Facilities that are seeking to become accredited
(2). Emphasizing that the dog performs tasks that assist wit@nd that already ful Il some of the requirements can become
the person's disability, the U.S. uses the inclusive termviser candidate facilities.
dog,” whereas internationally, “assistance dog” is thdusice Additionally, ADI provides facilities with speci ¢ standasd
term that includes all dogs ful lling assisting roles for pens  for training and placement of assistance dogs for veteraris wit
with disabilities (and is the term primarily used here). Leck mijlitary-related PTSD 13, requiring that the dog facilitate
any centralized registration process, not requiring any spec friendly public interaction with the veteran and have traigin
accreditation verifying the training of the dogs, and allo® pased on praise and positive a ect, and that the veteran-service
people to train their own assistance dogs, the U.S. has no systejflg team be supported by at least two individuals, such as
for monitoring the numbers or types of assistance dogs that arfamily members. Candidate and accredited facilities plgcin
working and makes it easy for new facilities or someone with ghese dogs with veterans are required to have a licensed menta
disability to train such dogs. Thus, numerous informal iy health professional available, and address issues of suicid
procedures or facilities exist in the U.S. In contrast, sontept anger management.
countries specify and limit who is quali ed to train assistan Historically in the U.S., guide dog facilities were estaisits
dogs for public access. For example, Jaggraqd Taiwan §)  from 1929 through the 1950s; subsequently numerous mgbilit
have a centralized method for tracking assistance dogs. service dog and a few hearing dog facilities were foundei fro
Legislation and regulations in the U.S. assure persons withg73 through the 1990s5f, More recently, additional new
disabilities the right to have public access with their dasise  facilities were established, contributing to the growth eigd'
dogs that perform tasks related to the person's disability ( roles for assistance with psychiatric, autistic, and mdditert
Although it is required that the dog be trained in these tasksneeds. A similar pattern occurred in Europe, with the expansion
the method and source of the training are unspeci ed and nf numerous mobility service dog facilities and one largerinea
certi cation process or special identi cation is requiredrfthe  dog facility beginning in the 1980s. Facilities were esthbti
assistance dog or its handler. With this permissive framéwor gutside U.S./Canada and Europe beginning in 1957, the large
both the numbers and types of assistance dogs have sharphjority of these facilities still place solely guide dd@s (
increased in recent decades, particularly in the U.S.; plactsme  wjth the proliferation of assistance dogs in the U.S., along
in Europe show a similar trend that is less rapig).(Also, the with increasing numbers of emotional support animals that
types and body sizes of dogs used in assistance work are njangare allowed access in housing and air transpakt1(), and
and now include a wide range of purebred and mixed breed doggrowing use of therapy dogs in animal-assisted interventions,
acquired from various sources, with many small as well @elar social con ict has arisen and confusion has increased iiggr
dogs serving in the various assisting rolgsy. It adds confusion the varied roles of dogs and their legally allowed public s&ce
that in the U.S., emotional support animals for people withSocietal con ict primarily has focused on animals in airplanes,
disabilities are recognized by Housing and Urban Developmeritading airlines to create new policies regarding animals in
for access with the handler to housing-0) and by the U.S. the airplane cabinsl{, 15). Legislators have sought solutions
Department of Transportation for access with the handler to ai (16), and the American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA)
travel (LO); these animals are not required to perform tasks anchas endeavored to provide accurate informatidrY)( develop
are not being addressed in this paper. clari cations, and broker solutions for revised policies wew
Assistance Dogs International (ADI) categorizes the rales legislation. Concern has grown that some assistance dogs or
assistance dogs as guide, hearing, and service; the reles/ife  emotional support animals have inappropriate behavior, and that
dogs include assistance for mobility, autism, seizuregtpalric  purported assistance dogs may be fraudulently labeled by thei
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handlers if the dogs lack appropriate behavior or do not perfornthe 133 invited non-accredited U.S. facilities, the respoateeby
tasks related to the handler's disability. 22 facilities was 16.5%, re ecting their placements of 797 .dogs
Some states have legislation strengthening protection dfub Two reminder emails were sent to all non-respondents.
access with assistance dogs and assuring access to people withiVve assessed placements of the dogs for the various roles
assistance dogs in training, including punishment for iféeing  throughout the U.S. and Canada as related to the facilitys gé
with or injuring dogs, e.g., California and Florida [sumnmed establishment. The survey was distributed to facilitieslside
in 2006 worldwide by ADI, 18)]. Some pushback limiting and some results were previously publishé&), (vhereas this
assistance dogs has come from legislation in other states, A study focuses on the speci c results from North America. The
the U.S. Army and Veterans Administration, appreciating thesurvey included the following questions: year that the figcil
speci ed training requirements of ADI, require that theiiehts  started producing dogs; the numbers and roles of dogs placed
acquire assistance dogs from facilities accredited by ADWell  in 2013 and 2014; the total number of assistance dogs that were
not reimburse expenses for dogs acquired from other sourcggaced each year; numbers of guide, hearing, mobility servic
(19, 20). Yet, persons seeking to acquire an assistance degizure response, autism service, diabetic alert, and pdsichi
may not be familiar with ADI and the training and placement service dogs placed; the breeds of dogs used; the sources of the
process involved. They may lack knowledge of how to assedsgs (breeding within the program, outside breeders, clients'
a non-accredited facility placing dogs and may be vulnerablpets, shelters, or other sources); and the duration of teamitrg
to opportunists. Finding access to this essential inforrmatba  in which a new handler is taught to work with the canine partner
well-trained dogs can be challenging in the U.S.; this was the Data were analyzed using chi-squared tests of independence
case when studied among people with visual and other physichétween particular categorical variables, including the
disabilities in Japan2(, 22). Many facilities that place dogs relationships between types of assistance dogs, geographical
have long waiting lists, adding frustration to the process ofegions, accreditation, and the sources of the dogs.
expeditiously acquiring a dog. While handlers in the U.S. are
allowed to train their own assistance dogs, supportive resssir RESULTS
that are economical and e ective for this approach may not be
easy to nd. Some private dog trainers sell trained assistandseographic Distributions of Facilities
dogs for very high prices, but then when the dogs do not alway5>|acing Dogs in Various Roles
perform in the role that was promised®), the person with a  Accredited facilities in 28 states and 3 provinces responded:;
disability who needs a canine partner has no recourse. accredited non-responding facilities were in 22 states and 1
The objective of this survey was to assess current geographigovince (some in states/provinces with responding accredite
patterns of placements of assistance dogs, focusing on tes stafacilities). Non-accredited facilities in 16 states respeshd
of the U.S. and the provinces of Canada, where the numbers and The four maps inFigures 14 represent the distributions
roles of these dogs have been expanding rapidly. of responding service dog organizations from the U.S. and
Canada placing: guide dogs; mobility service dogs; autism
service dogs; and psychiatric service dogs. The plain numbers
MATERIALS AND METHODS and colors represent the numbers of responding ADI/IGDF
accredited facilities in U.S. or Canada, while the numbers
For this Study, all U.S. and Canada facilities associated W"ih parentheses and the grayscale represent the numbers of
ADI or IGDF were contacted up to three times by e-mail andresponding unaccredited U.S. facilities. For each role of thog
sometimes telephone, if requested by the facility, concerninagpproximate numbers of dogs placed by the responding facilities
the numbers and roles of dogs they placed in 2013 and 2034 each state during the 2 years is indicated by the shaded<ol
with persons who have disab”ities, requesting that theifms shown on the gure |egend_ For these and Subsequent gures,
complete a brief survey. Both accredited facilities and aiatéi  Figures 1-6, the same numerical information also is provided in
facilities that are Seeking to become accredited and thae haSupp|ementary TablesThis will accommodate anyone to more

already ful lled some of the accreditation requirementsreve easijly see the actual numbers and interpret the data that are
contacted; these all generally are termed accredited isespent  provided here.

text. Among these facilities, 55 out of 96 (57%) facilities
responded and provided information on their placementsGuide Dogs
of 2,374 dogs. Placements of guide dogs in the U.S./Canada were very nurserou
We also e-mailed a survey to all non-accredited U.S. fasilitiglaccredited facilitiesy) D 918; non-accredited facilities,D 3),
listed online. The initial list of 170 facilities was deyed by with the number of placements of guide dogs by 11 accredited
searching: assistance dogs, service dogs, mobility setegse facilities similar in numbers to placements of mobility dogs
seizure response dogs, diabetes alert dogs, autism sengse din the same period. Facilities training and placing guide dogs
PTSD dogs, and psychiatric service dogs; lists of facilitiskedo consistently placed primarily guide dogs, often in somewhat
online also were gathered. Facilities also appearing on ADI darge numbers. Some facilities placing guide dogs occagjonal
IGDF lists were deleted, as well as duplicates. Email ineftat produced dogs trained to Il other roles, but in much fewer
were successfully transmitted to 133/170 facilities; 3¥(22%) numbers. Guide dogs were the rst type of service dog placed in
bounced back from failed addresses, re ecting turnoverolig the U.S., beginning in 1929.
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# of dogs ADI/IGDF Unaccredited
placed Affiliates Organizations

15 ([ [ J
6-15 [ ) o
16-90 [ ]

91-200
201+

FIGURE 1 | Guide dog facilities and placements in the U.S. and Canada. iDital numbers in states and provinces indicate numbers ofessponding facilities, with
non-accredited facilities in parentheses. Color coding foeach state or province indicates the range of numbers of gde dogs placed in 2013 and 2014, with
accredited facilities represented in color, and non-accréited facilities in grayscale.

As shown inFigure 1,accredited facilities placing guide dogsfacility producing them appeared in 1973. As showrrigure 2,
only responded in 8 states and 2 provinces. Facilities in thesta responses were received from accredited facilities placing
of Michigan and New York placed the most, over 200 guide dogsobility dogs in 21 states and 3 provinces. Responses were
per facility, followed by California and Florida, then Wismin,  received from non-accredited facilities in 11 states. fGalia
Texas, and British Columbia. Responding facilities in IllB10i and Florida placed a large number of dogs. Numerous states
Wyoming, and Alberta each placed 5 or fewer guide dogs. Newad responses from both accredited and non-accreditedtfasil
York was the only state with a response from more than ongjacing mobility service dogs, including California, Flaijd
accredited facility placing guide dogs. There was an aduitio ||linois, Missouri, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Virginia. Gg,
response from one non-accredited facility in Californiatthad Idaho, Indiana, and Oregon each had on|y one responding

placed a few guide dogs. non-accredited facility.
No guide dog or mobility service dog facilities responded from
Mobility Service Dogs Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Connecticut, lowagsia,

The total number of mobility service dogs placed was 105Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New
(accredited facilitiesn D 943; non-accreditesh D 111). This Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South
was similar to the number of guide dog placements fromDakota, Utah, Vermont, and West Virginia (42% of states). In
U.S./Canada accredited facilities, but these dogs were dolacEanada, no guide dog or mobility service dog facilities resiea

by far more facilities rf D 60), both accreditedn( D 45) from Labrador, Manitoba, the Maritime Provinces, Northwes
and non-accreditedr( D 15). Service dogs for mobility were Territory, Newfoundland, Nunavut, Quebec, Saskatchewad,

not always the most numerous type of dog placed by thes€ukon, but one accredited facility for mobility dogs respexd
facilities. Historically, mobility service dogs were thecend in each of the following provinces: British Columbia, Alberta
earliest type of service dog placed by these facilities, the r&nd Ontario.
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# of dogs ADI/IGDF Unaccredite'd:‘
placed Affiliates Organizations
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FIGURE 2 | Mobility service dog facilities and placements in the U.S.ral Canada. Digital numbers in states and provinces indicateumbers of responding facilities,
with non-accredited facilities in parentheses. Color codig indicates the ranges of total numbers of mobility serviceogs placed in 2013 and 2014 for accredited and
non-accredited facilities.

Autism Service Dogs dogs (accredited facilitiea D 18; non-accredited facilitiea
Placements of autism service dogs were the third most nuogero D 9). As with mobility service dogs, there was one response
type of dog placed by accredited facilities for the 2 years ifrom an accredited facility placing autism service dogs irheac
U.S./Canadan D 205 dogs) and also third for U.S. non- of the following Canadian provinces: British Columbia, Altzgr
accredited facilitiesn( D 72 dogs). The number of autism and Ontario.

service dogs placed increased by 16% from 2013 to 2014

in U.S./Canada for accredited facilities. Four U.S. acaeddit Psychiatric Service Dogs

facilities listed autism service as their primary placemdntthe  Placements of psychiatric service dogs by accreditedtiesili
U.S., ve accredited mobility service facilities estatdisin the  were fourth most common in U.S./Canada O 119 dogs),
1970-1980s listed autism service dogs as their secondrdr thisurpassing hearing dog placements. Among reporting non-
most numerous type placed. Among responding non-accrediteeccredited U.S. facilities, psychiatric dogs accounted fer th
facilities, the oldest facility, established in 1984, plaaéseven most placementsn(D 526 dogs). As shown iFigure 4, while
types of dogs, with autism service their fth most numerousonly 11 states had responses from accredited facilitiesngaci
type. Five other non-accredited facilities placed primarilfigsn ~ psychiatric service dogs, 10 states had responses from non-
service dogs. As shownkigure 3,there were multiple responses accredited facilities placing psychiatric service dogs. Eeoeer
from both accredited and non-accredited facilities in Gatifia, one-third of responding states had responses from facilities
Florida, Pennsylvania, and Ohio. Minnesota and Virginiaheac placing psychiatric dogs. Once again, California and Florida
had 2 accredited facilities, and remaining states and pi®sn each had responses from multiple accredited and non-acciedite
had a single accredited or non-accredited facility. Altbget facilities. Colorado, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississipgi; N
14 states (11 with accredited facilities; 7 with non-aciteed York, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia each hatto
facilities) had responses from facilities producing autisrvice response from an accredited facility. Arizona, Georgiahtda
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# of dogs ADI/IGDF Unaccredited
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FIGURE 3 | Autism service dog facilities and placements in the U.S. an@anada. Digital numbers in states and provinces indicate mabers of responding facilities,
with non-accredited facilities in parentheses. Color codig indicates the ranges of total numbers of autism service dgs placed in 2013 and 2014 for accredited and
non-accredited facilities.

Missouri, New Mexico, Ohio, and Texas each had one respongacilities located in each state or province are listed in

from a non-accredited facility. Table 1 The responding and non-responding ADI and/or IGDF
accredited facilities also are indicatedrigure 5. Additionally,

Hearing Dogs, Diabetic Alert Dogs, Seizure the non-responding facilities are shown iigure 6, as well

Alert/Response Dogs, and “Other” as the specic roles of dogs placed by these facilities,

The survey also sought information about these other roleas currently indicated in their 2018 websites. These are
of service dogs, which accounted for the fth (hearing, shown by letter abbreviations for each role, listed in the
D 109 dogs), sixth (diabeticn D 69 dogs), and seventh order used in the original web survey that was provided
(seizure, n D 11 dogs) most numerous placements into facilities.

North America for accredited organizations, respectively. Considering all ADI and/or IGDF facilities, both
For reporting non-accredited facilities, 17 hearing dogsresponding and non-responding, 17 states (34%), primarily
30 diabetic alert dogs, and 18 seizure alert/response dogs the Southeast, Midwest, and Northeast—Alabama,
were placed. The “Other” category was used by only onArkansas, Delaware, Georgia, Idaho, lowa, Louisiana, &Jain
responding organization that had placed one alert dog for atmag/ontana, Nebraska, Nevada, Oklahoma, Rhode Island,

cell disease. South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, West Virginia (and District
) _ of Columbia)—had no facilities that were accredited or
Non-responding Accredited Facilities candidates of ADI and/or IGDF in 2015. However, among

Despite considerable e ort to solicit responses from all ADIthese states, Idaho and Georgia each had a responding
and/or IGDF accredited facilities, 44 accredited or caatikd non-accredited facility.

facilities located in 23 states and 2 provinces did not respond In Canada, the only provinces with facilities were British
The numbers of responding and non-responding accreditedColumbia, Alberta, Ontario, and Quebec.
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FIGURE 4 | Psychiatric service dog facilities and placements in the 8. and Canada. Digital numbers in states and provinces indate numbers of responding
facilities, with non-accredited facilities in parenthese Color coding indicates the ranges of number of psychiattidogs placed in 2013 and 2014 by accredited and
non-accredited facilities.

Roles of Dogs Related to Accreditation dogs somewhat more often were placed by facilities that were
Status of Facilities candidates for accreditation. Non-accredited facilibé®n used

The accreditation status of facilities was signi cantlg@siated ~ clients’ own pets or dogs from shelters but did not breed their
with the roles of dogs they placed (Chi-squapex 0.0001). ©Owndogs, and often placed psychiatric service dogs.

Hearing, mobility service, and guide dogs, and also autismp,: .

service dogs, more often were associated with atccreditr;-r;alverSI_?(_:| Roles of Dogs Currently Placed
facilities. Diabetes dogs more often were associated wifdy Facilities

candidate facilities. Non-accredited facilities wer@aisged with ~ The responding 11 accredited guide dog facilities that were
psychiatric service and seizure alert dogs_ established in the 1930s through 1940s are Continuing t(EplaC

primarily guide dogs, except for one that also placed some dogs

e L trained for other roles. The 23 responding, accredited itées|
Facilities' Accreditation Status and established 1975-1999 were training dogs for variousesiotgs.
Sources of Dogs Related to Roles of Dogs For 19 of these facilities, most dogs were placed for the role of
The roles of dogs placed by facilities were signi cantly eisged  mobility service. One facility placed most dogs for autism serv
with the facilities' accreditation status and the sourcethe dogs 2 facilities most dogs for guiding, and 1 most dogs for asgjstin
placed (Chi-squarga < 0.0001). Accredited facilities more often with seizures. Of these, only 6 facilities placed only dogsnef
bred their own dogs and used outside breeders, but not dienttype for one speci ¢ disability. This pattern of diversifying t
pets, shelters or other sources: each source was signicantkain dogs of a few di erent role types has continued for the 24
associated with the facilities' status (Chi-squgres 0.0001). facilities established from 2000 on, with most facilitiesiriing
These accredited facilities placed guide, mobility sereiaggsm  dogs of several types to |l various single roles; only 8 féedi
service and hearing dogs. Seizure alert and diabetes ietectplaced only one type of dog to address one speci c disability.
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FIGURE 5 | All states and provinces with ADI and/or IGDF facilities at thiime of the survey are shown in blue. The numerator indicatethe number of responding
facilities and the denominator shows the total number of ADdnd/or IGDF facilities at the time of the survey.

As mentioned, responding facilities trained dogs with eact_imitations
dog lling only a speci c single role for a speci ed disability These data reveal the availability in states and provinceegé
However, most facilities focused on more than one role,, e.gtrained by responding ADI or IGDF facilities and suggest tthas
placing various types of dogs to accommodate the needs ofay pose aninconvenience for some people seeking an assistance
persons with visual, hearing, mobility, psychiatric, autist dog. For example, one-third of states lacked an accreditglitya
seizure, or diabetes disabilities. Among accredited and- no However, almost half of accredited facilities failed topasd
accredited facilities that responded, a majority trainedgslo and their data are not included in the data presented here. The
of one or two types, focusing on either one or two speci cnon-responding could particularly have a ected data for fiieis
disabilities. Nonetheless, among responding accreditgtities, placing guide dogs; while relatively few in number, the guidg
8 trained dogs for 3 single roles, 5 for 4 roles, and Zacilities often place numerous dogs.
for 5 roles. Non-responding ADI facilities similarly listea The inconvenience of not having facilities in some states is
median and mode of 2 roles for which they placed dogsmitigated by that fact that some facilities provide travehds
2 trained dogs for 3 single roles, 4 for 4 roles, 2 for Shat assist prospective handlers of assistance dogs. The study
roles, 2 for 6 roles, and 1 for 7 roles. Among non-accreditedlid not explore the extent to which the geographic constraints
facilities, 3 trained dogs for 3 single roles, 1 for 4 rolesare inconvenient for people acquiring assistance dogs. Nor was
3 for 6 roles, and 1 for 7 roles. Both accredited and nonany information collected from dog handlers concerning athe
accredited providers are diversifying and placing dogs thgbossible factors making it inconvenient to acquire a dog.
accommodate varied specic disabilities. For persons with Surveying non-accredited faciliies posed particular
multiple disabilities, the dog would be trained rst to adsigth  challenges. While mentions were found on-line for over
the primary disability, and further personalized trainingddbe  one hundred non-accredited facilities, only a small mirpri
developed later. of these facilities responded. A high number of kicked-back
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FIGURE 6 | All states and provinces with non-responding ADI and/or IGDFa€ilities at the time of the survey are shown in orange. The miber of these
non-responding facilities is shown on orange states and prainces. The letters indicate the types of dogs placed by thes facilities in each state, according to their
websites, listed in the order used in the survey. Key: G, gugl H, hearing; M, mobility; S, seizure; A, autism; P, psychidc; D, diabetes.

messages indicated some turnover in these facilities. Sbthe o understandably remains consistent, the broadening typesad do
responding non-accredited facilities were placing large bera  are leading to new lists of required tasks that increasibglyome

of dogs. The data on non-accredited facilities obviously arailored to the particular needs of the person becoming thesdog
incomplete and not representing all non-accredited facsitie partner. Facilities in the U.S. and Canada have responded to
yet the data reveal statistically signi cant patterns in tfiodes the personalized needs of their clients by adding new roles for
of dogs placed and the sources of the dogs when the accreditéte dogs they place. A strong majority of facilities respoidin

facilities are compared with the non-accredited facilities. from the U.S. and Canada train and prepare dogs addressing the
needs of clients with varied disabilities; for example, theydt
DISCUSSION only train mobility dogs, but also may train some other dogs for

assistance with autism. A similar pattern was reported in [paro
When facilities initially were established and began firgn but not internationally in other countries, where faciés more
and placing guide, hearing, and service dogs, training ah eadypically still place dogs of only one typ#) (
facility was somewhat standardized with a goal of each dog The U.S. has led the way in developing many of the new
lling certain tasks for its role. Over one hundred tasks areuses for assistance dogs. With its relaxed laws and enfertem
delineated for guide, hearing, and (mobility) service dags regarding assistance dogs, the U.S. can be the most innevativ
a document posted by International Association of Assistanccountry in terms of uses and tasks of dogs. Although manestat
Dog Partners [IAADP: 24)]. For example, mobility service have facilities placing dogs to Il various roles, 11 stateth wi
dogs are taught many tasks that are: retrieving, carryiran{n accredited facilities failed to respond and 15 states lackkdre
retrieval), deposit-based, tug-based, nose nudge-basedhgra an accredited facility or a non-accredited responding fgciln
based, bracing-based, and harness-based. While much of taddition to dealing with disabilities that make travelingatlt
training for guide or mobility service dogs, in terms of task and inconvenient, some potential partners of assistance dogs
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TABLE 1 | Numbers of responding and non-responding ADI/IGDF facilitiefor the weeks may pose an insurmountable burden for someone Seeking
33 states of the US and the four provinces of Canada with accrdited facilities. an ass|stance dog Such persons may become Vulnerable targets
to corrupt claims by people selling dogs that are sold as well-

State Responding Non-responding Total . X i
trained assistance dogs, but the dogs sometimes do not perfor

Alberta 1 as promised.
British Columbia 2 Guide dogs assure physical safety for partners, as well as
Ontario 5 assisting with various tasks. This poses special di cultied an
Quebec 1 hard choices when an assistance dog needs to be retired. Very
Alaska 1 often the partner needs to quickly begin working with a new dog
Arizona 2 while deciding at the same time how to retire the older dogaso
California 16 to maintain function and travel in the world2g, 27). With only
Colorado few widely dispersed facilities placing guide dogs, these @iartn
Connecticut face particular hurdles when retiring a dog is necessary. The
Florida waitlist for a dog may be long and the geographic distance may
Hawaii be a further consideration.
llinois Numerous facilities, both accredited and non-accrediteadnt
Indiana and place mobility service dogs; this means obtaining one of
Kansas these dogs may be less challenging than for some other roles.
Kentucky Nonetheless, some outstanding facilities have long wsis, li
Maryland which can lead people to approach facilities that are not non-
Massachusetts pro t or that may place less well-trained dogs, or that may o er

o less follow-up support. Potential handlers face di cult chaice
Michigan . . . .
Minnesot when deciding on which facility to focus their e orts.

nnesera Dogs that assist with autism and psychiatric disabilities ar
Mississippi . .
Vissouri two newer types of dogs where placements, while still fewer

Issourl

in number than guide and mobility service dogs, are rapidly

New Hampshire expanding. Autism dogs are commonly accepted, particularly

New Jersey because they assist with children who have autism. These dog
New Mexico increasingly are placed by both the accredited and the non-
New York

accredited facilities. Acceptance of and demand for psyabiatr
dogs have increased due to the frequency of post-traumagsstr
disorder in veterans. Non-veterans also are seeking psyichiat
service dogs to assist with multiple psychiatric disabilihile
relatively few accredited organizations have lled thisddor
psychiatric service dogs, non-accredited facilities inlk®. have
increased and produce dogs to meet this need. A challenge for

North Carolina
North Oakota
Ohio

Oregon
Pennsylvania

South Carolina

P RN W W R R O WO NN WO oo kR P WNNMNMOOORERNSROR © 00 ONpN PR
O P P OF OO0 N PO NMNNMDNMNRPRPpPRPORPOOOR PR EPONDNDERPRJgUNRRP ®WOO

PN W w D R g P ONDOONER RPRNEDAMNNDNDE PR PR R M0 RN

Tennessee these veterans is that the Veterans Administration (VA)yonl
Texas supports people acquiring psychiatric service dogs trained by
Virginia ADI accredited organizations2(). People needing VA support
Washington need to be on a long waiting list for an ADI-trained dog,
Wisconsin even though there are many non-accredited facilities primgd
Wyoming psychiatric service dogs. Many of these non-accrediteditfesi
Totals 56 44 100 are non-prots that are preparing to apply for accreditation.

They often assign the handler a dog selected from a shelter
and then work with the new handler and dog over a period
face economic challenges due to low incom2s.(Responses of about a year [e.g., Animal Rescue Foundation, Pets and
in this study reveal that availability for obtaining a wathined Vets @8); Operation Freedom Paws9)], or place the dog
assistance dog is less accessible in some states and psdahiaice after considerable preparatory training for the new handleg[e
others. Despite the U.S. having numerous facilities that place $tar eet Service Dogs3()]; some may even assist people in
large number of assistance dogs, many people in the U.S. havaining their own dogs. Thus, all breeds and body sizes gfsdo
inconvenient access to providers of these dogs. These dadaex are being used to some extent in assisting roles. A study of
the geographic hurdles that people with disabilities can fdwenw dogs registered in California as assistance dogs includedl eq
they consider applying for an assistance dog. The facilities anumbers of large and small dogs, and a lesser number of medium
not evenly distributed throughout the U.S. and Canada, andized dogsf).

access to ADI-accredited facilities that train and placéstessce Our results show that accredited facilities continue to plac
dogs can be extremely inconvenient. Needing to negotiateavi primarily guide, hearing, and mobility dogs, plus the newer
distant facility and then travel there for a team trainingaofew autism dogs. Candidate facilities were placing diabetesctien
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dogs, and non-accredited facilities were likely to placewsei geographic hurdles as barriers to acquiring an assistance
detection and psychiatric service dogs. The accreditetlitfesi dog—one that could ameliorate some of their challenges with
placed facility-bred or specially bred dogs, notthose froeitelns  disabilities. Nonetheless, a majority of states had regmofism

or the handlers' own pet dogs, and the converse was the case &ther a mobility or guide dog facility, and many facilities
the non-accredited facilities. addressed a variety of disabilities with the dogs they placed

Assistance dogs provide life-changing benets for their
handlers. This is widely understood with regards to guidgsio ETHICS STATEMENT
(31), and perhaps also mobility dog83). In addition, the full-
time assistance dogs of other types also provide essentialsupp®he study included only census information from assistance
of great value to their handler8®), for example, including dogs dog facilities on the numbers of dogs they placed. The study
for autism @34) or diabetes detection3). Veterans living with  involved no direct involvement with the dogs or handlers, and
their assistance dogs gain physiological and behaviora t®en thus no ethical review was required. We contacted the assista
(36). Even dogs with no special assistance training can alkeviatiog facilities to acquire information on the dogs they had
mental illness symptoms3{). As most readers will recognize, recently placed.
these assistance dogs may facilitate the social intenactieir
handlers have with members of the publ&s]. AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

A problem sometimes experienced by assistance dog handlers
is mistreatment of their dogs by the public, such as aggrassiGwW conducted all electronic communications with survey
from other dogs; this even can require early retirement of theparticipants, managed the data for analyses, and prepared
dog (26). It undoubtedly impacts handlers that states greatlthe gures. AT assisted in planning the study. NW provided
vary in the legal protection they provide to assistance dogstatistical guidance. MY participated in the initial conceptan
ranging from no laws, to civil violations, misdemeanors, orsurvey design, and assisted in the initial manuscript drafft.
felonies, as maximal penalties. A few of the states with neonceived the idea, oversaw data collection, and drafted th
accredited facilities, lowa, Montana, West Virginia, aslvasl manuscript. All authors reviewed all drafts.

District of Columbia, also have no laws protecting service

dogs; Connecticut, Maine, and Vermont have only passed CiVitUNDlNG

violations (39). A prospective handler living in a large state like

Montana s highly disadvantaged when seeking an assistagce dpPartial nancial support for this project was provided by the UC
no accredited facilities and no legal protection for the dog. Davis Center for Companion Animal Health (#2016-56-FM) and

Assistance dog facilities can play a major role in pIacing)yagift from P zer/Zoetis.
assistance dogs from reputable sources and that are adgquate
trained. ADI accredited facilities are required to be noopy ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
and they can be one source of information, as can many of the
non-accredited facilities that have a strong track recofle  We thank all participating facilities that provided informati on
data clarify that non-pro t accredited facilities typicallplfow  their placements of dogs. Anaissa Garcia assisted with faljpw
a more conventional pattern of selecting dogs of known breegelephone calls to facilities. Martha Bryant (recently deeej
history and having an extended training, especially forsale provided willing assistance throughout this project, and ukefu
assisting with guiding, mobility, hearing, and autism. Tless feedback was o ered by Benjamin Hart.
formalized non-accredited facilities often use dogs frdralters
or the persons' own dogs for training, especially for roles aSUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
psychiatric service dogs.

Despite the rapid expansion of assistance dog facilities in thehe Supplementary Material for this article can be found
U.S. and Canada, there are signi cant gaps in the geograph@nline at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.388/ets.
distribution of these providers. This likely creates coesable 2019.00349/full#supplementary-material
hardships for many prospective assistance dog partners. Their The complete dataset is available on Figshare:
disabilities and reduced economic status can combine witkoi: 10.6084/m9. gshare.7560380
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