
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
REPORT TO MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

SUBJECT: Status Report on Animal Control Services 

DATE:  January 20, 2009

 
 

 
 
 

TO:  THE HONORABLE MAYOR 
AND CITY COUNCIL 

 
 

 
 
 
Report in Brief 
 
At the October 7, 2008 meeting the City Council discussed the contract for Animal Control Services 
with the County of Yolo. The City Council directed that staff seek additional information regarding 
the increasing costs for animal control and methods to contain that cost.  During this period, Animal 
Services staff has been working with Police Department to gather information on the causes of the 
costs increases and disproportionate use of services within Woodland.  Additionally staff has looked 
for ways to better contain costs while providing quality services to the Woodland community.  Staff 
has completed this study which is attached for the Council’s review. In addition, staff has received 
the proposed terms for the FY 2009-10 Animal Services agreement. 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council review, comment and accept the report on Animal Control 
services and the strategies to contain further cost increases as described herein. 
 
 
Background 
 
The County of Yolo, through the Sheriff’s Department/Animal Control Division and under an 
agreement with the City of Woodland, provides animal control services to the Woodland 
community.  Section 3.1.1 of the Woodland Municipal Code adopted in 1974, delegates animal 
control responsibilities and authority to the County.  The shelter facility and administrative offices 
are located at the Sheriff’s facility, 2500 East Gibson Road, Woodland. 
 
For the past ten years or more the costs of providing the services has been allocated between the 
County and the cities based on a proportional formula of the number of patrol hours consumed by 
each jurisdiction and the number of animals housed at the shelter.  The County collects and retains 
all fees (license fees collected from pet owners in the cities and unincorporated county, redemption 
fees, neutering fees, etc.) for the animal control program.  The proportional formulas are applied, 
after all revenues generated by the program have been subtracted, to the costs of animal control 
services. 
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On December 3, 2009 the County hosted a meeting with all the jurisdictions having contractual 
service agreements for Animal Control Services.  At this meeting, the County presented its proposed 
2009/2010 Animal Services budget. Included in this material was an explanation of the anticipated 
program costs. The principal factor associated with the increase was contractual employee salary and 
benefit adjustments.  Overall the budget was increased by 6.6%.  Woodland’s proposed FY 2009-
2010 contractual cost is $572,948, a 6.8% increase over the FY 2008-2009 contract.  Prior to and 
after the December 3, 2009 meeting, Police Department staff reviewed information provided by 
Animal Control Services covering the fiscal years 06/07, 07/08 and the 1st quarter FY 08/09 detailing 
Animal Control Field and Shelter activity for all participating agencies.  This review also 
encompassed discussions and explanations of field and shelter practices. 
 
 
Discussion 
 
The December 3, 2008 meeting did address several of the objectives set forth in the October 7, 2008 
staff report.  Animal Control staff provided a comprehensive information sheet and the analysis used 
to establish agency costs for FY 09-10. It also restated the goals and activities needed to ensure 
better animal control services and contain costs.  The revised Animal Services fee schedule adopted 
by the County in October 2008 was presented.  Although fees were increased, they were not adjusted 
to fully recover the cost of the services provided.  This was done purposely to limit the negative 
effect of increased fees on responsible animal ownership. Simply stated, raising fees can increase the 
number of abandoned animals and non-compliant animal owners overall, posing greater health and 
safety risks to the general public. 
 
Animal Control services and charges are essentially divided into two components, field services and 
sheltering. A preliminary review of the information sheet indicated that Woodland residents place a 
significant demand on both field services and sheltering.  An in-depth analysis of data provided by 
Animal Control services from their internal database provided more specific information as to which 
services and how much were delivered to Woodland residents.  
 
The review indicated that Woodland residents and their animals accessed sheltering services at a 
much higher rate than other jurisdictions. Animals enter the shelter in two ways, either brought in by 
field services personnel or brought into the shelter by residents. The cities of Woodland and Davis 
have the largest percentages of animals brought to the shelter by its residents.  In fact, of all the 
animals brought into the shelter by residents from all jurisdictions, over 50% came from Woodland.  
Using US Census population estimates as of July 1, 2007, the per 1000 person rate of animals 
brought in by citizens using 07/08 data is as follows: Woodland 21.04, W. Sacramento 5.16, Davis 
4.75, Winters 2.72 and Yolo County 13.30.  The County wide average was 10.80 animals per 1000 
persons.  
 
Shelter staff had refined their business practices and linked their data collecting software to a 
geographic database that verifies the origin of these animals.  It is, therefore, unlikely that there is 
any significant error in determining the origin of the animals.  To further improve animal tracking, 
the Shelter also closed its night drop facility effective July 1, 2008.  This functionally eliminated the 
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ability for animals to be left at the Shelter anonymously.  It is currently unknown what effect, if any, 
this change will have on the number of animals sheltered that will be charged to Woodland. 
 
After subtracting these over the counter (OTC) animals from the total of animals sheltered, it was 
apparent that the number of animals brought in by field service Animal Control officers from 
Woodland was in line with other jurisdictions.  Animals charged to Woodland that were brought in 
from the field accounted for 25.4% of animals brought in from the field in FY06/07, 27.1% in 
FY07/08 and 32.1% during the 1st quarter of FY08/09.  In comparison, this was fewer animals than 
were collected in West Sacramento during all three periods. 
 
The data indicates that animals are not illegally abandoned or found stray in Woodland at a 
significantly different rate than other jurisdictions in the county.  Actually the data analysis strongly 
suggests that the location of the animal shelter in Woodland greatly increases the likelihood animals 
are going to brought to the shelter by Woodland residents.  This impact does increase the number of 
animals sheltered and related costs for the City of Woodland and will not likely be reduced as long 
as the shelter is located in the City. 
 
As stated in the October 7, 2008 Council Communication, the current practice is that all revenues 
collected by Animal Service, regardless of their jurisdictional origin or purpose, are pooled and used 
to off-set operational cost.  However, many over-the-counter services such as owner surrender and 
euthanasia services have associated service fees. It would seem logical that fees collected for these 
services should directly reduce the contract costs of the jurisdiction. This was discussed during the 
meeting with Animal Service personnel.  Animal Services is not opposed to exploring this approach 
of revenue tracking; however, any cost required to develop and implement a tracking process would 
result in passing those costs onto the participating jurisdiction.  No immediate action has been taken 
toward implementation of this type of revenue accounting.  A preliminary inquiry about the current 
database’s ability to track fees was going to be made by Animal Services.  The Police Department 
will continue to explore an alternate revenue tracking process with Animal Control Services 
although neither agency has committed to pursue this strategy. 
 
A review of field service calls showed Woodland being charged for a high number of “maintenance 
and service” calls.  Maintenance and service calls include activities such as shift briefings, vehicle 
maintenance, vehicle fueling, and meal breaks.  Also a significant portion of these calls simply did 
not provide sufficient details.  In FY 07-08 this category of calls accounted for 44% of all 
Woodland’s calls for service and in the 1st quarter of FY 08-09 they accounted for 31% of 
Woodland’s calls for service. In discussion with Animal Services supervisory staff,  it was 
determined that activities that could not be specifically linked to an agency and/or necessary for the 
general animal control operation would in the future be apportioned to each agency based upon the 
percentage of their other “field services”.   
 
Another significant portion of Woodland’s calls for service is in the categories of barking 
dogs/animal noise complaints and roaming animals.  Over the three data time periods, these calls 
averaged 15.6% of all the calls attributed to Woodland. This percentage was calculated including 
maintenance and service calls as previously counted.  
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In discussing ways to mitigate the number of barking dogs/noise complaints with Animal Services 
personnel, it was learned that the City of Davis internally handles all animal related noise 
complaints.  Davis has a specific noise ordinance which includes animals.  These calls are forwarded 
by a message on the Animal Control phone line or handled directly if called into Davis Police 
Department.  The City of Woodland could take a similar approach and have a message forwarding 
animal noise calls and roaming animal calls to our Dispatch Center.  These calls, as well as calls 
directly to the Dispatch Center could be added to the on-duty patrol officer’s responsibilities.  
Although this would reduce the calls for service charged to Woodland by Animal Services, it would 
increase the service demand on Woodland police officers.  Such a shift of responsibilities would 
have a negative impact on the officer’s public safety duties to a degree that would likely be 
disproportionate to any financial benefits the City might gain.  Therefore, staff does not recommend 
any changes to how these calls are addressed. 
 
Ultimate stabilization or reduction of animal services cost is dependent upon reducing the unwanted 
pet animal population.  This is directly linked to aggressive spay and neutering programs.  Currently 
there are no low-cost programs in Yolo County.  Animal Services is interested in promoting and 
working with participating jurisdictions and private organizations to seek grants to fund low-cost 
spay and neuter services.  The success of these efforts will depend upon support from all parties 
throughout the County.  If such programs are established, it will be several years before any benefits 
are likely to be seen.  It is recommended the City participate with Animal Control Services to 
promote such programs.  
  
Licensing of dogs has many benefits.  Although Animal Services estimates a County wide licensing 
rate of about 75% overall, this is most likely not true in each jurisdiction.  Based upon vaccination 
reporting, it would appear the City of Davis has a very high licensing compliance rate compared to 
other jurisdictions.  Several joint initiatives could be undertaken to increase local compliance.  The 
Police Department is proposing to distribute, through a utility bill, information encouraging pet 
licensing, provide an overview of general pet regulations (leash law, requirements to pick up animal 
waste, etc.), and promote spay and neutering of pets. Additionally, although not taken on as a 
primary enforcement activity, police officers could, in connection with other enforcement activities, 
verify dog licensing and issue citations or make referrals to Animal Control for follow up. 
 
In summary, the Police Department is pleased with the discussions with Animal Services regarding 
the status of the current agreement, cost containment associated with the proposed FY 2009-10 
agreement and commitment to further explore ways to fairly and accurately assess costs and deliver 
services in the future. This assessment will likely generate a recommendation to approve the 
agreement when it is presented to the City Council. 
 
 
Fiscal Impact 
 
As described herein, the proposed FY 2009-2010 Animal Services Contract at a cost of $572,948 
would require a $38,910 increase allocation in the 2009/2010 City budget.  Once received, the FY 
2009-2010 Animal Services Agreement will be returned to the City Council for approval.  Potential 
cost savings measures that have been discussed between Animal Services and the jurisdictions 
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served by the County present the possibility for containing or reducing future contract costs. It is 
unlikely that these measures will have an impact in FY 2009-10. 
 
 
Public Contact 
 
Public notice of this agenda item occurred with the posting of the City Council agenda. A copy of 
the agenda and report has been provided to the Sheriff’s Department Animal Control Division. 
 
 
Recommendation for Action
 
Staff recommends that the City Council review, comment and accept the report on Animal Control 
Services and the strategies to contain further cost increases as described herein. 
 
 

Prepared by: Charles Wilts 
 Lieutenant 
 
Reviewed by: Carey F. Sullivan 
 Chief of Police 

 
 
 
  
Mark G. Deven 
City Manager 
 
 
Attachments: Attachment A - Yolo County Animal Services Information Sheet (12/03/2008) 
 Attachment B - WPD Report on Animal Services 
 





















 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Date: January 12, 2009 

To: Chief of Police Carey Sullivan 

From: Lieutenant Charles E. Wilts  

Re: Animal Services – Potential Cost Saving Strategies  

 
Background: 
 
The City of Woodland has contracted with the County of Yolo for animal control and animal 
sheltering services for over a decade.  All of the other municipal jurisdictions within the 
County also contract for these services.  The contracts between the County and Cities all 
contain the same terms and conditions.  The individual jurisdiction’s cost for services are 
determined by the percentage of total services (Field and Shelter) the jurisdiction requires to 
fulfill the contract obligations. 
 
In the case of Field Services, time spent by personnel in delivering services is divided by the 
number of calls for service.  This produces a percentage of operational demand generated by 
the agency.  The calls for service are collected from two separate systems.  CAD is used to 
collect calls when the officers are dispatched.  These are then transferred to the internal 
tracking software (Chameleon).  Chameleon is also used to collect data entered by the field 
officers documenting both their dispatched and non-dispatched activities.  Self reported 
activities not connected to a field response are classified as “Service and Maintenance” calls. 
 
In the case of shelter services the number of live animals sheltered by each jurisdiction is 
divided by the total live animals sheltered to determine a percentage of animals sheltered by 
the jurisdiction.  This percentage is then applied to the total cost of Sheltering determining the 
jurisdictions cost.    
 
A jurisdictions’ total cost is then calculated by the sum of the representative percentage costs 
for each of these separate operations, Field and Shelter.  
 
The jurisdictions currently contracting with Yolo County for Animal Services under the above 
stated formula are the cities of Woodland, West Sacramento, Davis and Winters.  The 
University of Davis is charged a flat rate percentage increase based upon the prior years 
cost.  This formula was established by the County due to the low volume of animals 
generated by the University.   
 
 
Data Collection and Analysis: 
 
The County relies upon two sources of data to determine jurisdictional distribution of cost.  
These are CAD (Computer Aided Dispatch) and their internal data base Chameleon.  Both of 
these systems have limitations on their stand alone reporting capabilities.  The Data used for 
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this study were reports produced by Yolo County Animal Services drawing information from 
these systems. 
 
Patrol – Field Services: 
CAD has a very limited search capability and because the classification of animal control 
related calls is very broad only a limited analysis of these calls is possible.  There are only 
seven call types used to classify all animal control calls.  The majority of the calls are 
classified in two call types, ANI-1 a priority call and ANI-2 a non-priority call. These categories 
accounted for 2,767 or 98% of all the animal control calls entered into the CAD system for 
Woodland in 07/08.  In addition to the dispatched calls 2,283 Service and Maintenance calls 
were tracked in the Chameleon system as generated by the City of Woodland.  These 
Service and Maintenance calls accounted for 44% of all the calls used to determine 
Woodland’s percentage of field services.         
 
Shelter Services: 
As stated earlier, contract cost is based upon the number of total shelter hours apportioned to 
each live animal linked to a jurisdiction.  Tracking of animals processed in the shelter is done 
through the Chameleon database.  This system allows for a greater degree of analysis but is 
still limited in its capabilities.  Animal Control Services provided intake data for the fiscal years 
06/07 and 07/08 as well as first quarter 08/09, in the form of Chameleon reports.  These 
reports differentiate animal types into cat, dog and other (includes wildlife).  The categories of 
Stray, Owner Surrender, Euthanasia Request and Wildlife account for the largest portion of 
the live animals processed through the shelter.  Owner Surrender and Euthanasia Request 
are almost all over the counter transactions in which the owner brings the animal to the 
shelter.  Effective July 2008 the night drop at the animal shelter has been closed.  This 
operational change has resulted in eliminating animals being legally, anonymously left at the 
shelter.  Any person leaving an animal at the shelter as an OTC transaction must present 
some type of identification which indicates their residence address and the source of the 
animal.  All animals which are classified as Owner Surrender or Euthanasia Request are 
charged a fee for service.  Persons bringing in stray animals are not assessed a fee.   
 
Information provided by Animal Services does indicate Woodland as having more animals 
processed through the shelter than any other participating jurisdiction.  A closer examination 
of the data shows Woodland has consistently accounted for more than 50% of all the OTC 
animal transactions at the shelter. (06/07 1145 animals 50.1%, 07/08 1155 animals 54.6%, 
08/09 1st qtr 374 animals 51.9%)  Of these OTC transactions by Woodland over 50% have 
been cats.  Although one could question the validity of Woodland as the source of all these 
animals it is highly unlikely a significant percentage of these animals have been miss-
identified due to the Shelter policy as stated above.  Additionally there is no financial incentive 
to miss-identify the source of the animal.  It is therefore difficult to believe animals sheltered 
as OTC transactions are being inaccurately recorded.  Recently the County has incorporated 
a GEO validating system in their software which eliminates miscoding at the time of data 
entry.    
 
Cost Reduction: 
Cost reduction strategies face a significant implementation challenge insomuch as the 
County is currently unwilling to customize its operations to any one jurisdiction.  Any changes 
in policies effecting field services, shelter operations or animal regulations/licensing would 
require the willing participation of all contract jurisdictions. 
 
In reviewing the call for service data provided by the County it would appear a 
disproportionate number of non-service calls are being charged to Woodland.  These are in 
particular meal breaks, briefings, shift prep, fueling and servicing of vehicles.  A realignment 
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of the accounting of these calls should directly benefit the City of Woodland and distribute 
these activities more equitably.  I have discussed this service tracking/accounting with 
Sheriff’s Department personnel and they have agreed to proportionately redistribute all 
Service and Maintenance activities which cannot be specifically link to an individual 
jurisdiction.  It is currently unknown what the financial contract impacts will be for Woodland.  
It is possible we will experience a reduction in Field Services costs.   
 
The only way to reduce the base cost of Field Services would be to across the board reduce 
the availability of animal control officers.  A change from the current 12 hour per day seven 
days a week coverage to 8 hours per day five days a week would allow for the reduction in 
staff of approximately 3 personnel.  This would result in an increase in overtime charges, but 
would be unlikely to exceed the overall savings.  As stated earlier this would have to be a 
contractual change agreed upon by all agencies.  Currently there is no group interest in 
making this change.    
 
As a reduction in service approach the City could opt to not contract with the County for these 
services and field its own animal control officers.  This approach was considered last fiscal 
year and has both positive and negative implications. On the positive side this would give us 
the ability to give more direction to the activities of the Animal Control Officers.  Once in place 
and fully operational it may be less costly as a stand alone program than what we currently 
pay the County.  It would also give us greater ability to manage cost increases associated 
with the program.  On the negative side we would still be contracting with the County for 
sheltering services the terms and conditions of which may present other additional costs not 
currently a part of our sheltering agreement.  Operationally the County has already indicated 
they would institute some type of animal screening process before animals could be placed 
at the shelter.  This means we would be incurring veterinary costs already a part of the 
current contract.  Initiation of a City Animal Control Officer program would involve significant 
direct cost associated with program start up.  These would include recruiting, hiring, training 
and equipment purchases in addition to ongoing program support.  Indirect costs of 
supervision and management would also be present.   A temporary sheltering facility to hold 
animals collected after shelter hours would need to be established.  The handling of pet 
animals is a very sensitive topic, any program developed to assume field services needs to 
assure the animals will be properly handled and cared for, meeting all current industry 
standards for animal services.  This approach also has supervisory and managerial impacts 
on the department responsible for its operation.         
 
In reviewing the Call for Service data it was evident the animal control officers are responding 
to significant number of “roaming”, “barking” and “noise” animal complaints. Shifting these 
calls from Animal Control to the Police Department would result in an approximately a 19% 
reduction in Animal Service Calls. (07/08 call data).  This could be accomplished through a 
voice message on the Animal Control phone number and adjusting our dispatching 
guidelines and agreement with YECA.  This would result in a proportionately small increase 
in Dispatch costs but more importantly would divert limited police resources to non-crime 
related activities.  Because of this we do not see this as a recommended service reduction 
strategy.      
 
Both animal sheltering services and field services are directly impacted by the number of 
animals coming into contact with animal control.  This may sound like a rather simple and 
rhetorical statement but it sets the necessary premise for reducing animal control cost.  The 
driving force behind Animal Services costs are people’s attitudes about and willingness to be 
responsible pet owners.  Uncontrolled, unwanted pet (mostly cats and dogs) overpopulation 
must be addressed.  Programs providing consequences which are incentives for responsible 
ownership are most likely to be sustainable and have a longer term effect on reducing pet 
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populations.  Along with these programs there is the need to institute regulatory measures to 
track, monitor and encourage responsible pet ownership.   
 
Numerically cats are the largest segment of animals likely to enter the shelter.  In the fiscal 
years 06/07 and 07/08 they exceeded 50% of animals processed by the shelter.  In the first 
quarter of 08/09 they exceeded 60%.  Woodland’s contribution to these numbers mirrored 
these percentages.  Cats being much more difficult to confine are more likely to bred 
indiscriminately if not spay or neutered.  A licensing system including both cats and dogs, 
with a tiered fee schedule providing lower fees for altered animals would encourage cat 
owners to have their pets spay or neutered.  It would also produce a revenue stream which 
would off set animal services related to cats.  Including cats in a licensing program would 
require amending the current County Animal Control Ordinance and would most likely need 
the support of all the Cities.  There is not currently a strong group interest in cat licensing.     
 
The cost of spay and neutering can be a significant disincentive to pet owners who otherwise 
see these procedures as part of responsible pet ownership.  A phone survey of three local 
veterinary clinics for spay and neuter services showed the average costs for these services to 
be: Cat – spay $205, neuter $141; Dog (under 50 lbs.) – spay $270, neuter $227.  In many 
cases this amount exceeds the cost of the initial purchase of the pet.  Instituting subsidized 
spay and neuter programs would provide a significant incentive for owners to alter their 
animals, ultimately resulting in a reduced unwanted pet population.  This approach may 
initially increase rather than reduce current program costs and would take several years 
before overall sheltering services would see a decrease in animal numbers.  The money 
spent in this program to offset altering cost for owners would be expected to have a 
proportionate effect on the rate of decrease in animal numbers.  Implementation of a voucher 
or rebate system would facilitate a relatively short start up period for such a program.  Low 
cost spay and neuter programs are strongly support by animal advocacy groups.  These 
programs are also often eligible for grant funding from private sources.  Information gathered 
by groups promoting no-kill sheltering claim it is possible to see a 70% reduction in shelter 
populations within five year of establishing such programs.  There are currently no low cost 
spay and neuter clinics or programs in Yolo County.    
 
In discussions with Animal Services personnel there was a strong interest in exploring and 
developing low cost spay and neuter programs in Yolo County as a whole.  To this end we 
have committed to work collectively with Animal Control Service to develop County wide 
support and exploration of these programs.  Although it may take some time to see the 
benefits of these efforts they have the greatest potential for an overall reduction in animal 
control related costs. 
     
Although licensing does assist in identifying an animal’s owner current technology provides 
for a much more efficient and reliable method.  The procedure is commonly referred to as 
“chipping”.  A micro chip with information about the owners of the animal is referenced by 
way of a unique chip code.  This number is linked to a computerized record providing the 
identity of the owner.  The information is available to anyone with a micro-chip reader and a 
computer having internet access.  When pared with licensing as a requirement for all cats 
and dogs this insures the owners of stray animals are readily identifiable and in cases of 
rabies control vaccination information can be located and verified.  This also re-enforces the 
ownership commitment and responsibilities of pet owners.  As with cat licensing this strategy 
would require changes to the current County ordinances and political support from the 
participating Cities.  There is not currently a collective interest in mandatory micro-chipping.     
 
Perhaps the most vital and most difficult barrier to limiting the unwanted pet population and 
therefore the demand for Animal Services is personal attitudes about pet animals and the 
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obligations ownership places on the pet owner.  For a variety of reason a significant portion of 
the population may not view controlling indiscriminant pet breeding as an issue of concern.  
Some even go so far as to view spay and neutering as a negatively impacting the image they 
wish to project through pet ownership.  In a recent conversation with Sheriff’s Department 
Animal Services personnel, they commented how they had offered all of the school districts 
the opportunity to have Animal Services Officers make presentations on responsible pet 
ownership to students.  Only the Davis school district took them up on the offer.   This 
demographic aspect of each jurisdiction’s population, although difficult to assess and 
measure, directly contributes to each jurisdiction’s demand for animal services.  
 
Revenue from fees assessed by Animal Control Services are currently pooled regardless of 
the jurisdiction from which they are generated.  These are fees associated with activities such 
as licensing, animal surrender, euthanasia, animal redemption, boarding, quarantine, late 
licensing, animal pick up, adoption, spay and neutering.  We have proposed to the Sheriff’s 
Department there maybe more equity in a process which offsets individual contract cost in 
direct relation to any revenue an animal placed at the shelter from that jurisdiction might 
generate.  The Sheriff’s Department stated they would be willing to explore tracking revenue 
by jurisdiction but any cost associated with development and tracking would be passed along 
to the responsible jurisdiction.  We are currently in the preliminary stages exploring this 
approach and it is unclear what financial impact this might have on future contract costs if 
implemented. 
 
Licensing of animals as previously stated has many benefits.  Although Animal Services 
estimates we have a County wide licensing rate of about 75% overall, this is most likely not 
true in each jurisdiction.  Based upon vaccination reporting it would appear the City of Davis 
has a very high licensing compliance rate compared to other jurisdictions.  Several initiatives 
could be undertaken to increase local compliance.  A water bill insert encouraging licensing 
as well as spay and neutering in addition giving an overview of general pet regulations (leash 
law, requirements to pick up animal waste etc), could be done each year at a time to coincide 
with low cost vaccination services at the Animal Shelter.   Additionally, although not taken on 
as a primary enforcement activity, Police Officers could in connection with other enforcement 
activities verify dog licensing and issue citations or make referrals to Animal Control for follow 
up.          
 
As a final comment, it is hard to resist the desire to link the location of the Animal Shelter with 
the large number of animals attributed to Woodland.  When considering the four major 
categories for sheltered animals, (Euthanasia, Owner Surrender, Stray and Wildlife), 
Woodland consistently is responsible for more than 50% of the total OTC animals.  Although 
numerically consisting of many fewer animals, only Davis has the shared characteristic of a 
greater percentage of animals being brought to the shelter over the counter than collected in 
the field (06/07, 07/08, IstQtr 08/09).  The convenience of having the Animal Shelter located 
in Woodland may be a contributing factor we cannot mitigate.      
 
I feel it is important to state, as a part of the process of gathering the information for this 
report, I have had to work with and relied on Sheriff’s Department personnel, in particular 
Chief Animal Services Officer Vicki Fletcher and Captain Robin Faille for data and clarification 
on shelter and field operations.  They have always been very open and receptive to 
discussing operations and potential cost savings strategies.  At the same time it is my 
assessment there is not the organizational energy or resources within the Animal Services 
Operation to champion changes in animal regulations to require cat licensing, pet animal 
micro chipping or low cost spay and neutering initiatives.  To move forward with these efforts 
they will need assistance from all the participating jurisdictions.  


