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Effectiveness of the Cat Licensing Bylaw.

Effectiveness of the Cat Licensing Bylaw


Recommendation:

That the proposals in Attachment 1 of this report, be approved as the direction for the Integrated Animal Control Bylaw.

Report Summary

This report outlines the processes, principles and main initiatives for a future integrated animal control bylaw for approval by City Council.

Previous Council/Committee Action

At the City Council Meeting of December 3, 2001, the report titled “Effectiveness of the of the Cat Licensing Bylaw” was accepted and the two following motions were passed:

1. That the Administration prepare an integrated Animal Control Bylaw as described in Attachment 2 of the October 11, 2001, Planning and Development Department report.

2. That the proposed changes for a new Animal Control Bylaw as shown in the section titled “Recommended Process and Timelines” in Attachment 2 of the October 11, 2001, Planning and Development Department report, be brought before the Community Services Committee and City Council for direction before drafting the new Bylaw.

Report

Action on the above motions consisted of:

· Working with the Council-appointed Animal Control Advisory Board throughout the process; 

· Conducting a survey of animal control bylaws in other North American municipalities;

· Drafting principles and a series of specific proposals for a new bylaw;

· Implementing a communication program to make these proposals known to relevant organizations and the general public; and

· Inviting and considering citizen comments.

Three issues in the preliminary proposals captured the attention of Edmontonians and generated the majority of comments.  Two recommendations are revised from the original proposals to address the concerns raised.
1. Total Allowable Pets Per Household
Limiting the total number of pets per household to fewer than the six cats and three dogs allowed under the current bylaws.  The Administration is proposing a per household total of four pets, regardless of whether they are dogs or cats.  In response to public concern the new bylaw would include a grandfathering clause for owners of more than the allowable number of dogs and cats under the new bylaw, provided that they are licensed before a specific date.

2. Additional Restricted Breeds
Adding two breeds to the existing restricted dog clause for pit bulls.  The original proposal to include American Staffordshire Terriers and Staffordshire Bull Terriers has been revised.  The revised recommendation is that dogs, whose owners can provide satisfactory evidence (by means of breeder registration papers, appropriate tattoos and microchip implants) that verify that the dog belongs to one of the above two breeds, will not be included.

3. Pets at Large
Requiring responsible cat owners to manage the wanderings of their pets. The recommendation has not changed from the original proposal.  The provisions are to introduce a fine and kennel fees for cats found at large on private property other than that of their owner, and to offer cat traps for a refundable deposit through the City Pound. Further, that animal control officers would pick up trapped cats from private residences.  This last recommendation may, at least initially, exceed the ability of current staff resources to respond within reasonable time.

Justification of Recommendation

The initiatives suggested in Attachment 1 will result in a new Animal Control Bylaw that advances the goals and principles of the project.  It will encourage responsible pet ownership and provide a modern Bylaw in line with those of other jurisdictions.
Background Information Attached

1. The principles and main initiatives the Planning and Development Department proposes for City Council’s consideration and direction.

2. List of proposals presented to Focus Groups and the general public, incorporating comments and the Administration’s initial recommendations.

3. Summary of public comments received up to April 25, 2002.

4. Summary of findings of the survey of 27 North American Municipalities.

5. Letter of Support from the Animal Control Advisory Board.

The following material was presented to the focus group sessions and includes notation of the changes in direction presently being recommended by the Administration.  If accepted by Council it will form the foundation for preparing the new integrated bylaw.

Goals: 

1. Consolidate provisions of all relevant bylaws into one new bylaw.

2. Remove inconsistencies in wording, definitions and enforcement practices.

3. Modernize and clarify to meet current practices.

4. Achieve a high degree of voluntary compliance by building on existing and developing community standards.

Principles:

1. Define and regulate responsible pet ownership.

2. Encourage and facilitate licensing of dogs and cats.

3. Promote and protect public and animal health and safety.

4. Ensure that the bylaw is fair, consistent and effective (enforceable).

5. Reflect community standards.

6. Ensure a revenue neutral and equitable fee and fine structure.

Initiatives:

Twenty-eight (28) initiatives were presented to the community for input.  Based on the extensive feedback received the initiatives were revised.  Shown here are the three major categories and the key initiatives within each.

· Licensing:  The goal of these recommendation is to increase the number of licensed pets by selected fee adjustments and by making licences more easily available in a greater number and variety of outlets.

1. Introduce a fine for providing false information on licence applications.

2. Introduce/consider lifetime licences, free puppy and kitten licences, free licences for adopted pets. (Free licences apply for first year only.)

3. Introduce same, or similar, licence fees for dogs and cats.

4. Introduce a cattery licence for owners with more than four cats.

· Protecting public and animal safety and health:

1. Limit the total number of pets per residence to four.  Currently an owner may have nine animals - six cats and three dogs.  The Administration is now recommending the inclusion of grandfathering provisions for existing licensed pets.

2. Require permanent identification to facilitate return of strays to owners.

3. Increase fines for offences, such as failing to remove dog defecation. 

4. Introduce mandatory court appearance for repeat offenders on nuisance complaints.

5. Clarify the restricted dog definition for pit bull breeds.  In the initial presentations this proposal was to add two breeds to the list of restricted dogs.  The Administration is now recommending that if appropriate evidence can be provided that shows a dog is one of these breeds it will not be included.

6. Clarify impoundment procedures for feral cats and owner-abandoned pets.

· Cats at Large:  The objective is to address widespread homeowner concerns of stray cats damaging private property.  Enforcement action would be entirely complaint-driven and would not generally apply to cats in public places.

1. Offer cat traps for a refundable deposit at the City Pound.  Currently homeowners are advised to rent or purchase traps from private businesses.  The City already offers traps for porcupines, skunks and small wildlife.

2. Introduce pickup of trapped cats upon request.  This service may have budget implications or be limited by availability of Animal Control officers if the demand is very high.

3. Introduce a “Cat at Large” fine and kennel fees, similar to the provisions already in place for dogs at large.

BACKGROUND

The Alberta Municipal Government Act authorizes cities to enact bylaws to regulate, restrain, license and impound animals, including cats and dogs.  The Animal Protection Act authorizes humane societies and municipalities to take action to relieve animals in distress.

At least since 1974 Edmonton has fulfilled the above obligations through a partnership between the City and the Edmonton SPCA.

In April 2000, City Council approved a plan to move stray animal care from the Edmonton SPCA to the City of Edmonton’s Animal Control Section.  Since January 2001 the Edmonton SPCA concentrates on its mandate to provide care for animals relinquished by their owners, to investigate reports of animal abuse and to promote and manage pet adoptions.  Animal Control Services concentrates on enforcing several animal bylaws, licensing dogs and cats and providing care and shelter to licensed and unlicensed stray animals

Animal Control Services moved from Edmonton Police Services to the Planning and Development Department with other municipal bylaw units in January 2001.

Planning and Development promotes compliance before enforcement, and believes in demonstrating the value of licensing and responsible pet ownership through good service, education and communication.

Since taking over responsibility for the animal control function Planning & Development has worked to improve its relationship with the SPCA, the pet industry, the veterinary community, and the general public.  The Animal Control Advisory Board has been formed and is active.  We have adjusted the pet licence renewal process by distributing renewals across twelve equal monthly groupings.  Now all renewals (for as many as 80,000 pet licenses) do not fall due on the same day, a situation that previously resulted in customer line ups, delays and frustration.

We have extended the hours that the Animal Control facility is open and are also open on Sundays and holidays from May to October.  We have expanded the free ride home program for dogs and we place pictures of lost animals that arrive in the City Pound on the Web.

Animal Control Services also deals with complaints about misbehaving pets and owners, vicious dogs and so on.  We are making progress in these areas by working with the Law Branch to standardize our investigation and enforcement processes for each of the designated nuisance, health and safety offenses.

However, the proper tools are necessary.  Provisions about pets are presently found in several bylaws:

· Regulating and Controlling Animals within Edmonton Bylaw 9199

· The Registration and Keeping of Dogs Bylaw 10558

· The Cat Licensing Bylaw 12222

· Parks and Recreation Bylaw 2202, 

· Licensing Bylaw #6124  

· Transit Bylaw #8353

The bylaws were written in different years to address varied issues.  For example, the dog bylaw has changed relatively little since 1917, whereas the cat licensing bylaw was written in 2000. There are inconsistencies in principles, fees and wording related to similar issues.  To name just a few examples:

· A different licence fee structure for dogs and cats.  In the case of cats the fee for a non-altered cat is $90 greater than for an altered cat.  This encourages owners to spay/neuter their pet.  In the case of dogs the difference is only $25, well below the cost of alteration.

· Aggressive dogs are strictly controlled.  Aggressive cats are not.

· An owner can have a maximum of three dogs, yet six cats.

· Dogs are generally not allowed on parkland and school grounds.  This does not apply to cats.

· Kennel (maintenance) fees are billed to dog owners and not to cat owners. 

THE PROJECT

On December 18, 2001, recognising the need for a review of these bylaws, City Council provided a mandate to prepare a new integrated Animal Control Bylaw.

The desired future state is a consolidation of all clauses having to do with animals into a single bylaw.  Citizens and City staff would then be confident that any regulations with respect to owning, licensing and movement of animals appear, or are referred to, in one place. 

The Department is now looking for input and advice about how to design a bylaw that will serve Edmonton well – not just for now, but for many years to come. 

The broad goal of all of the City’s activities is to serve the public interest.  Serving the public interest means maintaining and creating a city that is functional, safe, healthy and pleasant to live in.

GOALS:

1. Consolidate provisions of all relevant bylaws into one new bylaw.

2. Remove inconsistencies in wording, definitions and enforcement practices.

3. Modernise and clarify to meet current practices.

4. Achieve a high degree of voluntary compliance by building on existing and developing community standards.

PRINCIPLES:

1. Define and regulate responsible pet ownership. 

2. Encourage and facilitate licensing of dogs and cats.

3. Promote and protect public and animal health and safety.

4. Ensure that the bylaw is fair, consistent and effective ( enforceable ).

5. Reflect community standards.

6. Ensure a revenue neutral and equitable fee and fine structure.
INITIATIVES:

1. Encouraging and defining what constitutes responsible pet ownership
QUESTION

· Should there be an age requirement for owners?  Introduce the requirement that only persons of legal age can license a pet.  Reason: A minor cannot be held responsible for bylaw infractions of his or her pet.  Further, a clause in the latest licensing agreement asks for permission to release the pet owner’s name in case the owner’s pet has been found, however the Freedom of Information Act does not permit the release of the names of minors.

March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

The City suggests 18 y.o- because of FOIP and liability issues.

Industry group (Cat fanciers club) suggests that the parents register the animal however the child is considered the owner. (Co-ownership).  They believe the age of 18 may be too high.

The City suggests a combination of both the parents and children owning the pet.

March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response

Nothing is in current bylaws.  Under age citizens can not consent to the Freedom of Information and Protection act.  Everyone agrees that the age to be the “legal Owner” should be 18.  To adopt animals from the ESPCA, you must be over 18.  There are legal implications for under 18 owners of pets.  Who do you issue fines to?  You can not write bylaw tickets to minors.  One question was raised that under 18 kids are having children and they are responsible, how come they need to be over 18 to be the legal owner?
WE RECOMMEND:  PET LICENCE ISSUED ONLY TO PERSONS AGE 18 AND OVER

QUESTION

· Currently owners may have 6 cats and 3 dogs.  Should we limit the total number of pets per residence to 3 of each?  Should we place the same limits on the number of dogs and cats allowed in any one residence?  A scan of 15 other Canadian municipalities shows that most allow no more than 4 to 6 animals per property.

March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
The City suggests a level of fairness should be applied here.

Industry group (Dog Breeders) object having to pay for a Hobby license when all three dogs have regular licenses to begin with.

Industry group suggests clarification on the distinction of what is a hobbyist as opposed

to operating a kennel.

Industry group is frustrated with the current Bylaw provisions that restrict dog breeders who currently have 3 licensed dogs from  temporarily harbouring visiting dogs from out of town while showing or breeding them in Edmonton. 

Industry group (Vets) believe those pet owners can successfully manage up to 3 dogs and 6 cats.  Managing 3 dogs is comparable to managing 6 cats. The current provision is fine.

March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response

Most concerns were if the bylaw was not stated properly, people would assume that they could have 6 dogs, which is far too many.  Max number of dogs should be 3.  Questions were risen regarding cage pets, i.e. rabbits, hamsters.  Cage pets are not included in this by-law, therefore require no licence.  Ferrets are common pets to have therefore should be included in the total amount because we do see them as strays.  Focus group wants to include cage pets in bylaw.  A question was asked regarding those responsible people who already have licenses, but have more than 6 animals.  Would they be grandfathered?  What about kennels?  Kennels have to be on agricultural land.  They do need to have a business license.

WE RECOMMEND: 4 ANIMALS PER RESIDENCE. ANIMALS = DOGS&CATS
QUESTION

· Require permanent identification: either a microchip or tattoo.  This virtually guarantees that an animal’s owner can be traced and will also prevent owners from turning over their own pets as strays. 


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
The City suggests that this is a cost issue.

The City suggests that if the pet isn’t identifiable and claimed by its current owners from the Pound it should be microchipped when its new owner adopts it.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Thought that this was a great idea.  Most responsible owners get some sort of ID for their pets when the pet is spayed or neutered.  By getting ID, you are getting a lifetime investment.  Would we recognize the Canadian Kennel Club tattoo?  These can be very hard to trace.  A PIPS tattoo would be better.  Does the city have the authority to enforce that pet stores, breeders implant the animals that they sell?  If animals are not mandatory chipped at pet stores, and there is another fee to have the animal chipped at the vet, the concern was raised that the owner would not get a license because they do not want to incur another vet cost that could be approx. $50.00.

WE RECOMMEND: YES

QUESTION
· Introduce a mandatory microchip implant in all licensed strays brought to the pound that do not have a chip.  Calgary currently follows this practice.


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
Industry group (Cat fanciers/dog breeders) says chipping/tattooing is a good idea.

Industry group (Vets) recommends that chipping is the future, tattoos only last temporarily. 

March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Permanent ID is a great idea.  How can we find away to implant the animals cheaply.  What about tattoos?

WE RECOMMEND: YES

QUESTION

· Expand the definition of guide dog to include other service dogs such as those trained to assist persons confined to wheelchairs or with hearing impairment.


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
Not discussed.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
All guide dogs do need to be licensed.  Seeing Eye dogs are no charge.  What qualifications does a service dog need to meet before the City will call it a service dog?  The city would require the animal be obtained from a certified agency.  The government has a list of the agencies that are certified.  Is there an agency in the City of Edmonton for the hearing impaired?  If the animal is not from a licensed agency, can we have someone certify that the dog is an assistance dog?

WE RECOMMEND: YES

QUESTION

· Add to the reduced rate for seniors and persons on social assistance the requirement that the dog be spayed or neutered. 


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
Not discussed.

March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
If you are a senior or on social assistance, you can get a reduced rate for only ONE dog and that dog MUST be spayed or neutered.  A question was asked that it should be the same rates for both cats and dogs.  Do we not want dogs and cats treated equally?

WE RECOMMEND: YES. CONSIDER ALSO FOR CATS.

2. Is the current fine structure sufficient to discourage abuses and uphold community standards?  

QUESTION

· Increase fines for public health and safety offenses such as failing to clean up defecation. This particular offense causes a great number of complaints during the summer months and is difficult to enforce since it requires a witness to the act. An immediate steep fine may make owners more conscientious and help to keep neighbourhood parks and green spaces clean.

March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Industry group (Vets)-
are punitive measures really effective?

· encourage public education at a young age instead of issuing fines.

· You can’t force people to take responsibility.

· People’s attitudes can change over time.


Industry group (Cat fanciers)

· increasing the fine could result in irresponsible pet owners going to greater lengths to disobey the Bylaw (sneakier).

· Educate through Advertising.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Many thought that this would be a good idea.  If we raised the fee and educated the public then maybe the pet owners would not let their pets defecate on public property.  If we did increase the fine, would it stop the amount of defecation in public parks etc?  Off leash areas are cleaner than other areas.  Some concerns were raised because if a citizen complains and does not know where the complaint lives, there is nothing that can be done.  If the city does know where the complaint lives, then a stern warning letter would be sent out.  May need to step up enforcement, more patrolling of parks.

WE RECOMMEND: YES*

QUESTION

· Introduce a mandatory court appearance for repeated offenses, such as barking or dog at large.  Eliminate the double fee for second offense.  The current bylaw can only issue fines for offenses, and even repeated fines do not deter some owners.  The cost and processing time for investigating and charging an owner is far higher than the fine.  It is doubly frustrating to neighbours when the owner simply repeats the action.  A mandatory court appearance for a third offense within a defined time frame could result in a court order to remove the animal or in the maximum allowable fine of $2500.


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Industry group (Community league)

- For mandatory court appearances, utilize a “3 strikes you’re out” policy.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
The focus group liked the idea.  Let a judge decide what the fine would be.  If the owner did not show up for court would there be a warrant out for his/her arrest.  Yes.

WE RECOMMEND: YES

QUESTION
· Make it unlawful to hold a stray dog for more than 24 hours.  All stray dogs or cats must then be brought to the City Pound, where owners can retrieve them.  This will eliminate the practice of people keeping stray pets and situations of duplicate licensing – the same animal registered to different persons.


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Not discussed.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response

Liked the idea, but thought 24 hours was too short.  Thought 48-72 would be better because we are closed Sundays and holidays.  Thought it was a good idea because there are times when a tattoo, microchip is missed or the holder of the stray does not give a proper description of the animal.  What if people want to keep the animal?  They are able to fill out a “Special Consideration form” when the animal is dropped off and would be called first when the animal went to the SPCA.  Some people do not want to pay the money to adopt, but they are unaware of the deal they are receiving at the SPCA.  According to the SPCA, half of the people that have filled out Special consideration forms do not even show up.

WE RECOMMEND: YES

QUESTION
· Introduce an appeal mechanism for dogs declared vicious. The current bylaw makes no provision for revoking a vicious status if circumstances change. For example, spaying or neutering often calms a dog’s temperament.


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
Industry group( Vets)

· the neutering example used above has no basis in truth.

· No other comments on this issue.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response

What is deemed vicious?  No provocation would be deemed vicious.  According to the bylaw now, the dog is deemed for life.  Focus group agreed that an appeal process would be fair.  Spaying and neutering only helps in 15% of dog on dog aggression.  Dog vs dog, what is provocation?  The City of Edmonton only fines for the bite.  The owner of the mauled dog can go to small claims court to retrieve the veterinary costs of repairing the damage to the mauled dog.  The owner of the deemed dog must show some reason for the appeal process and at what time line?  The owner of the dog must prove that the dog is no longer aggressive.  We should be prepared to deem all breeds of dogs vicious.  We are not always talking about Pitbulls, Rottweilers, etc.

WE RECOMMEND: APPEAL PROCESS COULD BE DEALT WITH THROUGH OPERATING PROCEDURES RATHER THAN THE BYLAW

3. Are the current licencing fees and practices doing enough to reach our goal of registering every owned dog and cat in Edmonton?
QUESTION
· Introduce a fine for providing false information, such as owners turning in their pet as strays or falsely claiming that their pet is neutered.  The licensing process could be much simplified and licenses could be sold at locations such as pet shops and vet clinics if current documentation requirements were reduced.  Steep fines for giving false information would minimize the abuse of trust. 


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
All industry groups are in agreement that they could sell pet licenses from their places of business.  The Vets are very interested in doing this.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Thought that this would be good idea, because we want to minimize the difficulty of purchasing of a licence as much as possible.  Vet Clinics, Pet stores and the SPCA are convenient for pet owners.  What about proof and spay/neuter?  Would take the owners word for it, and if we found out the animal was not fixed, there would be steep fine.  The person selling the license would have to explain that by falsifying an application form would result in a fine.  A question was raised regarding seeing the spay/neuter certificate.  How much trouble could it be?  Lots because not everyone understands the certificate.  Again the focus group was worried that enforcement would not happen.  If there was a sworn affidavit to say the animal is fixed, because the owner did not have the proper paper work, then pet stores could not sell the licenses.  Too much paper work for them to follow with the SPCA adoption forms.  The goal with the City of Edmonton is to get as many pets licensed as possible.  Only a small amount of people will lie to get a cheaper license.  Long term goal is to sell licenses over the Internet.  What about a lifetime tag?  Where can the public buy licences right know?  Only at the Pound, or by mail.  You can renew your pet license at the bank or at Registries.  Should be on the Internet to renew in the next 2-3 months.

WE RECOMMEND: PROCEED, AND CONSIDER ADDITIONAL INITIATIVES SUCH AS LIFETIME LICENCES.

QUESTION
· Same license fees for both cats and dogs. Bring dog license fees in line with cat licenses and thereby provide greater incentive for keeping only spayed/neutered pets and increase licensing compliance. A license for a neutered cat costs $10 and a license for an unaltered and unmarked cat costs $100; whereas a license for an altered dog costs $25, for an unaltered one $45. Currently 96% of licensed cats and 81% of licensed dogs are altered. This will facilitate an increase in the number of licensed dogs in the City and a reduction in the number of unwanted dogs born. Calgary has 85,000 dogs licensed, Edmonton has 55,000.


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
The City suggests that there may be an opportunity to lower the dog licenses.

Industry groups( Cat/dog breeders) say that there is too much of a differential between $100/$10 cat licenses.

- Is the high licence fee for cats ($100.00) encouraging owners not to license their cats?

March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Thought that this was a great idea because we want to have the dogs and cats treated the same.  The focus group wants dogs/cats looked upon as equal.  Would we lower the non-fixed cat or raise the non-fixed dog?  This is where a lifetime tag would come in handy for those pets that are fixed and those cat owners who keeps their cats inside.

WE RECOMMEND: A FINAL DECISION ON THIS WILL BE DETERMINED BY ADDITIONAL SERVICES WITH RESPECT TO PICKING UP CATS. IF THE CITY DOES PICK UP THEN THE COMMON LICENCE FEE WILL BE $15 FOR AN ALTERED ANIMAL AND $75 FOR AN UNALTERED.

QUESTION
· Introduce a Cattery licence.  Kennel and Hobby Kennel licensing is required for dogs.


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
Industry group (Cat/dog breeders)

- This could include registered breeders as well.

- The fines for not having licenses should be higher.

March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Would be the same as a dog kennel license and must meet the standards for a business license.  Who enforces the business licenses?  Municipal Enforcement Officers would look annually and on a complaint basis.  Could a cat “hoarder” use this as a legal stand in court?  Catteries can be very well kept.  Could have kennel fee that was high, so there would be monies to have Bylaw enforcement go out and investigate the kennel.

WE RECOMMEND: NUMBER OF ANIMALS PER PROPERTY REDUCED TO 4. ELIMINATE THE HOBBY KENNEL CATEGORY. CHANGE THE DEFINITION OF KENNEL TO INCLUDE CATTERY WITH THE SAME PUBLIC HEALTH QUALIFICATION REQUIREMENTS THAT APPEAR IN THE CURRENT BUSINESS BYLAW.

QUESTION

· Introduce a change to allow issuing of licence tags at no charge to dogs under 6 months of age, applicable to the 6 month period from date of birth.  This will encourage new owners to license their pets immediately and help to increase the number of registered pets.



March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response


Not discussed.

March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Good idea.  Gives a form of ID.  The City of Edmonton would take the work of the owner and the license would be renewed at 6 months.  Would be full price if the owner showed no paper work.

RECOMMEND: YES

QUESTION
· Require pet shops and adoption agencies to include automatic licensing in their sale.



March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response


Industry group (Pet store representative) - supports this recommendation.



March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response

Yes!!  Would be easier licensing for the citizens.

RECOMMEND: YES

QUESTION

· Introduce free first year licensing for all adopted pets.


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Not discussed.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Great idea.  Would be good for SPCA, NASAP.  What about the animals that are given to new owners?  Right now the license is non-transferable.  Could look into having the license transferred until the license is due for renewal.

RECOMMEND: YES

4. Are we doing enough to protect safety, health and property?
QUESTION
· Introduce mandatory rabies vaccination as a condition of licensing.  This is a requirement in all of the 16 American cities surveyed and in 4 of the 15 Canadian cities.

March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
The City - realizes that it is an additional cost passed on to the pet owner.

- has a concern of successfully managing the paper certificates submitted at the time of licensing.

Industry group ( Vets) -
 indoor cats shouldn’t be vaccinated.

· only outdoor cats should be.

· All cats should be vaccinated (indoor cats do escape!).
· It’s a valid public health concern.

March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
This is a public health and safety issue.  How big is the problem of rabies?  There has been 1 case in the last 2 years.  Rabies has a great foothold on the wildlife population; we just haven’t seen it in the domesticated pets yet.  When people keep the rabies vaccination up to date, then the distemper series vaccinations would be current as well.  The board of health treats those animals that are vaccinated no different than those that are not when quarantining after they have bitten.

WE RECOMMEND: NO. NOT A SIGNIFICANT HEALTH CONCERN PRESENTLY. LEAVE THIS UP TO THE RESPONSIBLE PET OWNER.

QUESTION
Restricted dog: Add the American Staffordshire Terrier, and Staffordshire Bull Terrier to the definition of Restricted Dog.  The difference b/w these breeds and a Pit Bull Terrier is very difficult to determine and thus leads to abuse of the intent of this clause.

March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
Industry group ( Dog/cat breeders) would like to see the “breed specific” provision of the Bylaw eliminated.

· Any animal either dog or cat can be vicious and should be dealt with accordingly.  The dog owner of an Am.Staff. should be made responsible to provide proof of its breed from a registered breeder.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Scrap the restricted dog bylaw.  Can not be breed specific.  Increase the vicious dog bylaw fines and declare a dog vicious after one attack.. Rottweilers, Cocker Spaniels, American Eskimos are more likely to bite than a Pit Bull.  Should we add those to the restricted dog bylaw as well? 

WE RECOMMEND: ADD THE AMERICAN STAFFORDSHIRE TERRIER AND STAFFORDSHIRE BULL TERRIER. RELY ON OR ENHANCE THE VICIOUS DOG CLAUSE TO DEAL WITH OTHER BREEDS ON AN INDIVIDUAL BASIS.

QUESTION

· Should cats that have attacked other animals or people be treated the same as dogs that do so?

March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Not discussed.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Equalize cat and dogs.  Most cat bites are provoked.  How can you call them vicious, and follow the guidelines listed in the bylaw?

WE RECOMMEND: NO. THIS IS NOT A PUBLIC SAFETY ISSUE, SINCE DOGS  MAY ATTACK WITHOUT PROVOCATION  WHEREAS CATS DO NOT. DO NOT PURSUE.

QUESTION
· Require any dog or cat declared vicious to be neutered at the owner’s cost. 
March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Not discussed.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response

Did not discuss.

WE RECOMMEND: LEAVE THIS UP TO THE OWNER. IT WOULD SERVE AS ONE JUSTIFICATION IN A FORMAL APPEAL TO REVOKE THEIR DOG’S ‘DEEMED VICIOUS’ DESIGNATION.

QUESTION
· Require the owner of an impounded animal to be reimburse the City for the cost of veterinary care above the standard basic examination such as vaccinations, treatment for minor injuries, and fees incurred from private vet clinics. 


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Not discussed.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response

Did not discuss.

WE RECOMMEND: YES

QUESTION
· For feral cats waive the requirement to hold strays for a minimum 72 hours. It is very distressing for these animals to remain confined , they can’t be rehabilitated to become house pets and they are always euthanised once the 72 hours have passed. 


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Not discussed.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Most cats that are feral are non-socialized after 2 months.  Lets be humane and euthanize them right away so they do not need to sit in a kennel for 3 days.  Some questions were asked why we could not trap, vaccinate and release.  Cost factors and disease control.  What about giving to farms?  Farms are having too many cats dumped off on the land and are bringing the cat to the SPCA.

WE RECOMMEND: YES. WITH CLEAR OPERATIONAL GUIDELINES ON CHECKING EVERY SUSPECTED FERAL CAT FOR TATOOS AND MICROCHIPS. EXPLORE POSSIBLE CONFLICT WITH PROVINCIAL ANIMAL PROTECTION ACT.

QUESTION
· Create an owner-abandoned category, which would not require the mandatory minimum three day holding period.  These animals could then be offered for adoption to the ESPCA, or euthanised immediately, without having to wait unnecessarily for a non existent owner to retrieve them.


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Not discussed.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
How do we determine owner abandoned?  Litters - are they strays or abandoned?

WE RECOMMEND: YES, WITH CLEAR OPERATIONAL CRITERIA AND DEFINITIONS.

QUESTION
· Introduce a fine for pets that damage or deface public and private property.  For example this would apply to cats that spray houses and fences or dig up flower beds.


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Not discussed.

March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response

Did not discuss.

WE RECOMMEND: YES. 

5. Should the City be collecting stray cats?
QUESTION
· Should the City be issuing cat traps to citizens as it does now for nuisance wildlife?


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response
Industry groups - Issue traps to the public but have the “cat trappers” actually bring in the cat.


- Traps shouldn’t be used in inclement weather.


- There are some humane issues about trapping that need to be addressed.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
Do we pick up injured cats?  The bylaw now is that we do not pick up cats.  If the officers have time, then they will if the cat is in distress.  Most people do not want to drop off the cats.  The public is angry that we do not pick up the cats.  Calgary noticed a decrease in the number of cats they euthanized when they forced the cat at large bylaw.  If we are to rent traps to the public, great amounts of education would have to be provided.  There would have to be rules and regulations.

WE RECOMMEND: CITY WILL ISSUE TRAPS AND PICK UP CATS TRAPPED IN CITY TRAPS ON  PRIVATE PROPERTY. TRAPS WILL NOT BE ISSUED AT TIMES WHEN TEMPERATURES ARE BELOW A DEFINED LIMIT.

QUESTION
· Should Animal Control Officers pick up stray cats from private residences?


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Industry groups (Cat fanciers/dog breeders)

- Yes the City should provide this service.


- Since cats are being licensed; the City should be picking them up.

The City - has a concern of the cost involved if officers are to pick up stray cats.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
If there is a cat at large bylaw, or the City of Edmonton is renting traps, then we must pick up the cats.  If we set out the traps after a citizen is complaining, there is a lot of work to check and maintain the traps.  If the animal is confined then an officer should pick up the cats.  A lot of the cats that are trapped are feral.  Could have a PR problem because feral cats are euthanized.  A lot of seniors are feeding the cats in their neighborhoods; therefor more cats migrate to that neighborhood.

WE RECOMMEND: CATS TRAPPED ON PRIVATE PROPERTY WILL BE PICKED UP. THIS WILL BE ENTIRELY COMPLAINT DRIVEN.

QUESTION
· Should there be fine for Cat at Large just as there is now for Dog at Large?


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

The City - Are loose cats that big of an issue?

· Should the City be responsible for controlling them?

· Will Edmontonians pay for this?

· How do we deal with stray cats?


Industry groups


-
Pass a bylaw to control them.

-
Cats shouldn’t be outside.

-
There should be no cat at large bylaw.

-
Cats provide effective rodent control.

-
There should be some control measures to reduce cruelty incidences. 

-
Encourage changes in attitudes towards responsible pet ownership.

-
It’s not fair to have a dog at large bylaw but not one for cats.

-
Edmonton’s bylaws are penalizing responsible dog and cat owners.

-
Focus resources upstream - long term solution is to:


-
foster public education


-
teach people


-
cats are considered to be disposable items-lets change this attitude.

Dealing with feral cats is a short-term concern that needs immediate addressing.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response
If the cat is dropped off with a valid tag, then no fine.  Should fine if the cat does not have valid tag or if the animal is left to sit at the pound.

WE RECOMMEND: THE OWNER OF ANY CAT BROUGHT IN BY A CITIZEN, OR TRAPPED AND BROUGHT IN BY AN OFFICER WILL BE SUBJECT TO A FINE. THE ‘FREE RIDE HOME’ ONCE WITHIN A 12 MONTH PERIOD WILL APPLY TO CATS AS IT DOES TO DOGS.

QUESTION

· Introduce a kennel fees for cats: Cats delivered to the City pound are held for a maximum 10 days. The Cat Licensing Bylaw has no provision for charging kennel fees to an owner who reclaims his/her cat, whereas kennel fees do apply to dogs.  As a result there is no cost whatever to owners whose pets stray from home, and the City is offering a de facto free 2 week maximum food, housing and care service for stray licensed cats.


March 18, 2002, Focus Group Response

Not discussed.


March 19, 2002, Focus Group Response

Did not discuss.

WE RECOMMEND: YES. KENNEL FEES WILL APPLY TO CATS AS THEY DO FOR DOGS.

A total of 495 comments were received at Animal Control and the Citizen Action Centre to April 25, 2002.

Comments on specific proposals:







         TOTAL

FOR

AGAINST

Revised “cat bylaw”


415

266

149

Cat at Large 



105

91

14


Cat traps




106

69

37

Add breeds to restricted dogs

55

18

37

Change to number of pets /owner
13

6

7

Mandatory microchip implants
6

6

The 27 selected communities across North America listed below were surveyed during March and April 2002. 

We have identified practices being utilized by municipalities across North America, which are intended to improve the quality of life for pets, pet owners and the communities they live in.

We examined how these communities address animal control matters that include the licensing and the redemption of pets, trapping, controlling, final disposition of impounded cats and dogs, monetary penalties, vaccination & identification programs, restricted/vicious animal provisions, and criteria used in adoption and euthanization policies. 

Canada





United States
Calgary





Seattle

Leduc






Spokane

Beaumont





Sacramento

Morinville





San Jose

St. Albert





Cincinnati

Stony Plain





Kansas City

Strathcona County




Detroit

Devon






Boston

Fort Saskatchewan




Broward County, Fl.

Grand Prairie





Fresno

Fort McMurray




Columbus

Medicine Hat





Minneapolis

Vancouver







Winnipeg







Halifax


By researching the animal control bylaws and ordinances of the above named communities we have collected data that is relevant to Edmonton’s proposed new animal control bylaw. 

The findings indicate that:

· All municipalities surveyed have a pet licensing system in place.

· 7 out of 12 American cities surveyed currently license cats.

· 9 out of 16 Canadian cities surveyed currently license cats. 

· Pet licenses are usually re-newed annually.

· Some municipalities such as Vancouver, Sacramento and Seattle offer pet licensing renewal options where pet owners can take advantage of lower costs when buying a pet license for an extended period of time which exceeds one year in length.

· The minimum age requirement for licensing pets is 18 years of age in all cities surveyed. Incidentally, in America this is state law. 18 years of age is considered to be the age of responsibility.

· Minimum pet age requirements are anywhere from birth to 6 mos. of age.

· Rabies vaccinations are a mandatory requirement prior to purchasing a dog or cat license, this trend is found in all of the U.S cities and in two Canadian municipalities surveyed (Stony Plain, Medicine Hat).

· In the American cities surveyed licensing fees for cats differ from city to city and cost from $6.00 to $17.00 for an altered cat and $12.00 to $35.00 for an unaltered cat.

· Dog licenses in American cities ranged from $6.00 to $25.00 for altered dogs and $12.00 to $55.00 for unaltered dogs.

· In Canada licensing fees for cats differ from city to city as well and cost from $10.00 to $30.00 for an altered cat and $25.00 to $100.00 for an unaltered cat.

· In Canada licensing fees for dogs differ from city to city and cost from $10.00 to $34.00 for an altered dog, and from $20.00 to $50.00 for an unaltered dog.

· While most cities issue licenses from animal retention centers, animal shelters and other “in house” locations like City Hall there are some municipalities, such as Seattle and Spokane for example, that allow private businesses such as vet clinics, pet stores and humane societies to issue pet licenses to the public.

· There are currently three Canadian cities that are renewing the pet licenses over the Internet.

· No American cities surveyed provide on-line pet licensing however, Kansas City shall be providing this service soon to increase its level of customer service.
· To encourage pet license registration in its community one city sponsors a subsidized rabies clinic. 

· To encourage spaying & neutering of pets in its community another city has a subsidized spay & neuter program that is capped out at $75,000 per year.

Cat control

· All cities in our survey currently have in place “dog at large” ordinances & bylaws that are proactively enforced by animal control personnel.

· 3 out of 12 American cities surveyed have in place  “cat at large “ordinances. 

· In these particular cities “cat at large” fines range anywhere from $3.00 to $119.00

· 9 out of 12 American cities surveyed will issue cat traps to the public based upon citizen generated complaints for nuisance cats, injured cats, biting cats or cats causing damage to private property.

· 8 out of 16 Canadian cities surveyed have in place a “cat at large” bylaw

(These 8 are Beaumont, Grande Prairie, Calgary, Fort McMurray, Fort Saskatchewan, Medicine Hat, Devon and Winnipeg.)

· 5 out of 16 Canadian cities surveyed will issue cat traps to the public based upon citizen generated complaints for nuisance and feral cats. (Grande Prairie, Beaumont, Calgary, Fort Saskatchewan, Devon.)

· 3 Canadian cities (Beaumont, Fort Saskatchewan and Devon) have animal control officers setting traps on city property for nuisance or feral cats.

· 4 Canadian cities will remove confined cats found on private property other than that of its owner.( These cities include Grande Prairie, Beaumont, Devon,  and Medicine Hat- confined means kept in a house, room, box or garage and not necessarily trapped)

· Trapped cats are either picked up from the residence by animal control services or transported by the citizen to city pounds and shelters. 

· In Detroit, it is against the law for a citizen to hold onto a stray dog, and all dogs must be turned over to the municipality immediately so they can be scanned for proper identification and be re-united with  respective owners as soon as possible.
· Out of all the American cities surveyed only one city makes microchipping animals mandatory when leaving its pound facilities. (Broward County, Fl) However, the cities of Cincinnati and Detroit are actively considering implementing this procedure in the future.
· In Canada, our survey indicates that there is only one city (Calgary) that places a microchip in the animal when it leaves the Pound if the animal has no other permanent identification.
· All of the cities surveyed require that the pet owner pay either a redemption fee, a pick up fee, a pound fee or a medical fee to offset costs involved to the municipality when claiming their animals from the facility.
Punitive measures

· In the U.S. first offence “dog at large” fines range from $25.00 up to mandatory court appearance by the dog owner where the judge determines the amount.

· In Canada, first offence “dog at large” fines range from $25.00 up to $100.00

· In the U.S  first offence ‘cat at large” fines range from $3.00 to $100.00

· In Canada first offence “cat at large” fines range from $0.00 to $80.00 

· As a deterrent, in some cities where the dog habitually continues to be “at large” or barks excessively, it becomes designated by the city as a “nuisance” and requires a nuisance license that is more costly than a regular license. 

· As an additional deterrent for chronic repeat offenders, dog owners are no longer issued penalty tickets in some cities but are issued summonses requiring them to attend a mandatory court appearance in the law courts where the judge specifies the fine amount the dog owner must pay. 

Breed specific ordinances and Pitbulls

· 3 of the 12 American cities surveyed have Pitbull breed specific dog ordinances and they include the American Staffordshire terrier and American bull terrier as types of pitbulls in their definitions. One of these cities even includes a separate breed, the Rottweiler as a restricted dog. 

· 5 of the 16 Canadian Cities surveyed have a Pitbull breed specific dog ordinance and three have included the American Staffordshire terrier as a type of pitbull in their definitions.

· All municipalities surveyed keep in place a vicious dog ordinance or bylaw and an appeal process that includes a hearing board or officer appointed by the City or Law Courts.
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TO: Mayor Bill Smith
2" Floor City Hall
Members of City Council
2" Floor City Hall
FROM: Sylvia Tuele

Chair, Animal Control Advisory Board

SUBJECT: Proposed Animal Control Bylaw

This is to advise you that the members of the Animal Control Advisory Board have
reviewed and support the recommendations of the Administration with respect to the

proposed integrated animal control bylaw.










Routing:



Community Services Committee, City Council

Delegation:


Larry Benowski, Mark Garrett

Written By:


David Leeb

April 25, 2002

Planning and Development Department
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