CITY OF WATERTOWN, NEW YORK
AGENDA

This shall serve as notice that the next regularly scheduled meeting of the City Council
will be held on Tuesday, January 3, 2012, at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers,
245 Washington Street, Watertown, New York.
MOMENT OF SILENCE
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ROLL CALL
ADOPTION OF MINUTES
COMMUNICATIONS
1. Property Offer — 100, 101 and 103 Alexandria Avenue
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR
RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 1 -  Designating Depositories of City Funds for 2012

Resolution No. 2-  Approving Agreement Between the City of Watertown and
State of New York, Unified Court System

Resolution No. 3-  Approving Online Auction Contract, Auctions
International, Inc.

Resolution No. 4 - Accepting Bid for the Purchase of a Route Optimization
Software System, RouteSmart Technologies

Resolution No. 5-  Public Hearing Authorizing Spending From Capital
Reserve Fund

ORDINANCES

Ordinance No.1-  An Ordinance Authorizing the Issuance of $100,000 Bonds
of the City of Watertown, Jefferson County, New York, to
Pay the Costs of the Construction or Reconstruction of
Sidewalks in Special Assessment District No. 8 Within the
City



LOCAL LAW
PUBLIC HEARING
7:30 p.m. Resolution — Establishing Assessment Charge for
Sidewalks, Spring and Fall 2012 Pursuant to Section 93 of
the City Charter
OLD BUSINESS
STAFF REPORTS
While initially scheduled for discussion at the January Work Session, the attached
Staff Reports have been added to this Agenda at the request of Mayor Jeffrey E.
Graham.
NEW BUSINESS
EXECUTIVE SESSION
WORK SESSION
ADJOURNMENT

NEXT REGULARLY SCHEDULED CITY COUNCIL MEETING IS TUESDAY,
JANUARY 17, 2012.



December 28, 2011

To: Ann Saunders, City Clerk
From: James E. Mills, City Comptroller
Subject: Property Offer — 100, 101 and 103 Alexandria Avenue

The City has received an offer from Rachel Knox for the purchase of 100
Alexandria Avenue, 101 Alexandria Avenue and 103 Alexandria Avenue in the amount
of $150 per parcel.
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Res No. 1

December 22, 2011

To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council
From: James E. Mills, City Comptroller
Subject: Annual Designation of Bank Depositories

In accordance with City Charter section 30 City Council shall designate at
its first meeting in each year the banks located in the City for the deposit of all City
funds. Accordingly a resolution has been prepared for City Council consideration which
establishes the depositories for City funds for the period January 1, 2012 through
December 31, 2012.



Resolution No. 1 January 3, 2012

RESOLUTION YEA | NAY
Page 1 of 1 Council Member BURNS, Roxanne M.
Council Member BUTLER, Joseph M. Jr.
Designating Depositories of Council Member MACALUSO, Teresa R.
City Funds for 2012
Council Member SMITH, Jeffrey M.
Mayor GRAHAM, Jeffrey E.
Total ...
Introduced by

WHEREAS Section 30 of the City Charter requires the City Council to designate
each year at its first meeting some incorporated bank or banks or trust company located in the
City of Watertown for the deposit of all moneys belonging to the City,

NOW THERFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the following banks be and they are
hereby designated as depositories of the City of Watertown, New York for the year beginning
January 1, 2012 and ending December 31, 2012:

Community Bank, N.A.
HSBC Bank USA

Key Bank

WSB Municipal Bank

And,
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that Community Bank, N.A., HSBC Bank USA,
Key Bank and WSB Municipal Bank each be required to either execute a bond, deliver to the

City of Watertown, New York approved collateral or to deposit at a mutually agreed upon
depository approved collateral of a value up to TWENTY MILLION DOLLARS ($20,000,000).

Seconded by




Res No. 2
December 27, 2011

To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council
From: Mary M. Corriveau, City Manager
Subject: Agreement Between the City of Watertown and the

NYS Unified Court System

Attached for City Council consideration is an amendment to the existing
five-year Agreement between the City of Watertown and the NYS Unified Court System
for facility maintenance. This amendment establishes a new one-year term that
commenced on April 1, 2011 and terminates on March 31, 2012.

This Agreement provides the City of Watertown with reimbursement
under the Court Cleaning and Minor Repairs Program for services and space provided to
City Court. This covers the City Court facilities in City Hall.

The proposed budget for services rendered under the terms of the contract
period 2011-2012 is $36,967. A detailed copy of the budget request is attached for City
Council review.

A resolution approving the Agreement has been prepared for City Council
approval.



Resolution No. 2 January 3, 2012

RESOLUTION EA

NAY

Council Member BURNS, Roxanne M.

Page 1 of 1
Council Member BUTLER, Joseph M. Jr.
Approving Agreement Between the City of Council Member MACALUSO, Teresa R.
Watertown and State of New York, Unified
Court System Council Member SMITH, Jeffrey M.

Mayor GRAHAM, Jeffrey E.

Introduced by

WHEREAS the City of Watertown, New York is responsible for providing and
maintaining space for the operation of City Court, and

WHEREAS reimbursement for such services is available to the City from the
Unified Court System of the State of New York,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of
Watertown hereby approves the Court Cleaning and Minor Repair Program Agreement between
the City of Watertown and the State of New York Unified Court System for Fiscal Year 2011-
2012, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager, Mary M. Corriveau, is
hereby authorized and directed to execute the Agreement on behalf of the City of Watertown.

Seconded by




STATE OF NEW YORK
UNIFIED COURT SYSTEM
FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
ONONDAGA COUNTY COURTHOUSE
600 S. STATE STREET
SYRACUSE, NEW YORK 13202-3099
(315) 671-2111
FAX: (315) 671-1175
ANN PFAU JAMES C. TORMEY
Chief Administrative Judge Justice of Supreme Court
District Administrative Judge
Fifth Judicial District

MICHAEL V. COCCOMA MICHAEL A. KLEIN, ESQ.
Deputy Chief Administrative Judge District Executive
Courts Outside New York City
JAMES P. SHANAHAN
Principal Administrative
Assistant
December 22, 2011

Mary Corriveau, City Manager
City of Watertown

Municipal Building

245 Washington St., Suite 105
Watertown, NY 13601

Re: Agreement between UCS and the City of Watertown
for Court Cleaning and Minor Repairs (Contract No. C300190)
Annual Renewal Letter and Budget (Appendix B) for SFY 2011-2012

Dear Ms. Corriveau,

Please be advised that pursuant to Section I of the existing contract between the Unified Court System and the
City of Watertown, we are hereby establishing a renewal period in the five year term of this agreement. Said
renewal period shall commence on April 1, 2011 and shall terminate on March 31, 2012. During this 2011-
2012 renewal period, all terms and conditions of the above referenced Agreement shall continue to apply,
except as specified below.

The proposed budget for services to be rendered pursuant to this contract in the 2011-2012 period shall be
$36,967. Pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 686 of the Laws of 1996, as amended to date, the maximum
compensation for the 2011-2012 period shall be 100% of that amount. The attached revised Appendix B,
detailing the proposed budget for the renewal period, shall be incorporated into the Agreement and shall replace
all prior Appendix B’s. The signatures below shall confirm acceptance of this renewal by the City of
Watertown and by the UCS.



Contract Renewal Letter for the City of Watertown for SFY 2011-2012 Page 2

(Contract No. C300190)

Accordingly, the original of this letter should be signed by an authorized representative of the City of
Watertown, and the corresponding acknowledgment page should be notarized. Two sets of the signed original
letter together with the related documents should be returned to this office.

Thank you.

Accepted for: City of Watertown

Name:

Mary M. Corriveau
Title: City Manager

Dated:

Attachments

Sincerely,

Michael A. Klein
District Executive

Accepted for: Unified Court System

Maureen McAlary
Deputy Director, Division of Financial Management

Dated:




Contract Renewal Letter for the City of Watertown for SFY 2011-2012 Page 3
(Contract No. C300190)

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF OSWEGO
CITY OF WATERTOWN

On the day of , 20 , personally came _ Mary M. Corriveau

to me known, who, being by me duly sworn, did depose and say that he/she resides in  Watertown, NY

b

that he/sheisthe City Manager (Title)of __ City of Watertown (Municipality),

the municipality described in and which executed the above instrument; and that he/she is authorized to

execute the above instrument on behalf of said municipality.

NOTARY PUBLIC



Unified Court System
Court Cleaning and Minor Repairs Proposed Budget Form
cal government entity and the NYS Unified Court System pursuant to Chapter 686, Laws of 1996)

(Appendix B to a contract between a lo

xls-format

State Fiscal Year: ‘ April 1, 2011 to March 31, 2012

Name of County or City : City of Watertown

List of Court Buildings ( Including County Clerk Space):

Court Spaces to be Cleaned and
Repaired pursuant to this Budget

Total Net Usable Court Related
Name and Address of Each Building Owned or Leased Square Feet Net Usable Sq. Ft. NN Percentage
Municipal Building, 245 Washington St. Owned 30,072 7,531 25%
Combined 30,072 7,531 25%

Anticipated Changes in Location or Space Utilization :

Name and Address of Affected Building(s)

Note: Divide Court Sq. Ft by Total Sq. Ft for percent

Nature of Changes ‘ Target Date

Page 1 of 10



1 Cleaning Costs :
1(a) Service Contracts

Portion
Budget Contract Attributable
Line # , Amounts for to Coutts Budget
Contractor Type of Service Buildi;ngr Bgciggt Period NN Percentagg Request
1
2
3
4
5
6
1(a) Subtotal : $0
1(b) Local Payroli _
Portion
Total Attributable
No. of Personal Service to Courts Budget
Positions Building Annual Wages Frinjge Benefits Costs NN Percent_age Request
7 1 Municipal Building $31,539 $12,982 $44,521 25% $11,130
8
9
10
11
12 . ,
1(b) Subtotal : $11,130
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13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24
25
26
27

1(c) Supplies and Equipment

Portion
Attributable
, ‘ ta Courts Budget
Type of Material Bu,ildinL Quantity / Unit Costs NN Percentage Request
Cleaning Supplies Municipal Bidg. $6,500 25% $1,625
1(c) Subtotal : $1,625
1(d) - Grand Total Cleaning Costs (1a+1b+1c) 1(d) $12,755
Trash Removal and Disposai
2(a) Trash Removal
Portion
Attributable
to Courts Budget
Contractor or Agency Building Quantity / Unit Costs NN Percentag_je_ Request
Watertown PublicW;rks Municipal B-Elg $6,250 25% $1,563
2(a) Total : $1,563
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28
29
30
31
32

33
34
35
36
37
38

2(b) Trash Disposal

Portion
Attributable
» to Courts Budget
Contractor or Aﬁgncy Building Quantity / Unit Costs NN Percentage Request
Watertown Public Works Municipal Bldg. $9,300 . 25% $2,325
2(b) Total : $2,325
2(c) - Grand Total Trash Removal & Disposal (2a+2b) : 2(c) $3,888
HVAC Cleaning Costs
3(a) Duct Work Cleaning and Filter Changing By Service Contract
Portion
Contract Attributable
Amounts for to Courts Budget
Contractor Type of Service Building Budg_;et Period NN Percentage Request
3(a) Subtotal : $0
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39
40
41
42
43
44

45
46
47
48
49
50

3(b) Duct Work Cleaning and Filter Changing by Local Payroll

Portion
Total Attributable
No. of . Personal Service to Courts Budget
Positions Buildingr Annual Wages Fringe Benefits Costs NN Percentage Request
3(b) Subtotal : $0
3(c) Filter Changing - Filters Only
Portion
Attributable
to Courts Budget
Type of Material Building Quantity / Unit Costs NN Percentage Request
Filters Municipal Bldg. 120 $488 25% $122
3(c) Subtotal : $122
3(d) - Total - HVAC Ductwork Cleaning & Filter Chanding Costs {3a+3b+3c): 3(d) $122 I
4 Totals for all "Cleaning Costs" : Grand Total Boxes 1d + 2¢c + 3d : 4 $1 6,765 I
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5

51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61

Proposed "Tenant" Work use following codes : a - Flooring and Carpeting

b - Painting

¢ - Interior Ceilings

d - Bathrooms
e - Fixtures

f - Minor Rer\ovétion

g - Other (Identify) Portion
Work to be Performed Attributable
, 4 Total to Courts Budget
Code Describe Work Building Wages Fringes Supplies Costs NN Percentage Request
Total for 5 : $0
Total - Expenses which are 100% reimbursable (4+5) : 6 $16,765

(see instructions)
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7 Building Maintenance
7(a) Service Contracts

62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

71
72
73
74
75
76

use following codes :

a - Pest Control

b - Elevators
¢ - HVAC

d - Telephone Wiring

e - Security & Alarm Systems

f - Other (Identify) Portion
Contract Attributable
Type . Amounts for to Courts Budget
Code Contractor Work Performed Buildinjgr Budget Period NN Perbentﬂe Request
b Rieder Elevator Elevator Maintenance Municipal $5,500 25% $1,375
c Siemens Boiler Maintenance Municipal $7,000 ~ 25% $1,750
c Hyde-Stone Mech/HVAC Maint. Municipal $21,750 25% $5,438
f Avaya Telephonie Maint. Municipal $4,000 25% $1,000
e Stat Comm. Alarm System Municipal $4,500 25% $1,125
f Kraft Power Generator Maint. Municipal $1,600 25% $400
7(a) Subtotal : $11,088
7(b) Local Payroli Por;ion
Attributable
No. of Annual Total to Courts Budget
Positions Building Wages Fringes Costs NN Percentage Request
1 Municipal - $47:268 $15,967 $60,235 25% $15,059
1 Municipal $11,576 $4,263 $15,839 25% $3,960
1 Municipal $61,454 $26,663 $88,117 - 25% $22,029
7(b) Subtotal : $41,048
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77
78
79
80
81

82
83
84
85
86
87

7(c) Supplies and Equipment

Portion
Attributable

to Courts Budget
Type of Material Eiuildingr Quantity / Unit Costs NN Percentage Request
Repair parts, small tools, misc Municipal $7,000 25% $1,750
7(c) Subtotal : $1,750
7(d) Total - Building Maintenance Costs (Total Boxes 7a, 7b, 7c): 7(d) $53,885
Landscaping and Grounds Maintenance
8(a) Service Contracts Portion
Contract Attributable .
Amounts for to Courts Budget
Contractor _ Work Performed Building Budget Period NN Percentage Request
Watn Public Works |Snow & Debris Removal Municipal $8,200 25% $2,050
8(a) Subtotal : $2,050
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88
89
90
91
92
93

94
95
96
97
98

10

8(b) Local Payroll Portion
Attributable
‘ Nd. of Annual Total to Courts Budget
Positions BuildirE Wages Fringes Costs NN Percentage Request
1 Municipal Bldg $31,539 $12,982 $44,521 25% $11,130
8(b) Subtotal : $11,130
8(c) Supplies and Equipment Portion
Attributable
to Courts Budget
Type of Material Building - Quantity / Unit Costs NN Percentage ‘ Request
Repair parts, flowers, hose, _
trimmer, gas Municipal $1,200 25% $300
8(c) Subtotal : $300
8(d) Total - Landscaping and Grounds Maintenance Costs (Total Boxes 8a, 8b, 8c) : 8(d) $1 3,480
Total - Buildings, Landscaping and Grounds Maintenance and Repairs Costs (7d+8d) : 9 $67,366
Total Cost Reimbursable @25% = (Box 9 x 25%) 10 $16,841
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11 Total Proposed Direct Costs (Iltem 6 + Item 10) :
12 Overhead Costs (Item 11 x .10):

13 Total Proposed Contract Amount (ltem 11+item 12):

14 Local Government Certification :

I'hereby certify that the cost estimates contained herein were devel
proposed budget amounts are just, true and correct to the best of

Name:
Signature :
Date :
Title :

ENDNOTES:

Mary M, Corriveau

=

NI P g S

\/ﬂ NS/

City Mandger

Use budget line numbers to reference remarks or explanations.

Line No. Explanatory Text

County or City :
Phone :
Address :

11 $33,606.

12 $3,361
13 ~ $36,967

oped using the best available information and that the
my knowledge.

Watertbwn

315-785-7730

245 Washington Street-Suite 202

Watertown, NY 13601
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Res No. 3
December 29, 2011

To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council
From: Mary M. Corriveau, City Manager
Subject: Approving Online Auction Contract,

Auctions International Inc.

With the adoption of the Reduction of Lead in Drinking Water Act, all
municipalities need to bring their systems into compliance with new lead standards by
January 2014 by limiting the lead content of pipes, pipe fittings, plumbing fittings and
fixtures. The Federal Bill defines “Lead Free” “as not containing more than 0.2% lead
when used with respect to solder and flux; and not more than a weighted average of
0.25% lead when used with respect to the wetted surfaces of pipes, pipe fittings,
plumbing fittings, and fixtures”

The City has standardized on Neptune meters and Neptune has been using
“no lead” water meter bodies that meet the new standards since 2001. City Water
Department Staff has determined that we have eight hundred and twenty used residential
water meters that are surplus to our needs. These meters were purchased prior to
Neptune going to the “no lead” standard.

Normally, Water Department personnel would disassemble the meters and
they would be sold for the scrap value of the brass. City Purchasing Manager Amy M.
Pastuf believes the online auction may yield a better price for the City of Watertown and
is therefore recommending that the City Council authorize selling this equipment on
Auctions International, Inc.

Attached for City Council consideration is a resolution authorizing the
City to enter into the online auction Agreement with Auctions International, Inc. to sell
this equipment. A copy of the Agreement with Auctions International, Inc. is also
attached for your review.



Resolution No. 3 January 3, 2012
RESOLUTION YEA | NAY

Page 1 of 1 Council Member BURNS, Roxanne M.

Council Member BUTLER, Joseph M. Jr

Approving Online Auction Contract, _
Auctions International. Inc. Council Member MACALUSO, Teresa R.

Council Member SMITH, Jeffrey M.

Mayor GRAHAM, Jeffrey E.

Introduced by

WHEREAS the City of Watertown has determined that we own eight hundred and twenty
used residential water meters that, based on the Reduction of Lead in Drinking Water Act is
excess to the City’s needs, and

WHEREAS it is the City’s desire to get the best price possible for this equipment, and

WHEREAS the Purchasing Manager, Amy M. Pastuf, has contacted Auctions
International, Inc., which conducts online auctions of vehicles and equipment, and

WHEREAS there is no cost to the City, as the fee charged by Auctions International is a
10% buyer’s premium,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council that it hereby approves the
Online Auction Contract with Auctions International, Incorporated, a copy of which is attached
and made a part of this resolution, and

BE IT FURHTER RESOLVED that if the highest bid does not meet the City’s estimated
scrap value, no sale will take place, without prior approval of the City Council, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that City Manager Mary M. Corriveau is hereby

authorized and directed to execute the Contract and accept the highest offer at the time of sale
above the City’s estimated scrap values, on behalf of the City.

Seconded by




ONLINE AUCTION CONTRACT - AGREEMENT FOR SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS BY ONLINE AUCTION

This Agreementmadeon _ / /20, between , hereafter called "Seller",
and Auctions International, Inc., 808 Borden Road, Cheektowaga, NY 14227, hereafter called "Auctioneer":

The Auctioneer hereby agrees to use professional skill, knowledge, and experience to the best advantage of both parties in
preparing for and conducting the sale. All auction items will be sold “As-Is, Where-Is”, subject to the Seller’s terms.

The Seller agrees to provide Titles, Keys and all other Proof of Ownership to customers who present a paid invoice from
Auctions International, and release the purchased items once the Auctioneer has received full payment for the goods listed
below (and described in detail on provided condition reports, and/or provided by electronic means to Auctioneer).

GOVERNMENT VEHICLES, MACHINERY, EQUIPMENT AND ALL OTHER SURPLUS ASSETS

The Seller agrees to provide merchantable title (with no liens or encumbrances) for motor vehicles, and agrees to write-in the
purchase information on the back of any titles issued to purchasers (as required by law) . The Seller furthermore agrees not to
sell listed merchandise before the term of the online auction is complete, under any circumstances.

The Auction is to be held online at www.Auctionslnternational.com, beginning and closing on mutually agreed dates and
times. The terms and prices of this contract shall remain in effect for two (2) years after the agreement is executed, based on
the needs of the Seller. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Seller may terminate this contract at any time for convenience.

Itis agreed that all listed merchandise be sold to the highest bidder, "as-is", "where-is", with no warranty expressed, implied or
otherwise, and with the Government Seller retaining the right to reject any bids that are insufficient. Seller agrees to specify a
minimum acceptable price on each rejected bid, which will be posted on the ‘Past Prices’ page of the Auctioneer’s website.

Purchaser(s) will be required to pay a 10% buyer premium, added to the successful high bid prices, which will constitute the
Auctioneer's compensation for these services.

The Auctioneer will conduct auction(s) at no-cost to the Seller, provided the Seller takes photos and descriptions of the
merchandise, and provides this information to the Auctioneer's staff. The Auctioneer reserves the right to combine low-value
merchandise into larger online auction lots as necessary, based on past experience with such items.

If requested by the Seller, the Auctioneer’s staff will travel to the Seller’s facilities to obtain photos and condition reports of the
Seller's items, for the following listing fees: Thirty dollar ($30) fee for each vehicle, and Five dollar ($5) fee for each auction lot
thatis nota motor vehicle. These listing fees will be deducted from the sale proceeds, before final payment is made to Seller.

The Auctioneer will mail a check to the Seller for all proceeds collected within fifteen (15) business days after the Seller
approves the bids for the sale items, along with an accounting summary and copies of receipts. In the event of a bidder's
refusal or failure to pay for their invoiced items, the Auctioneer will offer the unsold merchandise to the backup bidder, and the
reneging bidder will be banned from all future auctions. If the backup bidder does not take the merchandise for the backup bid
price, then the merchandise will revert back to possession of the seller, after a reasonable time has been allowed for the
backup bidder to get their payment to the Auctioneer. At the request of the Seller, any unsold merchandise can be re-listedina
future online auction.

INDEPENDENT STATUS. That during the existence of this agreement, the Auctioneer shall remain an individual, independent contractor,
retaining it's separate identity and shall in no way be considered a division, department or agent of the Seller's agency or organization.

WAIVER. No waiver of any breach of any condition of the agreement shall be binding unless in writing and signed by the party waiving said
breach. No such waiver shall in any way affect any other term or condition of this agreement or constitute a cause or excuse for a repetition of
such or any other breach unless the waiver shall include the same.

ENTIRE AGREEMENT. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement among the parties with respect to the subject matter of this
Agreement, and supersedes any and all prior understandings and agreements, whether written or oral, and all prior dealings of the parties
with respect to the subject matter of this Agreement.

Seller's Authorizing Signature Printed Name and Agency Title Telephone Number

Seller's Agency Payment Address (Check will be made out and mailed to Seller, from Auctioneer, for payments received)

Auctioneer's Signature Auctioneer's Printed Name

12-29-10



CITY OF WATERTOWN, NEW YORK

ROOM 205, CITY HALL
245 WASHINGTON STREET
WATERTOWN, NEW YORK 13601-3380
E-MAIL APastuf@watertown-ny.gov
™(315) 785-7749 &(315) 785-7752

Amy M. Pastuf
Purchasing Manager

MEMORANDUM
TO: Mary Corriveau, City Manager
FROM: Amy M. Pastuf, Purchasing Manager
SUBJECT: Surplus Sale of Water Meters

DATE: 12/29/2011

The Purchasing Department is requesting City Council’s permission to auction 820 surplus
residential water meters from the Water Department through the Auctions International on-line website.
The Water Department is now using lead-free bronze meters with radio-reading registers that meet the
“Reduction of lead in Drinking Water Act” signed into law by President Obama on January 4, 2011.
After the date of January 4, 2014, all products that come in direct contact with drinking water must have
less than .25% lead content. These older residential water meters do not meet these new regulations, and
therefore will have little value to the City in the future.

We hope that by selling the meters outright we will bring greater rate of return than by
dismantling the units for their scrap value. The Water Department will determine the scrap value of

each unit and we will not accept any bids that fall below that value.

This request is for the City Council to authorize the Purchasing Department to accept the highest
offer at time of sale provided the offer meets or exceeds the estimated scrap value.

Attached is a copy of Auction’s International Contract for approval and photos of the items for
review.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Copy: Jim Mills, City Comptroller
Gary Pilon, Water Superintendent

Enclosures

www.watertown-ny.gov
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Dec 21, 2010 - Enrolled Bill. This is the final text of the bill or resolution as
approved by both the Senate and House. This is the latest version of the bill
currently available on GovTrack.

S.3874
One Hundred Eleventh Congress
of the
United States of America
AT THE SECOND SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Tuesday, the fifth day of
January, two thousand and ten

An Act

To amend the Safe Drinking Water Act to reduce lead in drinking water.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ‘Reduction of Lead in Drinking Water Act’.
SEC. 2. REDUCING LEAD IN DRINKING WATER.

(a) In General- Section 1417 of the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C.
300g-6) is amended--

(1) by adding at the end of subsection (a) the following:

‘(4) EXEMPTIONS- The prohibitions in paragraphs (1) and (3)
shall not apply to--
‘(A) pipes, pipe fittings, plumbing fittings, or fixtures,
including backflow preventers, that are used exclusively for
nonpotable services such as manufacturing, industrial
processing, irrigation, outdoor watering, or any other uses
where the water is not anticipated to be used for human
consumption; or
'(B) toilets, bidets, urinals, fill valves, flushometer valves,
tub fillers, shower valves, service saddles, or water
distribution main gate valves that are 2 inches in diameter
or larger.’; and

(2) by amending subsection (d) to read as follows:



‘(d) Definition of Lead Free-

‘(1) IN GENERAL- For the purposes of this section, the term ‘lead
free’ means--
‘(A) not containing more than 0.2 percent lead when used
with respect to solder and flux; and
'(B) not more than a weighted average of 0.25 percent
lead when used with respect to the wetted surfaces of
pipes, pipe fittings, plumbing fittings, and fixtures.

'(2) CALCULATION- The weighted average lead content of a pipe,
pipe fitting, plumbing fitting, or fixture shall be calculated by
using the following formula: For each wetted component, the
percentage of lead in the component shall be multiplied by the
ratio of the wetted surface area of that component to the total
wetted surface area of the entire product to arrive at the
weighted percentage of lead of the component. The weighted
percentage of lead of each wetted component shall be added
together, and the sum of these weighted percentages shall
constitute the weighted average lead content of the product. The
lead content of the material used to produce wetted components
shall be used to determine compliance with paragraph (1)(B).
For lead content of materials that are provided as a range, the
maximum content of the range shall be used.’.

(b) Effective Date- The provisions of subsections (a)(4) and (d) of
section 1417 of the Safe Drinking Water Act, as added by this section,
apply beginning on the day that is 36 months after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Vice President of the United States and

President of the Senate.



DATE: November 22, 2011
TO: Cody Salisbury

FROM: Gary Pilon, Supt. of Water
SUBJECT: Lead-Free Brass Fittings

Attached 1s a page from the Fall/Winter edition of “Aquarius”, the AWWA bi-annual magazine
that updates members on various issues that affect the water industry.

According to this article, it will be illegal to sell or install brass fittings or fixtures with a lead
content in excess of 0.25% in any plumbing that comes into contact with drinking water, on or
after January 1, 2014. This is the first time that I have heard of this, but, if the law is not
changed by that deadline, we could end up with a lot of fittings that we will not be able to use.

I don’t know if that is going to apply to water meters, as well, but if it does, we will lose our
ability to sell the old meter bodies for scrap and may end up having to landfill the items.

I believe that we need to start now to change our specifications and try to find out who has the
new “lead-free” fittings available. If we are able, we should begin using up the current stock and
re-stocking with the newer material.

This winter we need to undertake a comprehensive inventory of any fittings that we currently
have that exceed the proposed threshold for lead and develop a plan for complying with the
projected deadline.

Please check with our suppliers to see if they have been informed of this change in the law.

cc: Kurt Hauk, City Engineer
Amy Pastuf, City Purchasing Agent
Kevin Patchen, Water Distribution System Operator
Mike Bulger, Water Department Stock Attendant
Julie Bailey, Principal Account Clerk

Note: All copies sent in pdf format via email



Res No. 4
December 21, 2011

To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council
From: Mary M. Corriveau, City Manager
Subject: Accepting Bid for the Purchase of a Route Optimization Software

System, RouteSmart Technologies

On behalf of the Department of Public Works, the City Purchasing
Department advertised in the Watertown Daily Times for proposals for the purchase and
installation of a Route Optimization Software System. Invitations to provide proposals
were issued to six (6) prospective vendors, with two (2) proposals received.

City Purchasing Manager Amy M. Pastuf reviewed the proposals received
with staff members from the Information Technology and Public Works Departments, and
it is their recommendation that the award be issued to RouteSmart Technologies, as the
lowest proposal meeting City specifications in the amount of $45,000 plus travel and
expenses for the installation. A memorandum from Ms. Pastuf detailing the proposals
received is attached for City council review.

The funding for this project is expected to be fully covered by an American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Grant received by the City. Once the Council
has approved the proposal, the grant administrator will be able to approve payment for the
additional pieces of the project which will include GPS devices and tracking services.
Once the grant package approval process is finalized, the City will place the order with
RounteSmart Technologies.

This software package will assist the City in balancing refuse collection
route times, service days and neighborhoods to reduce time and costs, as well as enabling
the creation of routes for snowplowing, meter-reading and infrastructure inspections.

A Resolution accepting the proposal submitted by RouteSmart
Technologies, has been prepared for City Council consideration.



Resolution No. 4

RESOLUTION
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Accepting Bid for the Purchase of a

Route Optimization Software System,

RouteSmart Technologies

Introduced by

January 3, 2012

Council Member BURNS, Roxanne M.
Council Member BUTLER, Joseph M. Jr.
Council Member MACALUSO, Teresa R.
Council Member SMITH, Jeffrey M.

Mayor GRAHAM, Jeffrey E.

YEA

NAY

WHEREAS the City Purchasing Department has advertised and received proposals for
the purchase and installation of a Route Optimization Software System, and

WHEREAS proposals were issued to six (6) prospective vendors, with two (2) proposals

being received, and

WHEREAS City Purchasing Manager Amy M. Pastuf reviewed the proposals received

with the staff members from the Information Technology and Public Works Departments, and it

is their recommendation that the City Council accept the bid from RouteSmart Technologies in
the amount of $45,000, plus travel and expenses, as the lowest qualifying proposal meeting the

City’s specifications,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Watertown

hereby accepts the proposal received from RouteSmart Technologies in the amount of $45,000,
plus travel and expenses, as the lowest qualifying proposal meeting City specifications, for the
purchase and installation of Route Optimization Software.

Seconded by




CITY OF WATERTOWN, NEW YORK

ROOM 205, CITY HALL
245 WASHINGTON STREET
WATERTOWN, NEW YORK 13601-3380
E-MAIL APastuf@watertown-ny.gov
Phone (315) 785-7749 Fax (315) 785-7752

Amy M. Pastuf
Purchasing Manager

MEMORANDUM
TO: Mary Corriveau, City Manager
FROM: Amy M. Pastuf, Purchasing Manager
SUBJECT: RFP 2011-03 — Route Optimization Software System

DATE: 12/21/2011

The City’s Purchasing Department advertised in the Watertown Daily Times on September 16,
2011 calling for proposals for the purchase and installation of a Route Optimization Software System for
the Department of Public Works. The software will be used to develop optimized routes for solid waste
collection services. The software will assist the City in balancing route times, service days and
neighborhoods to reduce time and costs. The City will also be able to use the software system to create
routes for snowplowing, meter-reading and infrastructure inspections. The expense of purchasing the
software will be covered largely by funding secured through the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act in the category of Efficient Transportation System Implementation.

Invitations to provide a proposal were issued to six (6) prospective vendors and two responses
were submitted to the Purchasing Department. The two vendors that responded are C2Logix with the
FleetRoute software system and RouteSmart Technologies with the RouteSmart software system. The
responses were reviewed by staff members from the Purchasing, IT and DPW Departments. The City
requested and reviewed supplemental information from both vendors in regards to the additional route
applications that the City desires the software system to address. Both vendors responded accordingly to
the request. It was agreed by the Departments that both responses adequately addressed the scope of the
project. It was observed that the system provided by RouteSmart provided additional functions not
available from the C2Logix product.

The City contacted the references provided by RouteSmart and received positive reviews. There
were issues with the implementation portion of the purchase, but the municipality did not have the GIS
expertise that the City of Watertown has, so it is expected that we would not encounter similar concerns
and delays.

www.watertown-ny.gov



The pricing provided by both vendors was reviewed and is shown below:

FleetRoute RouteSmart
Purchase of one single use/floating license $30,000.00 $26,000.00
Data set up $6,854.00 $4,000.00
Training - On site $6,410.00 $10,500.00
Training - Virtual $3,600.00 $4,500.00
Total Price $46,864.00 $45,000 plus T&E
Annual Licensing/Renewal Fees $6,000.00 $4,000.00

Based on the review of the proposals, product presentations and reference checks, City staff has
determined that RouteSmart Technologies has the best product that provides the desired attributes of the

required software system. The RouteSmart product is slightly less expensive with lower annual
licensing renewal fees. It is recommended that the City accept the proposal from RouteSmart

Technologies for the purchase of a Route Optimization Software System.

Eugene Hayes, Superintendent of Public Works, has been working with the Grant Administrator
for the ARRA grant to finalize the implementation of the grant goals. Once the City Council accepts
the bid proposal, the grant administrator will be able to approve payment for the additional pieces of the
project which include GPS devices and tracking services. The City will not place any orders until final

approval of the grant package is received.

If there are any questions concerning this recommendation, please contact me at your

convenience.




Res No. 5
December 23, 2011

To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council
From: James E. Mills, City Comptroller
Subject: Authorizing Spending of Funds from the Capital Reserve Fund

Included in the FY 2011-12 Capital Budget was the Municipal Building
chiller and tower replacement and Library cooling tower replacement projects. Funding
in the amount of $365,000 for this project was to come from the Capital Reserve Fund
established by City Council on June 19, 2006.

Prior to any funds being spent from this reserve a public hearing must be
held. Accordingly, staff is recommending that a Public Hearing be set for January 17,
2012 at 7:30 p.m. to discuss the appropriation of these funds.

A history of the Capital Reserve Fund is as follows:

Sources:

Budgetary Transfers (FY 2005-06, FY 2006-07) $600,000

Interest Earnings 49,340

Total Available $ 649,340
Uses:

DPW Plow Shed $ 75,000

Thompson Park Clinic Building Roof 61,235

Arena Concession Stand 35,000

Arena Roof 90,000

Total Uses 261,235
Balance Available $388,105
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RESOLUTION
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Public Hearing Authorizing Spending
From Capital Reserve Fund

Introduced by

January 3, 2012

Council Member BURNS, Roxanne M.
Council Member BUTLER, Joseph M. Jr.
Council Member MACALUSO, Teresa R.
Council Member SMITH, Jeffrey M.

Mayor GRAHAM, Jeffrey E.

YEA

NAY

WHEREAS on June 19, 2006, the City Council approved establishing a Capital Reserve
Fund pursuant to Section 6-c of the General Municipal Law to finance future capital

improvements, and

WHEREAS the Adopted 2011-12 Capital Budget included a project to replace Municipal

Building chillers and tower at an estimated cost of $250,000, and

WHEREAS the Adopted 2011-12 Capital Budget included a project to replace the

Library cooling tower at an estimated cost of $200,000, and

WHEREAS the City Council desired to partially fund the replacement of the Municipal
Building chillers and tower and the Library cooling tower from the Capital Reserve Fund, and

WHEREAS on Monday, January 17, 2012 at 7:30 p.m., the City Council of the City of
Watertown held a public hearing to discuss the expenditure of funds from this capital reserve

fund, and

WHEREAS it has been determined that the expenditure of these funds is in keeping with

the purpose for the capital reserve fund,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Watertown

hereby authorizes the appropriating of Capital Reserve funds in an amount not to exceed

$365,000 to pay for the cost of the chillers and tower replacements at the Municipal Building and

Library.

Seconded by




FISCAL YEAR 2011-2012
CAPITAL BUDGET
FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS
CITY HALL

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COST

Municipal Building Chiller and Tower Replacement:

These two air conditioning chillers (one installed in the early 1960’s and
one replaced in mid 1980°s) are well beyond their useful life and require
replacement. The units would be replaced with a high efficiency chiller.
The cooling tower installed in the early 1960’s is also beyond it useful life
and would also be replaced with a variable speed tower.

Funding to support this project will be through a transfer from the
Capital Reserve Fund.

$250,000

TOTAL

$250,000

-257-




FISCAL YEAR 2011-2012
CAPITAL BUDGET
FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS
LIBRARY

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

COST

Cooling tower replacement

The cooling tower on the Library roof needs to be replaced. It is nearing
fifteen years old and the life of this type of equipment is typically about
ten years. The cooling tower has been leaking, causing damage to
surrounding areas of the roof which has caused some internal leaks inside
the library. The work involves replacing it with a high efficiency tower,
and an energy recovery unit. '

Funding to support this project will be through a transfer from the Capital

$200,000

Reserve Fund (3115,000) and a transfer from the Library Fund ($85,000).
| - ~ TOTAL

$200,000

- 289 -




Ord No. 1
December 28, 2011

To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council
From: James E. Mills, City Comptroller
Subject: Bond Ordinance — Sidewalk Special Assessment District #8

Included in the FY 2011-12 Capital Budget was funding for the sidewalk
construction costs associated with the sidewalk special assessment district #8 which
includes parcels located on California Avenue, Cayuga Avenue, Columbia Street, Eastern
Boulevard, Indiana Avenue North, Main Street West, Michigan Avenue, Railroad Street,
State Street, Summer Street and Wyoming Street.

As in previous years, this Special Assessment Program provides property
owners with an opportunity to pay for the cost of work performed by the City over a ten-
year period. This bond ordinance will allow the City to borrow for the costs associated
with those property owners that choose to enroll in the 10-year Special Assessment
Program. The City’s share of the costs associated with the sidewalk program is funded
with a transfer from the general fund and not through the proceeds of this bond
ordinance.

Council must hold the Public Hearing on Establishing the Assessment
Charges and vote on the Resolution prior to voting on the attached Bond Ordinance.



Ordinance No. 1 January 3, 2012
YEA

NAY

ORDINANCE

Council Member BURNS, Roxanne M.

An Ordinance Authorizing the Issuance of .
Council Member BUTLER, Joseph M. Jr.

$100,000 Bonds of the City of Watertown,
Jefferson County, New York, to Pay the Council Member MACALUSO, Teresa R.

Costs of the Construction or Reconstruction Council Member SMITH, Jeffrey M.

of Sidewalks in Special Assessment District
No. 8 Within the City Mayor GRAHAM, Jeffrey E.

Page 1 of 6

Introduced by

At a regular meeting of the Council of the City of Watertown, Jefferson County, New
York, held at the Municipal Building, in Watertown, New York, in said City, January 3, 2012, at
7:00 o'clock P.M., Prevailing Time.

The meeting was called to order by , and upon roll
being called, the following were

PRESENT:
ABSENT:

The following ordinance was offered by Councilman :
who moved its adoption, seconded by Councilman , to wit:

WHEREAS, all conditions precedent to the financing of the class of objects or purposes
hereinafter described, including compliance with the provisions of the State Environmental
Quality Review Act to the extent required, have been performed; and

WHEREAS, it is now desired to authorize the issuance of bonds of said City to finance
costs of said class of objects or purposes; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED, by the Council of the City of Watertown, Jefferson County, New
York, as follows:

Section 1. For the class of objects or purposes of paying costs of the construction or
reconstruction of sidewalks in Special Assessment District No. 8 within the City of Watertown,
Jefferson County, New York, including incidental expenses in connection therewith, there are
hereby authorized to be issued $100,000 bonds of said City pursuant to the provisions of the
Local Finance Law.




Ordinance No. 1 January 3, 2012

NAY

YEA
ORDINANCE
Council Member BURNS, Roxanne M.

An Ordinance Authorizing the Issuance of Council Member BUTLER. Josenh M. Jr
$100,000 Bonds of the City of Watertown, wosepn L
Jefferson County, New York, to Pay the Council Member MACALUSO, Teresa R.
Cost_s of the C_onstruc_tlon or Reconstru_ctlgn Council Member SMITH, Jeffrey M.
of Sidewalks in Special Assessment District
No. 8 Within the City Mayor GRAHAM, Jeffrey E.
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Section 2. It is hereby determined that the estimated maximum cost of the aforesaid

class of objects or purposes is $100,000 and that the plan for the financing thereof is by the
issuance of $100,000 bonds of said City authorized to be issued pursuant to this bond ordinance;
provided, however, that the amount of bonds ultimately to be issued will be reduced by the
amount of any State or Federal aid or any other revenue received by the City from other sources
for such class of objects or purposes.

Section 3. It is hereby determined that the period of probable usefulness of the
aforesaid class of objects or purposes is ten years, pursuant to subdivision 24 of paragraph a of
Section 11.00 of the Local Finance Law.

Section 4. Subject to the provisions of the Local Finance Law, the power to authorize
the issuance of and to sell bond anticipation notes in anticipation of the issuance and sale of the
bonds herein authorized, including renewals of such notes, is hereby delegated to the City
Comptroller, the chief fiscal officer. Such notes shall be of such terms, form and contents, and
shall be sold in such manner, as may be prescribed by said City Comptroller, consistent with the
provisions of the Local Finance Law.

Section 5. The faith and credit of said City of Watertown, Jefferson County, New
York, are hereby irrevocably pledged for the payment of the principal of and interest on such
obligations as the same respectively become due and payable. An annual appropriation shall be
made in each year sufficient to pay the principal of and interest on such obligations becoming
due and payable in such year. There shall annually be levied upon property in Special
Assessment District No. 8 determined to be specially benefitted by such construction or
reconstruction of sidewalks a special assessment to pay such portion of the principal of and
interest on such obligations, as the same become due and payable, as shall be established in
proceedings under Title XII of the City Charter and, to the extent such assessments are
insufficient, there shall annually be levied a tax to pay principal and interest on such obligations
as the same become due and payable.

Section 6. Such bonds shall be in fully registered form and shall be signed in the
name of the City of Watertown, Jefferson County, New York, by the manual or facsimile
signature of the City Comptroller and a facsimile of its corporate seal shall be imprinted thereon
and may be attested by the manual or facsimile signature of the City Clerk.
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ORDINANCE

Council Member BURNS, Roxanne M.

An Ordinance Authorizing the Issuance of .
Council Member BUTLER, Joseph M. Jr.

$100,000 Bonds of the City of Watertown,
Jefferson County, New York, to Pay the Council Member MACALUSO, Teresa R.

Costs of the Construction or Reconstruction Council Member SMITH, Jeffrey M.

of Sidewalks in Special Assessment District
No. 8 Within the City Mayor GRAHAM, Jeffrey E.
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Section 7. The powers and duties of advertising such bonds for sale, conducting the
sale and awarding the bonds, are hereby delegated to the City Comptroller, who shall advertise
such bonds for sale, conduct the sale, and award the bonds in such manner as he shall deem best
for the interests of the City, provided, however, that in the exercise of these delegated powers, he
shall comply fully with the provisions of the Local Finance Law and any order or rule of the State
Comptroller applicable to the sale of municipal bonds. The receipt of the City Comptroller shall
be a full acquittance to the purchaser of such bonds, who shall not be obliged to see to the
application of the purchase money.

Section 8. All other matters, except as provided herein relating to such bonds,
including determining whether to issue such bonds having substantially level or declining annual
debt service and all matters related thereto, prescribing whether manual or facsimile signatures
shall appear on said bonds, prescribing the method for the recording of ownership of said bonds,
appointing the fiscal agent or agents for said bonds, providing for the printing and delivery of
said bonds (and if said bonds are to be executed in the name of the City by the facsimile
signature of the City Comptroller, providing for the manual countersignature of a fiscal agent or
of a designated official of the City), the date, denominations, maturities and interest payment
dates, place or places of payment, and also including the consolidation with other issues, shall be
determined by the City Comptroller. It is hereby determined that it is to the financial advantage
of the City not to impose and collect from registered owners of such bonds any charges for
mailing, shipping and insuring bonds transferred or exchanged by the fiscal agent, and,
accordingly, pursuant to paragraph c of Section 70.00 of the Local Finance Law, no such charges
shall be so collected by the fiscal agent. Such bonds shall contain substantially the recital of
validity clause provided for in Section 52.00 of the Local Finance Law and shall otherwise be in
such form and contain such recitals in addition to those required by Section 52.00 of the Local
Finance Law, as the City Comptroller shall determine.

Section 9. This ordinance shall constitute a statement of official intent for
purposes of Treasury Regulations Section 1.1340-2. Other than as specified in this ordinance, no
monies are, or are reasonably expected to be, reserved, allocated on a long term basis, or
otherwise set aside with respect to the permanent funding of the object or purpose described
herein.




Ordinance No. 1

ORDINANCE

An Ordinance Authorizing the Issuance of
$100,000 Bonds of the City of Watertown,
Jefferson County, New York, to Pay the
Costs of the Construction or Reconstruction
of Sidewalks in Special Assessment District
No. 8 Within the City

Page 4 of 6

January 3, 2012

Council Member BURNS, Roxanne M.

Council Member BUTLER, Joseph M. Jr.

Council Member MACALUSO, Teresa R.

Council Member SMITH, Jeffrey M.

Mayor GRAHAM, Jeffrey E.

YEA

NAY

Section 10.  The validity of such bonds and bond anticipation notes may be contested

only if:

1) Such obligations are authorized for an object or purpose for which said City is not

authorized to expend money, or

2) The provisions of law which should be complied with at the date of publication of

this ordinance are not substantially complied with,
and an action, suit or proceeding contesting such validity is commenced within twenty

days after the date of such publication, or

3) Such obligations are authorized in violation of the provisions of the Constitution.

Section 11.  This ordinance, which takes effect immediately, shall be published in full
in the Watertown Daily Times, the official newspaper, together with a notice of the City Clerk in
substantially the form provided in Section 81.00 of the Local Finance Law.

Unanimous consent moved by Councilman

seconded by Councilman

The question of the adoption of the foregoing ordinance was duly put to a vote on roll

call, which resulted as follows:

VOTING
VOTING
VOTING
VOTING
VOTING

The ordinance was thereupon declared duly adopted.

* * *

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR

, 2012.

Mayor

, with all voting "AYE".
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STATE OF NEW YORK )
) SS.:
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

I, the undersigned Clerk of the City of Watertown, Jefferson County, New York, DO
HEREBY CERTIFY:

That | have compared the annexed extract of the minutes of the meeting of the Council of
said City, including the ordinance contained therein, held on January 3, 2012, with the original
thereof on file in my office, and that the same is a true and correct transcript therefrom and of the
whole of said original so far as the same relates to the subject matters therein referred to.

| FURTHER CERTIFY that all members of said Council had due notice of said meeting.

| FURTHER CERTIFY that, pursuant to Section 103 of the Public Officers Law (Open
Meetings Law), said meeting was open to the general public.

| FURTHER CERTIFY that, PRIOR to the time of said meeting, | duly caused a public
notice of the time and place of said meeting to be given to the following newspapers and/or other
news media as follows:

Newspaper and/or Other News Media Date Given

Regular meeting of the City Council held in accordance with Section 14-1 of the
Municipal Code

| FURTHER CERTIFY that PRIOR to the time of said meeting, | duly caused public
notice of the time and place of said meeting to be conspicuously posted in the following
designated public location(s) on the following dates:

Designated Location(s) of Posted Notices  Date of Posting
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January 3, 2012

Council Member BURNS, Roxanne M.
Council Member BUTLER, Joseph M. Jr.
Council Member MACALUSO, Teresa R.
Council Member SMITH, Jeffrey M.

Mayor GRAHAM, Jeffrey E.

Regular meeting of the City Council held in accordance with Section 14-1 of the

Municipal Code

YEA

NAY

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of said City

on January , 2012.

City Clerk
(CORPORATE SEAL)




Public Hearing — 7:30 p.m.

December 22, 2011

To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council
From: Mary M. Corriveau, City Manager
Subject: Establishing Assessment Charge, Sidewalk Special Assessment

District 8, Spring and Fall 2012

On November 21, 2011, the City Council approved the establishment of
the Sidewalk Improvement Special Assessment for District 8. As you will recall, under
the Charter provisions related to Special Assessment Programs, after a Public Hearing,
the City Council must officially determine whether all or a portion of the cost for the
proposed sidewalk improvements should be a charge or expense upon the abutting
property owner.

Notices were sent to all property owners in the defined area notifying them
of their inclusion in this year’s program and also notifying them of the Public Hearing to
consider whether all or a portion of the cost for the proposed sidewalk improvements
should be a charge or expense upon the abutting property owner. The attached report
provides a detailed listing of the properties that will be included in Sidewalk Special
Assessment District #8.

Staff prepared the notices to property owners using the $5.25 per sqg. ft.
price, which is the price charged to property owners included in Special Assessment
District #7. Since mailing the notices to the property owners in Special Assessment
District #8, the major concerns were raised by property owners who were initially in
District #7 whose property was not completed this past year. These property owners
want to make sure that they aren’t charged any more than they would have been if their
property was completed as part of District #7. Staff is recommending that this be taken
into consideration when determining the price for Special Assessment District #8.

As in previous years, this Special Assessment Program provides taxpayers
with an opportunity to pay the cost of work performed by the City over a ten-year period.
Property owners will have the option of having the City perform the work, hiring a
contractor to do the work, or doing the work themselves.

A Public Hearing for Special Assessment District #8 has been scheduled
for Tuesday, January 3, 2012, at 7:30 p.m., in City Council Chambers. Following the
Public Hearing, the City Council can consider the attached resolution, which establishes
the assessment charge for the Special Assessment District #8.



Resolution No.

RESOLUTION

Page 1 of 1

Establishing Assessment Charge for
Sidewalks, Spring and Fall 2012 Pursuant to
Section 93 of the City Charter

Introduced by

January 3, 2012

Council Member BURNS, Roxanne M.
Council Member BUTLER, Joseph M. Jr.
Council Member MACALUSO, Teresa R.
Council Member SMITH, Jeffrey M.

Mayor GRAHAM, Jeffrey E.

YEA

NAY

WHEREAS a public hearing was held in accordance with Section 93 of the City Charter
on January 3, 2012 at 7:30 p.m. to hear public comment concerning whether all or a portion of
the cost for proposed sidewalk improvements to the properties identified in the attached report,

which constitutes Special Assessment District #8, shall be a charge or expense upon the abutting

properties, and

WHEREAS the City Council has determined that it shall fix the charge to be paid by the
abutting property owner at $ per square foot, with the remaining cost being paid by the

City,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Watertown,

pursuant to Section 93 of the City Charter, hereby fixes the charge to be paid for by the abutting

property owner’s of Special Assessment District #8 at $

remaining cost being paid by the City.

Seconded by

per square foot, with the




SIDEWALK PROGRAM - DISTRICT 8

# Property Add. Parcel # Sznlg:t Sﬁd::t Cost/ft | Sub-total Tax Total
200 California Ave 6-16-307 192 5.25 | $1,008.00 | 78.12 $1,086.12
138 California Ave 6-16-421 480 5.25 | $2,520.00 |195.30 | $2,715.30
512 Cayuga Ave 1-20-207 192 5.25 | $1,008.00 | 78.12 $1,086.12
514 Cayuga Ave 1-20-208 272 5.25 | $1,428.00 |110.67 | $1,538.67
603 Cayuga Ave 1-21-108 176 5.25 $924.00 71.61 $995.61
606 Cayuga Ave 1-20-507 160 5.25 $840.00 65.10 $905.10
607 Cayuga Ave 1-21-107 224 525 | $1,176.00 | 91.14 $1,267.14
610 Cayuga Ave 1-20-508 32 5.25 $168.00 13.02 $181.02
611 Cayuga Ave 1-21-106 208 5.25 | $1,092.00 | 84.63 $1,176.63
614 Cayuga Ave 1-20-509 240 5.25 | $1,260.00 | 97.65 $1,357.65
615 Cayuga Ave 1-21-105 16 5.25 $84.00 6.51 $90.51
618 Cayuga Ave 1-20-510 192 5.25 | $1,008.00 | 78.12 $1,086.12
619 Cayuga Ave 1-21-104 192 5.25 | $1,008.00 | 78.12 $1,086.12
621 Cayuga Ave 1-21-103 192 5.25 | $1,008.00 | 78.12 $1,086.12
631 Cayuga Ave 1-21-101 112 5.25 $588.00 45.57 $633.57
1410 Columbia St 5-01-113 100 5.25 $525.00 40.69 $565.69
1308 Columbia St 5-01-214 142 5.25 $745.50 57.78 $803.28
1309 Columbia St 5-02-222 48 5.25 $252.00 19.53 $271.53
1205 Columbia St 5-02-302 224 5.25 | $1,176.00 | 91.14 $1,267.14
1545 Columbia St 5-12-103 48 5.25 $252.00 19.53 $271.53
1523 Columbia St 5-12-201 32 5.25 $168.00 13.02 $181.02
1515 Columbia St 5-12-204 48 5.25 $252.00 19.53 $271.53
1645 Columbia St 5-13-102 16 5.25 $84.00 6.51 $90.51
1641 Columbia St 5-13-103 120 5.25 $630.00 48.83 $678.83
1617 Columbia St 5-13-202 64 5.25 $336.00 26.04 $362.04
1605 Columbia St 5-13-204 96 5.25 $504.00 39.06 $543.06
1514 Columbia St 5-14-130 48 5.25 $252.00 19.53 $271.53
1520 Columbia St 5-14-132 32 5.25 $168.00 13.02 $181.02

M222 Columbia St 5-14-133 32 5.25 $168.00 13.02 $181.02
1540 Columbia St 5-14-136 96 5.25 $504.00 39.06 $543.06
1548 Columbia St 5-14-138 80 5.25 $420.00 32.55 $452.55
VL-4 Columbia St 5-14-147 16 5.25 $84.00 6.51 $90.51
1718 Columbia St 5-15-112 80 5.25 $420.00 32.55 $452.55
139 Eastern Blvd 5-15-113 128 5.25 $672.00 52.08 $724.08
203 Eastern Blvd 5-13-101 48 5.25 $252.00 19.53 $271.53
110 Indiana Ave N 5-01-305 176 5.25 $924.00 71.61 $995.61
114 Indiana Ave N 5-01-306 32 5.25 $168.00 13.02 $181.02
116 Indiana Ave N 5-01-307 112 5.25 $588.00 45.57 $633.57
122 Indiana Ave N 5-01-308 128 5.25 $672.00 52.08 $724.08
126 Indiana Ave N 5-01-309 32 5.25 $168.00 13.02 $181.02
130 Indiana Ave N 5-01-310 16 5.25 $84.00 6.51 $90.51
134 Indiana Ave N 5-01-311 32 5.25 $168.00 13.02 $181.02
140 Indiana Ave N 5-01-312 288 5.25 | $1,512.00 |117.18 | $1,629.18
137 Indiana Ave N 6-16-401 400 5.25 | $2,100.00 | 162.75 | $2,262.75
133 Indiana Ave N 6-16-402 128 5.25 $672.00 52.08 $724.08
129 Indiana Ave N 6-16-403 176 5.25 $924.00 71.61 $995.61
127 Indiana Ave N 6-16-404 112 5.25 $588.00 45.57 $633.57
123 Indiana Ave N 6-16-405 128 5.25 $672.00 52.08 $724.08




SIDEWALK PROGRAM - DISTRICT 8

119 Indiana Ave N 6-16-406 160 5.25 $840.00 65.10 $905.10
115 Indiana Ave N 6-16-407 128 5.25 $672.00 52.08 $724.08
201 Indiana Ave N 6-16-306 256 5.25 | $1,344.00 | 104.16 | $1,448.16
202 Indiana Ave N 5-02-303 64 5.25 $336.00 26.04 $362.04
906 Main St W 1-20-101.001 224 5.25 | $1,176.00 | 91.14 $1,267.14
139 Michigan Ave 5-01-313 64 5.25 $336.00 26.04 $362.04
138 Michigan Ave 5-01-213 96 5.25 $504.00 39.06 $543.06
202 Michigan Ave 5-02-201 48 5.25 $252.00 19.53 $271.53
1014 Railroad St 1-20-203 256 5.25 | $1,344.00 | 104.16 | $1,448.16
1018 Railroad St 1-20-204 32 5.25 $168.00 13.02 $181.02
1022 Railroad St 1-20-205 240 5.25 | $1,260.00 | 97.65 $1,357.65
1203 State St 5-01-304 128 5.25 $672.00 52.08 $724.08
14 Summer St 1-20-115 56 5.25 $294.00 22.79 $316.79
912 Summer St 1-20-118 208 5.25 | $1,092.00 | 84.63 $1,176.63
916 Summer St 1-20-119 192 5.25 | $1,008.00 | 78.12 $1,086.12
917 Summer St 1-20-117 80 5.25 $420.00 32.55 $452.55
920 Summer St 1-20-120 64 5.25 $336.00 26.04 $362.04
928 Summer St 1-20-122 32 5.25 $168.00 13.02 $181.02
929 Summer St 1-20-114 48 5.25 $252.00 19.53 $271.53
933 Summer St 1-20-113 96 5.25 $504.00 39.06 $543.06
936 Summer St 1-20-124 48 5.25 $252.00 19.53 $271.53
937 Summer St 1-20-112 144 5.25 $756.00 58.59 $814.59
940 Summer St 1-20-125 176 5.25 $924.00 71.61 $995.61
943 Summer St 1-20-111 176 5.25 $924.00 71.61 $995.61
208 Wyoming Ave 5-122-206 64 5.25 $336.00 26.04 $362.04
184 Wyoming Ave 5-02-122 112 5.25 $588.00 45.57 $633.57
138 Wyoming Ave 5-14-127 48 5.25 $252.00 19.53 $271.53
139 Wyoming Ave 5-01-114 32 5.25 $168.00 13.02 $181.02




December 1, 2011

To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council
From: Mary M. Corriveau, City Manager
Subject: Proposed Legislation, Dogs, City Code Section 81-5 (C)

Attached is a second draft of the legislation concerning
permitting/allowing dogs to be present at events within the City of Watertown. City
Attorney Robert J. Slye has tried to capture the amendments requested by the City
Council at the November 14, 2011 Work Session. An excerpt of the Work Session
minutes is included for your review.

As Staff discussed this draft of the proposed Legislation, we felt that it
would be helpful to bring this back to the City Council for discussion prior to putting it
into final format for approval.



City Code Section 81-5 (C)

It shall be unlawful for the owner of any dog to permit or allow such dog to be
present at any “Special Event” in the City or to be upon City owned property and within 20 feet
of any City owned swimming pool or playground equipment located within any City park or
playground. For purposes of this section, a “Special Event” shall mean the following activities
upon City owned property: The Farm & Craft Market; The 4™ of July Concert at Thompson
Park; or The Jefferson County Fair. A “Special Event” shall also include any other specifically
approved event conducted, at least in part, upon City owned property and which will or may
involve significant public assembly.

The posting of signage by the host of a Special Event, to the effect that dogs are
not permitted at the Special Event, shall be presumptive evidence that said event will or may
involve significant public assembly and will be conducted, at least in part, on City property.

The prohibition herein shall not apply to an owner whose dog is confined within
an automobile, crate, cage or similar structure that prevents a dog from causing personal injury
or damage to personal property.

The prohibition of this Section 81-5 (C) may be waived by special approval of the
City Manager or his or her designee.

There shall be excluded from this section any owner of adog which is defined
under Section 108 of the New York Agriculture and Markets Law, as the same may be amended
from time to time, as a guide dog, hearing dog, service dog, working search dog, therapy dog,
detection dog, war dog, or any other dog which may be utilized by law enforcement agencies
within the jurisdiction of the City, or which are professionally trained service animals utilized by

persons with disabilities.

Draft 12/1/11



CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION
CITY OF WATERTOWN
NOVEMBER 14, 2011 (Excerpt)
7:00 P.M.

MAYOR JEFFREY E. GRAHAM PRESIDING

PRESENT: COUNCIL MEMBER ROXANNE M. BURNS
COUNCIL MEMBER JOSEPH M. BUTLER JR.
COUNCIL MEMBER TERESA R. MACALUSO
COUNCIL MEMBER JEFFREY M. SMITH
MAYOR GRAHAM

ALSO PRESENT: MARY M. CORRIVEAU, CITY MANAGER
CITY ATTORNEY ROBERT J. SLYE

City Staff Present: Jim Mills, Ken Mix, Gene Hayes and Kurt Hauk

Draft Dog Legislation

Referring to this draft legislation, Council Member Macaluso asked what the Chamber had to say
about this.

Council Member Burns stated that the Chamber doesn’t want dogs at the market. However, since
the market is held on City property, they wanted the City to take the lead on this and they are
pleased that the City is taking action.

Council Member Butler asked about it being unlawful for the dog to be on City property within
20’ of playground equipment.

Attorney Slye commented that the paramount protection is to keep the dog on a leash.

Council Member Smith asked about t-ball games and if a family brings a dog but is not within
20’ of playground equipment.

Mrs. Corriveau stated that if it is an organized game and they asked to use the City field, dogs
can not be brought there.

Council Member Smith stated that he thinks that is a little too restrictive.
Attorney Slye stated that the legislation reads that dogs are not permitted at any special event.
Discussion centered on what would determine a “special event”. Attorney Slye indicated that this

1s something that Council can discuss before voting on any legislation.

Council Member Smith asked about dog shows being held at the fairgrounds.



Mrs. Corriveau advised that she had spoken with Mr. Simpson about that. The dogs in
competition would be allowed. However, no other dogs would be allowed there.

Council Member Smith questioned how someone would be able to walk their dog down Sterling
Street and across Washington Street when the market was going on.

Council Member Burns commented that this draft does take into consideration the essence of
what we are looking at. She stated that she doesn’t think dogs should be at the farmers’ market,
concerts or the Jefferson County fair. She also suggested that Council could discuss private
events.

Attorney Slye advised that Council has to decide what the evil is that they are trying to eliminate.

Mayor Graham commented that it is having dogs at public events where there is a high density of
people.

Attorney Slye asked what he thought of dogs at t-ball games.

Mayor Graham responded that he didn’t see it as that. However, he didn’t feel dogs should be
going through large crowds of people and stated that they shouldn’t be allowed at Red and Black
football games due to the crowds and the fact that food is being served. He stated that if you are
serving food, you shouldn’t have dogs there. He stated that there are certain things in life where
you leave your dogs at home.

Council Member Burns stated that the key is the number of people at the event.
Mayor Graham commented that special events should include those that require a permit and
those that include activities of significant assembly to be conducted on City owned property.

Council Member Smith referred to the last paragraph of the draft and asked for clarification as to
what therapy and war dogs are. The information will be supplied to Council.



December 12, 2011

To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council
From: Mary M. Corriveau, City Manager
Subject: Dog Legislation, Email

Attached for your review is a copy of an email received over the weekend
regarding the proposed Dog legislation. As the email attachment was 18 pages long, 1
thought it might be easier to read as a printed document.



Corriveau, Mary

From: Todd B [stop_roxys_law@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, December 11, 2011 1:21 PM

To: mayor557 @verizon.net; Graham, Jeff

Cc: Burns, Roxanne; Butler, Joseph; Macaluso, Teresa R; Smith, Jeff; Dutton, Donna: Corriveau,
Mary

Subject: Important Stopping Ban on Dogs in Watertown, NY

Attachments: Community Approach to Dog Bite Prevention.pdf

0; ?Mayor and City Council of Watertown,

B InB regards to the proposed draft legislation of banning dogs in Watertown, NY I ask that
you please reconsider the severity of the proposed law.B I understand that a horrific and
terrible incident took place at the Farmer's Market which gained a lot of publicity. I agree
that there could be some revisions to the current legislation, but why must we go from one
event to banning dogs at public events.B Public events are places where dog owners can take
their pets to socialize to prevent other accidents like this one from happening in the
future. A majority of Dog Owners think of the dogs as their children, would you leave your
toddler in the car by themselves while you went to a public event?B Why not try to educate
the public on proper dog bite prevention or review the current dangerous dog policy. Not
allowing dogs at public events altogether is a very strict rule which will no only be hard to
enforce but also prevent travelers from visiting Watertown, thus hurting the city economy.
For example, Best Western on Washington is a Pet Friendly hotel, but if this law is imposed
there will be times where the tenants will be unable to walk their dogs due to public events
like the Christmas Parade or the Tree Lighting Ceremony, thus possibly driving customers to
stay elsewhere during those times.B Also, without Watertown having a entirely dog friendly
area is there a plan in place if stronger Animal Control Policies are put into place? And,
how is this legislation going to allow dog owners to carry dogs in bags at public events,
this could be seen as prejudice to dog owners of larger dogs and possibly discrimination, so
I think that if you are going to pass this law it has to be black and white!B The 1link that
follows is a link to CDC Dog Bit PreventionB
http://www.cdc.gov/homeandrecreationalsafety/dog-bites/biteprevention.html which has some
good information on possible ways of Dog Bite Prevention, then going to the extreme that the
current legislation is going.B Also I have attached a "Community Approach to Dog Bite
Prevention” from the American Veterinary Medical Association, Task Force on Canine Aggression
and Human-Canine Interactions.B I ask that the City Council please review and revise the
draft legislation of Dog banning in Watertown to better the community to move forwards and
not backwards.B

I have started an online petition I am unsure if you are aware of but we have reached 210
signatures from around the world, I will continue to keep the petition running and getting
the word out there to assist with the pending legislation so that you may see the names of
people who disagree and their comments.B Please do not think of the people who are not
centrally located in Watertown, NY as non-voters or just look over their opinions because in
the future they may be here as vacationers, immigrants, or relocating military families.B
They also may pose as examples due to some may live in dog friendly countries like Germany,
where your dog is allowed everywhere a human-being is allowed whether is a service dog or
not.B I am amazed at the numbers and comments we have gotten so far and can't wait to see
what else happens!

Below is the email I am sending out to as many people as possible to raise awareness of the
pending legislation:

B

Hello,



B B I am looking for some assistance on getting the word out about a online petition to STOP
THE BAN ON DOGS IN Watertown.B I currently have received 210 signatures from people
throughout the world in regards to stopping the BAN ON DOGS.B I was wondering if you would
be able to assist getting the word out to other dog owners throughout the area.B I greatly
appreciate in assistance that you may provide and wish you a wonderful Holiday season!

Hey,

I just signed the petition "Watertown, NY City Council: Deny legislation on banning dogs at
public events” and wanted to see if you could help by adding your name.

Our goal is to reach 250 signatures and we need more support. You can read more and sign the
petition
here:

http://www.change.org/petitions/watertown-ny-city-council-deny-legislation-on-banning-dogs-
at-public-events

You can also follow us on Twitter:
https://twitter.com/#!/StopRoxyslLaw

Like us on Facebook:
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Stop-Ban-on-Dogs-roxys-Law-in-Watertown-
Ny/300715956636009°?skz11

Thanks!
Todd



‘Why This Is Important

The city of Watertown is attempting to pass "Roxy's Law", legislation that would ban dog
owners from bringing their dogs to any public events, such as fairs, parades, farmer's markets,
etc. as well as banning dog owners from bringing their dogs within 20 feet of any public pool or
playground.

This legislation is a knee-jerk reaction to an incident at the Watertown Farmer's Market in which
a little boy was severely bitten by a dog. The dog was, at the time, leashed and with his owner,
and the little boy had received permission to pet the dog. The circumstances of how the child was
bitten are unclear and the animal had previously been petted by other children without any
problems. However, because this bite occurred, Watertown legislators believe that an incident
such as this will not happen again if dogs were banned from public events.

However, even if dogs were banned from public events, a bite such as this could easily occur
anywhere in Watertown where people walk their dogs and parents are out with their children.
What will the city council's next decision be, then? Ban all dogs from the city of Watertown?

Banning all dogs from public events will not address the issue in Watertown. The only thing this
ban will accomplish is that it will force dog owners from enjoying public events along with their
dogs, and it will make it difficult, if not impossible, for responsible owners to take advantage of
the amount of socialization and training opportunities that public events offer.

In addition to the fact that this legislation will make no difference in preventing dog bites, it also
proposes that dogs will be allowed at public events if they are left inside vehicles. This is
contrary to New York's Agriculture and Market's Law (§353-d), which states that dogs may not
be left inside vehicles in extreme heat or cold. According to the American Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA), leaving a dog inside a vehicle even on a moderately
warm (or moderately cold) day and even with adequate ventilation can lead to death or serious
physical injury due to exposure to the elements.

There 1s also the question regarding how this law would affect area animal shelters, dog rescues,
and pet-related businesses which are often at outdoor public events with some of the animals in
their care to promote pet adoptions or their businesses. Dogs regularly walk in the Christmas
parade, for example, and rescue groups frequently attend public events to raise awareness.

We believe that dog bites can be prevented by responsible dog ownership and responsible
parenting, not legislation banning dogs from public events. What happened was a sad accident
that occurred likely through a combination of bad dog ownership (owner not knowing when to
remove the dog from a stressful situation) and bad parenting (letting a toddler interact with a
strange dog) and does not necessitate passing yet more restrictive laws for dog owners.

It amazes me that there are countries where a dog is really a man’s best friend everywhere and
here in the USA a dog is only a man’s best friend at home.



It would prohibit dogs from public events such as the farmers market, the July 4 celebration at
Thompson Park, the Jefferson County Fair and sporting events at the Alex T. Duffy Fairgrounds.
Dogs also would be prohibited within 20 feet of city pools and playgrounds. They would be
allowed at the events 1f they are kept in motor vehicles.
http://www.watertowndailytimes.com/article/20111114/NEWS03/711149941

Agriculture and Markets Law §353-d:

§ 353-d. Confinement of companion animals in vehicles: extreme

temperatures. 1. A person shall not confine a companion animal in a

motor vehicle in extreme heat or cold without proper ventilation or

other protection from such extreme temperatures where such confinement

places the companion animal in imminent danger of death or serious

physical injury due to exposure to such extreme heat or cold.
http://public.leginfo.state.ny.us/LAWSSEAF .cgi?QUERYTYPE=LAWS+&QUERYDATA=$$
AGM353-DFS@TXAGMO0353-

D+&LIST=LAW+&BROWSER=EXPL ORER+&TOKEN=00320904+& TARGET=VIEW

Dog Bite Prevention Week 2011 AVMA Video

http://voutu.be/Cenl0-2Yb1E

Preventing Dog Bites AVMA Video

http://youtu.be/LT-4WbOQhUw

Follow us on Twitter:

https://twitter.com/#!/StopRoxysLaw

Like us on Facebook:

http://www.facebook.com/pages/Stop-Ban-on-Dogs-rox ys-Law-in-Watertown-
Nvy/3007159566360097sk=wall




A community approach to dog bite prevention

American Veterinary Medical Association
Task Force on Canine Aggression and Human-Canine Interactions

MEMBERS OF THE Task FORCE

Bonnie V. Beaver, DVM, MS, DACVB (Chair), Department of
Small Animal Medicine and Surgery, Texas A&M University,
College Station, TX 77843-4474, representing the AVMA
Executive Board.

M. Douglas Baker, MD, FAAP. Pediatric Emergency Department,
Room WP143, Yale-New Haven Children’s Hospital, 20 York
St. New Haven, CT 06504, representing the American
Academy of Pediatrics.

Robert C. Gloster, MD, FACEP. Swedish Hospital Medical
Center, PO Box 14999, Seattle, WA 98114, representing the
American College of Emergency Physicians.

William A. Grant, DVM, Community Veterinary Hospital,
13200 Euclid St, Garden Grove, CA 92843, representing the
Professional Liability Insurance Trust.

James M. Harris, DVM, Montclair Veterinary Clinic and
Hospital, 1961 Mountain Blvd, Oakland, CA 94611, repre-
senting the AVMA Committee on the Human-Animal Bond.

Benjamin L. Hart, DVM, PhD, DACVB, Department of Anatomy,
Physiology, and Cell Biology, School of Veterinary Medicine,
University of California, Davis, CA 95616, representing the
American College of Veterinary Behaviorists.

Danny H. Hattaway, BS, Underwriting Consultant, State Farm
Insurance, 1 State Farm Plaza, D-1, Bloomington, IL 61701,
representing the insurance industry.
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State St, Chicago, IL 60610, representing the American
Medical Association.
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AVMA Animal Welfare Committee.

Randall Leckwood, PhD, Vice President/Research and
Educational Outreach, Humane Society of the United States,
2100 L St NW, Washington, DC 20037, representing humane
organizations.

Don Rieck, BS, Chief Animal Control Officer, Health
Department, City of Sjoux Falls, 132 North Dakota Ave,
Sioux Falls, SD 57104, representing the National Animal
Control Association.

Jeffrey J. Sacks, MD, MPH, Medical Epidemiologist, Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, 4770 Buford Hwy, NE
(Mailstop K-45), Atlanta, GA 30341, representing the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

William S. Strauss, ]D, 235A Windsor Pl Brooklyn, NY 11215,
representing the legal profession.

Jan Strether, DVM, 809 Hwy 36 E, Hartselle, AL 35640, repre-
senting the AVMA Council on Public Relations.

STAFF SUPPORT
Gail C. Golab, PhD, DVM, Division of Education and Research,
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Introduction and Problem Statement

Dog bites are a serious public health problem that
inflicts considerable physical and emotional damage
on victims and incurs immeasurable hidden costs to
communities. Bites have been tolerated as a job-related
hazard for utility and postal workers, but for many
communities the problem may be more encompassing.
Following a severe attack, there is usually an outcry to
do something, and the something that is done often
reflects a knee-jerk response. Only later do officials
realize that the response was not effective and, in fact,
may have been divisive for the community. To assist
communities in avoiding such ineffective responses,
the AVMA convened a Task Force on Canine
Aggression and Human-Canine Interactions. Although
the number of injuries will never be reduced to zero,
Task Force members believe a well-planned proactive
community approach can make a substantial impact.
The information contained in this report is intended to
help leaders find effective ways to address their com-
munity’s dog bite concerns.’

Scope of the problem :

Dogs have shared their lives with humans for more
than 12,000 years,' and that coexistence has con-
tributed substantially to humans’ quality of life. In the
United States, there are slightly more than 53 million
dogs sharing the human-canine bond,”* more dogs per
capita than in any other country in the world.’
Unfortunately, a few dogs do not live up to their image
as mankind’s best friend, and an estimated 4.5 million
people are bitten each year,* although the actual num-
ber injured is unknown.® Approximately 334,000 peo-
ple are admitted to US emergency departments annual-
ly with dog bite-associated injuries, and another
466,000 are seen in other medical settings.” An
unknown number of other people who have been bit-
ten do not sustain injuries deemed serious enough to
require medical attention. Still another group of indi-
viduals is not represented by these data, those that
incur injuries secondary to a bite or attempted bite. For
example, a jogger may trip and break an arm while
fleeing from a threatening dog.

Of concern too are the demographics of typical
dog bite victims. Almost half are children younger than
12 years 0ld.*® People more than 70 years old comprise
10% of those bitten and 20% of those killed.""

Direct costs of dog bite injuries are high. The
insurance industry estimates it pays more than $1 bil-
lionly in homeowners' liability claims resulting from
dog bites.”" Hospital expenses for dog bite-related
emergency Visits are estimated at $102.4 million.?
There are also medical insurance claims, workmen’s
compensation claims, lost wages, and sick leave-asso-
ciated business costs that have not been calculated.

Which dogs bite?

An often-asked question is what breed or breeds of
dogs are most “dangerous”? This inquiry can be
prompted by a serious attack by a specific dog, or it
may be the result of media-driven portrayals of a spe-
cific breed as “dangerous """ Although this is a com-
mon concern, singling out 1 or 2 breeds for control can

result in a false sense of accomplishment.” Doing so
ignores the true scope of the problem and will not
result in a responsible approach to protecting a com-
munity’s citizens.

Dog bite statistics are not really statistics, and they
do not give an accurate picture of dogs that bite.’
Invariably the numbers will show that dogs from pop-
ular large breeds are a problem. This should be expect-
ed, because big dogs can physically do more damage if
they do bite, and any popular breed has more individ-
uals that could bite. Dogs from small breeds also bite
and are capable of causing severe injury. There are sev-
eral reasons why it is not possible to calculate a bite
rate for a breed or to compare rates between breeds.
First, the breed of the biting dog may not be accurate-
ly recorded, and mixed-breed dogs are commonly
described as if they were purebreds. Second, the actual
number of bites that occur in a community is not
known, especially if they did not result in serious
injury. Third, the number of dogs of a particular breed
or combination of breeds in a community is not
known, because it is rare for all dogs in a community
to be licensed, and existing licensing data is then
incomplete.” Breed data likely vary between communi-
ties, states, or regions, and can even vary between
neighborhoods within a community.

Wolf hybrids are just that: hybrids between wild
and domestic canids. Their behavior is unpredictable
because of this hybridization, and they are usually
treated as wild animals by local or state statutes. Wolf
hybrids are not addressed by this program.

Sex differences do emerge from data on various
types of aggression. Intact (unneutered) male dogs rep-
resented 80% of dogs presented to veterinary behavior-
ists for dominance aggression, the most commonly
diagnosed type of aggression.' Intact males are also
involved in 70 to 76% of reported dog bite incidents.""
The sex distribution of dogs inflicting unreported bites
is not known. Unspayed females that are not part of a
carefully planned breeding program may attract free-
roaming males, which increases bite risk to people
through increased exposure to unfamiliar dogs. Dams
are protective of their puppies and may bite those who
try to handle the young. Unspayed females may also
contribute to the population of unwanted dogs that are
often acquired by people who do not understand the
long-term commitment they have undertaken, that are
surrendered to animal shelters where many are
destroyed, or that are turned loose under the miscon-
ception that they can successfully fend for themselves.'

Dog bite costs to a community

Costs associated with dog bite injuries cannot be
readily measured, because so many intangible quality
of life issues are involved. This makes it more difficult
for community councils to justify the time, effort, and
expense necessary to institute a bite reduction program
when compared to a new fire truck, street paving, or
city park. Intangible costs include time spent by vol-
unteer and paid community officials on animal-related
issues, deterioration of relationships between neigh-
bors, building appropriate medical support, citizens’
concerns about neighborhood safety for chiidren,
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homeowners’ insurance costs within the community,
and animal shelter support for unwanted pets. These
are quality of life issues that ultimately determine the
desirability of a community to its citizens and that can
motivate proactive community officials to institute a
prevention program.

This program

Reducing the incidence of dog bites requires active
community involvement; passive attention or a token
commitment is not sufficient. By actively focusing on
dog bite prevention, the State of Nevada was able to
reduce the incidence of bites by approximately 15%."
Members of the Task Force represented a broad range
of disciplines and designed the program presented
here. It was recognized that the community approach
must be multidisciplinary and that different communi-
ties will have different needs based on their level of
commitment, preexisting programs, and available
resources. Although the best results will be obtained by
adopting the entire prevention program, the program is
designed so that it may be adopted as a whole or in
part. Either way, the goal remains to reduce the inci-
dence of dog bites within communities and improve
quality of life for their citizens.

Multidisciplinary and
Multiprofessional Groups

It is unlikely that a dog bite prevention program
will begin in a complete vacuum. Typically, some for-
mal program is already in place under the auspices of
animal control, the health department, or local law
enforcement. Efforts may also be under way by other
groups such as educators or dog breeders. It makes
sense to identify related activities to determine what
needs are not being met, find likely sources of support
or resistance, and avoid duplication of effort and
potential turf battles (Appendix 1)

Identify dog bite issues in the community

Each community has a unique set of dog bite-relat-
ed problems and its own approaches to confronting
them. A central task is to identify these particular
issues. The project begins by assessing the political
landscape regarding dog bites and dog bite prevention.
Before launching a program, it is useful to pinpoint the
degree of current and potential support among corpo-
rate and community leaders as well as legislators and
senior staff in the dog bite prevention program’s spon-
soring agency.

Recognize hot buttons—Crafting a program is eas-
ier if the objectives mesh with a highly visible commu-
nity issue. For example, there may be public outery
about dog waste or a publicized dog attack. Such a sit-
uation may provide impetus for a campaign to support
licensing and leash laws or ordinances pertaining to
reporting dog bites. When community groups and the
media have already invested in finding a solution to the
dog bite problem, program organizers can dovetail their
efforts and work collaboratively with these groups.

Community interest—Knowing the degree of sup-
port that exists for a prevention program is important.

The prior existence of a program suggests support, but
this may not always be the case. The active support of
a commissioner or health department head (local or
state) is critical, because without his/her backing, a
fledgling dog bite prevention program is vulnerable to
shifting funding initiatives and political pressure.
Public officials are influenced by vocal well-organized
constituencies, so it is important to know what dog
bite-related agendas are getting politicians’ attention. It
also helps to know whether any legislators have a
strong interest in the dog bite issue.

Dogs in the news—News accounts can provide
clues as to how dog-related issues have played out over
time. Compare these accounts with available statistical
data and scientific assessments for reliability.

Identify potential partners, allies, support, and fund-
ing sources

Determine which organizations in the community
are likely to support program efforts or resist them.
Some individuals and organizations will emerge as nat-
ural allies; some old hands will be glad to work with a
new partner in the dog bite prevention field, and some
will actively welcome a new focal point for dog bite
prevention activity. Learning about various entities and
their interest and involvement in dog bite control can
help answer questions in the following areas.

Community resources—Organizations, agencies,
businesses, and individuals offering training, assis-
tance, consulting, library or computer search capabili-
ties, in-kind contributions, volunteer help, or supple-
mental funding must be identified.

Currently available data—Before launching a
major effort to collect dog bite data, it is wise to deter-
mine whether an assessment has already been done.
Ask about reports related to injuries and costs from
dog bites, surveys that include dog bite or dog owner-
ship information, opinion surveys or other studies
describing community perceptions about the need for
dog bite prevention, and similar information. If possi-
ble, find out what happened to existing assessments
and related recommendations. Knowing the history of
previous evaluation and prevention efforts will help in
development of a new program. If an assessment has
been done, determine whether methods and conclu-
sions are sound.

Legislation—It is important to know what inter-
ventions (eg, leash laws, “dangerous” dog ordinances)
have been previously introduced and their history of
success. Individuals involved in these efforts may be
valuable allies in new programs. In addition, current
ordinances should be evaluated to determine whether

enforcement or revision could increase their effective-
ness.

Barriers—Ownership of particular dog bite issues
and potential turf battles should be confronted realisti-
cally. In addition, it must be acknowledged that a dog
bite prevention program may attract opposition from
groups on philosophical grounds (eg, groups that
strongly support personal freedom argue that the gov-
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ernment should not mandate licensing of dogs). Clubs
for specific breeds may not be supportive if they fear
their breed will be singled out in a negative way.
Barriers can be overcome by a fresh approach to old
problems or by agreeing to carve out areas of responsi-
bility among interested groups. Typically, there are
many more problems than there are organizations to
tackle them, so it makes sense to avoid attacking simi-
lar issues.

Develop an advisory council

Obtaining community input can be as sophisticat-
ed as conducting public opinion surveys or holding
focus groups to learn about what the community sees
as pressing dog bite issues. More likely, there will be
limited funds at the outset of the program, so more
informal but also potentially valuable approaches may
be required. These include meetings with potential
partners and interested groups to learn about their
constituencies’ concerns. This type of informal inter-
view can be a great help in uncovering key dog-related
issues as perceived by the community. Talking with
people in neighborhoods most affected by dog bite
problems is important. For example, if there is a prob-
lem with dog bites in low-income neighborhoods,
obtaining the views of people living there can help
identify the nature of the problem and potential solu-
tions.

An advisory council or task force that represents a
wide spectrum of community concerns and perspec-
tives creates a source of support for program initiatives.
Advisory groups provide guidance for a dog bite pre-
vention program and may focus on specific high-prior-
ity dog bite issues. Although organizing and maintain-
ing an advisory council is labor-intensive, it can sub-
stantially benefit the program. Members may be able to
provide access to useful information that is not other-
wise easy for the coordinator to obtain. Members can
also identify ways in which the program can work with
appropriate voluntary organizations and associations.
People with experience in dog bite control can offer
perspective about the program and help identify poten-
tial pitfalls as well as successful strategies. Participation
by members representing community organizations
builds a sense of ownership in the dog bite prevention
program.

Logistics in starting an advisory council include
identifying organizations and individuals that should
participate (Appendix 1), determining the size of the
council, establishing a structure and operating proce-
dures for the council and its regular meetings, assign-
ing staff support, determining the relationship between
the staff and the council, and reaching an agreement
about key tasks. When community members and gov-
ernment officials work together to support the creation
and development of a local task force, it enhances the
group’s visibility and impact.

To foster an involved and active advisory council,
professionals agree that several criteria must be met.
The number of participants should be kept manage-
able: 10 to 12 is a size that works well. If it is necessary
to have more members for political reasons, breaking

the group into smaller committees or working groups

will improve the dynamics. For example, groups could
coalesce around data issues, legislation and policy, and
so on. Involving participants from the start in mean-
ingful tasks will underscore that this is a productive
group. In addition, people are more likely to support a
program they participated in creating, because they
have a sense of ownership.

Because each community’s needs and priorities dif-
fer, the advisory council’s major tasks will vary. The
advisory council or one of its working groups may con-
sider the following activities:

- coordinating efforts among participating organiza-
tions

+  developing an action plan

- establishing dog bite prevention priorities

- generating public and legislative support for dog
bite control

-+ identifying dog bite reporting sources

+  interpreting data

- identifying and obtaining resources for program
activities (educational, financial, staffing)

- providing technical expertise for the program

- recommending goals and objectives for prevention

It is recommended that the program be overseen
by a paid coordinator. The program coordinator and
other staff involved can contribute to the advisory
council’s success by good meeting planning and prepa-
ration, regular communication with members, working
with the advisory council chairperson to set the agen-
da, and helping to solve problems that threaten to
derail the process. As with any volunteer effort, a dog
bite prevention advisory council is likely to thrive if
the coordinator nurtures its members with regular
expressions of appreciation.

Infrastructure

A coordinated effort is essential for success in any
venture, and each individual or organization involved
must have a clear sense of their/its responsibilities.
Reducing the incidence of dog bites requires the coop-
eration of many groups, including animal control agen-
cies, the human and veterinary medical communities,
educators, departments of health, and the local licens-
ing authority. Open and consistent communication is
an integral part of an effective program, and one entity
should be designated as the coordinating agency. A log-
ical coordinating agency would be the health depart-
ment or animal control. In addition, it is imperative
that an appropriate agency be granted authority to
conduct investigations and make recommendations.

Program coordinator

As previously mentioned, dog bite prevention
efforts should be assisted by a paid staff person. Because
the diversity of input is so great, it is recommended that
the office of the advisory council’s program coordinator
be located within the municipality’s coordinating
agency. Individuals, agencies, or organizations that
come into contact with or are aware of a “dangerous”
dog or risky situation should provide this information

b RN T .
to the coordinator. The coordinator should then reley
s +L -

all information io the proper recipients.
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Animal control agencies
Animal control officers are the frontline in con-

trolling animal bites. A well-resourced animal control

agency is vital for public health and safety within any

community. In some communities, animal control is a

stand-alone agency. In others it is administered

through the local city or county health director or is a

subsidiary of the local police department or sheriff's

office. Wherever located, the functions of animal con-

trol within communities are multiple, including:

+  training of animal control officers and ancillary
personnel

- licensing of dogs and cats

»  enforcement of leash laws, ordinances, regula-
tions, and statutes

>+ control of unrestrained and free-roaming animal
populations

-+ investigation of animal bite-related incidents

+  administration of rabies quarantine programs after
an animal bites

- bite data management, analysis, and dissemination
regulation of “dangerous” animals

- educational outreach within the community
regarding responsible ownership, spay/neuter pro-
grams, control of “dangerous” animals, rabies vac-
cinations

-+ coordination of efforts

Larger communities often possess more resources
to properly fund animal control agencies and provide
adequate staff'” and training; however, smaller animal
control programs can also be effective, even when they
operate on a limited budget. Dedicated personnel can
accomplish much if they have community support,
including support from law enforcement and the judi-
ciary.

Preventive measures
Preventive measures are designed to minimize risk
and should be addressed by all communities.

Control of unrestrained and free-roaming ani-
mals—Reasonable and enforceable laws or ordinances
are required for good control of unrestrained or free-
roaming animals (Appendix 2)."" Laws written to
ensure that owned animals are confined to their prop-
erty or kept on a leash make freeing a community of
unrestrained and free-roaming animals easier. Although
most dog bites occur on the property where the dog
lives, unrestrained or free-roaming dogs do pose a sub-
stantial threat to the public. Enforcement of restraint
laws is, therefore, essential if the incidence of dog bites
is to be reduced. It is important to protect animal own-
ers by providing an adequate amount of time for them
to claim animals that have been impounded. Because of
economic constraints, the current standard in the
industry is 3 working days; however, 5 days may be
more reasonable to ensure successful owner-animal
reunions. Control of unrestrained and free-roaming ani-
mal populations requires an adequately staffed, trained,
and funded animal control agency.

Licensing of dogs—The primary benefit of licens-
ing animals is identification, should that animal

become lost. Licensing also ensures rabies vaccinations
are current, allows quick identification in case of a bite
incident, and provides revenue to help offset the costs
of administering the animal control program. An effec-

tive program can be a source of reliable demographic
data as well.

Vaccinations—Rabies vaccinations are normally a
prerequisite for licensing dogs and cats, because they
are an important control measure for a major public
health concern. In addition to protecting pets, rabies
vaccinations provide a barrier between infected wild
animals and humans. Vaccination has reduced con-
firmed cases of rabies in dogs from 6,949 in 1947 to
126 in 1997."

Breed or type bans—Concerns about “dangerous”
dogs have caused many local governments to consider
supplementing existing animal control laws with ordi-
nances directed toward control of specific breeds or
types of dogs. Members of the Task Force believe such
ordinances are inappropriate and ineffective.

Statistics on fatalities and injuries caused by dogs
cannot be responsibly used to document the “danger-
ousness” of a particular breed, relative to other breeds,
for several reasons. First, a dog’s tendency to bite
depends on at least 5 interacting factors: heredity, early
experience, later socialization and training, health
(medical and behavioral), and victim behavior.’
Second, there is no reliable way to identify the number
of dogs of a particular breed in the canine population
at any given time (eg, 10 attacks by Doberman
Pinschers relative to a total population of 10 dogs
implies a different risk than 10 attacks by Labrador
Retrievers relative to a population of 1,000 dogs).
Third, statistics may be skewed, because often they do
not consider multiple incidents caused by a single ani-
mal. Fourth, breed is often identified by individuals
who are not familiar with breed characteristics and
who commonly identify dogs of mixed ancestry as if
they were purebreds. Fifth, the popularity of breeds
changes over time, making comparison of breed-spe-
cific bite rates unreliable.

Breed-specific ordinances imply that there is an
objective method of determining the breed of a partic-
ular dog, when in fact, there is not at this time. Owners
of mixed-breed dogs or dogs that have not been regis-
tered with a national kennel club have no way of
knowing whether their dog is one of the types identi-
fied and whether they are required to comply with a
breed-specific ordinance. In addition, law enforcement
personnel typically have no scientific means for deter-
mining a dogs breed that can withstand the rigors of
legal challenge, nor do they have a foolproof method
for deciding whether owners are in compliance or in
violation of laws. Such laws assume that all dogs of a
certain breed are likely to bite, instead of acknowledg-
ing that most dogs are not a problem. These laws often
fail to take normal dog behavior into account and may
not assign appropriate responsibilities to owners.

Some municipalities have attempted to address
notice and enforcement problems created by unregis-
tered and mixed-breed dogs by including in the ordi-
nance a description of the breed at which the ordi-
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nance is directed. Unfortunately, such descriptions are
usually vague, rely on subjective visual observation,
and result in many more dogs than those of the intend-
ed breed being subject to the restrictions of the ordi-
nance.

Animal control legislation has traditionally been
considered a constitutionally legitimate exercise of
local government power to protect public safety and
welfare. Breed-specific ordinances, however, raise con-
stitutional questions concerning dog owners’ four-
teenth amendment rights of due process and equal pro-
tection.?” When a specific breed of dog is selected for
control, 2 constitutional questions are raised: first,
because all types of dogs may inflict injury to people
and property, ordinances addressing only 1 breed of
dog appear to be underinclusive and, therefore, violate
owners' equal protection rights; and second, because
identification of a dog’s breed with the certainty neces-
sary to impose sanctions on the dog’s owner is impos-
sible, such ordinances have been considered unconsti-
tutionally vague and, therefore, to violate due process.

After a bite occurs

It is important to have a well-defined postbite pro-
gram in place to minimize physical and emotional pain
for dog bite victims. This allows animal control per-
sonnel to work efficiently, protects animals that are vic-
tims of false allegations, and provides the judiciary
with reasonable alternatives that address a variety of
situations. State laws may dictate parts of this process.

Investigation of animal bite-related incidents—
Any animal bite or incident must be thoroughly inves-
tigated and substantiated by an agent of the empow-
ered investigating authority such as an animal control
officer, police officer, or peace officer. 1deally, the inves-
tigating authority should be the same authority that
enforces related ordinances or laws to give continuity
and credibility to all investigations. Investigating offi-
cers must be given authority to perform their duties by
statute or ordinance. Clear, concise, standardized
information concerning the incident must be obtained
to ensure its successful resolution and facilitate long-
term data collection (Appendix 3).

Postbite rabies quarantine programs—A healthy
dog that is currently vaccinated against rabies and that
bites a human should be examined by a licensed vet-
erinarian to determine its health status. If no signs of
illness compatible with rabies are detected, the dog
should be quarantined. The Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention has set the quarantine period
for dogs, cats, and ferrets at 10 days, including the day
of the bite. Vaccinated dogs can be allocated to 2 cate-
gories: those that have bitten a member of the immedi-
ate family and those that have bitten an individual out-
side the immediate family. Home quarantine can be
considered for vaccinated dogs that have bitten a mem-
ber of the immediate family, assuming the owner can
confine the dog in a manner that prevents further
exposure. Vaccinated dogs that have bitten a human
outside of the immediate family generally should be
guarantined at the local shelter or veterinarian’s office.

At the end of the quarantine period, the dog should

undergo a physical examination. In addition, interim
evaluations are highly recommended.

A dog that is not currently vaccinated against rabies
and that bites a human should be considered a rabies
suspect and be appropriately quarantined. Contact with
the dog during the quarantine period should be strictly
limited to individuals who have completed rabies pro-
phylaxis and are up-to-date on serologic testing and
booster vaccinations. Physical examinations should be
conducted at the beginning and end of the quarantine
period to determine the dogs health status.
Quarantined dogs may be treated by a veterinarian, but
rabies vaccines should not be administered to the dog
until the quarantine period is complete. If at any time
during the quarantine period the dog has signs of ill-
ness compatible with rabies, it should be humanely
euthanatized and samples submitted for rabies testing.

Records of all bites must be kept, including infor-
mation specifically identifying the dog and owner.
These should be crosschecked with each incident for
evidence of a chronic problem.

Identification and regulation of “dangerous”
dogs—Certain dogs may be identified within a com-
munity as being “dangerous,” usually as the result of a
serious injury or threat. That classification, because it
carries with it serious implications, should be well
defined by law (Appendix 4). Any such definition
should include an exclusion for justifiable actions of
dogs. Procedures should be outlined that take into
account the potential public health threat, are reason-
able to enforce, and convey the seriousness of the situ-
ation to the owner. Although animal contro] officers or
their statuary counterparts are responsible for collect-
ing information, a judge or justice will hear evidence
from animal control officers and the dogs owner to
determine whether that dog fits established criteria for
“dangerousness.” In some municipalities, a hearing
panel comprising a cross section of private citizens
hears alleged “dangerous” dog evidence and has been
given the authority to declare a dog “dangerous” if
deemed appropriate. Any declaration by a hearing
panel, judge, or justice is subject to judicial review.

A judge, justice, or hearing panel may promulgate
orders directing an animal control officer to seize and
hold an alleged “dangerous” dog pending judicial
teview. If a dog is determined to be “dangerous” by a
judge, justice, or hearing panel, the owner of that dog
is usually required to register the dog with the appro-
priate health department or animal control facility. The
judicial process may also require the owner to follow
other rigid requirements, including but not limited to
permanent identification of offending dogs, training
and assessment of dogs and owners, and having
offending dogs spayed or neutered.

Because the judicial branch is such an integral part
of any enforcement action, the judiciary must assist
during formulation of "dangerous” dog laws. If the
judiciary is involved, its members will be aware of the
process that must be followed to declare a dog “dan-
gerous.” In addition, they will be aware of steps that

have already been completed and the options available

when a particular case reachies ihe Couris.
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Bite Data Reporting
Accurate and complete reporting of dog bites is an

essential element of a bite prevention program. These
reports are vital not only for case management and
judicial review but for planning, implementing, and
evaluating the status of the problem. Major goals of
comprehensive dog bite data reporting include:

» accurately defining victim demographics to identi-
fy populations at greatest risk for bites and allow
targeting of educational efforts

+  defining dog and owner characteristics associated
with higher risk so that an actuarial approach to
the dog bite problem is possible (this facilitates
effective program planning and proper targeting of
control measures)

- defining high risk geographic areas at city, county,
or neighborhood levels so that limited resources
for animal control and public education can be
appropriately deployed
establishing baseline data so that the impact of
specific elements of the bite prevention program
can be assessed

» providing an accurate, detailed, unbiased, objec-
tive source of information for decision makers,
media, and the public interested in the dog bite
problem and its prevention
providing critical information for proper manage-
ment of dog bite cases

What should be reported?

At a minimum, a dog bite case should be defined
as any medically-attended dog bite or any dog bite
resulting in a report to an animal control or law
enforcement agency. This would presumably cover
those instances consuming public resources and would
also include cases that may result in litigation.

A number of data elements should be captured on
a report form such that it is comprehensive in scope
without placing unnecessary burdens on reporting
agencies (Appendix 3). Fatal and severe dog attacks on
humans have been associated with prior or concurrent
attacks on pets or livestock, so it is important that
communities also track those incidents. Maintaining
records of incidents of menacing behaviors of owned
dogs running at large in the community may be found
useful'in later legal actions.

Who should report?

The goal is to report any medically treated dog
bite or any bite resulting in a report to, or response
from, an animal control agency, humane society with
animal control responsibilities, or law enforcement
agency. Therefore, the primary sources of data should
be:

* animal control or law enforcement agencies
responding to a dog bite complaint

health professionals attending to a bite injury

(hospital emergency staff, urgent care facility staff,

private physicians, school or camp medical staff,

medical staff of other entities such as military
bases or reservations, and veterinarians)

Recognizing that many dog bites go unreported, a
comprehensive program to assess dog bite incidence

should consider possible secondary sources of data.

These may include:

*  anonymous surveys of high-risk populations (eg,
school-age children) that may clarify the true
extent of risk in a community

*  anonymous surveys of the public (eg, phone sur-

- veys) that can help document the extent of bite
injuries and provide a basis for estimating the ratio
of unreported to reported bites

- reports from professionals including veterinarians,
animal behaviorists, dog trainers, groomers, and
kennel operators who are informed of a bite incident
(mandating that any or all of these professions report
bites may be unrealistic given the potential legal
consequences of identifying an animal as a biter)

Reporting mandates are often inconsistent
between jurisdictions or are poorly enforced. Current
local and state reporting regulations should be
reviewed, as should directives from health or veteri-
nary officials. If current provisions are adequate, it may
be necessary to implement procedures to reeducate
professionals concerning their reporting obligations
and periodically remind them of these obligations.
When a failure to report is uncovered, it may be an
opportunity to gain the attention of the professional,
because sanctions may be imposed.

Who should receive reports?

Reporting should be coordinated by one agency.
Logical agencies to coordinate reports include animal
control or the public health department. The coordi-
nating agency, perhaps through the dog bite prevention
program coordinator, must assume responsibility for
maintaining all information and disseminating  that
information to other appropriate individuals or agen-
cies (eg, veterinarians, physicians, the dog owner, and
those involved in follow-up educational efforts).

To insure consistency and compliance, regulations
or procedures should unambiguously state to whom
reports should be submitted and within what time
frame the reports should be submitted.

Data management, analysis, interpretation, and dis-
semination

Because multiple sources may report the same
case, procedures should be in place to permit combi-
nation of data from multiple sources into a single
report. Avenues should be developed for electronic
submission of reports to assist in rapid response, to
streamline reporting to higher levels of government,
and to facilitate data analysis. Whereas disposition of
individual incidents is the first goal for reporting, there
is much to be learned from Jooking at the overall pic-
ture. Keeping information in an electronic database
simplifies the latter.

Data should be reviewed at regular intervals (no
less than yearly) to determine whether the incidence
and severity of dog bites is getting better, worse, or
staying the same. Basic analysis consists of studying
the characteristics of incidents, including:

time—yearly trends, peak months, day of week,

time of day. This can help with scheduling animal
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contro] services as well as dispatch and response
planning.

- place—locating every incident on a map with a
pin. Are there hot spots? This can help target high
risk areas for future control.

- person—victims and animal owners: age, sex,
race, size. Can they be targeted for education?

»  dog—proportion of offenders by sex and breed,
proportion running at large, proportion neutered,
proportion with prior reported problems, history
of rabies vaccinations, licensing history. Have
these proportions changed over time?

Successful evaluation and resolution of a commu-
nity problem and accurate assimilation, evaluation,
and use of quality data requires interactive assessment,
feedback, and information exchange. City, county, and
state public health practitioners, epidemiologists, and
representatives of public health organizations (eg, the
National Association of State Public Health
Veterinarians, the Council of State and Territorial
Epidemiologists, the Association of State and
Territorial Health Officers, and the National
Association of County and City Health Officials) can
provide communities with considerable expertise in
the acquisition and interpretation of dog bite data.
Their participation should be encouraged.

Education

Education is key to reducing dog bites within a
community. The list of those to be educated and those
who may educate includes everyone who regularly
comes into contact with dog owners and potential vic-
tims (eg, veterinarians, veterinary technicians and
assistants, animal control officers, animal behaviorists,
dog trainers, humane society personnel, physicians,
school nurses, public health officials, teachers, and
parents).

The purposes of this section are to educate city
officials and community leaders about the role of vari-
ous professionals in an educational program to reduce
dog bites, provide starting references to ensure a core
of knowledge for those professionals (Appendix 5),
and assist in identification of the educational needs of
various constituencies within a community.

Public officials and community leaders

Public officials and community leaders are the
people to whom residents look for assistance with
social problems. Their influence is important and well
recognized. If a community dog bite prevention pro-
gram is to gain public acceptance and be effective,
community leaders must be well-informed about dog-
related issues within their community and in general.

Professionals

Professionals from many backgrounds need to be
involved in bite prevention programs. Their expertise
is essential to making realistic decisions about what
should and can be done to prevent or follow up on dog
bite incidents and in recognizing what is normal or
abnormal behavior for a dog. Several of these profes-

cinsriale w1l Blhoalss s+ ot ~f I , ¢
sionials will likely be members of the advisory commit-

tee, but all should be encouraged to be a part of a com-
munity’s efforts to decrease the impact of a dog bite
problem.

Many professions mentioned in this document are
science-based. This means their members are used to
making decisions on the basis of peer-reviewed data-
supported information rather than gut feelings. This
approach to decision making results in improved out-
comes. Because the dog bite problem impacts so many
different groups, networking between community
leaders and professionals is important. The following
sections describe ways that various professionals and
community leaders can work together toward a com-
mon goal.

Veterinarians— Veterinarians are scientists trained
for a minimum of 7 to 8 years and then licensed to
diagnose and treat animal problems both medical and
behavioral. Although most people think of veterinari-
ans as performing animal vaccinations and surgical
neutering, the practice of veterinary medicine includes
all subdisciplines typically associated with human
medicine. The study of animal behavior both normal
and abnormal has become more important within the
profession as animals have become more important to
their owners. Dogs are now four-legged members of
the family, rather than farm animals that help bring
cows into the barn at milking time. With this change in
the dog’s role have come unrealistic owner expecta-
tions about what constitutes normal behavior for a
dog. Veterinarians can educate dog owners as to what
behavior is normal, can help dog owners teach their
dogs to respond appropriately in various environments
and provide referrals to reputable dog trainers, and can
assist owners with behavioral problems, including
those that have a medical basis or are responsive to
medication.

Until recently, animal behavior was not often
taught in veterinary curricula. Many veterinarians have
had to acquire their knowledge of normal and abnor-
mal canine behavior from continuing education pro-
grams and professional textbooks. For this reason, dif-
ferent veterinarians have different degrees of knowl-
edge about behavior. All veterinarians, however, have
access to board-certified veterinary behaviorists for
help with behavioral problems beyond their expertise.

Although the time, physical, and emotional
demands of veterinary practice can be overwhelming
and leave limited time to devote to a formal communi-
ty prevention program, veterinarians can substantially
impact prevention efforts through their professional
contact with prospective and current dog owners. This
contact should begin before the pet is acquired.
Providing unbiased information on pet selection can
help prevent inappropriate owner-dog pairings.
Prospective dog owners often make spur-of-the-
moment selections that are based on warm-and-fuzzy
feelings and unrealistic expectations. Encouraging
prospective dog owners to seek information from their
veterinarian about the characteristics and needs of var-
ious types of pets and encouraging future dog owners
to ask for guarantees from puppy providers can mini-
mize future problems. When owners take their newly
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acquired dogs to their veterinarian for an initial exam-
ination and immunizations, the veterinarian has a sec-
ond opportunity to provide these owners with good
medical, nutritional, and behavioral advice.”' Finally,
veterinarians can educate owners during their dogs’
routine examinations (asking appropriate questions
can reveal problems an owner may not have recog-
nized) or when their dogs are evaluated for specific
problems.

Board-certified veterinary behaviorists—The
American College of Veterinary Behaviorists (ACVB),
an American Veterinary Medical Association-recog-
nized veterinary specialty organization, certifies gradu-
ate veterinarians in the specialty of veterinary behavior.
To become certified, a veterinarian must have extensive
postgraduate training, sufficient experience, and pass a
credential review and examination set by the ACVB.
Diplomates of this organization work with problem
animals by referral from the animals regular veterinar-
ian, consult with practitioners on cases, and give con-
tinuing education seminars on animal behavior
Although many communities may not have the benefit
of a resident board-certified veterinary behaviorist, vet-
erinarians have access to and may consult with their
specialist colleagues when necessary.

Veterinary technicians—Veterinary technicians
are integral members of the veterinary health care team
who have been educated in the care and handling of
animals, basic principles of normal and abnormal life
processes, and routine laboratory and clinical proce-
dures. They perform many of the same tasks for veteri-
narians that nurses and others perform for physicians.
Veterinary technicians are often frontline people when
it comes to educating pet owners, particularly in gen-
eral veterinary practices; they greet clients and answer
initial inquiries, clarify instructions, provide clients
with appropriate print, audio, and video educational
material, and answer questions. Certainly, they are an
important part of the educational team when it comes
to dog bite prevention.

Like veterinarians, veterinary technicians have
severa] opportunities to educate clients. Veterinarians
may be consulted prior to owners acquiring a new pet,
and veterinary technicians can help provide informa-
tion on appropriate pet selection. Veterinary techni-
cians regularly counsel owners during new puppy
appointments, and this is a particularly good opportu-
nity to provide owners with information on bite pre-
vention, including the importance of socialization and
training. Routine physical examinations are times
when veterinary technicians can reinforce the impor-
tance of these early lessons and training, and they can
help veterinarians identify potential aggression prob-
lems through observation and dialog with owners.
Veterinary technicians can also be tapped to educate
nonpet-owning children and adults through school or
other programs.

Veterinary technology programs do not always
offer curricula in animal behavior and, consequently,
many technicians do not have formal training in this
area when they enter practice. Continuing education
that includes basic principles of animal behavior is

essential for veterinary technicians, just as it is for their
employers. Maintaining a clinic reference library of
appropriate print, audio, and video material for rein-
forcement and enrichment and for client education is
useful.

Behavioral education for veterinary technicians
relative to dog bite prevention should include recogni-
tion of classic canine behavioral displays and an under-
standing of the basic types of canine aggression and
their prevention. The aim is to assist technicians in
conveying dog bite prevention information to owners.
Veterinary technicians must not be placed in the role of
diagnosing or treating canine aggression.

Animal behaviorists—There are a number of sci-
entists with PhD degrees in academic fields related to
animal behavior who can serve as valuable resources
for communities attempting to reduce dog bite
injuries. Because of their science-based backgrounds,
they can be particularly helpful in setting up protocols
to determine the extent of the problem within a com-
munity and whether ongoing programs are having a

“substantial impact.

As a note of caution, the terms animal behaviorist
or animal psychologist are often used by individuals
who do not have strong scientific backgrounds but
who want to work with problem dogs. There is no
method to evaluate the competence of these individu-
als, and they may be more harmful than helpful to a
community’s efforts.

Dog trainers—This is a diverse group of individu-
als with no uniformly recognized credentialing body or
measures of competence. Although there are many
good dog trainers, there are also trainers that use inap-
propriate methods of behavioral modification that can
negatively affect a dog’s behavior, making the dog more
dangerous to the owner and the community. It is
important that communities make a concerted effort to
work with responsible trainers who interact closely
with veterinarians and PhD-degreed animal behavior-
ists. A qualified responsible dog trainer can be a valu-
able asset to a community advisory group.

Obedience training by itself does not prevent the
development of behavior problems,* and animals that
are sent to a training facility may not learn how to obey
their owners, because the owners do not learn how to
give commands. For problem animals, training is only
part of the solution.

Physicians and nurses— With a dog residing in 1
of every 3 US homes and approximately 53 million
dogs in the United States,*** exposure of the physician
or nurse, their family members, or their patients to
dogs during the course of daily life is inevitable. Dogs
have become important members of many families,
and the presence of a pet in the home can affect an
individual's own decisions about care. Most physicians
are familiar with at least 1 example of a person refus-
ing hospitalization, because there was no one else in
the home to care for their pet.

Because 334,000 Americans are seen in emergency
departments for dog bite injuries each year, 466,000
are seen in other medical practice settings, and 6,000
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are hospitalized,’ it behooves human healthcare
providers to acquaint themselves with community and
personal strategies to prevent dog bites. Furthermore,
just as occurrences of infectious diseases such as
measles are reported to enable investigation of out-
breaks and development of control measures to protect
the public, dog bites must be reported so that cause
and prevention can be addressed. Communities differ
in their requirements for reporting, and practitioners
must understand what is required in their area.

Traditionally, when confronted with patients seek-
ing care for dog bites, physicians and nurses have con-
fined their roles to providing medical treatment. With
the expanding roles of physicians and nurses, however,
disease prevention has become an important issue. In
addition to competently treating dog bites and their
complications, healthcare providers need to be aware
of critical roles they can play in reducing dog bite
injuries.

Advising patients about safe behaviors appears
effective in preventing injury.”* Teaching children,
parents, and patients who own dogs about proper
behavior around dogs and responsible dog ownership
is advisable given the frequency of human-canine con-
tact in our society. Physicians can recommend contact-
ing a veterinarian for pet selection information and
advice if an individual or family is considering dog
ownership, and for information about canine behavior
and obedience training if a dog is already part of the
family. Pediatricians provide age-appropriate injury
prevention counseling during wellness visits.” Dog
bite prevention should be a part of this counseling.
Dog safety tips can also be included in packets of mate-
rials routinely sent home with new mothers.

When a patient is being treated for a bite, an
opportunity exists to prevent future injury by teaching
bite-avoidance strategies. Probing into the circum-
stances of the current bite may reveal which strategies
should be emphasized. Taking advantage of teachable
moments should be considered part of curative care.
Consulting with a veterinarian may help human health
care providers identify subjects they can address dur-
ing postbite sessions.

As witnesses to the health-related outcomes of dog
bites, physicians and nurses are particularly credible
sources of information and can be effective spokesper-
sons. Pediatricians and nurses should be full partners
in community efforts to reduce dog bite injuries.

Animal control personnel—The staff of a well-
resourced animal control program often includes an
education coordinator who can train teachers, school
nurses, and volunteers to become dog bite prevention
educators within the community’s school system (sim-
ilar to volunteers in the McGruff crime prevention pro-
gram presented to primary-school children). For ani-
mal control personnel, job-related continuing educa-
tion is important. Programs are available through the
National Animal Control Association.

Humane society/animal shelter/rescue group per-
¢l—Dog bite injuries have negative repercussions

egs

son
for dogs as well as pecple, and humane society/animal
shelter/rescue group personnel must deal with these

A

issues. Dogs causing severe injuries may be brought to
humane facilities for rabies quarantine or euthanasia.
Dogs that have threatened to bite or that have nipped
may be surrendered to shelters or rescue groups, SOme-
times without full acknowledgment by their owners."
Shelter personnel are forced to decide which dogs can
be placed in new homes and which are not suitable for
adoption. Progressive organizations work with veteri-
narians and animal control officers to educate their
staff about safe dog handling and objective evaluation
techniques. Record keeping and follow-up studies
expand their knowledge base about what works in
their community and what does not. Well-trained and
dedicated humane society/animal shelter/rescue group
personnel can be valuable community resources for
public education as well.

Public

Public education is critical to the success of any
dog bite prevention program, because half of all bites
are inflicted by the family dog”” Only about 10% of
bites are inflicted by dogs unknown to the victim."™* A
public education effort must target a variety of individ-
uals and age groups, and one individual should be
assigned to integrate its components. If a special advi-
sory council or task force is convened, its paid coordi-
nator would be a logical choice to coordinate the pub-
lic education effort. Alternatively, the public education
coordinator could be a member of a municipal group
such as the local health department, animal control
agency, or board of education, or a member of a stake-
holder group such as a humane society or veterinary
association. Many educational programs targeted at
various audiences exist and are included in the dog bite
prevention resource list found on the American
Veterinary ~ Medical  Association Web  site
(www.avma.org). As new materials become available,
they will be added to this resource list.

Children— Children are the most common victims
of serious dog bites. Seventy percent of fatal dog
attacks and more than half of bite wounds requiring
medical attention involve children*" In addition,
almost half of all children are bitten before 18 years of
age.”” The most vulnerable youngsters are 5- to 9-
year-old boys,*”® but smaller children can also be seri-
ously injured.” Dog bite injuries rank third only to
bicycle and baseball/softball injuries as a leading cause
of ‘emergency admission of children to hospitals.’
Children’s natural behaviors, including running,
yelling, grabbing, hitting, quick and darting move-
ments. and maintaining eye contact, put them at risk
for dog bite injuries. Proximity of a child’s face to the
dog also increases the likelihood that facial injuries
will occur."#*

Target group—The first step in a child education
effort is determining what population of children to
target and when. The logical primary audience is those
at greatest risk: children in grades kindergarten
through 4. Late winter or early spring appears to be
the best time to institute a campaign, because the
school year is concluding and, as children spend more
time outside, exposure risk increases.”

Tioio critiool
it 15 {ridas
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that school administrators buy into the concept of a
dog bite prevention program; therefore, requests to the
school district must be made by committed convinc-
ing well-organized individuals. Because school curric-
ula are crowded, time blocks for dog bite prevention
education should be requested early within the school
system’s calendar year. If such a block of time is not
available, an alternative is to have a veterinarian or
physician present a 1-hour lecture or assembly pro-
gram to the entire student body. Once dog bite pre-
vention education has been included within the cur-
riculum (or has been scheduled to be provided
through a special lecture or assembly program), teach-
ers, nurses, and volunteers should consider addressing
the school’s parent-teacher organization to inform par-
ents of upcoming dog bite prevention training for
their children.

Secondary efforts—Secondary targets include chil-
dren in other settings, such as early education pro-
grams (eg, Head Start, day care centers, recreational
centers, and camps).

Identifying instructors—Who teaches the material
will depend on expertise within the community. For
classroom instruction, teachers who have had in-ser-
vice training, school nursing staff, health educators, or
trained volunteers are logical choices. Stakeholder
groups (eg, veterinarians, veterinary technicians, ani-
mal control officers, physicians, nurses, humane soci-
ety staff) may provide a ready source of volunteers for
classroom instruction and special programs.

Adults—Adult citizens must understand the need
for and support a strong dog bite prevention program
not only for their own safety but for the safety of oth-
ers in their community. It is this understanding that
gives a prevention program long-term stability. All
adults should learn appropriate behaviors around dogs
so that they can protect themselves, teach their own
children, serve as an example for others, and reinforce
appropriate behaviors in other children at every oppor-
tunity. Adults also serve as local eyes for animal control
so that roaming dogs are controlled.

Educational materials sent home with school chil-
dren, distributed by pediatricians during well-child
visits, inserted in public utility bills, and produced by
an enlightened local media are all reasonable approach-
es. Involving representatives of service organizations
and community groups during a prevention program’s
planning and active stages will strengthen commit-
ment.

Active adults (eg, joggers, bicyclists, golfers)
whose outdoor activities provide greater exposure to
dogs are most at risk for injury. To reach these individ-
uals, bite prevention information should be provided
to local interest groups, recreational facilities, and
health clubs.

Target group—Primary adult targets within the
community are those who have children and who are
active in outdoor activities.

Secondary efforts—Secondary targets include indi-
viduals between the ages of 21 and 65 years.

Identifying instructors—Materials can be developed
or selected by animal control personnel, veterinarians,
veterinary technicians, or other people knowledgeable
about dog behavior. Information can be distributed
through a number of channels such as those identified
above.

The elderly—As people age, they become more
susceptible to injury and disease. Thinning skin
increases risk of bruising, and a bite producing a sim-
ple puncture wound in a younger individual can cause
a severe laceration in a senior citizen. Sensory percep-
tion decreases so that an elderly person may not see a
threatening dog or may not be able to read its behav-
ioral signals accurately. In addition, diminished motor
skills mean that the elderly are less able to physically
protect themselves or escape.

Another concern for the elderly is that their
beloved pet may not be trustworthy around their
grandchildren. Dogs not raised around small children
or not frequently exposed to them may not be social-
ized toward them.' This increases the likelihood of
aggressive behavior being directed toward these chil-
dren.

An educational program for senior citizens can be
implemented in various settings. Materials may be pro-
vided through community services for the elderly such
as church groups, visiting nurse programs, meals-on-
wheels, recreational centers, or travel groups.
Secondary targets are shopping malls and the media.
Trained volunteers, especially from dog-associated pro-
fessions, are logical sources of information. Human
healthcare professionals can be an important source of
information for the elderly because of the frequency of
their interactions.

Target group—Primary targets are grandparents
and people aged 60 years or older who have dogs in
their homes.

Secondary efforts—Secondary targets include other
individuals who are at least 60 years old.

Identifying instructors—Physicians can interact
with these people during clinic visits. Animal control
personnel, veterinarians, veterinary technicians, and
people knowledgeable about dog behavior can select or
produce resource information.

Animal owners—People who own dogs have a
wide variety of views about their responsibilities. For
some, dog care means providing food and water when
the thought occurs to them. At the other end of this
spectrum is the person who actively makes sure the pet
is appropriately fed, well-trained, licensed, and healthy.
Some individuals view dogs as disposable items that
can be abandoned at any sign of trouble or expense.
Once a community establishes acceptable standards for
responsible ownership, dog owners must be informed
of these expectations and related ordinances, and rules
must be enforced. Owners and future owners must be
educated about their unique set of responsibilities,
which include appropriate pet selection, providing
quality nutrition, housing, and medical care, compli-
ance with confinement and licensing requirements,
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appropriate behavioral training, and supervision of
interactions between dogs and children. Citizens must
understand that pet ownership is an ongoing responsi-
bility, not a passive activity.

Dog owners can be provided with information
through various avenues. Veterinarians and their staff
are logical educators and distributors. Local dog clubs
and trainers provide services to more conscientious
owners. Businesses that sell pet foods and supplies
should also be encouraged to provide bite prevention
materials to their customers. Information can be dis-
tributed with utility bills, and animal shelters can pro-
vide classes for people who are considering acquiring a
pet. Incentives for attendance at bite prevention class-
es could include reduced fees for licenses and coupons
for vaccinations, food, and obedience classes. The most
difficult group of dog owners to reach is those with
minimal attachment to their pets. Although strong
enforcement of local regulations will change some
owners into former owners, most will continue to own
dogs. Therefore, education should be an integral part
of any enforcement program. A good working relation-
ship with the judiciary is critical so that offenders of
animal-related ordinances are required to take courses
that emphasize responsible ownership.

Target group—Primary targets are adults who
already own dogs.

Secondary efforts—Secondary targets are adults
who are considering getting a new dog.

Identifying instructors—Information for this target
audience can come from various sources, and its distri-
bution should be approached in a number of ways.
Animal control officers and members of the legal pro-
fession can describe what is expected regarding local
regulations and the serious consequences if these reg-
ulations are violated. Veterinarians and their staff can
educate owners about vaccinations, neutering,
restraint, and other health care issues. Dog club mem-
bers and trainers can assist by providing socialization
and training instruction and can help educate owners
about being good dog-owning neighbors.

Victims—When someone becomes a dog bite vic-
tim, a teachable moment is created. How useful that
moment becomes in preventing future incidents
depends tremendously on the seriousness of the bite
and the fear response of the victim. Scare-producing or
threatening events are good times for dog bite preven-
tion information to be conveyed. However, the time
surrounding a serious injury is generally too emotion-
ally charged to be of value for dog bite prevention edu-
cation.

Who provides information to victims depends, in
part, on who is contacted about the incident. In addi-
tion to medical personnel, animal controls investiga-
tive efforts usually require a home visit. Routine visits
to a physician should include gathering historical
information about the patient’s interactions with dogs
to identify patients who would benefit from additional
education. Media stories that reinforce correct
approaches {o prevention can alse touch many when
they are most receptive.

Target group—Individuals who have recently been
bitten by a dog seriously enough to require medical
attention but not so seriously as to have sustained
severe injuries are the primary target.

Secondary efforts—Secondary targets are individu-
als who have been bitten by a dog in the past.

Identifying instructors—Medical professionals and
animal control personnel are the individuals who
encounter this group.

Businesses—Community businesses need to
address dog bite prevention as well. Certain businesses
(eg, veterinary clinics, grooming and boarding facili-
ties, animal control, pet sitting agencies) revolve
around direct contact with dogs, and employee educa-
tion is critical from a safety and liability standpoint.
Employees of other businesses will occasionally
encounter dogs in the course of their daily job activi-
ties (eg, utility workers, police officers, parcel carriers,
and emergency medical technicians). Training con-
ducted by an animal control officer or other knowl-
edgeable professional may provide employees with the
tools they need to safely handle contacts with at-large
animals, attack/guard dogs, or dogs who simply reside
on the premises of those facilities where they do busi-
ness.

Target group—Primary targets are employees and
business owners who will be working with dogs on a
daily basis.

Secondary efforts—Employees of companies who
are likely to encounter dogs in their daily business
activities can be considered secondary targets.

Identifying instructors—Animal control personnel,
veterinarians, veterinary technicians, and dog trainers
who are experienced at dealing with dogs in a variety
of environments. These individuals will need to cus-
tomize presentations to the type of situations most
likely encountered by the target audiences.

Media

The local media play an important role in a com-
munity’s efforts at bite prevention. For this reason, it is
suggested that 1 member of the advisory council or
task force be a media representative. In addition, the
advisory council can be proactive in helping the media
convey important and appropriate messages.
Sensational events provide an opportunity to convey
important messages. Regular features can reinforce
principles and keep educational efforts flowing.

Know the media

Your key to the public eye and ear is a selective up-
to-date list of local media contacts who have an inter-
est in animal issues. Such a list can be developed by
undertaking a comprehensive media survey. Check the
local library for publications that list names, telephone
numbers, and short descriptions of your community’s
media outlets. Call each office or studio to discover
which desks or departments should receive your
inquiries and press releases. Read local newspapers and
lisien to Jocal radioc and o and fea

JAVMA, Vol 218, No. 11, June 1, 2001

Vet Med Today: Canine Aggression Task Force 1743



programs to identify reporters and hosts who address
animal issues. Finding out whether these individuals
gather their own news or use wire services will allow
you to target press releases and materials to those who
are most likely to use them. Contact local freelance
writers to see whether they would be willing to feature
a bite prevention message in an upcoming piece. Be
aware that your media list will be dynamic, and take
time to update the names of specific contacts. Once a
helpful story is published, or a reporter conveys your
message during a broadcast, be sure to acknowledge
that effort by sending a thank-you note or making an
appreciative telephone call.

A spokesperson

The community should identify a spokesperson
who has the expertise to address complicated dog bite-
related issues, and this individual should be provided
with media training so that he/she becomes an effective
communicator with the print and broadcast media. It is
the spokesperson’s responsibility to convey information
clearly, accurately, and promptly. In various situations,
this individual can identify when there are not enough
animal control officers to prevent dog packs from form-
ing or when a dog has been “sicced” on a person as a
weapon. A knowledgeable and effective communicator
can turn a publicized bite into a learning opportunity
by providing suggestions on how that bite could have
been prevented (eg, the dog was not appropriately con-
trolled or confined, or a child was left unsupervised).

Have information readily available

The advisory council or task force should create a
1-page fact sheet for use by the media and the
spokesperson. This fact sheet should include the num-
ber of dog bite incidents occurring in the community
during the past year, the number of dogs in the com-
munity, the number of licensed dogs in the communi-
ty, what local laws govern dog ownership and control,
and to whom problems should be reported. A list of
community resources should also be available.

Ways to effectively convey information

Because animal stories are popular with the media,
there are numerous opportunities to convey bite pre-
vention information. Local broadcast programs and
newspapers find regular segments about animals pop-
ular with viewers/listeners/readers, and most of those
spots have enough time for short lessons. Another
approach is to proactively bring animal stories to the
media. Examples include a story about a shelter dog
that visits nursing homes after being rescued and
appropriately trained, a description of a guide or
“hero” dog’s training, or warm-weather tips for pets.
Effective mechanisms for providing information vary
with the medium but include:

News releases—Releases may be provided to
print, radio, or television outlets. Releases should be
double-space typed on stationery that provides the
source of the announcement (ie, the advisory council
or task force). Include the subject of the news release
and contact information in the upper left corner. The

mailing date of the release should be indicated along
the right margin. The release should be written in
inverted pyramid style, placing the most important
information at the beginning. Releases should be limit-
ed to 1 page if possible.

Interviews—Interviews may be conducted by
print, radio, or television reporters or hosts and, in the
case of television and radio, may be live or taped. The
individual being interviewed must be an excellent com-
municator and intimately familiar with dog bite issues
and prevention. The interviewee may request a prein-
terview to get a grasp of the direction of the interview.
It is advisable to tell the interviewer which issues you
would definitely like to see addressed. Answers should
be structured according to the program’s time limits.

Talk shows—Most of the principles that apply to
interviews also apply to talk shows, but in this situa-
tion there usually will be interaction with guests (who
often hold opposing views), potentially with an audi-
ence, and with the host. Running through mock dis-
cussions prior to participation is helpful. Responses to
questions or comments from those with opposing
views should always be factual, sincere, and polite.

Public affairs programs—Many stations air 2 or 3
programs a week in which the stations news staff or
station management interview a newsmaker, a
spokesperson from an activist group, or a public rela-
tions representative from an industry. Issues in the
news are often addressed by such programming. These
provide a good opportunity to make your community
aware of bite prevention efforts and to elicit support.
Access to these programs may be requested by sending
a letter to the station manager.

Bulletin board and community announcements—
Many local television stations donate air time to
announcements of community events. These are often
broadcast in calendar format. This is an easy way to

publicize educational events and responsible pet own-
ership classes.

Editorials—Editorials are used by print, radio,
and television reporters to present their views on issues
of public interest. Prepared statements describing the
advisory council’s approach to dog bite prevention can
be provided to reporters for use in preparing an edito-
rial or may be provided if a reporter presents an oppos-
ing viewpoint.

Public service announcements—Many radio and
television stations donate time for public service
announcements (PSA); however, public service groups
cannot specify when your PSA is to be aired. It is accept-
able to suggest when you believe airing your PSA will be
most effective. Most PSAs run for 30 to 60 seconds,
although 10- and 20-second spots are also used. To mit-
igate the costs associated with production, you may
want to contact local stations to see whether they offer
sponsored placements, in which local advertisers donate
time for specific public service messages. Public service
announcements may consist of script only, sight and
sound (simple or complex), or 16-mm film or videotape.

1744 Vet Med Today: Canine Aggression Task Force

JAVMA, Vol 218, No. 11, June 1, 2001



*See www.avma.org for additional and updated information.

*Anderson RD, Nevada Department of Public Health, Reno, Nev:
Personal communication, 1999.

‘National Center for Injury Prevention and Control. Resource guide-
line for state and local injury control programs; in preparation.
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Appendix 1
Groups potentially involved in dog bite prevention

A model program for preventing dog bites begins with assembling a local
coalition. Wide representation of community views on the coalition helps
ensure sufficient input and community acceptance of the program. Key play-
ers include:

* animal control officials
*  attorneys, judges

*  business sector (eg, local business leaders, insurance companies, pet
stores)

* dog breeders and trainers

educational system (eg, schools, parent-teacher organizations)

= health departments and public health associations

* humane societies

human healthcare providers and associations (eg. nurses, pediatricians,
community health centers, emergency medical service and ambulance
companies, health maintenance organizations, hospitals, managed care
organizations, medical associations, medical examiners’ and coroners’
offices, schools of medicine and public health, trauma centers)

*  kennel clubs, dog clubs, assistance dog organizations

* law enforcement agencies

* local government officials

*  media

occupational safety organizations, agencies, and groups (eg, firefight-
ers, meter readers)

veterinary care providers and associations, allied staff, clinics, schools
of veterinary medicine and veterinary technology

volunteer nonprofit organizations (eg. boy/girl scouts; various “Y"s; 4-H
clubs; chapters of the American Red Cross, Safe Kids, National Safety
Council, and National fire Protection Association; foundations; United
Way: and civic groups [Kiwanis, Rotary])

*  other groups (eg, sports recreation clubs lioggers. bicyclists), automo-
bile clubs, extension offices)

Continued on next page.
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Appendix 2

Model dog and cat control ordinance

Originally produced and published jointly by the American Veterinary Medical Association, the
American Humane Association, the Humane Sociely of the United States, and the Pet food
Institute in 1976. Modifications have been made from the original version to reflect updated US
Public Laws. current titles of other referenced documents. and present tavored terminology

and definitions concerning “dangerous” animals.

Section 1. Definitions

As used in this ordinance the following terms mean:

Animal—For the purpose of this ordinance, animal shall mean dog or cat

Animal control authority—The person o persons designated 1o enforce this ordinance.

Animal establishment—Any pel shop, grooming shop. animal auction, performing-animal exhibi-
tion, kennel or animal shelter, except this term shall not include veterinary medical facilities,
licensed research facilities, facilities operated by government agencies, or licensed animal
dealers regulated by the USDA under the provisions of US Public Laws 89-544, 91-579, 94-279,
99-198, and 101-624.

Animal shelter—Facility designated or recognized by the |jurisdiction]” for the purpose of
impounding and caring for animals.

At large—A dog or cat shall be deemed to be at large when off the property of the owner and not
under restraint

Humane manner—Care of an animal to include, but not be limited to, adequate heat, ventilation
and sanitary shelter, wholesome food and water, consistent with the normal requirements and
feedings habits of the animal’s size, species, and breed.

Kennel—An establishment kept for the purpose of breeding, selling. or boarding dogs or cats of
engaged in training dogs or €ats.

Licensing authority— The agency of department of {jurisdiction] o amy designated representative
thereof charged with administering the issuance and/or revocation of permits and licenses
under the provisions of this ordinance.

Livestock guarding dogs—Dogs kept for the primary purpose of protecting livestock from preda-
tory attacks.

Neutered—Rendered permanently incapable of reproduction.

Nuisance—A dog or cat shall be considered a nuisance if it damages, soils, defiles, or defecates
on private property other than the owner's or on public walks and recreation areas unless such
waste is immediately removed and properly disposed of by the owner: Causes unsanitary,
“dangerous,” or offensive conditions; causes a disturbance by excessive barking or other
noise making; or chases vehicles, or molests, attacks, or interferes with persons or other
domestic animals on public property.

Owner—A person having the right of property or custody of a dog or cat of who keeps or harbors
a dog or cat o knowingly permits a dog of Cal to remain on o about any premises occupied by
that person.

Person—Any individual, corporation, partnership, organization, o institution commonly recog-
nized by law as a unit.

Pet shop—An establishment engaged in the business of buying of selling, at retail, dogs or cats
or other animals for profit-making purposes.

Restraini—A dog or cat shall be considered under restraint if it is within the real property limits
of its owner or secured by a leash or lead or under the control of a responsible person.

"Dangerous " dog or cal—A dog or cat that without justification attacks a person of domestic ani-
mal causing physical injury or death, o behaves in a manner that a reasonable person would
believe poses an unjustified imminent threat o serious injury or death to one (1) or more per-
sons or domestic animals.

Section 2. Licensing and rabies vaccination

a. Except as provided in Section 3, no person shall own, keep, or harbor any dog of Cat over
tour (4) months of age within (jurisdiction] unless such dog or cat is vaccinated and
licensed. The provisions of this section do not apply to animals owned by a licensed
research facility or held in a veterinary medical facility or government operated or licensed
animal shelter.

b. Al dogs and cats shall be vaccinated against rabies by a licensed veterinarian, in accor-
dance with the latest "Compendium of Animal Rabies Prevention and Control” authored by
the National Association of State Public Health Veterinarians and published annually in the
_Journal of the American Veterinary Medical Association.

¢ Acertificate of vaccination shall be issued to the owner of each animal vaccinated on a form
recommended by the Compendium. Each owner shall also receive a durable vaccination tag
indicating the year in which it was issued.t

d.  Application for 2 license must be made within thirty {30) days after obtaining a dog of cat
over 4 months of age, except that this requirement will not apply to a nonresident keeping 3
dog or cal with the {jurisdiction] for no longer than sixty (60) days.

Written application for a dog or cat license shall be made to the [licensing authority] and
shall include the name and address of the owner and the name, breed, color, age, and sex
ot the dog or cat. Applicants also shall pay the prescribed licensing fee and provide proof of
current rabies vaccination.

e The licensing period shall be for # year(s). License renewal may be applied for within sixty
(60) days prior 1o the expiration date. New residents must apply for a license within thirty (30)
days of establishing residence.

£ Alicense shall be issued after payment of a fee of 5___ for each unneutered dog of cat and
s___for each neutered dogor caL§ Persons who fail to obtain a license as required with-
in the time period specified in this section will be subjected to a delinquent fee of $____.

g License fees shall be waived tor dogs serving the blind or deaf of government-owned dogs
used for law enforcement All other licensing provisions shall apply.

h.  Upon acceptance of the license application and fee, the [licensing authority) shall issue a
durable license tag including an identifying number, year of issuance, city, county, and state.
Both rabies and license tags must be attached to the collar of the dog or cat}l Tags must be
worn at all times and are not transterable. [Licensing authority] shall maintain a record of all
licenses issued, and such records shall be available to the fanimal control authority].

Section 3. Permits

3. No person shall operate an animal establishment without first obtaining a permit in compli-
ance with this section

b.  The permit period shall begin with the first day of the fiscal year and shall run for one (1) year.
Renewal applications for permits may be made within sixty {60) days priof 1o the expiration
date. Application for a permit to establish a new breeding animal establishment under the
provisions of this ordinance may be made at any time.

¢.  Annual permits shall be issued upon payment of the applicable fee:

i For each kennel authorized to house less than six (b) dogs or cats $
ii. For each kennel authorized to house six (6) but not more than
forty-nine (49) dogs or cats $
iii. For each kennel authorized 1o house fifty (50) or more dogs andcals §
iv. For each pet shop
. For other animal establishments
G A person who mainiging 2 k

pay an aii

Section 2. Every facility regulated by this ordinance shall be considered a separate enter-
prise, requiring an individual permit.

e Under the provisions of this ordinance, no permit fee shall be required of any animal shelter.
All other provisions shall apply. Any change in the category under which a permit is issued
shall be reported to the [licensing authority] within sixty {60) days, whereupon reclassifica-
tion and appropriate adjustment of the permit fee shall be made.

. Failure to comply with the provisions of this section is subjecttoafineof $___.

Section 4. Issuance and revocation of permits and licenses

a.  The [appropriate aulhorir?'] may revoke any permit or license if the person holding the per-
mit or license refuses o fails to comply with this ordinance. the regulations promulgated by
the [appropriate authority] or any other law governing the protection and keeping of animals.

b. It an applicant is shown to have withheld or falsified any material information on the appli-
cation, the [licensing authority] may refuse to issue or may revoke a permit or license.

C. It shall be a condition of issuance of any permit for an animal establishment that the [appro-
priate authority] shall be permitied to inspect any and all animals and the premises where
such animals are kept at any reasonable time during normal business hours. Where a per-
mit is revoked for any cause, or pending appeal of any such action. the lappropriate author-
ity] shall have power of entry on the premises and into all areas where animals are being
kepL A person denied a permit may not reapply for a period of at least thirty (30) days. Each
reapplication shall disclose any previous denial or revocation and shall be accompanied by
ER) fee.

Section 5. Owner responsibility

a. Al dogs and cats shall be kept under restraint.

b.  Every "dangerous” dog or cal as determined by the [appropriate authority). shall be con-
fined by its owner within a building or secure enclosure and shall be securely muzzled or
caged whenever off the premises of its owner.

c.  Nodogor cat shall be allowed to cause 3 nuisance. The owner of every dog or cat shall be
held responsible for every behavior of such dog or cat under the provisions of this ordinance.

d  Failure to comply with the provisions of this section shall be subject to a fine of § .

e Dog and cat owners shall ensure that their dog or cat carries identification at alltimes in the
form of microchip, tag, or other means to allow easy determination of the owners.

f.  Livestock guarding dogs shall be exempt from nuisance regulations when performing duties
protecting livestock on premises owned or controlled by the owner.

Section 6 Impoundment

a.  Anydog or cal found running at large shall be impounded by the |animal control authority] in
an animal shelter and confined in a humane manner. Immediately upon impounding a dog
of cal the Janimal control authority} shall make every reasonable effort to notify the owner
and inform such owner of the conditions whereby custody of the animal may be regained.
Dogs and cats not claimed by their owners within a period of |five (5) full days]¥ in which the
shelter is open to the public shall become the property of the [jurisdiction}.

b. When adog or cat is found running at large and its ownership is verified by the [animal con-
trol authority}, the authority may exercise the option of serving the owner with a notice of
violation in lieu of impounding the animal.

¢ In the event that the [appropriate authority] finds dogs or cats to be suffering, it shall have
the right forthwith to remove or cause to have removed any such animals to a safe place for
care at the owner's expense or 1o euthanalize them when necessary 0 prevent further suf-
fering. Return to the owner may be withheld until the owner shall have made full payment for
all expenses so incurred.

d. Disposal of an animal by any method specified here in does not refieve the owner of iability
for violations and any accrued charges.

Section 7. Redemption

a.  Anyanimal impounded may be redeemed by the owner thereof within five (5) days upon pay-
ment of an impoundment fee of S____ . provided that if any such animal has been previous-
ly impounded, the impoundment fee shall be S____ . Payment of impoundment fees is not
Considered to be in lieu of any fine, penalty, or license fees.

b.  Any animal confined for rabies quarantine, evidence, of other purpose may be redeemed by
the owner thereof upon payment of a fee of §____ .

¢ Noanimalrrequired to be ficensed or vaccinated under this ordinance may be redeemed until
provisions tor such licensing have been fulfilled.

Section 8. Adoption

An adoption fee of 5____ shall be assessed at the time of adoption. No dog or cat shall be
released for adoption as a pet without being neutered of without 3 written agreement from the
adopter quaranteeing that the animal will be neutered. Vaccination fees, licensing fees, and vet-
erinary costs may be assessed above and beyond the adoption fee.

Section 9. Interference

No person shall interfere with, hinder, or molest any agent of the |animal control authority] in the
performance of any duty as herein provided.

Any person violating this section shall be df d guilty of a
afineofnotlessthan$____ormorethan$____ .

or and shall be subject to

Section 10. Repeals {conflicting ordinances)
All other ordinances of the fjurisdiction] that are in conflict with this ordinance are hereby
repealed o the extent of such conflict.

Section 11. Severability

It any part of this ordinance shall be held invalid, such part shall be deemed severable and the
invalidity thereof shall not affect the remaining parts of this ordinance.

Section 12. Applicability
This ordinance shall be in full force and effect upon the expiration of days after its passage and
publication.

Section 13. Satety clause

The [jurisdiction] hereby finds, determines, and declares that this ordinance is necessary for the
immediate preservation of the public health. safety, and weltare of the (jurisdiction] and the inhab-
itants thereof.

“For all occurrences of | ], communities should insert their applicable agency. TThe organizations
developing this model ordinance recommended that licensing tags show, in addition to the license
number. the city or county and state in which the animal is registered. This helps to alleviate the
problem of an animal being left unidentified of unclaimed because it has been transported from
one state to another and has no reference 1o the issuing city o county on the license tag. fWhere
blanks are found without insertions, communities should insert applicable fees or conditons.
sDifferential license fees for neutered animals serve as an incentive for responsible pet ownership.
1IBreakaway collars are recommended when tags are affixed to collars worn by cats. it is recog-
rized that holding pericds will be determined 1o some degree by availability of facilities: however.
it IS IMpOriant 10 ensur e a rEasoiabie oppoTt sty for ownes s 1o reciaim thelr dog of Cat
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Appendix 3
Recommended data elements for reports of dog bites

Data element Comment

Data element Comment
Notifications of dog attacks on humans. . . A card or telephone report to be Dog information

submitted by those providing Name

care 1o the human victim Breed ... ...... ... .. ... ... Indicate by whose designation
Name of victim (eg. owner report, animal control
Address of victim officer, law enforcement officer).
Telephone (home and work) This is important if breed data are
Parent contact information 1o be interpreted.

(if a minor) Sex

Incident date and time Age
Reported to whom Weight

Date and time of report

Notifications of dog attacks on animals .. A card or telephone report to be
submitted by those providing
care to the animal victim

Owner of victim

Type of victim

Address of owner

Telephone (home and work)

Incident date and time

Name and address of owner
or custodian of attacking dog

Reported to whom

Date and time of report

For animal control investigations
Agency information

Case number
Report date and time
Incident date and time
Who reported the case
Report received by
Location of incident

Victim information
Name
Breed (if animal)
Age and date of birth
Sex
Address
Telephone (home and work)
Parent contact information (if minor)
Rabies immunization status (if animal)
Owner information
Name
Age and date of birth
Sex
Address
Telephone (home and work)

Reproductive status

Name of veterinarian

Rabies vaccination date

Rabies tag number

License number

Microchip number

Degree of confinement ....... .. Identitying different forms of

at time of bite confinement (eg, chaining,

tethering, electronic fence) is
important if risk associated with
these practices is to be assessed.

Prior incidents
Obedience training

Circumstances of the bite
Victim account
Owner's account
Witness account
{contact information)
Number of dogs involved ........ Attacks by multiple dogs may
account for 20 to 30% of incidents.
Forms for these animals could be
given case numbers with a special
designation (eg, 123A, 123B).
Injury information
Location of injury
Nature of injury
Severity of injury

Animal disposition
Quarantine location
Date of quarantine
Date to be released
Quarantined by
Euthanatized

Continued on next page.
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Appendix 4

Madel legislation for the identification and regulation of "dangerous” dogs

A. Actions allowed by authorized persons prior to hearing

1

If any dog shall attack a person or domestic animal who was peaceably
conducting himself in any place where he may lawlully be, any person,
for the purpose preventing imminent injury or further injury, may use
such force as is required to stop the attack.

A police officer or peace officer acting pursuant to his statutory duties
may, where the threat of serious injury to a person or domestic animal is
imminent and unjustified. use such force as is required to prevent such
injury.

B. Definitions

1

2.
3.

a. "Dangerous dog” means any dog which without I]ustiﬁcalion attacks
a person or domestic animal causing physical injury or death, or
behaves in a manner that a reasonable person would believe poses
an unjustified imminent threat of serious injury or death to one or
more persons of domeslic animals. A dog's breed shall not be con-
sidered in determining whether or not itis “dangerous.” Further,

b. No dog may be declared "dangerous”

i. If the dog was protecting or defending a person within the
immediate vicinity of the dog from an attack or assault:

ii. If at the time the person was committing a crime or offense
upon the property of the owner, or custodian, of the dog:

iii. 1f the person was teasing, tormenting, abusing or assaulting the
dog, or in the past had teased. tormented, abused or assaulted
the dog;

iv. If the dog was attacked or menaced by the domestic animal, or
the domestic animal was on the property of the owner, or cus-
todian, of the dog:

v.  If the dog was responding to pain or injury, or protecting itself,
its kennels or its offspring;

vi. If the person or domestic animal was disturbing the dog's nat-
ural functions such as sleeping or eating.

vii. Neither growling nor barking, nor both, shall alone constitute
grounds upon which to find a dog to be "dangerous.”

“Attack” means aggressive physical contact initiated by the dog.

“Serious injury” means any physical injury consisting of broken bones

or a permanently disfiguring laceration requiring either multiple stitches

or cosmelic surgery.

“Domestic animal” means any animal commonly kept as a pet in family

households in the United States, including. but not limited to dogs, cats.

guinea pigs, rabbits and hamsters; and any animals commonly kept for
companion of commercial purposes.

C. Hearing procedure

1.

Any person may make a complaint of an alleged "dangerous” dog as
that term is defined herein to a police officer or peace officer of the
appropriate municipalily. Such officers shall immediately inform the
complainant of his right to commence a proceeding provided for in
Paragraph 2, immediately below, and, if there is reason to believe the
dog is a "dangerous” dog. the officer shall forthwith commence such
proceeding himself.

Any person may, and any police officer, or peace officer acting within
the scope of his statutory duties, shall make a complaint under oath or
affirmation of an allege dangerous” dog as that term is defined herein to
any municipal judge or justice. Thereupon, the judge or justice, or hear-
ing panel subject to judicial review, shall immediately determine if there
is probable cause 1o believe the dgg is a "dangerous” dog and., if so,
shall issue an order to any police officer or peace officer pursuant to
his statutory duties or animal control officer directing such officer to
immediately seize such dog and hold same pending judicial determina-
tion as herein provided. Whether or not the judge ox[i)ustice. or hearin
panel subject to judicial review, finds there is probable cause for sucl
seizure, he shall, within five (5) days and upon written notice of not less
than three (3) days to the owner of the dog, hold a hearing on the com-
plaint.

D. Where a dog is determined pursuant o clear and convincing evidence at a
duly constituted hearing to be "dangerous,” the judge or justice, or hearing
panel subject to judicial review, shall require the owner of said animal to reg-
ister such animal (with the appropriate Health Department or animal control

facility), and to provide prompt notification to (the appropriate Health
Department or animal control facility) of any changes in the ownership of the
animal; names, addresses and telephone numbers of new owners; any
change in the health status of the animal; any further instances of attack: any
claims made or lawsuits brought as a result of further instances of attack;
the death of the animal. In addition, the judge or justice, or hearing panel
subject to judicial review, may require ang or all of the following, but items 5,

6 and 11, or any one of them, may only

e imposed where there has been

serious injury to a person.

1.

1

13

Indoors, when not alone, the dog be under the control of a person eigh-
teen (18) years or older. (Provisions for the dog to be outdoors must also
be madey

Outdoors and unattended, the dog be kept within a locked fenced area

from which it cannot escape.

When outdoors the dog must be attended and kept within a fenced area

from which it cannot escape.

When outdoors the dog must be attended and kept on a leash no longer

than six (6) feet and under the control of a person eighteen (18) years of

age or older.

When outdoors the dog must be attended and muzzled. Such muzzle

shall not cause injury to the dog or interfere with its vision or respiration

but shall prevent it from biting any person or animal.

Outdoors and unattended, the dog must be confined to an escape-proof

kennel of the following description:

a. Such kennel shall allow the dog to stand normally and without
restriction, and shall be at least two and one half {2.5) times the
length of the dog. and shall protect the dog from the elements.

b. Fencing materials shall not have openings with a diameter of more
than two (2) inches, and in the case of wooden fences, the gaps
shall not be more than two (2) inches.

c. Any gates within such kennel or structure shall be lockable and of
such design as to prevent the entry of children or the escape of the
animal, and when the dog is confined to such kennel and unattend-
ed such locks shall be kept locked.

d. Thekennel may be required to have double exterior walls to prevent
the insertion of fingers, hands or other objects.

Placement of a sign or signs of a description and in places directed by
the judge or justice, advising the public of the presence and tenden-
cies of said animal.
Attendance by the dog and its owner/custodian at training sessions
conducted by a certified applied animal behaviorist. board certified vet-
erinary behaviorist or other recognized expert in the field and comple-
tion of Wraining or any other treatment as deemed appropriate by such
expert. The owners of the dog shall be responsible for all costs associ-
ated with the evaluation and training ordered under this section.

Neutering or spaying of the dog at the owner’s expense, unless med-

ically contraindicated.

. That the dog be permanently identified by tattooing or by injecting an

identification microchip, using standard veterinary procedures and
ractices, identification number and the identification of the person per-
orming the procedure to be registered with the (appropriate health
department or animal control facility) as indicated above.
The procurement of liability insurance in an amount to be determined by
the judge or justice, but in no case in an amount of less than fifty thou-
sand dollars ($50,000), coveringh the medical and or veterinary costs
resulting from future actions of the dog (a determination of liability shall
be made in accordance with the laws of the jurisdiction). This condition
may not be imposed if it is shown that no such insurance is available for
areasonable premium.

. If any of the above conditions ordered by a judge or justice, or hearin

Eanel subject to judicial review, are not complied with, the owner shall
e subject to a fine of not more than ten thousand dollars ($10,000).

If a further incident of attack occurs under such circumstances that the
dog, after a hearing as described above, is determined to be a "danger-
ous” dog, the judge or justice. or hearing panel subject to judicial
review, may impose or reimpose any applicable directives listed above;
additionally, humane destruction of the dog may be ordered, but only
where the further incident involves serious injury 1o a person.

Appendix 5

Suggested reading for professionals {numbers correspond to cited references)

Group

Reference numbers

Public officials and community leaders
Veterinarians

Veterinary technicians

Physicians and nurses

Humane society/animal shelter/
fescue personnel

4,6, 8-9, 10, 12, 14-16, 18, 20, 27-28, 30, 32-47
1.4-10, 12, 14-16, 27-28, 30, 32, 35-36, 39, 41-73
7,12, 16, 28, 43-45, 47, 50-57, 59,61, 63-64, 66-69, 74

4-6, 8-10, 12, 14-15, 27-28, 30, 32, 35-36, 47, 43, 45-48, 60,
70-71,73,75-76

4-6, 10, 12, 14-15, 27-28, 30, 35-36, 41-43, 51-55, 67, 66, 69, 71
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CITY OF WATERTOWN
ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT
MEMORANDUM

1869

30 November, 2011
TO: Mary Corriveau, City Manager
FROM: Kurt Hauk, City Engineer
SUBJECT: Palmer Street Reconstruction Pre — Design Estimate

Enclosed is the Pre-Design Estimate to perform the reconstruction of Palmer Street from
the Emmett Street to Wealtha Avenue intersections as requested by the City Council.
The total estimated cost for construction is approximately $1,173,000. This does not
include any costs for ROW acquisition.

The enclosed spreadsheet details the anticipated lengths for the various construction
items. This cost can be compared to the actual reconstruction cost of Breen Avenue
which was $978,710, and also the anticipated cost of the Clinton Street Reconstruction
Project scheduled to start in 2012 which is approximately $2,635,000.

The following traffic counts are listed to give context to the traffic volumes recorded on
Palmer Street. Values are in Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)

Palmer at Emmett (north): 520
Palmer at Emmett (south): 965

Breen at Arsenal: 681
Breen at Emmett (south): 701
Breen at Emmett (north): 1,131
Breen at Coffeen: 1,031

Clinton at Holcomb: 3,048
Clinton at Sherman (east): 4,832
Clinton at Sherman (west): 3,347
Clinton at Washington: 6,490

Flower Ave W. at Holcomb: 978
Flower Ave W. at Ives: 833

Paddock at Holcomb (east): 4,982
Paddock at Holcomb (west): 1,474

The estimated costs assume an in-house design with a contractor bid for construction, as
well as hiring out for construction inspection.

Cc.  Ken Mix, Planning and Community Development Coordinator
Gary Pilon, Water Superintendent
Jim Mills, City Comptroller



PROJECT: Palmer Street
FROM: Emmett

Sidewalk Installation
Storm Sewer Installation
Street Installation (28")
Water Main Installation
San. Sewer Main Installation

M&PT

Survey & Stakeout
Mobilization
Construction Inspection

Project Survey & Design

Contingency

LF
1300
1300
1300
960

500

LS

[ NI N . §

LS

COST
$ 89.00
$ 144.00
$ 268.00
$ 180.00
$ 154.00
4% OF ST
5% OF ST
5% OF ST
10% OF ST

10% (Note 1)

5% All Costs

DATE: 30-Nov-11
TO: Wealtha

TOTAL
115,700.00
187,200.00
348,400.00
172,800.00
77,000.00
901,100.00 SUBTOTAL

N hH O hH B

36,044.00
45,055.00
45,055.00
90,110.00
1,117,364.00 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION COST

N P P hH O

$ 55,868.20

$1,173,232.20 TOTAL COST

NOTE 1: Includes all costs less Construction Inspection
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