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Village President and Board of Trustees
Study Session

Thursday, January 12, 2006

7:00pm
Community Room 101

The President and Board of Trustees welcome you. This is a working session of the
Village Board and no public comment will be taken.

Agenda

1. Animal Shelter Task Force Report

Adjourn



VILLAGE OF OAK PARK

Village Board
CORRESPONDENCE
DATE: May 26, 2005
TO: President David G. Pope and the Village Board of Trustees

FROM: M. Ray Wiggins, Deputy Village Manager-Operations
NOTED:  Carl Swenson, Village Manager

SUBJECT: Animal Shelter

Early this month Trustee Baker asked staff about a suggestion to include an animal
shelter within the proposed new Public Works facility, and Trustee Marsey expressed
interest in this suggestion. Since John Wielebnicki and Pete Dame were lead staff
working on the proposed public works facility, and I was the staff liaison to the Animal
Shelter Task Force, the three of us conducted a telephone conference with Trustees Baker
and Marsey to respond to the suggestion. This telephone conference was concluded
before all of the Trustee’s questions were answered because both Trustee Baker and staff
had meeting commitments that we needed to fulfill. Trustees Baker and Marsey asked if
there was a short list of properties that were under consideration for an animal shelter
facility, and requested that I provide to them with such a list if it existed.

Attached, T am providing to you two documents. The first document is the Animal
Shelter Task Force Report, which was transmitted to the previous Village Board on
March 31, 2005, with the understanding and intention that the new Village Board would
review the Report and consider the merits of the recommendations of the Task Force, and
to decide next steps to progress decision-making on this matter.

The second collection of documents includes staff reports reviewed with the Village
Board prior to the establishment of the Animal Shelter Task Force in September 2004.
These reports which cover the periods of September 2003 through July 2004, are Board
Executive Session documents, with exception of a Japuary 26, 2004 Board Study
Session report. These are Executive Session materials because they address properties
presented as options for acquisition by the Village for an animal shelter.

Though I am providing you with this material in response to a request from Trustees
Baker and Marsey, staff recommends that this matter be first considered within the
context of the Village Board goal planning sessions, with a subsequent study session to
review the Animal Shelter Task Force Report and determine next steps in planning for an
animal shelter facility. However, should you desire to review the Animal Shelter Task
Force Report in a Study Session, prior to your Board goal planning session, please inform
Carl of the date this session should be scheduled on. Should you have questions
regarding this matter, I am available to respond to them.



VILLAGE OF OAK PARK
VILLAGE MANAGER’S OFFICE
INTERDEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

DATE: March 31, 2005

of Trustees

TO: Village President Joanne E. Trapani and Village Boas
FROM: M. Ray Wiggins, Deputy Village Manager
NOTED:  Village Manager’s Office

SUBJECT: Animal Shelter Task Force Report

Attached, T am transmitting to you the Final Animal Shelter Task Force Report, which
includes the following components:

1. Task Force Transmittal Memorandum;

2. September 15, 2004 Board Memorandum on Animal Shelter Task Force Charge;

3. Task Force Response to Charge;
4. Detailed Task Force Majority Recommendations; and
5. Detailed Task Force Minority Recommendations.

The transmittal of this Final Animal Shelter Task Force Report to you is intended to
officially conclude the work of the Task Force, in accordance with the charge that you
established. It is understood however that because of the timing of the completion and
transmittal of this final report to you that it is not realistic to expect the seated Village
Board to act on the recommendations contained within this report.

Since the elections for village president and three village trustees will occur in less than a
week from today, it is apparent that it would be most appropriate for the next Village
Board to review the Animal Shelter Task Force Report in accordance with the priorities
that they establish through their strategic goal setting planning process.



ANIMAL SHELTER TASK FORCE REPORT

APPOINTED TASK FORCE MEMBERS:

ALAN AMATO: CITIZEN

KATHY CAPONE: CITIZEN

COLLEEN DONOVAN: CITIZEN RESIGNED 02-01-05
CAROLE GOODWIN: CITIZEN

JEAN HEYES: CITIZEN

DAVID SPAGAT: CITIZEN

MARY ANN SULLIVAN: CITIZEN RESIGNED 02-01-05

CHATKA RUGGIERO: ANIMAL CARE LEAGUE
REPRESENTATIVE

VILLAGE BOARD LIAISONS:
TRUSTEE RAY JOHNSON
TRUSTEE GUS KOSTOPULOS
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ANIMAL SHELTER TASK FORCE '
RECOMMENDATIONS

TO: VILLAGE OF OAK PARK TRUSTEES
FROM: ANIMAL SHELTER TASK FORCE

DATE: MARCH, 2005

After six months of meetings, research, and discussion, the Animal Shelter Task Force is
pleased to present its recommendations to the Board of Trustees.

Attached are the Response to Specific Charges and Recommendations submitted by the
majority of the task force: Chairman Kathy Capone, Alan Amato, Colleen Donovan, Carole
Goodwin, and Chatka Ruggiero. Also attached is the minority report from task force members
David Spagat and Jean Heyes.

Oak Park is a community of choice, and people move to our Village because of its excellent
reputation. Oak Park provides its residents with diversity, amenities, and active citizen
participation in decision making processes. Oak Park values its citizen involvement, which
results in responsive Village government. '

Oak Park needs an animal control facility, as we have been operating a less than adequate
facility on a temporary basis for far too long. The protection and safety of our animal
population, as well as the protection and safety of our citizens, is an important function of
Village government. Our attachment to our animals is undisputed: walk down any street in Oak
Park and you will see neighbors walking their dogs, while cats find a sunny window from which
to observe the passing scene.

We believe the attached recommendations will further the process of establishing an animal
control facility in a socially and fiscally responsible manner. We also believe the
recommendations are fully in line with the Village mandate.*

We wish to thank the Board of Trustees for putting their trust and confidence into the Task
Force to develop a plan of action. We also wish to thank Trustee Ray Johnson and Deputy
Village Manager Ray Wiggins for their invaluable support throughout this process.

*In the minutes of the September 20, 2004 meeting at which the task force was created,
Trustee Kostopulos expressed that he was especially pleased that the charge covered the full
range of issues, and allowed freedom to improvise.
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VILLAGE OF OAK PARK
VILLAGE BOARD
CORRESPONDENCE

DATE: September 15, 2004

TO: Village President Joanne E. Trapani and the Village Board of Trustees

FROM: Operations Committee Co-Chairs Ray Johnson and Gus
Kostopulos

NOTED:  Carl Swenson, Village Manager
SUBJECT: Animal Shelter Advisory Committee Charge

The Animal Shelter Advisory Committee is established as an ad hoc committee by the
Village President with confirmation through vote by the Village Board of Trustees for the
purpose of advising the Village Board of Trustees on the animal shelter needs for Oak
Park. This Committee will be chaired by the Co-Chairs of the Board Operations

Committee.

The term of the Animal Shelter Advisory Committee shall be for a six month period,
commencing on the date of appointment, and expiring upon the completion of a written
report and the presentation of the same written report to the Village Board of Trustees.
Should the Committee not complete its charge within the six month period, additional
time will be granted for the completion of their work.

In achieving the charge of the Animal Shelter Advisory Committee, it is expected that the
Committee’s written report will include specific information as follows:

1) Determination of the animal shelter capacity needs,

2) Options and Recommendation for animal shelter construction and location,
3) Funding Options and Recommendation for animal shelter, and

4) Organization of animal shelter volunteers.

All available non-confidential information and material on animal shelter needs and
construction costs previously prepared by Village staff for the Village Board will be
provided to the Committee.
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Animal Shelter Task Force
Response to Specific Charges
(Majority Opinion)

1. Determination of the animal shelter capacity needs.

Capacity needs depend on the uses made of the facility, and the policies governing
those uses. For example, if the facility is used for animal control, and animal control’s
policies allow for quick transfer to humane societies after a short holding period,
capacity needs will be smaller than if policies require Jong holding periods and slower
transfer to humane societies.

Capacity needs will also vary according to policies governing adoption from animal
control. If animal control builds a strong adoption program based on accepted animal
welfare standards, that will be another avenue for reducing the amount of time animals
spend with animal control. Policies governing euthanasia will also affect facility
capacity needs.

An efficiently operated and humane animal control facility would require about 1800
square feet. Please see attached report for specific operation recommendations.

If Oak Park decides to build an animal shelter in addition to or instead of an animal
control facility, capacity, staffing, and funding will increase proportionately according
to the number of animals served. Ifall of Oak Park’s impounded animals become
clients of an Oak Park animal shelter, we will serve annually over 400 animals who will
be in residence for an undetermined amount of time (some animals are adopted quickly,
some take substantially longer).

2. Options and recommendations for animal shelter construction and locations.

The task force has identified certain parcels in the village as suitable for an animal
control facility and priced under $500,000. One is centrally located in the middle of a
block on Madison Street. Another is a vacant lot in an excellent location. We feel
strongly that public announcement of our locations would negatively affect any future
negotiation with the village. Also, they may be sold by the time the village makes the
decision to act. We will be happy to disclose actual addresses and prices at the
appropriate time.

However, if Oak Park decides to build an animal shelter in addition to or instead of an
animal control facility, a larger facility at higher cost should be anticipated.



Please see attached report for more specific recommendations for animal welfare
facility construction.

3. Funding options and recommendation for animal shelter.

The majority of the task force recommends an animal control facility, a municipal
service to be funded by public money.

4. Organization of animal shelter volunteers.

Reviewing the experience of the Forest Park Ark and the Animal Care League,
volunteers are an important asset to any animal welfare organization. If the facility that
Oak Park creates is hospitable to volunteers and arranges training for them, those
volunteers will provide the extras that employees seldom have time for.

However, volunteers cannot be substitutes for employees. A professional, reliable staff
will be essential to whatever facility is established in Oak Park.
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ANIMAL SHELTER TASK FORCE
RECOMMENDATIONS
(MAJORITY)

The Animal Shelter Task Force has been meeting regularly since early October, 2004.
During our meetings we have discussed animal control, animal shelters, the present
situation for Oak Park Animal Control, and how that situation can be improved.
Representatives of the Task Force have visited and familiarized themselves with the
procedures at Hanover Animal Wellness Center (where Oak Park impounded animals
are currently housed), DuPage County Animal Care and Control, the Animal Care
League, Evanston Animal Shelter (a combination control/shelter facility), the
Naperville Humane Society, and Naperville Animal Control. As a result of our
investigation, we determined that there were two separate but related issues that needed
to be addressed by the Task Force: the physical facility itself, and which services would

be offered at that facility.

Services

The title “Animal Shelter Task Force” is misleading, as it indicates that Oak Park is
interested in establishing an animal shelter, when an animal control facility may be the
extent of what Oak Park is willing to fund. The differences in services between an
animal control facility and an animal shelter are substantial. Animal control impounds
stray and abandoned animals for a prescribed number of days, and then another
disposition is made: if not returned to owner, the animal is transferred to an animal
shelter or it is euthanized. Oak Park Animal Control is different from both Evanston
and Naperville in that it also adopts out impounded animals directly from animal
control. All stray and abandoned animals in its jurisdiction are accepted by Oak Park
Animal Control.

Conversely, an animal shelter is typically “limited admission,” meaning only animals
that are deemed adoptable are accepted, and those animals are held until they are
adopted. Animal shelters are usually supported by private donations, while animal
control is tax-supported. The ideal would be for Oak Park to provide its impounded
animals with comprehensive services up to and including adoption. However, this
would call for the creation of a combined animal control/animal shelter facility, which
would result in the need for more space, staff and funding from taxpayers than a control
only facility.

Following extended discussion of the functions and costs of animal control and animal
sheltering, we are proceeding on the premise that Oak Park is interested in improving
its animal control operation, and to rely on established animal shelters to provide
adoptable animals with post-impoundment services. We therefore make the following
recommendations in regard to the services provided by Oak Park Animal Control in
order to promote fiscal and social responsibility in relation to impounded animals:



1. Oak Park Animal Control should institute temperament evaluation as part of its
standard operating procedures. Temperament evaluation is the accepted procedure for
determining optimal placement for dogs. Oak Park Animal Control currently adopts out
dogs that have not been evaluated, and this practice exposes Oak Park to liability if a
dog is dangerous and subsequently causes injury. Temperament evaluation would also
prevent the transfer of unadoptable dogs to animal shelters, thereby burdening those
organizations with the cost and stigma of euthanasia. Until OPAC does institute
temperament evaluations, adoption directly from OPAC should cease.

If temperament evaluation is borderline in its results, working with the dog is
recommended to ascertain whether issues can be resolved favorably.

2. Adoption counseling helps to ensure successful pet adoptions, providing benefits to
both people and animals: appropriate placement, resources for adopters, greater
likelihood of lifetime placement, and credibility for OPAC as a reliable source for pet
adoption. Continuing education to train OPAC employees for this aspect of the job

should be routine.

3 OPAC increased its holding period for strays from 7 to 30 days. The task force
believes that the focus should not be on the number of days the animal is held, but on
the adoptability of the animal. If an animal is adoptable, OPAC should look for a
shelter placement for as long as the animal remains adoptable and quality of life is
acceptable. If an animal is not adoptable, it should be euthanized as promptly as
possible, as keeping it caged for an extended period of time is inhumane.

As soon as possible, Oak Park should employ a person to walk dogs and socialize
animals while they are in the care of OPAC. If this person could also take
responsibility for laundry, the current situation for impounded animals would improve
significantly and immediately.

4. OPAC should work towards reestablishing and forming new working relationships
with area shelters. Consider making this the job of a part-time liaison (this liaison could
also be the person trained for adoption counseling), which would free OPAC employees
for hands-on animal work. Relationships with humane societies are extremely valuable.
In addition to their humanitarian function, they also save municipalities the expense of
maintaining animal shelters. In consideration of their limited resources, unadoptable
animals should not be sent to humane societies; they should be euthanized at the

expense of OPAC.

5 Trained volunteers are an asset to animal control. They contribute to the quality of
life for animals and thereby help maintain their adoptability. A volunteer program that
includes training should be a part of Oak Park Animal Control, and the Animal Care
League has generously provided this training to interested people. To encourage
volunteerism, an atmosphere hospitable to volunteers should be planned for (clean
washrooms, a place to hang up a coat and put away a purse, friendly employees).



However, volunteers are not a substitute for employees. Experience at the Forest Park
Ark and the Animal Care League has demonstrated that a reliable paid labor force is
essential to the operation of an animal care facility. Employees should be responsible
for all basic animal care, including dog walking and cat socialization. Volunteers then
supplement and support the employee-provided basic care.

6. The working hours for animal control staff should be staggered or in shifts, to better
provide service to the community and impounded animals.

7. Responsibility for animal control is a function of the police department in Evanston
and Naperville. Would Oak Park be better served by this arrangement?

8 If Oak Park Animal Control continues to adopt out animals directly, consider a name
change to Oak Park Animal Services to more accurately reflect the extended services

offered.

Facility

The Task Force examined several animal control facilities, ranging from rented space in
a veterinarian’s office to free-standing buildings. We have noted that every type of
facility can be good or bad, depending on how it is managed and staffed. Cleanliness,
adherence to procedures and schedules, and compassion for the animals are key. We
therefore make the following recommendations in regard to a facility for Oak Park
Animal Control:

1. We believe that Oak Park would be best served by an animal control facility over
which it has complete control: management, staffing, procedures. Hoping that another
organization can manage the situation for us has not proven to be a workable solution.

2. If OPAC develops and maintains good working relationships with area humane
societies, adoptable animals can be moved quickly to animal shelters, making an overly
large facility unnecessary. Naperville’s 1800 square foot animal control facility appears
to be adequate for Oak Park’s needs, and might serve as a model for Oak Park.

3 New construction or remodeling an existing building (owned or leased) are options
for an OPAC facility. Consideration of a location outside of Oak Park should remain on

the table.

4. Utilize the talents of experts in the field of animal care when designing Oak Park’s
facility. (Animal Care League Director Amy Soumar has offered to share her expertise
with Oak Park when it is ready to build or remodel its facility. Everyone involved in
animal care benefits from the success of everyone else in the field, and we should take
advantage of the goodwill and expertise of people who have addressed these issues.)
Following are areas of particular concern:



Placement and design of animal housing to minimize stress and disease
Quarantine and isolation areas

Drainage, plumbing

Temperature control

Ventilation

Noise abatement

Lighting

Information management systems

Ease of maintenance
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The American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) and the
Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) are sources for information regarding
every aspect of animal control and animal sheltering. All their publications are

available online.

Outreach to Other Communities

One of the options considered by the task force was to pariner with another community
in the creation of an animal welfare facility in order to bring down costs. While this
may be a viable option in the future, it is probably not practical now. Nearby
communities either do not need the service (River Forest), do not have the financial
wherewithal to be a full participant (Forest Park), or have a different standard of
operation which would make it incompatible with Oak Park (Elmwood Park).
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While no formal vote has taken place on any of the issues confronting our Task Force
Committee, it does appear that there is a definite difference of opinion on which way to
go on several important issues. The recommendations to a recent study session of the
Village Trustees scheduled for a report on the progress of our task force in part was
misleading, heavy on procedures and light on its primary objective pointing to the
actual establishment of a shelter or control facility. One trustee was disappointed in the
failure of a site recommendation, and another felt that the report went beyond its
authority. No dissent was permitted.

As we see it, we are primarily a group of laymen constituted without professional help
that has deviated over highly technical matters effecting life and death issues. Primarily
we seem to have a hang up on the subject of “temperament testing or temperament
evaluation.” While used primarily to test the personality of dogs, it was never meant as
a life-death test, as is being strongly proposed within the previous report to the
Trustees. That report further criticizes the time/life extension humanely passed by our
trustees some two years ago eliminating the 3 day-7 day ordinance in effect some 50
years resulting in the inhumane death of countless healthy, adoptable animals over the
years, many because their owners did not know where to go to find their lost pets or
time was too short to find them.

“Temperament Testing” is a tool developed primarily to determine what special needs
there may be to correct any shortcomings as to the aggressiveness of that particular
animal. It is not the only test and it is not one to rely solely upon for a life/death
decision. It does have flaws. In a recent article by Nathan Winograd entitled,
“Temperament Testing in the Age of No Kill,” it is said, “But temperament testing has
many limitations. It requires skill and training; the results greatly depend on the
environment in which the test is conducted; and because its predictive validity has not
been established by any stretch, it can—and ofien does—result in dogs being
wrongfully executed.” With A being failure or “unadoptable” and B being a pass or
“adoptable” we would wonder just how many A’s wrongfully ended in the animal
scrap heap? Does it matter? To that dog wrongfully put down, I'm sure it did.

There is no need at this time to change the holding ordinance by going backwards to
what it was. The holding extension was made when severe abuses came o light and
there has been no change in the control philosophy to indicate the potential to an end of
these abuses if the old time line was restored. Oak Park has a limited number of
animals to deal with and with modest effort cannot programs be established to put more
animals into the “B” category? Undue time in a cage is as unpleasant for an adoptable
animal as it is for one deemed unadoptable. That is why greater efforts for socialization
should be made and done promptly—not a “euthanize as promptly as possible” policy,
which presumably is for the benefit of that animal summarily put down.



While it is tempting to look to other shelters for disposition of our animals, this is to
take undue advantage of a crisis situation where other animals are in greater need and
with lesser resources. If shelter centers have limited space would not an animal from
Chicago Control, where thousands of healthy animals are put down every year, better
fill that spot? Could not Oak Park do a better job in adopting out its own animals
rather than pushing out another r where its fate is hopeless by reason of numbers and
economics? Should not we at least give it a try for the benefit of all the animals before

taking the easier way out?

It is important that the proper department within the village be selected for the
responsibility of administering the operation and functioning of animal control. The
police department in the past did so for the village, did a poor job and was relieved
when the function was placed elsewhere. Currently the Health Department is
responsible but a visit to the Hanover facility will demonstrate forcefully its failure in
concern for the animals. So why not set up a special department with a designated head
who has some experience along these lines and truly has a regard for the animals
passing through his control? Shuffling it fiom department to department in the past has
not worked, so why not try this as a new approach?

Finally, in establishing a new facility for our village we should not look to emulate

other suburban minimum service under fanded operations, and hope that this will work
out well for Oak Park. We should get the in-put of co-operating veterinarians and other
professionals so that we have an operation and facility commensurate with the dictates

of the 21 century.

Animal Shelter Task Force — March 22, 2005 Report by Jean Heyes
and David Spagat



