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Introduction

In accordance with the City Auditor’s 2009-10 Audit Workplan, we have completed an
Audit of the Animal Care & Services Division (ACS) of the General Services Department
(GSD). We conducted this audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions baled on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides
a reasonable basis for our t’mdings and conclusions. We limited our review to the work
specified in this report. The Office of the City Auditor thanks staff from the ACS, Finance
Department (Finance) and the City Attorney’s Office (CAO) for their time, information
and cooperation during the audit process.

Background

The Animal Care and Services Program (ACS) is part of the General
Services Department (GSD). Its mission is to "promote and protect the
health, safety, and welfare of animals and people in the City of San Jose."
ACS was transferred to GSD ~rom the Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood
Services Department (PRNS) in 2008-09. The Animal Care Center is a
50,000 sq ft facility located on 2750 Monterey Highway, San Jos6 built for
a total cost of about $20 million including cost of land.

Exhibit 1: Animal Care Center
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The shelter is open to the public Tuesday-Saturday from 1 lam to 7pm and
Sundays from 11 am to 5 pm.

Animal Care & Services

The Animal Care and Services Division (ACS) was established in July 2001
to satisfy State of California (State) mandates concerning rabies control,
increased holding periods for stray animals, and the enforcement of anti-
cruelty laws and anti-animal fighting laws. Prior to July 2001, the Humane
Society of Santa Clara Valley (now Silicon Valley) provided all animal
control services and animal sheltering for the City of San Josr, In 1998,
new state mandates and a philosophical change caused the Humane Society
to discontinue providing these services for City residents. The City began
providing animal control services in 2001 and began construction of a new
animal care facility. In 2004, upon completion of San Josr’s new animal
care facility, the City assumed the remaining animal services including the
sheltering of animals, immunization clinics, and public education programs
that were being provided by the Humane Society under contract.

In addition to serving San Jos6 residents, ACS provides services to the cities
of Cupertino, Los Gatos, Milpitas and Saratoga under contracts in which the
City of San Jos6 is to provide comprehensive animal care services to these
cities. The City of Milpitas contracted with San Jos6 starting in 2001.
Milpitas has a three year contract which was renewed in 2009 and is in
place until 2012.

ACS is divided into four distinct service areas. These service areas are
1) shelter services, 2) field services, 3) spay and neuter services, and
4) licensing services. ACS charges fees for providing some of these
services. These services are described below.

Shelter Services: ACS provides numerous services at the shelter on
Monterey Highway. ACS works to reunite lost pets with their families,
euthanize suffering animals as well as those that are neither reclaimed nor
adopted, place behaviorally sound animals in responsible homes, create
incentives for the public to have pets sterilized, and place animals with local
animal rescue groups. Stray and homeless animals are maintained in the
facility. The shelter houses dogs and puppies, cats and kittens, rabbits,
chickens, reptiles, birds, and other small mammals. ACS offers adoption
services and has also partnered with about 40 animal rescue organizations to
focus on animals that need "above standard" care that the City does not
have the time or the resources to provide. Rescue groups find new homes
for these animals through their own adoption programs. ACS currently has
two veterinarians to provide medical services for the shelter animals.
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Introduction

Field Services: Animal Service Officers (ASOs) respond to calls for
service. These calls can range from aggressive dogs, injured animals and
police assists to loose animals, dead animals and calls that do not pose
immediate threats to public health and safety. ASOs also assist the San Jos6
Police Department (SJPD) in responding to calls that involve animal cruelty
or aggressive animals. According to the ACS, the field services unit
responds to about 50 different types of calls. The top five types of services
calls are: 1) dead animal pickup, 2) confined stray/wild animals,
3) investigations, 4) patrols, and 5) stray roaming animals. ACS has
dispatchers and ASOs on duty seven days a week from 7 AM to 11 PM.
Shifts are staggered so a majority of the officers and dispatchers are on duty
during high volume call times. The calls are divided into three types
according to the nature of the call:

¯ Priority 1 calls are emergency calls requiring immediate response.
These are generally calls for dangerous, injured or sick animals.

¯ Priority 2 calls are regarded as urgent but not immediately life
threatening animal related requests for assistance.

Priority 3 calls are generally calls related to non-emergency
activity and non-critically sick or injured animals. They also
include calls such as dead animal pick up or animals running at
large.

After hour Priority 1 calls (between 11 PM and 7 AM) are handled by an
"on-call" ASO. ACS also provides field services to the cities of Cupertino,
Los Gatos, Milpitas, and Saratoga. Including San Jos~, these cities are
divided into five beats and an ASO is assigned the same beat for a period of
time. The majority of calls for service are from San Jos~ residents.

Spay & Neuter: ACS operates a low cost spay and neuter clinic at the
shelter. The clinic opened for service in March 2006 and provides surgeries
four days a week and is primarily focused on cats. The clinic also provides
low cost spay and neuter surgeries to cat rescue groups that are registered
with the ACS. The surgeries range in cost from $15 to $60 depending on
whether the service is provided to residents or non-residents. Currently due
to the large volume of surgeries the clinic is only providing low-cost cat
spays and neuters to San Jos~ and contract city residents and rescue groups.

Licensing: The Califomia Department of Health Services mandates,
through Title 17 of the Health Code, that all rabies endemic areas provide
for a rabies control program. Since 1988, all local health jurisdictions in
California have been declared as rabies endemic areas due to the persistence
of the disease in native wildlife populations. Rabies control is achieved
through dog and cat immunization and licensing; stray animal control;
animal bite reporting; quarantine of biting animals; investigations and
animal isolation; and public education. According to City Ordinance
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7.20.520, every person who owns a dog or cat over the age of four months
is required to license their animal. Dog and cat owners who fail to comply
are subject to penalties. In order for an animal to be licensed the owner has
to provide proof of current rabies vaccinations. The first rabies vaccination
is good for one year, the second vaccination given one year later and
subsequent (or booster) vaccinations are valid for three years. The
vaccinations are provided at a veterinarian’s or vaccine clinics. The State
requires that counties and cities protect their citizens from contracting rabies
and mandates that every owned dog be given a rabies vaccination. The City
requires its residents to license cats. Licensing is a city’s mechanism to
ensure that their residents have complied with the State mandates by
requiring that the residents supply proof of rabies vaccinations.

Staffing

Currently ACS has 64.37 FTEs.1 These include 13 Animal Service
Officers, 10 Animal Care Attendants and two veterinarians.The
organization chart below illustrates ACS staffing in detail.

Exhibit 2:2009-10 ACS Organization Chart

Source: ACS.

1 For FY 2009-2010, ACS has cut one ASO position and one office specialist position.
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Budget

The 2009-10 proposed operating budget for the Animal Care and Services
program is about $6.21 million. ACS is General Fund funded and receives
about $751,000 in reimbursements from its contracts with four neighboring
cities. ACS also receives about $1.7 million in fee revenues.

Exhibit 3: ACS 2005-06 to 2009-10 Operating Budget
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ACS Receives Reimbursements from Four Contract Cities

ACS has contracts for providing animal care services with the cities of Los
Gatos, Cupertino, Saratoga and Milpitas. In return, these cities provide an
annual reimbursement to the City. These reimbursements from the cities of
Los Gatos, Saratoga and Cupertino are based on th~ number of animal
services provided. The City of Milpitas pays an annual flat fee. The
contracts for Los Gatos, Cupertino and Saratoga are valid until 2024,
whereas Milpitas has a three year contract valid until 2012.

ACS Uses Chameleon for Its Case Management and Database System

The ACS uses an integrated shelter software case management system from
HLP Inc, called Chameleon. The database is used in dispatch, licensing_and
tracking animals at the shelter. The ACS vehicles have this software system
installed in their vehicles. This gives Animal Service Officers (ASOs)
access to call data, and the ability to enter their response notes directly in
the database. Chameleon also provides the shelter the ability to post
information and pictures of lost adoptable animals at the shelter.
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A CS Outsourees Some Animal Services Through Various Contracts

The City provides limited wild animal services through the Wildlife Center
of Silicon Valley (WCSV) as a convenience for residents. WCSV provides
rehabilitation of wild animals, education classes to the community,
education and advice to individuals, and consultation on major wildlife
nuisance issues. The City, however, does not provide mitigation, control, or
extermination of healthy and nuisance wildlife. The County Vector Control
Department, private pest companies, and the State Department of Fish and
Game all provide various forms of resources to assist residents with
nuisance wildlife.

Other current contracts include San Jos~ Tallow (animal disposal - expired
but still active), Koefrans (animal disposal), and Hills Science Diet (animal
food). Finally, the City of San Jos~ contracts on a per animal basis with the
Story Road Animal Hospital for after hours emergency service.

Audit Scope and Methodology

The scope of our audit was to review the cost-recovery status of ACS
including the cost-recovery of its contracts with the four contracting cities-
City of Cupertino (Cupertino), City of Saratoga (Saratoga), City of Milpitas
(Milpitas) and Town of Los Gatos (Los Gatos). In order to accomplish this
we reviewed Chameleon data for FY 2008-09 including completed calls for
service, spays and neuters provided, shelter animals served, and licensing.
We performed limited testing regarding the ACS’ data input procedures and
reliability of the Chameleon data. Our testing indicated the data sources
available were sufficient to conduct our analysis. We also reviewed ACS’s
actual expenditures obtained from the City’s Financial Management System
(FMS) for 2008-09. Further, we compared this to revenue information ACS
provided us. We reviewed current contracts and agreements that the ACS
has with the four contracting cities and other agencies. In addition, we
reviewed and analyzed ACS’ call response times, and licensing rates and
compared this to other jurisdictions. We reviewed ACS’ and Finance’s
internal process for handling administrative citations. Furthermore, we
reviewed the City’s Municipal Code and various applicable City
ordinances, State of California statutes and various internal processes. We
also interviewed ACS staff, staff from the Finance department, and the City
Attorney’s Office.

In order to benchmark and review other city best practices we interviewed
staff from animal care shelters from the following cities-City of Santa
Clara, City of Palo Alto, City of Morgan Hill, City of Seattle, County of
Los Angeles, City and County of San Francisco and Contra Costa County,
Monterey County, San Mateo County, and staff from the Humane Society
Silicon Valley located in Milpitas.

6



Finding I Increasing the Percent of Animals Licensed
Would Improve ACS’ Cost Recovery and
Better Ensure Public Health

Licensing ensures that animals are adequately vaccinated, thus ensuring the
health and Safety of its residents and is mandated by the State of California.
We found that:

Currently only about 11.5 percent of San Jos6 dogs and cats are
licensed;

San Jos6’s licensing rates are lower than several other
jurisdictions;

ACS wants to increase licensing rates because licensing ensures
that owners have vaccinated their pets against rabies;

Increasing the percent of animals licensed would help improve
ACS’ cost recovery;

ACS should implement on-line licensing and allow veterinarians
to enter vaccination information online;

ACS needs to improve its efforts to ensure full compliance with
the City’s municipal code requirements; and

Other regional jurisdictions outsource some licensing services to
third party vendors.

In our opinion, ACS should increase its public education outreach efforts in
order to increase animals licensed and vaccinated. Also, ACS should take
steps, to increase the compliance rate to the City’s ordinance on rabies
vaccination reporting and either enhance its current database to include
online licensing and veterinarian reporting or outsource its licensing
services to a vendor that offers those services.

Currently Only About 11.5 Percent of San Jos6 Dogs and Cats Are Licensed

Based on the formula provided by the ICMA’s Animal Control
Management." A Guide for Local Governments, the total pet population for
San Jos6 is about 395,000. As shown in Exhibit 4 below, there are only
about 45,000 current licenses. This means that only about 11.5 percent of
San Jos6’s pet population is licensed - including an estimated 17.7 percent
of dogs and an estimated 5.7 percent of cats.
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Exhibit 4: Estimated Percentage of the City of San Jos6’s
Licensed Dog/Cat Population

Number of Estimated

Active
Estimated Dog/Cat Percentage of

Licenses
Population " Dog/Cat Population

Licensed
Dogs 33,738 190,258 17.7%
Cats 11,730 204,893 5.7%
Total 45,468 395,151 11.5%

Source: Auditor calculation based on ICMA formula.2

San Josd ’ s Licensing Rates Are Lower Than Several Other Jurisdictions

As shown in Exhibit 5 below, animal licensing rates range from a high of
about 33.5 percent for Morgan Hill and a low of about 7.5 percent for the
City and County of San Francisco.

Exhibit 5: Estimate of Other Jurisdictions’ Dog & Cat Population3

1
2
3
4

5
6
7
8
9

10

Jurisdiction
Morgan Hill
Santa Clara
Palo Alto
Orange County*
Contra Costa
County
San Diego County
Seattle

Number Estimated Estimated
of Estimated Dog and/or Number of Percentage of

Active Number of Cat License Dogs or Dogs or Dogs &
Licenses Households Required? Dogs & Cats Cats Licensed

2,530 11,378 Dogs 7,544 33.5%
8,000 40,665 Dogs 26,961 29.7%
4,000 25,486 Dogs 16,897 23.7%

151,380 972,040 Dogs 644,463 23.5%

50,000 362,362 Dogs 240,246 20.8%
141,000 1,041,790 Dogs 690,707 20.4%
60,000 260,760 Dogs & Cats 359,067 16.7%

Oakland 10,000 145,409 Dogs 96,406 10.4%
San Francisco 16,000 321,692 Dogs 213,282 7.5%

*Does canvassing
Note: San Jos6, and Seattle require both dog and cat licenses.

2 Dog population estimate based on 286,965 households in San Jose, with 39 percent of households owning
an average of 1.7 dogs per household (nationwide average) = 190,258 dogs. Cat population estimate based on
286,965 households in San Jose, with 34 percent of households owning an average of 2.1 cats per household
= 204,893 cats.3 Numbers were provided during phone interviews and in some cases may not represent the exact values.
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Findin~ l

ACS Wants to Increase Licensing Rates Because Licensing Ensures That Owners
Have Vaccinated Their Pet Against Rabies

As shown in the table above, San Jos6 ranks in the lower third of
jurisdictions interviewed. One of ACS’ performance measures is to
increase the number of animals licensed annually. Licensing is a punic
health issue in that it ensures that owners have vaccinated their pet against
rabies. In addition, ACS provides other services when an animal has a
license such as notifying a pet owner ifACS picks up a lost animal, keeping
the animal at the shelter longer than required by the law, dropping off a lost
animal at its home if the owner is home and providing free disposal services
for dead animals.

According to the City’s budget, the target for 2008-09 was to increase the
number of licensed animals by 28 percent, or from 36,598 licenses in
2007-08 to 46,845 licenses in 2008-09.4 This increase, from the previous 5
percent target to the new 28 percent target, was due to a change in the
Municipal Code requiring veterinarians to provide rabies vaccination
information to ACS. At the end of 2008-09, ACS had about 45,470 active
licenses in its system - almost reaching their 2009-08 performance target of
46,845. From 2003-04 to 2008-09, there has been an 84 percent increase in
licensing rates for San Jos6 as shown in Exhibit 6.

Exhibit 6: San Jos~ Dog and Cat Licenses Issued from 2003-04
to 2008-09
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0
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Source: Auditor summary of ACS provided information.

2006-2007 2007-2008

l CatLicenses

4 The licensing performance target includes the number of licenses issued for contract cities.
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The number of new licenses issued increased by almost 31 percent in
2004-05. ACS attributes this to its "amnesty program" which enabled
residents to get new licenses or renew old licenses without any penalties or
fines. ACS attributes the significant increase in licenses issued in 2008-09
to the municipal code change requiring veterinarians to submit vaccination
information to the City. Exhibit 7 below shows the corresponding revenues
trend from 2003-04 to 2008-09.

Exhibit 7: Licensing Revenues from 2003-04 to 2008-09

Revenues
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Fiscal Year

Increasing the Percent of Animals Licensed Would Help Improve ACS’ Cost
Recovery

As shown in Finding II, licensing is the largest fee revenue source for ACS.
Licensing revenues offset other programs that do not generate as much in
revenues, such as low-cost spay and neuter, and ACS field services which
in most instances do not result in fees. In addition to addressing public
health concerns, increasing the number of animals licensed would improve
ACS’ cost recovery which, as shown in Finding II, currently stands at about
3 8 percent. Exhibit 8 shows various scenarios with increased licensing and
corresponding potential increases in revenues.
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Exhibit 8: Comparison of Additional Revenues with Tiered Amounts of Licensing~

Percentage of Dog
& Cat Population 11.5%
Licensed (Current) 15% 20% 25%
Percentage if Dog
& Cat Licenses 45,486 59,273 79,030 98,788

Revenues $1,038,2266 $2,062,688 $2,750,251 $3,437,814
Difference in
Revenues from
Current $1,024,463 $1,712,026 $2,399,588

Source: Auditor’s estimate of projected revenue.

ACS Should Improve Its Outreach Program to Achieve Its Licensing Goals

Although ACS has a marketing program whose primary focus has been on
promoting the shelter and its animals including licensing, vaccinations, and
spay & neuter services there is currently no short or long-term outreach
strategy towards increasing the number of pet licenses and vaccinations
outside of veterinarian reporting. The limited outreach material ACS does
provide concerning licensing is in the form of a flyer that is printed on the
back of every license application sent out. ACS stafftold us that oftentimes
residents may not get their animals licensed even though they are
vaccinated because they are not aware of the City’s licensing requirements.

ACS’s goal is to increase outreach efforts. We agree that increasing
outreach through education would increase ACS’s licensing rates, and could
improve ACS’ cost recovery. An example of positive results from
increasing outreach efforts has been Jefferson County, Kentucky which saw
a reduction in the number of complaints as well as number of dogs and cats
received from 1991 to 2000. This occurred in the same period that there
was an increase in the County’s population. The Department of Animal
Control and Protection hired a full-time public information officer in 1991,
giving up an Animal Control Officer position in exchange. The program
reaches thousands of children and adults each year with messages about
responsible pet ownership. It includes a pet registration fee differential,
strict enforcement, and other elements that have contributed to the progress.
The Director of Animal Control and Protection stated, "1 am certain our
public information program has also played a significant integral role."

Based on average 2009-2010 license fee of $34.80 and dog & cat population of 395,151.

ACS 2008-09 actual licensing revenue.

11
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We recommend that ACS:

Recommendation #1

Increase its public education outreach efforts
animals licensed and vaccinated. (Priority 2)

in order to increase

ACS Should Implement On-Line Licensing and Encourage Veterinarians to Enter
Vaccination Information Online

Our review of ACS’ licensing process found that staff devotes significant
staff hours towards traditional methods of handling payments and sending
communication via post. Exhibit 9 below illustrates ACS’ current process
for issuing and renewing licenses.

Exhibit 9: Licensing Process

Source: Auditor summary of ACS process.
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ACS’ current process is labor intensive and tedious. ACS staff mails out
multiple reminders to non-responsive pet owners. They also respond to
telephone or in-person queries from residents that have received their
applications. Further, ACS is not fully utilizing the web-features offered by
its current software vendor. Some of the key features that the Chameleon
software offers that ACS does not currently use are:

¯ Online licensing payments;

¯ Online donations;

¯ Online vaccination entry. Here veterinarians can fill out an online
form. The data is then sent to the shelter and integrated into
Chameleon;

¯ Email renewal reminders to owners;
¯ Lost pet owner and finder matching service;

¯ Online pet reclaim or pet adoption interest notification; and

¯ Directly inputs complaints about animal issues. Flags as a web
complaint.

In our opinion, ACS could further improve its licensing capacity and
improve customer service by incorporating additional web-features from its
existing vendor. For example, implementing an online licensing payment
system would streamline license payment processing and allow for pet
owners to proactively apply for a new license or renew licenses.

A 2007 Change In the Municipal Code Required San Jos~
Veterinarians to Submit Vaccination Information to the City on a
Monthly Basis

City Ordinance requires that all City of San Joss veterinarians submit
vaccination data to the City on a monthly basis. According to section
7.20.510[C] of the San Joss Municipal Code, "if the veterinarian who
vaccinates the dog or eat is located within the city, the veterinarian must
submit a current and valid rabies vaccination certificate to the
administrator within thirty (30) days from the date that the dog or cat was
vaccinated. ACS uses this vaccination information submitted by the
veterinarians to match to its licensing database in order to verify whether or
not the pets are licensed.

13
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ACS Needs to Improve Its Efforts to Ensure Full Compliance with the City’s
Municipal Code Requirements

Not vaccinating an animal can have significant public health repercussions.
Licensing is a way for the City to ensure that all dogs and cats in its
jurisdiction are vaccinated and meeting State mandates. The City also has
the ability to impose citations and fines on non-compliant veterinarians for
not submitting vaccination information to the City. Even though ACS has
the authority to issue citations for violation of this ordinance, it has not, as
of today, issued any of these citations. ACS reports that from January to
June 2009, a monthly average of 26 out of 34, or 77 percent of veterinarians
located within San Jos6, reported rabies vaccination information according
to requirement stated under the Municipal Code.7

We should note that veterinarians submit this information in various
formats. Some veterinarians send the copies of the actual vaccination
certificates whereas some list out the information in a table format. ACS
staff then has to compare each vaccination to information in their database
to see if the vaccinated pet has been licensed. Those pet owners that do not
have a license get a "new license" letter. Staff has stated that they also
typically follow-up with a phone call to non-compliant veterinarians.
However, according to ACS, staff currently does not have the time to
conduct follow-up beyond the phone call.

In our opinion, developing a streamlined method for veterinarians to report
rabies vaccinations to ACS could improve veterinarians’ compliance rates
although veterinarians who do not respond to ACS’s initial follow-up
efforts, may still need additional follow-up to ensure full compliance.
Finally, online vaccination entry would provide a streamlined method for
veterinarians to report rabies vaccinations to ACS, reducing the need for
ACS staff to do the data entry.

Other Regional Jurisdictions Outsource Some Licensing Services to Third Party
Vendors

ACS staff currently processes and issues licenses by mail or in-person, by
sending out renewal notices or expired license notices to those pet owners
whose pets are already in their system. In addition, they send out new
license letters to those pet owners who are not in the system but whose pets
have received vaccination from San Jos~ veterinarians. Staff manually
processes the responses they receive from pet owners. Payments are
received by way of checks or credit cards. Further, staff may have to

7 This includes vets who initially did not report vaccination information and required a follow-up call t~om
ACS.
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Findin~ I

respond to questions regarding the letters that have been sent out. For the
letters that receive no responses, staff sends out two additional reminders
before ACS issues administrative citations. We estimate that ACS’ current
administrative cost for processing a license is $11.75.

According to third party vendors, at least 29 jurisdictions outsource their
licensing services. For example, the Chameleon database also offers a
comprehensive licensing process called Chameleon Data Processing (CDP).
CDP charges a $10,000 start-up fees and $3 to $5 per license processed,
depending on the spectrum of services requested. The CDP service was
established in 2008 and is currently providing services to two jurisdictions.

Petdata, another company which provides licensing services, was
established in 1995 and is currently serving 27 jurisdictions. Petdata
charges a $1,000 to $2,500 start-up fee and charges $3.85 per license
processed. Some of the key features offered by these vendors are as
follows:

¯ Processes new licenses & renewals;
¯ Sends license renewal notices;
¯ Receives and processes vaccination data from veterinarians;

¯ Sends tags/receipts for successfully processed licenses;
¯ Sends correction notices for incomplete licenses;
¯ Sends daily transaction statements and monthly reports;

¯ Deposits licensing revenue in bank account;
¯ Sends list of non-compliant owners to jurisdiction;

¯ Offers online licensing, provided that all documentation
requirements can be met;

¯ Customizes a website with licensing information and customer
service for the residents of the municipality; and

¯ Provides customer services to residents, veterinarians and shelter
staff.

Currently ACS staff processes and renews licenses, sends license renewal
notices, receives and processes vaccination data from veterinarians, sends
tags/receipts for completed licenses, deposits licensing revenue in the bank,
sends multiple notices to non-compliant pet owners and cites pet owners
without licenses for non-compliance. Even if ACS were to outsource the
bulk of its licensing services, ACS staff will still be conducting some
licensing services such as walk-ins, reversing wrongly issued license frees,

$5,000 until 12/2009.
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etc. If we assume a vendor would only replace 75 percent of ACS’
licensing services, the savings could potentially reach about $270,000.
Alternatively, this would free up ACS staff to focus on increasing outreach
and public education which could potentially increase the number of
licenses and increase ACS’ revenues as well as the number of pets
vaccinated.

The County of San Mateo currently utilizes Petdata, and has been able to
redistribute three staff who were previously handling licenses to other
shelter services. The County of Monterey uses CDP and has replaced one
FTE who principally handled licenses. It should be noted that both these
counties stated that implementation took several months longer than
expected.

We recommend that ACS:

Recommendation #2

Either enhance its current database to include online licensing and
veterinarian reporting or outsource its licensing services to a vendor
that offers those services. (Priority 3)

Recommendation #3

Improve efforts, such as additional follow-up with non-compliant
veterinarians, to increase the compliance rate to the City’s ordinance
on rabies vaccination reporting. (Priority 2)
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Finding II ACS Should Establish Cost-Recovery Goals
to Minimize Its General Fund Subsidy of at
Least $4.3 Million

ACS program only recovers about 38 percent of its cost. This translates to a
dependence on the General Fund of at least $4.3 million. Further, ACS
relies on surveying other jurisdictions to determine certain types of fees
instead of relying on a cost-analysis. ACS’ goal is to increase its cost-
recovery, but has not set specific targets. Having such goals and targets
would facilitate ACS in setting fees and determining its threshold for
recovering costs. We should also note that a significant portion of ACS’s
fee revenue is from pet licensing (about 60 percent) but as shown in
Finding I, nearly 90 percent of San Jos~’s cats and dogs are still unlicensed.
In addition to increasing the number of animals licensed, we recommend
the City establish a separate fund to account for ACS activities, include
animal citation revenue in cost recovery calculations to offset the cost of
enforcement, and improve the cost recovery of outside Animal Services
contracts.

ACS Has a General Fund Subsidy of at Least $4.3 Million

Exhibit 10 below shows the fee revenue received for each service and
compares it to the total program cost including the annual reimbursement
received from the contract cities as revenues. This does not include
citywide overhead costs.
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Service

Exhibit 10:2008’09 General Fund Subsidy

Fee Revenue Actual Cost Total General
Fee Revenue Received of Service Fund Subsidy

Total Cost
Recovery

Percentage

Field Services
Revenue from
contracting Cities
Administrative citations

$187,844.00
$100,713.97

$178,679.42
$17,019,00
$16,133.40
$15,870.00
$ t 5,275.00
$13,032.39

$284,705,50
$26,194.35
$32,205,00

$t87,844;00
$786~q58~06 .$3,261,459~22 -$2,47~50L16 :-:-24~: ~-
$103,213,08

Shelter ServicesBoard and Impound Fees
Permits
Bite Quarantine
Owner Surrender
Disposal Euthanasia
Medical Services
Adoptions
Miscellaneous Revenue
.Reclaim Fee
Revenue from
contracting cities

. TOtal . " ..
Spay & Neuter Spay & Neuter

Revenue from
contracting cities $187,844.00

Licensing Licensing $1,038,226.34
Revenue from
contracting cities $187,844.00

¯ :Total. i , ~ ~ i~’::i $1,226i070i34 : $491~90L73 i ~ $~4~1-68,61 ~: : 2~9%. i.
Total $2,592,643.45 $6,846,013.12 -$4,253~369~67 38%

Source: Auditor summary of ACS data.

ACS Has Cost Recovery Targets for Various Fee Services

According to the 2009-10 Fees And Charges Report, ACS reported that its
Category I fee actual cost,recovery ratio was 78,9 percent and the
Category II fee actual cost-recovery ratio was 88.7 percent. Category I fees
are those fees that should be cost:recovery and Category 13[ fees are those
fees that may be less than or more than cost-recovery. Some permit fees
such as animal facility permits, and dangerous .animal permits are
Category I fees. Examples of Category II fees are board and impound fees,
adoption fees, spay mad neuter fees, license fees, etc. Most of the fee
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Finding II

revenue in the table above is Category II fees. ACS calculates its annual
cost-recovery ratio in the Fees and Charges report for its Category I and
Category II fees.

However, we found that this analysis accounted for only about 14 FTEs.
According to the ACS’s Program Manager’s estimates, it should use about
51 FTEs to determine its actual cost-recovery ratio, since there are 51
applicable FTEs that work for ACS.9 Therefore, even the limited cost-
recovery analysis that ACS does, underestimates the actual cost of the
program.

Our review of ACS’ cost-recovery calculation also found that ACS was
using an incorrect overhead rate. The Finance Department provides the
overhead rate calculation to departments. The 109 percent overhead rate
that ACS used to calculate its cost-recovery in the 2009-10 Fees And
Charges Report is the GSD overhead rate which is also applied across all of
GSD’s divisions. According to the Finance Accounting Division Manager
in charge of determining the citywide overhead rate, ACS should have been
using an overhead rate of about 65 percent and not the 109 percent that it
had previously used.

Furthermore, we found that ACS has primarily relied on surveying other
jurisdictions to determine how it sets its fees. In our opinion, determining
the entire cost of the program, including an accurate overhead rate, would
provide ACS with valuable information not only for purposes of setting the
fees, but also in setting accurate contract costs for the four contracting
cities.

We recommend that ACS:

Recommendation #4

Determine the entire cost of the program, including an accurate
overhead rate and number of FTEs while calculating its cost recovery
ratio. (Priority 2)

ACS’ Goal Is to Increase Its Cost-Recovery; However, It Has Not Set Program-Wide
Targets

As mentioned above, we found that ACS does not have program-wide cost
recovery targets. According to the ACS Program Manager, ACS’ goal is to
increase its cost-recovery on an annual basis, however it has not set targets

9 According to ACS, 51 of the total 64.37 FTEs in ACS work on fee-based programs.
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for how much of its total cost that ACS intends to recover. As shown in
Exhibit 10, ACS’ program-wide cost recovery ratio was about 38 percent
without overhead. We estimate the program-wide cost recovery ratio was
about 27 percent when citywide overhead is included.

The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) recommends
calculating the full cost of providing a service in order to establish a basis
for setting a fee. Moreover, the GFOA recommends reviewing and
updating fees based on the impact of increased costs, the adequacy of
coverage of costs, and current competitive rates. Similarly, the
International City Management Association recommends specific steps for
calculating user fees, including estimating the cost of direct labor,
calculating capital costs, determining and comparing direct and indirect
costs, and calculating the total unit cost.

According to City policy, fees shall be set to cover 100 percent of the cost
of service delivery, unless such amount prevents residents from obtaining
an essential service. Fees or service charges should not be established to
generate money in excess of the cost of providing services. Fees may be
less than 100 percent if Council determines that other factors (e.g., market
forces, competitive position, etc.) need to be recognized. According to the
Department, it would not be advisable to raise the fees beyond the threshold
where people would be discouraged to get their animals licensed, spayed
and neutered, pay to reclaim their own animal, or adopt a new one from the
shelter.

We recommend that ACS:

Recommendation #5
¯ Develop a policy to determine ACS program wide cost-recovery

goals; and
¯ Annually review and update a program wide cost recovery

(similar to that provided by the City Auditor’s Office) prior to
setting fees. (Priority 3)

The City Should Establish a Separate Fund to Account for ACS Activities

ACS activities serve the general public at large and charge fees for those .
activities. Some of the fee based activities that ACS provides include:

¯ Animal adoptions;

¯ Spay/neuter clinic;

¯ Shot clinics (low cost, rabies, microchips, etc); and
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¯ Nuisance wildlife/cat issues - private trapping companies will
remove these animals and bring animals to ACS.

As shown earlier, ACS requires a large subsidy from the General Fund,
however, according to the GSD Director they intend to work on reducing
ACS’ General Fund dependence by focusing on increasing its licensing
revenues.

Advantages of a Separate Fund

In order to determine a program’s cost-recovery, it is important to fully
account for all its costs. A separate fund gives a department that ability. In
our opinion, the advantage of being in a separate fund is the ability to
monitor progress of the entire program. For example, we found that the
City’s Development Fee program which includes the Planning Fee
Program, the Building Fee Program as well as Fire and Public Works Fee
programs, conducts an annual cost-recovery study in which it compares
budgeted costs to actual revenue. The costs covered include all areas within
the Development Fee program, which include personal costs, non-personal
costs, overhead, lease space, etc. as well as IT staff which work directly for
the fee program. Finally, Planning and Building revenues are kept in
separate appropriations and funds depending on the source. The program
tracks actual revenues and budgeted costs very closely, and reports the
status each month for both Planning and Building.

Limitations of Having a Separate Enterprise Type Fund

An enterprise fund is a separate fund generally used where the City has
decided that periodic determination of revenues eamed, expenses incurred,
and/or net income is appropriate for capital maintenance, public policy,
management control, accountability, or other purposes. Enterprise activities
generally charge fees to the users or beneficiaries of the service; and
theoretically, the fee is set high enough to cover most or all of the costs of
providing the service, although this is not universally true. Even though
having a separate enterprise fund can help a program track its overall costs,
an enterprise fund may not be appropriate when a program cannot fully
fund its activities through user fees. According to the ACS Deputy
Director, even though some of the activities of the ACS are "business type"
activities, most of theiractivities are govemment-mandated which ACS
enforces. Because of the benefits of accounting for its activities separately,
we recommend ACS should determine the feasibility of establishing a
separate fund, although probably not an enterprise fund.
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We recommend that ACS:

Recommendation #6

Determine the feasibility of establishing a separate fund to account for
all ACS costs. (Priority 2)

Animal Care Citations Revenue Should Be Included In Cost-Recovery Calculations

As shown in Finding IV, ACS staff currently devotes a significant amount
of resources towards citation activity. Generally, administrative citations
are issued after two reminders that ACS sends. The citations are issued for
expired licenses and other violations. The revenue collected from these
administrative citations, regardless of whether it is ACS or another
department, is categorized as fines and forfeitures and this revenue goes
back to the General Fund. ACS does not connt this revenue as income,
even though these citations originate out of ACS and staff spend a
significant amount of time on this activity. In our opinion, ACS staff
should include the citation revenue as ACS revenue at least for purposes of
determining the extent this revenue offsets the support to ACS from the
General Fund.

We recommend that ACS:

Recommendation #7

Should count all monies collected from animal care citations as ACS
revenues for purposes of ACS’s calculation of its cost-recovery.
(Priority 3)

ACS Should Improve Cost-Recovery of Outside Contracts

As mentioned above, ACS provides animal care and services to four cities
besides San Jos6. These are: Cupertino, Saratoga, Los Gatos and Milpitas.
According to the ACS Deputy Director, at the time contracts were
negotiated with the West Valley cities of Los Gatos, Cupertino, and
Saratoga, the cities requested and the City agreed to provide 100 percent
coverage for all of its field calls. This included 3 Animal Service Officers,
1 Animal Health Technician, 1 Office Specialist, 0.5 Veterinarian, 2 Part
Time Kennel Attendants, and other non-personal and capital contributions.
Further, the three cities also agreed to make a $1.1 million capital
contribution for building the ACS facility.
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We found that calculating the :cost by ~it of service, the �ontracts for One
ofthese cities underestimates the City’s cost of providing:service because it
did not include, citywide overhead ~ its calculations. The table below
¯ shows the cost-recovery status of the: four contract cities +where we have
:inciuded the cityvdde overhead percentage of 64.82 percent.

Exhibit 11: Cost, Recove~ for Contract Cities for 2008,09

2008-09
Contract

Cupertino $184~868~00
Los Gatos $!80,667.00
Saratoga $1,70~1 t2~00
Milpitas $215,729~00

$751,376.00

Cost with Exceeds
Overhead* Difference Contract Cost?
’$I 84,3 66,23 $501~77 No
$i 69,575,95 $i 1,091305 .No
$121,37Z05 $48,734.95 No ~
$369,894:82. $(.154~165i82) Yes
$845~214;06 $(93,838~06) Yes

*Does not include flae annual depreciation of the ACS :facility.
Source: Auditor analysis,

As the :exhibit above shows, ACS underestimated the cost of providing
service (including overhead) to the four contract cities by about $94,0001°.
Further, as shown in Finding III, these four cities also get a higher level of
service than San Jos~ ~esidents in terms ofresponsetimes to field calls. We
shonld note that the above exhibit only shows the contract city costs for
2008-09. In our opinion, ACS should continue to review and document the
¯ costs for a pre-determined time period such as three years in order to get a
better understanding of these costs. Further, in our opinion, if the costs for
providing these serTices are higher than the amounts reimbursed by the
cities, ACS should explore the possibility of either increasing the
reimbursementrates or reducing the. level of service to these cities.

We recommend that ACS:

Recommendation #8

Continue to review and document contract city costs for a pre-
determined time .period; and
Explore the possibility of either increasing the reimbursement
rates or reducing the level of service to the contract cities if the
costs continue to be higher than the reimbursements:
(Priority 2)

Using 2008-09 numbers.
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Finding III ACS Field Officers Oftentimes Cannot
Respond to All San Jos6 Calls

ACS field service responds to complaints and requests for field services
from residents of San Jos~ and contracted cities residents. We found that:

¯ ACS has standard response times;

¯ San Josd’s Priority 3 calls are backlogged;
¯ Contract cities receive a higher level of response;
¯ San Jos~ has a significantly higher number of calls than some

comparable cities; and
¯ Other cities frequently respond to low priority calls by letter.

ACS is in the process of developing a policy to respond to some of the
Priority 3 calls by letter. In our opinion, ACS should review and determine
the staffing impact of responding to Priority 3 calls by letter or phone, and
develop formal policies and procedures on responding to calls for service
including calls that are handled by letter or phone.

ACS Standard Response Times

ACS calls are categorized into three types:

Priority 1 (these calls include responses to emergency, police
assist, dangerous animal, and critically sick or injured animal calls
for assistance): For all cities served, the response time is
supposed to be one hour or less from the time the call for service
is received by staff to the time that personnel arrive on the scene.

Priority 2 (pick up animals that were running at large and that
are now confined and calls that are urgent, but not considered
emergencies and include confined animals, animals in traps,
agency assists, and bite reports): For the contracted cities, the
response time is supposed to be two hours or less11 from the time
the call for service is received to the time personnel arrive on the
scene during the hours 7am-7pm.San Jos6 has a suggested
response time of two hours or less.

Priority 3 (response to calls relating to non-emergency activity,
non-critically injured or sick animals, quarantine calls, animals

11 The response time is six hours or less for Milpitas.
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nmning at large, animals causing a nuisance and pick up of dead
animals)= For the contracted cities the response time is four hours
or less12 from the time the call for service is received to the time
personnel arrive on the scene. San Jos6 has a suggested response
time of 24 hours or less.

ACS has a target to respond to 88 percent of San Jos6 Priority 1 calls within
1 hour. Based on our review of calls for 2008-09, ACS met this target.
However, we found that ACS is unable to meet its response time for
San Jos6 Priority 2 and 3 calls. Specifically we found that:

¯ For Priority 1 calls, ACS responded within one hour about 90
percent of the time;

¯ For Priority 2 calls, ACS responded within two hours or less about
33 percent of the time; and

¯ For San Jos6 Priority 3 calls ACS responded within 24 hours
about 68 percent of the time.

Based on ACS data, in most instances ACS meets response times for other
jurisdictions per the agreements with those jurisdictions. We also found
that ACS’ guidelines for the response times are not written guidelines but
simply ones that are tracked through the Chameleon system.

San Jos6 Priority 3 Calls Are Backlogged

In any given month, ASC did not have a backlog of Priority 1 and 2 calls.
However, in any given month ACS cannot respond to all calls from
San Jos6 residents therefore, the City always has a backlog of Priority 3
calls. Backlog calls are those calls that ASOs are unable to respond to (i.e.
did not receive a response in that month). Exhibit 12 below illustrates the
backlogged calls versus calls completed from June to December 2008.

The response time is twelve hours or less for Milpitas.
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Exhibit 12: Percent of Priority 3 Calls Backlogged to Completed
June-December 2008

December

November

October

September

August

July

June

0%

36%

40%

40%

31%

25%

2O% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

[
Source: ACS.

[] Backlogged Calls By Month [] Completed Calls By Month

As the exhibit above shows between June and December 2008, the percent
of backlogged calls to completed calls ranged from 25 percent to a high of
52 percent in November 2008. In other words, ACS had a backlog of an
average of 482 calls and reached a high of 654 backlog calls in November
2008. We should note that beginning the 2009-10 budget year, ACS
eliminated one ASO which will further limit its ability to respond to
Priority 3 calls in a timely manner. According to the ACS Deputy Director,
although ACS’s work tends to be seasonal, the number of backlog calls do
not account for absence/injuries among ASOs. Because staffing is so
limited, even one absence causes the call load for each ASO to go up.

Contract Cities Receive a Higher Level of Response

While San Jos6 has a backlog in Priority 3 calls, for contract cities, staff
was able to respond to all calls including Priority 3 calls and according to
ACS staff there were no’ outstanding calls for service to the four contracting
cities. In contrast, between June 2008 and December 2008 ASOs in
San Jos6 were able to respond to Priority 3 calls within four hours only 36
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percent of the time. Exhibit 13 below illustrates the difference between the
call response times for three of the four contract cities as compared to the
City of San Jos6 using the performance targets for the contracting cities.13

Exhibit 13: June 2008-December 2008 Response Times of
San Jos~ and Contracting Cities Including
Monthly Average of Backlogged Calls

Saratoga 92% 0
Los Gatos 86% 0
Cupertino 77% 0
SAN JOS]~ 36% 482

Source: Auditor summary of ACS data.

According to ASO staff, they prioritize responding to the contract cities
because of the performance targets. In addition, three field officers are fully
dedicated to responding to the three contract cities - Cupertino, Los Gatos,
and Saratoga. This means that the remaining 10 officers had to respond to
about 2,300 Priority 1, 2 and 3 calls for San Jos6 in June 2008 alone. For
the same time period, the three West Valley cities’ ASOs responded to
about 200 calls. We should note that according to the ACS supervisor, the
ASOs for the West Valley cities spend the remainder of their time
responding to San Jos6 calls and sometimes even Milpitas calls depending
on the number of calls backlogged.

San Jos~ Has a Significantly Higher Number of Calls Than Some Other Jurisdictions

As Exhibit 14 below shows, San Jos6 has a significantly higher number of
calls per field officer than the cities of Seattle, San Francisco, and Contra
Costa County. In addition, the number of backlogged calls is higher in
San Jos6 than in comparable jurisdictions.

13 We did not include Milpitas in this because the City of Milpitas’ response time requirements are different

than the other three cities.
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Exhibit 14: Comparable Jurisdictions’ Field Call Services

Do they
Calls Number respond to

Number Rec’d of Calls nuisance How many calls do
Number of of Field per per Field calls by they have Response Time

Jurisdiction Households Officers Month Officer letter? backlogged? Targets for Calls
Only Low season - 250 Priority 1 calls-

San Jos~ 286,965 10 2,500 250 barking High season - 650 Within 1 hour
Priority 1 - 30-60
min.

50-75 calls any Priority 2 - 24 hrs.
Seattle 260,760 17 1500 88 Yes given day Priority 3 - 2-7 days
Contra
Costa Low season - 15-20
County 362,362 30 4,520 151 Yes High season - 50-100
San Low season - None Priority 1 -
Francisco 321,692 12 1185 99 Yes High Season - 200 Within 20 min.

Note: Only San Jos6 and San Francisco include % of response time targets met in their performance measures.
Source: Auditor summary of interview data.

Other Cities Frequently Respond to Low Priority Calls by Way of Letter

Our review of other jurisdictions’ practices found that they frequently
respond to lower priority calls by way of letter. These calls include barking
calls and other nuisance calls. For example, the City of Seattle, will, on the
first occasion and if the complaint involves non-aggressive behavior,
respond by letter for barking, leash violation complaints, etc. Only if there
are further complaints, a field officer will be dispatched. This allows the
city to be responsive to its residents and oftentimes is able to handle the
calls without sending out an officer.

As of July 2009, ACS is in the process of developing a policy to respond to
some of the Priority 3 calls by letter. The new policy of responding to
Priority 3 calls by letter will only apply to San Jos6 residents. Contract
cities will continue receiving an officer response for all calls. As part of the
2009-10 budget reductions, ACS eliminated one ASO position. The new
policy should help the City reduce some of its backlog calls and improve its
response times for the higher priority calls. In our opinion, ACS should
review the impact of this new policy on its staffing in order to best allocate
its limited resources. Furthermore, ACS does not have any policies and
procedures on responding to calls for service.
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We recommend that ACS:

Recommendation #9

¯ Review and determine the staffing impact of responding to
Priority 3 calls by letter or phone; and

¯ Develop formal policies and procedures on responding to calls
for service, including calls that are handled by letter or phone.
(Priority 3)
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Finding IV The City Has Collected Less Than 30
Percent of Animal Care Administrative
Citation Amounts Owed

As of April 2009, the City had collected only $763,168 out of a total of
$2,794,976 billed since 1999, or less than 30 percent of animal care
administrative citations, including penalties and interest. In our opinion,
Finance should routinely send delinquent accounts to a collections agency
for enforcement. Further, ACS should reconsider whether expired licenses
should routinely turn into administrative citations.

The Finance Department Has Not Routinely Sent Delinquent Accounts to Collections

We found that the total monetary Value of citations that have been issued,
including penalties and interest, since 1999 is $2,794,976. Since 1999, of
this total Finance has collected only $763,168.

We found that Finance has not routinely sent delinquent accounts to a
collections agency and has sent delinquent accounts to collections only
twice. According to Finance’s Division Manager, they did send some of the
accounts to collections in November 2008. Further, as of August 14, 2009,
all ACS unpaid accounts over 75 days past due and under $500 were
assigned to the Collection Bureau of America, the collection agency
working with Finance.

We recommend that Finance:

Recommendation #10

Routinely send delinquent
enforcement. (Priority 2)

accounts to a collections agency for

Expired Licenses Routinely Turn Into Administrative Citations

According to ACS, in 2008-09, over 6,800 animal care administrative
citations were issued. These include citations for violations in the field and
violations of the City’s licensing requirements. ACS issues second and
third notices before turning the citations over to the Finance Department for
collection.
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According to Finance staff, expired animal licenses routinely turn into
uncollectible administrative citations. According to ACS and Finance staff,
oftentimes pet owners do not respond to the letters because they have either
moved or they no longer have the pet. Finance reports that fi:om May 1st to
August 14th, 2009, ACS issued 1,641 administrative citations. Among
these, 96.8 percent, or 1,589, were citations issued by letter for expired or
no license, and 52 citations were issued in the field by an ASO for
violations such as animals running loose or for failure to provide proper
Care for an animal. We found that the City is more likely to collect on
citations that were issued in the field than on citations issued for expired
licenses. Specifically, 36.5 percent of the field citations were paid, as
compared to only 7.5 percent of the citations that were issued for expired
licenses.

Further, according to Finance staff, 1 FTE is already dedicated towards
handling ACS administrative citations. According to ACS and Finance
staff, oftentimes pet owners do not respond to the letters because they have
either moved or they no longer have the pet. While enforcement is
important, in our opinion, the routine issuance of citations for expired
licenses risks the continued practice of writing-off expired accounts. It also
risks alienating the very people who ACS wants to encourage getting
licenses. According to Finance staff, the staff time devoted towards
collection efforts on these types of citations is disproportionate to the
amount of revenue that is received.

We recommend that ACS:

Recommendation #11

Reconsider whether expired licenses should routinely turn into
administrative citations, and/or whether to suspend collection efforts
for expired licenses. (Priority 3)
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.-additional resources could p0sitidrt the I~iTiSion’to generate more than offsetting amounts ofnew
revenue, which wouid continue tile-trend of increased’ACS !revenues :ineach of the last five
years. @h~S.trend has been rea}ize6 ~n spite of tlae.sta~e of the ec0n0my. W~ also believe:ttiattl~e
special fuM recommendation is one.~h£tdeserve~: careful :exploration, as Jrmay b~ away ~o’ -
create a better: Structure to trackl the’ program’s cost recovery, increase aceoumability’and
transparency;: and Ultimately enhance .se~Mces.                              - ~

HoweTer~ the audit:
increas.ing fees. Resource additidns wouk

deliberation process; weighted against other priorities, and examined in a broader context tO
determine whether they.arefeasibte.

Increase its :public edu(ation’

¯

33



service
awareness w0uld b~nefit f!~om ~’~ariety of marketing str.ategiCs. The ACS division wa.s
assembled .a.nd funded d~r!r~g ithe last Several yeai~s ~:city~ide deficitS arid there h~s~been.
limited ability to fund mark£~l.n.g and outreacl~ proga’amsi ¯ The .diViSion has one position btldg~ted:
for m~fl(eting.’ The ~amc positio~n ais0 :lSas full resp:onslbiiity fob-me sheiter v0I~lnteer pi:ograin.
mm~agtng ab~u} 75 ¢onsis.tentlygcti~re members and more than 1,400 ~egistered participar!ts~

PuiSlilc healfl] and~afety m’e necessarily the top priorities i~ ~CS; The Council has also strongiy
.suppor2ted~ reduc~g the euthanasia ratein the new shelter~ As -a. result, these ha-ce been t!~ focus
areas fo me di~i~ion;s.outreach; Those �ffor~s h~aVe made important’contributions to the
division ~ success on these riofities, using Stt~tegles like pm~ofi0nat evems, n~ws
m~tiCles~ advertising, discou!!ts, et~. While~ne s~rategy would be to dive]~:a portion of the
mar!(~t~ng resot!~ces.~o licensing ~efforts, that mayhave the. effect of.lower aw~eness and a
dee, ii~ng adoption rates,~resutting i~ more euthanasia anda decline in adoption revenueSl
($285,000 in FY 08.-09~, -           -    ~

Our reeonmacndedstrategy woult! ble to .add a part time ~mployee to focus 20)hours perweel~
specifically on hcense outreach and coordmatm , with some funding fo~ materia!~ and postage,
This would require a modes~ invcsiment of 5% -of current~licensing rea~enueS ($50,000), which
would tikely ~generate.agreater amount of increased licensing,, based o~t!le ~ud{to~:~s findings.
If this approach is SUcceSsfulin generating moro revenue; additional_res0m’ces wouldbe needed
for prOceSSing !ic~nscS andjticenSe payments in order to keep up with the volume, either ir~ file
fOrTh of additional.staff Or :an outsourced service as described bctow under I~ec6mmendati0n #2.
Such aninve~tment wouldbe supported by an increasing annual revenue sourdc. With6ut
¯ additional resources it is unlik~lythat public eduC,ition outreach-efforts can, increase beyond.
current levels.

" ¯ 2Recom~nendation # :

or OUtsource :its licensing services tg:a-vendor ?that offers those services. (Priority 3)

Yhe Administration ....... ’ ...... ~"       "       "agrees w~th this recommendNron~ ONme hcensmg for owners-and onhne
weI~ en~3~ f0r vet~rinafialis would reduce: data entrs,~orldoad, be more conveniem fo~ :users, and
proba?61~ iinpr0ve revenues.. ACS iswofld.ng:wi~h ~he Inibrmation Tcchnoi0g~ Department.
~ITD) On imi)lemeniationofthese improvements, andiTD has been worldnglthtou~h security
and othei~ Issues for this and ot!~er City ser~mes that !endthemselves to onhne payments. Who _
tTD has resolved tl~ese

ACS wilt also.continue to research outsoureing rearm,
) retain in, house ~stafffol’ a Po~ion of

hc licensing a.ctlvihes.. H0we:ceg it !s pr.o.bable that !ong;term savings would be realized
ticensirig revenue increased. Any:analysis of such an approach would beid6ne in accordance
wlth.flic provisions of the ioroposed Ser~iiceDeliverz EValuation Policy and Public Private ....
Competition PoIicy (as-Noposed to be mmendcd). 71 hes,
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Community & Economic Development Con:zanittee September 28, and will be considered bythe
Council October£0.:

Recommendation# 31

the compliance rate ~o the Ci~’s ordinance on rabies ~accinafion repo:rfing, ’

The Administraionlagrees with.iNs reeor~nendafion. ACS.re~ognizes that.veterinarians, ar4
reCluir~d t0report rabi.esvaccinations in a timely manner, The remaining veterinarians wil! be
e0ntacted more consistently to :ensure timely ~reporting. it i~ important to ACS to maintain
positive professi0nalfelafionslfipwith the vetefinarians..in S~ Jose, so.we have
e~orze~ent action agai~t:Veterin~[~s who have no~ consis~emly complied: with ~he ordinance.
Ntw that fl~e rabies r~po~ng program :has been in pla~e ftr more ~m~ a year, we will consider
iSsuing citations whenw~ran~ed,

Recommendafio ’# 4:                                    ,

Determine the entire cost of the program, including an accurateoverhead ra e and nuniber

of FTEs while, calculating its Cost recovery ratio, (Priority 2)

" A imstration a rees w~th thas recommendatmn, Arom!! Care and Services (ACS) wllThe.. ~.d~ .............g ......................
conduct~ a source and use analySis:t0 determine:the, cnhre cost o£the program andevaluateall
associNed revenues/fees, This ana!ysisv~il! reqNre :anatyficaI support, as it requires!famiiiafity
with city database~ (FMS, RevPtu~, aCS database)~ and ~xperier~ce with simil~i! analys~s,
BecaU~eACS:has n0 budgeted anal~cat positions, staff suggests miiizing a pool analyst:or
contrae, fing a tempor~;employee so :that this project call be accomplished effectivelyand in

The.
S~ ( i ~S y a receiving

depm~mentthat provides ~ervites :directlyto the public w!xile General Services.is typieallrYoar

su~p0rt.depm~nt that provi~es~sUppor~:to the r~ceiVing departments. WhenltheiACS p .~ g
was movedfrom PRNS ......... (where itwas treated as a receiving program). ~ to. General Services, the
progrmn wa~ combi!?ed 7dthlthe General Services support functions. The. 0verhead:rate plan
under :deve!opmen~ four the coming budget cy,,cle has sep.arat~d fl~ ACS program from th~
General Serv]Ces.suppo[~ funcfior~io~er~ead rote and structured the ACS programas a~eparate
reCeivingpr0gram.N Getierai Services, This change.will more aecuratei~ rei~ect the AC~
program Costs and-enable the ACS program to better calculate its ctst i~e(overy ratio.



Recommendation :# 5:

--DeVelop a policy to determine ACS pro~am wide cost.recoVery goals; and

-~Annualiy revie~v and updat~e,a program ~ride :cost,.reeovery, (similar, to that provided

the City AUd[tor.~sOffice) prior ~toSetting fees. ~riori~,3)    .       ~

The Administration’agrees with this recommendation, A
.be developed as part d,f the ana, lysiS suggested in the response ,to Recommendation.#4 aboye,
Ammal review and ~lpdate
as r~commended, These will also be done in accordance, With the resUlts of the cost :recovery
’study                                    -

economic factors must be considered beyond the cost recovery analysis, as raising fees might
actually cause a toss of revenue or reduce the r~u4nber of:positive oht¢omes for animals in the

local a~ea, In Order::t0 entice, shoppers to purchhse their animal fi~’ough AiCS:it is
important to remain compefiti~’e:in the market; Animal shel~ers_ already @uffer the stigma
t~ ~he ~animal~ ~offeredare .somehow less valuabi~. 0r th at the s~helter ~nvir0nment i s
d~pressing~ Studies have sh0wnthat fexyer than 2O%0fpeopie looking m purchase adog
or ~at Will go to :~fin an~aI-shelte~. By keeping the purchase price low, ACS hopes to
captur~ as mu~h of that limited market as

for thatanimaI, If the owner finds their animal at the Shelter the City:charges fees for
medical, care,imp&mdmem~ boarding, " ~icenSing and vaccination, These are as Close to

cos~t.recovery as possible :but. still represen~ a financial, ban’ier, to the owner taking

.recovel3~:.. This is:fur~her supported, by.State~ law. ~ently, licensing reveilles ree0ver
about ,16% ofth~ 0perationai appropriaff0ri. At-~xistlng licensing rates,, if every dog and-
cat in S~ Jose :We~e licensed, ACS would coi!ec~ about $ i3,750i000 per year~ If such a
scenati0 were possib!e (100% license comp!ianee)~ licensing and other fees coUld be
reduced since’~e:p!:ogri~m expegses~are iesg fi~anhalf that estimated amount. ’Howe~er,
ao animal ageflCV in,the~,c0un~.achieve~ 100% :~ompiiance :rates .with licensing: ~e
experience of other ageticies does indicate that 30% ¢0mp!ian¢~ (which ~0u!d result in
$4,i25 million :in i’evenue at current rates)is: apossibility over iime: ifadditional
resources and strat~-g~es m’e invested t pursue it, such:as the ones recommended:in this:

, audit, "i~ is important to note :~hat in FY 0S-09, while most g0vermnent revenues
ACS [~;.~ased !icer~sing revenues ~0~ andin~r~as~ overalll division revenues by mOre than ¯
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can cost.the City less ovei: time on anetbasis, which i
opportunity to eapitaiize on ithiS will depend on the wii!ingn~sS to invest; m0desflynow for futm-e
ret~s.

(Priority 2) ¯ ~ :

Tile Administration agreeswith this recommendation, There are a number 0fsigniiicant ’      "
considerations related to Goverm~nental AccOunting Standards Board (GASB) requirements as
well as the City’s budgeting and aec0unting siandards ttmt must be reviewed as part of,he
feasibility Study.

The Administration :agrees ~th this recommendaition. ACS ~wi!l include citafionrevenues in any ¯
Nture calculations t;fcost-recovery.

(Priorit~ 2)

The Administra~.[on agrees With ~his recommendation. NCS will: Continue to-:renew and
d6cumetlt contra~t City:cos~ts to determinewhether or:not the contracts adequ’at~ly fund the     .
se~wices

R Should
contractS-is the overhead rate. Witho~!t:oJeerhead, the direct cost ’of:services provided to ihe
contract eities is.about $239,000 less.than:the $750;000 ~in annual- payments received. AS"
dxscus~ed under recommendation #4 ACS wfllwo k .wiih:FinanCe to mor~ et0sely analyze 1hat



Recommendation # 9:                                   ’               ~
-,RevieW’and determine the staffing impact ofrespondihg to Priority 3 Calls by letter or
phone;

:~DeveloE formal policies and procedures on responding to calls, for se~Mce, including calls
that are:handled by letter or phone. (Priority3)

The Administration agrees withthis recommendation, ACS will review the: staffing ~mpac~, of
this service change (approved as part of the 2009-10 Adopted Operating Budget), and has
already produced a worldng.draft Of a forma! pOli~y land procedure, regardinE responding to calls
for~seNice,.wMch is expected to be finalized before the end of 2009.

As .detai!ed in budget documents, Priority3 calIs that.wi!l ’i~ow produce only a Iettgr r~sponse
include:.

Loose d0gs =-non-aggressiv�, uninjured
Poop:scoop violations- public or
Off leash dogs in parks
Exceeding animal,limits

The following Priority

Piok-up .Of o~phaned baby b~ds {e~:cluding-d~ngerous and endangei~ed)

"west valley, contract cities (Cupertino, Lc;s Gatos,. Saratoga), The Milpitas contract does not.
dii:ectlyfund anyp6sitions;,a!th0agh it does offset more !ban $2t5;000 inexpe~ses each year.
~he w~st vali~y cities directly fund.the tkree officers.assigned tO their j~i~dicti~ns~and

In add~tmn, 4,5 more FTE
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The. ~’emaining C0mp!emetft of 10 ASO’s
response to .calls for service from 7am-! ~:30 pm everyday except threeselect holidays, and they
provide response to emergency calls 2~ hours per day al~ year, Providing c0ve~age :to a
po:pulation the size of San Josewith 10 officers is challenging a~ noted in the auditor’S anaiygis.
During any giVen weel~:the ASO Staff available for San Jose operations is approxim-~te!y
various leave and.absences.a~e calculat~d W0~king to protect_ living an~mai~ andpeople can be
complicated; :Unresolved issues may advance to healthand safety problem~ for both the. animal
inv6!ved and other people, Appropriateresponse~ education, and enforcement of laws:as ’
necessary-are the most e~’fecfive ways to ~iesoive ~aNmg!.cofiflicts,

Sart Jose continues to       ]                                                also
annexing more unincorporated Countyareas, The ability to maintain the current level of services
will decline without, an investment of resources to keep pace with ihat.growth, By following
these recommendations, i~ is expecteffthat reven~ae~ i~an gr~ow:en0ngh to add ASO resources
-gradually without any net costto theGeneral :Fund:, Adding INSO’S would h(Ip Anima!
Services keep pace with tile people ain’t anima!pop~!lati0nss:and calls for selMce, San JOse .
would be. a more !~umane and safe commuNty for pets and the people who live with themr and ,
around them, and it could be fmaded through.licenSing, and other associated. ~evenues,

]
Re¢ommendation,~i0: -
Routinelysend delinquent accounts to a collection agency for Continued per~jste~it
Colleetio~ activity and enforcement.

~r~ May 2008,-the- c:[ty C6~nci! authorized the Finance Department to contract witl~ two
eo!l~&ion’agencies. B eginning inNovember 2008~ the Finance Department stm~ed ,forwarding
unpaid.ai~i~aI citation :accounts over .365 days past due to the collection agency assigned to work
the ACS accounts,.After further evaluation in July 2009, ~tae FinanCe Departmeiat determitaed the
most cost effective method of pursuing these delinquent ~ac~ounts~ is to fc~rw~d a!l ACS unpaid
acc0unts~over. 75 dayg past due and’under $500 to the collection ~gen~y,~ As of October 6, 2009
there are can-ent!y 8~353 aNmai :citation accounts,assigned: to the collecfion agency. The Finance
Department will continue’to send accounts to the collection agen6y, on ~ routine ’basis in order te
improve

prioritizes issuing citations for expired lic6nses ::andwi!l prioritize processing paymems and
pursuingne¢ iic~nses.. ACS will’cominue to send reminder notice~ for liCe~s~ ~enewals,. Acs
will also consider d policy ofcollectingprioryear, ticense~fees for owners thathaVe allowed th(ir

_
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C_~OOR~INATION

This memo was coordillat~d wiili theFinance Dep~ment ~d ~he City Manager’:s Budget
office.

DirectO~: of GenerM Services



APPENDIX A

DEFINITIONS OF PRIORITY 1, 2, AND 3
AUDIT RECOMMENDATIONS

The City of San Jose’s City Policy Manual (6.1.2) defines the classification scheme

applicable to audit recommendations and the appropriate corrective actions as follows:

Priority Implementation Implementation
Class1 Description Category. Action3

1 Fraud or serious violations are Priority Immediate
being committed, significant fiscal
or equivalent non-fiscal losses are
occurring.2

2 A potential for incurring Priority Within 60 days
significant fiscal or equivalent
fiscal or equivalent non-fiscal
losses exists.2

3 Operation or administrative General 60 days to one
process will be improved. year

2

The City Auditor is responsible for assigning audit recommendation priority class numbers. A
recommendation which clearly fits the description for more than one priority class shall be assigned the
higher number.

For an audit recommendation to be considered related to a significant fiscal loss, it will usually be
necessary for an actual loss of $50,000 or more to be involved or for a potential loss (including
unrealized revenue increases) of $100,000 to be involved. Equivalent non-fiscal losses would include,
but not be limited to, omission or commission of acts by or on behalf of the City which would be likely
to expose the City to adverse criticism in the eyes of its citizens.

The implementation time flame indicated for each priority class is intended as a guideline for
establishing implementation target dates. While prioritizing recommendations is the responsibility of
the City Auditor, determining implementation dates is the responsibility of the City Administration.
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