
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF STANISLAUS 
ACTION AGENDA SUMMARY 

DEPT: Chief Executive Office BOARD AGENDA # B-l 

Urgent AGENDADATE August 4,2009 

CEO Concurs with Recomm 415 Vote Required YES NO 

SUBJECT: 
Approval of Matters Related to the Construction of a New Animal Services Facility, including Approval of Final 
Design-Bridging Documents, Approval of the Negative Declaration Pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) for the siting of the new Facility in the Buffer of the Stanislaus County Public Safety 
Center at Crows Landing Road and Cornucopia Way; Approval to Select an Operator to provide Low Cost 
Spay-Neuter Services at the New Shelter for Low Income Residents and Related Actions 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. Approve the final bridging design for design build construction of the new Animal Services Facility 
presented by RF & A Architects and as recommended by the project team consisting of new 
construction of 33,358 square feet including recommended site improvements in the base project. 

2. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate alternate pricing as deductive alternates for two 
construction elements (1) the interior finishes of the low cost spay and neuter clinic; and (2) 2,000 
square feet of animal holding areas. 

(Continued on Page 2) 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

On May 19, 2009 the Board of Supervisors approved the schematic design of the Animal Services Facility 
Project at the buffer of the Stanislaus County Public Safety Center at Crows Landing Road prepared by 
RF & A, Inc. At that time, the Board authorized the completion of the design and bridging documents for 
the project. The Board also authorized staff to issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the operation of a 
low cost spay and neuter clinic. At this time, the Chief Executive Office is requesting the Board approve 
the final design and bridging documents of the Animal Services Facility Project prepared by RF & A, Inc. 

(Continue on Page 2) 

BOARD ACTION AS FOLLOWS: NO. 2009-522 

C-2-B-7 
C-4-A-13 
C-6-1-13 
C-8-A-7 

File No. C-9-A-1 ATTEST: CHRISTINE FERRARO TALLMAN, Clerk 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: (Continued) 

3. Authorize the staff to issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Design-Build 
construction , pricing and alternate pricing of the new Animal Services Facility to the 
16 pre-qualified General Contractors: Blach Construction of Stockton, California, 
Rising Sun Company of Exeter, California, Diede Construction, Inc. of Woodbridge, 
California, Menghetti Construction of Modesto, California, Zumwalt Construction of 
Fresno, California, Architerra Macrae Architects of Sebastopool, California, Flintco, 
Inc of Folsom, California, BCM Construction Company, Inc. of Chico, California, 
Reeve-Knight Construction, Inc. of Rosevilie, California, Devcon Construction, Inc. of 
Stockton, California, Hilbers, Inc. of Yuba City, California, Integrated Builders Group, 
Inc. of El Dorado Hills, California, W.E. Lyons Construction of Oakland, California, 
J.L. Bray & Son, Inc. of Salida, California, Applegate Johnston, Inc of Modesto, 
California, and Simile Construction Services, Inc. of Modesto, California and for 
proposals to be submitted on September 17, 2009, no later than 4:00 p.m., and to 
return to the Board of Supervisors with a recommended contractor for this project. 

4. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer and the Director of Animal Services to 
negotiate and execute a contract with a new non-profit Stanislaus Area Veterinarians 
for the Economically Disadvantaged (SAVED) for the provision of low-cost spay and 
neuter services for low-income residents to be provided in the low cost spay neuter 
clinic area recommended to be included in the new Animal Services Facility in 
accordance with the Request for Proposals (RFP) issued on May 29,2009. 

5. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer and the Director of Animal Services to continue 
to seek opportunities to partner with other local organizations, for the provision and 
supports of low cost spay neuter services to the community. 

6. Authorize the siting of the new facility in the buffer of the Stanislaus County Public 
Safety Center, along Crows Landing Road and Adopt the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), by finding that on the 
basis of the whole record, including the Initial Study and any comments received, 
that there is no substantial evidence the project will have a significant effect on the 
environment and that the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects Stanislaus 
County's independent judgment and analysis. 

7. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring Plan pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
1 5074(d). 
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8. Order the filing of a Notice of Determination with the Stanislaus County Clerk- 
Recorders Office pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21 152 and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15075. 

9. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to finalize the project financing plan with 
funding from the County's 2006 Tobacco endowment fund over a 25 year period, to 
be repaid by the County and the five partner cities, Modesto, Ceres, Hughson, 
Waterford and Patterson. 

10.Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate, finalize and execute a Joint 
Powers Agreement between the County and the Cities of Ceres, Hughson, Modesto, 
Patterson and Waterford for the provision of Animal Services. 

FISCAL IMPACT: (Continued) 

There are three significant areas of fiscal impact that are critical to the future of Animal 
Services in our county: the estimated cost and cost sharing for the new Animal Services 
Facility; the shared operational costs for the public agencies that intend to join a new 
Joint Powers Agency for the provision of animal services; and the public cost of dealing 
with unwanted animals in our community, the resultant euthanasia rate and the need to 
invest funds into prevention and aggressive implementation of additional spay and 
neuter programs to reduce the numbers of unwanted animals. 

New Animal Services Facility 

Dating back to the original Re-use and Expansion Plan for the existing Finch Road 
Animal Services facility and to today's recommendation for the construction of an all 
new facility in the buffer of the County's Public Safety center, the total estimated project 
cost remains at $1 1 million. It is recommended that the capital investment be financed 
using funds from the County's 2006 Tobacco endowment fund. The County and its 
partner cities will repay this debt over a 25 year period at the cost of lost interest 
earnings to this fund. Debt service costs will be based upon the respective agencies 
intake percentage of animals into the Animal Services Facility. Attachment A is the 
current anticipated debt obligation for the new partners. Overall, this financing plan 
presents the lowest cost financing option. The following chart shows the estimated 
annual debt cost for each partner agency as well as the cumulative debt service cost for 
the 25-year period. 
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Animal Services Facility Project 
Estimated Annual Debt Service Shedule 

City of City of City of City of City of Stanislaus 

Total Annual Net Debt Modesto Ceres Patterson Waterford Hughson County 

Services 45.68 % 11.53% 2.71% 1.84% 1.01% 37.23% 
$694,956 $317,456 $80,128 $18,833 $12,787 $7,019 $258,732 

City of City of City of City of City of Stanislaus 

Modesto Ceres Patterson Waterford Hughson County 

Cumulative Debt Service 45.68 % 11.53% 2.71% 1.84% 1.01% 37.23% 

$16,670,737 $7,615,193 $1,922,136 $451,777 $306,742 $168,374 $6,206,515 

Once the new Joint Powers Agreement is finalized, member agencies will pay their 
proportional share of capitalized costs beginning the date of actual occupancy of the 
new Animal Services Facility. 

Additionally, on the February 10, 2009 the Board approved the Reimbursement 
Resolution related to the expenditures for the construction of the new Animal Shelter. 
This resolution will allow the County to be reimbursed for expenditures for the project as 
part of the borrowing. The reimbursement resolution is recommended to allow for the 
reimbursement of any cash funds the County committed to the New Animal Services 
Facility Project from the Bridging Design Phase, thru construction, to full build out of the 
facility, and through the project closeout phase. 

It is recommended that a Request for Proposals (RFP) be issued to the 16 pre-qualified 
construction firms interested in constructing the new facility. Recommendations will be 
made to the Board of Supervisors, early this coming fall to select a contractor team. 

Separate from the construction costs, the new Animal Services Facility is projected to 
have increased ongoing operational costs. These costs have previously been projected 
for five additional Animal Care Specialists at a annual cost of $265,575 and an increase 
in utility costs of $57,006 per year. 

Operational Costs 

As of January 1, 2009, the five partner cities are contributing towards the operational 
cost of the Animal Shelter. These costs are distributed based upon each city or county 
animal intake net of fines and fees revenue generated from each respective jurisdiction. 
The five partner cities and county will continue this recovery of shelter operational costs 
until such time as the new facility is operational. 

The new Joint Powers Agency agreement will deal with cost sharing, ownership of the 
shelter, financing, reconciliation and operations. 
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Need for Prevention and Increased Spay and Neuter Programs. 

Finally, it is recommended that the Board of Supervisors authorize the Chief Executive 
Officer and the Director of Animal Services to execute a contract with Stanislaus Area 
Veterinarians for the Economically Disadvantaged (SAVED) for the provision of low-cost 
spay and neuter services for low-income residents in the new spay and neuter clinic, in 
accordance with the Request for Proposals 
(RFP) issued on May 29,2009. 

The Stanislaus County Alternative to Euthanasia (SCATE) voucher program has 
resulted in total taxpayer subsidy over $900,000 from December 2001 through 
December 2008. By the end of 2009 the number will climb to nearly $1 million dollars 
that the county has contributed towards the spay and neuter efforts. While the shelter 
population has remained steady and the program efforts to date have assisted with no 
measurable increase at intake, there has been no significant reduction in the numbers 
which is critical to controlling and reducing costs. The total number of animals entering 
the shelter in 2002 was 21,466 and iil 2008 shelter intake was 21,232 animals. The 
recommended low income spay and neuter clinic would eventually eliminate the 
SCATE voucher program as it is currently designed and subsidized by the taxpayers, at 
a net cost of approximately $85 per animal. 

Since Fiscal Year 2000-2001 the Animal Services budget has grown from $1,798,904 to 
$3,348,120 in Fiscal Year 2009-2010, an increase of $1,549,216. A large portion of the 
Animal Services budget is spent on euthanizing animals. 

The County euthanized 14,357 animals last fiscal year, 69% were cats. This is an 
annual cost to the taxpayers of over $1.5 million. This cost includes the cost of an 
Animal Control Officer, five days of housing, food, vaccinations and ultimately 
euthanasia. By spaying or neutering an animal, this ultimately reduces the number of 
animals entering the shelter and reduces the amount of taxpayer money spent on 
animals. 

Throughout the State euthanasia rates have been high in Municipal Shelters. The data 
below obtained from a website entitled Newscom as of July 8, 2009 shows the number 
of animals take in has increased by 14% over the last five years and the number 
animals euthanized in California have also increased by 14% in the last five years. This 
data does not include any of the private shelters in the state. Euthanasia rates range 
from 49% to 53% in California. Stanislaus County Animal Shelter in 2008-2009 Fiscal 
Year had a euthanasia rate of 64% for all animals entering the shelter. This shows the 
need to increase the number of spays and neuters in order to reduce or eliminate the 
number of animal euthanized in the shelter. 
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California Municipal Shelters Yearly Intake and Euthanasia 

Intake 
14% increase 
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The 2007 U.S. Animal Shelter Killing Report Card ranked Stanislaus County as one of 
the worst for its euthanasia rate. The pet overpopulation crisis is a direct result of 
animals left unaltered in our communities. The euthanasia rate in Stanislaus County will 
not decrease if there is a continuation of allocating resources to treating symptoms 
instead of devoting resources effectively to the factors that cause the problem. 

Communities expect their government to be fiscally responsible, and make sound 
decisions on public investments. Spaying and neutering cats and dogs is not just an 
animal welfare issue; it's a public safety issue. A one time investment of $209,000 for a 
spay neuter clinic that is proposed to alter 3,000 animals would be recovered in the first 
year by eliminating t he  SCATE vouches which would cost $255,000 in that same year. 

In 2001 Stanislaus County implemented the Stanislaus County Alternative to 
Euthanasia (SCATE) voucher program. This program has resulted in total taxpayer 
subsidy to veterinarians of over $900,000 from December 200 1 fhroug h December 
2008. By the end of 2009 the number will climb to nearly $1 million dollars that the 
County has subsidized towards the spay and neuter efforts. A one time investment for 
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a low income spay and neuter clinic would eliminate the need for future taxpayer 
subsidy. 

SpayINeuter Clinic Success Stories 

Charlotte, NC -- In 1980, before the spaylneuter clinic opened, 7,814 dogs were 
euthanized; By 1982, only 4,658 dogs were euthanized -- a 40% drop, at a savings to 
the city of 39%. Source: The Humane Society of Charlotte 

Los Angeles, CA -- The first municipal spaylneuter clinic in the US was opened in 1971. 
By 1987, the number of animals euthanized had dropped by 58.1 %. (although these 
clinics were considered a tremendous success, they closed in 1992 due to a 
combination of city riots, earthquakes, fires and city financial problems) 

Santa Barbara, CA -- a subsidized spaylneuter clinic was opened in 1975. Within a 
decade, the number of animals euthanized at the city shelter fell 80%. Source: Animal 
People 

San Francisco, CA -- The SFSPCA began subsidized spaylneuter in 1976. By 1991, the 
organization had ceased euthanizing adoptable dogs and cats. Source: Animal People 

Huron Valley, MI -- the Humane Society opened a subsidized neutering clinic in 1975. 
By 1984, the number of animals admitted to the Huron Valley shelter had dropped by 
half. Source: Animal People 

Las Vegas, NV -- The Animal Foundation Low Cost Spay and Neuter Clinic opened in 
1989 and performs an average of 60 neuterings per day. This clinic has been a model 
for low cost clinics throughout the US. 

DISCUSSION: 

Why Is A New Facility Needed 

Several key factors are critical to moving forward with a new facility and the 
accompanying policy and program decisions designed to reduce costs and limit future 
expansion needs. These include: 

The original Needs Assessment and the recommended shelter design both 
recommend the facility be sized not to reflect the population growth 
projections for the future, but rather to reflect a capacity for the future that 
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assumes a significant investment in spay and neuter efforts and prevention to 
limit and reduce the number of unwanted animals coming into the shelter.. 
Our county has a very high rate of euthanasia reflecting a high disregard for 
animal life and a high cost to the taxpayers for providing animal services. 
Education and prevention are key factors in reducing the high numbers of 
unwanted animals that are destroyed at our shelter each year. 
The public investment in the SCATE voucher program has not resulted in a 
significant impact in reducing the numbers of animals being destroyed. 
Expanded spay and neuter programs need to be implemented. 

Background 

The current animal services facility was designed in 1972 and built in 1973. The 
purpose of the facility was to be a "pound" to collect stray animals and euthanize them 
quickly and efficiently. The public considered the building to be a "pound" including all 
the negative implications of a pound. During that era, field personnel were referred to as 
"dog catchers" and the actual job title of the kennel workers was Poundkeepers. 
Retired employees from that era state that if an animal lived longer than two days, it 
was lucky. Thus, the pound was designed for low volume, one or two day holding 
periods and efficient euthanasia. 

Twenty-five years later there was a dramatic change in California law. In 1998 the 
Hayden and Vincent Laws placed a number of legal mandates upon shelters. 

Some of the mandates included: 

Animals must be held 5 days (feral cats 3 days) 
Animals must be given humane medical treatment 
Animals should be adopted out or reclaimed to their owners 
Animals must be spayed or neutered before adoption 
Shelters are "depositories" of living animals 
Shelters must maintain lost and found lists 
Shelters must maintain medical records and tracking records 

The increased holding periods meant the low volume, short term housing of animals 
transformed the facility overnight into a high volume, long term housing facility. 
Crowding large numbers of animals into cramped quarters is a primary cause of both 
disease and stress in the animals. Animal diseases are spread in three ways. First, 
disease is transmitted by air. Second, disease is transmitted by physical contact with 
the other animal's urine, feces or bodily fluids. Third, disease is spread when the viruses 
and microorganisms are trapped in the floors, walls and kennel structures. 
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Disease control was not a consideration when the shelter was built in 1973, so there are 
no positive air flow changes that bring fresh air into the building and exhaust 
contaminated air outside the building. Disease borne air is trapped inside the building. 
Healthy animals are forced to breathe the contaminated air and soon become ill. 

Likewise, the building materials used in the construction of the facility easily trap and 
retain disease causing viruses and organisms. Despite scrubbing floors, walls and 
kennels with stiff brushes and bleach solutions on a daily basis, it is difficult to eradicate 
disease once it has permeated porous surfaces. Open drainage troughs that run the 
length of the kennel spread the bodily fluid viruses and organisms from one kennel to 
the next. 

State mandates for medical care, spay and neuter and humane treatment now require a 
veterinary medical clinic. But the facility did not meet medical standards for hospital and 
surgery procedures. Presently a 8 ft x 20 ft mobile surgical lab trailer is the makeshift 
surgery center. This temporary mobile surgical lab on wheels, called the "neuter 
scooter" is now eight years old. The surgical area is small it is extremely difficult to 
perform surgeries, spays or neuters on large dogs. 

Shelter maintenance and animal care is labor intensive. Up to 309 cages and kennels 
containing sometimes more than 400 animals must be cleaned at least once per day. 
First the animals are moved, then the cage or kennel is scrubbed -brushed by hand with 
a bleach solution, then the animals are moved back. Those 400 animals must be fed 
and watered at least once per day and provided varying levels of grooming, medical 
care or exercise. Staff must be available to answer questions by a potential adopter, 
assist in taking the animal out of a kennel and going to an exercise area to see if it 
bonds with the potential adopter. Only two staff members are available for this task, for 
7 day week coverage. 

Current staffing levels do not reflect the standards recommended by the National 
Animal Control Association, by approximately 5 positions. On average there are 
currently 10 shelter staff on duty per day. Five are County employees and 5 are 
Alternative Work Program workers. Thus, up to 50% of our current shelter labor is a 
form of inmate labor. It is anticipated that 5 additional Animal Care Specialists are 
needed for effective shelter operations. 

Today, thirty-five years since the shelter was built, public sentiment has changed. 
Employees, who work at the facility, are Animal Care Specialists. The facility is called a 
shelter, not a pound. The purpose of the facility has changed from thirty-five years ago. 
In addition to holding animals for the required time periods, its purpose is to be a 
customer friendly "pet shop" geared toward adoptions and counseling of prospective 
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customers so they adopt a pet appropriate to the adopter's family or lifestyle. Today we 
are required to provide veterinary medical care comparable to private clinics. But private 
clinics can limit how many customers they treat, the animal shelter cannot. A new 
shelter will only cure the current overcrowding, disease and "pound" conditions the 
animals and their human caretakers face. A new shelter only cures part of the problem. 
The real challenge is lowering the number of animals that enter the shelter. 
First, we must increase the number of animals that are spayed and neutered as a 
means of reducing pet over population. 

In early 2006, the Board of Supervisors agreed that a Needs Assessment for the Animal 
Shelter needed to be completed to determine a feasible and practical long-term facility 
and operational plan to meet both short term and long-term expansion needs and the 
needs of a growing county. 

Staff from the Chief Executive Office, the Animal Services Department working with the 
Animal Advisory Board began a Needs Assessment process by first developing a scope 
of work for the study. As part of the 2006-2007 Proposed Budget, the Board of 
Supervisors approved $50,000 for the Department of Animal Services Needs 
AssessmentJMaster Plan and authorized staff to proceed with a Request for Proposal 
(RFP) process to seek expert assistance in this effort and the firm of George Miers & 
Associates was selected. 

The resulting report, the Needs Assessment and Facility Program for the Stanislaus 
County Animal Shelter was completed. The report concluded that the existing Animal 
Shelter is both outdated and overcrowded, and was not designed to properly house the 
number of dogs and cats that come into the facility. Mier & Associates reviewed the last 
five years and looked at the trend of the number of animals held, the capacity of the 
existing shelter, the rate of euthanasia and the effect of public education, spay and 
neuter programs and the other "program" measures. The realization that the Stanislaus 
County Shelter is the only major shelter in our county was a stark difference with most 
other communities our size. Many other communities have one or more non-profit type 
shelter operations to assist in the animal services needs. This has an impact on the 
numbers of animals that the Stanislaus County Animal Shelter receives and handles. 

Moving from Needs Assessment, Feasibility Study, Community Dialogue to the 
Design of a new shared Animal Services Facility 

On April 15, 2008 the Board of Supervisors approved using a Design-Build approach as 
authorized by the State of California Public Contract Code Section 201 33 using a 
Bridging Document for the project delivery and approach for the Animal Services Facility 
Project. 
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On August 26, 2008, the Board of Supervisors approved a contract for Architectural and 
related services to initiate design of a new Animal Services Facility with the architectural 
firm of RF & A. 

On February 10,2009 the Board of Supervisors approved the recommendation to 
proceed to the design phase for the two options for a future animal services project; a 
multi agency program plan and a County Only program plan. For the past several 
years, discussions had been held with the cities served in someway by the County at 
the existing Finch Road animal shelter for the need to partner, create a joint powers 
agency and share in the construction and operation of a new facility. The two facility 
programs were initially studied to define two different shelter construction options: a 
County only shelter plan to be located at a new site, the buffer of the Stanislaus County 
Public Safety Center; or a multi-agency New facility at the new site to serve the county 
and those cities within the county that would decide to partner with the county for the 
future provision of animal services. As a result, five cities expressed their intention to 
partner with the county for the future provision of animal services: Cities of Modesto, 
Ceres, Hughson, Patterson and Waterford. The Cities of Riverbank and Newman chose 
to partner with other public agencies to meet their needs. The Cities of Turlock and 
Oakdale have for many years independently provided their own animal services and 
shelters in their own communities. 

At the same time, Staff recommended that a totally new facility located at the buffer of 
the County's Public Safety Center at Crows Landing and Cornucopia Roads, near 
Ceres, be considered in lieu of the Re-Use and Expansion plan previously suggested at 
the current Finch Road Animal Facilities Shelter site. The Board also authorized staff to 
conduct the Environmental Review for siting the new Animal Shelter at the buffer of the 
Stanislaus County Public Safety Center at Crows Landing Road. 

RF&A was retained by Board of Supervisors approval as the County's Bridging Architect 
to develop Schematic plan view layouts of the animal shelter and a set of Bridging 
Documents. RF & A, Inc. has now completed Bridging Document Phase for the Animal 
Services Facility which will define the project's technical design requirements and 
performance specifications for future construction. 

The Bridging Document Phase prepares the project to receive design-build construction 
proposals. The "bridging phase" encourages competition in all aspects of the design 
and construction process, and to get a final product that is exceptionally cost-effective, 
quality-controlled, and yet quickly built. The bridging sheets of drawings combined with 
detailed performance specifications containing explicit requirements for the size of the 
site, parking, infrastructure, the shape and height of the building (including what it might 
look like), and a description of all components that go into the building. The drawings 
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are not meant for final construction but will give each proposer a clear understanding of 
what the County requires in this project. 

On May 19,2009 the Board approved the schematic design of the Animal Services 
Facility Project at the buffer of the Stanislaus County Public Safety Center at Crows 
Landing Road prepared by RF & A, Inc., authorized RF & A to complete bridging 
documents, authorized the Project Manager to issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) for 
operations of a low cost spay and neuter clinic, authorized the Project Manager to issue 
a Request for Proposal (RFP). All of this work has now been completed. 

At this time the Board is being requested to approve the Bridging Document prepared 
by RF & A. The Board is also being requested to authorize the completion of a space 
for a private non-profit to operate a low income spay and neuter clinic and those related 
improvements are in the base design, and to request alternate pricing as a "deductive" 
alternate for low cost spay and neuter clinic area (1,635 sq. ft.). A 2,000 area at the 
back of the animal holding is also recommended to be alternately priced. 

A New Animal Services Facility 

The recommended facility has been designed by Rauhaus Freedenfeld and Associates, 
Inc. a nationally known Architectural firm headquartered in Boston, Massachusetts, with 
offices in California. The facility will serve many functions for humane Animal Care. 

The Animal Holding area is divided into several areas to serve differing needs such as 
adoptable animals, feral and stray, isolation and quarantine, rescue and foster to name 
just a few. The animal holding areas are designed to make the care of the animals as 
efficient as possible. The animal holding areas include: 

Centralized food preparation areas and storage; 
High pressure spray cleaning system to automatic flushing trench drains; 
Separate holding areas with germicidal entrance pads to limit the spread of 
disease; 
High volume yet economical evaporative heating and cooling systems; 
563 cages to prevent the mixing of animals in cages; and 
An adoption area designed to attract the public to visit and interact with the 
animals to increase the rate of adoption. 

The facility includes a modern veterinarian clinic for the care of the animals who are in 
the shelter only. The facility veterinarian clinic spaces will not be used for general public 
veterinarian services. Animals will be brought into the facility though a special entrance, 
processed through triage and classified for needed care. Animals that are in the Facility 
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and that are to be adopted will be spayed and neutered, administered inoculations, 
licensed and groomed before meeting the public. The adoptable animals will be 
exercised in outdoor areas and will be healthy animals for adoption. 

The administrative area will include an entrance to greet the public. It is designed to 
allow the staff to work efficiently and comfortably. The administrative area will include a 
break room and a quiet room where staff can take a break from the public and the care 
of animals. These basic features are not available in the current facility. 

The facility is designed to be constructed as economical as possible. The design of the 
facility borrowed from some of the concepts of the big box stores that build efficiently for 
their customers. The facility can be constructed of masonry, tilt up concrete or other 
exterior enclosures; wood panelized system, bar joist or other roofing structures; and 
the mechanical systems will be a combination of packaged roof top heating and air 
conditioning units for the public and high efficiency, high volume evaporative coolers for 
the animals. 

Because the project is using a design - build approach, the County can allow our 
Proposers to select the final systems that are most efficient for them to construct as 
long as their systems meet or exceed our performances requirements. In addition to 
meeting the performance requirements, additional appoints may be awarded to 
Proposers who include low maintenance systems in their proposals that will lower our 
operating costs. 

If approved, the new Animal Services Facility, a multi-agency facility, would be built 
within the original total project cost estimate of $1 1 million. Independent estimates 
completed by the estimating firm of Leyland Saylor and Associates, Inc estimate the 
construction costs only at $7,095,000. The estimated cost of the final design team is 
$381,072. This estimate includes: 

Total Facility Square Footage of 33,360 
Front Parking Area 
Water and Chemical Cleaning System 
Enhanced flooring 
Final Design Fees for the Design Build General Contractor of $381,072 

= Public Shelter Spaces 
1,635 SQ FT. for a privately operated low cost, low income spay neuter clinic 

The County has previously pre-qualified 16 general contractors interested in submitting 
a final design and construction cost proposal (design-build proposals) for the design and 
construction of an Animal Services Facility Project. The design team has developed 
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bridging documents, concept plans and specifications with the assistance of the Animal 
Sewices Department and the project team consisting of county staff, city 
representatives and three members of the Animal Advisory Board. 

In accordance with the Public Contracts Code, Section 20133, each final design and 
construction proposal will be evaluated upon the following factors: 

Basis of Award Price 10 points for Bid at Base Price; (1 0 points required by Code) 
Up to 20 additional polnts for lowest Base Price 30 Maximum 

TeThniGI Design 
below-the Bid at Base Price --- - - a - -- - - 
MI :d team; best sc'hedule 10 (required by Code) 

Life Cycfe Costs Least expensive l~ fe  cycle costs over 15 years 10 (required by Code) 
Skilled Labor Force Existence of qualified apprenticeship program 10 (required by Code) 
Safety Record Expenence mad~hcat~on rate for last 3 years I 00 10 (requ~red by Code) 

or less and total recordable injuryl~llness rate for 
last 3 years wdhin statrstlca! standards _ _ - - - . - --- - -- 

~ ~ s f  savings beai T- Best ideas From contractor team to enhance base 20 
Enhancements design and provide cost savlngs; lowest price 

with best value 
Facility Operations Systems to reduce ongolng operatrng costs 10 
Cost-Savings 

- - -. . . . - - - - - - - - 
TOTAL POSSIBLE 
POINTS 

During the Bridging Document Phase, the project team continued to identify and 
evaluate opportunities to value engineer (VE) the Animal Services Facility Project. 
During this phase, the VE team developed over 100 VE ideas and 62 VE proposals 
were incorporated into the cost saving proposals which have been incorporated during 
the Bridging Document phase. The accepted VE proposals amounted to over $3  million 
dollars in cost reductions. The project team continues to ensure the construction of the 
facility incorporates a cleaner, smoother, and durable disease resistance approach 
using quality materials that will allow the staff and public to experience uniform 
movement in the facility. 

The project will require the Facility to connect with existing utilities within the City of 
Ceres sphere of influence. Discussions are currently underway with the City of Ceres to 
identify appropriate costs to the project. The Chief Executive Officer will return to the 
Board to provide an update when the recommendation to award a construction contract 
for the new Animal Services Facility. 

The Board is requested to approve the issuance of the Design Build construction 
Request for Proposals (RFP) for the construction, pricing and alternate pricing of the 
Animal Services Facility to the 16 pre-qualified General Contractors: Blach Constrwctfon 
of Stockton, California, Rising Sun Company of Exeter, California, Diede Construction, 
I nc. of Wood bridge, California, Meng hetti Construction of Modesto, California, Zurnwalt 
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Construction of Fresno, California, Architerra Macrae Architects of Sebastopool, 
California, Flintco, Inc of Folsom, California, BCM Construction Company, Inc. of Chico, 
California, Reeve-Knight Construction, Inc. of Roseville, California, Devcon 
Construction, Inc. of Stockton, California, Hilbers, Inc. of Yuba City, California, 
Integrated Builders Group, Inc. of El Dorado Hills, California, W.E. Lyons Construction 
of Oakland, California, J.L. Bray & Son, Inc. of Salida, California, Applegate Johnston, 
Inc of Modesto, California, and Simile Construction Services, Inc. of Modesto, 
California. 

The Chief Executive Officer will return to the Board of Supervisors to recommend an 
award and final selection to the contractor with the best value for design build 
construction of the Animal Services Facility Project. 

Site Selection 

The Animal Services Facility will be located on 3.35 acres of County owned land along a 
northerly extension of Cornucopia way at the County's Public Safety. The facility 
matches the Court definition of a 'buffer' for the Public Safety Center, and is permitted 
by the Environmental Impact Review the done by the County in early 1990. 

The site is perfectly situated for the Animal Services Facility. The site, geographically 
centered in Stanislaus County, is easily accessed by Service or Crows Landing Road. 
Major utilities, water, sewer, gas and electricity, can be connected from either the 
Agricultural Center or the Public Safety Center. Parking will be and extension of the 
Agricultural Center Parking Lot providing benefits to both the Agricultural Center and to 
the Animal Services Facility. The site has a agricultural well that will be reused to 
furnish water for irrigation of the site and for cleaning the Animal Holding areas. 

Environmental Review 

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the proposed project was 
circulated to all interested parties and responsible agencies for review and comment. 
Based on the comments received regarding noise, traffic, lighting, which are discussed 
in the lnitial Study, a Mitigated Negative Declaration is being recommended for adoption 
(see attached exhibits). Staff did receive comments from the Fire Prevention Bureau 
and Department of Environmental Resources (also attached). These Comments that 
both Bureau and DER requested on this project are county standards and do not need 
to be mitigation measure in this Initial Study. 

Based on this Initial Study, and the entire record, staff recommends the Board take the 
following actions: 
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Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15074(b), by finding that on the basis of the whole record, including the Initial 
Study and any comments received, that there is no substantial evidence the 
project will have a significant effect on the environment and that the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration reflects Stanislaus County's independent judgement and 
analysis. 

Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring Plan pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
1 5074(d). 

Order the filing of a Notice of Determination with the Stanislaus County Clerk- 
Recorders Office pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21 152 and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15075. 

Agreement with Low Cost Spay and Neuter Clinic Operator 

An independent study of the Stanislaus County Alternative to Euthanasia (SCATE) 
program was conducted by California State University, Stanislaus graduate students. 
At no cost to the county. Their study concluded: 

1. The County would need to perform 3,235 spay and neuters per year to 
prevent an increase in the pet population. This is to stabilize the pet 
population. The number of strays entering the shelter will lower as well. 

2. Perform 9,274 spay and neuter operations would drastically reduce the 
amount of strays entering the facility. 

On May 19, 2009, the Board of Supervisors approved the schematic design of the 
Animal Services Facility Project. Effective spay and neuter is the only proven method to 
prevent pet overpopulation. The veterinary medical clinic proposed for the new Animal 
Services Facility includes a space option to allow for a low cost spay and neuter clinic 
available to all citizens of Stanislaus County. The clients that the proposed low-cost 
spay and neuter clinic will cater to are pet owners who do not routinely proved 
veterinary care to their pets and are low-income residents of Stanislaus County. 

Implementing Targeted Low lncome Cost Spay and Neuter programs is a proven, 
humane and cost effective method to reduce the increasing request for animal control 
services and the escalating cost burden on the taxpayers of Stanislaus County. 

Implementation of a new Low lncome SpayINeuter Clinic will be a joint endeavor 
between Stanislaus County Animal Services and a non profit organization Stanislaus 
Area Veterinarians for the Economically Disadvantaged (SAVED) Inc. 
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An independent study of the Stanislaus County Alternative to Euthanasia (SCATE) 
program was conducted by California State University, Stanislaus graduate students. 
At no cost to the county. Their study concluded: 

I. The County would need to perform 3,235 spay and neuters per year to 
prevent an increase in the pet population. This is to stabilize the pet 
population. The number of strays entering the shelter will lower as well. 

2. Perform 9,274 spay and neuter operations each year for 5 years would 
drastically reduce the amount of strays entering the facility 

On May 19, 2009 the Board of Supervisors authorized staff to issue a Request for 
Proposal (RFP) for the operation of a low cost spay and neuter clinic. The RFP was 
issued on May 29, 2009 with a closing date of July 6, 2009. The RFP requested the 
contractor to provide a three year low cost fee schedule that included the methodology 
for annual increase. The RFP also requested an itemized list of equipment to be used 
in the clinic, a transportation plan to pick up animals for local rescue agencies and an 
operational plan that demonstrated the ability to perform spay and neuter surgeries in a 
fast paced, high volume environment. One June 5, 2009 the Stanislaus County General 
Services AgencylPurchasing Division held a mandatory Pre-Conference at which 
potential Proposers would be able to hear the RFP process and ask any questions. On 
the closing date, July 6, 2009 the County General Services Agency1 Purchasing Division 
received one proposal from (SAVED, Inc). Phase I of the evaluation was a review and 
evaluation of the Financial, Phase II was an evaluation of the OperationallBusiness Plan 
and Phase Ill was the evaluation of the pricing. The proposal was evaluated and rated 
by the Evaluation Team that consisted of an Animal Advisory Board Member, Animal 
Services, City of Modesto and Stanislaus County Chief Executive Office staff. The 
Evaluation Team then invited Dr. Brooks and Dr. O'Brien the two principal organizers of 
the corporation to two in-depth interviews. 

The proposal that is recommended is for the Low lncome SpayINeuter Clinic to be 
targeted for the lowest income residents of Stanislaus County. The clinic would be 
operated with a non profit status to the public. The goal is to perform 3,000 spaylneuter 
surgeries in the first year and additional surgeries can be accommodated if the business 
need arises. The Proposer shall provide all necessary equipment, supplies and 
property purchased, rented, or leased shall be the property of Proposer who shall have 
the sole responsibility for any storage, maintenance, repair or replacement. 

The Low lncome SpayINeuter Clinic will provide low cost spaylneuter services to the 
public. Three separate fee structures for the public include 1) Feral cats, 2) Ultra Low 
lncome and 3) Low Income. The low income fee schedules require documentation to 
document low income status. 
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It is critical to note that it is not the county's intent to compete with the private veterinary 
community in the provision of veterinary services. The recommended low income spay 
neuter clinic is intended to provide increased access to low cost services to reduce the 
number of unwanted animals. 

The clinic will not provide full veterinary services nor services not directly related to 
spaylneuter services. First, using the clinic time for additional services would decrease 
the total number of spays and neuters the clinic can perform. The County desperately 
needs more low income spaylneuter and volume is a key decision factor. Second the 
lack of low income spaylneuter services in Stanislaus County justifies the non profit in 
providing these services, to provide a clear and concise public benefit. Providing 
services unrelated to spaylneuter could easily be viewed by local Veterinarians as unfair 
competition and is not recommended at any time. 

The following is highlights some of the major terms for the operation of the low-income 
spay and neuter clinic: 

Contractor shall operate the clinic as a non-profit operation, for low-income 
residents of Stanislaus County with no government subsidy other than the 
finished space and utilities. Evidence of income shall be a requirement. A fee 
schedule will include 1) Ultra Low lncome Fee Schedule: evidence of low income 
will include a Medi-Cal Benefit ldentification Card or EBT card from Stanislaus 
County Cal Works, andlor proof of income less than the federal poverty level 
guidelines. In addition the customer must be a Stanislaus County resident. 2) 
Low lncome Fee Schedule: documentation of low income will require a Medi-Cal 
Benefit ldentification Card or Stanislaus County EBT Card. Must also be a 
resident of Stanislaus County. 3) FerallFree Roaming Cats Fee Schedule and 4) 
Stanislaus County Animal Services Fee schedule. 

Contractor shall provide a 3-year fee schedule to include methodology for annual 
increase to be approved by the Agency. 

Contractor shall not be obligated to pay rent or lease. The spaylneuter clinic will 
occupy 1,635 sq. feet within the county shelter. 

Contractor is not obligated to pay for utilities, including gas, electric, water or 
sewer. 

Contractor shall provide for their own telephone and internet services. The 
county shall provide the wiring infrastructure for telephones and computers and 
maintain the wiring infrastructure. 
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Contractor shall maintain any and all licenses, permits or certifications as may be 
required for its employees to perform the services required. 

Provide at a minimum, quarterly reports on the on-going operations of the 
performance of the services required to include such detail as may reasonably be 
required by the County. 

Contractor shall provide all necessary equipment, supplies and property 
purchased, rented, or leased shall be the property of the Contractor who shall 
have the sole responsibility for any storage, maintenance, repair or replacement. 

Maintain financial records, invoices and other evidence and accounting 
procedures to sufficiently and properly reflect all direct costs of any nature 
associated with the Low Income SpaylNeuter Clinic. Permit all records to be 
subject to inspection, review and audit by the Stanislaus County Auditor. 

Contractor shall complete a minimum of 3,000 spaylneuter surgeries the first 
year. 

The county intends to enter into an agreement for three years. The county 
reserves the right to extend this Agreement for an additional period or periods of 
time representing increments of no more than one (1) year provided that the 
County notifies the Proposer in writing of its intention to do so at least ninety (90) 
days prior to the agreement expiration date. 

The county may terminate this agreement for default in performance of this 
agreement. 

The Contractor will collect a surcharge to county residents who live in 
nonparticipating cities of the JPA to cover a portion of facility costs not paid by 
those jurisdictions.] 

The clinic will only spay and neuter dogs and cats and if needed will administer 
rabies shots during the time of spaying and neutering 

An Advisory Committee will be established in the capacity to provide oversight to 
the clinic and include a representative from Project X. 

It is significant to mention that by offering low cost spay and neuter services in the new 
Animal Services Facility, it is not now or never been the intention to compete with the 
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private sector but rather partner and create programs to significantly reduce the 
extraordinarily high number of unwanted animals destroyed in our community. 

The County euthanized 14,357 animals last fiscal year, 69% were cats. This is an 
annual cost to the taxpayers of nearly $1.7 million. This cost includes the cost of an 
Animal Control Officer, five days of housing, food, vaccinations and ultimately 
euthanasia. By spaying or neutering an animal, this ultimately reduces the number of 
animals entering the shelter and reduces the amount of taxpayer money spent on 
animals. 

While SAVE, Inc will provide spay and neuter services to low income customers, the 
community still needs spay and neuter for the general public. On July 28, 2009 the 
County met with Project X representatives to discuss establishing a partnership with the 
County to provide the additional needed spay and neuters to meet the targeted number 
to reduce or eliminate euthanasia in the Animal Services Shelter. Project X is a low 
costs spay and neuter program that was started by local veterinarians in Stanislaus 
County to address the pet overpopulation problem. Currently they have 13 participating 
hospitals/clinics that clients can go to that would be close to their home. Project X plans 
on performing 12 surgeries per practice a week to get to the required number to reduce 
euthanasia. The County hopes to continue to work with Project X to establish a 
partnership that will meet the pet overpopulation problem in the community. The 
following chart summarizes the various rates for services provided and proposed for our 
community and for programs in other near by communities. 
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R.F.P. 
Hope submitted by 

Foundation ACT Clink SCATE Proiect X S.A.V.E.D 

.ow Incom 
Aale Cat Ni 
:ernale Cat 
- 

le Fees 
euter $20.00 $36 00 $50 00 S30 00 535 00 
Spay $20.00 $56.00 $63.00 $60.00 $50.00 

Quantrea Ultra Low Income 
Male Cat Neuter $30 00 
Female Cat Spay $40.00 
Fee for DepaRment of Animal 
Services 
Male Cat Neuter 530 00 
Female Cat Spay 540.00 

Feral Cat 
Male Cat Neuter $29 00 530 00 530 00 
Female Cat Spay S29.00 $50.00 $40.00 

Cow Income Fees 

Male Dog Neuter 540.00 $66 00-$76.00 $72.00 $65.00-S93.00 $65.0@590 00 

Female Dog Spay $40.00 $?0.00.$86.00 $72.00 $90.00-5 1 50.00 $85.00-$120.00 

Qualified Uftra Low Income 
Male Dog Neuter $50.00 
Female Dog Spay $70 00-585.00 
Fee for Department af Animal 
Services 
Male Dog $50 00 
Female Dog Spay $70 00-585.00 

Goal 
77,000 s[ 
and neut 
lu. ..*..* 

My 7,000 the first 
4,000 in four 3,000 the first ers year and 14.000 Vouchers 
years year , . animals per sold 

year thereafter 

This chart compares various low cost spay neuter programs both recommended in this 
report, provided in our community and in the  nearby communities that have low cost 
spay neuter programs. 

With the Boards approval to award a contract with SAVED, Inc. to operate a low 
incornelow cost spay and neuter clinic, the intent is to reduce the community" pet 
overpopulation and its negative impacts on safety, public health, and quality of life in the 
community, 
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The success of any plan will be dependent upon both private and public agencies doing 
their respective parts serving the residents of Stanislaus County to reduce pet 
overpopulation. 

Financing Plan-New Facility 

The total project estimate is $1 1 million. The recommendation in this report to approve 
the project financing plan will be funded from the County's 2006 Tobacco endowment 
fund. With the Board's approval, the County and its partner cities will repay this debt 
over a 25 year period at the cost of lost interest earnings to this fund. Debt service 
costs will be based upon the respective agencies intake percentage of animals into the 
Animal Services Facility (See Attachment A). 

Additionally, on the February 10, 2009 the Board approved the Reimbursement 
Resolution related to the expenditures for the construction of the new Animal Shelter. 
This resolution will allow the County to be reimbursed for expenditures for the project as 
part of the borrowing. The reimbursement resolution is recommended to allow for the 
reimbursement of any cash funds the County committed to the New Animal Services 
Facility Project from the Bridging Design Phase, thru construction, to full build out of the 
facility, and through the project closeout phase. 

Agreements with Partner Cities 

On September 23, 2008 the Board of Supervisor's authorized the Chief Executive 
Officer to negotiate new Agreements with the Cities of Modesto, Ceres, Riverbank, 
Newman, Patterson, Hughson, and Waterford for the Provision of Animals Services 
and issue the notice of intent to terminate the existing agreements effective 
December 31, 2008. The County had ongoing discussions with the Cities who 
expressed an interest in partnering in the delivery of animal service programs. The 
County offered a joint ownership of the Animal Services Facility and joint operational 
responsibility through the creation of a Joint Powers Agency. 

On December 16, 2008 the Board of Supervisors approved rescinding the notice of 
intent to terminate the existing agreements effective December 31, 2008 with the 
cities and to negotiate preliminary agreements with the Cities who will be 
participating in the new Animal Shelter. 

County staff have been working to develop a plan that would allow the County to 
move forward with the construction of a new facility and provide flexibility to the 
Cities in completing there due diligence in participating in a new shelter. In the 
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discussions with the Cities, the County has continuously expressed the need to 
create a new level of partnership. The proposed new partnership is based upon 
mutual responsibility for the service levels expected by the community, along with a 
cost sharing formula that reflects a fair share of cost for each respective participant. 

On January 22, 2009 the County met with the Cities of Modesto, Ceres, Patterson, 
Waterford and Hughson, who indicated interest in a continued partnership with the 
County for Animal Services. 

Two cities, Newman and Riverbank expressed that they are no longer interested in 
continuing to partner with the County for animal services. Newman decided to 
discontinue services effective December 31, 2008, and Riverbank effective January 
31, 2009. The impact to the 2008-2009 Fiscal Year budget was a loss of 
approximately $1 5,000 in revenue to the County. 

Since the January 22, 2009 meeting, the Cities of Modesto, Ceres, Hughson, 
Patterson, and Waterford have participated as members on the core Animal 
Services Facility Project Team. As members of the core team, they have met bi- 
weekly since that time and provided significant and valuable input into the 
Schematic Design Phase of the project and continued through the Bridging 
Document Phase. As core team members, they have assisted through each phase 
of the project and helped to define the project's technical design requirements and 
performance specifications. 

The Board is requested to authorize the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate and 
execute agreements with the Cities of Modesto, Ceres, Hughson, Waterford and 
Patterson as agency members, subject to approval of all member Cities. 

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate, finalize and execute a Joint Powers 
Agreement between the County and the Cities of Ceres, Hughson, Modesto, Patterson 
and Waterford for the provision of Animal Services. 

Joint Powers Authority 

On May 19, 2009, the Board of Supervisors authorized the Chief Executive Office to 
finalize the Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) for the provision of Animal Services and to 
return to the Board for final approval of the agreement. 

Since that time, the Chief Executive Office, County Counsel and the member agencies 
have collaborated to develop a comprehensive agreement. The intent of the JPA is to 
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create a level playing field for all participating agencies where the joint operation, 
governance and the management of an animal services facility is for the mutual benefit 
of each member agency and their respective residents to provide efficiencies and 
economy through cooperation. As a result, it is anticipated that the JPA will act as a 
catalyst and create additional opportunities for the pooling of common resources. 

At this time, the Board is requested to authorize the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate, 
finalize and execute a Joint Powers Agreement between the County and the Cities of 
Ceres, Hughson, Modesto, Patterson and Waterford for the provision of Animal 
Services. 

Under the proposed agreement, the JPA shall be composed of the County of Stanislaus 
and the Cities of Ceres, Hughson, Modesto, Patterson and Waterford as member 
agencies. The JPA will be governed by a board, the members of which shall be 
appointed by each member agency, to include the County Chief Executive Officer and 
the City Manager of each member agency with equal representation. The JPA shall 
have the common power of the member agencies to plan, establish and exercise all 
government functions necessary to provide animal services for the benefit of the 
member agencies. 

A member agency may withdraw from the JPA at any time by giving notice to all other 
member agencies by resolution of intent to withdraw. Upon a member agency's 
withdrawal, the JPA will have the first right of refusal to purchase the withdrawing 
member's share. If the JPA does not purchase the exiting members percentage share, 
the existing member can sell it to another agency for current debt outstanding at the 
date of termination of membership in the JPA. 

Under the proposed agreement, each of the member agencies will be required to begin 
paying their proportional share of costs effective January 1, 2009. Member agencies 
will also be required to pay their proportional share of capitalized costs on the date of 
actual occupancy, and member agencies may elect to pay capitalized costs in advance 
of the facility's completion 

Construction Schedule 

Project staff outlined several key project deliverables to be completed during the 
Bridging Document Phase of the project which have been completed: 

Release a Request for Proposals (RFP) in August 2009 to the 16 Pre- Qualified 
Contractors 
Complete JPA agreements with the five partner cities 



Approval of Matters Related to the Construction of a New Animal Services Facility, Including Approval of 
Final Design-Bridging Documents, Approval of the Negative Declaration Pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Siting of the New Facility in the Buffer of the Stanislaus County 
Public Safety Center at Crows Landing Road and Cornucopia Way; Approval to Select an Operator to 
Provide Low Cost Spay-Neuter Services at the New Shelter for Low Income Residents and Related 
Actions 
Page 25 

Return to the Board in October 2009 to make a recommendation to award the 
construction contract for the construction phase of the project. 
Break Ground in late, 2009 
Conduct grand opening of the new facility in the Fall of 2010. 

POLICY ISSUE: 

Meeting the needs of Animal Services in our community is consistent with the Board of 
Supervisors priorities of A safe community, A healthy community, Effective Partnerships 
and Efficient delivery of public services. 

STAFFING: 

Staff from the Chief Executive Office, the Cities of Modesto, Ceres, Hughson, Patterson, 
Waterford, the Animal Services Department and members of the Animal Advisory Board 
will continue to work together on this effort in collaboration. Once the new Animal 
Services Facility is built, it is anticipated that 5 additional Animal Care Specialists are 
need for effective facility operations. 



Attachment A 

Stanislaus County Animal Shelter Project 

Preliminary Financing Term Sheet 

Par Amount of Borrowing: 

Participating Agencies: 

Financing Srructure: 

Lease Terms: 

Land Ownership: 

Term of Borrowing: 

Estimated Date of Borrowing: 

Payment Frequency: 

Estimated Date of First Payment: 

Capitalized Interest: 

Interest Rate Mode: 

$11.0 miliion 

City of Modesto (45.68%) 
City of Ceres (11.53%) 
City of Patterson (2.71%) 
City of Waterford ( 1.84%) 

City of Hughson (1.01%) 
Stanislaus County (37.23%) 

County will construct the facility from loan proceeds from the 2006 
Tobacco Endowment Fund. 
County will enter in to  leases with participating agencies. 

County will enter in to  lease agreements with participating agencies, 
who will have tenancy-in-common interests in the facilitythrough 
its useful life. 

County retains ownership of land. 

25 years of amortization 

September 1,2009 

QuaRerly principal and interest. 

December 1,2010 (15 months after closing) 

Variable, set annually based on previous year's tobacco endowment 
earnings rate; reconciliation made to actual on August 1 of each year. 

Debt Service Structure: Level debt service 

Estimated Average Annual payments1 Level Debt Service: $691,733 

' Assumed $11.0 millton barrowan& amortllatlon based upon 3.387%. the most recent 1-year average earnmgs rate of the 2006 Tobacco endowment. 



Stanislaus County Animal Shelter Project 

Estimated Annual Debt Service Schedule 

I Level Debt Service Structure, $11.0 million Loan 1 
Total City of City of City of  C i  of City of Stanislaus 

Fiscal Year Annual Net Modesto Ceres Patterson Waterford Hughson County 

Ending ~ e b t  Sewice' 45.68% 11.53% 2.71% 1.84% 1.01% 37.23% 

Net of oneyear of capital~zed intereR Interest rate based on most recent annual tobacco endowment earnings rate of3.387.X. 

p u b l i c  f i n n n c r  
LYI"..*I.-.ill 



EXHIBIT 

- - - - 

S l r ~ v i , r y  11 ,  b e  the  B o s l  

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
Richard W. Robinson 

Chief Executive Officer 

Patricia Hill Thomas 
Chief Operations Officer/ 

Assistant Executive Officer 

Monica Nino-Reid 
Assisfant Executive Officer 

Stan Risen 
Assistant Executive Officer 

1010 1dh Street, Suite 6800, Modesto, CA 95354 
P. 0. Box 3404, Modesto, CA 95353-3404 
Phone: 209.525.6333 Fax 209.544.6226 

STANISLAUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 

July 16, 2009 

Bill Carlson, Senior Planner 
Stanislaus County Planning Department 
101 0 1 oth street, Suite 3400 
Modesto, CA 95354 

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL REFERRAL - STANISLAUS COUNTY ANIMAL 
SHELTER 

Mr. Carlson: 

The Stanislaus County Environmental Review Committee (ERC) has reviewed the 
subject project and has determined that it will not have a significant effect on the 
environment. 

In addition, the ERC attaches hereto and incorporates herein by reference comments1 
conditions from the Office of the Fire Warden (Fire Prevention Bureau) dated July 10, 
2009 and from the Department of Environmental Resources (Hazardous Materials) 
dated July 15, 2009. 

The ERC appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

~ a u r ~ e n d e z ,  Senior Management Consultant 
Environmental Review Committee 

cc: ERC Members 

Attachment 



OFFICE OF FlRE WARDEN 
FlRE PREVENTION BUREAU 

S f r i v i n g  l o  b e  the  B e s t  

Gary Hinshaw 
Fire Warden 

I 
RayJackson 

Deputy Fire Warden 

Kenneth Slamon 
Fire Marshal 

3705 Oakdale Road, Modesto, CA 95357 

STANISLAUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 

DATE: July 10, 2009 

ADDRESS: 3312 Crows Landing Road 

LOCATION: 086-0 15-01 4 

PROJECT #: ER for Stanislaus County Animal Shelter 

APPLICANT: Stanislaus County 

Fire Prevention Bureau Comments: 

This project poses a less than significant impact with mitigations on the Westport 
Fire Protection District. 

On behalf of the Westport Fire Protection District the following mitigation 
measures are required. 

Project shall comply with current Fire Code requirements. All buildings constructed 
shall comply with on-site water for fire protection. An approved fire apparatus access 
road shall be provided. Fire Apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed 
width of not less that 20 feet and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not less that 
13 feet 6 inches. Dead-end fire apparatus access roads in excess of 150 feet in 
length shall be provided with an approved turn-around. 

All buildings 5,000 square feet and greater shall be provided with an 
automatic fire sprinkler system. 

All traffic signals installed and/or retrofitted due to proposed project shall be 
provided with signal preemption 

r-1 

Fire Marshal 

Westport Fire Protection District 



DEPAi IENT OF ENVTRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

3800 Cornucopia Way, Suite C, Modesto, GI 95358-9492 
Phone: 209.525.6700 Fax: 209.525.6774 

Striving to be the Best 

TO: STANISLAUS COUNTY PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

FROM: DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMENTS 

PROJECT: STANISLAUS COUNTY ANIMAL SHELTER- 3312 CROWS LANDING 
ROAD (APN :086-015-014) 

Based on this agency's particular field(s) of expertise, it is our position the project described 
above: 

- Will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
- May have a significant effect on the environment. 
- No comments. 

X See comments below. 

1. The applicant shall determine, to the satisfaction of the Department of Environmental 
Resources (DER), that a site containing (or formerly containing) residences or farm 
buildings, or structures, has been fully investigated (via Phase I study, and Phase II 
study if necessary) prior to the issuance of a grading permit. Any discovery of 
underground storage tanks, former underground storage tank locations, buried 
chemicals, buried refuse, or contaminated soil shall be brought to the immediate 
attention of DER. 

2. The applicant should contact the Department of Environmental Resources regarding 
appropriate permitting requirements for hazardous materials and/or wastes. Applicant 
and/or occupants handling hazardous materials or generating hazardous wastes must 
notify the Department of Environmental Resources relative to the following: (Calif. H&S, 
Division 20) 

A. Permits for the underground storage of hazardous substances at new or the 
modification of an existing tank facilities. 

B. Requirements for registering as a handler of hazardous materials in the County. 
C. Submittal of hazardous materials Business Plans by handlers of materials in excess 

of 55 gallons or 500 pounds of a hazardous material or of 200 cubic feet of 
compressed gas. 

D. The handling of acutely hazardous materials may require the preparation of a Risk 
Management Prevention Program that must be implemented prior to operation of the 
facility The llst of acutely hazardous materials can be found in SARA, Title I I !  

Section 5302. 
E. Generators of hazardous waste must notify the Department relative to the: 

(1) Quantities of waste generated; (2) plans for reducing wastes generated; and (3) 
proposed waste disposal practices. 



F. Permits for the treatment of hazardous waste on-site will be required from the 
hazardous materials division. 

G. Medical waste generators must complete and submit a questionnaire to the 
department for determination if they are regulated under the Medical Waste 
Management Act. 

Response prepared by: 

July 15, 2009 
Date 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

CC: CEO's OFFICE - Mr. Raul Mendez 



Stani I 

stanislaus County 
Sfr iv rng  t o  b e  fhe Rerr 

Planning and Community Development 
1010 loth  Street, Suite 3400 Phone: (209) 525-6330 
Modesto. California 95354 Fax: (209) 525-591 1 

CEQA INITIAL STUDY 
Adapted from CEQA Guidelines APPENDIX G Environmental Checklist Form. Final Text, October 26, 1998 

Project title: Stanislaus County Animal Shelter 
Lead agency name and address: Stanislaus County 

1010 10th Street, Suite 3400 
Modesto, CA 95354 

Contact person and phone number: Bill Carlson, Senior Planner 
(209) 525-6330 

Project location: 3312 Crows Landing Road, in the Ceres area. 
(APN: 086-01 5-01 4) 

Project sponsor's name and address: Stanislaus County 
1010 loth Street 
Modesto, CA 95354 

General plan designation: Planned Development 
Zoning: P-D (224) (Planned Development) 
Description of project: 
This is a request to relocate the Stanislaus County Animal Shelter, by constructing a 33,600 square foot, 16 foot 
high animal shelter (constructed with concrete masonry block) and a 2,000 square foot standing barn, on a 
116.53-acre parcel within the Sphere of Influence of the City of Ceres. The shelter will have administrative 
offices, a veterinary facility, and housing for 563 animals. About 100 animals would be housed in areas such as 
the hospital, intake and quarantine. There will also be a public animal hold area to encourage adoption. 

Surrounding land uses and setting: County building and ranchettes 
Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., Department of Environmental Resources 

permits, financing approval, or participation Stanislaus Fire Prevention Bureau 
agreement.): City of Ceres 

LAFCO 



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 2 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

[Ej~esthetics q Agriculture Resources Air Quality 

n ~ i o l o ~ i c a l  Resources CE3 Cultural Resources u ~ e o l o ~ ~  /Soils 

n ~ a z a r d s  & Hazardous Materials [Ej Hydrology I Water Quality q Land Use I Planning 

O ~ i n e r a l  Resources Noise n ~ o ~ u l a t i o n  I Housing 

O ~ u b l i c  Services q Recreation 

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed 
to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact'' or "potentially significant 
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed 
in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by 
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but i t  must analyze only the effects that remain to be 
addressed. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

June 29,2009 
Signature Date 

Bill Carlson, Senior Planner 
Printed name 



Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist 
EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

Page 3 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported by 
the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer is 
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to 
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should 
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not 
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as 
well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers 
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than 
significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be 
significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an 
EIR is required. 

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of 
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant 
Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect 
to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be 
cross-referenced). 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect 
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 

Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used. ldentify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. ldentify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope 
of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state 
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier 
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential 
impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document 
should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 
contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies 
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in 
whatever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) the significant criteria or threshold, i f  any, used to evaluate each question; and 





Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist 
ISSUES 

Page 5 

the city limits but is within the Sphere of Influence of the City of Ceres. The project site is currently vacant behind an 
existing hay barn which is owned by the County and leased to a local farmer. The new use will be north of the existing 
Ag Center and west of the existing Public Safety Buildings. To prevent glare onto neighboring properties, all exterior 
lighting shall be designed (aimed down and toward the site) to provide adequate illumination without a glare effect. This 
shall include but not be limited to: the use of shielded light fixtures to prevent skyglow (light spilling into the night sky) 
and the installation of shielded fixtures to prevent light trespass (glare and spill light that shines onto neighboring 

,California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 

Farmland, to no 

zoning designation. 
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air quality plan? 

criteria pollutant for which the project region 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard (including releasing emissions which is / 

Ill. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations. Would the project: 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially I 
to an existins or air quality violation? I 

Less Than 

w o n  
Included 

Potentially 

Sig;$"t 

X 
I I 

exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

of people? 
Discussion: The project site is within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, which has been classified as "severe 
non-attainment" for ozone and respirable particulate matter (PM-10) as defined by the Federal Clean Air Act. The San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) has been established by the State in an effort to control and 
minimize air pollution. As such, the District maintains permit authority over stationary sources of pollutants. 

Less Than 

SiK;czt 
X 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any I 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 1 
concentrations? 

The primary source of air pollutants generated by this project would be classified as being generated from "mobile" 
sources. Mobile sources would generally include dust from roads, farming, and automobile exhausts. Mobile sources 
are generally regulated by the Air Resources Board of the California EPA which sets emissions for vehicles and acts on 
issues regarding cleaner burning fuels and alternative fuel technologies. As such, the District has addressed most 
criteria air pollutants through basin wide programs and policies to prevent cumulative deterioration of air quality within 

NO 
Impact 

X 

X 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number ( 

the Basin. 
Mitigation: 
2. Construction of the project shall comply with standardized dust controls adopted by the San Joaquin Valley Air 

Pollution Control District. 
References: San Joaauin Valley Air Pollution Control District - Regulation Vlll Fugitive DustlPM-10 Synopsis, 

X 

I 1 Impact 1 With Mitigation 1 Impact 1 I 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

, service? 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in  local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife 

X 
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I c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected I I 1 x 1  

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means? 
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native ( I I I X 
resident or migratory - f ish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or miclratorv wildlife corridors, or I I I I 
impede the use of native wildlife &rse< sites? 

plan? 
Discussion: It does not appear this project will result in impacts to endangered species or habitats, locally 

1 
bjological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 

designated species, or wildlife dispersal or -mitigation corridors. The project site has been developed with other 
government buildings since the 1990s. 
Mitigation: None. 
References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1, California Department of Fish and Game 

X 

I lmpact I ~ i t h ~ i t i g a t i o n  I impact I 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting ) 1 X  

I impact I ~ i t h ~ i t i ~ a t i o n  I lmpact I 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5? 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5? 
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

Included 

X  

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 

X  

X 

X  

Discussion: It does not appear this project will result in significant impacts to any archaeological or cultural 
resources. No grading or additional structures are proposed as a part of this project. A standard mitigation measure 
has been added to mitigate the potential impact should any human remains, or significant or potentially unique objects 
be found during construction. 
Mitigation: 
3. During the construction phases of the project, if any human remains, or significant or potentially unique objects 

are found, all construction activities in the area shall cease until a qualified archeologist can be consulted. 
Construction activities shall not resume ~n the area until an on-site archeological mitigation program has been 
approved by a qualified archaeologist. 

References: Stanislaus County General Plan and SupportDocumentationi. 
m rJ-r l - - ' 'I' ' ;3j e i C r  .. 'm& a, , ' y,' -22 ";, "" ."& . 3 " *J& . ,  -P, ;-4"U +'+ -:* y'i& ;v'= 8 - 

lncluded 

Less Than 
Significant 

Less Than 
Significant 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS --Would the project: No 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
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i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated I 1 x 1  
on the most recent ~ l ~ u i s t : ~ r i b l o  Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 
iv) Landslides? 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in  on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 1804.2 of 
the California Building Code (2007), creating substantial risks 
to life or property? 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 

to significant geologic hazard are located in the Diablo Range, west'of Interstate 5. However, as per the 2007 ~alifoinia 
Building Code, all of Stanislaus County is located within a geologic hazard zone (Seismic Design Category D, E, or F) 
and a soils test may be required at building permit application. Results from the soils test will determine if unstable or 
expansive soils are present. If such soils are present, special engineering of the structure will be required to 
compensate for the soil deficiency. Any structures resulting from this project will be designed and built according to 
building standards appropriate to withstand shaking for the area in which they are constructed. Any earth moving is 
subject to Public Works Standards and Specifications which considers the potential for erosion and run-off prior to 
permit approval. Likewise, any addition of a septic tank or alternative waste water disposal system would require the 
approval of the Department of Environmental Resources through the building permit process, which also takes soil type 
into consideration within the specific design requirements. 
Mitigation: None. 
References: California Building Code (2007), Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation - Safety 

water? I 

I Significant I Significant I Significant [ Impact 1 

X 

I I 

I I impact I With Mitigation I impact I I 

X 

Discussion: As contained in Chapter 5 of the General Plan Supeort Documentation, the areas of the County subiect 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
siqnificant hazard to the public or the environment? 

Included 

X 

X 

X 

X 



would result in  substantial 

ff in a manner which would 

Stanislaus County Initial Study Checklist Page 9 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project result in  a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? - 
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 

X 

X 

X 



1 Mitigation: 
4. A Grading and Drainage Plan with engineering calculations shall comply with county standards for a 50-year 

storm and be approved or found to be acceptable prior to issuance of any building permit. Percolation test 

I results must be provided to demonstrate the runoff for a 10-year storm can be disposed of within a 48 hour 
period. The plan shall be implemented prior to final and/or occupancy of the first building to be constructed. 
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i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

natural community conservation plan? 
Discussion: The site is designated Planned Development (P-D (224)) and is zoned for County Government and 

X 

X 

a) Physically divide an established community? 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 

related facilities. The proposal isnot known to conflict with any state agency or County policies with jurisdiction over the 
land which would be affected by this proposal. The proposed development is logically situated so as to minimize the 
disruption to surrounding agricultural operations and will not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan. 
Mitigation: None. 
References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation1, 1990 Stanislaus County Public Safety 
Center EIR. 1991 Social Service Building EIR, 1990 West Ceres Proiects EIR, City of Ceres General Plan Update EIR 

Discussion: The project will require run-off to be maintained on-site and to go into an existing drainage basin that 
would need to be expanded to meet the new demand. A standard mitigation measure has been added to address this 
issue. Areas subject to flooding have been identified in accordance with the Federal Emergency Management Act. The 
project site itself is not located within a recognized flood zone and, as such, flooding is not an issue with respect to this 
project. 

rFs --would the projectr- I Potentially I Less Than Less Than No 
Sianificant Sianificant I Significant I Impact 

Impact 

Mitigation: None. 

With Mitigation 
Included 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

Impact 

Discussion: The location of all commercially viable mineral resources in Stanislaus County has been mapped by the 
State Division of Mines and Geology in Special Report 173. There are no known significant resources on the site. 

h p a c t  

X 
X 

X 

~ i t h ~ i t i ~ a t i o n  
Included 

impact 

X 

X 
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XI. NOISE --Would the project result in: Potentially Less Than Less Than No 

Significant Significant Significant Impact 
Impact With Mitigation Impact 

Included 
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in X 
excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive X 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 
c) A substantial permanent increase in  ambient noise levels X 
in  the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project? 
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient X 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, X 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would X 
the project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 1 
Discussion: The Noise Element of the Stanislaus County General Plan states that new development of 
noise-sensitive land uses will not be permitted in noise-impacied areas unless effective mitigation measures are 
incorporated into the project design to reduce noise levels. The standards laid out within Table 4 of the Noise Element 
document allow a maximum hourly Leq, dBA noise exposure for stationary sources of 55 for daytime hours and 45 for 
nighttime hours. 

Staff requested an acoustical analysis be provided for the proposed project to assess potential noise impacts. J.C. 
Brennan & Associates Inc. conducted an Environmental Noise Assessment for the Animal Shelter dated May 4, 2009. 
The noise assessment applied the hourly noise level criteria to this project as dog barking consists primarily of recurring 
impulsive noises. The noise study has been included with this initial study for review. 
Mitigation: 
5. Dogs will be housed inside the facility between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

I 6 Construction equipment shall comply with implementation Measure 3 of Policy 3 of the Stanislaus County Noise ( . . . . 

Element. 
References: Environmental Noise Assessment for the Stanislaus County Animal Shelter by J.C. Brennan & 

p,. -.,-..... I ~ i ~ n i f i c a ~ t  1 Significant I Significant I lmpact 1 
I l m ~ a c t  I With Mitigation I Impact I I 

lncluded 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either X 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, X 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the X 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
Discussion: The proposed use of the site will not create significant service extensions or new infrastructure that 
could be considered growth inducing. No housing or persons will be displaced by the project. 
Mitigation: None. I 
References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation'. 



I Mitigation: None. 
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~eferences: ~tanislaus~ounty ~ Z e r a l  planand ~uppc% Documentation'. 

I XIV. RECREATION: 

XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES: 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 
Fire protection? 
Police protection? 
Schools? 
Parks? 
Other public facilities? 

I Potentially I Less Than Less Than 
Sianificant Sianificant I Sianificant 1 lmoact 

Discussion: The Animal Shelter will not affect law enforcement or fire protection. There will also be no impact to 
schools, parks or other government services with this project. 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Mitigation 
Included 

Potentially 
Significant 

lmpact 

impact w i t h ~ i t i ~ a t i o n  k p a c t  
Included 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing X 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which 

Less Than 
Significant 

lmpact 

X 

X 
X 

X 

might have an adve r~e .~h~s i ca l  effect on the environment? I 
Discussion: The proposed project will not increase significant demands on recreational facilities, as such, no 

No 
lmpact 

X 
X 

impacts are associated with the proposed project. 
Mitigation: None. 
References: Stanislaus County General Plan and Support Documentation'. 

XV. TRANSPORTATIONITRAFFIC -- Would the ~roiect :  I Potentially 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation 
to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system 
(i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of 
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections)? 
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 
service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in  
substantial safety risks? 
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
f) Result in  inadequate parking capacity? 

Less Than I LessThan I No 
Significant Significant Impact 

With Mitigation Impact 
Included 



The average intersection delays at the signalized study area and intersections are projected to increase by less than 
one second. The un-signalized intersections are projected to continue to operate normally with no warrant for 
signalization. No mitigation needs have been identified in the Traffic Analysis. 
Mitigation: None. 
References: KD Anderson Traffic Impact Analysis, dated April 24, 2009, Stanislaus County General Plan and 
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g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

X 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new 
or expanded entitlements needed? 
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that i t  has 
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in 
addition to the provider's existing commitments? 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs? 
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
Discussion: L~rn~tat~ons on prov~d~ng servlces have not been 

Discussion: Stanislaus County required a traffic impact analysis, which was conducted by KD Anderson. Based on 
the information and site plan supplied to KD Anderson for a 34,000 square foot building, the Shelter is projected to 
generate approximately 90 and 170 trips in the a.m and p.m. peak traffic hours, respectively. This was based on 
obsewations at the existing shelter located on Finch Road and linear interpolation of traffic volumes in relation to 
existing and proposed building square footage. The current site has 71 customers daily and the maximum number of 
employees will be 63. 

for both water and waste water 
Mitigation: None 

I Included I I 

ldent~fied The 

Included 

s~te wlll be served 

X 

X 

X 

by the C~ty 

X 

X 

X 

X 

of Ceres 
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a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality X 
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of 
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, X 
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will X 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 
Discussion: Any potential project issues with aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, water quality and noise 
impacts have been mitigated to a less than significant level for the proposed project. Review of this project has not 
indicated any features which might significantly impact the environmental quality of the site and/or the surrounding area. 

'Stanislaus Countv General Plan and Su~port Documentation adopted in October 1994, as amended. Optional 
and updated elements of the General Plan and Support Documentation: Agricultural Element adopted on December 18, 
2007; Housing Element adopted on December 12, 2003 and certified by the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development Department on March 26, 2004; Circulation Element and Noise Element adopted on April 18, 
2006. 



Stanislaus County 
Planning and Community Development 

1010 10th Street Suite 3400 Phone: 209) 525-6330 
Modesto, CA 95354  ax: 525-591 1 

Mitigation Monitoring Plan 
Adapted from CEQA Guidelines sec. 15097 Final Text, October 26, 1998 

June 29,2009 

1. Project title and location: Stanislaus County Animal Shelter 

3312 Crows Landing Road, in the Ceres area. 
(APN: 086-01 5-014) 

2. Project Applicant name and address: Stanislaus County 
1010 loth Street 
Modesto, CA 95354 

3. Person Responsible for Implementing 
Mitigation Program (Applicant Representative): Annette Patton 

Director of Animal Services 

4. Contact person at County: Bill Carlson, Senior Planner 
(209) 525-6330 

MITIGATION MEASURES AND MONITORING PROGRAM: 

List all Mitigation Measures by topic as identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and complete the 
form for each measure. 

I. AESTHETICS 

No. 2 Mitigation Measure: All exterior lighting shall be designed (aimed down and towards the site) 
to provide adequate illumination without a glare effect. 

Who Implements the Measure: Applicant. 

When should the measure be implemented: Prior to issuance of a building permit. 

When should it be completed: Upon completion of constructionlcontinuous. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: None 

Ill. AIR QUALITY 

No. 2 Mitigation Measure: Construction of the project shall comply with standardized dust controls 
adopted by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 

Who Implements the Measure: Applicant. 

When should the measure be implemented: At any time construction takes place. 
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When should it be completed: Upon completion of construction. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: None. 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

No. 3 Mitigation Measure: During the construction phases of the project, if any human remains, or 
significant or potentially unique objects are found, all construction activities in the area 
shall cease until a qualified archeologist can be consulted. Construction activities shall 
not resume in the area until an on-site archeological mitigation program has been 
approved by a qualified archaeologist. 

Who Implements the Measure: Applicant. 

When should the measure be implemented: At any time construction takes place. 

When should it be completed: Upon completion of construction. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning Department and 
Building Permits Division. 

Other Responsible Agencies: None 

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

No. 4 Mitigation Measure: A Grading and Drainage Plan with engineering calculations shall comply 
with county standards for a 50-year storm and be approved or found to be acceptable 
prior to issuance of any building permit. Percolation test results must be provided to 
demonstrate the runoff for a 10-year storm can be disposed of within a 48 hour period. 
The plan shall be implemented prior to final and/or occupancy of the first building to be 
constructed. 

Who Implements the Measure: Applicant. 

When should the measure be implemented: At any time construction takes place. 

When should it be completed: Upon completion of construction. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Building Permits Division, 
Department of Environmental Resources Code Enforcement Division and 
Public Works. 

Other Responsible Agencies: None. 

XI. NOISE 

No. 5 Mitigation Measure: Dogs will be housed inside the facility between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 
7:00 a.m. 

Who Implements the Measure: Applicant. 

When should the measure be implemented: Ongoing. 



Stanislaus County Mitigation Monitoring Plan Page 3 
Stanislaus County Animal Shelter June 29,2009 

When should it be completed: Ongoing. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning Department. 

Other Responsible Agencies: None. 

No. 6 Mitigation Measure: Construction equipment shall comply with implementation Measure 3 of 
Policy 3 of the Stanislaus County Noise Element. 

Who Implements the Measure: Applicant. 

When should the measure be implemented: During construction of the multi-purpose 
building. 

When should it be completed: At any time construction takes place. 

Who verifies compliance: Stanislaus County Planning Department and 
Building Permits Division. 

Other Responsible Agencies: None. 

I, the undersigned, do hereby certify that I understand and agree to be responsible for implementing the 
Mitigation Program for the above listed project. 

Signature on file. June 29,2009 
Person Responsible for Implementing Date 
Mitigation program 



MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

NAME OF PROJECT: Stanislaus County Animal Shelter 

LOCATION OF PROJECT: 3312 Crows Landing Road, in the Ceres area. (APN: 
086-01 5-01 4)  

PROJECT DEVELOPER: Stanislaus County 
1010 10lh Street 
Modesto, CA 95354 

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: This is a request to relocate the Stanislaus County Animal Shelter, by 
constructing a 33,600 square foot, 16 foot high animal shelter (constructed with concrete masonry block) 
and a 2,000 square foot standing barn, on a 116.53-acre parcel within the Sphere of Influence of the City 
of Ceres. The shelter will have administrative offices, a veterinary facility, and housing for 563 animals. 
About 100 animals would be housed in areas such as the hospital, intake and quarantine. There will also 
be a public animal hold area to encourage adoption. 

Based upon the Initial Study, dated June 29, 2009 the Environmental Coordinator finds as follows: 

1. This project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, nor to curtail 
the diversity of the environment. 

2. This project will not have a detrimental effect upon either short-term or long-term environmental 
goals. 

3. This project will not have impacts which are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. 

4. This project will not have environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse effects upon 
human beings, either directly or indirectly. 

The aforementioned findings are contingent upon the following mitigation measures (if indicated) which 
shall be incorporated into this project: 

I .  All exterior lighting shall be designed (aimed down and towards the site) to provide adequate 
illumination without a glare effect. 

2. Construction of the project shall comply with standardized dust controls adopted by the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 

3. During the construction phases of the project, if any human remains, or significant or potentially 
unique objects are found, all construction activities in the area shall cease until a qualified 
archeologist can be consulted. Construction activities shall not resume in the area until an on-site 
archeological mitigation program has been approved by a qualified archaeologist. 

4. A Grading and Drainage Plan with engineering calculations shall comply with county standards for 
a 50-year storm and be approved or found to be acceptable prior to issuance of any building 
permit. Percolation test results must be provided to demonstrate the runoff for a 10-year storm 
can be disposed of within a 48 hour period. The plan shall be implemented prior to final and/or 
occupancy of the first building to be constructed. 

5. Dogs will be housed inside the facility between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 



Stanislaus County Animal Shelter 
Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Page 2 

6. Construction equipment shall comply with implementation Measure 3 of Policy 3 of the Stanislaus 
County Noise Element. 

The Initial Study and other environmental documents are available for public review at the Department of 
Planning and Community Development, 1010 10th Street, Suite 3400, Modesto, California. 

Initial Study prepared by: Bill Carlson. Senior Planner 

Submit comments to: Stanislaus County 
Planning and Community Development Department 
1010 10th Street, Suite 3400 
Modesto, California 95354 
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11m be Martini, Chairman 
Stanlslaus County Board of Supervisors 
1010 1 0 ~  St. Place 
Modesto, CA 95354 

August 2, 2009 

Chairman Jlm De Martlni and Members of the Board of Supervisors, 

You have patiently listened to the veterinary community these last two months in our 
effort to persuade you that a spay/neuter dlnlc in the new animal shelter is not 
needed. We come from many points of vlew, but ultimately, as tax payers, as 
business people or as veterinarians, we believe it is not needed. 

P r o j e  X offers Stanlsiaus County a new and innovathe appmch to a natlon wide 
problem. Project X could be a true collaboration, county pmvidlng enfomment, 
humane soctetles and private citizens fadlltatfng ducatlon and fund raking for low 
Income owners, and local veterinarians pmviding sewice. 

I have not had much tlme to go over the shelter plpposal, but I have conce& ' 

regarding the information provided to justlfy the inclusion of a spay/neukr dinic. 
I would like to expand the  sou^ for some of the infomatfon provided in the Action 
Agenda Summary: 

3007 US. s r t  C a a  (entire report included) 

This report is compiled by Animal People, www.animalpeopIenews.org 

I have included the orlnlnal re~ort which shows Modesto a 
lue- In their adcte. I ,  ,, l l l t F I V l  CCI CV Lt 

pf the m n  oo~lllation 'hey had to 
use Modesto's 2004 numbers to achieve OL. -3west point. I f  you use their formula 
on our most recent statistics, our euthanasfa rate has dropped from 30.5 to 24. I 
have also included the original article, which starts off with shelter euthanasia at an 
all time low. Animal People Is a radical animal rights organization which publishes 
articles mmparing the poultry Industry to uslave labor in a concentration campff, 
discuses the pain of crabs when cooked, and would have us ban Portuguese 
Bullfights and Rodeo. 



Spav/Neuter Fact Sheet March of 1999. 
actual report included) 

This arbide was researched and p d u d  by Elizabeth Forel president of 
The Coalition for New York City Animals, Inc. Ms. Fore has been active with Anti-Fur 
organtzations and currently leads the movement to -let the carriage horses run free" 
in New York. 

Whlle Information in this article is a decdhe old, it is interesting to note this article 
completely contradicts the information in the previous attide. 

~nimals killed on # 
r Ufr 

that came into the s h e j f ~ r  L+ 

one of the lo west rate 

,--.- \.- ..... =, ----.---- .- 
ived by the shelter. It & 

---- -. -- - - .- -- - - 1 
c o w  and misleadin 

I A U V C t  f l I t I l l t V t l  - It C V C I  y O ~ l l f l l C  

r thic formula. NYT: worrld still ha1 

I feel it is Important to observe that most of the humane socletles mentioned In this 
article are still opemtlng. They ate all prfvate non proflCs, not subsidlred by 1-1 
government. The only one listed that Is no longer In operation is the Los Angeles 
Municipal Spay/#euter dinic. Los AngeIes Anlmal Sewices currentty uses a voucher 
program with parbicipatlng veterinary hospitals. 

Another lnterestlng statistic included In this report Is the adoption rate from shelters 
is only 14%. That statistic &HI seems to hold, even with the big push for responsible 
pet ownership and pet adoption pmgrams. 

I have Included cumparative shelter statist]= for Stanislaus County and Fmno 
County. This Information was W e n  from the CallfomIa Department of Public Health 
Foundation web slte, b a d  on data submitted annually from each county. I have 
included a copy of the report for 2008, but this @port is available thmugh the late 
1990's. Stanislaus County did not mrt to submit information until 2000. 

Hope Animal Foundation in Fresno is an anlmal shelter we have recently heard a lot 
about. They opened their state of the art spay/neuter fadlity In June of 2006, and 
have altered thousands of dogs and cats. It should be noted, with no large spay 
neuter fadlity; Stanlslaus County's canine euthanasia rate has dropped more than 
Fresno. Feline euthanasia statistics are stagnant in both muntIes, wlth cat 
populations growing. 

This week, Project X wlll wllaborate with the I d  Humane Sodety to do an Ultra 
Low Income Clinfc. The Humane Society made the contacts, quallRed the people, 
and set up the schedule. Project X veterinarians will be doing the surgeries, $20.00 
for spays and $15.00 for neuters. Included in the schedule are cats from the 
Stantslaus County Honor Farm and the Tuolumne Rtver Park. This is our ff rst joint 
project, and we look fomrard to future efforts. 



During our meetlng last week with animal senrlces, I stated my bellef once again; 
government should not compete with private sector. By definition, government is 
not a charity or a business. Dr. Stewart suggested I put my principles aslde so we 
could come to some sort of agwement. I suspect that the putting aside of prlndples 
happens far too often these days. 

Everyday government seems to insert Iiself Into new aspecb of our lives8 removing 
more and more personal responslblllties. Intuitively, a.low cost spay/neuter dlnlc in 
a county shelter seems like an obvlous solutlon to a dIlTleuit problem. In mallty, 
thts county veterinary dlnic would provide one more taxpayer subskllzed sewice, 
would compete with private business and likely not achieve the projected results. 

RespCthlly, Susan Enz 
D 

CC : 
Supervisor William O'Brlen 
Supewlsor Vlto Chiesa 
Supewlsor Jeff Grover 
Supervisor Dick Montelth 
Vlce Mayor Kristen Olsen 
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Annual Report of h l  Rabies Control A M e a  -California, 2008 ( d n f i m w j  

mP mP L o # 1 M  =d 
=w -- oft)tb+r Dogs S ~ D ~ I I  mP 

Sh&r Ad@ f i u m  orbeapsd TmftlTtd 
Jo&Mion 

I%l NO& 6 
ElIlorsdo 20 
F- 255 
Glenn 9 

3 
Kem 167 
Kings 42 
Lake 16 
l s sm 7 
L o P n m  39 
bAsRe les  939 
Madera 46 
Uatfn 24 
Mariposa 5 
MeodoeiPo 16 
Mrcd 67 
Modoc I 
Mono 1 
M- 48 
Naps 11 
Nevada 8 
Orange 20161 6170 7683 5511 58 2 647 
Padma** * - 
PI- 1365 794 217 121 2 0 231 
Plums DNR D M  DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR 
Riverside 39550 6997 10980 18843 294 88 2553 
Sacramento* 1754 557 635 5 58 2 0 2 
SanBenito 988 290 382 3 10 6 0 0 
Sanl3cmwdh 43228 6225 13153 21876 43 8 125 1441 
SanlXem 23684 7228 9147 6073 256 43 937 
S a n F m t ~ i ~ ~  2205 9W 329 508 3 0 458 
Sm Jmquh 10375 1555 22 56 4239 8 6 231 1 
S a n ~ o b b p  2254 774 987 250 14 6 223 
San Make 3533 1257 1144 1106 22 4 0 

Sama Cnu  
!%asla 
S i m  

DNR DNR DNR DNU DNR DNR DNR 
4180 1276 1489 it27 47 2 239 

12 S 5 0 0 0 2 

DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR 
10548 1810 2926 5005 91 36 680 
2060 538 767 608 126 18 3 



Annual Report of Locrrl Rabies Control Activities - California, 2008 (dmft 0 7 0 ~ ~ 9 )  

Co11ysa 652 480 37 120 1 1  4 30 
Contra Ckate* 7148 7148 0 0 0 0 647 
Del Norte 656 318 90 204 44 0 8 
El Dorrsdo 2035 873 505 535 45 77 53 
Frapm, 25740 6703 64% 1 W  240 1635 3299 
C f h  950 896 35 0 19 0 45 
~ ~ m b o ~ i  14% 629 n 761 29 o 1 1  
X m ~ d  2020 600 254 454 170 542 70 
I& 336 199 104 28 5 0 0 
Kern 17530 9539 1969 5W 32 0 679 
KJngs 
Lake 
Lassen 

Plumas DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR 
Riverside 40.404 20703 9319 9903 340 139 5150 
Sacramento* 1754 1131 266 337 18 2 81 
S a n l k ~ ~ h  1054 390 212 435 17 0 46 
SanEkmmdh 42998 26821 5510 I0338 292 37 3553 
SanDi8go 22432 9574 4890 7562 301 105 590 
Sari* 1599 915 0 655 19 10 187 
SanJaaquin 10570 8873 232 f 182 279 4 1046 
San Luis 0- 2127 1138 497 419 45 28 97 
San Maka 3100 1180 1248 604 25 43 348 
Santa Barbara 5355 1910 83% 2491 116 0 1334 
Santa Clara 9697 4723 982 3699 63 250 1048 
Santa C w  DNR DN R DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR 
S b t a  4608 1533 1303 1515 112 145 76 
S i m  16 13 2 0 1 0 0 
Siskiyw 1009 249 226 145 76 313 12 
Solano 3582 2021 758 758 36 9 197 

DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR D m  ImR 
11097 5772 1927 3111 Z74 13 833 
I764 610 295 697 158 3 95 

 ma* 1549 932 148 401 52 16 7 
Triniry 540 82 101 349 2 0 3 
T u b  5697 2518 825 2277 77 0 40 
TuoImm 790 212 115 422 29 12 22 
Vemtura 5703 0 1065 4195 443 0 930 
Yolo 2221 342 230 1603 46 0 425 
Yuba 2131 876 369 710 176 0 109 
.Repom rot re~eived from entire juridiclion, ** -dais is M u d d  wi& Lios Aogeles dMa, DNR - Did Nor Repor1 
smrm ~ i f o m i a ~ 0 f ~ ~ V e t e r i n s l y P u M i c ~ ~  



Annual Report of Local Rabies Contml Adhities - Cdifomia, 2008 (draft w-ow) 

38 31 7 0 0 0 0 
Rem 1181 1072 89 0 20 0 0 
Kings 120 107 13 0 0 0 0 
L a h  0 0 0 0 0 
I~wm 100 78 22 0 0 0 0 
LmgBtech 464 358 105 0 1 0 0 
bhfd- 7801 M187 821 5 88 30 6 
Marlera 272 167 104 0 f 0 0 
Mmh 585 303 178 5 W 9 0 a 326 101 48 28 1 24 2 0 237 73 6 I0 2 2 
bkmd 397 344 46 0 0 0 0 
W 27 22 5 0 0 0 0 
Mam 46 44 2 0 0 0 0 
Mante~w 428 329 79 2 18 5 2 

Plumas DNR DNR DNR IMR DNR DNR DNR 
Riverside 2535 2iM6 463 2 24 12 13 
!Wmmlm* 162 103 59 0 0 3 0 
SanSenito 111 86 25 0 0 0 0 
SaaBmmrdh 2815 2275 455 2 83 7 2 
Sm Diem 3585 3022 53 f 5 24 3 I 
S 8 n F m c m  434 39s 33 4 0 5 1 
S s o J ~ q ~ i n  1151 908 228 7 8 0 0 
Sm Luis ~biapo 647 465 167 7 8 3 0 
SanMateo 982 736 186 7 53 45 4 
SlmEahrka  751 574 163 3 11 7 3 
SmfaClrrra 1609 11% 407 2 4 9 0 
Sants C m  DNR DNR DNR mR DNR DNR DNR 
Sbrrsta 668 404 195 6 63 4 3 
S i m  5 S 0 0 0 0 0 
Siskhu 67 57 9 1 0 0 0 
Sob0  876 612 177 4 35 1 i 
!hmma DNR DNR DNR D m  DNR ma m a  
Scanislaw 690 566 109 4 11 0 0 
Sutm 477 317 90 0 70 13 2 
Tehama* I14 80 29 I 4 0 0 
Trinity 89 71 15 0 3 0 0 
'Itlaro 111 107 1 0 3 0 0 
Tuohmme 282 179 95 0 8 20 7 
Ventura US9 1188 197 2 2 12 6 



Annual Report of Local Rabies Control Activities -California, 2008 (dnftw8909) 

'rota1 1782665 61602 38416 3062 
h e d a  %34 0 0 0 

Glmn 2824 249 198 6 
HumboMt 19901 1570 39 13 
imperial 1616 1097 1091 30 
Inyo 3422 699 1433 21 
Ketn 45302 1734 1736 28 
W F  4588 291 251 4 
Lake 9089 0 0 0 

N- 57 84 n 67 4 
Nevada 3067 34 15 1 

Plumas I)NR DNR DNR DNR 
Riverside 77902 85 86 2988 742 
S a m e n t o *  4734 281 IM 412 
San Mto 41 12 39 0 6 
SanBernardino 162043 6452 4004 93 
Sm Diego 113598 7535 6755 861 
Sm Frencisco 16674 192 0 4 
San Jmquia 34186 IS66 1051 34 
San L~ Obisp 24347 3 0 4 
SaaMateo 0 0 0 12 
SantaBarbara 25549 M12 679 50 
S m i a C h  487 13 311 173 14 
Santa Cntz DNR DNR DN K DNR 
Shsta 19791 792 1436 14 
Sierra 29 64 29 5 . .  . 

Siskiym~ 8507 79 43 6 
Sotan0 85 0 0 0 
Sonoma D M  DNR DNR DNR 
stanisb 41038 I676 1712 17 
Sutm 15537 6Q 60 4 
Tehama* 16266 799 799 66 
Trinity 6500 800 800 10 
Tulan: 6320 0 0 0 
T u D ~ ~  7781 361 302 8 
Vmtum 59064 1044 329 I f  



Annual Report of h a 1  Rabie8 Control Activities - California, 2008 (H 070~09) 

374919 7473 74#3 257548 6138 8348 21467 
Aid 3134 12 1 1104 1160 9 8 732 
Alpine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amador 1253 22 169 363 1 1 697 
w w  829 59 302 105 7 1 355 
BuHe 2227 11 111 2051 25 0 29 
Cahm 932 10 265 557 6 13 81 
Colusa 387 5 76 297 2 7 0 
Contra Com9 73 14 144 3584 3398 68 3 117 
Del Norbe 10 0 0 9 0 0 1 
~1 ~ w a d o  194s n ni 1064 28 4 4 
Frpmo 24639 257 2450 20809 93 11 1019 
O h  81 7 0 74 0 0 0 
)hrmboldt 962 55 3 72 297 1 I 0 227 
I m m  694 7 25 241 27 4 390 

o 332 22 226 76 8 0 0 
Kern 12889 85 767 10088 40 607 1302 
Kings 4146 35 49 2732 1% 282 852 
~ a k e  3576 30 1024 2477 1 1  7 n 
Lassen 744 9 95 560 19 6 55 
-Beach 5518 114 774 4573 0 0 57 
Los Angeles 89425 11 18 I7282 63164 1541 5342 978 
h h k m  3711 20 698 2983 0 63 47 
M8rh 2001 218 1137 631 6 0 9 

361 15 2 115 4 0 225 
1788 SO 477 557 50 4 650 

Mereed 603 1 119 393 3512 51 220 1736 
Modoc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MOD0 81 4 50 27 0 0 0 
Monterw 4297 1 I3 394 2936 64 7 783 
Napa I103 63 384 516 1 0 139 
Nevada 797 42 686 30 17 7 15 
oniw 17108 727 4582 10743 236 80 740 

Plumas DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR 
Rivaside 31722 447 4152 254Q9 465 89 1160 
S a c r r r m a *  203 t 38 654 1308 10 2 19 
San Emit0 1355 41 302 1003 9 0 0 
San Bemmdh 40078 801 5722 31312 770 675 798 
San Diem 22019 503 7847 1234 1 437 175 716 
SanFranciscO 4096 210 867 687 125 3 22M 

10641 IM 1024 7129 67 23 2290 
SanLPiaObispD 2089 64 839 339 101 41 705 
SanMalm 3976 235 1812 17% 122 11 0 
S a n t a F h b 8  3765 185 2195 903 91 27 364 
SlrntaCb 13629 400 4054 8903 153 54 65 
Santa Cruz DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR rlNR DNR 
Sbasta 5379 95 1166 3832 71 16 199 
Sierra 23 1 10 1 3 0 8 
Sislriycu 522 72 277 109 20 2 42 
Solano 5114 89 996 3804 138 87 0 
Sonoma DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR 
~~ 13123 208 1238 I0872 359 173 273 
Sutoer 2218 48 3% 1324 369 81 0 
Tehama* 507 8 103 362 8 2 24 
Tthity 413 41 147 212 0 I 12 
Tulsre 3347 I 1  330 2687 123 169 67 
Tw W 958 7 44 778 1 0 I28 
Veafura 3449 125 823 21 55 41 14 291 
Yolo 2910 110 344 1951 46 7 452 
Yuba 21 15 33 164 1776 62 15 65 
*hjlOrts notmived  from artife jrmsdimrm. ** hs&xmdatais indn&d with L o s ~ ~ ~  DPIR-wwm 
Som'ce: Catifornia Daparhncat of Public Wth, V m  Public Health &dm 



Annual Report of Local Rabies Control Activities - California, 2008 (hi t  0 7 - 0  

cab GPtUrcrlby Sumndcied Summdersd Impouodd Tm- -Cats 
mkriag Anbnd tor fromotbtr Cdl- 
Shelter C h i d  by-Cr by-Ue w m n t i m e  *hr 

Tab1 384405 1329113 50821 195148 1541 3915 47246 
Alameda 2971 201 575 2189 6 0 492 
Alpige 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Amador 1270 41 622 567 19 21 22 
m b  867 103 170 593 1 0 166 
Bu#e 2460 2W f 5 2119 36 0 135 
Calavmas 928 4 214 708 2 0 1 
C o l m  435 90 11 330 4 0 48 
Contra Cashg 7333 7333 0 0 0 0 1736 
Del Norte 10 0 10 0 0 0 19 
El D o d o  1949 129 1254 503 21 42 I14 
Fresno 24527 765 5804 17082 112 764 3241 
O h  32 0 29 0 3 0 105 
Humboldt 979 147 19 81 1 2 0 61 
I m w  694 94 70 236 2 292 30 
Inyo 319 147 94 76 2 0 0 
Kern 13378 1358 754 11262 4 0 429 
KhP 4131 549 373 3183 13 13 432 
Lake 36 14 2209 445 946 f 4 0 0 
Lwsseo 745 4 408 323 10 0 0 
LonnBeach 553 1 2367 217 2892 55 0 0 
LOB AnneIw 94691 38337 12684 43557 116 0 14585 
M&m 3906 3841 0 0 65 0 0 
Maain 161 1 0 378 779 0 454 414 

361 50 72 221 17 1 6 
1991 21 295 1653 22 0 231 

hkm%d 6354 2432 221 I905 19 1777 81 4 
Modoc 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 
Mono 87 3 36 46 2 0 0 
Pvfo- 5861 3029 658 2111 10 53 275 
Napa 1158 58 242 853 5 0 108 
Nevada 797 28 125 618 11 15 28 
m 19791 to640 1655 73 59 126 11 3628 
Fasdena** 
PI= 1198 7 123 1064 4 0 163 
Plumas DNR DNB DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR 
Riverside 31124 11669 8857 1 W - I  70 44 4890 
Sactamento* 203 1 I070 517 394 49 1 156 
Sm Benit0 1453 226 252 975 0 0 I01 
SanBernsrdino 40253 1982 1 3032 17214 185 1 3976 
San Diem 19798 3201 2879 13601 47 70 706 
S a n F d s c o  2 135 1126 0 1004 5 0 586 
SanScaquin 10235 7339 172 2659 65 0 1191 
Ssn Luis Obispo 2159 1317 352 464 26 0 303 
SanMateo 3621 1202 1148 1263 5 3 t241 
S m t a ~  381 1 518 485 2794 13 I 906 
s d  c~ara 1395s 4642 766 8514 18 l a  2708 
S a w  Cruz DNR DNR DNR DNR DNR ON R DNR 
ShasEa 6608 1129 1570 3653 73 183 233 
Siem 32 25 7 0 0 0 1 
Siskiyw 544 86 1 54 179 4 121 16 
Solano 5453 1882 346 3203 6 16 413 
Sow ma DNR DNR DNR DNR DHR DNR DNR 
Stanislaus 13748 1207 969 11522 50 0 1051 
Su&r 3043 1220 I52 1599 71 1 120 
Tehama* 544 72 17 442 11 2 6 
Trinity 413 6 IS3 252 2 0 2 
Tulare 3258 140 329 2789 0 0 I S  
TwIum~e 973 36 119 778 29 11 34 
Ve3liu1a 4037 0 588 33% 53 0 915 
Yolo 3076 208 269 2583 16 0 300 
Yuba 21 14 564 115 1400 35 0 93 
*Repons no1 m l v e d  from emre j ~ o a ,  " Passdena d m  is induded with Lms Angela dala, DNR - Did No1 Rcporl 
Smucc: CdBfifOroi8- of M i c  Heslth, Vctcrinary Bblic Hdlh  



2007 U.S. ~ m l  Sh&ter Kfltlng lbepMt Card lDOI AUG -31 A 9 5qi 
US, animal shekws as of mid-2007 are killing fewer dogs and cats than at any time in 
at least the past 37 years, according to the 15th annual ANIMAL PEOPLE evalwtion of 
the most recent available sheh data. The rate of shelter killing per 1,000 Americans, 
now at 12.5, is the lowat since data dlecbed by John Marbank in 1947-1950 
sugg&ed a rate of a h i t  135. The ANIMAL P W L E  --on Bath year Is based on 
compilations of h e  tdk from every open admission shelter handling significant 
numbers of animais-in specific citiesI ~ n t k l  or SWS. ry.7+:! - 

A n i m  ktlled YEAet 
per 1,- people 

Mission Viejo, CA 1.0 
s a n t a C r u z ~ , C A  2.0 
New York City 2.0 
San Frandm 2.2 
r n m *  4.3 
Terre Haute 4.6 
snohomish W, WA 4.7 
NEW 3ERSW 4.7 
Milwauke 4.8 
Santa Barbara 5.0 
San Diego 5.9 
Salt Lake City 6.0 
Tehama County, CA 6.8 
am 6.9 
SanFra-Bayam 7.1 
~osARgel~CountyWbl7 .2  
Portland/MulttKHnah 7.2 
m w r d  Coum 7.3 
Richmond, VA 8.3 
Silkon Valtey 8.5 
Wdd County, CO 8.5 
OREGON 8.9 
Eugene, OR 10.1 
Dallas 10.8 
WASHINGTOM [prjbsl 11.1 
Larimer Count, CO 11.6 
MICHIGAN 11.7 
Merced aY, 122 



U.S A ERAGE 125 
West Palm Ekach 13.5 
Lodi, CA 13.9 
DaIlas/RWorth rg n 14.2 
Monterey County, CA 14.4 
UTAH 14.4 
Billings 14.6 
Li n d s a y / W l  l le 14.6 
Vmlia, CA 15.5 
Palm Beach County 15.5 
PhoenivMariaopa 16.3 
Austin/Tmvis Uy. 17.4 
VIRGINIA 17.5 
Alachua Cty, FL 18.2 
Indianapolis 18.5 
Orhndo/Otange Cly 18.6 
Nashville, TN 18.9 
Winnebago Cty, IL  19.2 
Tampa area 19.9 
Ph tladelptria 19.9 
~ ~ w m  20.4 
Kansas City, KS 21.6 
Houston 22.2 
Oldahoma City 22.2 
Tallahassee 22.4 
-nooga 22s 
Dwal County 22.6 
a w m  Cty, GA 22.6 
Birmingham 23.8 
~~~~ 24.0 
Fort Worth 24.9 
Valley Oak, CA 25.4 
Bakersfield, CA 26.2 
Conrue area, TX 26.8 
Albuquerque 26.9 
Kings WntY, CA 27.2 
a&, (=A 27.5 
NORTH CAROUNA 27.9 
m-, 28.0 
Fort Wayne, IN 28.6 
Knoxville 29.9 
Wile, A 1  30.1 
Tuskaloosa A t  30.1 

-'I ~adesto,;. 30.5 
El Paso, TX 31.4 
Gulfport 31.8 
Spartanburg TN 32.8 
Baldwin County, AL 33.3 



Miedera County, CA 
Golumbb, SC 
Sam Fe, NM 
Bbunt Carnty, AL 
PolkCwnty, R 
Tulare Cty, CA 
Fresno, CA 
bulsvllle, KY 
San Marcos, CA 
w-r 
Athens, OH 
s h ~ p o I t / G d d 0  
omngeburg q, sc 
Tupelo, MS 
Longview, Tx 

US. pqress us. sh&# Wlliing 
Year Millions of dogs Killed per 

& ats killed 1,000 humans 
1970 23.4 115.0 
1985 17.8 74.8 
1997 4.9 21.1 
1998 4.9 19.4 
1999 4.5 16.6 
2000 4.5 16.8 
2001 4.4 15.7 
2002 4.2 15.3 
2003 4.5 14.8 
2004 4.9 17.4 
2005 4.4 14.8 
2006 3.7 12.5 (CRy of tos Angels at 4.3) 

[ANIMAL PEOPLE is the leading independent newspaper prwidlng odginal invdgative #rrerage of 
animd w o n  woddwvlck, bmded in 1992. Readwship of 30,0D0-plus indudes tk declslon-makers 
at more than 10,000 animal organizations. We have no alignment or Mllatlon wfth any other 
mtky. $24mr; for free sample, send ad- to -, 
W&k-L-d 



The fobwing was mmrched md pmduced by 
Elizabeth Ford of The Coaltion for New York City Animab, Inc. 

SPAY'NEUTER FACT SHEET 

MaEh 1999 

~ ~ 0 1 1 f o r N e w Y o r k C i t y ~ I n c .  
P.O. Box 20247, Patk West Station 

NewYodr,NY 10025 

Li z 
idvantages to Cat and Dog Over Population Control LegishtrOm (spyheoter law) - 

' -. Ed&& R&&g he number of animals born is the only etbicd solution to ovapphtm that will bve a long-tenn 
~Killingisnatanethidmesnsofreducingthewrmberof~ 

rhhtics for a n h i  activity & the t3mter for Animal C=are d Control (CACC) fbr tk yam 1995-1998 rrre: 





I l e  cost to spay a 50 pornad dog at the Hme-a-Heark Clinic (Fund for A h d s )  is $45, e x c l h  of wmhtim. 

' m~CA-~~mImi~~~c~intheUSwaeopexledin1971.By1987,thenlrmhaOfanimala 
~ M d r o p p e d b y 5 8 * 1 % . ( a l h ~ ~ * - - a t r e m ~ ~ * c l d i n  1 9 9 2 h  
D a copnbbtian ofcity rids,  tdhp&s, fires aml city financial probIems) 

. . ianFrancb, CA -The SFSPCA kgau subdued qq /ndxx  in 1976. By 1991, the ~xgatkhtt~tl had ceased 
l l t h a n i l j n p ~ 1 e d o g 3 r m d ~ . ~ : A n i a P a t ~ ~  





I 

Fellne Euthanasia Sblhtics: ' J o a q u i l u n w  -- - .  

E n t e r i n g -  

E u t h a n i r e d  

% E.mn- 

- 

Ymr 
i . - 
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[(7/31/2009) Jim DeMartini - Vote on SIN Clinic Space / -  Page 1 - 

From: Karen Mosser ~poseymodesto@sbcglobal.net~ 
To: Jim DeMartini <demartinij@co.stanislaus.ca.us>, Jeff Grover <groverj@mai ... 
Date: 713112009 12:48 PM 
Subject: Vote on SIN Clinic Space 

Good Afternoon Supervisor De Martini, 

I am asking you to vote for space for SIN clinic attached to the new Shelter. Low-cost, on-going SIN is the answer to the 
over-population problem of animals in this county. They are putting down 1000 kittens a month. Even if I didn't like kittens, I would 
be thinking the county is spending too much money euthaniaising animal. 1.5 million is ALOT of money. It would be better spend 
on SIN and solving this problem. Project X is not low-cost SIN. The county voucher program isn't working. I saw Paul Caruso at the 
the gas station the other day and he asked me about the animal situation.- and I replied it was WORST then even. Paul said he 
wishes he would of done more when he was a Supervisor. 

You have the chance to do MORE. Don't have any regrets in years to come that you should of done more for the animals. A "Yes" 
vote will get us on the way to finally solving this over-population problem. A "NO" vote will just fill the new shelter up with More 
animals. 

Thank you , 

Karen Mosser 



(7/31/2009) Jim DeMarttni - Spaylneuter clinic at County Shelter 
- - - - - - - - - -. -- 

From: "Glena Jackson" ~GJackson@turlock.ca.us~ 
To: <DemartiniJ@StanCounty.com> 
Date: 7/31/2009 2:42 PM 
Subject: Spaylneuter clinic at County Shelter 

Mr. Demartini, I want to express my support of having a spaylneuter clinic at the county shelter. I can testify how this can and does 
work for a city or county. We had a wonderful non profit clinic on our grounds for six years (only closing due to health issues of 
their vet). It was a great asset to our community and none of the Veterinarians in our city was financially threatened by their being 
here. 

As a county resident and an Animal Control professional I encourage you and the other members to vote yes in support of the 
clinic. 

Glena Jackson 



- -- 

1 (81312009) Dick Monteith - PLEASE support SpaylNeuter Clinic - - -- -- 
Page I 1 

From: "volvo90096@juno.com" <volvo90096@juno.com> 
To: <monteithd@stancounty.com> 
Date: 7/31/2009 10:53 AM 
Subject: PLEASE Support SpayINeuter Clinic 

Dear Supervisor Monteith: 

I am contacting you to ask you to support a low-cost spaylneuter clinic attached to the 
new shelter. Stanislaus County residents are looking to you to lead our County in a new 
direction when addressing our dire situation which so greatly effects people and animals. 

Respectfully, 

Michelle R. Setaro 

Save hundreds on an Unsecured Loan - Click here. 
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL213l/fc/BLSrjnsHlrYnJC440Dt2Ht6fWT7jyLTPIHmOPbrOqMbBGfCUo6TGOAzg43e/ 
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Dick Monteith - PLEASE INCLUDE SPAY NEUTER CLINIC 
a*awwew***% * a r  D -. y p,j i a s v ~ ; s c ~ .  X&MW%%~V *-,~l*i a"&) ~ r Q ' m J ? F s m a V s r  r 1 - 2! 6 7 h ~ ~ r u  

From: Linda Pemberton ~linda.pemberton@yahoo.com~ 
To: <monteithd@stancounty.com> 
Date: 713 112009 1 : 23 PM 
Subject: PLEASE INCLUDE SPAY NEUTER CLINIC 

Dear Supervisor Monteith: 

I sincerely hope we can count on you for a "YES" vote to include a spay & neuter clinic in the new 
shelter. Please stand up for county citizens and the animals that share this county with us. We cannot 
afford more of the same. 

Thank you so much! 

Mrs. Linda Pemberton 

file://C:\Documents and Settines\SMITHK\Local Settines\Temr>V<Pmwise\4A72F046STA ... 8/3/2009 
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Dick Monteith - We need a low cost spaylneuter clinic included in new 
shelter 

*m%*% *W#$ i***m6<*s%* -?*-**4 . Z " -LN. 

From: Jesse Mcclung <gem44lgnd@yahoo.com> 
To: <monteithd@stancounty . corn> 
Date: 8/1/2009 1 1 :45 AM 
Subject: We need a low cost spaylneuter clinic included in new shelter 

To Supervisor Monteith, 

As a citizen concerned with animal welfare, I am urging you to vote yes on the proposed addition of a 
low cost spaylneuter clinic to be included with the new animal shelter. In my opinion, more of the same 
will never solve this increasing problem. 

Thank you, 

Mr. Jesse McClung 



Page I of 1 

Liz King - Fwd: You can save lives ... 

From: Dick Monteith 
To: Liz King 
Date: 8/3/2009 10:03 AM 
Subject: Fwd: You can save lives ... 
Attachments: You can save lives ... 

VOTE YES & include a low-cost spayheuter clinic 
@ our county animal shelter. It is the right thing 
to do for our community, it will save lives. 

Thank you for your caring hearts. 
Carolyn Conser 
P.O. Box 5243 
Modesto CA 95352 

War does not determine who is right -- war determines who is left. 

f i ~ ~ . - / I C ~ \ ~ n c i ~ r n e n t n  and Settin PS\KTNGL\LOC~~ Settin~s\Tem~V(Pg.mwise\4A76B5FASTA.. . 8/3/2009 



(81312009) William O'Brien - Animal shelter needs to be exposed Page 1 

From: "Pamela Mathers" <polarbratg@att.net> 
To: ~ObrienW@mail.co.stanislaus.ca.us>, "Polarbrat9@Att. Net" <polarbratg@at ... 
Date: 7/29/2009 1 : 12 PM 
Subject: Animal shelter needs to be exposed 

Dear Supervisor O'Brien, 

I have been one of the people trying to make changes in the County, working 
with vets and groups in order to help with the spaylneuter population. I 
have stayed out of shelter business per se because of the tragedy that goes 
on there every day causes me so much grief that I can't stand it. 
Prisonersloffenders work there as part of their sentence. Yesterday, there 
was a case where a sick and injured cat was mistreated, then, of course, bit 
the worker who let it go and it ran across four lanes of traffic. He then 
laughed about it. These people don't want to be there. Dave Thompson himself 
did a study about the feeding schedule, the bottom line being that sometimes 
kittens wait for 7 hours to eat - it's all in the minutes of the Advisory 
Board meetings. These stories go on all the time. There are other reasons 
that you may not be aware of as to why the head of ASA stepped down. 

It's not enough to say that we will look ~nto it or check on a specific 
incident. 

I can no longer stand by and let this go on. It is making me sick, and not 
just me. There are a lot of us out here who are afraid to step up and accuse 
for fear of retribution, but if I get hurt doing it, so be it. I wonder what 
the County and its members would do if they saw on camera the inside of the 
shelter and heard some of these experiences? 

Please, Mr. O'Brien. If you even can check into the happenings at the 
shelter and make a presence, maybe things would change. I know that animals 
have a low place in this world, but science has proven they feel fear and 
pain. 

Please, please help 

Respectfully, 

Pamela Mathers 

"Until one has loved an animal, a part of one's soul remains unwakened." 
Anatole France 



- -- -- 

E312009)  Jim ~ e ~ a r t i n i  . - - You can . - save lives ... Page I 

i 

From: ~cici021@juno.com> 
To: <ObrienW@StanCounty.com>, ~vito.chiesa@stancounty.com>, <GroverJ@StanCou ... 
Date: 8/1/2009 8:02 AM 
Subject: You can save lives ... 

VOTE YES & include a low-cost spaylneuter clinic @ our county animal 
shelter. It is the right thing to do for our community, it will save 
lives. 
Thank you for your caring hearts. 

Carolyn Conser 
P.O. Box 5243 
Modesto CA 95352 

War does not determine who is right -- war determines who is left. 



(81312009) Jim DeMartini - We need a low cost spaylneuter clinic in new shelter 
- - -- - 

From: Jesse Mcclung <gem44lgnd@yahoo.com> 
To: <demartinij@stancounty.com> 
Date: 8/1/2009 11 :47 AM 
Subject: We need a low cost spaylneuter clinic in new shelter 

To Supervisor DeMartini, 

As a citizen concerned with animal welfare, I am urging you to vote yes on the proposed addition of a low cost spaylneuter clinic to 
be included with the new animal shelter. In my opinion, more of the same will never solve this increasing problem. 

Thank you, 

Page 1 1 

J 

Mr. Jesse McClung 



DECLARATION OF PUBLICATION 
(C.C. P. S2015.5) 

COUNTY OF STANISLAUS 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

I a m  a citizen of the United States and a resident 
Of the County aforesaid; I a m  over the age of 
Eighteen years, and not a party to or  interested 
In the above entitle matter. I a m  a printer and 
Principal clerk of the publisher 
of T H E  MODEST0  BEE, printed in the City 
of MODESTO, County of STANISLAUS, 
State of California, daily, for which said 
newspaper has been adiudged a newspaper of 
general circulation by the Superior Court of the 
County of STAN ISLAUS, State of California, 
Under the date of February 25,1951, Action 
No. 46453; that the notice of which the annexed is 
a printed copy, has been published in each issue 
there of on the following dates, to wit :  

I cert i fy (or declare) under penalty of periury 
That the foregoing is t rue and correct and that 
This declaration was executed a t  

MODESTO, Cali fornia on 

July 6th, 2009 

(Signature) 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
Stanislous County Board of Supervisors 
w i lho lda  rneetinsnTUESDAY, AU- 
GUST 4, 2009, at 9:00 AM, Joint Cham- 
bers, Bosement Level, 1010 10th St., Mo- 
desto, CA, to consider o requestto relocate 
the Stonislous County Animol Shelter foci- 
lity and construct a 33,600 squore foot 
building with o ZOO0 square foot standing 
barn, on a 116.53-acre porcel, in PD-224. 
The building will beobout16feet high and 
constructed with concrete masonry block. 
The shelter will hove odministmtive of- 
fices, veterinory facility, and housing for 
563 animals. The pmiect will be located ot 
3312 Cmws Londing Rood, in the Sphere 
of Influence ofthe City of Ceres. APN: 086- 
015-014 

This NOT.CE olsoservesoso NOTICE OF 
INTENT toodo~to  CEQA Mitioated Ireo- 
otive ~ecloration. ~ev iew ~ e l o d :  July 'k, 
2009 to August 3,2009. All documents ore 
ovailoble for review ot 1010 10th Street, 
Suite 3400, Modesto and online at 
www.stonco-planninq.org 

At obove noticed time and place, interest- 
ed persons will be given an opportunity to 
be heard. Material submitted to the Board 
of Supewison for considemtion (i.e. pho- 
tos, petitions, etc.) will be retained by the 
County. If a cnol~enge to obove opplicotion 
:s mooein court, persons may be limited to 
mising only those issues they or someone 
else mised ot the meeting oescribed in this 
notice, or in written- correspondence 
delivered to the Boord of Supervisors. For 
further information call (209) 525-6330. 
Kirk Ford, Director, Stonislous County 
Planning & Community Development. 
Pub DatesJuly 5,2009 

CASE NO. 10117909 key 57714 
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- Joanne Sonke DVM 
z$bq JJUW -0 1 "  I c2 3543 Finney Rd. 

Modesto, CA 95358 
June 2,2009 

To Supervisor Jim DeMartini, 

I want to thank you for understanding the situation with the proposed spaylneuter clinic at the 

new pound. I have said the same thing since I heard the proposal; government should not be involved in 

private enterprise and should not compete with i ts citizens. 

It is my opinion that the various animal groups who appear to be so concerned with the poor 
should do more fund raising and help the poor, if that is their wish and stop looking for a hand out from 

the government. 

I was disappointed to receive a letter from Stephanie Shafer, General Services Agency 

Purchasing Department, asking for bids to run the new spaylneuter clinic. I thought this particular point 

was going to be revisited. Is this a done deal? If so it is a bad one, the design of the spay/neuter clinic is 

totally flawed, with the same surgery suite being used by the county and the spay /neuter clinic. Any 

mingling of pound animals in the same area as owned animals is a recipe for disaster. When this was 

proposed to us it was supposed to be a totally separate unit, four walls was repeated frequently. I don't 

think they should be asking for bids until they correct their design. I hope you will look into this. 

Thank you again for understanding what government should do and what it should not. 

~ P n n e  Sonke DVM 



I (711 712009) Jim DeMartini - Please vote FOR a low cost sDav and neuter clinic in the new Stanislaus Countv Animal ShelterPaae 1 1 

From: Sherry Chapman <sherrychapman4@sbcglobal.net> 
To: <ObrienW@StanCounty.com>, <vito.chiesa@stancounty.com~, <GroverJ@StanCou ... 
Date: 711 712009 2:27 PM 
Subject: Please vote FOR a low cost spay and neuter clinic in the new Stanislaus County Animal Shelter 

July 17, 2009 

Dear Stanislaus County Board of Supervisors: 

Thank you for your support for building a new animal shelter in Stanislaus County. I also want to commend you for considering 
including a low cost spay and neuter clinic in the new shelter. 

I applaud this positive path and your continued support for the desperately needed animal services in this county. In that, I want to 
express my deep and committed support as a citizen of this community for the low cost spay and neuter clinic as a part of the new 
shelter. This is an absolute necessity and can be accomplished without diminishing the bottom line of private veterinarians. 

To support the feasibility of our clinic, I am including a link to a new low cost spay and neuter clinic that is starting up as we speak 
in Stockton, CA. http://www.acatteam.org/ACTSpayNeuterCIinic.html The ACT Spay and Neuter Clinic is an exciting project serving 
the very same issues we are struggling with in this county. Since this project is our neighbor, maybe a committee could visit their 
facility and consider it as a model of what can be done with collaborative efforts. Please review what they have accomplished 
before you make your decision. Their website includes a great deal of good information. If citizens are needed to do this research, I 
am volunteering my time to help a low cost spay and neuter clinic happen in this county. I believe if we already had a solution we 
would not be struggling with the euthanasia rate that we have now. A low-cost spay and neuter clinic in this county would greatly 
reduce the pet overpopulation while 
serving a citizen population that may not otherwise seek private veterinary services. Spay and neuter is the only way we are going 
to get the euthanasia problem under control. Providing it at low cost is the only way to reach people who do not seek out these 
services. A clinic at the county facility on Crows Landing Road would be accessible both in location and in cost to these citizens. 
If the County Board of Supervisors takes the initiative on this project, this problem can be resolved and animal services can focus 
on adopting pets to responsible families. Please vote FOR a low cost spay and neuter clinic in the new shelter. You will be doing 
the right thing for the animals and the community. 

Sincerely, 

Sherry Chapman 

Sherry Chapman 
Sherrychapman4@sbcglobal.net 
209-408-0764 
2504 Boston Way 
Modesto CA 95355 
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From: "Frankie Houck Bonifacio DVM" <waterfordvet@earthlink.net> 
To: "Jim DeMartini" ~demartinij@stancounty.com~ 
Date: 7/9/2009 3:36 PM 
Subject: fyi NGO low cost spaylneuter in Stockton 

Supervisor DeMartini, 

As an FYI - "ACT SpaylNeuter Clinic" in Stockton is planning to open July 
30. This will be a non-profit, high volume low cost sln facility, not 
affiliated with animal control (to the best of my knowledge). 

This is evidence towards Non-government agencies working towards solving the 
euthanasia problem. 

Not sure if or how this influences the issues with our County Animal 
Services opening a spaylneuter clinic, but it is an example of NGO I 
non-profits filling the need without government intervention. 

The clinic's website is actclinic@att.net 

Phone 462-spay for more information. 

Frankie Bonifacio DVM 



TO: Supervisor Jim DeMartini 

FR: Frankie Houck Bonifacio DVM X? 24 p ?. , I . .  

waterfordvet@earthlink.net I 

RE: County Shelter Public Veterinary Facility 

SEPARATION OF SHELTER versus PRIVATELY OWNED ANIMALS 

Supervisor O'Brien was correct in questioning the proposed floor plan of the new shelter. By 

sharing the same prep, surgery and recovery areas, there is no physical separation between 

shelter and privately owned animals. The issue isn't simply restricted to positive pressure 

ventilation in the surgery suite but encompasses the entire "pet" visit. This creates, by 

necessity, a sharing of equipment (surgery tables, lamps, anesthetic machines, instruments and 

medications) and staff. Where are the 50 plus animals per day kept before and after surgery? 

How are the shelter instruments kept separate from the NGO? Does the shelter and non- 

profit/NGO staff share break and restrooms? Who cleans and prepares the physical space? If 

someone needs help with a fractious or heavy dog, do you really think the staff from the 

"other" entity will decline t o  help? How can anyone make a reasonable argument this facility, 

as proposed, could possibly NOT be a County operation? By merging the physical space, the 

supplies, equipment and staff would also merge. 

SCAS has explained to  me this "communal space" was necessitated by a directive from the 

CEO's office and the Board of Directors. Is this true? Did the Board originally intend to  blur the 

lines of responsibility, liability and costs between the Public Shelter and the Public Veterinary 

Clinic? If this is to  be only a low cost spaylneuter facility, why are private doctor-client 

examination rooms needed? 

February 2009, the CEO's office and SCAS introduced this facility to the veterinary community. 

At that time, it was proposed as "4 walls, utilities and property liability only". I was initially 

receptive to  the idea of "trying something new" -we all know how horrific the euthanasia 

numbers are. But the "slippery slide" from February 's "vanilla shell" to  the merged 

shelter/veterinary clinic floor plan of  90 days later (May 19) strongly demonstrates either the 

inevitable slide towards a government run veterinary clinic for the public, or active deceit from 

the original proposers. 

TARGETING AT-RISK DOGS (those who would not othewise be altered without intervention) 



There are very few things veterinarians, as a whole, can agree upon. There is no universal 

agreement of the "best" suture, antibiotic, or spay technique. But as a whole, veterinarians will 

agree enforcement of the license laws is the best way to target dogs who will not otherwise be 

altered, and are most likely to contribute to the rampant euthanasia. This is because we see a 

sharp increase in the number of dogs seeking spays and neuters -dogs who would otherwise 

NOT be spayed or neutered, when our respective areas are canvassed. These are the dogs we 

need to target. These animals are owned by all socio-economic classes, and the reason why 

these animals were not previously altered are varied from intending to breed, belief in 

supposed health benefits of remaining intact to outright neglect and cost concerns. Most 

people who desire to alter their dog will not let cost issues stop the surgery. We all have 

wealthy clients who choose not to properly care for their pets as we have poor clients who do. 

A program designed to help pay for spay & neuter surgeries owned by the truly needy is easily 

justified, but SCAS has never limited their subsidies to only low income. Should the County 

spend resources on the owned pets of people of means? Historically, you (as the decision 

makers for County Government) have and this proposal would take this spending to a new 

level. 

While it is very true many people will "shop around" for the lowest price, a low price by itself 

will not motivate people to alter their dogs who were not already planning to do so. This was 

amply demonstrated when former Director McFarland promoted the $50 SCATE vouchers to 

the general public. Veterinarians became alarmed at that time because we experienced a huge 

upsurge in voucher use by clients we knew were already planning to alter their pets and NOT an 

increase in those dogs owned by people who WERE NOT ALREADY planning the surgery. This 

goes to the underlying principle of taraeted spaylneuter programs. If a spaylneuter program 

relies on price alone and does not actively try to expand total community surgeries, it risks 

exhausting resources on animals who were already likely to be altered. Such was the case with 

the SCATE program. 

CATS 

SCAS has never directly addressed the special issues creating the cat euthanasia problem. Cats 

are not dogs and require a different solution. Multiple peer-reviewed and respected studies 

have found approximately 80% of the kitten harvest is from outside cats, most of whom do not 

have a single strong human connection. They are not the "special pets" who people will 

overwhelmingly spay and neuter voluntarily. But many of these same people will search "for a 

good deal" when planning their pet's surgery - in short, they price hunt. These cats - who 

would have been altered somewhere else - will take advantage of a cheap spay at the county 

clinic. But these are not the cats creating the problem. Without some type of program 

addressing the special considerations of the cat problem, the county could easily document the 



alteration of thousands of cats, without touching the root cause of the cat overpopulation 

problem. In short, without targeting the high-risk to not be altered cats, the pet cats can 

overwhelm any low cost spay/neuter program. 

SCAS dropped the Animal Advisory Committee's agenda item specifically addressing feral cat 

issues after the May 17 Board of Supervisor's meeting and approval of the shelter / clinic 

design. It is my concern SCAS will continue to ignore the source of the kitten harvest in favor of 

shifting already-likely-to-be altered pet cats into the low cost facility. They will still have their 

"count" of altered cats which will be used to justify "success", without treating the underlying 

problem. 

Summary 

The decision to host a veterinary clinic for the general public is yours to make - or this decision 

should be yours and not presented as the only solution in an emotionally and publicly 

exhaustive environment. SCAS has been routinely underfunded - more staff both in the shelter 

and for canvassing could have improved the circumstances at the shelter innumerable times 

over the years. I believe SCAS has been so stretched "fighting fires" inside the shelter and have 

felt so beleaguered by criticism, they have become guilty of "group think" that this proposed 

clinic is the only possible option. It is not the only option. 

It is  my concern, that having "won" their clinic, they will cease to pursue other options and 

targeting of the problem animals, and will declare "success" simply by counting spay and neuter 

surgeries of animals who would have likely been altered without County subsidy. This will not 

solve the pet overpopulation and euthanasia problem in Stanislaus County. 
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Recommendations to 
Proceed-Animal Services 

Facility Project
• Approval of  Design; Negative Declaration and 

Site Mitigation Plan for Crows Landing  Road  
Location

• A Low Cost Spay and Neuter Clinic for Low      
Income Residents; and finalize the Joint 
Powers Agency Agreement with Partner Cities
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• Existing facility needs to be replaced
• A Joint Powers Agency is needed for partnerships 

between the County, Modesto, Ceres, Hughson, 
Patterson and Waterford to share in the provision 
of animal services and share in the new facility 
costs

• Spay/Neuter efforts need be significantly 
expanded  to control the pet overpopulation 
problem in Stanislaus County

Why Are Today’s Actions Needed?
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• Approved the schematic design/bridging 
documents; including space for a low cost spay 
neuter clinic and authorized the completion of the 
design to return to the Board for final approval.

• Authorized the staff to issue a Request for 
Proposal (RFP) for operating a low cost spay 
neuter clinic in the new facility

May 19, 2009 Board of Supervisors Approved
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• Authorized the Chief Executive Officer to 
complete agreements with the Cities of Modesto, 
Ceres, Hughson, Patterson and Waterford for the 
creation of a new Joint Powers Agency for Animal 
Services.

• Related actions to prepare the project for future 
construction and financing.

• On July 28, 2009 project was reviewed with the 
Board’s Capital Facilities Committee 

May 19, 2009  Continued . . .
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• Approve the Bridging Design for the new facility
• Call for design-build construction proposals from 

16 pre-qualified general contractors
• Include 1,635 sq.ft  for a low cost spay and neuter 

clinic for low income residents (In base and as 
deductive alternate)

• Approving a negative declaration pursuant to 
CEQA

• Update on JPA progress with partner cities.

Today’s Actions
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Initiate Discussion With Partner Cities

Fall ‘09

Late 2010

  Completed
   Completed

 Completed

 Completed

   Completed

   Completed
  Completed

Task Overview

Needs Assessment
Conceptual Planning

Detailed Program Plan
Pre-Qualification of Contractors
Environmental Review
Design “Bridging” Documents
Secure Final Agreements with Partner Cities
Select Contractor/Award/Initiate Construction
Completion and Occupancy

















 7

Recommended Project Overview

  

• Project cost remains estimated at $11 million
• Capital investment to be financed over 25 years using 

County’s 2006 Tobacco Endowment Funds, total annual 
debt estimated: $695,000

• Reimbursement Resolution in place
• County and five Cities contributing towards operational 

and new facility construction costs
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Recommended Project Overview
•   Bridging Plans & Specifications Completed

• 33,360 sq.ft total on 3.35 acres of county owned land, 
independent estimate prepared by Saylor and 
Associates, $7,095,000 for construction includes 
facility, site improvements, parking, cleaning system, 
and interior improvements for private spay neuter clinic

• Two deductive alternates are proposed:  interior 
completion for spay neuter clinic area (estimated at 
$209,000 for interior finishes for 1,635 sq ft. for private 
clinic) and 2,000 sq. ft of animal holding (estimated at 
$92,000)
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Recommended Project Budget
• Construction $7,095,000 for construction 
• Design Fees $381,000
• Equipment and Contingencies $1,892,924
• Services and Supplies $1,613,138
• Cost Allocation Plan Charges $16,750

• Total $10,998,812
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Cost Saving Strategies
• Value engineering used extensively to review plans
• Overall building height reduced – no change inside
• Includes upgraded flooring materials & natural light
• Overall capacity unchanged at 563 animals at one animal 

per cage.  Expansion capacity available if needed.

• Use of existing well for irrigation and cage cleaning

• Current plan within project budget
• Design Build process will allow Contractor teams to 

propose additional cost reductions
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Design-Build Team Strategy

• 16 pre-qualified proposal teams
• Proposals scoring encourages innovative and cost-

effective design, better value and life-cycle cost
• Design-build pursuant to Public Contracts Code Section 

20133, Contractor Selection Criteria:
• Base Price, additional points reduced based price

• Technical design, life-cycle costs, skilled labor force, 
safety record

• Cost saving ideas; enhancements; and operating cost 
saving ideas
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• Blach Construction of Stockton, California
• Rising Sun Company of Exeter, California
• Diede Construction, Inc. of Woodbridge, California
• Menghetti Construction Inc. of Modesto, California
• Zumwalt Construction of Fresno, California
• Architerra Macrae Architects of Sebastopol, California
• Flintco Inc. of Folsom, California
• BCM Construction, Inc. of Chico, California
• Reeve-Knight Construction Inc. of Roseville, California
• Devcon Construction Inc. of Stockton, California
• Hilbers Inc. of Yuba City, California
• Integrated Builders Group Inc. of El Dorado Hills,
• W. E. Lyons Construction of Oakland, California
• J.L. Bray & Son Inc.of Salida, California
• Applegate Johnson, inc. of Modesto, California
• Similie Construction Services, inc. of Modesto, California

Pre-Qualified General Contractors
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Environmental Review
• Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA), the proposed project was circulated to all 
interested parties and responsible agencies for review 
and comment

• Based on the comments received regarding noise, 
traffic, lighting, which are discussed in the Initial Study, a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration is being recommended 
for adoption 
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Project Schedule
Animal Services Facility
Project  Schedule

O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D
Task Descript ion

Conceptual Design
Project Development Plan
Negotiation with Cities
Negative Declaration
Traffic Engineering
Acoustic Engineering
Phase I/ I I  Environmental Analysis
Hazardous Material Survey
Soil Testing
Survey
Select Bridging Design Firm
Develop Bridging Documents
Select Design­Build Team
Design Build Process
Select Furniture, Fixtures & Equipment Firm
Design Furniture, Fixtures & Equipment

2009 20102008

Aug. 4, 2009

Late 2010
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Principal

Warren Freedenfeld, AIA

Rauhaus Freedenfeld & Associates, Inc.
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Project Location
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Site Diagram
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Overall Floorplan
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Administrative Office Area
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General Holding/Storage/Adoption Center
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Intake/Medical Clinic/Low Cost Spay & Neuter Clinic
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Exterior Elevations

West Elevation
View From Cornucopia Way & Crows Landing Road
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Spay and neuter efforts need to be expanded… 

• New facility is sized for the future assuming a significant 
expansion of spay and neuter efforts to control the pet 
overpopulation problem

• High rate of euthanasia of unwanted animals
• SCATE Vouchers and other efforts have not resulted in a 

measurable reduction in animals
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• An independent study of the Stanislaus County 
Alternative to Euthanasia (SCATE) program was 
conducted in Fall, 2008 by graduate students with two 
major conclusions
• The county would need to perform 3,234 spay and 

neuters a year to prevent an increase in pet 
population

•  Perform 9,274 spay and neuter operations would 
drastically reduce the amount of strays entering the 
facility.

CSUS Study
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Intake vs. Euthanasia
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• RFP issued May 29, 2009
• One proposal received from SAVED, Inc.
• Full range of fees submitted, low-cost fees only for low-

income residents
• 3,000 spay and neuters first year

• County/JPA to provide space and utilities

• Would operate as a non-profit and seek donations

Request for Proposals - Low Cost Spay Neuter
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• The clinic will be  non-profit operation, for low income 
residents of Stanislaus County with no government 
subsidy other than the finished space and utilities.   
Evidence of income shall be a requirement

• The spay/neuter clinic will occupy 1,635 sq. feet within 
the county shelter at no charge for space or utilities

• The clinic will only provide spay and neuter services and 
rabies shots if needed to low income residents and will 
not compete with private veterinarians in the community 

Low-Cost Spay and Neuter Contract Terms
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Low-Cost Spay and Neuter Contract Terms
• Contractor shall provide all necessary equipment, 

supplies
• Maintain appropriate financial records
• Complete a minimum of 3,000 surgeries the first year
• 3 year operational agreement
• Contractor shall maintain all licenses, permits or 

certifications as may be required 
• County may terminate for default of performance
• Contractor will agree to collect a surcharge for residents 

from non-member agencies
• An Advisory Committee will be established to provide 

oversight to the clinic
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Stanislaus County Animal Services

Dr. Kwane Stewart

Veterinarian



 30

Recommendations

1. Approve the final bridging design for design build 
construction of the new Animal Services Facility 
presented by RF&A Architects as recommended 
by the project team consisting of new 
construction of 33,360 square feet including 
recommended site improvements in the base 
project.
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Recommendations

2. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to obtain 
alternative pricing as deductive alternatives for 
two construction elements (1) the interior finishes 
of a low-cost spay and neuter clinic; and (2) 
2,000 square feet of animal holding areas.
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Recommendations

3. Authorize the staff to issue a Request For 
Proposals (RFP) for the design build 
construction, pricing and alternate pricing of the 
Animal Services Facility to the 16 pre-qualified 
General Contractors: and for proposals to be 
submitted on September 17, 2009, no later than 
4:00 pm, and to return to the Board of 
Supervisors with a recommended contractor for 
this project.
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Recommendations

4. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer and 
Director of Animal Services to negotiate and 
execute a contract with a new non-profit entity, 
Stanislaus Area Veterinarians for the 
Economically Disadvantaged (SAVED), Inc. for 
the provision of low-cost spay and neuter 
services for low income residents to be provided 
in the low cost spay neuter clinic area 
recommended to be included in the Animal 
Services Facility in accordance with the Request 
For Proposals (RFP) issued on May 29, 2009.
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Recommendations

5. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer and 
Director of Animal Services to continue to seek 
opportunities to partner with other local 
organizations, for the provision and support low 
cost spay neuter services to the community.
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Recommendations

6. Authorize the siting of the new facility in the 
buffer of the Stanislaus County Public Safety 
Center along Crows Landing Road and Adopt 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(b), by finding 
that on the basis of the whole record, including 
the Initial Study and any comments received, that 
there is no substantial evidence the project will 
have a significant effect on the environment and 
that the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects 
Stanislaus County’s independent judgment and 
analysis.
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Recommendations

7. Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15074(d).

8. Order the filing of a Notice of Determination with 
the Stanislaus County Clerk-Recorders Office 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21152 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15075.
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Recommendations

9. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to finalize 
the project financing plan with funding from the 
County’s 2006 Tobacco endowment fund over a 
25 year period, to be repaid by the County and 
the five partner Cities of Modesto, Ceres, 
Hughson, Waterford and Patterson.
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Recommendations

10. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to 
negotiate, finalize and execute a Joint Powers 
Agreement between the County and the Cities of 
Ceres, Hughson, Modesto, Patterson and 
Waterford for the provision of Animal Services.



  

Canine Euthanasia Statistics: Fresno County
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Canine Euthanasia Statistics: Stanislaus County
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Canine Euthanasia Statistics : San Joaquin County
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Feline Euthanasia Statistics: Fresno County
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Feline Euthanasia Statistics: Stanislaus County
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