
CITY OF VAUGHAN 
 

EXTRACT FROM COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES OF JUNE 7, 2016 
 

Item 2, Report No. 26, of the Committee of the Whole (Working Session), which was adopted without 
amendment by the Council of the City of Vaughan on June 7, 2016. 
 
 
 
2 ANIMAL SERVICES – WILDLIFE RESPONSE SERVICE 
 
The Committee of the Whole (Working Session) recommends: 
 
1) That the recommendation contained in the following report of the Director of By-law & 

Compliance, Licensing & Permit Services, the Deputy City Manager of Community 
Services, and the Chief Financial Officer and City Treasurer, dated June 1, 2016, be 
approved; 

 
2) That the following deputations and Communications, be received: 
 
 1. Ms. Nathalie Karvonen, Toronto Wildlife Centre, Carl Hall Road, Toronto; 
 2. Dr. Diana Chiavaroli, Oren Street, Kleinburg; 

3. Ms. Monika Sudds, Action Volunteers for Animals (AVA), and Communication C14, 
dated May 14, 2016; and 

4. Ms. Heather Reppen, Tulip Drive, Brampton, and Communication C3, dated May 30, 
2016; 

 
3) That the following Communications be received: 
 
 C1 Toronto Street Cates, Percy Street, Toronto, dated May 26, 2016; 

C4 Mr. Carlo Ammendolia, Angelo’s Garden Centre, Hwy 7 West, Concord, dated May 
30, 2016; 

 C5 Ms. Lydia Carroccia, Flushing Avenue, Woodbridge, dated May 30, 2016; 
 C6 Ms. Cheryl Simpson, Feline Friends Network of Stratford, dated May 30, 2016; 
 C7 Ms. Tamara Clark, dated May 31, 2016; 
 C8 Ms. Kristi Mallinson Vogel, dated May 31, 2016; and 
 C13 Presentation Material titled “Wildlife Response, Service Delivery Options”. 
 

Recommendation 
 

The Director of By-law & Compliance, Licensing & Permit Services, the Deputy City Manager of 
Community Services, and the Chief Financial Officer and City Treasurer recommend: 

 
1. That the City provide an in-house wildlife response service beginning on September 1, 

2016 in accordance with the principles and established levels of service described in this 
report; 

 
2. That the 2016 Approved Budget be amended to include two capital projects: (1) for the 

purchase of an animal control vehicle to be funded through $63,000 from Fleet 
Development Charges and $7,000 from capital taxation reserves; and (2) for the set-up of 
a wildlife intake and holding area and other related expenditures to be funded with 
$43,000 from capital taxation reserves; 
 

3. That the Q4 2016 operating costs of providing the recommended service be 
accommodated within the By-law & Compliance , Licensing and Permit Services’ existing 
2016 Approved Budget; 
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4. That the ongoing operating expenditures of providing the service, as detailed in this 

report, be incorporated into the 2017 Draft Budget and 2018 Plan, with the appropriate 
adjustments made to the 2017 and 2018 savings targets to meet Council’s tax rate target 
of no greater than three percent; and 
 

5. That the inclusion of this matter on a Public Committee or Council agenda with respect to 
the creation of two capital projects, as outlined in Recommendation no. 2 above, be 
deemed sufficient notice pursuant to Section 2(1)(c) of By-law 394-2002. 

Contribution to Sustainability 

Care and control of animals is a unique area of public service that contributes to current and 
future sustainability of the quality of life within the City: the health and safety of residents, visitors 
and their domestic pets; and the broader well-being of our communities. Currently Vaughan 
Animal Services (“VAS”), a Unit within By-law & Compliance, Licensing & Permit Services 
(“BCLPS”), delivers animal services that include, but are not limited to, by-law enforcement and 
shelter services for domestic dogs and cats, public education, outreach, and awareness within 
the City of Vaughan. Additionally, VAS provides animal services to other local York Region 
municipalities, namely the Town of Whitchurch-Stouffville and most recently the Township of 
King, through established service level agreements to 2019, with an option to extend for an 
additional year. 
 
Sick or injured wildlife pose potential threats to both public safety and the health, safety and well-
being of domestic pets. This threat increased substantially for the City of Vaughan, and across 
the southern region of Ontario, with the recent confirmed outbreak of rabies in the Hamilton area. 

Economic Impact  

A financial analysis was conducted to assess three options for providing wildlife response 
services in Vaughan. A time period of September 1, 2016 to December 31, 2019 was used to 
evaluate estimated costs of each option given that the existing operational model for Vaughan 
Animal Services is in place until the animal shelter lease expires in 2019. 

A summary of the financial analysis is included in Table 1: 

Table 1: Cumulative costs of service delivery options for Sep. 1, 2016 - 2019 (in $000s) 

Option Description Cumulative 
Operating Costs* 

Cumulative Capital 
Costs* 

Total 
Cumulative 

1 In-house $    577 $     113 $    690 
2 OSPCA Contract $    980 $         - $    980 
3 Private Contract $ 1,660 $         - $ 1,660 

 *cumulative costs for Sep.1, 2016 - 2019 

Based on the analysis, an in-house wildlife service is the least costly of the three options 
considered. A sensitivity analysis was also conducted to evaluate the estimated cost of each 
option using different volume assumptions. With attendance volume ranging +/- 25% from the 
projected levels used in the financial analysis, the in-house option remains the least costly of the 
three options considered. 
 
The cost of introducing an in-house wildlife response service, as recommended by staff, has two 
main elements: (a) an operating impact of $74,000 in the last four months of 2016 and annual 
operating costs of approximately $165,000 in subsequent years (subject to cost-of-living 
adjustment increases) and (b) a one-time capital investment of $113,000. Attachment 1 provides 
a more detailed breakdown and explanation of costs. 
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Operating costs include the hiring of two part-time animal control officers, staff training, 
vaccinations, animal disposal and other costs as detailed in Attachment 1. Expenditures incurred 
in the last four months of 2016 will be absorbed within By-Law & Compliance, Licensing and 
Permit Services’ existing Approved Budget. The 2017 Draft Budget and 2018 Plan will be 
adjusted to include the on-going operating expenditures with an adjustment made to the 2017 
and 2018 savings targets as needed to meet Council’s maximum three percent tax rate increase. 
 
The one-time capital expenditures of $113,000 relate to the purchase of an additional animal 
control vehicle and the establishment of a wildlife intake and holding area. The vehicle will be 
funded through $63,000 from Fleet Development Charges and $7,000 from capital taxation 
reserves. The remaining $43,000 in expenditures relating mainly to the setup of the wildlife intake 
area will be funded fully from capital taxation reserves. 
 
Communication Plan  
 
The introduction of a wildlife response service would be communicated to external stakeholders, 
such as York Region Health, York Regional Police (“YRP”), and local wildlife rehabilitators. In 
conjunction with Corporate Communications, a comprehensive approach will be implemented to 
inform the general public about this new service. A range of tactics will be used to raise 
awareness. 
 
BCLPS will also work with Public Works and Access Vaughan, among other internal 
stakeholders, to ensure a seamless service experience for residents. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to respond to City Council’s December 15, 2015 direction to bring 
forward a report to a future Council meeting on the status of the program review for animal and 
wildlife services in the City of Vaughan (Item 2, Report No. 16 of the Finance and Administration 
Committee). Considering the increasing public concern over public health and safety resulting 
from wildlife interactions within the city, staff are seeking Council’s approval to establish an in-
house wildlife response service beginning on September 1, 2016 and in time to meet the 
anticipated seasonal spike in demand for the service. 

Background – Analysis and Options 

Synopsis: In support of staff recommendations, this report provides the rationale for the need to 
establish a wildlife response service for Vaughan. The report sets out the criteria for such a 
service and identifies three potential service delivery options. After each option is evaluated 
against the criteria, it was determined that the in-house option provides the best level of service 
and value for money. A sensitivity analysis was conducted to ensure that the recommended 
option can still provide the best value under different attendance volumes. 
 
Further to the December 15, 2015 direction from Council, staff continue to explore a number of 
options with respect to the overall delivery of the service, with a view to ensuring a consistent and 
satisfying service experience within the City’s existing budgetary targets. The review to date 
includes discussions with other regional municipalities, a review of various approaches towards 
the establishment of a more permanent shelter in Vaughan, and an initial exploration of 
partnership models that may support such approaches. In the interim, an increase in public 
concern and an identified increase in potential risk relating to incidents involving wildlife have 
prompted staff to expedite the review specific to the provision of a wildlife response service. 
 
Currently, VAS does not provide a wildlife response service. Residents who make calls to the City 
in regards to wildlife are directed to other agencies such as the Ministry of Natural Resources and 
Forestry (“MNRF”) for information, private wildlife management contractors for nuisance or  
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removal, or YRP in circumstances where threat to public safety is a concern. Although the MNRF 
does not generally provide a field response for local municipal wildlife issues, they will respond to 
certain types of wildlife calls, such as large animals that may pose a danger to the public and/or 
circumstances regarding violations and regulations pursuant to legislation and federal statutes. 
Further to the recent decision by the York Regional Police Service Board to no longer have police 
officers respond to wildlife calls as of September 1, YRP will only respond to wildlife incidents in 
exceptional circumstances where there is a possibility of significant and imminent threat to public 
health and safety (see Attachment 2). At the other end of the spectrum, nuisance calls involving 
healthy animals are typically handled by private wildlife service companies, at the property 
owner’s sole expense. 
 
Between immediate danger to the public and addressing healthy nuisance animal calls, lies an 
area of responsibility arguably best suited for local government to manage. This element of 
animal control, predominantly dealing with sick and injured wildlife, requires a specialized level of 
expertise and equipment in order to effectively manage the risks that can be associated with 
wildlife; this includes mitigating risks associated with human-to-animal contact, up to and 
including isolating bio-hazards, and managing zoonotic diseases such as rabies and, to a lesser 
extent, canine distemper virus. Although wildlife response services are not legislatively mandated 
for Ontario municipalities, a jurisdictional review of York Region and the surrounding Greater 
Toronto Area (“GTA”) reveals that Vaughan is the only municipality that currently does not 
provide the service to its residents (see Attachment 3). All other GTA and York Region 
municipalities either provide an in-house wildlife service, or do so through external service 
providers. 
 
In a related manner, there have also been some recent public calls seeking support from the City 
to consider an enhancement to its animal services operating model and introduce a Trap, Neuter, 
Return and Manage (“TNRM”) program to address feral cats. Feral cats, unlike strays that have 
been socialized to humans, are born in the wild and have generally had little contact with people. 
The lives of feral cats can be violent and short in the wild. Large numbers of ferals can also have 
a damaging impact on local fauna, especially birds. An approach to dealing with ferals is through 
the introduction of a TNRM program. Such a program is founded on a premise of preventative 
measures to eliminate breeding (e.g., spay and neuter) can have long term positive effects on 
feral populations. However, traditionally, such a program requires specific resources, such as 
veterinary services, that are currently not available as part of the  VAS operating model and 
would  represent an increase in operating costs through external fees for every feral animal 
treated. There are varying opinions amongst animal experts on these types from programs; an 
informed decision would require additional analysis, not planned within the current term of 
Council.  Therefore, at this time, staff are not in a position to be able to recommend the 
establishment of such a program. Staff propose to review the matter at a future date and bring 
back any recommendations to Council, if and when deemed appropriate time. In the interim, staff 
are arranging to meet with interested members of the public who have raised the concern in order 
to continue discussions in this regard. 
 
Significant increase in wildlife-related calls 
 
Over the last three years there has been a significant increase in the number of wildlife related 
calls through Access Vaughan (from 1,117 in 2013 to 1,420 in 2014 and to 2,200 in 2015). By 
2015, Access Vaughan statistics showed that such calls were making up about a quarter of the 
total call volume relating to animal issues. These numbers do not include calls received either 
directly to BCLPS or the animal shelter; or any calls fielded by Public Works Dispatch or its 
weekend and after-hours answering service. Calls through these media are currently not 
statistically tracked. In addition, in 2015 YRP received approximately 400 wildlife calls relating to 
District 4; some of which could have been duplicates of calls made to the City. The number of 
calls tends to spike in the spring and fall seasons. 
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The increase in calls in recent years suggests that human-to-wildlife and pet-to-wildlife 
interactions in the City are on the rise and may be reflective of a number of factors, including 
wildlife population cycles, increased resident population, an increase in pet ownership, 
urbanization/intensification, and increased public awareness about services provided by other 
municipalities and about some of the risk and potential concerns. These exacerbating trends are 
expected to continue and to drive public demand to deal with the issue. 
 
Capacity to respond to emerging challenges and emergency situations 
 
VAS plays a key role in emergency preparedness and response to unplanned emergency 
situations. During the winter of 2013/2014 ice storm, VAS maintained a round-the-clock shelter 
operation at the Tigi Court Vaughan Animal Shelter to provide a safe, temporary shelter for pets 
of residents who were forced to evacuate their homes until their utilities were restored. 
 
Although wildlife response services mainly deal with individual instances of sick and injured 
wildlife, they also stand as a resource well-placed to provide preemptive measures and 
emergency response in the event of disease outbreaks, such as the one currently underway in 
the Hamilton area where numerous cases of raccoons and skunks infected with rabies have been 
confirmed. Until these recent cases came to light in December 2015, Ontario had been free of 
raccoon strain rabies since 2005. 
 
In response to these confirmed cases of rabies, numbering 84 as of April 2016, the Ontario 
government undertook a baiting program. The bait contains an oral rabies vaccine that is 
absorbed through the lining of the mouth. Healthy animals are immunized against rabies 
approximately 2 weeks after they ingest the vaccine. Not unlike any vaccine protocol, the baiting 
program is intended to protect and mitigate the spread of a specific infectious pathogen (e.g. 
rabies). Although the MNRF deploys baits and conducts testing on infected animals, they rely on 
collaboration with municipalities to collect and safely store deceased animals, log locations, and 
submit specimens for laboratory testing at designated provincial locations. 
 
The current baiting area stands approximately five kilometers from Vaughan’s most south-
western border, a stark and alarming contrast to the much more restricted area identified in 
December of 2015 (see Attachment 4).  In the likely event that in the near future this surveillance 
zone continues to expand and infringes on Vaughan’s borders, it is anticipated that the City will 
be called upon to provide support and commit resources. To this end, BCLPS has had and 
continues to have discussions with the City’s Emergency Planning Office in considering and 
planning for contingency actions, accordingly. 
 
Effective and efficient deployment of public resources 
 
The handling of wildlife is subject to a number of provincial and federal regulations, including the 
provincial Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act, 1997, the federal Migratory Birds Convention Act, 
1994, and provincial Health Protection and Promotion Act, 1990. Responding to wildlife calls and 
handling sick or injured wildlife requires specialized skills, knowledge and equipment. Service 
providers need to be qualified, experienced and have the capacity to meet legislative, technical, 
logistical and ethical requirements. 
 
Currently, calls for collection of dead animals on public roadways are received by the City’s Public 
Works department and staff are sent to attend, collect, and dispose of the carcasses. In the event 
an animal is found to still be alive, without the required specialized equipment and expertise in 
animal control, and containment and disease recognition to safely and effectively handle wildlife, 
Public Works staff must rely on York Regional Police for assistance to euthanize animals before 
they can be safely removed from the public right of way. 
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Experts trained and equipped in animal control and wildlife response are still the City’s best 
option and most responsible use of public resources. If in place, a wildlife response service would 
become the primary responders to assist any City operations/Public Works staff in these 
circumstances. A dedicated service would allow the City to deal with any eventuality in a timely 
and effective manner while allowing for YRP resources to be better allocated to their primary role 
of policing our communities. 
 
Given the above considerations and the City’s commitment to provide optimal public service, City 
staff believe that a wildlife response service is required and have consequently undertaken an 
analysis to determine how to deliver such service in the most effective and efficient way. An 
implementation window of fall 2016 was considered most appropriate in order to meet the 
anticipated seasonal spike in demand for the service. 
 
Establishing service delivery principles and parameters 
 
In considering the best way to deliver a wildlife response service, staff adopted the following three 
principles: 
 

1. The service needs to meet the current and emerging needs of the community and 
provide a consistent service experience; 

2. The service needs to provide humane options for injured or sick animals, and/or 
those that need to be euthanized; and 

3. The service needs to demonstrate value for money. 
 
It is important to note that healthy wildlife that may cause or create a nuisance on private property 
will continue to be, at their expense, the sole responsibility of property owners. 
 
As mentioned previously, BCLPS is in the midst of analyzing and exploring the establishment of a 
more permanent shelter solution. In 2016, the City extended its animal shelter lease at Tigi Court 
through to 2019, with a possibility of extending the lease an additional year. As such, staff believe 
that the appropriate window through which to evaluate the costs and benefits of providing a 
wildlife response service should be aligned with this time frame. 
 
In analyzing service delivery options, staff first identified the level of service that would be 
expected to effectively meet the needs of residents and align directly with the City’s Term of 
Council Priorities and Service Excellence Strategic Initiatives. To this end, staff identified five 
main service delivery requirements: 
 

1. The service should be available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week; 

2. The service should be responsive to emergency situations; 

3. The service should cover all species of sick or injured wildlife; 

4. The service should provide wildlife rehabilitation; and 

5. The service should be integrated with the existing animal services program. 

Staff also identified two additional deliverables that would optimize the service for residents: 
 

6. Public outreach and education; and 

7. Support and promotion of City initiatives through community organizations and 
partnerships (e.g. Educational Institutions). 
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Each of the requirements and preferences above supports at least one of the aforementioned 
principles and is described in turn: 

 
1. 24/7 service 

Wildlife calls involving sick or injured animals are often urgent nature and require an 
immediate response. A timely response improves the chances of finding and trapping the 
animal; thus, avoiding an incident from escalating by reducing the risk of human or pet 
contact or exposure. Therefore, to adequately mitigate such risks, a wildlife response 
service needs to be available 24 hours-a-day, seven days-a-week. Nuisance calls would 
continue to be the responsibility of the property owner through the engagement of a 
wildlife company. Irrespective of how the service is provided or by whom, City staff would 
continue to provide information and education with respect to wildlife nuisance matters. 
 

2. Responsiveness 
As the current potential need to deal with a rabies outbreak or any other zoonotic 
diseases demonstrates, an effective wildlife response service must have the capacity to 
respond to emerging challenges, public safety and emergency situations. Service 
providers need to be able to work effectively with provincial, regional and municipal 
authorities to adequately protect the health and safety of the public, domestic animals 
and local wildlife. 
 

3. Comprehensive service 
Although many of the calls received involve sick or injured raccoons, Vaughan is home to 
a diverse population of urban wildlife. As such, any wildlife response service would have 
to be able to respond to calls involving a variety of species commonly found in southern 
Ontario, ensuring the animal is located, contained, transported and humanely treated. 
The service would also need to include proper containment and disposal of carcasses in 
accordance with legislative requirements. 
 

4. Rehabilitation 
Much of the wildlife that is sick or injured needs to be humanely euthanized. However, in 
the event that a sick or injured animal is able to be rehabilitated, such animal would have 
to be transferred to a licensed rehab facility for such purpose. 
 

5. Integrated service 
Integrated service delivery is crucial for an optimal customer service experience. 
Residents expect that when the City responds to any animal control issue or that when 
they attend the VAS shelter, the services provided are holistic and addressed through a 
centralized point of contact, including access to the service from a local facility within the 
City. This not only ensures a level of convenience for residents, but it also helps to 
ensure consistency of service delivery and a minimization of redundancy. 
 

6. Outreach and education 
Ongoing public outreach and education is a proactive and effective long-term prevention 
measure. By educating residents about how to more effectively co-exist with local wildlife, 
the risk and number of incidents of wildlife-to-human and wildlife-to-pet contact can be 
reduced and their severity can be mitigated. Although not an explicit requirement, public 
outreach and education is a preferred and valued component of a comprehensive wildlife 
response service. It is utilized extensively by other agencies such as the MNRF, and has 
been established as a core principle within the operating philosophy of BCLPS. 
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7. Community partnerships 
Building relationships with community partners benefits the City and provides a 
meaningful way for residents and organizations to become engaged in their community. 
Although not an explicit requirement, community partnerships that promote and enhance 
public education are also a preferred component of a comprehensive wildlife response 
service. 

 
Together these requirements comprise the criteria against which service delivery options were 
assessed. 
 
Service Delivery Options 
 
Three main options were identified with respect to the delivery of a wildlife response service: (1) 
Introduction of an in-house program; (2) OSPCA service contract; and (3) private service provider 
contract. Each is discussed and evaluated in turn with respect to the established service 
requirements as previously noted. 
 
Option 1: In-house Service 
 
Currently, VAS provides sheltering, animal adoption, and animal control services for domestic 
dogs and cats through a local animal shelter located at 70 Tigi Court. The service includes pet 
licensing, promotion of responsible pet ownership, public outreach and education, and community 
partnerships (e.g. post-secondary schools). Currently, VAS attends over 1,300 service calls 
annually (based on a three-year average) with a complement of three full-time equivalent (“FTE”) 
and one part-time Animal Control Officers. 
 
The implementation of an in-house wildlife response program would provide the following level of 
service: 
 

• Local animal shelter facility located within Vaughan for receipt, care and control of 
affected animals; 
 

• Full service from qualified, experienced and trained staff, Monday to Friday from 8:30 
a.m. to 7:30 p.m. and on weekends from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.; 
 

• 24-hour, 7-days-a-week on-call service for after-hours wildlife calls; 
 

• Calls would continue to be dispatched through Access Vaughan, BCLPS and VAS during 
their regular operating hours. After-hours calls would continue to be received through 
Public Works Dispatch or the City’s answering service on weekends and holidays; and 

 
• Injured or sick wildlife that are candidates for rehabilitation would be transported to a 

facility that can accept the species. 
 
With an anticipated program launch date of September 1, 2016, the estimated costs for the 
service are as follows: 
 
Table 2: Annual costs of in-house service delivery 
Cost  (in $000s) Sep 2016 2017 2018 2019 Cumulative 

Operating $    74 $  164 $  167 $  172 $   577 

Capital $   113 $      - $      - $      - $   113 

Total $   187 $  164 $  167 $  172 $   690 
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Based on the number of wildlife calls received by Access Vaughan over the last three years and 
data from neighbouring municipalities with in-house wildlife services, staff have estimated that an 
in-house wildlife response service would result in approximately 1,200 additional attendances 
(regular hours, weekend and after-hours on-call) over and above VAS’s current annual 
attendance volume. As wildlife attendances are generally less involved and less time consuming 
than domestic animal calls, staff believe that the additional volume could be adequately managed 
without any significant impact to response time, by adding 1.0 to 1.5 FTE officer positions to the 
current complement. Therefore staff are recommending the hiring of two part-time officers (1.38 
FTEs) to establish an in-house service. The additional labour costs represent most of the 
operating costs of implementing an in-house wildlife service, the balance of the operating costs 
include staff vaccinations, training, additional computers, and animal disposal costs. The details 
of these costs are included in Appendix 1. 
 
This option will also require one-time, upfront capital costs to set-up operations. The capital costs 
of implementing an in-house service include the purchase of an animal control vehicle and the 
set-up of a wildlife intake and holding area. The current animal shelter at Tigi Court would 
continue to be a one-stop location for residents with respect to all animal-related matters, 
including wildlife. However, due to wildlife segregation requirements, the shelter at Tigi Court 
does not have the space to accommodate a wildlife-dedicated area. However, BCLPS currently 
maintains a secure area at the Joint Operations Centre (“JOC”). This area can be repurposed to 
accommodate the impounding, euthanasia and disposal of sick or injured wildlife. Any wildlife that 
might be received at Tigi would be transferred to the dedicated, secured area at the JOC. In total, 
$113K in capital funds would be required for implementation, with $63,000 to be funded from 
Fleet Development Charges (for 90% of the vehicle cost) and the balance of $50,000 from capital 
taxation reserves. 
 
From a scheduling perspective, VAS currently operates regular business hours Mondays to 
Saturdays and provides after-hours service (including on Sundays) through an on-call system. Of 
the current number of services calls attended for domestic animals, staff estimate that about 90% 
are received and attended during regular business hours, which represents maximum capacity for 
the existing staff complement. If a wildlife response service were brought in-house, the addition of 
two part-time officers would allow for regular service to be extended to Sundays, which would be 
expected to further reduce the need for on-call staff and overtime. After-hours service calls would 
be attended for wildlife and domestic animals by the existing on-call Animal Control Officer. The 
introduction of a much needed wildlife response service equates to an enhanced animal services 
delivery model, as the integration with the existing operating model would allow for additional 
global benefits that would include expanded hours of operation for domestic dog and cat service. 
This higher level of service would subsequently improve the over-all services being provided 
without any additional costs beyond those being projected herein. And since current VAS staff are 
qualified and experienced, additional training to ensure safe handling of wildlife would be minimal. 
Staff are confident that an in-house service could be established by the fall of 2016 to meet 
spiking seasonal demand for the service. 
 
The main advantages with this option are greater control over the quality of service, a more fully 
integrated animal service delivery for residents, resource allocation flexibility and synergies (i.e., 
shared resourcing with existing animal services), and lower ongoing costs versus external 
contracts. Also, given that the in-house service would be fully integrated into City operations, it 
could be leveraged easily in the event of an emergency requiring response. 
 
Option 2: OSPCA Contract 
 
The Ontario Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (“OSPCA”) is a registered charitable 
organization that provides care to animals in need and that already provides wildlife services to a 
number of regional municipalities that do not have an existing in-house animal service, including  
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the Towns of Richmond Hill and Aurora, and the City of Markham. Based on the projected call 
volumes (as discussed under Option 1), the OSPCA could provide the following level of service to 
the City: 
 

• Service from properly trained and equipped officers dedicated to Vaughan who would 
pick up all sick or injured wildlife within the City. The assigned officer would work from 9 
a.m. to 5 p.m. from Monday to Friday  

 
• 24-hour, 7-day-a-week on-call services for after-hour wildlife calls. An officer would 

respond outside regular hours. 
 

• Calls would be dispatched through OSPCA during their regular operating hours. After-
hours calls would be redirected through a messaging service, requiring an additional 
phone call to an on-call officer. 

 
• Injured or sick wild animals that are candidates for rehabilitation would be transported to 

a facility that can accept the species. 
 

The estimated costs of the service over the life of the contract are anticipated to be as follows: 
 
Table 3: Annual costs of OSPCA contract 
Cost  (in $000s) Sep 2016 2017 2018 2019 Cumulative 

Operating $    95 $  290 $  295 $  300 $   980 
 
Based on informal inquiries made by City staff, the base cost for the above level of service would 
be a minimum of $174,000 for the first year, (not including inflationary costs for future years), with 
an additional hourly charge of $55, at a minimum of three hours per call, for all after-hours 
attendances. Based on the same number of attendances projected in the in-house option, the 
total estimated full year cost for this option is approximately $280,000. With an implementation 
date of September 1, 2016, one third of this amount, or about $95,000, is anticipated to impact 
2016. 
 
Under this option, a greater percentage of calls are expected to be handled on an on-call basis 
(as compared to the in-house option) based on OSPCA’s regular hours of operation. Given that 
an additional hourly fee is charged for all after-hour calls, this option would be more costly and, as 
attendance volumes increase, would result in a steeper rise in overall cost year-to-year than with 
the in-house model. 
 
In the event of an emergency, the OSPCA is well positioned and resourced to respond. However, 
depending on the circumstances and whether the required response falls outside the terms of the 
contract with the City, there could be additional expenses associated with the additional service. It 
should be noted that the OSPCA has an excellent outreach and education program throughout 
the province. Through co-ordination, and perhaps as an extension of the terms of a contract 
(although perhaps at increased cost), the City may be able to leverage its own outreach and 
education efforts. 
 
The OSPCA in York Region is based out of its facility in Newmarket, creating a potential 
inconvenience for Vaughan residents. 
 
The main advantage of this option is implementation could be accomplished without the need for 
the one-time capital costs. The main disadvantages are that the annual and on-going costs are 
expected to be higher, the OSPCA’s facility is located in Newmarket creating a potential  
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inconvenience for Vaughan residents and, not unlike any other external contract services, while 
the OSPCA is a highly reputable organization, the City’s ability to meet public and City Council’s 
expectations would be limited to the negotiated terms of the contract agreement. 
 
Option 3: Private Contract 
 
Informal inquiries made by City staff to a recognized private service provider indicate that there is 
a small number of external private wildlife service providers with the ability to provide wildlife 
response services at a comparable service level to that offered by the OSPCA. Under a contract 
with such a provider, service calls received by the City (through any of the current channels) 
would be referred to the provider for response. Calls covered under contract would be limited to 
sick or injured, animals. Nuisance calls would continue to be private matters, but could also be 
handled separately by the private service provider at a cost to the homeowner. 
 
A private service provider typically charges $300 per attendance, plus a premium if response is 
required after-hours. Based on the projected attendance volume used in evaluating the other 
options, the total annual cost of using a private contractor would be approximately $480,000 (not 
including inflationary increases for future years). With an implementation date of September 1, 
2016, one third of this amount or $160,000 would impact 2016. 
 
The anticipated costs over the life of the contract with a private service provider are as follows: 
 
Table 4: Annual costs of private service provider contract 
Cost  (in $000s) Sep 2016 2017 2018 2019 Cumulative 

Operating $  160 $  490 $  500 $  510 $1,660 
 
From a technical standpoint, a qualified provider should be able to provide the same level of 
expert service as the OSPCA or the City. Once again, depending on the location of the provider’s 
facility, there could be some inconvenience and decoupling of service. Response to emergencies 
would either have to be incorporated into a contract or treated separately, outside of an existing 
agreement. In any case, there would be an additional cost associated with that level of service. 
 
Although a qualified private service provider should be able to provide a satisfactory level of 
service, a per-unit costing model, at the anticipated volume levels, will likely prove prohibitively 
costly. The cost structure of the private contractor model is only economically beneficial at much 
lower volumes, which is a circumstance that runs contrary to the trends reflected in the volumes 
data from 2013 to present. 

Sensitivity Analysis 

Table 5 compares the estimated costs of providing wildlife response service under the three 
options above, using an attendance volume range of plus 25% and minus 25% from volume 
projections of approximately 1,200 attendances annually. 
 
Table 5: Sensitivity to attendance volume 
 Volume of Attendances 

(From Sep., 2016 to the end of 2019)  

 -25% Projected +25% 

In-house service  ( 000s ) $     635 $     690 $     740 

OSPCA contract  ( 000s ) $     875 $     980 $  1,070 

Private provider  ( 000s ) $  1,240 $  1,660 $  2,075 
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Under all three volume scenarios, the in-house service model resulted in the most fiscally 
responsible way to provide a wildlife response service. The in-house model is also the one least 
impacted by volume fluctuations (with a 25% fluctuation in volume resulting in only about a 7.5% 
fluctuation in cost), while the private provider model is the most impacted by volume fluctuations 
(with a 25% fluctuation in volume resulting in a corresponding 25% fluctuation in cost). 
 
The additional benefit related to an in-house model is the flexibility to more effectively manage 
sensitivity and growth demands through various means, including prioritization and flexibility in 
resource deployment, as done within all other units of BLCLPS. 
 
Relationship to Term of Council Service Excellence Strategy Map (2014-2018) 
 
This report’s recommendations support Council’s priorities through continuing to ensure the 
safety and well-being of citizens, and meeting Council’s tax rate targets. 
 
The recommendations are also consistent with the Vaughan Service Excellence Strategic 
Initiatives of Citizen Experience and Operational Performance through effective and consistent 
service delivery, continuous improvement, and demonstrating value for money. A comparison 
with neighbouring municipalities suggests that citizens across York Region have come to expect 
a level of animal service delivery that includes wildlife. A growing number of wildlife-related calls 
suggests that there is the same expectation in Vaughan. 
 
Regional Implications 
 
York Region Health has recently expressed concern that, unlike other municipalities in York 
Region, Vaughan does not have a program in place to respond to sick or injured wildlife within its 
boundaries. With the current rabies outbreak amongst raccoons and skunks in Hamilton and 
surrounding areas, the 50-kilometre rabies Surveillance Zone established by the MNRF is fast 
approaching York Region; with Vaughan expected to be the first affected municipality. With that 
eventuality, all sick or deceased raccoons and skunks will need to be collected and stored by the 
local municipality and subsequently submitted for testing to the MNRF in order to track the 
progression and strain type of this zoonotic threat. 
 
The York Regional Police Services Board, both citing the draw on resources and questioning the 
appropriateness of the use of firearms to deal with wildlife issues, recently announced that YRP 
officers would no longer be responding to wildlife calls unless they involved traffic accidents or 
presented an imminent danger to the safety of people. In 2015, YRP received approximately 400 
calls relating to wildlife incidents within District 4 that would otherwise typically be handled by 
Animal Services. However, in the absence of a municipal wildlife service, YRP attended 
approximately 10% of these calls. So far in 2016, according to YRP, the number of calls attended 
within District 4 is 15, which when annualized represents a 50% increase over last year. 

With a growing population, intensification, and continued urbanization, the demand for a wildlife 
response service is only expected to increase. Over the next 15 years, Vaughan is expected to 
grow by nearly 27%, as compared to a growth rate of 20% regionally. Urbanization and 
intensification will place additional pressure on habitats, allow for the support of greater 
concentrations of certain animals, such as raccoons, and put existing wildlife into greater contact 
with humans and domestic animals. 

Conclusion 
 
Although the City is not mandated to provide a wildlife response service, there is a growing public 
demand and expectation to have the City deal with such issues. The establishment of a wildlife 
response service would allow the city to better leverage its resources and respond to emerging  
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issues and emergencies such as the rabies outbreak in the Hamilton area. In looking at the most 
effective, efficient and safe method to deliver a wildlife response service, three options were 
explored: 1) in-house service provision; 2) OSPCA contract; and 3) private service contract. 
Specific service requirements based on service delivery principles were established to assess 
each option equally. On the basis of these requirements, the in-house model was shown to 
provide the most effective and efficient service through a comprehensive and integrated program 
model allowing for optimal resource deployment and delivery. 
 
A cost-benefit analysis demonstrated that the in-house option, at projected levels, represents the 
most cost-effective option. Because attendance volume projections were based on a combination 
of data from within, information from other municipalities and experience-based assumptions, 
actual volumes could vary from those projected. Therefore a sensitivity analysis was conducted to 
examine the impact of volume variances on cost. Within a range of plus or minus 25%, the in-
house model still proved to be the most cost-effective. 
 
From a broader public service perspective, it is important to note that the introduction of a wildlife 
response service to the City’s existing animal services program would realize additional global 
benefits. By integrating the additional service with the existing operating model, VAS would be 
able to expand its operating hours and enhance access to all related services without any 
additional costs beyond those being projected within this report. 
 
Based on their analysis, staff believe that there is a substantial benefit to establishing a wildlife 
response service and therefore recommend that Council approve the in-house service delivery 
option starting in September of 2016. 

Attachments 

Attachment 1: Letter from the Regional Municipality of York Police Services Board 
Attachment 2: Annual cost-breakdown of providing an in-house wildlife response service 
Attachment 3: Jurisdictional comparative for the provision of wildlife response services 
Attachment 4: Expansion of rabies control area 

Report prepared by: 

Susan Kelly     Rudi Czekalla-Martinez 
Manager, Animal Services   Manager, Policy & Planning Services 
 
Rita Selvaggi     Christina Coniglio 
Manager, Financial Planning &   Senior Financial Analyst 
Development Finance    Financial Planning & Development Finance 

 
(A copy of the attachments referred to in the foregoing have been forwarded to each Member of Council 
and a copy thereof is also on file in the office of the City Clerk.) 
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE (WORKING SESSION) – JUNE 1, 2016 

ANIMAL SERVICES – WILDLIFE RESPONSE SERVICE 

Recommendation 

The Director of By-law & Compliance, Licensing & Permit Services, the Deputy City Manager of 
Community Services, and the Chief Financial Officer and City Treasurer recommend: 

 
1. That the City provide an in-house wildlife response service beginning on September 1, 

2016 in accordance with the principles and established levels of service described in this 
report; 
 

2. That the 2016 Approved Budget be amended to include two capital projects: (1) for the 
purchase of an animal control vehicle to be funded through $63,000 from Fleet 
Development Charges and $7,000 from capital taxation reserves; and (2) for the set-up of 
a wildlife intake and holding area and other related expenditures to be funded with 
$43,000 from capital taxation reserves; 
 

3. That the Q4 2016 operating costs of providing the recommended service be 
accommodated within the By-law & Compliance , Licensing and Permit Services’ existing 
2016 Approved Budget; 
 

4. That the ongoing operating expenditures of providing the service, as detailed in this 
report, be incorporated into the 2017 Draft Budget and 2018 Plan, with the appropriate 
adjustments made to the 2017 and 2018 savings targets to meet Council’s tax rate target 
of no greater than three percent; and 
 

5. That the inclusion of this matter on a Public Committee or Council agenda with respect to 
the creation of two capital projects, as outlined in Recommendation no. 2 above, be 
deemed sufficient notice pursuant to Section 2(1)(c) of By-law 394-2002. 

Contribution to Sustainability 

Care and control of animals is a unique area of public service that contributes to current and 
future sustainability of the quality of life within the City: the health and safety of residents, visitors 
and their domestic pets; and the broader well-being of our communities. Currently Vaughan 
Animal Services (“VAS”), a Unit within By-law & Compliance, Licensing & Permit Services 
(“BCLPS”), delivers animal services that include, but are not limited to, by-law enforcement and 
shelter services for domestic dogs and cats, public education, outreach, and awareness within 
the City of Vaughan. Additionally, VAS provides animal services to other local York Region 
municipalities, namely the Town of Whitchurch-Stouffville and most recently the Township of 
King, through established service level agreements to 2019, with an option to extend for an 
additional year. 
 
Sick or injured wildlife pose potential threats to both public safety and the health, safety and well-
being of domestic pets. This threat increased substantially for the City of Vaughan, and across 
the southern region of Ontario, with the recent confirmed outbreak of rabies in the Hamilton area. 

Economic Impact  

A financial analysis was conducted to assess three options for providing wildlife response 
services in Vaughan. A time period of September 1, 2016 to December 31, 2019 was used to 
evaluate estimated costs of each option given that the existing operational model for Vaughan 
Animal Services is in place until the animal shelter lease expires in 2019. 

 



A summary of the financial analysis is included in Table 1: 

Table 1: Cumulative costs of service delivery options for Sep. 1, 2016 - 2019 (in $000s) 

Option Description Cumulative 
Operating Costs* 

Cumulative Capital 
Costs* 

Total 
Cumulative 

1 In-house $    577 $     113 $    690 
2 OSPCA Contract $    980 $         - $    980 
3 Private Contract $ 1,660 $         - $ 1,660 

 *cumulative costs for Sep.1, 2016 - 2019 

Based on the analysis, an in-house wildlife service is the least costly of the three options 
considered. A sensitivity analysis was also conducted to evaluate the estimated cost of each 
option using different volume assumptions. With attendance volume ranging +/- 25% from the 
projected levels used in the financial analysis, the in-house option remains the least costly of the 
three options considered. 

The cost of introducing an in-house wildlife response service, as recommended by staff, has two 
main elements: (a) an operating impact of $74,000 in the last four months of 2016 and annual 
operating costs of approximately $165,000 in subsequent years (subject to cost-of-living 
adjustment increases) and (b) a one-time capital investment of $113,000. Attachment 1 provides 
a more detailed breakdown and explanation of costs. 

Operating costs include the hiring of two part-time animal control officers, staff training, 
vaccinations, animal disposal and other costs as detailed in Attachment 1. Expenditures incurred 
in the last four months of 2016 will be absorbed within By-Law & Compliance, Licensing and 
Permit Services’ existing Approved Budget. The 2017 Draft Budget and 2018 Plan will be 
adjusted to include the on-going operating expenditures with an adjustment made to the 2017 
and 2018 savings targets as needed to meet Council’s maximum three percent tax rate increase. 

The one-time capital expenditures of $113,000 relate to the purchase of an additional animal 
control vehicle and the establishment of a wildlife intake and holding area. The vehicle will be 
funded through $63,000 from Fleet Development Charges and $7,000 from capital taxation 
reserves. The remaining $43,000 in expenditures relating mainly to the setup of the wildlife intake 
area will be funded fully from capital taxation reserves. 

Communication Plan  

The introduction of a wildlife response service would be communicated to external stakeholders, 
such as York Region Health, York Regional Police (“YRP”), and local wildlife rehabilitators. In 
conjunction with Corporate Communications, a comprehensive approach will be implemented to 
inform the general public about this new service. A range of tactics will be used to raise 
awareness. 
 
BCLPS will also work with Public Works and Access Vaughan, among other internal 
stakeholders, to ensure a seamless service experience for residents. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to respond to City Council’s December 15, 2015 direction to bring 
forward a report to a future Council meeting on the status of the program review for animal and 
wildlife services in the City of Vaughan (Item 2, Report No. 16 of the Finance and Administration 
Committee). Considering the increasing public concern over public health and safety resulting 
from wildlife interactions within the city, staff are seeking Council’s approval to establish an in-
house wildlife response service beginning on September 1, 2016 and in time to meet the 
anticipated seasonal spike in demand for the service. 



Background – Analysis and Options 

Synopsis: In support of staff recommendations, this report provides the rationale for the need to 
establish a wildlife response service for Vaughan. The report sets out the criteria for such a 
service and identifies three potential service delivery options. After each option is evaluated 
against the criteria, it was determined that the in-house option provides the best level of service 
and value for money. A sensitivity analysis was conducted to ensure that the recommended 
option can still provide the best value under different attendance volumes. 
 
Further to the December 15, 2015 direction from Council, staff continue to explore a number of 
options with respect to the overall delivery of the service, with a view to ensuring a consistent and 
satisfying service experience within the City’s existing budgetary targets. The review to date 
includes discussions with other regional municipalities, a review of various approaches towards 
the establishment of a more permanent shelter in Vaughan, and an initial exploration of 
partnership models that may support such approaches. In the interim, an increase in public 
concern and an identified increase in potential risk relating to incidents involving wildlife have 
prompted staff to expedite the review specific to the provision of a wildlife response service. 
 
Currently, VAS does not provide a wildlife response service. Residents who make calls to the City 
in regards to wildlife are directed to other agencies such as the Ministry of Natural Resources and 
Forestry (“MNRF”) for information, private wildlife management contractors for nuisance or 
removal, or YRP in circumstances where threat to public safety is a concern. Although the MNRF 
does not generally provide a field response for local municipal wildlife issues, they will respond to 
certain types of wildlife calls, such as large animals that may pose a danger to the public and/or 
circumstances regarding violations and regulations pursuant to legislation and federal statutes. 
Further to the recent decision by the York Regional Police Service Board to no longer have police 
officers respond to wildlife calls as of September 1, YRP will only respond to wildlife incidents in 
exceptional circumstances where there is a possibility of significant and imminent threat to public 
health and safety (see Attachment 2). At the other end of the spectrum, nuisance calls involving 
healthy animals are typically handled by private wildlife service companies, at the property 
owner’s sole expense. 
 
Between immediate danger to the public and addressing healthy nuisance animal calls, lies an 
area of responsibility arguably best suited for local government to manage. This element of 
animal control, predominantly dealing with sick and injured wildlife, requires a specialized level of 
expertise and equipment in order to effectively manage the risks that can be associated with 
wildlife; this includes mitigating risks associated with human-to-animal contact, up to and 
including isolating bio-hazards, and managing zoonotic diseases such as rabies and, to a lesser 
extent, canine distemper virus. Although wildlife response services are not legislatively mandated 
for Ontario municipalities, a jurisdictional review of York Region and the surrounding Greater 
Toronto Area (“GTA”) reveals that Vaughan is the only municipality that currently does not 
provide the service to its residents (see Attachment 3). All other GTA and York Region 
municipalities either provide an in-house wildlife service, or do so through external service 
providers. 
 
In a related manner, there have also been some recent public calls seeking support from the City 
to consider an enhancement to its animal services operating model and introduce a Trap, Neuter, 
Return and Manage (“TNRM”) program to address feral cats. Feral cats, unlike strays that have 
been socialized to humans, are born in the wild and have generally had little contact with people. 
The lives of feral cats can be violent and short in the wild. Large numbers of ferals can also have 
a damaging impact on local fauna, especially birds. An approach to dealing with ferals is through 
the introduction of a TNRM program. Such a program is founded on a premise of preventative 
measures to eliminate breeding (e.g., spay and neuter) can have long term positive effects on 
feral populations. However, traditionally, such a program requires specific resources, such as 
veterinary services, that are currently not available as part of the  VAS operating model and 
would  represent an increase in operating costs through external fees for every feral animal 
treated. There are varying opinions amongst animal experts on these types from programs;  an 



informed decision would require additional analysis, not planned within the current term of 
Council. Therefore, at this time, staff are not in a position to be able to recommend the 
establishment of such a program. Staff propose to review the matter at a future date and bring 
back any recommendations to Council, if and when deemed appropriate time. In the interim, staff 
are arranging to meet with interested members of the public who have raised the concern in order 
to continue discussions in this regard. 
 
Significant increase in wildlife-related calls 
 
Over the last three years there has been a significant increase in the number of wildlife related 
calls through Access Vaughan (from 1,117 in 2013 to 1,420 in 2014 and to 2,200 in 2015). By 
2015, Access Vaughan statistics showed that such calls were making up about a quarter of the 
total call volume relating to animal issues. These numbers do not include calls received either 
directly to BCLPS or the animal shelter; or any calls fielded by Public Works Dispatch or its 
weekend and after-hours answering service. Calls through these media are currently not 
statistically tracked. In addition, in 2015 YRP received approximately 400 wildlife calls relating to 
District 4; some of which could have been duplicates of calls made to the City. The number of 
calls tends to spike in the spring and fall seasons. 
 
The increase in calls in recent years suggests that human-to-wildlife and pet-to-wildlife 
interactions in the City are on the rise and may be reflective of a number of factors, including 
wildlife population cycles, increased resident population, an increase in pet ownership, 
urbanization/intensification, and increased public awareness about services provided by other 
municipalities and about some of the risk and potential concerns. These exacerbating trends are 
expected to continue and to drive public demand to deal with the issue. 
 
Capacity to respond to emerging challenges and emergency situations 
 
VAS plays a key role in emergency preparedness and response to unplanned emergency 
situations. During the winter of 2013/2014 ice storm, VAS maintained a round-the-clock shelter 
operation at the Tigi Court Vaughan Animal Shelter to provide a safe, temporary shelter for pets 
of residents who were forced to evacuate their homes until their utilities were restored. 
 
Although wildlife response services mainly deal with individual instances of sick and injured 
wildlife, they also stand as a resource well-placed to provide preemptive measures and 
emergency response in the event of disease outbreaks, such as the one currently underway in 
the Hamilton area where numerous cases of raccoons and skunks infected with rabies have been 
confirmed. Until these recent cases came to light in December 2015, Ontario had been free of 
raccoon strain rabies since 2005. 
 
In response to these confirmed cases of rabies, numbering 84 as of April 2016, the Ontario 
government undertook a baiting program. The bait contains an oral rabies vaccine that is 
absorbed through the lining of the mouth. Healthy animals are immunized against rabies 
approximately 2 weeks after they ingest the vaccine. Not unlike any vaccine protocol, the baiting 
program is intended to protect and mitigate the spread of a specific infectious pathogen (e.g. 
rabies). Although the MNRF deploys baits and conducts testing on infected animals, they rely on 
collaboration with municipalities to collect and safely store deceased animals, log locations, and 
submit specimens for laboratory testing at designated provincial locations. 
 
The current baiting area stands approximately five kilometers from Vaughan’s most south-
western border, a stark and alarming contrast to the much more restricted area identified in 
December of 2015 (see Attachment 4).  In the likely event that in the near future this surveillance 
zone continues to expand and infringes on Vaughan’s borders, it is anticipated that the City will 
be called upon to provide support and commit resources. To this end, BCLPS has had and 
continues to have discussions with the City’s Emergency Planning Office in considering and 
planning for contingency actions, accordingly. 
 



 
Effective and efficient deployment of public resources 
 
The handling of wildlife is subject to a number of provincial and federal regulations, including the 
provincial Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act, 1997, the federal Migratory Birds Convention Act, 
1994, and provincial Health Protection and Promotion Act, 1990. Responding to wildlife calls and 
handling sick or injured wildlife requires specialized skills, knowledge and equipment. Service 
providers need to be qualified, experienced and have the capacity to meet legislative, technical, 
logistical and ethical requirements. 
 
Currently, calls for collection of dead animals on public roadways are received by the City’s Public 
Works department and staff are sent to attend, collect, and dispose of the carcasses. In the event 
an animal is found to still be alive, without the required specialized equipment and expertise in 
animal control, and containment and disease recognition to safely and effectively handle wildlife, 
Public Works staff must rely on York Regional Police for assistance to euthanize animals before 
they can be safely removed from the public right of way. 
 
Experts trained and equipped in animal control and wildlife response are still the City’s best 
option and most responsible use of public resources. If in place, a wildlife response service would 
become the primary responders to assist any City operations/Public Works staff in these 
circumstances. A dedicated service would allow the City to deal with any eventuality in a timely 
and effective manner while allowing for YRP resources to be better allocated to their primary role 
of policing our communities. 
 
Given the above considerations and the City’s commitment to provide optimal public service, City 
staff believe that a wildlife response service is required and have consequently undertaken an 
analysis to determine how to deliver such service in the most effective and efficient way. An 
implementation window of fall 2016 was considered most appropriate in order to meet the 
anticipated seasonal spike in demand for the service. 
 
Establishing service delivery principles and parameters 
 
In considering the best way to deliver a wildlife response service, staff adopted the following three 
principles: 
 

1. The service needs to meet the current and emerging needs of the community and 
provide a consistent service experience; 

2. The service needs to provide humane options for injured or sick animals, and/or 
those that need to be euthanized; and 

3. The service needs to demonstrate value for money. 
  

It is important to note that healthy wildlife that may cause or create a nuisance on private property 
will continue to be, at their expense, the sole responsibility of property owners. 
 
As mentioned previously, BCLPS is in the midst of analyzing and exploring the establishment of a 
more permanent shelter solution. In 2016, the City extended its animal shelter lease at Tigi Court 
through to 2019, with a possibility of extending the lease an additional year. As such, staff believe 
that the appropriate window through which to evaluate the costs and benefits of providing a 
wildlife response service should be aligned with this time frame. 
 
In analyzing service delivery options, staff first identified the level of service that would be 
expected to effectively meet the needs of residents and align directly with the City’s Term of 
Council Priorities and Service Excellence Strategic Initiatives. To this end, staff identified five 
main service delivery requirements: 
 
 



 
1. The service should be available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week; 

2. The service should be responsive to emergency situations; 

3. The service should cover all species of sick or injured wildlife; 

4. The service should provide wildlife rehabilitation; and 

5. The service should be integrated with the existing animal services program. 

Staff also identified two additional deliverables that would optimize the service for residents: 
 

6. Public outreach and education; and 

7. Support and promotion of City initiatives through community organizations and 
partnerships (e.g. Educational Institutions). 

 
Each of the requirements and preferences above supports at least one of the aforementioned 
principles and is described in turn: 

 
1. 24/7 service 

Wildlife calls involving sick or injured animals are often urgent nature and require an 
immediate response. A timely response improves the chances of finding and trapping the 
animal; thus, avoiding an incident from escalating by reducing the risk of human or pet 
contact or exposure. Therefore, to adequately mitigate such risks, a wildlife response 
service needs to be available 24 hours-a-day, seven days-a-week. Nuisance calls would 
continue to be the responsibility of the property owner through the engagement of a 
wildlife company. Irrespective of how the service is provided or by whom, City staff would 
continue to provide information and education with respect to wildlife nuisance matters. 
 

2. Responsiveness 
As the current potential need to deal with a rabies outbreak or any other zoonotic 
diseases demonstrates, an effective wildlife response service must have the capacity to 
respond to emerging challenges, public safety and emergency situations. Service 
providers need to be able to work effectively with provincial, regional and municipal 
authorities to adequately protect the health and safety of the public, domestic animals 
and local wildlife. 
 

3. Comprehensive service 
Although many of the calls received involve sick or injured raccoons, Vaughan is home to 
a diverse population of urban wildlife. As such, any wildlife response service would have 
to be able to respond to calls involving a variety of species commonly found in southern 
Ontario, ensuring the animal is located, contained, transported and humanely treated. 
The service would also need to include proper containment and disposal of carcasses in 
accordance with legislative requirements. 
 

4. Rehabilitation 
Much of the wildlife that is sick or injured needs to be humanely euthanized. However, in 
the event that a sick or injured animal is able to be rehabilitated, such animal would have 
to be transferred to a licensed rehab facility for such purpose. 
 

5. Integrated service 
Integrated service delivery is crucial for an optimal customer service experience. 
Residents expect that when the City responds to any animal control issue or that when 
they attend the VAS shelter, the services provided are holistic and addressed through a 
centralized point of contact, including access to the service from a local facility within the 
City. This not only ensures a level of convenience for residents, but it also helps to 
ensure consistency of service delivery and a minimization of redundancy. 



 
6. Outreach and education 

Ongoing public outreach and education is a proactive and effective long-term prevention 
measure. By educating residents about how to more effectively co-exist with local wildlife, 
the risk and number of incidents of wildlife-to-human and wildlife-to-pet contact can be 
reduced and their severity can be mitigated. Although not an explicit requirement, public 
outreach and education is a preferred and valued component of a comprehensive wildlife 
response service. It is utilized extensively by other agencies such as the MNRF, and has 
been established as a core principle within the operating philosophy of BCLPS. 
 

7. Community partnerships 
Building relationships with community partners benefits the City and provides a 
meaningful way for residents and organizations to become engaged in their community. 
Although not an explicit requirement, community partnerships that promote and enhance 
public education are also a preferred component of a comprehensive wildlife response 
service. 

 
Together these requirements comprise the criteria against which service delivery options were 
assessed. 
 
Service Delivery Options 
 
Three main options were identified with respect to the delivery of a wildlife response service: (1) 
Introduction of an in-house program; (2) OSPCA service contract; and (3) private service provider 
contract. Each is discussed and evaluated in turn with respect to the established service 
requirements as previously noted. 
 
Option 1: In-house Service 
 
Currently, VAS provides sheltering, animal adoption, and animal control services for domestic 
dogs and cats through a local animal shelter located at 70 Tigi Court. The service includes pet 
licensing, promotion of responsible pet ownership, public outreach and education, and community 
partnerships (e.g. post-secondary schools). Currently, VAS attends over 1,300 service calls 
annually (based on a three-year average) with a complement of three full-time equivalent (“FTE”) 
and one part-time Animal Control Officers. 
 
The implementation of an in-house wildlife response program would provide the following level of 
service: 
 

• Local animal shelter facility located within Vaughan for receipt, care and control of 
affected animals; 
 

• Full service from qualified, experienced and trained staff, Monday to Friday from 8:30 
a.m. to 7:30 p.m. and on weekends from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.; 
 

• 24-hour, 7-days-a-week on-call service for after-hours wildlife calls; 
 

• Calls would continue to be dispatched through Access Vaughan, BCLPS and VAS during 
their regular operating hours. After-hours calls would continue to be received through 
Public Works Dispatch or the City’s answering service on weekends and holidays; and 

 
• Injured or sick wildlife that are candidates for rehabilitation would be transported to a 

facility that can accept the species. 
 
 
 



 
With an anticipated program launch date of September 1, 2016, the estimated costs for the 
service are as follows: 
 
Table 2: Annual costs of in-house service delivery 
Cost  (in $000s) Sep 2016 2017 2018 2019 Cumulative 

Operating $    74 $  164 $  167 $  172 $   577 

Capital $   113 $      - $      - $      - $   113 

Total $   187 $  164 $  167 $  172 $   690 
 
 
Based on the number of wildlife calls received by Access Vaughan over the last three years and 
data from neighbouring municipalities with in-house wildlife services, staff have estimated that an 
in-house wildlife response service would result in approximately 1,200 additional attendances 
(regular hours, weekend and after-hours on-call) over and above VAS’s current annual 
attendance volume. As wildlife attendances are generally less involved and less time consuming 
than domestic animal calls, staff believe that the additional volume could be adequately managed 
without any significant impact to response time, by adding 1.0 to 1.5 FTE officer positions to the 
current complement. Therefore staff are recommending the hiring of two part-time officers (1.38 
FTEs) to establish an in-house service. The additional labour costs represent most of the 
operating costs of implementing an in-house wildlife service, the balance of the operating costs 
include staff vaccinations, training, additional computers, and animal disposal costs. The details 
of these costs are included in Appendix 1. 
 
This option will also require one-time, upfront capital costs to set-up operations. The capital costs 
of implementing an in-house service include the purchase of an animal control vehicle and the 
set-up of a wildlife intake and holding area. The current animal shelter at Tigi Court would 
continue to be a one-stop location for residents with respect to all animal-related matters, 
including wildlife. However, due to wildlife segregation requirements, the shelter at Tigi Court 
does not have the space to accommodate a wildlife-dedicated area. However, BCLPS currently 
maintains a secure area at the Joint Operations Centre (“JOC”). This area can be repurposed to 
accommodate the impounding, euthanasia and disposal of sick or injured wildlife. Any wildlife that 
might be received at Tigi would be transferred to the dedicated, secured area at the JOC. In total, 
$113K in capital funds would be required for implementation, with $63,000 to be funded from 
Fleet Development Charges (for 90% of the vehicle cost) and the balance of $50,000 from capital 
taxation reserves. 
 
From a scheduling perspective, VAS currently operates regular business hours Mondays to 
Saturdays and provides after-hours service (including on Sundays) through an on-call system. Of 
the current number of services calls attended for domestic animals, staff estimate that about 90% 
are received and attended during regular business hours, which represents maximum capacity for 
the existing staff complement. If a wildlife response service were brought in-house, the addition of 
two part-time officers would allow for regular service to be extended to Sundays, which would be 
expected to further reduce the need for on-call staff and overtime. After-hours service calls would 
be attended for wildlife and domestic animals by the existing on-call Animal Control Officer. The 
introduction of a much needed wildlife response service equates to an enhanced animal services 
delivery model, as the integration with the existing operating model would allow for additional 
global benefits that would include expanded hours of operation for domestic dog and cat service. 
This higher level of service would subsequently improve the over-all services being provided 
without any additional costs beyond those being projected herein. And since current VAS staff are 
qualified and experienced, additional training to ensure safe handling of wildlife would be minimal. 
Staff are confident that an in-house service could be established by the fall of 2016 to meet 
spiking seasonal demand for the service. 
 



The main advantages with this option are greater control over the quality of service, a more fully 
integrated animal service delivery for residents, resource allocation flexibility and synergies (i.e., 
shared resourcing with existing animal services), and lower ongoing costs versus external 
contracts. Also, given that the in-house service would be fully integrated into City operations, it 
could be leveraged easily in the event of an emergency requiring response. 
 
Option 2: OSPCA Contract 
 
The Ontario Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (“OSPCA”) is a registered charitable 
organization that provides care to animals in need and that already provides wildlife services to a 
number of regional municipalities that do not have an existing in-house animal service, including 
the Towns of Richmond Hill and Aurora, and the City of Markham. Based on the projected call 
volumes (as discussed under Option 1), the OSPCA could provide the following level of service to 
the City: 

• Service from properly trained and equipped officers dedicated to Vaughan who would 
pick up all sick or injured wildlife within the City. The assigned officer would work from 9 
a.m. to 5 p.m. from Monday to Friday  

 
• 24-hour, 7-day-a-week on-call services for after-hour wildlife calls. An officer would 

respond outside regular hours. 
 

• Calls would be dispatched through OSPCA during their regular operating hours. After-
hours calls would be redirected through a messaging service, requiring an additional 
phone call to an on-call officer. 

  
• Injured or sick wild animals that are candidates for rehabilitation would be transported to 

a facility that can accept the species. 
 

The estimated costs of the service over the life of the contract are anticipated to be as follows: 
 
Table 3: Annual costs of OSPCA contract 
Cost  (in $000s) Sep 2016 2017 2018 2019 Cumulative 

Operating $    95 $  290 $  295 $  300 $   980 
 
 
Based on informal inquiries made by City staff, the base cost for the above level of service would 
be a minimum of $174,000 for the first year, (not including inflationary costs for future years), with 
an additional hourly charge of $55, at a minimum of three hours per call, for all after-hours 
attendances. Based on the same number of attendances projected in the in-house option, the 
total estimated full year cost for this option is approximately $280,000. With an implementation 
date of September 1, 2016, one third of this amount, or about $95,000, is anticipated to impact 
2016. 
 
Under this option, a greater percentage of calls are expected to be handled on an on-call basis 
(as compared to the in-house option) based on OSPCA’s regular hours of operation. Given that 
an additional hourly fee is charged for all after-hour calls, this option would be more costly and, as 
attendance volumes increase, would result in a steeper rise in overall cost year-to-year than with 
the in-house model. 
 
In the event of an emergency, the OSPCA is well positioned and resourced to respond. However, 
depending on the circumstances and whether the required response falls outside the terms of the 
contract with the City, there could be additional expenses associated with the additional service. It 
should be noted that the OSPCA has an excellent outreach and education program throughout 
the province. Through co-ordination, and perhaps as an extension of the terms of a contract 



(although perhaps at increased cost), the City may be able to leverage its own outreach and 
education efforts. 
 
The OSPCA in York Region is based out of its facility in Newmarket, creating a potential 
inconvenience for Vaughan residents. 
 
The main advantage of this option is implementation could be accomplished without the need for 
the one-time capital costs. The main disadvantages are that the annual and on-going costs are 
expected to be higher, the OSPCA’s facility is located in Newmarket creating a potential 
inconvenience for Vaughan residents and, not unlike any other external contract services, while 
the OSPCA is a highly reputable organization, the City’s ability to meet public and City Council’s 
expectations would be limited to the negotiated terms of the contract agreement. 
 
Option 3: Private Contract 
 
Informal inquiries made by City staff to a recognized private service provider indicate that there is 
a small number of external private wildlife service providers with the ability to provide wildlife 
response services at a comparable service level to that offered by the OSPCA. Under a contract 
with such a provider, service calls received by the City (through any of the current channels) 
would be referred to the provider for response. Calls covered under contract would be limited to 
sick or injured, animals. Nuisance calls would continue to be private matters, but could also be 
handled separately by the private service provider at a cost to the homeowner. 
 
A private service provider typically charges $300 per attendance, plus a premium if response is 
required after-hours. Based on the projected attendance volume used in evaluating the other 
options, the total annual cost of using a private contractor would be approximately $480,000 (not 
including inflationary increases for future years). With an implementation date of September 1, 
2016, one third of this amount or $160,000 would impact 2016. 
 
The anticipated costs over the life of the contract with a private service provider are as follows: 
 
Table 4: Annual costs of private service provider contract 
Cost  (in $000s) Sep 2016 2017 2018 2019 Cumulative 

Operating $  160 $  490 $  500 $  510 $1,660 
 
 
From a technical standpoint, a qualified provider should be able to provide the same level of 
expert service as the OSPCA or the City. Once again, depending on the location of the provider’s 
facility, there could be some inconvenience and decoupling of service. Response to emergencies 
would either have to be incorporated into a contract or treated separately, outside of an existing 
agreement. In any case, there would be an additional cost associated with that level of service. 
 
Although a qualified private service provider should be able to provide a satisfactory level of 
service, a per-unit costing model, at the anticipated volume levels, will likely prove prohibitively 
costly. The cost structure of the private contractor model is only economically beneficial at much 
lower volumes, which is a circumstance that runs contrary to the trends reflected in the volumes 
data from 2013 to present. 

Sensitivity Analysis 

Table 5 compares the estimated costs of providing wildlife response service under the three 
options above, using an attendance volume range of plus 25% and minus 25% from volume 
projections of approximately 1,200 attendances annually. 
 
 
 



Table 5: Sensitivity to attendance volume 
 Volume of Attendances 

(From Sep., 2016 to the end of 2019)  

 -25% Projected +25% 

In-house service  ( 000s ) $     635 $     690 $     740 

OSPCA contract  ( 000s ) $     875 $     980 $  1,070 

Private provider  ( 000s ) $  1,240 $  1,660 $  2,075 
 
 
Under all three volume scenarios, the in-house service model resulted in the most fiscally 
responsible way to provide a wildlife response service. The in-house model is also the one least 
impacted by volume fluctuations (with a 25% fluctuation in volume resulting in only about a 7.5% 
fluctuation in cost), while the private provider model is the most impacted by volume fluctuations 
(with a 25% fluctuation in volume resulting in a corresponding 25% fluctuation in cost). 

The additional benefit related to an in-house model is the flexibility to more effectively manage 
sensitivity and growth demands through various means, including prioritization and flexibility in 
resource deployment, as done within all other units of BLCLPS. 

Relationship to Term of Council Service Excellence Strategy Map (2014-2018) 

This report’s recommendations support Council’s priorities through continuing to ensure the 
safety and well-being of citizens, and meeting Council’s tax rate targets. 

The recommendations are also consistent with the Vaughan Service Excellence Strategic 
Initiatives of Citizen Experience and Operational Performance through effective and consistent 
service delivery, continuous improvement, and demonstrating value for money. A comparison 
with neighbouring municipalities suggests that citizens across York Region have come to expect 
a level of animal service delivery that includes wildlife. A growing number of wildlife-related calls 
suggests that there is the same expectation in Vaughan. 

Regional Implications 

York Region Health has recently expressed concern that, unlike other municipalities in York 
Region, Vaughan does not have a program in place to respond to sick or injured wildlife within its 
boundaries. With the current rabies outbreak amongst raccoons and skunks in Hamilton and 
surrounding areas, the 50-kilometre rabies Surveillance Zone established by the MNRF is fast 
approaching York Region; with Vaughan expected to be the first affected municipality. With that 
eventuality, all sick or deceased raccoons and skunks will need to be collected and stored by the 
local municipality and subsequently submitted for testing to the MNRF in order to track the 
progression and strain type of this zoonotic threat. 

The York Regional Police Services Board, both citing the draw on resources and questioning the 
appropriateness of the use of firearms to deal with wildlife issues, recently announced that YRP 
officers would no longer be responding to wildlife calls unless they involved traffic accidents or 
presented an imminent danger to the safety of people. In 2015, YRP received approximately 400 
calls relating to wildlife incidents within District 4 that would otherwise typically be handled by 
Animal Services. However, in the absence of a municipal wildlife service, YRP attended 
approximately 10% of these calls. So far in 2016, according to YRP, the number of calls attended 
within District 4 is 15, which when annualized represents a 50% increase over last year. 

With a growing population, intensification, and continued urbanization, the demand for a wildlife 
response service is only expected to increase. Over the next 15 years, Vaughan is expected to 



grow by nearly 27%, as compared to a growth rate of 20% regionally. Urbanization and 
intensification will place additional pressure on habitats, allow for the support of greater 
concentrations of certain animals, such as raccoons, and put existing wildlife into greater contact 
with humans and domestic animals. 

Conclusion 

Although the City is not mandated to provide a wildlife response service, there is a growing public 
demand and expectation to have the City deal with such issues. The establishment of a wildlife 
response service would allow the city to better leverage its resources and respond to emerging 
issues and emergencies such as the rabies outbreak in the Hamilton area. In looking at the most 
effective, efficient and safe method to deliver a wildlife response service, three options were 
explored: 1) in-house service provision; 2) OSPCA contract; and 3) private service contract. 
Specific service requirements based on service delivery principles were established to assess 
each option equally. On the basis of these requirements, the in-house model was shown to 
provide the most effective and efficient service through a comprehensive and integrated program 
model allowing for optimal resource deployment and delivery. 

A cost-benefit analysis demonstrated that the in-house option, at projected levels, represents the 
most cost-effective option. Because attendance volume projections were based on a combination 
of data from within, information from other municipalities and experience-based assumptions, 
actual volumes could vary from those projected. Therefore a sensitivity analysis was conducted to 
examine the impact of volume variances on cost. Within a range of plus or minus 25%, the in-
house model still proved to be the most cost-effective. 

From a broader public service perspective, it is important to note that the introduction of a wildlife 
response service to the City’s existing animal services program would realize additional global 
benefits. By integrating the additional service with the existing operating model, VAS would be 
able to expand its operating hours and enhance access to all related services without any 
additional costs beyond those being projected within this report. 

Based on their analysis, staff believe that there is a substantial benefit to establishing a wildlife 
response service and therefore recommend that Council approve the in-house service delivery 
option starting in September of 2016. 
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Attachment 1 
 

Annual Cost Breakdown of Providing an In-house Wildlife Response Service 
 
 
 
 
 

 2016 
(Sep. 1 – Dec. 31) 20171 20181 20191 

In-house service costs ($ 000s) 
     Capital2 
     Staffing (2 Part-time Officers)3 
     After-hours service4 
     Operational costs5 

 
113 
35 
20 
19 

 
--- 
80 
60 
24 

 
--- 
81 
61 
25 

 
--- 
83 
63 
26 

 187 164 167 172 
 
Notes: 
  1 All costs have been assumed to increase by 2% from year to year to reflect wage and general price 

increases. 
  2 Capital costs include the purchase of an additional vehicle for wildlife control, the establishment of a 

dedicated euthanasia and holding area at the Joint Operations Centre. All of these costs would be 
borne up-front (i.e., throughout the summer and fall of 2016). 

  3 Staffing costs in the first year include incidental expenses such as tough-book devices and personal 
protective equipment for the Officers. In-field business solutions eliminate the need, and associated 
cost, of additional office space and equipment. 

  4 After-hour service and related over-time costs are governed by the City’s Collective Agreements and as 
such is costed on the basis of full-time staff rates. 

  5 Additional operational costs pertain to required vaccinations of staff, replacement of specialized 
equipment and refresher training, as required. These costs will be higher in the initial year. 
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Attachment 3 
 

Jurisdictional Comparative for the Provision of Wildlife Response Services 
 
 
 
 
 

Animal Control Services 
 Municipality Projected Population (000s) Domestic Services Wildlife Services 
  2016 2031 Change In-house Contract In-house Contract 
York Aurora 63.7 70.2 10.2%     

 East Gwillimbury 34.7 86.5 149.3%     

 Georgina 52.8 70.3 33.1%     

 King 27.0 34.9 29.3%     

 Markham 337.8 421.6 24.8%     

 Newmarket 88.7 97.1 9.5%     

 Richmond Hill 216.9 242.2 11.7%     

 Vaughan 329.1 416.6 26.6%   not provided 
 Whitchurch-Stouffville 49.4 60.6 22.7%     

GTA Brampton 577.0 727.0 26.0%     

 Mississauga 756.0 805.0 6.5%     

 Toronto 2,794.0 2,905.0 4.0%     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sources: York Region Official Plan, 2010 for all York municipal population projections. 
 Region of Peel Official Plan, 2014 for Brampton and Mississauga population projections. 
 Flashforward: Projecting Population and Employment to 2031 in a Mature Urban Area, Toronto City 

Planning Division for Toronto population projections. 



Attachment 4 
 

Expansion of Rabies Control Area 
(December 2015 versus March 2016) 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 
 (https://files.ontario.ca/spring-baiting-map-large.jpg) 
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