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The Problem

Dog and man forged a relationship approximately 15,000 years ago.  Dogs have served mankind well throughout history, they have been our protectors and companions; for some, our surrogate children. Dogs have fought and died in battle for us. In Vietnam alone war dogs are responsible for saving over 10,000 American lives, then were left behind regarded as surplus equipment. Dogs have found us when we were lost, helped heal us when we were sick, served the disabled, given hope and enjoyment to the mentally ill, provided companionship to the lonely, and extended lives of those who would have died had Fido not been waiting at home for his Master’s return. Dogs ask for so little, yet have given so much.  And, for 15,000 years, Mr. Jones has been complaining about Mr. Smith’s dog.

Los Alamos County has approximately 5,400 dogs.  In June 2003 the Animal Control Task Force was created to investigate citizen complaints about common nuisance dog issues and recommend solutions.  The Task Force was made up of County Staff, a County Councilor, concerned Citizens, and knowledgeable Citizen’s who have worked extensively in our community with animal legislation, dogs, and dog owners. 

Current ordinances were carefully studied to see if they were deficient. Problems were brought forth so solutions could be found.  Input was solicited through public meetings, newspaper ads and articles, utility bill stuffers, and the county website.  Hundred of hours were spent studying other communities and their animal issues and animal control ordinances. To make a more comparable study, communities were found that share some of our town’s characteristics: active, outdoorsy, close to open space with trail systems. Reports were found and studied that address the same issues we have here. What we found is that indeed some of our ordinances were out-dated; some were unclear and in need of revision to be more understandable, and a few additions and deletions were necessary. Definitely, the definitions needed updated and expanded so we could all work with a common language knowing exactly what a term means.

While the main focus of the ACTF was to be on dog issues, citizens continued to insist that we deal with other animal issues. Many citizens were now reading our current animal control ordinances and they insisted on changes in some of the other animal codes. The ACTF originally tried to keep the issues dog related, but citizens repeatedly requested we deal with their other animal issues since we were in the document.  Citizens did not want to wait for another task force. The animal control code was going to be updated for dogs and citizens insisted on updating the other parts of the code that addressed their concerns.  The ACTF found that when the parts of the ordinances affecting dogs was updated or changed, the changing affected other animals too, making more extensive modifications necessary.  It was the old: if you paint the living room, now the carpet looks bad. So, you replace the carpet, now the furniture looks bad… and on and on until the whole house has been remodeled.

What the ACTF also found is that animal control is one hot topic. While most citizens have remained civil throughout the information gathering process, it has proven to be an extremely challenging situation.   The March issue of Governing, cautions local legislators, “if you thought that taxes were the only issue that made voters’ blood boil, then you haven’t had a dog issue appear on the public agenda lately.”  The ACTF has worked very hard to find a balance in control of animals in our community and yet provide enough freedom so that citizens can enjoy the animals that they have for companionship, recreation, and hobbies.  We have heard from citizens that want all animals on lead or restrained every second they are off the owner’s property and citizens that think we should insist that animals are indoors from 9:00 pm to 8:00 am to those that think “dogs are dogs and will do what dogs do.”   What was most important though, was to create an animal ordinance with works for our citizens in our community. 

The Findings

After all the investigation and public input that the ACTF received, we believe that Los Alamos’s animal problems are not that severe.  Yes, we recognize there are a few individuals with serious problems and there are some neighborhoods that need some help with particular issues, but for the number of animals in this County (over 11,000 cats and dogs alone) our domestic pet problems are not that bad. The ACTF believes that with an updated, clearly written, understandable, enforceable animal code, public education, and the institution of a neighborhood mediation program most of our animal control problems can be alleviated.

The Animal Control Ordinance –the Clarifications, the Changes and Why?

The ACTF took all input it received from public meetings, interviews, and correspondence; then compared it with current state laws, received input from Los Alamos Police with regards to enforceability, took findings from other towns, read reports, investigated legal issues as to Constitutionality of certain ordinances and came up with a draft ordinance to present to council.  We believe this draft ordinance represents the desires in an animal control ordinance for the majority of Los Alamos citizens.  As with all things, not everyone will be happy, but we believe the changes to the draft ordinance to be a fair and balanced considering both the rights of the animal owner and the non-animal owning public.  Descriptions of the changes follow and why those changes were made.

The Definitions:

The definitions section of the animal control ordinance was where the most changes were made.  Without a common language and solid definition of a term, we cannot communicate effectively.   Take for example the word ‘attack.’  Several citizens claim to have been attacked by loose dogs.   When asked if they were bitten or even touched by the dog, the answer was overwhelmingly, no. The dog just ran up to them, barked and they had been scared by actions the dog.   Attack in our code’s definitions means aggressive physical contact between any animal or human.  What most of these people were was menaced which means the animal directed unprovoked hostile behavior toward a person.  If the dog was not barking aggressively or threatening in some manner then the animal was simply being a nuisance. What the ACTF recognizes is that that person should not have been subjected to the dog’s inappropriate attention.

The problem arises here when animal owners claim their “dog is friendly” or “just loves children” let their animal get out of control and run up and bother people leashed or not.  It does not matter that the “dog is friendly” or that it “loves children,” the subject of the dog’s attention may not want it.   The inconsiderate dog owner who lets their dog approach other people without their permission, is just plain rude.  The owner knows nothing of the person who is being bothered feelings towards dog or how threatened they feel by even a friendly dog, let alone getting into the protective instincts a parent has towards their children.   So, we need the words to define the actions of the dog and its handler; if the dog made aggressive physical contact the person was attacked, if the dog threatened, but kept its distance, the person was menaced, if the dog was friendly but bothering someone without permission, it was being a nuisance.   

Even with definitions such as the ones for attack, menaced, nuisance there will still be subjectiveness.  People who are not versed in dog body language or know the difference been a friendly or playful bark and a threatening or fearful bark will feel threatened even by a friendly dog. Some people feel threatened by a dog that is doing nothing more than sitting calmly by its keeper’s side.  For some, the size of the dog is the issue.  They don’t feel menaced or bothered by a small dog no matter what its actions, but a large dog just by being a large dog makes them feel threatened.  However, the point is we now have the language to define the actions and with careful questioning a determination of the offending action can be made. 

Pet Limitations

Limitations on the maximum number of pets was removed.  Why?  Because limiting the number of pets a person may own has been proven to be unconstitutional in several states; Minnesota and Pennsylvania are two.  Reason is the arbitrary enforcement of limit laws and it is unconstitutional to deprive a person of their property, which a pet is.  Animals will be limited by how well a person manages their animals.   Some people are good and responsible pet owners they can manage any number of pets without creating a general nuisance problem while some people cannot even manage one pet without causing a nuisance problem.  

Pet limitations also unfairly targets dog and cat owners since dogs and cats are more visible, breeders, rehabilitators, competitors, and those who foster animals.  Example: Ms. Jones has 50 cockatiels and three cats in her house, but no one can see them and she escapes the long arm of the law, but Mr. Smith is in breaking the law because he has five cockapoos that a passerby can see and count. Mr. Smith, also occasionally takes in a foster dog to care for and rehabilitate until a new home can be found. No matter that Mr Smith trains the dogs, keeps them quiet and cleans up regularly and none of his neighbors have any complaints about his animals. He was arbitrarily picked out and punished because there were more than four animals on his property.

The limiting factor is, if the keeper creates a nuisance to the surrounding area, whether one animal or 50, and if the keeper does not abide by few, but simple rules for keeping the animals, then the keeper is in violation of the ordinance. The offending animals can be impounded, the keeper stiffly fined and prohibited by the court from having any more animals or limiting the number of animals that owner may keep.

Animals at Large or the “Leash Law”

In general, most Los Alamosans have seemed to not understand the leash law.  Los Alamos has always had a leash law. Every complaint we have heard of dogs bothering other walkers, hikers, people trying to enjoy trails, play lots, and parks have been bothered by owners of dogs who are violating the leash law we already have.  When dog handlers were asked to leash their dog, many would respond that their dog was under verbal control. 

People who have bothered to read the current leash law seem to have stopped after the first paragraph which reads: 

a)     No person shall allow any animal to roam or stray or to be off the keeper's premises unless it is at all times under verbal control or physical restraint of a responsible person.
Everybody stopped reading and said “Wow! No leash necessary.  I will just say my dog is under verbal control!”   This has been a major point of contention for a long time.   Had the readers read a little further down to paragraph (c) they would have read that the verbal control, which is defined as “the ability to control and actual accomplishment of control of an animal…” is only valid in specified areas of Los Alamos County:

c)     Except within the premises available for the exclusive private use of its owner or keeper and except in R-A-zoned areas and designated dog-training zones, a dog located in an inhabited area shall at all times be confined or physically restrained on a secure leash not exceeding eight feet in length. A dog located in an R-A-zoned area or a designated dog-training zone shall at all times be under verbal control of its keeper if not confined or restrained.
What this clarification says is that unless the dog is in the R-A zoned areas of the county (which is only La Senda and Pajarito Acres), or the designated dog-training zones which are small sections of some of our public parks, or the implied exception for County Open Space and trails that are at least 25 yards from any inhabited areas, then the dog is to be on a leash.  Inhabited is currently defined as within 25 meters of any residence, school, church, public or commercial building, or public park.

Another point people have not seemed to realize is that the current leash law does and has always applied to all animals; this includes cats.  Some citizens believe the ACTF has added cats to the leash law, it has not.  It has always been there; loose or roaming cats have always been prohibited.

The ACTF still recommends that all animals remain on lead in Los Alamos except in the clearly defined voice and sight control areas. The code has not really changed; the ACTF has just reworded it to make it clear what voice control really is and where exactly it is legal.  

Parks should have the voice designated sections clearly posted so dog owners know where they can exercise and train their animals off-lead in our public parks – leaving the rest of the park as a place where citizens do not have to worry about being approached by an off-lead dog.  Los Alamos Sport and Working Dog is working with the parks department to get those areas resigned as over the years they had fallen by the wayside and few, if any, even knew of their existence.

Animals in open space and trails should not be let off lead within 100 yards of trailheads. Why this seemingly arbitrary limit?   It is a length most people can take a guess at - one football field, approximately 150 paces. No one is going to be out with a tape measure to make sure one goes exactly 100 yards before a handler leashes or unleashes a dog. One can easily approximate the distance.  The reasoning for the distance is that people and dogs coming out of trails are tired and ready to go home, dogs and people coming in are excited and full of energy and not paying the best of attention.  Most issues that arise on trails seem to happen in that first 100 yards. 100 yards give people and their dogs time to settle into the trail and see if anyone is coming out and assess any other situation as they enter the trail system.  For people coming out of the trails, some of our trail heads are near tot lots or other busy areas and a dog pops out of the trail head a couple of minutes ahead of its owner, startling, scaring or concerning people using those facilities and possibly turning an enjoyable outing into an unpleasant one. That was a common complaint from park users, a seemingly unattended dog coming out of a trial system and bothering them. Dogs need to be leashed well before exiting the trail system.
Voice and Sight Control – What is it?

In the draft ordinance, the ACTF clearly defines what Voice control means: your animal must never chase, run up to or bother other people.  Your dog must respond immediately, not eventually.  The ACTF also added a sight requirement to prevent people from letting their dogs run out-of-sight in open space and possibly bothering other hikers or getting into some other mischief. It is the animal owner’s responsibility to know exactly where their dog is and what it is doing at all times. This level of control is possible is achievable through correct and consistent training and there are people who have this level of training on their animals. This voice and sight control definition was modeled after Boulder County, Colorado’s voice and sight control ordinance. The people who have trained their animals to such a level deserve to continue to have the privilege of having their animals off lead in areas designated to do so. Those who have not achieved that level of control have a goal to work towards. There are resources in Los Alamos to help dog owners achieve that level of training on their animals.  Having your dog off lead is a responsibility to be earned, not a right. Other people have the right to be able to use those same trails and parks without being bothered by someone’s out-of-control dog.

Bottom line is, if your dog doesn’t respond immediately, if it is prone to running up to people, no matter how “friendly” your dog is or “how much it loves children”, or if your dog is pestering wildlife, chasing or bothering bikers or hikers, if you and your dog are not in a Voice and Sight designated area, it is to remain on a leash at all times.  The ACTF feels strongly that animal owners do not have the right to let their dog bother other people or the other people’s animals, period.

The ACTF does realize that we need to be able to let our citizens dogs run off lead to get adequate exercise and mental simulation; this makes them happier, healthier pets that are less prone to other nuisance behaviors such as barking and destructiveness. The ACTF also realizes that locations are needed in town to be able to train an animal to that level or to train their dogs for dog sports and hobbies. Therefore, working with parks we will have six voice control  areas in various parks, and the trails, open space, LaSenda, Pajarito Acres, and the stable area will remain voice and sight control for adequately trained animals.

There have been detractors to the Voice and Sight control saying it is unreliable.  That is not true, some people are unable to train it, others can.  Just like some owners can’t teach their dog to sit reliably and others can. Those that can earn the privilege, the others must keep their dog on a leash.  

Detractors also claim that dogs off lead are at risk for rabies and plague and exposing us to such diseases.  The ACTF has searched high and low for rabies in domestic pet statistics in New Mexico. The CDC reports only one cat case in the past 10 years and no dog cases.  Further searches on the New Mexico Department of Health found no cases of rabies in dogs since 1983.  There have been 3 cat cases: one in 1993 and two in 1999, all in the Clovis/Portales area.  All were the skunk variant.

Plague:  Even the NM Department of Health says plague is rare even in New Mexico. The last human case reported was in 2000. I think we all know of the case where the couple went to New York and succumbed to plague there after cleaning an outbuilding, but since they succumbed in New York, it is on their books, not NM's.

All the NM Department of Health recommends is that if you have animals that may come into contact with flea bearing wildlife, keep your dog or cat dusted with flea powder.  That is it.

Loose dogs bite people: Dogs on leashes only advocates claim that restraint laws will prevent dog bites and that half the dog bites are children under twelve.  What those advocates fail to state is that 80% of those dog bites in children are bites received by the family’s own dog, a friend or neighbor’s dog. Not an unrestrained dog on the street.  Dog bites in children fall behind softball and baseball injuries to children.  The CDC states that those bites in children are usually male and under 14.  Children are often not taught or well supervised while with the family pet and are often bitten by trying to take away food and toys from the dog, too rough play, or when the child is bothering a dog's young puppies.  All issues that can be solved through education, restrictive leash laws will not help here. As for bites to adults, the CDC reports circumstances of bites in adults usually are breaking up a dog fight, helping a sick or injured animal, visitors to the owners property or workers on the owners property. Not the loose dog on the street or in open space. That dog will usually choose flight over fight. The majority of the bites that happen will not be helped by restrictive leash laws. 

Using alarmist tactics to create restrictive laws is unethical.  Education will address the problems listed above not punishing the responsible pet owners by making their lives so restrictive with regards to their pets and the enjoyment thereof.

There are also other citizens that do not want dogs in open space citing danger to wildlife and sensitive areas.   The ACTF has looked extensively for evidence to corroborate these claims. Little has been found, however, extensive reports have been found that support dogs in open space.   As for endangering wildlife, animals under voice and sight control should not be doing so, but in case something goes awry, the voice and sight control definition allows only two dogs to be off lead at a time.  Dr. Ramsay of the Wildlife Center states that in all her years of practicing veterinary care and running the Wildlife Center she has seen only one or two cases of injured wildlife by dogs.  She states, if dogs are not allowed to run as a pack, pack behavior does not manifest itself and wildlife is not endangered by dogs.  The ACTF limits dogs running off lead while under voice and sight control to two, and defines a dog pack as three or more dogs running together.  Dr. Ramsay concurs with those definitions and supports the ability to exercise dogs off lead on trails and in County open space.

Having dogs off lead is an integral part of our citizen’s enjoyment of our location, to be out hiking in our wilderness, and training for service work just as search and rescue and various dog sports.  But, it realizes the citizens have to earn that right through consistent training of their animals.

Nuisances or “Will those animals ever shut up?”

This is another controversial part of the code.   Noise ordinances, like limit laws, have been found to have constitutionality issues.  The main problem is the vagueness of an ordinance and its lack of adequate standards to prevent arbitrary enforcement.  If Mr. Jones complains about Mr. Smith’s dog who barks for 30 minutes every hour, but Mr. Frank 10 blocks away and none of his neighbor’s seem to care so there is no one to complain about his barking dog and he doesn’t suffer any penalty. This results in an arbitrary enforcement issue. While there is no perfect animal noise ordinance the Municipal Research and Services Center of Washington give some guidelines to help with the specificity that a noise ordinance must have to be enforceable.   Our noise ordinance has been worded and approved by Chief Torpy to be enforceable, yet fair and he will enforce the animal noise code.   If someone has an issue with their neighbor about a noisy animal, they are encouraged to talk to the offending owner about the issue.  Most people are willing to work to abate the problem. If that fails, animal control or the police should be called for assistance.

All animals are included in the noise nuisance ordinance except livestock animals as defined by the New Mexico Livestock board, where it is zoned and legal to have such animals: La Senda and Pajarito Acres.  People who move to an R-A zoned area expecting quiet must realize that agriculture involves animal husbandry practices, these practices are allowed by law and noise from livestock animals shall not result in penalty to the owner.  Los Alamos County has only one small portion of it where these agricultural interests can be practiced and those resident’s interests must also be protected. 

The stable area on North Mesa is not R-A as many people believe, but has a different zoning designation PL-W2. The PL-W2 special use allows for livestock to be kept there and under the same livestock noise exemptions.

Excrement or “What all the stink about?”

Animal excrement, mainly dog and cat, left on citizen’s sidewalks, trails, parks, and private property is one of the hottest topics.   It is one that there is almost no controversy about. The rude and inconsiderate leave their animals droppings wherever they fall making life unpleasant for walkers, hikers and responsible dog owners.  Some dog owners have been spotted intentionally taking their animals to parks and playing fields just for the sole purpose of elimination and leaving the mess behind for parks personnel to clean up. Green space and resources have been taken away in many municipalities due to such inconsiderate animal owners. These rules punish not the guilty, because they just get slyer, but the responsible who realize green space use has it responsibilities.  Citizens have also complained that they cannot use their flowerbeds or vegetable gardens due to neighborhood cats that use their private property for a toilet. Why don’t we have a pooper-scooper law?  Well, we do, but it is buried in the “use of public sewers” code.   

The ACTF added a section in the animal ordinances so it could be easily found that makes it unlawful not to pick up your dog or cat’s excrement and dispose of it in a sanitary manner. It is also unlawful for keepers not to regularly clean up animal wastes on their property before it becomes offensive to the neighbors, which is another complaint we received. Some citizens complain they cannot use their backyard because the neighbor never cleans up after their animals and the stink makes use of the yard unpleasant. This constitutes a nuisance to the neighborhood and therefore something that can be written in code and is in many municipalities.   

According to the leash law portion of the code, cats should not be loose or roaming, so the neighbor’s cat that is eliminating in your flower or vegetable garden is already, currently breaking the law as it is currently written and is actually in violation of two currently existing ordinances.  The ACTF has not changed this, but hopefully, placing an excrement section in the animal control portion of the code will clarify it and make it clear to animal owners that allowing this action is unacceptable.

Violations of this section are punishable up to $500.00

Menacing Behavior

This section is new. The ACTF realizes owners have a responsibility when they take their animals out in public, so that other people do not feel threatened by it.   If your dog or animal is demonstrating unprovoked lunging, barking, and threatening behavior towards people or other animals when out in public, then your animal could be guilty of menacing behavior.  Owners whose animals are found guilty of this may be required by the court to obtain training on their animal.

Dangerous Animal

Dangerous Animals have never been allowed in Los Alamos County.  The ACTF feels it should remain that way.  However, a definition of dangerous animal was expanded and certain exemptions were written in for defense of the animal. Example, if someone is teasing or taunting an animal and the animal bites that person, the dog cannot be deemed dangerous the animal is acting in self-defense.  The ACTF did not independently pen this definition. The definition of dangerous animal and the defenses of the animal are the definition and defenses recommended by the American Veterinary Medical Association’s model ordinance for dangerous dogs. 

The ACTF found the definitions and defenses to be reasonable defining exactly what is and isn’t a dangerous animal. The definition and defenses were well suited to our community so we included them in our dangerous dog code.  We also included the hearing process portion of the model ordinance so that citizens shall know exactly  what actions to expect if their animal is alleged to be dangerous. The model ordinance listed conditions that a dangerous animal can be kept. As previously stated, we see no reason to start allowing dangerous animals to remain in the county, so the penalty section remains the same as it is now: a fine and either the destruction of the animal or its removal from the county. 

Wild in Los Alamos

On the recommendation of Dr Ramsay, the ACTF draft ordinance has removed all ordinances concerning wild animals.  Previously, the ordinance had county issued permits and regulations on keeping these types of animals.   The NM Game and Fish, the USDA Wildlife Department and the US Department of Wildlife already regulate wild animals. The ACTF draft ordinance simply states that “ No person shall receive, purchase, own or keep wild animals without first applying for and receiving from” one of the above agencies a permit to do so.

Licensing of Cats and Dogs

Currently, only dogs are required to be licensed.  There has been pressure to add to the licensing process due to pressure from a small vocal group to do so.  We thought OK we will for a time. Then we asked ourselves?

What is the purpose of licensing?  Historically, licensing was created for two reasons, proof of rabies vaccinations and the ability to identify a dog and return it to its owners.  The proponents of cat licensing also use this argument. 

Dogs and cats are not to be roaming by currently existing and proposed draft ordinance. Should the dog or cat be found to have escaped its confines, most dogs and cats will be usually wearing an ID tag their owner purchased.  The county ID tag is decipherable only by Animal Control.  Many times when a resident sees a roaming animal they can and do call the owner and the animal never has to be picked up by animal control, they can’t do that with the county license – animal control must be called to decipher the code.   

Only about 24%-30% of the dogs that live in the county and are licensed.  That is not just here.  Nationally the compliance rate is approximately 30% for dogs and less than 1% for cats according to reports at the National Animal Interest Alliance. Compliance rates are small and LAPD reports that the cost of licensing and maintaining the records for licensing are higher than the revenues licensing brings in. Were the licensing fees to be raised higher, the compliance rate would drop even further.  Currently, if a roaming dog or cat is brought in to the animal shelter, the owner must bring in proof of rabies vaccination, which is required by NM State law, before the animal can be released.   Proponents of licensing say the wearing of the tag is proof of vaccination. It is not, it is just a tag.  

The task force can find no true need for issuing county tags and is recommending not doing so. There is no value added by licensing dogs or cats.  It only duplicates already available information.  Dogs and cats are required to wear their rabies tag when in public. Their owners will be fined if the pet is not doing so.  The owner of the animal can be traced by the data on the rabies tag should they not be wearing a pet id tag or micro-chipped.  An identification tag with the owners name and address is strongly recommended to be placed on the animal. 

Enforcement or “Will this thing ever work?”

What each and every citizen needs to know, pet owner or not, is that the code is there and it defines the expectations by setting standards for the animal owning citizens of Los Alamos, as well as defining the penalties if they are found guilty of non-compliance.

What the citizens of Los Alamos also need to understand is that unless a police officer actually observes an ordinance violation they CANNOT cite that person.

It is up to witnesses or victims to file a complaint and take it to court with proof of the violation. Officers can investigate the claim and possibly take action, but like an assault charge, where someone beats someone else up, unless the officer sees the person hitting the other person or unless the victim presses charges, there is NOTHING the officer can do.  Unsubstantiated claims would then be hearsay and inadmissible.  The public needs to take responsibility to fix things themselves and either use the proposed mediation services that the ACTF is recommending or take it to court.

Another point people need to be cognizant of is the enforcement limitations that we have. Many of our popular trails and places people love to take their dogs off lead are not in areas that LAPD can enforce them.   Many of the trails off Barranca, North Mesa, Main Hill and their canyons lead quickly into Santa Fe County.   No LAPD jurisdiction there. It is the same with the Pueblo lands. The Ski hill is another popular hiking area, but it is private property. Other trails that are within LAPD jurisdiction are where police cannot easily enforce laws, they do not have the equipment and manpower to patrol trails and open space.  It is better to create a code that defines and expectation of behavior in those areas and leave the people to police themselves through peer pressure and knowing someone somewhere will hold them accountable for their actions if inappropriate. Our officers have a larger task with law enforcement within the community proper.

Know where you are.  Be cognizant of the rules for where you are. Know what types of situations you may run into.  Be prepared and be aware.  Educate yourselves on your rights and responsibilities and hold those accountable that do not comply and yes, this will work.

Public Education:

The ACTF believes that most people in Los Alamos are not cognizant of our animal control ordinances.  This was simply proven by this ACTF exercise, people are reading them now and commenting on current ordinances and not understanding them, not the new and improved ones.   Public education is needed to promote responsible animal ownership, resources need to be identified where owners can go for advise, help with their problem and/or training with their animal.

Neighborhood Mediation

Finally, the ACTF recommends that a Neighborhood Mediation process be put into place. Mediation has proven to be very effective in neighborhoods across the country.  This mediation process should not be limited to animals, but every issue that comes up in neighborhoods that result from people who don’t always agree living close to each other. This program promises be very beneficial to our neighborhoods and to our court system.

There is separate documentation explaining this program and its use in animal issues.

