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ANIMAL CONTROL ADVISORY BOARD MEETING 
 

APRIL 24, 2019 
 

AGENDA 
 

 
 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM JANUARY 9, 2019 
 
INTRODUCTION OF NEW BOARD MEMBERS-ADAM LEATH 
 
NEW BUSINESS: 

• Discussion on New Proposed County Ordinance 
o ADAM LEATH will provide a draft copy of the proposed changes during meeting. 

 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
SET DATE & TIME FOR NEXT MEETING 
 
MEETING ADJOURNED   
 



 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
    
     
 
    

    
 

   
  
 

 
  

 
    

     
    

     
   

   
  

 
    

 
   

    
 

    
    

  
      

  
 

      
  

 
      

 
  

   

VOLUSIA COUNTY ANIMAL CONTROL 
ADVISORY BOARD MEETING 

APRIL 24, 2019 

PRESENT: CATHY DRIGGERS 
KAREN K. CLARK 
BOB BELT 
ROBERT BAIRD 
PAT MIHALIC 
DEBBIE DARINO 
KENNETH MULLEN 
JEANNINE COLLETTI 
SUZANNE GRUBBS-VC DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

ADAM LEATH, VCAS DIRECTOR 
DEE FERGUSON, VCAS FIELD SUPERVISOR 
SHARI WILLIAMS, VCAS OFFICE MANAGER 

The meeting was called to order.  Kara Keef has an excused absence. 

Motion by Karen Clark to approve minutes of the January 9, 2019 Board meeting. 
The motion was seconded by Jeannine Colletti 
Motion carried 

The members take turns introducing themselves. 

Mr. Leath starts discussion of the proposed ordinance changes. He informs the Board that this ordinance has 
currently not gone before our Legal Department for review and has not been put out for public disclosure. As 
the Advisory Board, he wants them to have the opportunity to review what it is we would like to see Volusia 
County be able to do. Because it is in draft form, anything on there is up for discussion. He took the current 
ordinance, Chapter 14 and added any changes. Anything you see in red is added or deleted. Laws are the only 
way to uniformly protect all of the pets within our jurisdiction. In order to do that we need to make sure we have 
laws that are effectively going to be able to do that. 

Mr. Leath starts discussion on the changes that are being proposed. 

14-32: Anytime a citation is issued for an infraction within Volusia County, there is a filing fee associated with it. 
We believe that filing fee should go toward the education of those that are doing the enforcement. 

Up for discussion is that we are going to be referring to ourselves as “Domestic Animal Services” due to our 
officers being asked to respond to situations outside that scope. We are getting calls for snakes, bats and all 
sort of things. We want to streamline to Domestic Animals Services and that’s the best way to effectively use 
the resources that the tax-payers give us. It’s very difficult for us to respond to situations of neglect and cruelty 
if we’re removing all sorts of wildlife that don’t really fit in to the focus of prevention of cruelty and suffering. 

14-37: It’s important to recognize the adoption of Florida Statutes. It’s already something that we do, but it 
wasn’t specifically in our ordinance. 

14-38: I did add some verbiage to “Interference with an Animal Control Officer. 

14-39: Our previous ordinance talked mainly about “humane care”. We’ve found there are situations where 
people have neglected their pets that fall outside the scope of the language that is in the current ordinance. 
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What we envision this section to be is the meat and potatoes of what it is that we do at Animal Services and 
protecting pets. 

Mrs. Colletti raises her concerns regarding providing fresh water and adequate shelter. Mr. Leath directs her to 
a section that was added, 14-39 (a). 

14-40: This is something that we want to include in the ordinance. The language is up for discussion. There 
would be a grace period of time where we can get resources to individuals to be able to come into compliance. 
It’s going to require a lot of public education and outreach so that people understand. I do feel like, especially 
in Florida, that we should be seriously considering as a Board. There are so many counties that have it. 

Ms. Darino questions whether this will be for only unincorporated Volusia County. Mr. Leath responds by telling 
her that we currently have jurisdiction in unincorporated Volusia County as well as the city of Oak Hill. That 
may change in the future. A lot of counties actually contract with the county to do enforcement, to do 
sheltering. Those are all things to be thinking about moving forward. I believe this ordinance is very inclusive. 
But you are correct, if this is approved and passed this will be only in the unincorporated area of Volusia 
County and the City of Oak Hill. 

Mr. Leath states we don’t want to be pushing this forward in a manner which restricts the personal property 
rights of individuals. Animals are considered property. We have to make sure we are not infringing upon them 
but also making perimeters. We find that in issues with tethering, especially in the hot sun, there is often times 
no appropriate shelter. 

Mrs. Colletti raised the issue of leaving a dog tethered outside enables other dogs to come into the yard and 
attack the dog. The dog also has no opportunity to get away from snakes or predators. 

Mrs. Mihalic speaks about Ormond Beach is in the process of adding a tethering ordinance and if the cities and 
County could get together make everybody’s the same, that would be good. Maybe have a meeting with the 
cities. 

Mr. Leath states we are working with getting a Mutual Aid Agreement with all sixteen individual municipalities. 
We are getting a number of requests from cities for us to help their animal control departments. One of the 
carrots I’m dangling in front of them, is if we provide spay/neuter services to your city, and we provide our 
direct mutual aid, might you be willing to accept the new and updated revision of our ordinance to also protect 
the pets that are in your city? 

Mr. Belt states New Smyrna Beach just changed and updated their ordinance. They recommended changes to 
tethering. The City, at their meeting, decided not to go with the recommendations that the Animal Control 
Advisory Board put forth. We are now going back and looking at changes. The changes that the County does 
will help the city to make better decisions too. 

Mr. Leath states we want to ensure that we’re providing maximum protection for all of the pets, not just those in 
the County. 

Mr. Belt: The City of New Smyrna basically stated that if we ban tethering altogether, then we were being 
discriminatory against lower income individuals. That’s exactly what they said. 

Mr. Leath states if you’re providing people with no options and then you’re penalizing them that has shown to 
increase animals being dropped at shelters. We don’t want to force people into a corner and provide them with 
no resources. We should be advocates in the community, providing those resources or connecting people with 
where those resources are. 

Mrs. Mihalic provides a description of the resources provided to the public by Concerned Citizens for Animal 
Welfare. 
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Mr. Leath: The reality is, there are a lot of issues that could be resolved criminally, but that’s not going to help 
the people and that’s not going to help the pets. Intervention and advocacy is a huge component of what we’re 
working to build at the Department. The reality is just because every dog isn’t treated the way mine is or the 
way that yours is, doesn’t meant that people don’t love them and doesn’t provide care for them. We have to 
understand, what is the best alternative for this pet and for this person? And using enforcement when we need 
it. 

Mrs. Clark thanks Mr. Leath for 14-40 (d), for including the word “swivel”. 

Mrs. Clark starts discussion on 14-39 (b) and requests adding the word “insects”. Mrs. Mihalic recommends 
adding “vermin/insect”. 

Mr. Leath states we try to make it inclusive enough so that it gives the officers the ability to do broad 
enforcement across multiple situations. He states he will go back and look at that ordinance. He suggests 
“insect infestation” 

14-41: This section talks about when Animal Services will go out and impound someone’s animal. The 
challenge is, all the situations where we would impound an animal are addressed in those specific sections in 
the ordinance. We don’t need a specific section that says we will impound your animal under all these 
circumstances. I addressed the impoundment issue in each of the individual subsections throughout the 
ordinance, rather than compiling it in one section. 

14-41(b) Mr. Leath states he keeps putting himself into the place of a person who has lost their pet and states 
it is a very complicated and cumbersome process for people to actually find their pet. They have to go to three 
different places, and there’s a couple of Facebook pages. The more hurdles that you put in place, the more 
likely it is that they’re not going to get home. He is trying to find ways to reduce that. He is trying to make 
individuals who are trying to reclaim their pets simple and easy to find them. Going to a shelter increases the 
owner being able to come and find them. 

Mrs. Mihalic suggests posting pictures of lost pets on News 13. 

Mr. Leath states one of the challenges to doing that is coordinating between the three different shelters. 

Mr. Belt discusses the hold length of the different shelters. This directly effects the length of time a citizen has 
to find their animal. 

Mr. Leath states all of the holding periods are subject to change and is something we definitely need to make a 
decision about. The holding periods are an operational decision at each humane society, and we cannot 
dictate their operational decision. 

Mr. Leath discusses the new database that we will be getting that will help identify animal’s owners. 

Mrs. Clark discusses the importance of the veterinarians turning in their rabies certificates to better enable an 
owner be found if the animal gets picked up. 

14-41 (3) Mr. Leath informs the members that he has deleted the unaltered permit in the ordinance. He states 
we have a number of instances by which people are getting unaltered permits for things like Dachshunds and 
Pitbulls and all sorts of other things. I’ve never seen herding Dachshunds and those sorts of things. They are 
getting unaltered permits because all that’s required is to come in and sign a piece of paper. 

Mrs. Driggers: Besides a Hobby Breeder, you’re taking out all the people who show their animals? How are 
you going to allow them to do that? An unaltered animal permit is actually the only way. 
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Mr. Leath: One of the things we find is that the unaltered permit is a loophole for getting around spay/neuter. 
And it’s being utilized in a way that is increasing the pet population. 

Mrs. Driggers: When they did mandatory spay/neuter, this is one of the exceptions that was allowed that got 
some of the people who were breeding and some of the people who were showing, to be behind it because 
they allowed exceptions for that. How are you going to allow those exceptions? 

Mr. Leath: Here is the way the current process works: If you want an unaltered permit, you just have to sign a 
piece of paper. That’s it. And you can do it online. 

Mrs. Mihalic:  It’s a list of different things. Hunting, that’s how the Pitbulls got it, they claim they hunt hogs. The 
backyard breeders that are breeding designer dogs, you’re supposed to have to show that you are currently 
“showing” the dogs, and you have to have proof of that. 

Mrs. Driggers:  I met with council and discussed several things leading up to this. This is a big part of what me 
and so many people I know do. There should be some back-up on that so you can enforce what’ve you’ve got 
there. Without some type of unaltered animal permit, how are you planning on allowing people to do these 
things? 

Mr. Leath:  Currently the process is all they have to do is sign a piece of paper. 

Mrs. Driggers:  I certainly want to continue to be legal, but I can’t stand behind something that says all animals 
have to be spayed or neutered and we’re not making any exceptions for anybody. 

Mr. Leath: I can understand that. But there’s no qualifying criteria. I cannot find a way to provide exemptions 
without allowing it to be completely ineffective and unenforceable. 

Mrs. Clark: Is the one that County Council approved not in existence? 

Mr. Leath: It is in existence. What I’m proposing is that “that language makes it unenforceable for us to do 
mandatory spay/neuter”. That’s my problem. I don’t know how to get around that which is why I’m asking for 
your input. The way that it is currently being done is anytime that we try to enforce mandatory spay/neuter, 
they then say “we can get an unaltered permit”. Then we can’t make them get spayed or neutered. Even if they 
say they meet one of the criteria, I can’t make them provide any of the documentation. 

Mrs. Mihalic:  Can we put it in that we require that? 

Mrs. Driggers: What about showing proof of what you’re competing in? 

Mr. Leath: I agree, that’s what you did. It is currently, we don’t even mention the unaltered permit, because it 
makes it unenforceable for us. The only other way that I found that we can put this in, is those that have them 
now. Are grandfathered in. Right now, if they have them, that should deal with the issue. The challenge that I’m 
really struggling with is, all they have to do is sign a piece of paper and they get it. 

Mrs. Driggers:  Sounds to me that’s what need to be fixed, that all they have to do is sign a piece of paper. 

Mr. Leath: The way that it’s written, even if we change it, I can’t tell them that they can’t use this, they have to 
use that. 

Mrs. Driggers:  Requiring more information is going to deter people anyway. If they’re not legitimately doing it, 
you’re going to deter them. From my understanding, the unaltered permit was not to allow them to breed their 
animals, it was for show, competition, for working, herding, whatever they’re’ using it for. Not breeding. If 
they’re caught breeding, they need a Hobby Breeder permit. 
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Mrs. Mihalic:  If they’re going to breed, require a Hobby Breeder permit. 

Mr. Leath: I get what you’re saying. 

Mrs. Mihalic:  Can you just add on to each section “This is not a breeding permit”? 

Mr. Leath:  All the options are on the table. 

Mrs. Driggers: And males and females should be kept separated. 

Mr. Leath asks Officer Ferguson to weigh in. 

Officer Ferguson: I kind of agree with Cathy. If you make everybody a Hobby Breeder, you’re going to have to 
change the zoning. Now it’s only rural properties that can be Hobby Breeders. This unaltered permit has been 
so loose, we don’t have people proving anything. I’ve never liked the unaltered permit. I think putting it in a 
different language, stricter, would probably be better than actually getting rid of it completely. 

Mr. Leath: I have really struggled with finding verbiage that’s out there, or I’m writing my own, that doesn’t 
make it unenforceable. I know where you’re all coming from. I will try my best to come up with some language 
but every version I came up with was giving an exemption to people to breed. 

Mrs. Driggers:  If you change the wording on the permit, I think you fix a lot of these problems. They have to 
keep their males and females separate and “this permit does not allow for breeding”. If someone asks for 
breeding, they have to have a Hobby Breeder permit. 

Continued discussion regarding unaltered permits. 

Mr. Leath requests the Board members email him with any suggestions or thoughts they may have. It is 
suggested to have another meeting in a month to continue this discussion. 

14-42 (b): Mr. Leath discusses the administrative fee which allows the owner to come into compliance without 
going to court. 

14-43: There are many changes. The biggest change is the fees. They are dramatically changing. There is a 
lot of information in this ordinance. 

The Board discusses cases involving dangerous dogs and the pros and cons having one person deciding to 
deem the dog versus many people making the decision. 

Mr. Leath: I’m not picking or choosing which dog should be in the community. This is a “does it meet the 
minimum elements of our statue, does it meet the minimum elements of our ordinance?  If it does, then this is 
the declaration process.  I don’t want to be in a situation where we’re making decisions that are marginal. 
These need to be very clear and factual based upon the evidence of the case, which is very specific before we 
make the determination whether or not it meets that definition. 

14-45: I did add some specific verbiage on age. It mirrors the state statute. There is some updates in terms of 
the forms that people are using. Whether or not they’re getting us those forms and people swip-swapping 
rabies certificates. 

(Inaudible-many members speaking at once) 

14-46: Section (e) was deleted. If they’re not wearing something, they have no microchip, they’re being brought 
to a shelter needlessly. 
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14-47: Mr. Leath:  I didn’t change anything about Rabies Control. 

14-48:  Mr. Leath: The deletion regarding the chain was deleted. We can’t say it’s ok to restrain an animal on a 
chain if we are allowing no tethering in the County. 

14-49:  Sections that didn’t make sense were deleted. 

14-50: Mr. Leath:  I put a lot of new information in here. Here’s where you’re going to see a lot about 
community cats and free-roaming cats exempt. Section (c) says caregivers of a community cat colony shall be 
exempt from licensing requirements. 

Mrs. Mihalic refers to section (c) (4) and asks if distemper vaccinations can be added to it. 

Mr. Leath states he didn’t want to make the smaller organizations get the vaccination if price were an issue. 
The state statute says only rabies vaccination is required. He states he does not have an issue leaving 
distemper requirements in there. 

Mrs. Mihalic refers to (c) (6). She says she does not allow any of the programs to release cats anywhere other 
than where they came from. 

Mr. Leath asks if this presents unnecessary challenges. 

Mr. Belts says this can be changed to “caregivers are only allowed to release where they are caught”. That’s all 
it needs to be. 

Mr. Leath asks if he could just delete it altogether. 

They agree to the deletion. 

Mrs. Clark discusses cats being abandoned near West Volusia Humane Society. A friend of hers trapped some 
of these cats, Animal Control Officers took the cat, had it spayed/neutered, then brought it back to the same 
location. Even at some of the businesses in the unincorporated areas, cats are brought back. If they call, 
where do the abandoned cats go? Is there an alternative for someone who can’t have the cat but it’s been 
dumped near them? 

Mr. Leath: We don’t want them unnecessarily euthanized. Cats don’t belong in shelters. 

Mr. Belt: The cats are there only because of a food source. One of the main responsibilities is for any new 
members that come to the colony, they’re immediately removed. And if they’re adoptable, they are not place 
back outside. 

Mrs. Clark discusses signage being placed on Grand Avenue near West Volusia Humane Society. Nothing’s 
been done. 

Mr. Leath:  Abandonment is something we do investigate and will charge for. If there is an allegation that 
animals were abandoned, that is something we should be addressing. The disposition of that cat, in my mind, 
does not need to be at a shelter. It should be spayed/neutered and it that really depends on that particular cat 
as to what the disposition is. Could it go into a home, could it not? Those are difficult conversations to have 
without having all the details. But I will say our job is to do the best for the population of pets and the best 
things is to make sure they don’t end up in a shelter. 

Mrs. Clark stresses her friend would like to get those signs up so that people who abandon down by Humane 
Society Road are forewarned. 
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Discussion among members whether a sign would stop people from dumping cats. 

Mr. Leath: I would just say, if you could report those individual instances, we will thoroughly investigate. 

14-57: Mr. Leath states he took Mrs. Driggers updates and edits and made some deletions. 

14-59: Mr. Leath states he removed unaltered permits. He will go back and do additional updates. He states 
he’s also deleted numerous exceptions. 

14-60 and 14-61 was added 

14-62: This was something wasn’t in here at all. We are hoping this will spark responsible pet ownership by 
letting people know you can’t let your pets run after people or do certain actions. 

14-64: Mr. Leath requests the Board Members take some time and read through this. Everything throughout 
this section says the holding period is three days. If we want to change that, he is open for discussion. 

14-64: Mr. Leath says we didn’t have this in the previous ordinance. He believes it is necessary. He wants to 
be able to regulate guard dogs. 

14-66: This is also new and is probably going to create a lot of controversy. We do not believe the commercial 
sell of dogs and cats at pet stores is doing anything other than creating an additional problem of unwanted and 
overpopulation of pets. What we have seen is many and what many counties are doing is partnering with their 
Animal Services, their foster locations, they can adopt out pets at these locations. But to bring in, in truckloads, 
dogs and cats from other states into our County for the purposes of being sold, make no sense whatsoever. 

Mr. Leath discusses the fines. He says you have the old fines so you have something to compare to and the 
second page is his proposal for new fines. We want to encourage responsible ownership and the only way to 
do that is to make there to be some financial incentive. 

Mrs. Driggers discusses the requirement of having a microchip scanner on the premises if you are a Hobby 
Breeder. 

Mr. Leath: I didn’t delete it, if you’re using microchipping as a way to permanently id your pets on your location 
and they’re not wearing other things, there’s no way we can differentiate one pet from another without being 
able to scan them. 

Mrs. Driggers: Yes, but Animal Control has scanners. 

Mr. Leath:  But the cities don’t. If some of the others come on board, that was the other challenge. 

Inaudible-many members speaking at once. 

Mr. Leath: If you feel really strongly about it, I can go back to it. 

Mrs. Driggers: It was about the people who are already being responsible, now they have to pay more. The 
whole purpose for it was because officers did not have scanners. Now they do. 

Mr. Baird questions why the clinic hours for drop-off were changed. 

Mr. Leath: We were finding we had a number of people who were bringing in their pets and the clinic wasn’t 
open. Administrative staff was having to actually stop what they were doing, come up and check them in. 
People were looking for us to be open during County business hours, 8-5. I’m not sure how we ended up at a 
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different time, but every other department is 8-5 so we wanted to make sure we were open for the public during 
those hours. 

Inaudible- many members speaking at once. 

Discussion among members regarding the hours other spay/neuter clinics are open. 

Mrs. Driggers calls for the vote for the Chair and Co-Chair positions. 
Mrs. Mihalic nominates Cathy Driggers for the Chair position and Mrs. Clark as Co-Chair 
Mr. Belt seconds the nominations. 
The motion carries. 

Meeting Adjourned 
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