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The goal of the current study was to identify ways to increase awareness and engagement in kitten fostering programs (KFPs) among residents of areas with a high intake of kittens to animal shelters in Southern California (i.e., Los Angeles County). Specifically, we aimed to understand residents': (1) awareness of KFPs and kitten overpopulation issues, (2) interest in fostering kittens with an animal welfare organization, (3) concerns about fostering, (4) perceived ability to meet common KFP requirements, and (5) perceptions of potential KFP marketing/messaging and communication methods. Participants included 283, predominantly Hispanic/Latinx adults aged 18 years or older who resided in Los Angeles County and who lived in one of 12 zip codes with a high rate of kitten shelter intake. Survey results indicated that more than one quarter of participants had engaged in fostering on their own without an animal shelter or rescue program. One-third of the total sample, and more than two-thirds of participants who had already fostered cats and kittens on their own, were open to fostering kittens in partnership with an animal shelter. A majority of individuals who were interested in fostering had not seen advertising for fostering programs; Spanish-language participants were significantly less likely than expected to have encountered program advertisements. The most prevalent concerns about fostering in our sample were centered on the time (79%), cost (78%), and space (77%) required to engage in fostering. Text, email, social media, and mail were among the most preferred methods for marketing and communication, with some variation between Spanish and English language respondents. Opportunities for increasing engagement included, but were not limited to, improving the promotion of program advertisements using animal-welfare and cost-focused messaging approaches and improving the dissemination and marketing of Spanish-language materials. Providing community members with realistic expectations of the time, resources, and support they will get from animal welfare organizations may improve engagement in KFPs, as well as identifying alternative resources and supports (e.g., transportation, in-home veterinary visits) to assist community members in serving animals in their community.
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INTRODUCTION

Fostering programs that place kittens (and other animals) temporarily in volunteers' homes play a critical role in improving animal welfare and preventing and reducing shelter overcrowding and euthanasia (1). It has therefore become increasingly common for kittens in the care of animal welfare organizations to be reared in foster care until they are considered ready for adoption (2). This method of care has gained increased attention throughout the COVID-19 pandemic, during which public health protocols required rapid adaptations to standard shelter operations and led many organizations to evaluate the benefits, viability, and animal welfare outcomes associated with volunteer fostering programs (3).

Foster care-based kitten rearing programs help to reduce shelter overcrowding and improve animal welfare organizations' standard of care for kittens. Among animals that enter shelters, kittens face particularly high risk for mortality with rates ranging from 15 to 40% across studies (4, 5). Foster care programs help to mitigate concerns regarding disease exposure and transmission, inadequate nutrition, and stress (6). Along with these notable impacts on animal welfare, it is hypothesized that foster care-based rearing may have positive impacts on kittens' long-term behavioral development by providing increased enrichment and early socialization. Early socialization plays a significant role in the development of adult cat behaviors, including aggression and fear (2). Thus, the potential for increased socialization and reduced stress associated with foster environments may be particularly important for reducing aggressive behaviors that can harm the owner-cat relationship and contribute to relinquishment or abandonment of the animal and/or euthanasia pre- and post-adoption (7, 8).


Encouraging Community Care

Given the benefits of fostering programs to animal welfare and organizational capacity, there is a growing interest in identifying strategies and best practices for engaging communities in foster care programs (9–11). A 2015 report by Maddie's Fund (10) indicated that 78% of animal welfare organizations surveyed (i.e., U.S. rescue organizations, municipal animal control agencies, and animal shelters) were likely or extremely likely to encourage community members who found kittens to care for them when organizational resources were not available or until kittens were ready to be placed for adoption, with highest rates reported among shelters without government contracts (85%). Among organizations that encouraged community foster care of kittens, 43% reported that few or very few community members elected to provide care for kittens, 41% endorsed that “some” elected to provide care, and only 16% endorsed that most or many elected to provide care.

A later survey conducted by Maddie's Fund (11) aimed to identify a target audience of prospective foster caregivers, barriers they face to fostering, and the best communication methods to engage them. This study found that prospective foster caregivers (N = 1,079) most often heard about fostering through someone they knew who had fostered (35%); only 19% of prospective fosters reported hearing about fostering through a rescue organization or shelter, whereas almost half (46%) of active foster caregivers heard about fostering through a rescue organization or shelter. Among prospects, the primary reasons for being hesitant to foster included becoming too attached to a foster animal (25%), not having enough time to care for them (24%) and having other pets in the household (18%). Those who were most interested in fostering were more likely to be younger, live alone, and demonstrate more awareness of animal homelessness. Maddie's Fund also reported that participants endorsed social media most frequently as the most effective way to bring attention to fostering needs, followed by news stories about fostering. Another notable finding of the 2017 Maddie's Fund report was that most prospective fosters showed an interest in fostering adult dogs (36%) and senior pets (35%), with only 22% and 16% of participants expressing interest in cats and kittens, respectively. Although replication is needed, these reports by Maddie's Fund (10, 11) provide preliminary evidence that identifying strategies to recruit, engage, and retain caregivers for kitten fostering programs (KFPs) should be an important priority for animal welfare organizations. To our knowledge, no published studies or reports have specifically sought to identify barriers and opportunities to increase kitten fostering. The current study makes an important contribution to the literature by addressing this gap in research.



High-Kitten Intake Communities

There has been increasing interest in the intersection between animal intake and human vulnerability in communities, as well as promoting equity in animal sheltering services and ensuring animal welfare organizations are serving all members of their communities (12). For example, Best Friends Animal Society released a report indicating that high vulnerability counties within the United States (e.g., low socioeconomic status, racially minoritized populations) have a higher rate of animal intake overall compared to nation-level rates and that rates of adoptions, as a proportion of intake, were lower in areas with high levels of human social vulnerability (13). Relatedly, a recent study in Canada reported that the situational vulnerability (e.g., income, education) of communities to which kittens were adopted was significantly lower (less vulnerable) than the vulnerability of communities where kittens originated, indicating the flow of kittens from more vulnerable to less vulnerable communities (14). Although most work in this area has focused on the role of owner surrender and adoption, the role of fostering programs also warrants attention as a potential way for shelters to identify inequities and to intervene to reduce intake and increase adoptions in high-intake communities, as well as improve the sustainability of fostering programs. We are unaware of any published studies that have sought to identify ways to increase the engagement of community members in high-kitten intake neighborhoods in local fostering programs.



Current Study

The overarching goal of this cross-sectional study was to identify barriers and opportunities to increase KFP volunteers among residents of twelve Los Angeles County zip codes with a high intake of kittens to animal shelters. Specifically, we aimed to better understand five specific areas related to fostering in high kitten shelter-intake (HKSI) areas: 1) community members' awareness of KFPs and kitten overpopulation issues, 2) community members' interest in fostering kittens with an animal welfare organization, 3) community members' worries about fostering, 4) community members' ability to meet common KFP requirements, and 5) community members' perceptions of potential marketing/messaging and communication methods. We also conducted exploratory bivariate analyses to understand whether the sociodemographic characteristics of community members were associated with their responses to questions in each of these domains.




METHOD


Study Design

We conducted a cross-sectional survey of current and former clients of the American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) who had received some service or assistance (e.g., pet medical care, pet food, etc.) from the ASPCA from January 2019 to October 2020. Data for the current study were collected between July 12, 2021, and August 31, 2021. Participants included 283 adults aged 18 years or older who resided in California and who lived in 12 zip codes with a high rate of kitten shelter intake. All procedures were approved by Advarra IRB (Protocol Number: Pro00050534). Our rationale for this convenience sampling strategy was 2-fold: (1) we hypothesized that community members who had previously reached out to assist animals would, potentially, have a higher likelihood of becoming a foster than the general population, and (2) their contact information was readily available to the organization. With shelter intake data provided by the LA County Department of Care and Control (DACC), we identified HKSI zip codes within the Baldwin Park and Downey Animal Care Center service areas. Specifically, we examined data collected between January 2019 and October 2020 and summarized kitten (cats <5 months old) intake counts by zip code and divided this number by the estimated number of households per zip code (total kitten intake/estimated number of households) to determine the top 12 zip codes for inclusion (>0.040 kitten intakes per household). Figure 1 provides a visual of the HKSI zip codes and care center locations.
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FIGURE 1. Median household income.


After determining the 12 target zip codes, we identified ASPCA contacts from the organization's client management system that had addresses within any of these zip codes. These clients had engaged with the organization for medical services (Spay/Neuter Services, Primary Pet Care, a subsidy program for veterinary care) and/or food distributions (received free pet food) and had received services between January 2019 and November 2020. Specifically, we randomly selected 50% of our total contacts from each target zip code, which yielded a pool of 3,719 potential participants. Participants were recruited via text messages that read “Hello from the ASPCA! We would like to hear from you regarding kittens in your community. Can you complete this 5–10-min survey? As a thank you for your time, we will randomly select five survey respondents to receive a $50 Amazon gift card.” This message was available in English and Spanish language versions and included a direct link to the survey. Participants who did not complete the survey following the first contact received one additional message which included text similar to the first contact. The median completion time was ~9 min. Answers were captured electronically using SurveyMonkey.



Participants

Collectively, the 12 zip codes targeted in our study had a total population of 717,170 and included 173,838 households (15). US Census American Community Survey estimates, accessed via Esri ArcGIS Community Analyst (16), indicated that the median household income was $51,488 and 20% of households reported annual income below the poverty level. In comparison, Los Angeles County median household income was $68,044 with 15% of households reporting annual income below the poverty level. Eighty-three percent of the study area population identified as Hispanic or Latinx (compared to 49% for LA County). In terms of educational attainment, 6% of study area adults aged 25 years or older had no formal schooling compared to 4% for LA County. Approximately 41% of study area adults aged 25 years or older had less than a high school diploma/GED (21% for LA County) and 14% had an associate degree or higher education (40% for LA County).


Subsample Characteristics

Fifty-six percent (n = 159) of individuals who started the survey completed all survey questions including the demographic questions that concluded the survey. The subsample that completed all survey questions predominantly identified as women (77%), Hispanic/Latinx (78%), had an annual household income under $50K (66%), and currently had at least one pet (97%). Seventy-four percent completed the English-language version of the survey. Language preference for completing the survey was not significantly associated with the likelihood of completing all survey questions. Sociodemographic details for the subsample are included in Table 1.


Table 1. Demographic information of respondents.
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Survey Content

The survey included 36 questions spanning several content areas. For the purpose of the survey, we provided participants with a definition of fostering, which read: “fostering kittens refers to temporarily caring for orphaned kittens in your home who are not yet ready for adoption.” Community members' awareness of KFPs and kitten overpopulation issues was assessed using a total of three questions. The first question asked participants to indicate whether they had seen any advertising or promotions for KFPs, using the response options of yes, no, or unsure. An additional two questions asked respondents to indicate the most common actions taken for outdoor adult cats in their neighborhood and outdoor kittens in their neighborhood. Both of these questions offered several response options (e.g., “I take care of them,” “They are brought to the shelter”), as well as an option to write in their own response. Participants who selected “unsure” were grouped with those who had not encountered KFPs for the purposes of our analyses.

To assess community members' interest in fostering kittens, we utilized questions asking participants to indicate their interest in three fostering scenarios: (1) a friendly adult mother cat and her kittens, (2) up to two orphaned kittens at the same time, and (3) up to five orphaned kittens at the same time. Participants were able to indicate their interest in each situation using a 5-point Likert scale that ranged from “not interested at all” to “very interested.” Participants were provided with an image illustrating each scenario to ensure all participants had comparable references for adult cats and kittens. Each question was analyzed separately in order to obtain nuanced information based on various fostering scenarios.

Community members' potential concerns about fostering were assessed using 11 questions in which participants indicated how worried they were regarding specific fostering situations (e.g., “It will take too much time on a daily basis,” “The kittens will make my pets sick”). Response options for these questions ranged from 0 (not worried at all) to 5 (extremely worried). Each item was analyzed separately with the goal of understanding malleable targets for reducing barriers to participation in KFPs.

Community members' ability to meet common KFP requirements was measured using a total of 10 questions across five domains of requirements: time commitment (two questions; e.g., “Please rate how able you are to foster kittens in your own home for 1–6 days”), transportation [two questions; e.g., “Please rate how able you are to transport your foster kittens immediately (24/7) to a veterinary clinic in case of emergency”], home environment (one item; “Please rate how able you are to set up an ~4-foot wide playpen provided by the ASPCA for your foster kittens to stay inside in your home and keep them separated from your own pets”), communication (two questions; e.g., “Please rate how able you are to attend an online fostering training session for 1 h”), and daily care (three questions; e.g., “Please rate how able you are to bottle feed foster kittens every 2–5 h”). All questions used a 4-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 (never able to meet this responsibility) to 4 (always able to meet this responsibility). In addition to examining each question, we created a total score that reflected the number of common KFP requirements that respondents could provide (McDonald's ω = 0.81).

We assessed community members' perceptions of potential marketing/messaging and communication methods using two questions. The first item asked participants to indicate what type of message would most encourage them to join a kitten foster program; response options included messages that discussed the ways that fostering benefitted the health of kittens, the ability of the ASPCA to provide financial support and resources, the ability of the ASPCA to provide additional support (e.g., medical helpline), that fostering was easier than expected, and a quotation from a current foster reflecting their positive experience. The second question asked participants to select the three best ways of sharing information regarding KFPs in their area. Respondents were able to choose from a variety of responses (e.g., mail, email, TV) and write in their own response, if needed.

Finally, the survey included six demographic questions to collect data on the participants' race/ethnicity (categorical), gender (categorical), age (categorical), annual household income (categorical), primary language (categorical), and current pet ownership (categorical).

Surveys were available in English and Spanish language versions. We partnered with a professional translation company (Language Line) to translate the English version of the survey to Spanish. In addition, bilingual ASPCA staff who worked within our target communities provided feedback on the surveys following translation and made minor adjustments to ensure the appropriateness of the survey for local Spanish-speaking study participants.



Analysis

All descriptive and bivariate analyses were conducted in SPSS version 28. Percentages reported are valid percentages (count divided by the total number of valid, non-missing observations). We conducted a series of Pearson chi-square tests of proportion to examine associations between our constructs of interest (prior foster experience, interest in fostering, concerns about fostering, and ability to meet common fostering program requirements). We also conducted a series of independent sample t-tests to determine whether the average number of common program requirements that could be met was significantly different between those who were or were not interested in our three fostering scenarios. All test assumptions were tested and met.


Subsample Analysis

Using data from the subsample of participants who had complete data for all survey questions, we conducted a series of Pearson chi-square tests to examine whether sociodemographic characteristics (age, Latinx/Hispanic ethnicity, gender, and income level) were associated with awareness of KFPs, fostering experience and interest, actions participants would take for outdoor cats in their community, and their ability to meet foster program requirements. We also examined whether sociodemographic characteristics were associated with participants' preference for potential marketing/messaging and communication methods. Prior to analysis the demographic variables were recoded to avoid empty cells and small cell sizes. Age was recoded into three groups: 18–34, 35–54, and 55 years and older. Gender was recoded so that participants who identified with a gender minority identity (e.g., agender, non-binary) were grouped with participants who identified as women; the rationale for this decision was to avoid dropping gender minority participants from the sample and to combine participants who experience gender-related inequality into one category (17). All other racial/ethnic identities were compared to Hispanic/Latinx participants. Finally, income was recoded into three categories: $0–$25,000, $25,001–$50,000, $50,001 or more.

When a statistically significant chi-square test was found using a standard alpha threshold of p = 0.05, we conducted post-hoc analyses of the standardized adjusted residuals for each cell in each contingency table to interpret the significant difference (18). Critical thresholds for these analyses were Bonferroni corrected to reduce the risk of Type I error.





RESULTS


Fostering Experience, Program Awareness, and Knowledge of Kitten Overpopulation Issues

Survey questions and endorsement rates for fostering experience, program awareness, and knowledge of kitten overpopulation issues are provided in Table 2. Chi-square tests of independence indicated that age, gender, Latinx/Hispanic ethnicity, and income were not significantly associated with participants' exposure to KFP promotion or advertisement materials. Participants' preferred language for completing the survey (Spanish or English) was significantly associated with having encountered KFP advertisements or promotional materials. Spanish-language respondents were less likely than expected (5 vs. 18%; adjusted residual = −2.7) to have seen promotional materials or advertisements and English language participants were more likely than expected (23 vs. 19%; adjusted residual = 2.7) to have encountered these materials, [image: image] = 6.16, p = 0.03, Cramer's V = 0.738. Sociodemographic characteristics were not significantly associated with prior foster experience. Due to small cell sizes, we were unable to examine associations between participants' sociodemographic characteristics and perceptions of actions taken to care for community cats.


Table 2. Fostering experience, program awareness, and knowledge of kitten overpopulation issues.
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Interest in Providing Foster Care for Cats and Kittens in Their Community

A summary of responses pertaining to respondents' interest in fostering is provided in Table 3. To assess relationships between participants' demographic characteristics and interest in fostering, response categories for the interest in fostering variables were collapsed to avoid small/empty cell sizes. Responses of “not interested at all” and “not interested” were collapsed into one category indicating a lack of interest in fostering (0) whereas responses that indicated being neutral to, interested, or very interested in fostering were collapsed into another category that reflected openness to fostering (1). More than 50% of individuals who were open to fostering had not seen any advertising or promotional materials for KFPs. Thirty-four percent of participants were open to all three fostering scenarios (φrange = 0.71–0.83). Age, gender, Latinx/Hispanic ethnicity, and income level were not significantly associated with interest in fostering, and this was consistent across all three fostering scenarios (adult cat with kittens, 2 kittens, 5 kittens). Participants' language preference for completing the survey was not significantly associated with interest in fostering an adult cat with kittens. However, we found significant associations between language preference and openness to fostering up to two and five kittens. Specifically, participants who responded in Spanish were significantly less likely than expected to be open to fostering up to two kittens (28 vs. 47%; adjusted residual = −2.6), whereas English-language respondents were more likely than expected (53 vs. 47%; adjusted residual = 2.6) to be interested in fostering up to two kittens [image: image] = 6.79, p = 0.009, Cramer's V = 0.213. Similar results were found for fostering up to five kittens, with Spanish-language participants being less likely than expected to be open to fostering (25 vs. 40%; adjusted residual = −2.1) and English language respondents being more likely than expected (45 vs. 40% standardized adjusted residual = 2.1) to be open to fostering, [image: image] = 4.44, p = 0.035, Cramer's V = 0.172.


Table 3. Interest in providing foster care for cats and kittens.
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Next, we examined whether individuals who had fostered on their own were more or less likely to be interested in fostering with an animal welfare organization using a series of chi-square tests. Participants who had previously fostered on their own without an animal welfare organization were more likely than expected (69 vs. 48%) to be interested in fostering an adult cat and kittens in partnership with an animal welfare organization, [image: image] = 10.973, p < 0.001, Cramer's V = 0.265. Similar results were found for fostering up to two kittens (observed = 72%; expected = 46%, [image: image] = 16.21, p < 0.001, Cramer's V = 0.325) and up to five kittens (observed = 63% expected = 43%, [image: image] = 14.25, p < 0.001, Cramer's V = 0.325).



Ability to Meet Common Foster Program Requirements

Questions relating to common KFP requirements and endorsement rates for each response category are listed in Table 4. To avoid small cell sizes, the program requirement variables were transformed so that the 4-point rating scale was reduced to a dichotomous scale; the response categories of never and rarely were combined to indicate those who could not consistently meet program requirements (0), while sometimes and always were collapsed into one category reflecting those who could typically meet program requirements. Gender, Latinx/Hispanic ethnicity, and income were not significantly associated with participants' ability to meet common foster program requirements. Age was associated with one program requirement: participants' ability to promote adoptable kittens to friends and family, [image: image] = 6.80, p = 0.034, Cramer's V = 0.21. Post-hoc analyses of the standardized adjusted residuals indicated that participants over 55 years of age were less likely to be able to promote pets to friends and family compared to other age groups (20 vs. 24%; adjusted residual = −1.6), whereas those who were between 18 and 34 years were more likely than expected to say they could regularly promote adoptable kittens to friends and family (40 vs. 32%; adjusted residual = 2.5).


Table 4. Ability to meet common foster program requirements.
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We also tested whether participants' interest in fostering was associated with their ability to meet common KFP requirements. Chi-square tests of independence indicated that openness to fostering was significantly associated with participants' ability to meet common foster program requirements, and this finding was consistent for all 10 requirements examined in the current study (Cramer's V range = 0.37–0.62; p < 0.001); moreover, this association was evident for those open to fostering up to two kittens, up to five kittens, and/or an adult cat with kittens. Specifically, participants who indicated an openness to fostering were more likely than expected to be able to meet each of the fostering program requirements examined in this study (56–79%; adjusted residuals range = 4.0–7.1).

To understand whether there were significant differences between those who were and were not interested in fostering regarding the number of program requirements that could be met, three exploratory independent sample t-tests were performed. Specifically, we examined whether the mean number of program requirements that could be met differed between participants who were and were not open to fostering. Regardless of the fostering scenario (adult cat with kittens, 2 kittens, 5 kittens), participants who were interested in fostering could, on average, meet between five and seven program requirements, whereas those who were not open to fostering could meet one or two out of 10 (p < 0.001). Results of the t-test analyses are provided in Table 5.


Table 5. Relationship between fostering interest and number of program requirements able to be met.
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Concerns About Fostering

Table 6 provides each item relating to worries about fostering and the endorsement rate for each response category. We examined associations between sociodemographic characteristics and fostering-related worries using a series of chi-square tests of independence. Due to small cell sizes, the 5-point rating scale used to assess participants' level of worry was recoded to produce a 3-point scale such that the response categories of “not at all worried” and “slightly worried” were collapsed into one category (0), “somewhat worried” was retained as a category (1), and “moderately” and “extremely worried” were collapsed into a third category that reflected the highest level of worry (2). Participants' age, gender, Latinx/Hispanic ethnicity, and income were not significantly associated with worries about fostering. However, participants' language preference was significantly related to concerns about two aspects of fostering: attachment to kittens and time. Specifically, Spanish-language participants were less likely than expected to have high levels of worry regarding attachment (18 vs. 32%; adjusted residual = −2.1), whereas participants who completed the survey in English were more likely than expected to have high levels of worry (37 vs. 32%; adjusted residual = 2.1), [image: image] = 8.21, p = 0.016, Cramer's V = 0.23. Similarly, Spanish-language participants were less likely than expected (18 vs. 32%; adjusted residual = −2.1) to have high levels of worry about fostering taking too much time on a daily basis and English language participants were more likely than expected (37 vs. 32%; adjusted residual = 2.1) to have a high level of worry about the time commitment, [image: image] = 7.17, p = 0.028, Cramer's V = 0.23.


Table 6. Concerns about fostering.
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Perception of Potential Marketing/Messaging and Preferred Communication Methods

Marketing messages and endorsement rates are provided in Table 7. Chi-square tests of independence were run to examine associations between sociodemographic characteristics and participants' messaging preferences. Due to small cell sizes, we only examined forms of messaging that were endorsed by at least 20% of the sample. Participants who completed the survey in Spanish were less likely than expected (20 vs. 38%, adjusted residual = −2.6) to endorse social media among the top 3 ways to communicate about KFPs in contrast to English-language participants who were more likely than expected to endorse social media as a top 3 communication strategy (44 vs. 38%, adjusted residual = 2.6), [image: image] = 7.46, p = 0.016, Cramer's V = 0.219. Text, email, and mail were the top three choices among Spanish-language respondents, whereas text, email and social media were ranked as the top three among English-language respondents. Age was also associated with selecting social media as a top 3 communication strategy, [image: image] = 8.50, p = 0.014, Cramer's V = 0.235. Participants in the 18–25 years old range were more likely than expected to endorse social media (52.1 vs. 38.3%; adjusted residual = 2.4), whereas participants 55 years of age or older were less likely than expected to endorse social media (22 vs. 37%; adjusted residual = −2.5). No other statistically significant associations were found.


Table 7. Perception of potential marketing/messaging and preferred communication methods.
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DISCUSSION

To our knowledge, this is the first study to report on awareness of KFPs in HKSI zip codes and to identify barriers to and opportunities for proactively engaging community members from communities in Los Angeles County. Our study of 283 adults indicated that most participants had not seen advertising or promotional materials for KFPs. This suggests that a major component of increasing community members' engagement with their local shelters' KFPs may be increasing community members' awareness of programs through exposure to these advertisements. Furthermore, our results suggest that if local programs in Los Angeles County want to increase engagement among foster caregivers in predominantly Latinx, high-intake communities where they provide services, marketing to Spanish-language speakers should be a core component of these efforts given that Spanish language respondents were less likely to have encountered kitten fostering promotional materials.

This finding concerning differences in Spanish and English-language participants is not surprising given prior evidence that minority language speakers (and/or those not fluent in English) often experience linguistic isolation in the U.S. and Spanish-speaking Latinxs frequently experience reduced access to multiple forms of care and services (19). Moreover, a recent survey of 2,630 individuals disseminated by the Association for Animal Welfare Advancement (20) suggests that 95% of animal welfare workers in the U.S. report that English is their first language and only 6% are Hispanic/Latinx. Jenkins and Rudd (21) argue that disparate representation of minoritized population groups in animal welfare efforts is a barrier to the development of services, and approaches that center marginalized individuals and communities are needed to promote comprehensive strategies and drive culturally relevant approaches. Therefore, in addition to focusing on the development and dissemination of Spanish-language promotional materials, ensuring that the diversity of animal welfare workers mirrors that of the local community will likely be a critical component of increasing public engagement in cat management and fostering community-informed programs, particularly in the context of high-intake communities (22).

More than a quarter of the sample (i.e., 26%) were already engaged in fostering on their own without an animal shelter or rescue program. Accordingly, a majority of community members felt that the most common action taken for cats and kittens in their neighborhood was that they and/or other community members were taking care of them. It is also important to note that 19% and 20% of the sample felt like no one was taking care of cats and kittens in their neighborhood, respectively. In addition, only a small proportion of the sample (<6%) said they were brought to local shelters. Yet, more than two-thirds (69%) of participants who had already fostered cats and kittens on their own were open to fostering in partnership with an animal shelter and one-third of the total sample was open to fostering in partnership with a local animal shelter. Our finding that less than 20% of those interested in fostering had seen advertising for fostering programs suggests there is great opportunity to increase partnerships between residents of HKSI communities and local shelters and expand on the ongoing work being conducted by community members to care for community cats and kittens.

An interesting finding regarding participants' interest in fostering is that Spanish-language respondents were less likely than expected to be interested in fostering scenarios that did not involve the presence of the adult mother cat. Although more research is needed to understand this finding, a possible explanation is that those who already care for community cats and kittens, or know someone who has, may be more likely to be aware of the higher demand on individuals who foster kittens without an adult mother cat (e.g., bottle feeding). Although language and prior experience fostering were not statistically significantly associated in our sample (p = 0.09), the prevalence of prior fostering experience without an animal rescue organization was higher among Spanish-language respondents than those who completed the survey in English (33 vs. 28%, respectively). Thus, our Spanish-language respondents may have been more aware of the higher demand on individuals who foster without an adult mother cat (e.g., bottle feeding) and therefore be less likely than expected to be interested in this type of fostering scenario due to concerns about time and costs. Another potential explanation is that participants may be less likely to understand how to care for kittens without an adult mother due to a lack of access to Spanish-language resources on the topic or reduced access to digital technology.

To understand potential reasons why community members may be resistant or hesitant to engage in fostering, we examined 11 specific concerns about fostering and participants' corresponding level of worry. The most prevalent concerns in our sample were centered on having the time, money, and space to engage in fostering. Compared to the 2017 report by Maddie's fund, we found considerably higher levels of fostering-related concerns in our sample and relatively consistent rates of concern across each item (11). These differences may be explained by differences in sample diversity between the two studies and/or differences in our item phrasing and response scale. For example, the higher rate of worry in our sample may reflect the degree of situational vulnerability among participants in our sample. The report by Maddie's Fund did not provide sociodemographic data on the sample nor did it discuss how interest in and obstacles to fostering vary as a function of identity and/or resources; therefore, we can only speculate as to whether sociodemographic differences in the two samples may help to explain differences in rates of concerns between our samples. However, it is likely that our sample, representing a community with a high degree of situational vulnerability (e.g., lower than average income and education), experiences greater barriers to having and caring for animals and may have accompanying worries. These results suggest that another important step to increasing engagement in fostering programs is providing knowledge and resources that mitigate community members' concerns about fostering. Multilingual promotional and training materials for foster programs can help to provide community members with realistic estimates of the time and space requirements for fostering kittens, ensure that community members are aware that costs are covered by the organization (if applicable), and work with residents to identify alternative program strategies that can promote equitable opportunities for community members to engage in fostering and other animal welfare activities. Alternatively, animal welfare organizations could aim to identify what assets community members who are already taking care of these animals provide and adapt “typical” or common foster program requirements to utilize the expertise of those already engaged in caring for these community cats and kittens and supplement what is already being done.

Despite the concerns of prospective fosters, on average, those who were open to fostering could meet about six out of 10 of the common foster program requirements examined in the current study. Prevalent ways community members could regularly contribute included promoting adoptable kittens to friends and family (52%), giving plated food to kittens up to four times a day (45%), bottle-feeding kittens every 2–5 hours (36%), and hand feeding kittens up to 6 times a day (35%). Program requirements endorsed less frequently were keeping kittens in the home for 1 week to 1 month (29%) and those involving transportation. Our results suggest it may be beneficial to identify community members who are interested in fostering and work with them to create a tailored opportunity that builds on the program elements they are able to provide. Encouraging promotion of adoptable kittens to friends and family will be an important tool to keep altered kittens in the community, which can assist with promoting better management of cats and kittens in high shelter-intake areas. It may also help with the substantial concern of becoming too attached to the foster kittens by keeping their adoptive family close. In addition, if attending an online training session is the most prevalent barrier to participation, this suggests animal welfare organizations in these areas (or those with comparable levels of situational vulnerability to the neighborhoods examined in this study) should not rely solely on online, web-based trainings or fostering certifications and may need to offer multiple formats for these sessions. On the other hand, if, for example, housing restrictions (e.g., pet deposit, pet rent) are a primary barrier to keeping foster animals in the home for several weeks, shelters could consider and develop opportunities to partner with local landlords or housing associations to address this barrier to fostering and adoption. In our sample, transportation was a barrier for about one-third of the sample. For similar communities where residents experience more situational vulnerability, animal welfare organizations may benefit from working with community members to develop alternative sources of reliable and safe transportation for fosters that address this barrier or by providing in-home veterinary visits for foster animals and their caregivers.

Finally, results of this study suggest that the most effective approach for ensuring messaging about KFPs is impactful is to utilize promotional materials centered on animal welfare (i.e., kitten survival) and receiving support from the local animal welfare organization (e.g., covering all or some costs for the foster animal, 24/7 help line). It may be beneficial for future studies to examine how the source of information and message interact to influence perception and behavior. For example, we found that only 5% of our sample endorsed that a personal message from a current KFP volunteer would most encourage them to participate; however, this may differ based on whether the volunteer is an acquaintance, colleague, friend, or family member. Our findings also suggest that community members perceive text, email, social media, and mail communication among the top forms of communication for receiving information about foster programs. However, it is important to consider that social media may be less effective among Spanish-speaking community members and those over 55 years of age and may indicate reduced access to technology. These findings illustrate the importance of aligning communication and promotional materials with target populations and the role of multifaceted recruitment and marketing approaches in promoting diversity and equity among foster caregivers.


Limitations

Although this study addresses an important gap and provides preliminary insights into how to engage community members in kitten fostering in HKSI areas, there are several limitations that warrant attention. First, this cross-sectional study utilized a small convenience sample of individuals who had already engaged with a large animal welfare organization to support animals. In addition, a majority were pet owners. We strategically targeted this group for the purposes of program development, hypothesizing that this group may be more willing to help animals in their community. However, rates of interest, awareness of cat and kitten overpopulation issues, and worries about fostering may not be reflective of HKSI and non-HKSI areas in LA County as a whole. Engaging community members who have had no contact or positive interactions with local animal welfare services may require different strategies than the ones proposed in this paper. We also recruited participants by text, meaning that we did not reach people without this technology and our findings regarding individuals' messaging preferences are likely biased. This is further complicated by the fact that only 56% of those who initiated the survey completed all survey questions and that we only surveyed a small percentage of those who were eligible, so bias in who self-selected to participate could be substantial.

Another notable limitation is that the current study did not examine whether the respondents lived in pet-friendly housing. Understanding whether interest in fostering is associated with respondents' living situations, and whether residential or housing policies permit pets, is critical to understand when assessing community members' capacity to foster. For example, a recent study found that communities of color and low-income communities in Texas were more likely than predominantly White and higher income communities to pay higher fees to keep companion animals in their homes (23). Understanding this potential barrier could help to identify whether those who are interested in fostering might be putting themselves at risk for fees or eviction due to a lack of compliance with housing restrictions, which has significant implications for the welfare of potential foster animals and their caregivers, as well as the sustainability of programs that aim to engage community members in high-intake areas. Relatedly, due to our small sample size, we examined Hispanic/Latinx identity as a “catch all” for all individuals who identified as Hispanic and/or Latino/a/x. However, there is great variability in culture and lived experiences across Latinx subgroups (e.g., Afrolatinidad and other multi-ethnic/racial experiences; Guatemalan vs. Mexican) and these differences cannot be meaningfully captured with our measurement approach. Similarly, the identities grouped in the “non-Hispanic/Latinx” group are diverse, and this categorization does not capture the complexity of the represented identities. Although a notable strength of our study is the strong representation of individuals from minoritized groups who have been underrepresented in animal welfare and human-animal interactions research, we acknowledge that our demographic groupings of “Latinx vs. non-Latinx” and “Spanish-language participants vs. English-language participants” is overly simplistic and cannot adequately capture the diverse ethnic, racial, and cultural experiences of these community members. Similarly, we also combined gender minority participants in a category with those who identified as women. As recently argued by Jenkins and Rudd (21), drawing from the work of Crenshaw (24), such methods are problematic and may lead to an erasure of complex identity-based experiences.



Implications and Recommendations for Fostering Programs and Future Research

In addition to understanding the ways that community members can engage in fostering, and the barriers they experience to caring for community kittens, it is important that animal welfare organizations consider how individuals' identity and socio-contextual resources may impact their engagement in animal welfare initiatives. Collecting and examining sociodemographic data can help shelters understand how interest in and obstacles to fostering (and involvement in other animal welfare programming) may vary as a function of identity and/or resources. This information can ensure that foster programs adapt their strategies to equitably engage underrepresented communities in foster caregiving, which is particularly important in high-intake areas (9). It is well-known that rates of pet ownership vary across population groups, with White households having significantly higher rates of cohabitation with companion animals (all pets: 70%; cats: 33%) than Latinx (all pets: 60%; cats: 13%) and Black (all pets: 29%; cats = 6%) households (25–27). Moreover, prior research suggests that animal welfare volunteers are predominantly White (non-Hispanic), female, and have an income between USD $50,000 and $99,999 (28). It is in the best interest of animal welfare organizations to consider the implications of the rapidly changing U.S. population and prioritize efforts to diversify staff and identify opportunities for engaging ethnically and racially diverse, underrepresented, and/or situationally vulnerable individuals and communities in inclusive and welcoming animal welfare initiatives such as KFPs.

Due to the predominance of Hispanic/Latinx participants in the current study, we focus our implications section on this segment of the population. The Hispanic/Latinx community accounted for 52% of the U.S. population growth in 2019 and is the fastest growing in the U.S (15, 29). By 2045, this population group is projected to reach up to 24.6% of the U.S. population (30, 31). It is important that animal welfare and rescue stakeholders are mindful of distrust and avoidance of health services among Latinx immigrants, which may extend to animal health and welfare programs and services (32). Testing whether specific advertisement, proactive recruitment and/or community engagement approaches are associated with increases in fostering over time, as well as diversity among program participants, could help to identify low-cost, high-reward strategies to engage high-intake communities in existing fostering programs.

Community-informed strategies to engage and retain Latinx individuals (and other historically and currently minoritized, marginalized, and underrepresented groups) in fostering efforts could help to expand the capacity of KFPs, drive enhanced and culturally relevant models of animal care, and improve the sustainability of these animal welfare programs by leveraging community wisdom, cultural values (e.g., familismo1, collectivism2) and the expertise and lived experiences of individuals who have been systemically excluded. To achieve community- and culturally relevant models that are sustainable, it would be beneficial to employ participatory action research methodologies, which involve researchers and participants (in this case, community members of HKSI areas) working together as co-researchers, to drive programmatic changes (21). Moreover, qualitative methods may help to identify critical knowledge and recommendations from community members who have already been engaged in caring for community cats and kittens. To this end, it may be important for animal welfare organizations to reframe how they approach engaging individuals in fostering. Instead of asking how can we increase community members' participation in our programs, it may be more important to understand how animal welfare organizations can support community members in the efforts they have already been successful in employing to address care and management of community cats. Such efforts may require shelters to rethink the nature and structure of KFPs and redirect funds to achieve these initiatives. Of note, Promatoras de salud, or “promotoras” is a Spanish-language term for a culturally competent health care worker who provides or promotes culturally relevant health education, teaches wellness knowledge and behaviors, and assists individuals in navigating healthcare systems. Promatora models have been found to be highly successful in improving public health knowledge and behaviors in a variety of Latinx/Hispanic communities in the U.S. Prior research on the experiences of promotoras has identified veterinary medicine as an area where these workers feel their skills could be useful, but are not currently being utilized (35). Animal welfare organizations may benefit from considering similar models to promote companion animal health and welfare and address the care and management of community cats and kittens in high-intake Latinx communities.




CONCLUSION

Our study identified that a notable proportion of residents of HKSI zip codes in Los Angeles County were already engaged in caring for cats and kittens in their neighborhood and had fostered kittens without the help of an animal welfare organization. We identified several opportunities and barriers to engaging community members from HKSI areas in fostering kittens in partnership with local shelters. Opportunities for increasing engagement included, but were not limited to, improving the promotion advertisements using specific messaging approaches (i.e., animal welfare- and cost-focused) as well as improving the utilization and dissemination of Spanish-language materials. Helping community members have realistic expectations of the time, resources, and support they will get from the animal welfare organization may improve engagement in KFPs, as well as identifying alternative resources and supports to assist community members in serving animals in their community (e.g., safe and reliable transportation, pet deposits, pet rent). Community-based participatory action research and qualitative methodologies may be particularly useful approaches to better understand the relationship between HKSI communities and animal welfare organizations. Furthermore, undertaking these methodologies to identify community wisdom and drive innovative adaptations or restructuring of KFPs may assist animal welfare organizations in developing better and more equitable partnerships that are culturally informed and sustainable in local communities.
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FOOTNOTES

1Familismo is a cultural value that describes an orientation to and a connectedness with one's family and is rooted in collectivistic ideology (33).

2Collectivism is a social and cultural orientation that emphasizes and prioritizes the interdependence of a group and often values close, supportive, and nurturing interpersonal relationships over individualistic behaviors and attitudes (34).



REFERENCES

 1. Kerr CA, Rand J, Morton JM, Reid R, Paterson M. Changes associated with improved outcomes for cats entering RSPCA queensland shelters from 2011 to 2016. Animals. (2018) 8:95. doi: 10.3390/ani8060095

 2. O'Hanley KA, Pearl DL, Niel L. Risk factors for aggression in adult cats that were fostered through a shelter program as kittens. Appl Animal Behav Sci. (2021) 236:105251. doi: 10.1016/j.applanim.2021.105251

 3. Powell L, Houlihan C, Stone M, Gitlin I, Ji X, Reinhard CL, et al. Animal shelters' response to the COVID-19 pandemic: a pilot survey of 14 shelters in the northeastern United States. Animals. (2021) 11:2669. doi: 10.3390/ani11092669

 4. Delgado M, Buffington CAT, Bain M, Smith DL, Vernau K. Early maternal separation is not associated with changes in telomere length in domestic kittens (Felis catus). PeerJ. (2021) 9:e11394. doi: 10.7717/peerj.11394

 5. Little S. Playing mum: successful management of orphaned kittens. J Feline Med Surg. (2013) 15:201–10. doi: 10.1177/1098612X13477542

 6. Dolan ED, Doyle E, Tran HR, Slater MR. Pre-mortem risk factors for mortality in kittens less than 8 weeks old at a dedicated kitten nursery. J Feline Med Surg. (2021) 23:730–7. doi: 10.1177/1098612X20974960

 7. Powell L, Reinhard C, Satriale D, Morris M, Serpell J, Watson B. Characterizing unsuccessful animal adoptions: age and breed predict the likelihood of return, reasons for return and post-return outcomes. Sci Rep. (2021) 11:8018. doi: 10.1038/s41598-021-87649-2

 8. Salman MD, Hutchison J, Ruch-Gallie R, Kogan L, New JC, Kass PH, et al. Behavioral reasons for relinquishment of dogs and cats to 12 shelters. J Appl Animal Welfare Sci. (2000) 3:93–106. doi: 10.1207/S15327604JAWS0302_2

 9. American Pets Live. Open Fostering: It's Time to Make Fostering Inclusive. (2020). Available online at: https://americanpetsalive.org/blog/open-fostering-its-time-to-make-fostering-inclusive (accessed February 10, 2022).

 10. Maddie's Fund. Community Pet Adoption Partnerships Survey Results. Pleasanton, CA (2015).

 11. Maddie's Fund. Foster Caregiver Research Report. (2017). Available online at: https://www.maddiesfund.org/assets/research/maddies-fund-foster-caregiver-research-report-june-2017.pdf (accessed December 1, 2021).

 12. Dyer JL, Milot L. Social vulnerability assessment of dog intake location data as a planning tool for community health program development: a case study in athens-clarke County, GA, 2014-2016. PLoS ONE. (2019) 14:e0225282. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0225282

 13. Best Friends Network Partners. Human & Pet Vulnerability Study. (2020). Available online at: https://network.bestfriends.org/research-data/research/human-pet-vulnerability-study (accessed February 10, 2022).

 14. Ly LH, Gordon E, Protopopova A. Inequitable flow of animals in and out of shelters: comparison of community-level vulnerability for owner-surrendered and subsequently adopted animals. Front Vet Sci. (2021) 8:784389. doi: 10.3389/fvets.2021.784389

 15. US Census Bureau. QuickFacts: United States. (2021). Available online at: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/IPE120218 (accessed February 11, 2022).

 16. US Census Bureau. American Community Survey 2015-2019 5-Year Data Release. Census.gov. (2020). Available online at: https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2020/acs-5-year.html (accessed February 11, 2022).

 17. García Johnson CP, Otto K. Better together: a model for women and LGBTQ equality in the workplace. Front Psychol. (2019) 10:272. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00272

 18. Agresti A. Categorical Data Analysis. 3rd ed. Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons (2013).

 19. Martínez ME, Nodora JN, Carvajal-Carmona LG. The dual pandemic of COVID-19 and systemic inequities in US Latino communities. Cancer. (2021) 127:1548–50. doi: 10.1002/cncr.33401

 20. The Association for Animal Welfare Advancement. The State of DEI in Animal Welfare. (2021). Available online at: https://21e676ba4511cae51df5-ed00a99a649f604587b293be16e28289.ssl.cf2.rackcdn.com/aawa_711252a30f28b5a652ad4fd3a8935e1a.pdf (accessed December 1, 2021).

 21. Jenkins JL, Rudd ML. Decolonizing animal welfare through a social justice framework. Front Vet Sci. (2022) 8:787555. doi: 10.3389/fvets.2021.787555

 22. Hurley KF, Levy JK. Rethinking the animal shelter's role in free-roaming cat management. Front Vet Sci. (2022) 9:847081. doi: 10.3389/fvets.2022.847081

 23. Applebaum JW, Horecka K, Loney L, Graham TM. Pet-friendly for whom? An analysis of pet fees in texas rental housing. Front Vet Sci. (2021) 8:1279. doi: 10.3389/fvets.2021.767149

 24. Crenshaw K. Demarginalizing the intersection of race and sex: a black feminist critique of antidiscrimination doctrine, feminist theory and antiracist politics. U Chi Legal F. (1989) 1989:139–68.

 25. American Pet Products Association. Pet Industry Market Size & Ownership Statistics. Available online at: https://www.americanpetproducts.org/press_industrytrends.asp (accessed January 15, 2021).

 26. Applebaum JW, Peek CW, Zsembik BA. Examining U.S. pet ownership using the general social survey. Soc Sci J. (2020) 0:1–10. doi: 10.1080/03623319.2020.1728507

 27. Mueller MK, King EK, Callina K, Dowling-Guyer S, McCobb E. Demographic and contextual factors as moderators of the relationship between pet ownership and health. Health Psychol Behav Med. (2021) 9:701–23. doi: 10.1080/21642850.2021.1963254

 28. Neumann SL. Animal welfare volunteers: who are they and why do they do what they do? Anthrozoös. (2010) 23:351–64. doi: 10.2752/175303710X12750451259372

 29. Noe-Bustamante L, Lopez MH, Krogstad JM, U.S. Hispanic Population Surpassed 60 Million in 2019, But Growth Has Slowed. Pew Research Center. Available online at: https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/07/07/u-s-hispanic-population-surpassed-60-million-in-2019-but-growth-has-slowed/ (accessed February 11, 2022).

 30. Frey WH. The US Will Become ‘Minority White' in 2045, Census Projects. Brookings. (2018). Available online at: https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2018/03/14/the-us-will-become-minority-white-in-2045-census-projects/ (accessed February 11, 2022).

 31. Olazagasti C, Seetharamu N. Disparities in lung cancer screening rates among the Hispanic/LatinX population. Lung Cancer Manag. (2021) 10.

 32. Hawes SM, Hupe T, Morris KN. Punishment to support: the need to align animal control enforcement with the human social justice movement. Animals. (2020) 10:1902. doi: 10.3390/ani10101902

 33. Corona R, Rodríguez VM, McDonald SE, Velazquez E, Rodríguez A, Fuentes VE. Associations between cultural stressors, cultural values, and latina/o college students' mental health. J Youth Adolescence. (2017) 46:63–77. doi: 10.1007/s10964-016-0600-5

 34. Kanamori M, Castaneda D, Self KJ, Sanchez L, Rosas Y, Rodriguez E, et al. Why re-invent the wheel? Social network approaches can be used to mitigate SARS-CoV-2 related disparities in latinx seasonal farmworkers. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2021) 18:12709. doi: 10.3390/ijerph182312709

 35. Trunfio JE. Role of Promotoras de Salud in Mexican American Healthcare. (2019). Available online at: https://sigma.nursingrepository.org/bitstream/handle/10755/18273/Trunfio_100648_PST766_Info.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y (accessed December 1, 2021).

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher's Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 McDonald, Miller, Fried, Olmedo and Matijczak. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.



OPS/images/inline_3.gif
2
Xlhamy





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Increasing Engagement in Kitten Fostering Programs: Lessons Learned From High Kitten Intake Zip Codes in Los Angeles County



		Introduction



		Encouraging Community Care



		High-Kitten Intake Communities



		Current Study







		Method



		Study Design



		Participants



		Subsample Characteristics









		Survey Content



		Analysis



		Subsample Analysis













		Results



		Fostering Experience, Program Awareness, and Knowledge of Kitten Overpopulation Issues



		Interest in Providing Foster Care for Cats and Kittens in Their Community



		Ability to Meet Common Foster Program Requirements



		Concerns About Fostering



		Perception of Potential Marketing/Messaging and Preferred Communication Methods







		Discussion



		Limitations



		Implications and Recommendations for Fostering Programs and Future Research







		Conclusion



		Data Availability Statement



		Ethics Statement



		Author Contributions



		Funding



		Acknowledgments



		Footnotes



		References

















OPS/images/inline_2.gif
2
Xlhamy





OPS/images/inline_5.gif
2
Xlasm





OPS/images/inline_4.gif
2
Xlas





OPS/images/inline_11.gif
X
12155)





OPS/images/inline_10.gif
2
Xlasy









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Veterinary Science





OPS/images/fvets-09-897687-t004.jpg
Please rate how able to you are
(given your current
rcumstances) to meet the
following responsibilities

Foster kittens in your home for 1
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Foster kittens in your home for 1-6
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Transport your foster kitens
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playpen provided by the ASPCA for
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session for 1h (1 =211)
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Question

Please select the statement that best reflects your experience with
Kitten fostering. You may select all statements that apply (n = 283).

Have you ever seen any advertising or promotions for a kitten
fostering program? (1 = 283)

When thinking about outdoor cats in your neighborhood, what do
you think is the most common action taken for them? (n = 262)

When thinking about outdoor kittens in your neighborhood, what do
you think is the most common action taken for them? (n = 249)
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no one | know has ever fostered
Kittens.

I have fostered Kittens on my
own without an animal shelter or
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Someone | know has fostered
Kittens (with an animal
shelter/rescue or on their own).

I have fostered kittens with an
animal shelter or rescue foster
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No
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I take care of them, and other
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They are brought to the shelter
Other
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When considering fostering
Kittens in your home, how
wortied are you about the
following topics

I don't have enough space in my
home (n = 177)

1:am not home enough (n = 177)
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