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June 23, 2009

Assembly Member Mary Hayashi, Chair 

Business and Professions Committee

Room 3013, State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re:  SB250 - Oppose, including proposed amendments

Concerned Dog Owners of California is writing to express our serious concerns about SB250 which creates mandatory sterilization requirements for dogs and cats.  CDOC represents thousands of pet owners in California.  Our members are responsible dog owners.  The sterilization requirements of SB250 would have the unintended consequences of increasing euthanasia as the withholding of intact dog licenses for anyone whose dog got out of a yard even one time.

There is no law in California making an intact dog illegal.  Having an intact dog does not mean it is breeding, being bred or that the owner ever plans to breed it.  Yet this law establishes punishments and penalties for intact dogs that are not found for neutered dogs, creating two classes of citizens.  Any roaming dog is a problem and every community already has leash laws to address that.  Repeatedly roaming dogs are probably not owned by responsible dog owners and local governments are free to address that issue.  

This bill would require mandatory sterilization of all intact dogs and cats cited or impounded by animal control.   There is no grace period here; no provision for natural disasters or manmade stress situation like firecracker noise or brush fires.  Any dog that gets out one time would be sterilized or, if the owner is unable to pay for the impound fee, daily board costs, and any medical treatment the shelter decides to provide, they must surrender the dog.  Eighty-three percent (83%) of owned dogs surrendered to animal shelters in California are euthanized.  And, having lost their dog for financial reasons,  that owner can be denied the right to ever own an unaltered dog in the future, a requirement for many legitimate competitive events.   Having a dog get out of the yard one time does not mean the owner is irresponsible.  

There is no provision in this bill for people with performance (obedience, tracking, agility) dogs, hunting dogs except those who owners have certain classes of licenses, police dogs, search and rescue dogs, cadaver dogs, vineyard dogs who detect pest invasion, golf course dogs, etc. to be off lead for either the necessary training or while working or competing.  

Based on studies, generated in part by AB1634, both the American Veterinary Medical Association and American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals have offered official statements noting that the application of mandatory spay and neuter punishments to the population of OWNED dogs results in reduced licensing and reduced rabies compliance as people seek to avoid the identification and punishment.

Every bill that has MSN as a requirement or a punishment has seen euthanasia increase.  The Senate Research Committee did a report for Senator Kehoe; information shows all the counties surrounding Santa Cruz, which like SB250 has MSN as a punishment rather
than a requirement, has higher euthanasia rates than any surrounding counties.  Lake County, which has mandatory spay and neuter, has the worst euthanasia rate in the state.  Los Angeles County, which passed MSN in 2008, has seen a 30% increase in euthanasia.  Again, no neighboring county in Southern California is up more than 8%; this is not a cultural or  economic issue. MSN means more death.

The costs of housing and euthanizing dogs in the shelter that are picked up by animal control or brought in by the public is not $250 million as Florez claims.  Rather it is about $27 million.  A big difference.  The remainder of the animal control costs are buildings, salaries for activities unrelated to euthanasia, benefits, pensions, vehicles, licensing, public safety activities, education, and voluntary spay and neuter programs.  None of these can or should be curtailed.  

SB250  will increase costs at the local level and simultaneously reduce licensing income as it has done everywhere in California where it has been attempted.  It will create a tremendous burden for animal control and local governments.  Local governments will have to bear the initial costs of this bill.  And that was how the Hayden Mandate started.  But as soon as it became apparent that the state law increased costs beyond what could be collected, the State was sued by the City of Los Angeles and we now have a $25 million annual state expense.     In a preliminary report, Finance found that not only would this add to the current Animal Mandate but might also create a new animal mandate.   The bill is not supported by animal control organizations.  Counties and cities have already been notified that the state cannot pay even the existing obligations already incurred under Hayden for at least 4 years.

In order to cut costs, the Governor has already included Animal Mandates and called for a roll back; euthanizing dogs in three rather than six days.  The passage of SB250 will put more dogs on the conveyor belt to death without addressing the issue of the people who are making a living breeding and either selling or giving away large numbers of dogs without determining if they are going to responsible and appropriate owners.  It will add to the local and ultimately to the state burden.

This is the time to keep owned dogs out of the shelters so that in these difficult times there is room for the dogs and cats that actually need a place.  Targeting owned dogs who are one time escape artists or dogs that are training off leash is not the answer to the problem.  But it will lead more the killing of even more dogs that we have today.  

CDOC respectfully requests your no vote on SB250.

Very truly yours, 

Cathie A. Turner 

Executive Director

cc:  Assembly Member Bill Emmerson, Vice Chairman

      Assembly Member Connie Conway

      Assembly Member Mike Eng

      Assembly Member Edward Hernandez

      Assembly Member Pedro Nava

      Assembly Member Roger Niello

      Assembly Member John Perez
      Assembly Member Ira Ruskin
      Assembly Member Cameron Smyth

      Committee Consultant Rebecca May
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