THE SAN MATEO COUNTY PET OVERPOPULATI ON
ORDI NANCE: A LEQ SLATI VE FAI LURE
An Evaluation O Statistics And Reports

SUMVARY

Year One of the San Mateo County Pet Overpopul ation

Ordi nance coincided with an increase in euthanasia in

t he affected uni ncor por at ed cpunty and a reversal of the
prior downtrend, never returning to previous |evels.

The downtrend continued in the unaffected cities.

The ordi nance “findi ngs” were never investigated or
shown to exist and are of no significance.

Unavoi dabl e eut hanasi a has been decreasi ng over the | ast
25 years and cannot be elimnated entirely if any
animals are to live in the community.

The responsi bl e agencies refuse to use quantitative
nmet hods to reveal the actual cost of euthanasia.

H STORI CAL TI MELI NE OF THE OVERPOPULATI ON ORDI NANCE
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Fal | 1990: Peninsula Hunmane Soci ety canpai gned for noratorium on
breedi ng cats and dogs and mandatory spay and neuter. C ained
“10, 000 heal thy” pets euthani zed.

Board of Supervisors began hearings and adopted nodified

ordi nance with details to be devel oped.

Spring-Fall 1991: 2 part Community Animal Control Task Force

anal yzed existing |aw, produced “Consensus” and “Mnority
Reports”. Supervisors adopted ordi nance

Spring 1992: Final Odinance adopted; kennel, cattery and
fancier permt itens referred to Pl anning.

Sumer 1992 - Wnter 1993: Planning staff and comm ssion

devel oped zoni ng and pl anni ng i ssues.

Spring 1993: Kennel/Cattery and Fancier Permt provisions
adopt ed by Board.

Summer 1994 - Wnter 1995: PHS/ County sought and obtai ned
adoption of ordinance by cities of San Mateo and Bel nont. These
ver si ons contai ned changes fromthe county ordi nance and were not
i dentical to one another.

Spring 1995: Animal Control Services proposed ordi nance
amendment s.




Eval uation O The San Mateo County Pet
Over popul ati on Ordi nance

| NTRODUCTI ON

We sought to evaluate elenments of the San Mateo Ordi nance by

obtai ning county records on specific provisions prior to and
foll ow ng enactnent. W requested fiscal year data, as applicable
begi nning with FY 1988-89 through 93-94. |f boundaries changed we
asked that this be noted and if data are not maintained or not
avai |l abl e, the reasons why. (Responses did not include reference to
any boundary changes, i.e., counting unincorporated city addresses
as uni ncorporated rather than city.)

We addressed a |ist of questions, keyed to ordi nance provisions and
set forth below, to each nenber of the Board of Supervisors with a
cover letter requesting the review. By nenorandum of March 17,
1995, Conni e Urbanski, San Mateo County Animal Control Services
Program Manager responded to these questions. These responses have

been incorporated below with the original questions. 1In the
foll owi ng eval uation, “ACS’ refers to Animal Control Services.
Peni nsul a Humane Society is “PHS’. (Qher data was obtai ned

i ndependently from county or other public records and sources, as
noted. W devel oped anal ysis and cal cul ati ons.

We sought to docunent specific costs and revenues associated with

t he ordi nance, change in euthanasia nunbers and significance
thereof, enforcenent results and other information to determ ne
whet her this has been a cost effective and successful neans of
reduci ng the public processing of cats and dogs. This is critical,
because 18 cities have not adopted the ordinance. If it is
ineffective, it should be discontinued now rather than expanded.
ACS has now obt ai ned anendnents to the county ordi nance based on
difficulty of different adm nistration requirenments anong the

adm nistered jurisdictions. Wth ACS s conpliance, the cities of
Bel nont and San Mateo had al ready adopted ordi nances substantially
i ncorporating the proposed anmendnents with certain differences from
each other as well as the county.

ANALYSI S OF STATI STI CS AND REPORTS

| TRACKI NG OF FI NDI NGS AND PROVI SI ONS

The ordi nance was based on | egislative findings of alleged facts
justifying use of police power to protect the public. W sought to
gauge the efficacy and progress of the progranms by conparing data in
each fact category of the findings for periods prior to and during
enact ment :

THE ANI VAL COUNCIL, P.O Box 168, MIlbrae, California 94030 © 1995 2



1) EUTHANASI A STATI STI CS BY BREAKOUT CATEGORI ES I N USE FOR

REPORTI NG PERI ODS

ACS replied that, “the data available prior to the FY 91/92 was not

collected in a manner to reflect categorical conparisons

accurately.” ACS provided only information beginning with FY 91/92
under the prior format and beginning with FY 92/93 in the revised
format. W added data from prior years based on a spread sheet we

obtained fromthe City of San Mateo. Followi ng each speci es,
cal cul ated the percent of change fromthe prior year.

COUNTY W DE EUTHANASI A STATI STI CS
Eut h. Dogs % Euth. Cats O

1970 15, 884 21, 796
1971 20, 191 +27% 19, 025 -13%
1972 11,720 -42% 12,323 -35%
1973 13,113 +12% 12,742 +3%
1974 9, 255 -29% 8,856 -30%
1975 8, 321 -10% 8,413 - 5%
1976 7,108 -15% 6,443 -22%
1977 6, 326 -11% 6, 070 - 6%
1978 5,772 - 9% 5, 624 - 7%
1979 4, 349 -25% 4,697 -16%
1980 3, 648 -16% 4,775 -15%
1981 4,115 +13% 5,461 +14%
1982 4,292 +4% 6, 436 -16%
1983 4,028 - 6% 5, 892 - 8%
1984 3, 969 -1% 5,434 - 8%
1985: change to FY reporting
1985- 86 3,502 -12% 6, 988 +29%
1986- 87 2, 807 -20% 7,089 +1%
1987-88 2,461 -12% 7,409 +4%
1988- 89 2,068 -16% 7,228 - 2%
1989-90 1,738 -16% 7, 300 +1%
1990-91 1, 298 -25% 7, 080 - 3%
FY 91/92 (O di nance 3/92)

Unadopt abl e 1, 256 7,164

Unwant ed 76 253

Tot al 1, 332 +3% 7,417 +5%
FY 92/ 93

Sur pl us 598 653

Unweaned 37 2,372

Medi cal 405 1,502

Wid 5 1, 656

VoI f hybrid/ Pit 178 - 0-

Biter 46 24

Tot al 1, 269 -5% 6, 207 -16%
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we

Dog Lic.
(1ssued)
n/ a
n/ a
n/ a
n/ a
n/ a
n/a
n/ a
n/a
n/a
n/ a
54, 100
51, 747
51, 095
51, 018
50, 946
52, 100
50, 458
54, 233
51, 955
n/a
48, 761
50, 213

48, 393

48, 663



COUNTY W DE EUTHANASI A STATI STI CS, CONTI NUED:

FY93/ 94 Dogs Cat s
Sur pl us 669 936
Unweaned 36 1, 899
Medi cal 184 785
Wld 15 1,492
VWl f hybrid/ Pit 150 - 0-
Biter 57 22
Tot al 1,111 -12% 5,134 -17%

UNI NCORPCRATED SAN MATEO COUNTY EUTHANASI A AND RATES OF CHANGE

Dogs Cats
1988-89 90 223
1989-90 72 -20% 212 - 5%
1990-91 38 -47% 168 -21%
1991-92 53 +39% *3, 142 377 +124%
1992-93 77 +45% *2,050 -35% 437 +16%
1993-94 86 +12% 312 -27%*
* Unincorp. licensed dogs. County +.5% sanme per. ** Uni ncorp. cat euthanasias 93-94

were 46% greater than 1990-91, the year prior to inplementation, conpared to 27% decrease
county wide for sane period. Any boundary expansion is inconsistent with decreased
li censes.

COVPARE COUNTY RATE OF CHANGE/ EUTHANASI A VS. UNI NCORPORATED

DOGS: ALL VS. UN NC. CATS: ALL VS. UNI NC.
1989-90 -16% -20% -2% -5%
1990-91 -16% -47% +1% -21%
1991-92 +3% +39% +5% +124%
1992-93 -5% +45% -16% +16%
1993-94 -12% +12% -17% -27%
Comment: G oss eut hanasia nunbers for the county have declined
exponentially over the past 25 years, and actually increased during
the first year the ordinance was in effect. 1In the affected

uni ncor porat ed area, euthanasia has increased above years preceding
i mpl enmentation for both dogs and cats.

Substantial nunbers of animals handl ed by public agencies nust be
destroyed due to safety or hunane reasons, as required by state | aw
The proportion that can be released for the public varies with
agency policy and effort. The Cty and County of San Franci sco no

| onger eut hani zes cats and dogs as “surplus”. Public euthanasia of
a residual nunber of donestic aninmals not having slaughter value is
unavoi dable. This residual euthanasia is not “overpopul ation”, as
these aninmals are at the end of their useful |ives.

Conparing rates of change in euthanasias of both dogs and cats since
1971, we find no statistical basis for a positive causative
relationship to the ordinance. The downward rates of change county
wi de actually reversed upward in the affected area after
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i mpl enent ati on and have not yet reached pre-ordi nance | evels.

County wide the |argest declines during the ordi nance period are in
cats. No cat breeding permts have been sold and few cat |icenses
issued. We find no relationship between these provisions and the
declines in cities. W speculate that |icensing and breeding permt
provi sions nmay have actually caused increased euthanasia for

uni ncor por at ed county.

2) TOTAL EUTHANASI A COSTS, BROKEN OUT FOR EACH EUTHANASI A CATEGORY,
FOR EACH REPORTI NG PERI GD

ACS stated that euthanasia costs were not avail able and reiterated
t he conponents of operating a euthanasia facility: “staff tine
adm ni stering euthanasia (daily activity), training (at | east
quarterly formal training and ongoi ng on-the-job), selection of

ani mal s for euthanasia, stress nanagenent, public education, client
counsel ing and dispute resolutions, etc.; fees for disposal of

ani mal bodi es; the actual cost of the drugs and materials used for
eut hanasi a; and intangi bl e costs such as those caused by

enpl oyee/ vol unt eer turnover pronoted by euthanasia stress.”

Comment: Euthanasia is a mandated public function for which a
contractor is used. As such, it is not unreasonable to determ ne
costs, especially in view of the decreasing utilization and the
all egation that cost justifies a controversial ordinance.

3) BREAKQUT AS TO CATS AND DOGS, OF THE FOLLOW NG REPORTED
| NCI DENTS CAUSED BY STRAYS FOR EACH REPORTI NG PERI CD
a) disease transm ssion: no data from ACS

b) attacks on persons: ACS only conpiled state required
bite report fornms. Bite reports as foll ows:

Dogs Lic. Dogs %.ic. (Strays)* Cats
1990 803 379 47 49 n/ a
1991 733 360 49 76 403
1992 792 351 44 82 322
1993 759 350 46 91 290
1994 768 * * 240

*Data provided by Calif. Dept. O Health Serv., VPHS.
**VPHS has not prepared 1994 data as yet.
Note: currently 67 dangerous aninmal permts in county.
c) attacks on pets: no data from ACS
d) attacks on livestock: no data from ACS

e) traffic accidents: no data from ACS
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ACS provided “stray” and field return (shown in parentheses)
nunbers. W cal cul ated the percentage of stray dogs who bite:

COUNTY W DE STRAYS

Dogs % Stray Biters Cat s
1991-92 4,482 (203) 2% 10, 249 (12)
1992-93 3,963 (235) 2% 6,760 (7)
1993-94 3,686 (183) 1% 5,789 (15)

f) uncatagorized incidents: no data from ACS

Comment: There is no factual basis for any of the public safety
factors cited in the ordinance findings. The nunber of dog bites by
strays has increased substantially during the period, although stray
biters as a percentage of strays has decreased along with the nunber
of strays. The percentage of stray biters has al ways been mnminute
and woul d never have warranted regul ati on of the general popul ation.

LI CENSI NG AND PERM TS:  FOR EACH CATEGORY
PROVI DE NUMBER | SSUED AND GROSS REVENUE PER
CATEGORY, | NDI CATI NG RATES I N EFFECT

1) Licensing statistics, broken out by males, females, intact,
altered; for cats as applicable:

Unaltered ($15) Altered ($5) Revenue

1991-92 Total 180 (no breakdown) $ 966
1992-93 65 1,189 5, 565
1993-94 55 1, 445 5, 103

Comment : These are county wide cat |icenses. For FY 92-93
Uni ncorporated cat |icenses: 43 unaltered, 330 altered, 373 Total
O her cat licenses were distributed anong the 20 cities.

2) As to cats, the total cat adoptions from Peninsula Humane
Soci ety for each reporting period:

1991-92 1, 899 Total |icenses issued
1992-93 1, 766 i ncl udi ng renewal s
1993-94 1, 862

3) Any witten conplaints, refusals or requests for clarification
regarding the “not allowed to breed without first obtaining a
breeding permt” requirement for the unaltered permt/license. ACS
stated none known and at nost 10 queries about breeding permts.

4) The nunber of breeding permts issued, broken out as to cats and
dogs, including the follow ng categories: ACS did not indicate,
however all permts are for dogs. No breeding permts for cats have
ever been issued.
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Breeding Permts:

a) original issue for permtted ani mal:

1991-92 3*
1992-93 34 *9/ 18/ 93 report to Board
1993-94 13 of Supes. showed 10
b) consecutive renewal for permtted aninal:
1991-92 0
1992-93 0
1993-94 8

c) non-consecutive renewal for sane aninal: none

5) As to breeding permt conditions and m ni num standards, the
fol | ow ng:

a) any witten conplaints by permt holders: None

b) any conpl ai nts agai nst permt hol ders: one verbal
conplaint made in March 1994, resolved May 1994,

c) an explanation of reconmendation for repeal of
Item 6, requiring witten sterilization agreenents:
“There is a conflict within the original verbiage.
It basically exenpts any ani nal s- purpose bred as
a concept relates to everything”.

d) an explanation of the consequences of a conpl aint:
i) permt revocation
i1) issuance of future permts
ii1) fine
No response was given.

6) Hybrids: ACS did not indicate whether canine/feline.

(a) current hybrid licensing information broken out as to
cats, dogs, intact and altered: 23 intact/26 altered

(b) whether self-identified by owner or through contact
with aninmal control: owner and veterinarian.

(c) procedure for resolution of disputed
Identification: licensed veterinarian

(d) breeding permts: ACS states “not applicable”

Comment: The sane principles apply to hybrid cats, including the
popul ar Bengal, and both cani ne and feline species should be
tracked, if any. ACS does not state a nethod of resolution in case
of differing veterinarian opinions. Presunmably, sone veterinarian
woul d be or has offered such opinions. W would assune that hybrids
could be bred without pernmits or none have appli ed.
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ENFORCEMENT

1) Nunber, if any, of breeding permt revocation proceedings,
gi ving circunstances of conplaint, nmethod of investigation and
di sposition: “None”.

2) Nunber of inspections of permtted ani mal s/ prem ses, reasons
therefor, method of giving notice, details of inspection process.
“None - no conplaints received.”

3) Violations of any ordinance section, broken out as to dogs and
cats, by foll ow ng category:

a) nunber of offenses for each animal or person
b) intact/altered

c) picked up in field

d) inmpounded from prem ses or vehicle

e) resulting from conpl ai nt

f) finelrevenue per incident

ACS stated tracking available only in follow ng format:

83332.4(a) Unaltered or breeding permt required:

1991-92 - 0- ASC states these nunbers are what
1992-93 13 is currently available and rel ate
1993-94 28 to one breeding ani mal (each)

83332.5(d) (3) Breeding permt...responsible for 1 year

1991-92 - 0-
1992-93 3
1993-94 3

83332. 5(d) (4) Advertising

1991-92 - 0-
1992-93 - 0-
1993-94 5

833332.5(d) (6) Sale or adoption on public street

1991-92 - 0-
1992-93 - 0-
1993-94 5

Comment: These reports did not indicate whether persons cited

hel d breeding permts and were cited for violation of conditions and
requirenents after expiration of the permt. However, nonperm:t

hol ders violating permt conditions and requirements would only be
cited for unauthorized breeding if they would have been required to
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hold a permt for having bred the applicable animal. Only the public
sale or adoption provision is a violation independent of breeding
permts.

4) A detailed report on Sections 3330.8(b) and (c) (mandatory
sterilization for inpounds), including:

(a) collection and disposition of deposits

Col | ecti ons: 1991-92 8 (Tota
1992-93 35 70,
1993-94 27 44% r ef unded)

Ref unds: 31 for entire reporting period.

(b) nunber of mandatory sterilizations: 15
(c) nunber performed by private veterinarian: none reported.

(d) any hearings conducted and di sposition: 6 hearings;
only one mandatory neuter was uphel d.

Comment: O sterilization deposits collected for unaltered

i mpounds, 56% were NOT refunded. Presumably, the aninmals -- 39 of
70 -- remained intact. As applicable for 2 inpounds within a 3 year
period, there were 20 nandatory sterilizations ordered of which 6
wer e appeal ed and only 1 upheld (15 actual). 30% of violators
appeal ed. Thus, only 75% of intact nultiple inmpounds were actually
al tered under the ordinance, and owners prevail ed on appeal 83% of
the tine. Total inmpounds for the three year period were 34,929 of
whi ch . 00043 percent were subject to nandatory sterilization. It is
likely that this provision has no statistical inmpact on popul ation
and adm nistrative costs exceed revenue. W have no information as
to whet her these cases resulted fromrunning at |arge (intended by
Task Force) or inpounds for other reasons.

FANCIER' S PERM T (UP TO 10 DOGS/ CATS)

1) nunber issued: 30 active (3/95), 3 pending

2) conplaints and dispositions: one conplaint resulting in
revocati on.

3) inspections noticed/ perfornmed: one inspection via conplaint
with 4 days notice in witing. Three inspections by invitation.

Comment: The fancier’s pernmt was devel oped so that persons with
mul tiple animals would be nore likely to license and to provide
homes for additional animals. The devel opnent process included a
total review of the kennel/cattery and applicabl e zoning ordi nances,
resulting in abolition of conmercial kennel provisions. No
applications for any kennels or catteries have been nmade. W

| ear ned i ndependently that the revoked perm tee, in unincorporated
Menl o Park, was involved in humane rescue and had mai ntai ned excess
dogs previous to permt availability. Considering the exenption of
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rural agricultural land, it would appear that fancier pernmts are
benign in community inpact.

Not e: pl ease show revenue generated per year/per category for each
ordi nance provision in effect during the period including the

all ocations to the Animal Popul ation Trust:

ACS did not respond.

ANI MAL POPULATI ON TRUST

1) History of appointnents, reappointnents, resignations:
Oiginal (5 commttee appointed July 1993, inform
meeting 9/7/93. Two nenbers resigned. One new appoi nt nment.

Comment: The Committee is chaired by the ACS Program Manager,
i.e., county staff. Only one nenber of the Task Force was

appoi nted. Ohers had no background in or conmtnent to the

pur poses of the Fund. Meeting attendance has been poor and
sporadic, with neetings cancel ed al together or disbanded for |ack of
quorum PHS has not directly participated.

2) Projects: “The main focus has been on assisting with

spay/ neuter surgeries. Requested Board and received perm ssion to
di sburse funds in May, 1994. Recently devel oped gui delines on

adm ni stering funds. Second project has been the next addition of
the Animal Services @Quide. The Guide is at the printers and will be
ready for distribution within the next couple of nonths.”

3) Expenses: “First Service Cuide, FY 92/93: $3,842.86

Comment : The second guide has recently been published. Listings
are so mninmal as to nmake the publication of little value as
conpared to a phone book. A section listing public parks open to
dogs was taken froma commercially published book (The Dog Lover’s
Conpani on) and duplicates the book’s many inaccuracies, e.Jg.

ntrary to the Guide, all parks in MI|brae are open to | eashed
dogs.

4) Use of funds:

(a) devel opnent of prograns (include docunentation):
“Service Guide was a direction fromthe Board.”

(b) conpliance with intended purpose or need for
reeval uation: “Education and assistance with
spay/ neuter surgery costs was the nmajor intention
for this fund. The conmttee is working on this
goal .”

(c) procedures for and history of disbursenents:
“There have been no other disbursenents at this point.”
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(d) bal ance on hand: Ending FY 93/94: $18, 828. 23

(e) projected needs and rel ationship to proposed
changes in revenue structure: “Please see
fee changes were originally initiated with this
group after nuch discussion and review of funds
avai | abl e they endorsed the changes.”

Comment: The primary purpose of Trust Fund was to subsidize
private sector sterilizations for the foll owi ng reasons: (a)

i ncrease the total nunber performed in the county; (b) provide

| ocati ons nore accessible than PHS; (c) encourage establishnent of
veterinary client relationships; (d) provide an alternative to PHS s
facility for those who would not use it. The anticipated vehicle
for the subsidy was a voucher with devel opment of a |ist of
participating providers. The mechanismfor partial reinbursenment of
provi ders was to i nduce veterinarians to participate and all ow
surgeries to be performed w thout actual paynment of narket fees,

whi ch can run several hundred dollars for |large dogs. The Fund was
never intended to support PHS s sterilization program nor be a
source of haphazard grants. The ordinance requires PHS to alter all
adoptees as early as nedically possible (now 8 weeks) and that cost
is supported by the contract, PHS s nonprofit activities and the
adopters. Oher PHS users do pay fees. Application of these funds
to PHS surgeries requires a new anal ysis and suggests desi gnhation of
speci fic user categories such as feral cats, “mandatory” procedures
or special canpaigns.

RELATI ONSHI P TO CI Tl ES

1) County staff role in pronoting ordinance: *“Under
direction of the Board, pronotion of cities to adopt
the ordinance is a najor goal.”

2) Staff tinme and related costs: “I have attended al
city council neetings on ny own personal tine.”

3) Rejections by cities: “There have been no rejections
fromcities since | becane Program Manager.”

Comment : Agenda Report of April 6, 1993, to Brisbane City Counci
from Police Chief Hitchcock stated, “Though we have deci ded not to
adopt the “breedi ng ordi nance” chapters of the County ordi nance, |
have encl osed copies of themfor your information.” A San Bruno
counci |l nmenber (oral conmunication) reported that the San Bruno
Council refused to consider the ordinance in early 1995. PHS has
canpai gned through letter witing prograns, nedia and other neans to
have the ordi nance adopted by cities. Both PHS and ACS encour aged
the City/ County Task Force nenbers (all enpl oyees, not citizens) to
work for enactnment. ACS replies that the cities “wanted to wait
until there were two full years of stats...”

4) Reasons for pronoting anended versions to cities prior to
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presentation to County, including fee reductions in unaltered
permt/license: “The cities wanted two years of statistics
before they woul d entertain adopting the ordi nance. Two
cities requested informati on and went forward. The changes in
t he ordi nance have been in the works since the sumer of 1994.
The review by many groups, County Counsel, and the re-
nunberi ng of the County’ s entire ordi nance system del ayed the
item being put on the Board’ s agenda. There is no “hidden
agenda” here.”

Comment: The cities did not pursue the ordinance of their own
initiative but in response to concerted | obbying, including a spread
sheet of projected savings and revenues based on adopting specific
ordi nance provisions. ACS s division projections over the |ast
decade have exceeded actual s.

5) Justification for asking County to reduce fees for
ease of uniform adm nistration when County staff hel ped
i nduce the two enacting cities to adopt different fees:
“l did not induce any city to adopt the ordinance.
They requested information and | provided it. The
uniformlicensing rates have been discussed for the

| ast two years. It is a nightmare to adm nister. The
overal | change al so provides for $.50 per |icenses
regardl ess of where an individual l|ives, or whether or

not their aninmal is intact, to be deposited into the
Trust Fund to assist with spay/neuter surgeries and
educati on throughout the County.”

Comment: The nost efficient way to achieve uniform adni nistration
woul d be for the county to conformits fees to those of 18 cities
rat her than adopt fees different fromall cities and expect 20
cities to change. There has been no justification for funding the
Trust Fund at this level (currently Belnont and San Mateo are at
$1.00/1icense, the county $5.00 for intact only and 18 cities
noparti ci pating).

ACS RECOVMENDED CHANGES

Pl ease detail each change and the reasons therefor. |f change
effects revenue, please calculate projections for all affected
categories. ACS stated that these were contained in a nmenorandumto
the Board of Supervisors dated March 17, 1995.

1) Regarding the questions of legally licensing hybrid cats or
dogs in California, the attached “California Conpendi um of
Rabi es Control, 1995, California Departnment of Health
Services, Veterinary Public Health Section”, faxed March 15
f r om DHSVPS.

Comment: This Conpendiumis the opinion of its authors at DHSVPHS

and neither accurately reflects state | aw nor has the force and
effect of |law or regulation.
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2) A nmenorandumto the Board, dated August 18, 1993 was
attached as an exanple of reporting. Points nmade:

Drop in nunbers received/ et hani zed at shelter

Opi ni on that education/awareness i s cause, not Od.

Ni ght mare of administering different fees for unicorp.
Hope for passage of state cat rabies/l|icensing

| npossible to | ocate cat owners without |icense ID

Comment: Recent attenpts to mandate cat |icensing and rabies
vaccination in the state legislature as well as through the
Departnent of Health Services have fail ed.

Owners of lost cats do | ook for themat the shelter, by posters and
advertisenents. Unowned stray cats, the majority of the shelter
popul ati on, have no owners to search for or reclaimthem purchase
| icenses or obtain veterinary care.

3) Copy of “Budget Request Wrksheet” dated 1/3/95.
was attached in place of accounting requests. This
lists fund bal ance categories with no expl anati ons.

Comment: This does not reflect revenue specific to ordinance
provi si ons, such as breeding permts, fancier permts or specific
viol ations, nor indicate the status of the Trust.

4) A statenment that witten letters from The Peninsul a

Humane Soci ety Conmunity Liaison Conmittee, the Peninsul a

Vet erinary Medi cal Association and the Ani mal Popul ati on Trust
Fund endorsing respective proposed anmendnents are on file.

ACS did not provide copies of such letters but did provide
copies of mnutes of the Trust Fund Conmittee (neetings of

1/ 18/ 94 and 6/20/94) as “indicating that they endorse the fee
changed as well as other itenms in the proposed anmendnents”.

Comment: The ninutes do docunent nention of proposed |icense fee
changes and possi bl e exenption of cat feeders fromlicensing.
However, these minutes contain no record of any conmittee action
constituting endorsenent or review of proposed amendnment | anguage.
Ms. Urbanski chairs the Cormittee and prepares the m nutes.

The Liaison Conmttee is chaired by PHS Executive Director Kathy
Savesky and di scusses a planned topic at quarterly neetings. No
proposed ordi nances have ever been presented or considered, nor has
any type of action been taken, including authorization for any
endorsenent. (See NOTE bel ow)

The proposed wol f hybrid registration process would resol ve
identification questions on the opinion of a |licensed veterinarian.
Since there are no scientific neans to nmake such identifications and
extra-|abel use of biologics issues are involved in this area,
docunent ed and conprehensi ve professional group acceptance of these
specific legal responsibilities seenms problematic. (Adopted 5/16/95
by Supervisors; registration fee equal to dog license fee.)
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PENI NSULA HUVANE SOCI ETY COVMUNI TY LI Al SON COW TTEE

The Peni nsul a Humane Soci ety Community Liaison Commttee was an
indirect result of the ordinance. Due to public conplaints about
the excl usionary phil osophy of PHS as a public contractor and
PHS s refusal to change its policies to becone nore inclusive of
the spectrum of comunity val ues, the County negoti ated creation
of this commttee as part of its animal control contract. Wile
t he operation of the Commttee has all owed sonewhat nore access
to PHS by interested persons who had previously been
systematically excluded, PHS has sole control over selection of
menbers (there are designated categories based on the contract
and only approval right for the County) and all aspects of
operation. Meetings consist of PHS presenting materials
supporting its point of view and conducting informal discussion.
Nonnmenbers may conmunicate in witing or by submtting a speaker
slip for a 3 m nute speaking allowance. The Committee has becone
a vehicle for PHS s interests and a neans for it to augnent its
own support at the expense of community values. For exanple, PHS
presented their own “Feral Cat Coop” programas a voluntary joint
effort whereby cat feeders would receive support services in
exchange for neeting PHS requirenents. Shortly thereafter, the
ordi nances containing cat feeder registration surfaced with
clainms that the Conmttee endorsed the proposed |aw. Had the
commttee actually reviewed any | aws or proposed | aws, they m ght
have uncovered various flaws such as |ack of definitions, etc.
Using the Committee as an attribution, PHS devel oped its own
version of a rental housing program which requires sterilization
for tenant pets. Wile conmttee nmenbers are well nmeaning in
volunteering their tinme and attention, attendance is sporadic.
Most nenbers have little know edge of existing |aw, applicable
agencies or animals generally beyond their personal involvenent.

RECOMVENDATT ONS
Repeal breeding permts and unaltered permts.
Repeal cat |icensing.
Repeal all non-commercial Iimt |aws for dogs and cats.
Do not enact hybrid or feral cats anendnents.

Enphasi ze basic, affordable dog |icensing for rabies
prevention, identification and reliable revenue.

| npl enent subsidy plan for private vet sterilizations.

Establish a public animal comm ssion reflecting the
broad spectrum of comunity val ues, to act as an
overseer of animal control, a forumfor public
conpl ai nts, an evaluator of animl control data and
advi sor to the Board of Supervisors.
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