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Response to the County of Lros Angeles
Chapter  752/98

Test Claim

Tes t  C la im  No .  98 -TC-11 -

"Animal AdopLion"

, fu l y  7 ,  L999

Test claimants and others opposed to Chapter
752/gB rely on misplaced. assumpt,ions and
predict ions by shelter service providers that
they wi l l  need larger ,  more cost ly  fac i l i t ies and
massive funding for longer holding periods,

longer hours of operations, and hir ing and
training of new staff .  But Chapter '752/ 98 puts a
premium on adoption and get,t,ing lost pets back
home, not on building new shelters or
h i r ing/ t ra in ing new staf f  .  Common-sense responses
by shelters to the conimon-sense st,andards in
Chapter '752/98 can accornplish this l i fe-saving
work through cost-effective strategies that, orr
average, reduce a pet,. 's sg.ay in the shelter.
tndeed, the actual erq>erience of The San
Francisco SPCA and San Francisco 's  Depar tment  of .
Animal Care and Control (SFACC) in using those
strategies belies t,he speculative claims of the
opponents of Chapter 752/98 and reinforces the
cost-ef fect ive,  humane basis  of  Chapt ,er  752/98.

fn Apri l  L994, The San Francisco SPCA and the
SFACC collaborated in a l i fe-saving partnership,
which we call  the Adoption Pact (See Adoption
Pact, enclosed. as Exhibit A. ) Several of the key
provisions of the Adoption Pact were written into
Chapter  '752/98 and are now state law,  In
addit ion, many of the practices in place in San
Francisco are also written inLo the incentive
st ructure of  ChapEer 752/98.  These inc lude,  for
example, making owner-surrendered pets availabl-e
for  ad.opt ion,  the r iqht  o f  access to  shel ter  dogs
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and cats bJr rescue org-anizaLions,
access  she i te r  hou rs .

and f lexible public

; nl . r}.i;

+:+":1,"o'f I'the arguments advanced in opposi!.ion to Chapter
752/9f l  were a lso made in  San Francisco f ive years ago.  The
clainis abgut runaway costs, increased euthanasias, and the

.  .  . ' , { . , . 1  ,
unwo.pf.<;4b-ility of the efforts have not borne out in San
r-*6hci 'scb-land there is no reason to befieve they wiII occur
in  other  par ts  of  the Stat .e .  In  fact ,  San Francisco has the
lowest euthanasia rate of any City and County in the United
States accomplished with taxpayer savings of approximately

$485 ,480 .00 .  No t ,  on l y  was  th i s  accompL ished  on  a  revenue-
posit ive basis for City t i lq)ayers, i t  was accomplished
wi thout  new shel ter  fac i l i t ies or  increased space.

With f ive years of actual ercperience, we feel strongly that
public/private partnerships can work to save both l ives and
t.axpayer dollars not only in San Francisco, but al-so
throughout ttre State. And it is why we f eel the salne
incent ive s t ructures in  Chapter  752198 are so v i ta l  t .o  the
future of  an imals in  shel ters  throughout  Cal i forn ia.

Trad.j.tional Shelter StrateEies Are IneffLcLents and. Costsly

Impounding and ki l l ing animals is costly. In Santa Clara
County, for example, the cost,s of impoundment and
euthanasia of a cat in a public animal control faci l i ty are
est imated at  $74 per  an imal"  o f  taxpayer 's  money--$46 for
impoundment  and $28 for  euthanasia.  (Of f ice of  Counci l
Member  , James  Bea l l  and  Coa l i t i on  fO r  Humana  T ,a r r i c l a f  i q l l  ,
1994 .  )

Every pet adopted or reunited with his/her owrrer instead of
being ki l led save's taxpayer money in two ways: (1) saving
cos ts  o f  k i l l i ng  and  d i sposa l ;  and ,  (2 )  b r i ng ing  i n  revenue
from adopt ion fees and owner rec la im fees.  Animal  shel ters
can be f isca l ly  responsib le,  and save more I ives,  by
redirecting their efforts toward increasing owrler
rec lamat . ion,  adopt ion,  and ut i l iz ing the resources of
p r i va te  rescue  o rgan iza t i ons .  W i thou t  Chap te r  752 /98 ,  many
she l te rS  fa i l  t o  do  th i s .
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Chapter 7V19,8 Ls CoEt-Ef,f,ect,ive

ey conqrasL,  s ince l -99$,  any dog or  cat  in  tne San'
Francisco City* sfrelt-ea: who is.not adopted,and is , i  i

subsequently scheduled for euthanasia is made available to
our organ.i.za.Eion,. so .trhat we may lcare'for hi.m/her r.rntil- a
suitable home. ;can;,be f,ound.:: By,':al.trowing,The San Francisco
SPCA--a pq,lvate rgs.cug..,and adeption; rorganl-zation--.aciess to'
City-,,shel.9,g5':, dogs and" c4!s,,r, togetheri.:both organi2ations ', !:

have, gqag4pEeedn,,tfrat; no adoptable dog'' 6r' ca-E will ' 'be ki-lled
ir l  t , ,be CiEy anC."County, and none has been ki l led:si ince
l-993.*.. (See Adopt-d-on Pact FifEh Vear Report,; eoclosed as
Exhib i t  B. ' )  ,

- .  . .  .  i  i r ,  : r . ,  r . j '  , ' . i  , ;  .  L  I . , , :  . ,  i  
' ; 1  

. '

With innqvat ive ad 'opb;on,progrens,r ,backed by successfuX, l , ' r , 'n
voluntarf spafrneu.per ef.for.ts,; r'bhe Gi.'ty :ahd,,,eounby"of San
Francisco has a I i- fe-.saving',rat, io nearly' , three t i-mes bett,er
than that of other major u-nban 'centers a.nd almost'double
the ratio of shelters surveyed nationwide.2 And San
Francisqo onpg again ac;hieved,',;Lhe ilpwest;, euthana-si-h rat,er of
.any city and counEy in the entire country last year--all at
signif iqant savings. t,o Cd-ty ta.xpayers.

. I

In the last f  ive. . fears"l n-2,L62 dogs and cats w€F€ .,
transf,erped to,, ' Ihe ,SF/SPCA f::om Lhe City faci l ir ty, rather
than being euthanized. This, ieol l-aborative effo:rtrhas, saved

l t

indlviduals wherd:' lthdy l i l#e', ' iwork; anil bdcial-ize,'rrat-bt t i ian rdqLrir. ihg
them to visit Uhe City shelter or our ovrn facil l ty. By increasing the
erposure and contact of shelter animals with individual-s in the---
communit,y, r(ore adoptions ocour; ,The radopLion rfees, public'exposu.re,
private donations, an{ eavings essoc{aLed with,:,not holdingr and ,i,

euthanizing these animals. provid-es a recoup of- expenses, assoclated wlbh
th i s  e f f o r t .

: .  , .  
. ' . t . a .  ,  

" 1  
. , . , ' . i i  :

2 The achievements in. the .Cltsy' and,Gounty .of San Francisco iare ;cl.t lruride
resulEs;  _!hey are noL. , l imi ted to our  own^.sheLter . , rThertota l .  noi lber  of  i
dog and cat, euthanasias in San Francisco is,,, 'readily ascerLalnable from
the enclosed annual report as well ,as from fiscal year:r ::dportei ., '
published annually by the San Francisco Department of Animal,,Care arrd,
Control ., i . ..

'  r, eije last five_ye?Is, for',e,p*tIrp1.e, 515?,? *?fl,:.""a ,gats wqre pLaced
through u. progr.* talled ."aopi'ibn outreach' which takes shelter
animal-'s:':bf f ;site; ro l-ocAtidnAiri;;dun'd" li.a'ti'iii!1 Tliis ptogtr* 'riAarr";
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Ci ty  tax t r l 4 lge rs  a  to ta l  es t ima ted  cos t  o f  $486 ,480 .00  so

far .3  And- th is  doesn ' t  inc lude the cost  in  an imal  l ives or

the human costs--stress, burn out, depression, and anger--

Lo the City workers who perform the euthanasias.

City taxpayers save in other ways, too. Because San

Franciscans are wil l ing to surrender animals directly to

our shelters. when they know the animals roilt be saved,

fewer animals are abandoned on our streets to "give them a

chance. " And fewer animals on our streets mean fewer strays

to be collected by City enimal Control Off icers '  The number

of dogs and cats picked up dead from our City streets and

neighborhoods has dropped a ful l  23 percent, while f ield

collect, ions by City Animal Control Off icers dropped by 592

animals from the year before our cooperative l i fe-saving

efforts began--saving hundreds, i f  not thousands, of hours

in staff t ime, as well as hundreds of miles of wear and

tear on City vehicles and equipment

Chapter 752198 can be lrqplemented Wlthout New Fac{litsieE

In addit ion, the gains in San Francisco's adoption numbers

and decreased euthanasia rate were accomplished without any

add, i t ional  space a l loeat ion,  wi thout  new shel ter

faci l i t ies, and wjthout any addit ional taqpayer outlays.

Aggressive a-nd cost-effective adoption programs such as

"adoption outreach" increased shelter turnover, freed up

kennel space, reduced length of stay which in turn saved

costs of care, and generated revenues from ad.option fees.

At the same time, collaborative arranqements with communJ.ty
groups and humane organizations to rescue animals scheduled.

3 For every animal  t ransferred to our  shel ter  f rom the Ci ty  fac i l i ty ,

San Francisco taxpayers save approximately $40.00 in sheLtering,

euthanasia,  and d isposal  costs.  Mul t ip l ied 12,1-65 t lmes,  th is  anounts

to tarcpayer savings of  approximately  $485,480.00.  In  that  same t ime

per iod,  10,093 unwanted San Francisco dogs and,  cats who would otherwise

have gone to the city shelter were surrendered directly to The San

Franci-sco sPcA, where they were also provided with neceEgary care and
placed in responsible new homes. Had we nob taken t,hese animals, the

City would have been forced to take them and either hold thern for

ad.option or euthanize t,hem for a total savings to clty taxpayers in

e x c e s s  o f  $ L . 2  m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s .
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for euthanasia from the City shelter shifted cost of care
from tarq>ayers to private individuals. These efforts
el iminated. the ki l l ing of adoptable animals, red.uced the
kil t ing of treatable pets by approximat.ely 50t, increased
adoptions, and reduced average shelter length of stay--al l
at substantial savings for municipali t ies.

f f  Ci ty  and County shel ters  put  e f for t  in to aggress ive
ad.option prograns and building relationships with rescue
groups and humane organizations which exist throughout the
State of  Cal i forn ia,  a l l  o f  the benef i ts  o f  Chapter  752/98
can be accompl ished wi thout  increased space a l locat ions;
and al l  can be accomplished on a revenue-neutral or
revenue-posit ive basis f or ta>cpayers.

Conclusion

San Francisco 's  ab i l i ty  to  implement  humane,  cost -ef fect ive
responses is not unique to San Francisco or to i ts
relationship with The San Francisco SPCA. The conunon-sense
st . ra tegies enacted in  Chapter  752/98 are speci f ic  enough to
provide incentives and give direction, yet general enough
to allow each community and shelter to move forward in
saving l ives and taxpayer do1lars.
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