SAVE THEM ALL..

Breed-Discriminatory Legislation:
An Ineffective Response to Negligent or Reckless Owners

{ 1 Breed-discriminatory legislation is any ordinance or law that
bans or places spemal restrictions on, certain pets based solely upon their perceived breed.
L. Everyone benefits from safe communities — both people and pets. And we have a

i  keep our communities protected from any dangerous dogs'and their negligent or reckless owners. But
breed -discriminatory legislation is ineffective, because it focuses on the wrong thing. Rather than pass laws that punish

, innocent dogs and their responsible owners, our communities should have t d-neutral comprehensive dog laws that+

hold n L kjess‘awa 's accountable for their animals and situations that are actually dangerous.”
= Breed-discriminatory laws are bad policy because they infringe on our basic

property rlghts AII Amencans who follow the safety rules should be allowed to own whatever breed of dog they choose.
t's that simple.

< +. Most canine profiling laws resulted from panic policy-'
the 980 The trend today is to repeal these laws. In fact, 17 states have enacted laws that prohibit breed
dlscnmlnaﬂon ven! hite House came out against | sﬁec;ﬁh‘legls“la“t! on' (@nother term for breed-

- discriminatory Ieglslatlon) Ohlo the only state to have a breed- dtscnmunatory law targeting alleged pit bull terriers,
repealed that provision and enacted a comprehensive generic dangerous-dog and reckless-owner law in its place in

2012.

D y of ento 1 on. Not only are breed-specific laws difficult and expensive to enforce,
there ismﬁmﬁb‘%ﬁ%% em. Scientific studies show that visual breed identification of a mixed-breed dog often
has nothing to do with the dog’s actual heritage or temperament. In fact, visual identification is completely unscientific
and is likely to be contradicted by a DNA test. Cities must also consider the “CSl effect” of dog DNA testing and its
recent use in court cases.? Local governments carry the burden of proof and so will incur the expense of proving the
breed or combination of breeds in an individual dog. In addition, numerous breed-discriminatory ordinances have been
found to be unconstitutional (and therefore stricken) because they failed to provide due process protection for dog

owners.

DNA testmg) increased litigation and violations of the Americans
sstricting service dogs simply because of their | breed),

SCIentlf c advances (|

5. Proponents of BDL operate under the mistaken notion that regulating pets based solely
on the(r breed will somehow make a communlty safer. Desplte myths perpetuated by the media about pit bulls, there is
€ ! > of a danger to people. Indeed, when it comes to safety, American pit bull
3 ‘higher tha ther popular breé‘iis?mcludmg golden retrievers. In addition, pit bull terriers have been
trained to be succe ful service dogs for developm (ally, abled children, as well as therapy dogs working with
law enforcement and the military, as drug- and bomb-sniffing”

Experts consistently identify responsible dog ownership
practices as one way to mamtam safe humane communities. A community policing approach to preventing dog bites is
much more effective than breed bans and restrictions.*
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