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FOREWORD

edemption for

HENRY BERGH
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“I hate to think what will befall this

Society when I am gone.”
— Henry Bergh

On February 8, 1866, as New York was
gripped in a winter storm, the City’s most
prominent citizens braved the snow and cold
to attend a lecture on animal protection by a
man named Henry Bergh. To a well-filled
room of attendees, including the mayor,
Bergh called upon the gathering to undertake
a moral fight to better the plight of animals.
“This is a matter purely of conscience,” he
said. “It has no perplexing side issues. Politics
have no more to do with it than astronomy.
No, it is a moral question in all its aspects.” It
was the first such lecture on animal
protection in the U.S. and when it was done,
100 signatories came forward and signed
Bergh’s Declaration of the Rights of Animals,
pledging themselves to suppressing cruelty
and showing mercy to animals.

Armed with the Declaration, Bergh secured a
charter from the State of New York,
incorporating the country’s first Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, the
ASPCA. Nine days later, the state legislature
passed a new law prohibiting cruelty to
animals, and the fledgling ASPCA was given
the power to enforce that law. Henry Bergh
went to war.

His first order of business was to better the
plight of New York City’s much abused,
working draft horses. In 1832, New York had



established the first horse railway in the world. By

1863, 16 lines of horse railways crisscrossed the city
and 500 horse-drawn cars made their way through
traffic daily. Sickly and uncared for horses
struggled to pull over-laden cars through the
streets, often weighted down beyond their
capacity, while impatient drivers lashed at them to
proceed. Henry Bergh’s answer was simple—the
practice would be stopped immediately.

With top hat and cane, gentleman-turned-humane
officer Henry Bergh began enforcing the law on
the spot, ordering passengers of overloaded cars to
disembark and drivers to return to their stables
under threat of arrest and prosecution. The annals

of the ASPCA describe the first such encounter:

The driver of a cart laden with coal is whipping his
horse. Passersby on the New York City street stop to
gawk not so much at the weak, emaciated equine, but
at the tall man, elegant in top hat and spats, who is
explaining to the driver that it is now against the law
to beat one's animal. Thus, America first encounters

“The Great Meddler.”

It was a scene that in would be replayed on the
streets of 19th century New York City again and

again. During an evening rush hour in February of
1871, as throngs of people packed cars to over-
capacity, overworked and exhausted horses with
bleeding noses strained under their heavy load
through snow and slush, until one such car reached
the corner near where Bergh stood, policing the
streets for animals in need of his protection. As the
driver prepared to give the horses yet another in a
series of brutal lashes, Bergh intervened, yelling,
“Stop!” and “Unload!” “Who the hell are you?”
replied the driver. “Unload!” Bergh called again.

When the driver refused, Bergh entered the car,
pitched the defiant driver into a snow bank, and
began unhitching the horses himself. Fearless and
uncompromising in his defense of abused horses,
Bergh would often bring traffic on the lines to a
complete stop, causing traffic jams that would
leave thousands of people stranded and cursing to
no avail.

For over two decades, Bergh spent each and every
night tending to sick animals and hauling drivers
who overworked them off to the local justice for
prosecution on charges of cruelty. Although the
owners of the lines complained, Bergh would carry

the day. Within two years of the ASPCA’s
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incorporation, limits on passengers were
common, horses were better cared for, and water
troughs and buckets for thirsty horses could be
seen throughout the city. One chronicler of
Bergh’s life noted that it was horses that Bergh
championed above any other animals. In reality,
Bergh’s ASPCA labored equally hard to protect
the city’s stray dogs, particularly against abuses at
the hands of city dogcatchers.

Every summer for a period of roughly three
months, the New York City pound opened its
doors to round up stray dogs. And every
afternoon, unclaimed dogs were drowned in a
cistern with a slatted cover. As many as 8o dogs
at a time were drowned, with the largest dogs
beaten on the head with a club until they stayed
underwater. Alternatively, they were killed in
what the New York Telegram, one of the city’s
preeminent newspapers, called “the terrible iron
crate,” where struggling dogs were dropped
several times in the East River until all the dogs
had drowned. The Daily News reported the toll in
dog lives: “Monday, 320; Tuesday, 218;
Wednesday, 140; Thursday 18; Friday, 93.”

While Bergh championed leaving the dogs alone,
once famously writing: “Let us abolish the
pound!” he was also a pragmatist. By fighting
breed bans, forcing the city to provide adequate
shelter, food and water, by paying the fines to
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free the impounded dogs of the poor, and even
prosecuting dog catchers for animal cruelty—12
cases in one year alone—Bergh reduced the killing
by as much as 8o percent. Whether fighting for the
rights of horses, opposing hunting, trying to
regulate slaughterhouses, or protecting stray dogs,
Bergh spent two decades working to protect
animals. Under his leadership, the ASPCA
prosecuted 12,000 cruelty cases. It was a dedication
and zeal the ASPCA would abandon upon his
death.

On March 12, 1888, as a storm whipped the city and
gales tore the roofs off of houses, New York’s
horses pulled carloads of people through the snow.
But for once, after spending each and every night
policing the streets on their behalf, Bergh was not
there to protect them. In the early hours of the
morning, Henry Bergh had died.

After his death, and against his express instructions,
the ASPCA traded in its mission of protecting
animals from harm for the role of killing them by
agreeing to run the dog pound. In a very short
period of time, the ASPCA became New York
City’s leading killer of dogs (and later cats). By the
early 1900s, hundreds of thousands of dogs and cats
had lost their lives to the ASPCA. It was a terrible
mistake, one emulated by humane societies and
SPCAs nationwide, with devastating results.

Unwilling to harm the

animals they were
supposed to be
protecting, animal
lovers fled from these
organizations, and
bureaucrats and
opportunists with no
passion for animals or
for saving their lives
took them over, paving
the way for the crisis of
uncaring and killing in
American shelters we
have inherited today.

Instead of working to
stop the killing, they
did the killing. And
while the ASPCA has
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since become very large and very wealthy, it has

also become bureaucratic, lacking the vision,
determination, and passion that characterized its
early history. It would have hurt Henry Bergh
very deeply.

When the early founders of the animal protection
movement died and their organizations took over
the job of killing those they had been formed to
protect, a fiery zeal was replaced with a
smoldering ember that gave little light or warmth
and the humane movement went to sleep. But
after over 100 years of this deadly paradigm, the

This film is dedicated to the great Henry
Bergh; may it help reorient our nation’s
shelters and animal protection groups back
to his founding vision and, in so doing, help
achieve his dream of a truly humane society.

grassroots of the animal protection
movement is finally waking up.

With no allegiance to the status quo
or faith in conventional “wisdom,”
and by rejecting the “adopt some and
kill the rest” inertia of the past, new
leaders are causing shelter deaths to
plummet in cities and counties from
coast to coast. The No Kill
revolution they champion—a
movement which started in San
Francisco, spread to Ithaca, New
York, and is now succeeding in
diverse communities across the
nation— provides renewed hope for
the future.

We have the power to build a new
consensus, one which rejects killing
as a method for achieving results.
And we can look forward to a time
when the wholesale slaughter of animals in
shelters is viewed as a cruel aberration of the past.
To get to that point, we must learn from history
and reject our failures. This film
tells that history. To that end,
this film is dedicated to the great
Henry Bergh; may it help

reorient our nation’s shelters
and animal protection groups
back to his founding vision and, in
so doing, help achieve his dream of a
truly humane society.
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It may come as a shock to those who follow me
on Facebook that I was a reluctant convert to the
social media. Although I now consider the time I
spend monitoring my page and personally re-
sponding to comments to be well worth the effort,
there was a time when I was conflicted as to
whether or not I should join. I am a rather private
person by nature, and that, combined with my be-
lief that the No Kill movement should first and
foremost be a movement of ideals and not of per-
sonalities, all added to my reluctance. But the
more | researched the issue, the more I understood
the value of having such a wide-reaching, demo-
cratic tool not only to educate people about the No
Kill movement, but to personally respond to the
many myths and misperceptions that exist about
the movement, too. What I didn’t anticipate was
the window it would give me into how I am often
misperceived, as well.

It has become a pattern that whenever I post a

blog about People for the Ethical Treatment of

NATHAN
WINOGRAD

ATTORNEY

AUTHOR OF REDEMPTION, THE MYTH OF
PET OVERPOPULATION AND THE No KILL

REVOLUTION IN AMERICA
FORMER DIRECTOR,
TomPKINS COUNTY SPCA

FOUNDER AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,

THE No KILL AbDvocAcy CENTER

Animals’ (PETA) killing, how the Humane Soci-
ety of the United States (HSUS) defends abusive
shelters, or how the ASPCA defeats legislation to
save lives, thus betraying the cause they exist to
promote, individuals uninformed about the No Kill
movement or my history within it will respond to
what is often shocking news about groups they ad-
mire by questioning my motives and my alle-
giances. Often, these accusations are no doubt the
result of a brief internet search of my name,
searches that turn up fabrications about who I am,
what I am trying to accomplish, and whose inter-
ests | allegedly represent. I have been falsely asso-
ciated with industries and interest groups that
harm animals, such as agribusiness. I have been
falsely accused of being in league with breeders,
such as the American Kennel Club. Self-identified
animal “activists” have responded to my reports
about PETA killing animals by falsely accusing me
of trying to destroy the animal rights movement or
of not caring about animals beyond cats and dogs.
To my bewilderment, I have even been falsely ac-
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cused of hating rabbits and deaf animals, an ab-
surdity that is no doubt the bungled outcome from
the spread of misleading information—like a game
of cyber telephone—upon the internet. I am grate-
ful to have the opportunity through the social
media to set the record straight. For in every way
except the truth, those who oppose No Kill have a

competitive advantage.

The organizations I criticize are large. They are
powerful and well-known to many people. Their
public image, often at odds with the practices in
which they engage behind closed doors—such as
PETA'’s deliberate poisoning of thousands of ani-
mals every year, HSUS sending animals they
claimed to “rescue” to a shelter which gassed
them, or the ASPCA’s defeat of legislation which
would have saved the lives of 100,000 animals—
shields them from accountability. The No Kill
movement is relatively new; the traditional shel-
tering establishment and the national organiza-
tions that provide them political cover are just
that: established. They are old organizations with
pedigreed names and reputations while the No Kill
movement and my organization, the No Kill Ad-
vocacy Center, are, by comparison, relatively
young. Basic human nature tends to jealously
guard the familiar and the status quo, and so when

14

It is my hope that by
recounting my journey in the
animal protection movement,
readers will gain a perspective

that leads them to view my
opposition to the national
groups as not only justified,
but morally obligatory.

it comes to winning the battle of first impression, I

face an uphill battle. People, upon encountering
news regarding the true nature of our nation’s ani-
mal protection organizations, are inclined to assign
the groups I criticize the benefit of the doubt, and
me, the burden of it.

Although most of the comments on my Facebook
page come from No Kill supporters who share my
heartbreak and dissatisfaction with the state of our
nation’s shelters and the leadership of the large,
national groups that enable the abuse and killing of
animals in shelters, there are enough comments of
a particular nature from incredulous people who
have never encountered me or the No Kill message
before to warrant a response. To those who read
my Facebook posts and blogs for the first time and
become so upset that—rather than research, accept
as verifiable facts, and then assimilate the informa-
tion I report as a true commitment to the well-
being of animals demands—choose instead to
shoot the messenger, I would like to answer the
charge either stated or so often implied by their
hostile comments: Just who in the hell do I think I

am?

I want to answer this question because although, as
I stated, the No Kill movement should be first and
foremost a movement of ideals and not of person-
alities, there are too many people who find permis-
sion to dismiss the No Kill message based on
misinformation about me that my duty to the ani-
mals demands clarification. Although, in the end,
it should not matter who is right, but what is right,
and although an idea should not be judged by the
person who is delivering the message but by its
merits, that, sadly, is not the way some humans are
inclined to work. Too often, people seeking to be
lulled back into a complacency that does not
threaten their view of the animal protection move-
ment, organizations, and individuals they have his-
torically lionized seize on criticisms of me as
justification to dismiss the message I advocate. I
don’t want that. I don’t want lies about me to get
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in the way of the needs of animals. Nor do I need
to accept it, either, because I am not and never

have been what my detractors claim I am.

For although I and the message I advocate may be
new to many people, | am not new to the animal
rights movement, and have, in fact, been active in
it for over 20 years. How it is I came to be the
most vocal and outspoken critic of its hypocrisy is
the result of my experiences, experiences that left
me no choice but to publicly expose the groups for
what they repeatedly demonstrated to me over and
over again they really were. For people who are
disinclined to believe what I report about PETA,
HSUS, the ASPCA, and the equally reprehensible
American Humane Association, but are inclined
to believe rumors that they have heard that  am a
front for animal abusers or that I seek to destroy
the animal protection movement, here is my story,
the back story that places my efforts into a histori-
cal context. It is my hope that by recounting my
journey in the animal protection movement, they
will gain a perspective that leads them to view my
opposition to the national groups as not only justi-

fied, but morally obligatory.

THE EARLY YEARS

When I arrived at Stanford Law
School in 1991, I was already an
ethical vegan, a long time rescuer,

and a community cat advocate.
When I graduated, I wanted to de-
vote my life to helping animals through
the law. It was, in fact, the reason I went to law
school. Anxious to begin furthering the cause even
as a student, I founded a campus animal rights
group, the Stanford Animal Protection and Educa-
tion Society, or Stanford APES for short. We
leafleted in the quad, urging other students to em-
brace a more humane diet. We leafleted in front of
zoos and aquariums, urging patrons to oppose the
keeping of animals in captivity. And we were a
thorn in the side of the vivisectors at Stanford, ex-
posing not only the cruel experiments that were

Stanford law
student Nathan
i Winograd
(shown with a
| seeing-eye dog
[ he sometimes
takes care
of) wants to
specialize in
animal rights.
‘This group
has no voice.’

From an article in Parade
magazine, discussing the
growing interest in the
field of animal law among
law students.

taking place there, but the deplorable housing con-
ditions for the animals as well. We requested, re-
searched, and publicly exposed damning
government inspection reports of Stanford animal
research facilities to the faculty and media.

I also served on the Board of Directors of the local
No Kill Palo Alto Humane Society (PAHS),
helped found CatWorks, an organization that pro-
vided care for 2,000 free-living cats across the Bay
Area, worked with the National Greyhound Pro-
tection League not only to end the scourge of grey-
hound racing, but to find homes for retired
greyhounds, and I was a member of the Stanford
Cat Network, a group of Stanford advocates who
cared for the cats who made their home on the
University campus, cats and their offspring who

Film Companion
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Suit charges Stanford
mistreats lab animals

STANFOKD (AP) — Stanford University has given
laboratory animals outdated drugs, allowed algae tosform in
water bottles and let fecal matter pollute their food, a group
of students alleged in a federal complaint.

A university spokesman countered, however, that the
complaint was mxsleadmg and cited problems that had alr=ady
been corrected.

In the complaint filed Tuesday with the U.S, Department of
Agriculture, the Stanford Animal Protection and Education
Society claimed the university has a 14-year history of &
neglecting and mistreating its lab animals.

The complaint also alleges that Stanford violated the federal
Animal Welfare Act by leaving animais to die unattended
following surgeries and by inadequately training laboratory °
personnel.

The evidence in the complaint was obtained from
Department of Agriculture veterinary inspection reports, said
SAPES president Nathan Winograd, a Stanford law student.

“Qur findings reveal a disturbing pattern of consistent and
serious incidents of animal neglect and mistreatment,”
Winograd said.

But Stanford Medical Center spokesman Don Gibbons said
problems cited in the complaint were all reported at least a year
ago and have been rectified.

SAPES has also filed formal complaints with the National
Institutes of Health, which funds most animal research at
Stanford, and Stanford’s Institutional Animal Care and Use
Committee, which oversees animal research at the university.

The Stanford Animal Protection &
Education Society, or SAPES, was a
campus animal rights groups I founded
as a law student. In addition to a broad
promotion of animal rights issues such
as veganism, we also worked to expose
the cruel animal experiments being
done in the Stanford labs. Above, an
article in a local newspaper discussing
Stanford violations of the Animal
Welfare Act. Below, a dog we saved
from one such lab. When this photo
was taken, it

was the first

time this dog

had ever

been outside.

We found

her and

several other

dogs loving

homes.

had been abandoned by the transient student popula-
tion. It was through these affiliations that I was first
introduced to the dysfunction of the animal protec-
tion movement itself, and, by extension, the cause
that would come to define my efforts on behalf of ani-
mals for the next two decades.

When Stanford announced plans to round up and kill
the cats living on the campus, cat lovers turned to the
local Santa Clara Humane Society and then HSUS
for help. Tragically, these groups supported Stanford’s
extermination campaign. They agreed that killing the
cats was the right thing to do and urged the school to
trap the animals and take them to the local pound
where they would be injected them with a fatal dose
of poison. That these groups would advocate such a
position stunned me. Little did I know that this was
the first of many instances where I would be bewil-
dered, shell-shocked in fact, by the pro-killing posi-
tions that groups which claimed to be the leading
voice for animal protection in the nation would take.

My work with the Stanford Cat Network and PAHS
introduced me to the No Kill movement, and by ex-
tension, the San Francisco SPCA. Just 30 miles from
the Stanford campus, the San Francisco SPCA was, at
that time, the leading voice of the No Kill movement
and I wanted to be a part of its success. Although I
was also a full time law student, I took a job working
in its Law and Advocacy Department. It was my job
to defend the animals being threatened with killing
within San Francisco’s borders, to expand the safety
net so we could save more, and to promote the new
and innovative programs the San Francisco SPCA
had created, programs that transformed San Francisco
into the safest urban community for homeless ani-
mals in America—which, paradoxically, made it the
target of criticism by other shelters and the large, na-
tional animal protection organizations.

As an animal lover and animal rights advocate, my
experiences working at the SF/SPCA were life alter-
ing. I felt privileged to be witnessing history in the
making, to be a part of an organization that was re-
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defining animal sheltering and that was success-

fully tackling one of the many ways in which ani-
mals were losing their lives by the millions in
America. I understood that the SF/SPCA had
started a revolution, and I was honored to be a part
of it. But few others within the larger animal pro-
tection movement at that time grasped or appreci-
ated its seminal achievements. Rather than
celebrate the SF/ SPCA’s lifesaving success, virtu-
ally every animal protection group either ignored it
or openly condemned it. They criticized each pro-
gram that provided an alternative to killing, pro-
grams that have since become accepted, even
lauded. HSUS, for example, called the neuter and
release of free-living cats who were not socialized
to people and would have been killed in shelters
“subsidized abandonment.” They called offsite
adoption venues “sidewalk giveaways,” called fos-
ter care “a sham that delayed killing,” and, along
with the ASPCA, called No Kill itself “smoke and
mirrors” and a “cancer.” The leaders of the large
national groups such as the ASPCA and HSUS ar-
gued that any talk of saving the lives of animals in
shelters was pure nonsense (or, as one of them put
it, “not worthy of a passing daydream”), that “the
only solution” to animals in shelters “is the blue
solution,” referring to the blue color of the barbitu-
rate, sodium pentobarbital, that shelters use to kill
animals. HSUS sought to undermine the spread of
the SF/SPCA model by publishing knowingly
false information about the SF/SPCA in its na-

tional publications, information they refused to re-

14

tract when confronted with their misinformation
and asked by SF/SPCA leadership to do so. Local
humane societies throughout the San Francisco
Bay Area, likewise threatened by the success of
the SF/SPCA, also mercilessly attacked it for sav-
ing, rather than ending lives, suggesting that the
SF/SPCA was lying about its success, calling it
derelict in its duties for refusing to kill, and vow-
ing to prevent what was happening in San Fran-
cisco from spreading to their community.

To say that these experiences left me disillusioned
with the animal protection movement would be an
understatement. But it was nothing compared to
the shock I experienced when I learned that
PETA, the group I naively revered as the most
stalwart defender of animal rights in the nation,
not only shared these disturbing views, but was, in
fact, its most vocal and outspoken mouthpiece.
During the first of two summers I would serve as
the law student intern for the Animal Legal De-
fense Fund (ALDF), I would learn this lesson up

close and personal.

Located just outside Washington, D.C., the ALDF
office where I worked was not far from PETA
headquarters at the time. My roommate, in fact,
was a former PETA employee, a member of
PETA'’s inner circle; someone who spearheaded
the campaign against Revlon’s animal testing that
would introduce millions of Americans to the ugly

LDso test and put PETA on the national map. She

As an animal lover and animal rights advocate, my experiences
working at the SF/SPCA were life altering. I felt privileged to
be witnessing history in the making, to be a part of an
organization that was redefining animal sheltering and that was

successfully tackling one of the many ways in which animals
were losing their lives by the millions in America. 99
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A postcard I received from Ingrid Newkirk
after writing to ask her how, as an animal
rights organization, PETA could oppose
non-lethal programs for feral cats in
shelters, and why her organization
advocates that they be rounded up and
killed. She wrote back explaining that
PETA is not an animal rights organization,
stating in no uncertain terms: “We do not

advocate ‘right to life’ for animals.”

NOTE: Newkirk’s statement that “There are always
exceptions” is not a qualifier to her belief that animals do
not have a “right to life.” It is an answer to another,
unrelated question.

was also a close acquaintance, if not personal
friend, of Ingrid Newkirk, the founder and Presi-
dent of PETA. Together, we would volunteer at
PETA one night a week, stuffing envelopes for
mailings (she leading the volunteers; me stuffing
envelopes with the others).

One day, my roommate rescued a dog we named
Ray. He was a wonderful dog, a young and
healthy German Shepherd with a playful disposi-
tion. She wanted me to help her find him a home.
When I suggested that we take Ray to PETA, cer-
tain that with their vast resources and ability to
communicate with hundreds of thousands, if not

millions, of animal lovers nationwide that they
could easily find Ray a new and loving home, she
explained that that was a bad idea because
Newkirk would kill him. Come again? Did I hear her
right?

And that is when she explained to me what had
been going on within PETA for many years—ac-
tivities that for the next 20 years I would watch
continue unabated. She explained that PETA rou-
tinely killed the animals who are brought to them,
and equally egregious and perhaps even more dis-
turbing, that PETA also actively sought out ani-
mals to kill, thousands of them every year.

Another bombshell to my innocence, for I learned
then and was to discover in the coming years that
not only does PETA kill animals, but that they ad-
vocate for the immediate destruction of all com-
munity cats and dogs who looked like “Pit Bulls,”
too. I learned that Newkirk considers life for ani-
mals to be little more than suffering, believes that
animals want to die, and that to kill them is to give
them, in her own words, “a gift.” I learned that she
does not believe that animals have a right to live
(once sending me a postcard which read, “We do
not advocate right to life for animals”) even
though the right to life is in fact the most basic and
fundamental right of every animal and serves as
the basis for the entire animal rights philosophy.

I learned that she recruits legions of activists to
this cause, people who drive around the Eastern
seaboard in donor-funded vans, acquiring animals
from various sources—free to good home ads, res-
cue groups uninformed of their real agenda, and
animals displaced by natural disaster—only to kill
some of those animals immediately in the back of
those vans, stocked to the hilt with tackle boxes
full of bottles of poison, syringes to inject that poi-
son into animals, and garbage bags to hold their
bodies after they take their last breath. I learned
that animals who are not killed on the road are

taken back to PETA headquarters in Norfolk, Vir-
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ginia where they are killed; their furry bodies then
stacked high in a freezer PETA has installed for
this very purpose. I learned that dogs and cats
weren’t the only animals to fall victim to PETA;
that they killed wild animals, chickens, and rab-

bits, too.

And I learned that killing animals themselves was
not the only way PETA sought to end their lives;
they encouraged others to kill them, too. When I
approached Georgetown University about starting
a neuter and release program for the cats who
lived on their campus, modeled on Stanford’s,
they refused, indicating that PETA—urging them
to reject the lifesaving approach—gave them their
blessing and encouragement to kill. In the end,
PETA succeeded in having the cats rounded up
and killed, a move that resulted in cat lovers find-
ing neonatal kittens left to slowly starve to death
throughout the campus after their lactating moth-
ers had been trapped and taken away.

I would spend the next 20 years watching PETA
repeatedly fight reform efforts by coming to the
defense of regressive, cruel shelters, watch PETA
track No Kill reform efforts nationwide, efforts
they would try to undermine with letters to the
editor of local newspapers and to political bodies
which were debating shelter reform efforts, letters
that equated No Kill with hoarding and animal
suffering and which called No Kill reformers “fa-
natics,” urging them to oppose lifesaving measures
in favor of the status quo of killing.

To find that what I had believed PETA repre-
sented was in fact the opposite of how it behaved
was a bitter pill to swallow. It not only broke my
heart; it filled me with anger and resolve. What
choice was there but to refuse to tolerate such
treatment of animals? What response was there
but to reject such perversion, to speak out against
it, to try to bring such a cruel and deliberate
slaughter of animals to an end? That, after all, was

why I became involved in animal rights in the

first place: to protect animals, regardless of the

context in which they were exploited and killed
and irrespective of who it was that was doing the
killing. But I was to learn another sad truth that
summer. And that was this: in my condemnation
of PETA, I was in the smallest minority.

I learned that the truth about PETA was common
knowledge among those who worked in the animal
rights movement. I learned that the leader of every
other self-professed “animal rights” group knew
what was really going on at PETA, but never
spoke out against it or against Ingrid Newkirk her-
self. In fact, they took Newkirk’s telephone calls,
they would shake Newkirk’s hand when they met
her, and they would all make excuses for her,
granting her absolution to kill with the tortured
logic that since she had seen so much animal suf-
fering she should be allowed to kill animals herself,
or, quite simply, that her efforts to protect animals
had earned her the right to harm them. These peo-
ple, who worked in jobs that were supposed to
eliminate animal killing, condoned and enabled it
simply because they knew the person doing it,
even going so far as to celebrate Newkirk by in-
ducting her into the “Animal Rights Hall of
Fame.” In the early 1990s, this attitude towards
PETA’s killing was held by virtually everyone I
met who worked in or volunteered at an animal
rights group, with rare exception. One of those
rare exceptions was the woman I would eventually

marry, my wife of almost 20 years, Jennifer.

Jennifer worked at the ALDF main office near San
Francisco, and as the D.C. office’s law student in-
tern, I had spoken to her on the telephone several
times. But it was not until a meeting of a small,
grassroots group we both joined to defeat two
pieces of legislation pending in the California State
Assembly that we first met face to face. One of
those bills, introduced at the behest of the Fund for
Animals, an organization that has since merged
with HSUS, would have authorized the round up
and killing of outdoor cats. The other, introduced

Film Companion

19



by the California Department of Health Services
with the support of the Fund For Animals, would
have authorized animal control officers to kill cats

immediately on the street if they did not have
proof of a rabies vaccination. Since cats can’t pro-
vide this information themselves and many do not
wear a collar and rabies tag, the law would have
led to a bloodbath of any cat an animal control of-
ficer found outdoors without a rabies tag. Deter-
mined to protect cats by defeating these deadly
bills, a small group of us banded together to suc-
cessfully fight them, a group which included Jen-
nifer, who not only did cat rescue in her spare
time, but volunteered at the San Francisco SPCA,
too. A vegan, an animal rights advocate and No
Kill supporter just like me, we hit it off immedi-
ately, and have been together ever since.

When I met Jennifer, she had been working for
ALDF for several years. Prior to that, she had
worked at In Defense of Animals, and not long
after we met, she also went to work briefly for
Farm Sanctuary, primarily as an investigator. I,
too, would later do work for Farm Sanctuary, as a
volunteer pro bono attorney. Although we recog-
nize that our prior involvement with well-known
animal rights groups would establish our connec-
tion to the animal rights movement and thereby
help to dispel some of the criticism and conspiracy
that we are “outsiders” trying to undermine ani-
mal rights, the truth is we rarely mention these
groups or our historical association with them for
a reason. Many of them, like virtually every other
self-professed animal rights group in the nation,
have ignored the plight of animals in shelters,
failed to celebrate the No Kill model, and have
continued to turn a blind eye to the atrocities com-
mitted by animal shelters across the nation and by

PETA.

Although our early history in this cause clearly
demonstrates that we come to No Kill not, as some
have suggested, as breeders, as shills for the meat

industry, or any interest group which represents

those who harm animals, but rather through the
cause of animal rights itself, we do not wish to be
associated with groups that do not embrace an au-
thentic animal rights agenda—one that includes
rights for companion animals, too. Sadly, though
our once association with these groups has meant
that their failure to champion No Kill or to speak
out against PETA’s atrocities has been personally
disappointing, in truth their failure to do so is not
surprising. It is, in fact, the norm among animal
rights groups, a tragic and paradoxical position
born of the nature of the founding of the animal
rights movement itself.

THE ANIMAL RIGHTS MOVEMENT’S

ORIGINAL SIN
Like Ingrid Newkirk who, prior to founding
PETA, had a job killing animals at an animal shel-
ter, many of the founders and employees working
at our nation’s animal rights organizations came to
animal rights by way of sheltering. This meant
that they not only brought to the cause the histori-
cal excuses used to justify the killing of animals in
shelters, but having had many animals die at their
very hands, they needed a way to justify such be-
havior in light of their competing beliefs. To
champion a cause that claims that animals have
rights while at the same time
having killed thousands of

animals themselves re-

quired them to adopt
an inconsistent phi-
losophy to reconcile
what in reality are
diametrically oppos-
ing values. This view became firmly cemented
within the animal rights movement when other
animal right leaders, deferring to the “expertise” of
their friends and colleagues who had worked in
shelters, bought into the rationalizations and failed
to challenge them. And so a deadly philosophical
dichotomy emerged within the animal rights
movement: one that held that all animals have a

right to life, except those who enter shelters. This
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killing, it was argued, was necessary where the

other kinds were not and those doing the killing
were not to blame, but rather unsung heroes coura-
geously performing the public’s dirty work; or, in
Newkirk’s words, “Dark Angels.”

In fact, to this day, efforts that focus on dogs and
cats are often viewed with disdain in the animal
rights movement and somehow “less animal
rights” than other issues. Many animal rights ac-
tivists erroneously believe the thousands of shel-
ters across this country are in fact meeting the
needs of these animals who therefore require no
further advocacy or attention on their part. Noth-
ing could be further from the truth. Not only is
shelter killing the leading cause of death for
healthy dogs and cats in the United States, but our
shelters are in crisis, plagued with animal abuse
and neglect as well. But few in the animal rights
movement are aware of these tragic facts because
the people and organizations they trust to keep
them informed about important issues affecting
animals refuse to do so when the victims are not
on farms or in laboratories, but inside our nation’s
animal shelters.

Today, healthy debate within the animal rights
movement is discouraged in favor of “movement
unity” and deference to the agendas promoted by
large, powerful organizations. It is a top-heavy
movement—and therefore intolerant of dissent,
suspicious of change and prone to censorship (just
try to get a vegan cookbook that contains a state-
ment critical of PETA reviewed by VegNews or

14

Healthy debate within the animal rights movement is
discouraged in favor of ‘movement unity’ and deference
to the agendas promoted by large, powerful organizations.

It is a top-heavy movement—and therefore intolerant of l ‘ 2 2 !

popular vegan bloggers; they won’t do it in defer-
ence to PETA and its killing agenda). While many
animal rights activists, lacking a sophisticated un-
derstanding of the pressing need for No Kill re-
form, underestimate and dismiss the cause as a
mere “animal welfare” issue, leadership of animal
rights organizations are not so naive and are far
more calculating. They willfully ignore the No
Kill movement and fail to champion its more
widespread implementation precisely because it
challenges the historical narrative (and those who
have perpetuated it) that has explained and con-
doned shelter killing since the movement’s incep-
tion. In the animal rights movement today,
innovations that threaten the prevailing paradigm
and those in power are rejected in favor of the sta-
tus quo.

Consequently, there is no mention of No Kill in
the newsletters of large animal rights organiza-
tions. It is unlikely to be found on their websites,
on their Facebook pages, or any of the other ways
these organizations regularly communicate with
their members or the grassroots, except—in the
case of PETA—to denigrate it. Likewise, because
the guidelines of animal rights conferences man-
date that speakers not criticize other animal pro-
tection organizations—even when doing so is
required to expose their actions which harm ani-
mals and deny them their rights—No Kill advo-
cates are under a gag order that prevents them
from sharing the true causes of shelter killing as
well as its proven cure—rejecting old philosophies
and those who embody them. Within the animal

dissent, suspicious of change and prone to censorship. : ‘ P
M2228
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rights community today, it is not what is right that
matters, but who is right—even when they are
clearly wrong. As a result, many animal rights ac-
tivists continue to parrot the charade that the
killing of innocent dogs and cats is acceptable, con-
sistent with their beliefs that one should never kill
pigs, cows or chickens.

This movement wide silence about No Kill com-
bined with a historical embrace of both the excuses
used to rationalize the killing and those who pro-
mote them have coalesced to render the No Kill
movement essentially invisible to most animal
rights activists, except when it is being bashed and
misrepresented by PETA. The so-called leaders of
the animal rights movement keep grassroots ac-
tivists ignorant and impotent, denying them the
information necessary to see through PETA’s ne-
farious agenda and the tools they could use to as-
sure lifesaving success at the shelters in their own
communities. That is why, although the No Kill
movement is having tremendous success tackling
one of the ways in which millions of animals lose
their lives in this country every year, most animal
rights activists are unaware of this success. It is
why, though savvy No Kill advocates understand
that pet overpopulation is in fact a myth, open-ad-
mission No Kill shelters now exist throughout the
nation, and that there is a proven cure to shelter
killing, many animal rights activists do not.

Indeed, although most animal rights activists con-
sider themselves on the cutting edge of animal
protection, when it comes to companion animals,
they are, in truth, regressive; perpetuating anti-
quated and disproven dogmas that defend and en-
able, rather than challenge, the wholesale slaughter
of certain species of animals. And it is also why,
when they encounter me and my message for the
first time, they so often respond with incredulity,
disdain, and then resort to personal attacks.

I am often called divisive, unreasonable, and a liar.

I am accused of being in league with puppy mills

and agribusiness. Ingrid Newkirk has accused me

of being out to destroy the animal rights move-
ment. One of the most common criticisms I hear is
that we are all a part of the same cause, should
work together, and best serve the animals by get-
ting along rather than fighting. In fact, whenever
No Kill advocates expose the many ways in which
the large national groups undermine efforts to save
lives, betray the mission they ostensibly exist to
promote, kill or cause animals to be killed, there
are invariably those who come to their defense by
stating that these organizations should not be criti-
cized because they “do so much good for animals.”
It is a tragically commonplace argument, but no
less indefensible because of it. In effect, they are
arguing that because some of the money donated
to these organizations may actually be used for its
intended purpose, that they have earned the right
to cause harm to other animals themselves—terri-
ble, irreversible, life-ending harm.

The fact that those who most commonly make
these arguments are people who support these or-
ganizations because of their professed missions
and would therefore likely self-identify as “animal
lovers” is as troubling and paradoxical as the argu-
ment itself. Sadly, for such people, a misplaced
trust and need to identify with such groups or the
people who work at them at some point became
more important than the professed values that pre-
sumably led them to support these organizations in
the first place. The ideals that animals have rights
and interests independent of hurnans—including
the right to be free of suffering and the right to
live—are casually discarded so long as those caus-
ing the suffering or death are self—proclairned
members of the animal protection movement.

Indeed, this argument is problematic precisely be-
cause it promotes the harmful idea that under the
right circumstances, animal abuse or killing are ac-
ceptable. That is, as long as the harm is being done
by the right people or balanced by a counterweight
of good, there is no harm that is in and of itself in-
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herently wrong or unacceptable, effectively evis-

cerating the philosophical foundation of the cause.
Moreover, by arguing that we should ignore or
overlook certain forms of animal abuse or killing
as “payment” for some perceived “good,” the door
is opened to condone all manner of animal cruelty
and exploitation. By this same logic, were a
slaughterhouse owner to donate a percentage of his
profits to a vegan advocacy organization, or a dog
fighter to donate some of his winnings to a com-
panion animal rescue group, the killing and cruelty
they inflict upon animals would therefore be ren-
dered acceptable, the harm being cancelled out by
the good. Though an obvious absurdity, time and
again self-professed animal lovers and animal
rights activists postulate this exact scenario, but in
the reverse.

And not only does this argument capriciously sur-
render the welfare of animals and the principles
which should guide all advocacy on their behalf,
but it also hinders the cause by setting the bar for
these organizations at a dismally low—in fact,
counterproductive—level. In condoning behavior
that is the antithesis of the cause such organiza-
tions are supposed to be advocating, this argument
promotes the defeatist mentality that we have no
right to expect or demand that our animal protec-
tion organizations be what they claim to be in
practice as well as rhetoric, when of course we ab-
solutely do. Indeed, while those who make this ar-
gument seemingly lack the vision or passion for
the cause necessary to imagine a future in which
animal protection organizations are authentic and
unadulterated forces for good, in truth we do not
need to accept nor tolerate some harm of animals
in one sphere in order to promote their well-being
in another.

The corruption at these organizations is neither

inherent, nor inevitable. It has been fostered by

various historical, financial and sociological fac-
tors that the leadership of these groups would be
forced to address and overcome if animal lovers

stopped making excuses for the betrayals and

funding them with their donations. Some animal
suffering and some animal killing are not and
never have been the price we must pay to end
other animal suffering and killing. In fact, as the
faulty logic of that statement clearly demonstrates,
to believe so is to surrender to a self-defeating,
hopeless tautology that can never succeed in elimi-
nating that which it also perpetuates. Indeed, how
can a rights-based movement ever hope to win the
rights that the very people leading the cause have
admitted they do not believe in and even actively
oppose? How can the animal rights movement in
its current manifestation claim to

authentically speak for animals
when it is advocating the op-
posite of what some of those
animals could say if they

could speak for themselves?

Moreover, the criticism that No
Kill advocates should never speak
out against those in position of
power misses the mark for other
reasons as well. Such comments
are deeply misinformed about

the level of abuse—the slanders
and ad hominem attacks—No Kill ad-
vocates have suffered at the hands of

the large, national animal protection groups for
decades, a hostility I have personally witnessed
and been the recipient of again and again. PETA
calls No Kill advocates “dangerous,” “fanatics,”
and “slow kill hoarders.” The ASPCA says we are
“hoarders” and “dog fighters” in disguise and has
published a document for shelters advising them
on how to fight No Kill efforts. And HSUS says
we are “crazy,” “mean-spirited,” and “divisive.”
Sadly, what I have realized people often mean
when they admonish No Kill advocates for telling
the truth about the large, national groups or the
people who work at them is not that no one should
criticize, they are in fact criticizing by making
such comments, but that no one should question
those in positions of “authority”—a notion which

my early and ultimately futile attempts to WOI‘k
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within the movement to foster change taught me

is a recipe for stagnation and continued killing.

THE MIDDLE YEARS
When I graduated from law school in 1995, I was
soon to discover that making a living as an animal
rights attorney was difficult. Given my heavy law
school debt, economic necessity compelled me to
leave the San Francisco SPCA and take a job as a
Deputy District Attorney, where I satisfied my
continued longing to help animals by becoming
the “Dog D.A.,” taking on animal cruelty cases to
ensure that they were treated with the gravity
they deserved, while doing part-time consulting
work for the SF/SPCA. At a time when most
courts were giving animal abusers a slap on the
wrist, | found ways to impose meaningful punish-
ments to ensure they were kept away from ani-
mals for as long as possible. In one case, I charged
someone who killed a dog with what the law calls
“special circumstances” (such as the use of a
deadly weapon) when an individual killed a dog
using a guitar string, forcing the court to sentence
the perpetrator to state prison. In another case, I
charged someone who burned a cat to death with
“arson of property” rather than just “cruelty to an-
imals” because it carried a higher sentence, man-
dated state prison, was a violent felony and thus
his second of three strikes, and gave him eight
years in state prison. I also rewrote the District
Attorney’s manual on handling animal cruelty
cases to better protect the animals. But after sev-
eral years working as a criminal prosecutor, when
the opportunity to return to SF/SPCA full-time
presented itself, I took it.

I returned to the
SF/SPCA just as it had
acquired new leadership.
When I began, San Fran-
cisco was a whisper away from be-
coming a No Kill community. As
Director of the Law and Advocacy
Department and later both the
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Director of Operations and then Vice President, I
implored my boss to push the envelope, to seize
the historic opportunity of becoming a No Kill
community by not only saving every healthy ani-
mal, but all the treatable animals, too. Tragically,
he refused, choosing to take the organization in the
opposite direction. My protests were in vain as one
by one he began to dismantle the lifesaving infra-
structure that was responsible for San Francisco’s
success until, after two years of trying to fight
these changes, I could no longer justify remaining
with the organization and left. As I write in my
first book Redemption,

Moving away from the programs that had made it so
successful, the San Francisco SPCA replaced nuts-and-
bolts programs that were the underpinning of the
SPCA’s lifesaving efforts at an astonishing clip. In their
place, partnerships with the University of California at
Davis for fee-for-service behavior counseling, as well as
architectural plans for a twenty million dollar fee-for-
service specialty veterinary hospital were drawn up.
And esoteric conferences on animal spirituality and tele-
pathically communicating with animals, which catered to
a more affluent, “new age” San Francisco crowd, were
held at great expense—in lu.xury hotels or in posh vaca-
tion places like Jackson Hole, Wyoming.

Within a few short years, the SPCA’s feral cat program
was virtually abolished. The spay/neuter clinic ... re-
stricted its hours, significantly raised fees and, at one
point, even closed its doors. On a day that
came to be called “Black Monday,” the
legions offeral cat caretakers who

made their regular pilgrimage to use
the services of the spay/neuter clinic

were turned away... Plans to phase out
programs in the animal hospital for indi-
gent clients and homeless animals were in
full swing. Entire departments, including
those which protected the city’s wildlife,
worked to find apartments for renters with
pets, and advocated for stronger protections
of animals, were eliminated. The crown



jewel of the No Kill movement quietly passed into ob-
scurity.

At that point, Jennifer and I faced a choice. I could
return to the law, sacrificing the cause that gave
our lives such purpose and direction, or we could
take a bold step and leave our beloved San Fran-
cisco Bay Area, sell our house, and move our two
dogs, 26 cats, four year old daughter and infant son
to whatever community was willing to take a gam-
ble on my determination to create a No Kill com-
munity through the model that the SF/SPCA had
forsaken. We chose the latter when the upstate
New York community of Tompkins County of-
fered me the job as Executive Director of the local
SPCA which ran animal control for all 10 towns
and cities of the county. On June 11, 2001, literally
the day I started, the killing came to end in Tomp-
kins County and a historic milestone was crossed.
From day one of my job as Executive Director, the
TC/SPCA began saving rather than ending the
lives of the animals in its care, by implementing,
then expanding, the San Francisco model of shel-
tering.

It was not without its challenges. No one had ever
taken a full-service open admission shelter and op-
erated it as a No Kill shelter. How do you rehabili-
tate a dog who has been chained her whole life and
is globally under-socialized and resource aggres-
sive? How do you operate beyond capacity and
prevent the spread of disease? How do you save all
the motherless neonatal animals coming through
the doors? How do your provide lifesaving surgery
for emergencies 24 hours a day, seven days a week?
And how do you save them all when in addition to
dogs and cats, puppies and kittens, you are also
getting hundreds of rabbits, birds, mice, rats, ham-
sters, gerbils, guinea pigs, lizards, chickens, horses,
even a stray cow, while running an inherited
$124,000 per year structural deficit in a shelter built
decades earlier to warehouse and kill animals?
There was no model in existence; even San Fran-

cisco did not go that far, the field of dog rehabilita-

tion was in its infancy, and every veterinary col-
lege was telling shelters it could not be done. But I
was determined to do it anyway.

I impaneled a committee of some of the most re-
spected veterinarians in the nation: a Cornell epi-
demiologist, the head of the Cornell Feline Health
Center, and a veterinary behaviorist. I told them I
was going to double up dogs and cats, mix litters,
and operate the shelter at well beyond capacity,
and I needed them to help me do it. “It can’t be
done,” they said. “It will cause stress and disease.”
I told them it was their job to help me figure out
how to do so without stress and disease. “It can’t
be done,” they said. I told them to figure it out,
anyway. Together, we did. We reduced killing by
75 percent while reducing disease rates and deaths
in kennel by over go percent from the model I in-
herited. At the same time, we went from a $124,000

“It’s Great to Be Alive!” became
the No Kill rallying cry when I
took over the Tompkins County
SPCA in 2001, working with an
eager, animal-loving public to
create the nation’s first No Kill
“animal control” shelter.
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a year deficit to a $23,000 surplus as the animal
lovers of Tompkins County rewarded our efforts
with tremendous financial generosity.

I served as the Executive Director of that agency
for three years, helping to build a firm and lasting
infrastructure, including building the nation’s first
green-certified animal shelter, and solidifying a
shelter culture which I hoped would allow No Kill
to continue even after I left. For I was determined
to eventually focus my time and energy on a sin-
gular mission: spread the No Kill model to shelters
across the nation. I founded the No Kill Advocacy

Center to do so.

In this effort, the No Kill Advocacy Center was on
its own, because in spite of the success of the
TC/SPCA and my efforts to promote it nation-
wide through my newly formed organization, the
other national organizations like HSUS and the
ASPCA behaved as though No Kill did not exist

An article from the local newspaper,
The Ithaca Journal, highlighting our success.

Tompkins SPCA boasts lowest kil rate in U.S.

in Tompkins County. They continued on as be-
fore, mired in disproven dogma that justified
killing, blind to existing No Kill success and the
valuable lessons it held for every shelter in Amer-
ica. My pleas went unheeded, and I never received
even the courtesy of a response to my communica-
tions introducing this new form of animal shelter-
ing (a model I call the No Kill Equation) or to my
letters protesting their regressive policies and
philosophies which were the backbone of the tradi-
tional kill-oriented sheltering paradigm. After
years of futilely trying to appeal to their better na-
tures only to have my overtures ignored, my olive
branches trampled, and my reputation smeared, I
realized my efforts were in vain. I realized that
these organizations weren’t interested in changing.

Staffed with former animal shelter directors and
employees who themselves failed to save lives,
they were threatened by the success of the No Kill
Equation and were likewise dedicated to protect-
ing their friends and col-
leagues currently running
shelters who were also fail-
ing to do the work neces-
sary to save the lives of the
animals in their care. This
awareness helped me to
understand that in the ab-

"By DAN HIGGINS
Journal Staff

ITHACA — Tompkins
County's SPCA is the safest
place to be a homelegs dog or
cat, according to a national
publication ~ that  tracks
cuthanasia statistics.

The journal Animal People
said [thaca ranked No. 1 in the
nation with the lowest per-
capita rate for dogs and cats
being put down in animal shel-
ters.

-

Shelter survey

Place Dogs and Cats destroyed
Ithaca/Tompkins County 185 .
New Hampshire . 2,575
San Francisco 1.942
New York City 36,500
New Jersey 48,551
San Diégo 16,463

* Maine 8,000
Rochester 4.511
Colorado 119,340
Missoula, MT 748
Buffalo/Erie County 7.871
United States 4.4 million -

In 2002, the Tompkins
“County Socicty for the
Prevention of Cruclty to
Animals ook in 2454 dogs
and cats, and killed 185 of
them, which works out to
around 1.9 dogs and cats per
[ 1,000 people.

Compare that to the nation-

“Ithaca rated No. 1 in a; survey compiled by the journal Animal People, in lowest
number of euthanized animals per 1,000 people. The geographic areas include
both cities and states. Animal People editor Merritt Clifton said the geographical
areas surveyed were kept together based on whethér they had the same methods
for retrieving and testing stray or abandoned animals.

sence of a personal convic-
tion to end the killing,
there was simply no moti-
deaths per1,000 people vation for the people work-
. ' ing at these groups to try
to do so. As long as the
American public was igno-
rant that a lifesaving alter-

native existed, the failure

Sptites: Anlmal Paoplé Of these organizations to

al average of 15 destroyed
dogs and “cats per thousand,
said Animal People editor
Merritt Clifton, and Itha
Jeading the pack when it
comes to animal protection.
“It works when you have an
aggressive, low-cost pet steril-

ization program, a relatively
affluent community and a
dynamic exceutive dircctor.”
said Clifton,

Executive Director Nathan
Wmugmdsald»

depends on having cnough
motivated volunteers, and
enough financial resources.

“I didn't do this. Twelve

‘melovccx didn't do this. An
Fharsday-that—entire ulmpﬂ\\l()ndlc commu-

becoming a “no-kill" shelter=nity did this,” Winograd said.

He said another reason why
thel proportion. of destroyed

. animals was so low was the

local shelter’s decision o find

“Sée SPCA, 2B

embrace the No Kill Equa-
tion did not matter. Un-
aware of evidence to the
contrary, people believed
them when they portrayed
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No Kill

Advocacy Center

the problem of shelter killing as insurmountable
and therefore donated to them in spite of the
killing. That is when I realized that in my con-
tinued attempts to appeal to these groups, I was
acting in vain as animals needlessly died. I came
to understand that if | wanted to reform an in-
dustry and a movement that had no interest in
reforming themselves, I would have to do it
from the outside, in.

THE LATER YEARS

I resolved to take my message directly to the ani-
mal-loving American people who would then
force their local shelters and these groups to em-
brace the change they so stalwartly opposed. In
2007, I released my first book, Redemption: The
Myth of Pet Overpopulation & The No Kill Revolu-
tion in America. It tells the story of the early
founding of the humane movement in North
America by the great Henry Bergh and how his
noble legacy was betrayed when SPCAs and hu-
mane societies took over the job of killing ani-
mals they were founded to protect. It also tells
the story of San Francisco’s success, then Tomp-
kins County’s, and then others. Challenging the
myths and dogmas that had built up over the
years to justify and excuse shelter killing, Re-
demption, and its follow up Irreconcilable Differ-
ences: The Battle for the Heart & Soul of America’s
Animal Shelters, spoke to the experiences of shel-
ter volunteers and rescuers throughout the coun-

try who were weary of the killing and weary of the
hostility they, too, experienced when trying to re-
form deplorable practices at their local shelters.
Providing hope and a road map for lifesaving,
grassroots companion animal advocates embraced
the message of Redemption and Irreconcilable Differ-
ences, and the No Kill movement gained new life.

At the same time, I worked with shelters across
the country, helping others achieve the same level
of success as Tompkins County, first in Char-
lottesville, Virginia, then in Reno, Nevada, and
then in several other communities, including

“There is no room for No Kill as
morally superior.”

Ed Sayres,
ASPCA President, 2007

“The animals... got the gift of
euthanasia, and to them it was the
best gift they've ever had. How dare
you pretend to help animals and turn
your back on those who want an exit
from an uncaring world!”

Ingrid Newkirk,
PETA Founder & President, 2006

"[HSUS] doesn't have
a problem with
humanely euthanizing
a stray cat."”
John Snyder,
HSUS Vice-President
of Companion Animals,
2008
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Austin, Texas. Today, there are hundreds of cities
and towns across America which, in spite of resist-
ance and push back from the national organiza-
tions, have embraced the No Kill Equation, and,
like Tompkins County, are saving between go and
99 percent of all the animals they take in. The No
Kill movement is rapidly growing and
gaining converts across the nation
pushing for change in their own
hometowns. But as welcome as this
effort has been, it has also been heart-
breaking, revealing an even deeper
layer of dysfunction within the ani-
mal sheltering industry.

As the movement to end shelter
killing has grown in size and sophisti-
cation, the networking made possible
through the internet and social media
has allowed animal lovers to connect

ST
A

the dots between individual cases of

OVERPOPULATION

’ IN AMERICA

With 2 new foreword by the author

Narnan J. WiNoGrAD

It is a tragic story true to cities and towns across
this nation. And the large national animal protec-
tion organizations are as much to blame as the in-
dividual shelter directors themselves for not only
have they fought lifesaving innovation at shelters,
they have enabled the neglect and abuse of animals
in shelters, too. For decades they have
perpetuated the fiction that all is well
in our nation’s shelters. They have as-
sured us that they are overseeing these
organizations, providing guidance and
assistance to make sure they are run
humanely and effectively: through
T"EOI\::; their shelter assessments, their na-
tional conferences and their publica-
AND THE tions for sheltering professionals. In

Mo reality, they have ignored abuse, failed

REvOLUTION
to create substantive standards by
which to measure success and hold di-

rectors accountable and have remained

deafeningly silent regarding the epi-

animal cruelty and neglect in shelters

demic cases of abuse occurring at shel-

nationwide. These incidents reveal a
distinct pattern. Animal abuse at local
shelters is not an isolated anomaly
caused by “a few bad apples.” The
stunning number and severity of these
cases nationwide lead to one disturb-

ing and inescapable conclusion: our

shelters are in crisis.

Frequently overseen by ineffective
and incompetent directors who fail to
hold their staff accountable to the T
most basic standards of humane care,
animal shelters in this country are not
the safe havens they should and can be. Instead,
they are often poorly managed houses of horror,
places where animals are denied basic medical
care, food, water, socialization and are then killed,
sometimes cruelly. The first time many compan-
ion animals experience neglect and abuse is when
they enter the very place that is supposed to de-

liver them from it: the local animal shelter.

IRRECONCILABLE

DIFFERENCES

e

The Battle for the Heart and Soul
of America’s Animal Shelters

NATHAN J. WINOGRAD

ters nationwide. In short, they have
failed the public. Over the past 100
years, Americans have trusted these
groups to oversee our shelters, writing

them checks to do the job while look-

ing the other way because the “ex-

perts” were in charge, and in so doing,
have allowed our shelters to remain
virtually unsupervised and unregu-
lated for decades, with devastating re-
sults.

In fact, excluding laws imposed by
health departments regarding the use
of controlled substances, the disposition of rabid
and “aggressive” animals and mandated holding
periods, shelter directors in this country have es-
sentially unlimited discretion as to how they oper-
ate their facilities. If a shelter director decides to
kill each and every animal even if there are empty
cages, it is legal for him to do so. In fact, many
shelters routinely keep banks of cages intentionally
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empty SO that their staff dOBS not have to clean

those cages or feed the animals inside them. If a
non-profit rescue organization wants to save an
animal on death row at a shelter, the shelter direc-
tor has the authority in every state but two to deny
the group the ability to do so, and they frequently
do. Likewise, shelter directors can kill orphaned
kittens and puppies rather than work with volun-
teers who want to provide foster care. They can
ban volunteers from walking dogs and socializing
cats. And they can limit the number of hours they
are open to the public for adoptions, or have hours
that make it difficult for working people to reclaim
their lost animals or adopt new ones.

There are no checks and balances to ensure that
our shelters are run in line with the most up-to-
date sheltering policies and procedures. Instead,
our shelters are run on the honor system, and it is
a discretion shelter directors abuse time and again
by failing to ensure the humane and compassion-
ate care of animals in their charge, to implement
readily available lifesaving alternatives or to work
cooperatively with those who want to help them
save lives. And almost without exception, when-
ever animal lovers have questioned this arrange-
ment, developed innovative and compassionate
alternatives to killing or have brought the need for
greater regulation to light, the large national ani-
mal protection groups have opposed them. They
argue that such reforms are unnecessary, and that,
paradoxically, any alternative to killing or any
form of regulating shelters to ensure that animals
are treated with compassion and are not needlessly
killed is not only unnecessary, but will actu-
ally put animals in harm’s way.

When a statewide survey found that 71 per-
cent of rescue organizations reported that they
were turned away from New York State shel-
ters and then those shelters killed the very ani-
mals those groups offered to save, the ASPCA
fought to maintain the status quo, defeating
legislation that would have given rescue

groups the right to save at private expense, the ani-
mals shelters are killing at taxpayer expense.
When animal lovers in Texas tried to end the
practice of gassing animals, a slow and exceedingly
cruel way for animals in shelters to be killed, a
coalition of animal control groups led by HSUS
defeated the bill. (It has since been enacted into
law.) Even though the Virginia Animal Control
Association defeated legislation to end the
statewide practice of killing animals when there
are empty cages, when rescue groups are willing to
save them and in the case of community cats,
when they can be neutered and released, PETA
supported their cause and the National Animal
Control Association gave them an award for “Out-
standing State Association.” When a Louisiana
shelter killed every single animal in its facility, in-
cluding cats, because a handful of dogs contracted
a mild illness which clears up on its own, HSUS
defended them. In Hillsborough County, Florida,
despite the fact that the shelter’s then-director
killed animals in order to keep cages empty, the
ASPCA stepped in not to encourage reform, but to
buy them a new “euthanasia table” on which to
kill animals. And when a shelter in Reno, Nevada,
finished the year saving a higher percentage of ani-
mals than virtually every other community in the
nation, the American Humane Association en-
couraged them to take a giant step backward and
enact a punitive cat licensing scheme which could
have led to the round up and killing of cats.

Whether by coming to the defense of regressive

shelter directors, working to defeat progressive

shelter reform legislation, fighting new and inno-

vative programs to save lives, or calling for

the wholesale slaughter of entire groups of

animals in shelters, the large groups are
the biggest barrier to ensuring the sur-
vival of animals in shelters today.

SEEKING REFORM
The No Kill movement
seeks to change this

Film Companion
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tragic reality by bringing standards and accounta-
bility to a field that has historically lacked it, by
exposing the truth about our shelters, by calling
for the replacement of poorly performing shelter
directors, and by seeking legislation that legally
mandates common sense procedures that shelters
should already be following. Where laws mandat-
ing lifesaving policies and procedures have passed,
greater lifesaving has immediately followed.
Legally requiring shelters to do what they refuse
to do is the quickest and most effective means ani-
mal lovers have to reform our na-
tion’s shelters, and to orient them
towards lifesaving. Yet, as I docu-
ment in detail in my most recent
book, Friendly Fire, whenever and
wherever animal lovers mount cam-
paigns for reform or seek legislation,
the opposition of the large animal
protection groups hinders their ef-
forts. Too often, animal lovers, the
media and legislators become con-
fused and cannot see beyond the
names and reputations of these or-
ganizations to discern their true mo-
tives. Too often, the opposition of
animal protection organizations sows
seeds of doubt regarding the need or nature of
common sense reform and efforts falter or fail.

We are a nation of animal lovers, and we, and the
animals we love, deserve better. We deserve shel-
ters that reflect our progressive and compassion-
ate values, not thwart them. We now have a
solution to shelter killing and it is not difficult,
expensive, or beyond practical means to achieve.
As the documentary states, “Only one thing
stands in the way of its widespread implementa-
tion: a deeply troubled and dysfunctional animal
protection movement that undermines the effort
at every turn.”

If we are to prevail, we need to neutralize its

harmful and deadly effect. By explaining the na-

FRIENDLY IFIRE

NATHAN & JENNIFER WINOGRAD

ture of this opposition, by exposing the history of
these groups and the actions they take which un-

dermine the cause of No Kill, I hope to inspire in
others—animal lovers, public officials, legislators,
the media—the confidence and courage necessary
to see through, and stand up to, those who seek to
delay and derail urgently needed shelter reform.

Through the No Kill movement, we can create a
country in which it is illegal to kill animals who
enter shelters. We can create a country in which
children are raised with higher ex-
pectations for the treatment of ani-
mals—and an understanding and
acceptance that animals have legal
rights. And we can establish power-
ful advocates for the well-being of
animals in every community by re-
claiming the thousands of shelters
. across our nation, and reorienting
them away from killing and back to
/‘ their founding missions: to advocate
) for and save animals.
In failing to exploit this potential,
we are failing all animals who
would benefit from the powerful
legal, philosophical and societal precedents the ani-
mal protection movement could realize through the
achievement of a No Kill nation. Yet we are pre-
vented from harvesting this low-hanging fruit by
the very groups who should be leading the charge to
reap it, a betrayal that I cannot ignore, downplay,
or allow to continue without a fight that is, to quote
the great abolitionist William Lloyd Garrison, “as
harsh as truth, and as uncompromising as justice.”
That there are those who choose to portray my ef-
forts to reform the animal protection movement as
an effort to sabotage it is regrettable, though pre-
dictable. My hope is that anyone inclined to believe
those who seek to undermine my efforts by dis-
paraging my character and my motives will read
my story and not only reject their baseless accusa-
tions, but join me in my fight as well.
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In the film, I discuss an event that took place
early in my journey as an animal activist and one
that would help shape the nature of my advocacy
for decades: the 1993 public hearings on the
proposed “Adoption Act” by the San Francisco
Commission of Animal Control & Welfare. This
law would have required the city pound to give
animals they were planning to kill to the San
Francisco SPCA, which would then guarantee
those animals a home. Because the local pound
had repeatedly refused the SPCA’s offers to work
collaboratively with it to save more lives, SPCA
leadership faced a choice: either allow the city
pound to continue killing animals the SPCA was
willing and able to save, or bring the matter to the
attention of the people of San Francisco and ask
them to decide: should the city pound be allowed to
continue killing animals who had an immediate place to

go?

The SPCA was betting that if the animal lovers of
San Francisco knew what the city pound was
doing, they would force it, by law, to behave as
ethics and kindness toward animals demanded. As
a citizen of San Francisco, an animal lover, and a
volunteer with the San Francisco SPCA who was

JENNIFER
WINOGRAD

FOUNDING BOARD MEMBER AND
DIRECTOR OF PUBLICATIONS,
No KiLL AbDvocAcY CENTER

also working for a national animal rights group, I
attended this meeting to voice my support for the
proposal which I was sure would carry the day.
After all, who could oppose such a compassionate,
reasonable, lifesaving proposition? Who would
claim that homeless animals should be killed when
the San Francisco SPCA, the most respected
animal protection organization in the city, was
guaranteeing to find them a home at their own
expense?

The evening of the meeting, I entered a room filled
to capacity, thrilled to see so many familiar faces in
attendance. Surrounding me were individuals with
whom I had worked on a variety of other animal
issues, such as anti-fur and anti-vivisection
campaigns and those promoting veganism. Side by
side with many of them, I had passed out
information about veganism at street fairs and
other public events, had protested in front of
department stores selling fur, and worked to expose
cruel animal experiments being done at local
universities. As was true whenever an important
animal issue like this one arose in the Bay Area,
this core group of animal activists could be counted
on to speak for the animals. As I scanned the room,
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I remember feeling grateful that so many of them
had shown up to also advocate for the dogs and
cats on death row at the local pound.

I was tragically mistaken.

In shock and confusion, I listened as they stood
before the Commission demonizing the heroic,
lifesaving efforts of the SPCA and its proposed
animal protection law. I listened as one by one
they celebrated the resistance of the regressive city
pound that was killing animals; an agency whose
intransigence to the SPCA proposal and my
experiences as a community cat caretaker had
shown me was the true enemy of animal welfare
in San Francisco. Through tortured logic and
outright lies, the very same people who opposed
the killing of animals for food, the use of animals
in experiments, the wearing of leather and fur, and
hunting animals for sport, offered the same

message over and over again: let dOgS and cats die.

Facing intense opposition from Bay Area shelters,
animal rights groups, national organizations, and
local activists, the commissioners chose inaction.
The “Adoption Act,” which would have meant life
instead of death for thousands of San Francisco
animals and at no cost to taxpayers, was tabled.
Instead, the Commission encouraged the SPCA
and the city pound to work out their “differences.”
At the behest of so called “animal rights activists”
and other local animal “shelters,” there would be
no law to protect the dogs and cats on death row in

San Francisco after all. I was stunned.

Relatively new to animal activism and still
unaware of the double standard for companion
animals that exists within the animal protection
movement to this very day, I had yet to learn that
the modern animal rights movement is not what it
should be. Unlike other movements for social
change that have preceded it, the animal rights
movement does not advocate that the intended

beneficiaries of its efforts possess an unequivocal

right to life. On the contrary, according to some

animal rights advocates and virtually all the
national animal rights groups, the rights of animals
end the moment they cross the threshold of an
animal shelter. Why? Because when it comes to
the killing of companion animals, it is mostly the
animal protection movement itself that is doing it,
at the 3,500 animal “shelters” across this nation.
Granted political cover by the nation’s largest
animal protection groups—primarily HSUS, the
ASPCA, PETA, and the American Humane
Association—as well as the legions of gullible
grassroots animal activists who defer to the
supposed “expertise” of these groups by
perpetuating their antiquated and deadly views
about companion animals, shelters in this nation
have, until very recently, been granted the ability
to kill with virtual impunity.

Although over 20 years later, it would be difficult
for me to recall specific details of most of my early
work for animals, that meeting of the San
Francisco Animal Welfare Commission where I
watched vegan after vegan urge the Commission
to allow the continued slaughter of puppies,
kittens, cats, and dogs stands out like a beacon in
my memory, a bright light illuminating a path
forward. For it was at that moment that I realized
that something had gone terribly wrong and that
the animal protection movement itself was in
desperate need of reform, a cause to which I, along
with the man I would soon meet and later marry,
Nathan Winograd, would go on to dedicate our
lives.

Through the No Kill Advocacy Center, our
writings, and with this film, we hope to inspire the
animal rights movement to become what it should
be: an authentic, uncompromising, and morally
consistent voice for all animals that champions—
rather than opposes—the value that should be at
the very heart of its cause: the right to life for all
animals. And as we write in our book, Friendly Fire,
which explores the many causes to blame for the
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animal rights movement’s historical opposition to
No Kill, it is a struggle that we will continue until
“the need to distinguish between ‘No Kill’ and ‘the
animal [rights] movement’ no longer exists,
because both sides will have finally become what
they should have been all along: one and the

same.”

Jennifer is a founding Board member of the No Kill
Advocacy Center and its director of publications. She has
worked for several of the largest animal rights organizations
in the nation, has taught classes on vegan living, has spoken

at the national No Kill Conference, and has been active in
animal rescue work, including community cat advocacy, for
well over two decades. She is the author, with Nathan, of
two books: All American Vegan, a vegan cookbook which,
in 2011, was named USA Book News best cookbook in its
class, and Friendly Fire, a book exposing the historical,
financial, and sociological causes behind the animal
protection movement’s opposition to No Kill. A graduate of
the University of San Francisco, she also received her
Master’s degree in the Humanities from Dominican
University. She lives in the San Francisco Bay Area with
Nathan, their two kids, and a host of rescued animals.

34 The Making of Redemption




FORMER COMMUNITY PROGRAMS MANAGER,
SAN FraNncisco SPCA
VOLUNTEER,

No KiLL ADvOocACY CENTER

Michael Baus was the Community Programs Manager at the
San Francisco SPCA, from 1995-2000 during the organization’s
seminal period. His duties included overseeing the daily
operation of numerous outreach programs, including the
Community Cat, Pets of Homeless People, and Pets in Rental
Housing programs. He was also active in wildlife rescue, local
and state legislation, and the organization's advocacy
campaigns.

Since 2001, he has lent his services to the Tompkins County
SPCA as well as the national No Kill Advocacy Center, where
he has aided in No Kill reform efforts across the country,

including Philadelphia, Houston, and the greater Seattle area,
among others. A vegan for over 20 years, Michael resides in I ‘ HAE L

the San Francisco Bay Area with his vegan wife, two vegan

children, and several animal companions. B a U S

FORMER DIRECTOR,
NEVADA HUMANE SOCIETY

Bonney Brown is the former director of the Nevada
Humane Society in Reno. Under her leadership, NHS
doubled adoptions and, in partnership with Washoe

County Regional Animal Services, raised the overall save

rate to 94 percent communitywide.

BONNEY
BROWN
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ATTORNEY
FOUNDER, FIXAUSTIN.ORG

RYAN
CLINTON

Ryan Clinton is a Texas appellate attorney and a former
Texas Assistant Solicitor General who has successfully
handled appeals in the Texas Supreme Court, the United
States Court of Appeals, and the United States Supreme
Court. In 2013, Ryan was recognized as one of Texas’s top
25 lawyers under the age of 40 by Texas Lawyer magazine,
and he has also nine times been named one of Texas’s best
appellate attorneys under 40 in Texas Monthly magazine.

Outside of work, Ryan helped lead Austin, Texas’s
successful effort to become a No Kill community. In 2005,
he co-founded FixAustin.org with the goal of ending the
killing of healthy and treatable animals at Austin’s
municipal shelter. In 2010, the Austin City Council
unanimously mandated that the City’s shelter implement
proven programs and policies to achieve a go percent save
rate based on a plan that Ryan helped draft. Ryan received
the No Kill Advocacy Center’s Henry Bergh Leadership
Award in 2009 for his work to reform animal shelters
locally and nationally.

Ryan received his Juris Doctorate from the University of
Virginia School of Law. He received his undergraduate
degree from Duke University. Although Ryan was raised
in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, and has lived in Austin since
2000, he nonetheless asserts that he bleeds Duke Blue, and
has been known to sport face paint among the infamous
“Cameron Crazies.” He lives with his wife, son and
several animal companions.
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
ANIMAL ARK

RADIO HosT,

ANIMAL WISE RADIO

Mike Fry is the former Clinic Coordinator for the
Wildlife Rehabilitation Center at the University of
Minnesota and the former Rehabilitation Manager for the
HOWL Wildlife Rehabilitation Center in Seattle.
Currently, he is the Executive Director of Animal Ark,
Minnesota’s first and largest No Kill animal shelter.
Under his leadership, Animal Ark created the first No Kill
community in Minnesota and maintains one of the
highest save rates in the nation. Mike is also the creator of
Just One Day, a campaign of Animal Ark and the No Kill
Advocacy Center which encourages shelters nationwide to
embrace the programs and services of the No Kill

Equation every June 11, the anniversary of Tompkins

County, New York’s No Kill success. Each year, this

campaign saves the lives of tens of thousands of shelters
I K E R I animals. He is also co-host of Animal Wise Radio.

CAT RESCUER
VOLUNTEER,
ToMPKINS COUNTY SPCA

With a background in business management, Brian Gold
and his wife Marcia became volunteers at the Tompkins
County SPCA in 1999, their first experience with an
animal shelter. Over the next 18 months with other
volunteers, they shared what seemed like endless days of
heartbreak and frustration as well as a determination to
reform shelter practices. In the years since the
transformative arrival of Nathan Winograd and the
implementation of No Kill policies at the shelter in June
2001, most of their free time has been devoted to a greatly
expanded family of felines, specializing in the care of

BRIAN GOLD

cats with feline leukemia.
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VOLUNTEER,
ToMPKINS COUNTY SPCA

Ellie Haith has lived with dogs as long as she can
remember, though she will admit to sheltering a
stray cat in her college dorm room for a couple of
weeks, and caring for a terrific house rabbit for eight
years. She began volunteering at the SPCA of
Tompkins County in 199s, first as a dog walker, then
as an adoption counselor. She was incredibly
fortunate to witness the building and opening of the
new Pet Adoption Center: on opening day, the sight
of ALL the resident dogs lying peacefully on their
beds in “doggy apartments” instead of barking
incessantly in cages caused tears of joy.

Since retiring, Ellie has been able to spend two
afternoons a week helping to place wonderful

cats, dogs and other small critters into loving homes
through the TC/SPCA. Ellie and her husband
currently share a roof with Annie and Harry, two
rescued dogs who are suitably spoiled and deeply

loved.

FORMER VOLUNTEER,
ToMPKINS COUNTY SPCA
LEGISLATIVE ACTIVIST

After studying biology at Cornell University in Ithaca,
New York, Valerie Hayes volunteered at the Tompkins
County SPCA. It was not what she expected. The
heartbreaking killing of two of her foster kittens and her
resolve to reform the practices of the shelter are told in “I
Was There: One Volunteer’s View of a Shelter’s
Transition to No Kill,” found on page 48. As she writes,
“Among the reading material left lying around the shelter

V ALERIE HAYES
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was a publication from California, a newsletter impossible as to defy even imagining.... I could not

from a foundation I’d never heard of before. I have known then that I was standing exactly
remember standing in the lobby of the TC/SPCA, where it would happen first.” Valerie would have a
in front of the desk as I read it. I can picture the hand in making that true.

room, the angle of the sunlight coming through

the window, and where I was standing, perfectly. Since moving to Georgia with her husband and

It told of a day when the entire nation would be their rescued dogs and cats, she was involved in
No Kill. No shelter in the entire country would the successful campaign to pass Grace's Law,

kill healthy or treatable animals. The author was which banned the use of the gas chamber to kill
even crazy enough to put a date on it and it would dogs and cats in Georgia shelters.

be within my lifetime. It seemed so incredibly

KERRY M ““ || nﬁ!ﬂ'muf
CLAIR ™™= s ,,,_g

Kerry Clair is the former President of Pets Alive of New

York. Under Kerry's leadership, Pets Alive become a safe
haven for ill, elderly, abused and behaviorally challenged

animals, with a 99 percent adoption rate. With Kerry at the
helm, Pets Alive—a small but powerful voice for No Kill—
took on some giant opponents. Most notably, Kerry worked
with local lawmakers to spearhead the fight for Oreo’s Law,
named after a dog killed by the ASPCA, after the ASPCA
refused to turn her over to Pets Alive which offered her a
permanent home in their sanctuary.
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BOARD PRESIDENT,
UPPER PENINSULA ANIMAL
WELFARE SHELTER

Reva Laituri has been volunteering for the Upper Peninsula
Animal Welfare Shelter (UPAWS) for more than 25 years.
She began by working the front counter, admitting and

adopting animals, answering the telephone, and performing
general office duties. What began as a three-hour position on
alternating Saturdays quickly grew in time and scope and
today averages 25 hours per week, including as President of the
Board of Directors.

Her proudest moment was to have been part of the board’s
decision to stop needlessly killing animals and to commit
UPAWS to changes that would eventually result in moving

from a save rate of only 34 percent to one that consistently
ranges from 97 percent to 100 percent. Reva

resides in Negaunee Township with her
husband, three dogs—Hadley, Fiona, and E -\/. A AI I l ' RI

Muffin—and a hOSt Of foster dOgS.

Crty COUNCIL MEMBER,
AUSTIN, TEXAS

Austin City Council Member Mike Martinez
spearheaded the City Council’s embrace of the effort for
a No Kill Austin. Before taking office in 2006, Council
Member Martinez served as an Austin firefighter for 13
years and in 2003, was elected the President of the Austin
Firefighters Association where he led a successful
campaign to secure collective bargaining rights for Austin
firefighters. He also served as the Chair of the Austin
Firefighters Association Political Action Committee
from 2001-2004, where he represented the interests of
public safety professionals in elections and campaigns.
Council Member Martinez’s family includes his wife,

their two sons, their dog Chucho

(mentioned in the film) and three
adopted cats, Kizmet, Punkin, and I KE AR I IN E Z

Tater Tot.
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VOLUNTEER,
ToMPKINS COUNTY SPCA

Allison Myers has lived most of her life in the Ithaca, New
York area and has been a volunteer and foster parent for the
SPCA of Tompkins County since April 2000. She and her
husband share their home with several cats and a small dog, all
adopted from the TC/SPCA. She was part of the core group of

volunteers who successfully led the transition to No Kill.

ALLISON MYERS

FORMER CHAIR, CITY OF AUSTIN/TRAVIS
COUNTY ANIMAL ADVISORY BOARD

As Chair of the Animal Advisory Commission, Larry
Tucker oversaw Austin’s transition to No Kill. He was
the lead author of the No Kill Recommendations and
Implementation Plan, modeled after the No Kill
Equation, which was unanimously approved by the
Austin City Council in March of 2010. Since the Plan
was implemented, the City of Austin achieved and has
since maintained a save rate of better than go percent.

Larry was the recipient of the 2011 Henry Bergh
Leadership Award, which recognizes those who have an
unwavering commitment to ending the systematic killing
of animals in shelters. He has been a panelist at the No
Kill Conference and has spoken at the American Pets
Alive conference. He resides in

Austin, TX with his husband
Lupe and Mouse, their cat. RR U K E R
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FORMER M ANAGER,
WASHOE COUNTY REGIONAL ANIMAL SERVICES

MITCH
SCHNEIDER

Mitch Schneider is the former manager of

Washoe County Regional Animal Services, which includes the
cities of Reno and Sparks, in northern Nevada. Under his

leadership, Washoe County saved 94 percent of the animals
despite a per capita intake rate over 10 times that of New York
City. He has a business management background and began his career in the animal world as a professional
dog trainer, before spending the next 30 years in animal control sheltering: as an animal control officer, a
member of the Minnesota Animal Control Association Board of Directors, supervisor, animal control

manager, and even interim director for the No Kill Nevada Humane Society.

Mitch frequently gives presentations and consults for animal control agencies throughout the United States
on progressive approaches to animal control; including speaking at the International City/County
Management Association’s national Alliance-for-Innovation conference. He was awarded the Henry Bergh
Leadership Award by the No Kill Advocacy Center, the Maddie's Fund Community Lifesaving Award, and
received a leadership award from the Northern Nevada SPCA. He is currently the Program Director and
trainer for G.I. DOGS, a program that transforms abandoned animals into companion dogs for disabled

veterans.

VOLUNTEER,
TompPkINS CouNTYy SPCA

Bob Wise earned a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical and
Computer Engineering from the University of South Carolina.
After graduation, Bob developed test software for U.S. Air Force
radar systems and U.S. Navy sonar and minesweeper magnetic
field measurement systems. In the private sector, Bob developed
textile manufacturing process control software. He is currently a
network engineer at Cornell University. He was part of a core
group of volunteers who successfully led the Tompkins County
SPCA transition to No Kill.

BoB WISE
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SAN FRANCISCO,
CALIFORNIA

-

THE TRIUMPH & TRAGEDY
OF SAN FRANCISCO:
A PERSONAL JOURNEY

by Nathan Winograd

Several years ago, the San Francisco Chronicle
broke a story about the San Francisco Police
Department Crime Lab. It claimed that the police
crime lab was itself potentially a den of criminal
activity. A technician there was alleged to have
been stealing some of the drugs seized as evidence
and getting high. Ultimately, they closed the lab.
And then a subsequent front page headline told of
another fall out: “S.F. crime lab’s new woes—army
of feral cats.”

When they closed the crime lab, the Police
Department ordered the removal of the
community cats who made their home in the
warehouse where the lab was located. One by one,
the cats were trapped and taken to the city pound.
Although a spokesman for the city pound said that
“They will be evaluated,” those of us who have
long been insiders knew that this was merely
“shelter speak” for killing those cats who are not
socialized to humans. While cats nationally have a
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60 percent chance of being killed, when those cats
are “feral” or unsocial with humans, the death
rates climbs to 100 percent, unless that shelter
neuters and releases, rather than euphemistically
“evaluates” those cats for adoption.

I could write a lot about why this is wrong, why
this is wrong for San Francisco, why killing cats is
unethical, why it simply won’t work if the goal is
eliminating the cats from the area, and why the
country as a whole is rejecting this sort of cruelty
to cats. That is what I would normally do and that
is what I have done in four prior books and
perhaps thousands of blogs, articles, interviews,
and social media posts. In fact, that is why I wrote
Redemption, the book, and made Redemption, the
film. Here, I am going to do something different,
something I rarely do. I am going to talk about my
feelings. If you've read my books, my writings, or
if you’ve heard me speak, you know that the last
thing anyone would accuse me of is being



“touchy-feely.” But the demise of San Francisco
has been so personally and professionally painful;
I need to put it into a very personal context. This
is a story of loss.

I was not born and raised in San Francisco. But it
is the city I chose to be my adopted home; the city
I hand-picked out of all the possibilities when I
chose where to go to law school. I could have lived
in a number of other U.S. cities, but I chose San
Francisco. And I have never looked back. I’ve not
always lived in the city itself. But even when I am
in other communities around the Bay Area, it is
the San Francisco Bay Area I live in, measured by
the proximity to that marvelous city, home to
green building codes, to universal health care, to
bans on plastic bags, to mandatory composting, to
rainbow flags waving proudly in the Castro
breeze, to dog walking on Ocean Beach, to
watching a ballgame at a stadium that overlooks
the Bay and sells vegan hot dogs and, yes, most
important to me of all, the birthplace of the
modern No Kill movement itself. San Francisco is
not without its competitive suitors, mind you and
my eye sometimes wanders, but in the end, it is
always San Francisco that holds my devotion.

When my wife and I lived in the Marin County
community of San Rafael, we were “just North of
San Francisco.” In the Oakland Hills, “ten
minutes outside of San Francisco.” Ithaca was not
“five hours from New York City,” we lived “3,000
miles from home.” And so it was whenever we
left for one job or another, we would end up
coming back. Always. One evening several years
ago, we were visiting my in-laws on
Thanksgiving after having moved to Southern
California. I had been working at the San
Francisco SPCA and left to take a job as a
prosecutor in the Riverside County District
Attorney’s Office. I had a mound of crushing debt
from law school, other financial obligations, and I
was getting married. I could not make it work on
what I was being paid. So we headed south,
leaving my heart, as the famous song goes, in San
Francisco. There was a football game on
television, the San Francisco 49ers, being played at
Candlestick Park. It was dark out, and there was a
shot from the Goodyear blimp of the city, framed
by the Golden Gate Bridge, rain coming down. I
stood there, transfixed. “We have to go home,” I

said to myself. And we did. But as always,
opportunity called and we left again. Those days in
Riverside, upstate New York, San Diego, and San
Clemente were always the days of my exile from
my beloved San Francisco. I loved that city and
what it stood for. And no better moment captured
it than one evening in 1994.

Still a young law student, I was walking to my car
near Japantown on the corner of Sutter and
Steiner. I just had dinner with Jennifer, my
girlfriend—now my wife—and I was heading down
the street to get the car on a cold, foggy night while
she waited for me in the restaurant. I looked up at
the local bus stop and saw an advertisement. It
pictured a small dog, ears straight up, head slightly
bent, responding to a call. An advertisement for the
SPCA’s hearing dog program, the clever tag line
simply read, “Hear Boy!” At one time, the SPCA
used to pull dogs out of killing shelters all over the
state and train them to assist deaf people, by
alerting them to a ringing phone, a smoke alarm,
and in myriad other ways. (The program, like
many others, has been eliminated by recent
leaders.) Then as now, I had mixed feelings about
the program ethically and philosophically, but in
the end, it saved the lives of those dogs, and it was
part of a large safety net of care that made San
Francisco the beacon of hope for our movement. At
that time, San Francisco was the safest urban
community for homeless dogs and cats in the
United States, its death rates a fraction of the
national average. It was the only one saving all
healthy dogs and cats and it just cut treatable
deaths in half. It had programs and services that
were the envy of the nation, and it was well on its
way to becoming the nation’s first No Kill
community. The achievement of that historic and
profound goal was right out in front, there for the
taking. And, in those days, I never doubted we’d
get there.

As a young animal activist facing what often
seemed like insurmountable odds to help animals, I
knew that if an issue relating to animals occurred
within San Francisco’s city limits, the SF/SPCA
would have our back and use its considerable power
and resources to help. I can’t adequately describe
the feeling seeing that sign emerge out of the fog
had upon me. And no matter how often I write,
delete, and rewrite, it still comes off as sappy. So
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I’ll just say it: I was overcome with a feeling of
tranquility. I was overcome with love for the city
and the SF/SPCA. The animals had a champion.
And things were just going to keep getting better. |
felt a part of something bigger than me, part of
something special and historic. Most of all, the
animals were safe.

Jennifer and I had just finished raising a litter of
orphaned, motherless kittens, kittens washed out
from under a bungalow when they began tearing
the bungalows down at a high school in the Sunset
district: five of them, barely a few days old, cold to
the touch, gasping, and near death when we got
them. We nursed them back to health. For eight
weeks, we fed them, cared for them, watched them
grow and play. All of them survived. We have a
picture of them that is still up on our wall:
Tabitha, the popular one; Lolita, the little nerdy
one; Gray Matter, the chubby one; Olivia, the long
haired beauty; and Nathan, Jr., a loud mouth.
When they hit the magic number—two pounds—
off they went to the San Francisco SPCA, where
they were guaranteed a home. Although it hurt to
say goodbye, we knew they were in good hands.

As I stood looking at the picture on the bus stop
for a moment, I could literally feel tears welling up
in my eyes. I was young, I was in love, I was
graduating from Stanford Law School, I lived in
the greatest city in the U.S., my whole life was
ahead of me, and the animals of San Francisco—
my city—had a powerful protector. It felt great to
be alive.

Of course, I had the opportunity to do my part,
having gone to work at the San Francisco SPCA.
But the years after my leaving that organization
has been like watching someone you love,
someone you helped nurture, someone who had so
much going for them, so much promise, the
valedictorian, the one voted “most likely to
succeed,” leave the nest and then make a series of
intentional, though disastrous choices that leave
that person, or in this case, that organization—as a
local magazine devastatingly though deadly

accurately described—a “shell of its former self.”

In the time before its demise, I would sit in the
former office of my boss, the President, on the
corner of 16th Street and Alabama, late in the
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evenings, talking about what needed to be done,
how to push the envelope further, how to respond
to some dishonest claim by HSUS or the ASPCA
about our work, how to protect a colony of
community cats under attack by the National Park
Service. There we’d sit, talking away, and I'd look
out to the window, the little bullethole where
someone once took a shot at him, the roof of the
printing factory next door with all the roosting
pigeons, drinking dark colored swill water that
passed for coffee because it was cheap. We made
mistakes, but we cared, we worked long hours.
There was no play book back then. No “No Kill

Equation” to emulate. It was all trial and error.

When Brian O’Neill, the then-Superintendent of
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area
(GGNRA) tried to eliminate off-leash dog
walking, we threatened legal action. When they
tried to kick out the cats who made the GGNNRA
their home, we fought back. And more often than
not, we prevailed. Because we were strong, the
8o0-pound gorilla, with tens of thousands of San
Franciscans, including some of the city’s most
influential citizens, in our camp.

One day, I was driving to work and I heard on the
radio that sticky glue traps were just installed
throughout City Hall because of a “mouse
infestation.” Why not humane deterrents? Why not
proofing? I remember thinking. Killing was not the
San Francisco way; even for those critters some
people, because of societal bias, might erroneously
and unfairly label “pests.” But we were the San
Francisco SPCA. All animals were worthy of our
compassion. We always stood up for the little guy.
And glue traps were not only deadly, but a
particularly brutal way to die (usually through
starvation or suffocation). No, it would not stand.

When I got to the SPCA, I fired off a letter to the
Mayor and Board of Supervisors, and [ initiated
the alert to our advocates—a list of animal lovers
who would go into battle when we issued the call
to arms. | summoned the team into my office and
discussed next steps, the roll out of the campaign.
But those turned out to be unnecessary, because
the calls and emails were all it took; a “shot across
the bow” one city commissioner later described it.
One letter and a phone tree, and within hours, the



President of the Board of Supervisors was on the
telephone calling to tell me he ordered them taken
out, that very day. “Call off the troops,” he told
me, describing how the switchboard was being tied
up by angry San Franciscans demanding that the
city stop killing mice. “I will, Tom,” I replied
graciously. “Thanks for listening.” But how could
he not? We spoke in a loud symphony, tens of
thousands of compassionate voices strong.

And while saving all dogs and cats was the chief
goal and aim of the organization, and sometimes
the fight involved mice or frogs or turtles or deer
or pigs, the animal nearest and dearest to my
department, the Department of Ethical Studies
(later, the Department of Law and Advocacy), was
the free-living, wild, community cat.

We negotiated the first ever neuter and release
program on a military base, at the naval station on
Treasure Island. We signed an agreement with the
city to do the same on all Housing Authority
properties. We forced the Commission on the
Environment to abandon its plan for the removal
of cats from Golden Gate Park. We convinced the
GGNRA to sign an agreement allowing the cats
within its borders. And we brokered an agreement
with the city pound to be the first responder for
“nuisance” cat calls involving “feral cats” so that
we could convince the complainant of non-lethal
alternatives (we never failed!). And that was just
the tip of the iceberg. We saved every healthy and
treatable kitten at the city pound, thousands of
cats, and a whole lot more. And then it was all
gone. San Francisco would not cross the goal line,
let alone become the nation’s first No Kill
community. That honor would go to someone else,
using the very model that the SPCA created but

would ultimately reject.

By 2000, just six years after launching the
movement, the San Francisco SPCA, under new
and disastrous leadership, abandoned all

pretensions to No Kill entirely. Advocacy
departments were closed. And today, the SPCA
turns needy animals away from its $30-million
state-of-the-art fee-for-service animal hospital;
even though it claimed the hospital was necessary
to help needy animals. It allows the brutal city
shelter to kill animals, choosing to impound more
“highly adoptable” ones from outside the city. It
has even killed savable animals itself, something
that I would have called “unthinkable” if you
asked me about the possibility in those early,
heady days. And it lead the fight against a No Kill
San Francisco in hearings before the Commission
on Animal Control & Welfare; the very same
Commission it stood in front of in 1993, deman-
ding that it embrace it. Oh how times have
changed.

And then the Chronicle announces a “round up and
kill” campaign for community cats. The city
which once criticized other shelters for lying to the
public about their cat policy by promoting “trap
and evaluate,” a euphemism for trap and kill, was
now using the very terminology. And the SPCA
was deafeningly silent on the issue. The SPCA
was not fighting back. No quote from the
President denouncing the action. No telephone
tree to the advocates who would flood city hall and
tie up the switchboard. No position statements on
their website. No letters to the Police Chief. No
threats of legal action. No campaigns for
clemency. Nothing. The cats faced killing, while
the 8oo-pound gorilla is reduced to a go-pound
weakling, asleep at the wheel.

It is gone. It is gone. It is gone. A self-inflicted
wound.

What’s here? A cup, closed in my true love’s hand?
Poison, I see, hath been his timeless end.

Can a city break your heart? It can, if that city is
San Francisco.
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I WAS THERE:
ONE VOLUNTEER’S VIEW OF A
SHELTER’S TRANSITION TO NO KILL

by Valerie Hayes

The Tompkins County SPCA is located at 1640
Hanshaw Road in Ithaca, NY, but well outside of
town. Many people know it from having read Re-
demption: the Myth of Pet Overpopulation and the No
Kill Revolution in America. In Redemption, Nathan
Winograd recounts the history of American ani-
mal sheltering and describes how, under his lead-
ership, Tompkins County, NY became the first
truly No Kill community in the entire United
States. The inspiring story of its overnight trans-
formation from overkill to No Kill has moved
many to replicate its success. It has also infuriated
others who have a vested interest in the status quo
and its intrinsic failures, and they have alternately
ignored and denied the accomplishment of ‘the lit-
tle shelter that could’, and of the first community
in the country to get sick and tired of death and to
stop the killing.
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I’ve read Redemption too, but it’s a little bit differ-
ent for me. To me, the Tompkins County SPCA is
more than a story in a book that I just happened to
pick up off the shelf—I was there.

My perspective on No Kill is one of somebody
who can look back on a story that has already
played out, but who remembers that the struggle
looked quite different when we were facing di-
rectly into it—back then the future of the
TC/SPCA was most uncertain and the struggle
had no clear end in sight. There were turning
points along the way—dangerous times when the
wrong decision could have been made. There were
many needless animal deaths and much heartache.

It was a shelter like so many others.



PREHISTORY
I had first volunteered at the TCSPCA in the

early nineties, while I was in college. At that time,
I never saw another volunteer. Apparently, I was
the only one, and I was left to my own devices—
ignored, basically. I came in every week and
walked dogs or socialized the cats (who had to
stay in their cages at all times) or did basic care.
I’d worked in a veterinarian’s office and had
learned how to give vaccines, check for and treat
ear mites, and so forth. I bathed animals who were
dirty and trimmed away mats on those with un-
kempt coats. At that time there were ample sup-
plies of gallon bottles of shampoo and tubes of
sticky beige ear miticide. The quantities of these
things never seemed to vary between the times
that I was there, as if I were the only one using
them. The ear mite treatment would always leave
the cats looking somewhat annoyed, with the
sticky beige paste smeared on the fur around their
ears. | look back and wonder if I hurt or helped
what [ now know was their slim chances of being
adopted. I was often the only one working with
the animals, as the staff congregated around the
front desk socializing. Few potential adopters
came through the shelter. I remember seeing the
number of empty cages when it wasn’t “kitten
season” and thinking to myself, “what if there
was some way to shift animals around to alleviate
crowding?” | remember wondering why “wild”
cats were even brought to the shelter. They ap-
peared to be just as capable as any raccoon of tak-
ing care of themselves. At the shelter, they had no
chance.

It was a 101’161}7 place. My presence was barely ac-
knowledged and I eventually stopped going.

2000

Several years later, in the spring of 2000, I decided
to go back and the place was quite different. Vol-
unteers were socializing cats and walking dogs,
and there were several adopters looking at ani-
mals. The staff still largely congregated around
the front desk, but the presence of the volunteers
made the place different. There was a frantic edge
to it, though, a certain desperate scurrying
around—cleaning here, feeding there. The tension
was pervasive and palpable.

The shelter now had an application for volunteers
and I filled one out. No longer would I be allowed
to vaccinate animals or administer first aid—cer-
tain things were not considered the purview of vol-
unteers. There was some interesting talk,
though—the shelter was “going no-kil,” but
“wasn’t there yet.” There was something called
“fostering”—volunteers could take animals, such as
orphaned kittens, into their homes on a temporary
basis until they were ready for adoption, and this
would also take some pressure off of the shelter—
its boundaries would be more elastic. There would
be less need to kill for space. There was also a na-
tionwide shortage of euthanasia solution, and lead-
ers of national humane organizations were up in
arms about this ‘crisis’ and the suffering it would
cause. Shelters would be forced to release animals
back onto the streets! They would kill in inhumane
ways! They pushed for production to resume.
What to do with all of those animals if you can’t
kill them? Shelters would be helpless without their

“blue juice.”

At the time, | had a very elderly cat with cancer,
and I didn’t want to stress him by taking in kittens,
but I decided that once he passed away, I’d honor

his memory by fostering litters of kittens.

I volunteered in the cat room, socializing cats,
cleaning litter boxes, and talking to people inter-
ested in adopting cats, and became only slightly ac-
quainted with a few of the other regular volunteers.
The building was small and poorly designed for
housing animals. Dog walkers had to walk the dogs
through the cat room to get outside, which meant
that the cats were repeatedly upset throughout the
day. The dog kennel area was intolerably noisy—
an echo chamber for constant barking—I couldn’t
stand it and it couldn’t have been any better for the
dogs who had no choice and very sensitive hearing.
I considered myself more of a dog person than a cat
person but worked with the cats because the din in
the kennel was more than I could take. In a room
adjacent to the front desk was an intake area where
animals were kept prior to being vaccinated or de-
wormed. A hallway area was used to house cats
and sometimes small dogs not on public view—fer-
als and ones who were on their initial hold period.
At the end of the hallway was the isolation room
where sick animals were kept. They were supposed
to be receiving nursing care. Volunteers weren'’t
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supposed to go in there. Adjacent to the hallway
was the garage, a rather large space not used to
house animals, but which contained a fair amount
of junk—broken cat carriers, bags of moldy food—
items which should have been walked out front to
the dumpster. This was where staff liked to take
cigarette breaks while volunteers did the work
they were being paid to do.

In late April, my beloved old cat Doikie passed
away from his cancer. In early May, sick and tired
of death, I adopted a skinny, deaf cat with some
skin issues. She had come in as a stray and was
pregnant, and I was told she was to be spayed, her
kittens aborted, before I could take her home. I
also filled out an application to foster kittens. The
foster care application stated that animals had to
be returned to the shelter for adoption—volunteers
couldn’t just adopt them out. I agreed to that, as it
was a precondition to fostering at all, and I didn’t
know any better. It specifically asked if the appli-
cant was willing to take their foster animals back
if they were in danger of ”euthanasia,” and if not,
then why. I answered that I would absolutely take
them back from the shelter if space was needed, no
questions asked, in a heartbeat and at the drop of a

hat.

After her surgery, I took my new cat home. I
named her Lotus, hoping that something beautiful
would grow out of the mess that she was, and it
did. After a nasty bout of upper respiratory infec-
tion, she began to gain weight. The unsightly skin
problems turned out to be due to a flea allergy and
her poor nutritional state, and those soon cleared
up. She was a very loving cat with a purr that
could be heard in the next room with the door
closed.

MYy FIRST LITTER

I waited and waited to be assigned my first litter
of foster kittens. I knew that it was “kitten season”
And wondered what was taking so long? Why did-
n’t the shelter call me to foster? I'd see empty
cages every week at the shelter though. It’s not like
it was overflowing or anything. Maybe this “No
Kill” thing was working. I really didn’t know
much about it. Finally, in mid-June I got a call that
the shelter had a litter of orphaned kittens. Would
I take them? Of course. I went to the shelter to
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pick them up. There were five kittens; all charcoal
gray—four short-haired, one medium-haired. They
were very healthy and about 4 weeks old, old
enough to eat cat food and not require bottle-feed-
ing, but too young to be adopted or in the shelter
environment.

I took them home and set them up in a spare room.
Within a couple of days, they were able to climb
out of the large box I had corralled them in. They
were very mobile. They played nonstop. Lotus,
now fully recovered physically, showed an imme-
diate interest in the kittens. She strode in to the
room, gave me a look that told me that I was re-
lieved of all duties except cleaning the litter box
and keeping the food and water bowls full, and
took over where their mother had left off, groom-
ing them, instructing them in important cat things
and generally supervising them. She was really in
her element raising those kittens and lovingly
tended them for the next month.

I took pictures of the kittens and put up a poster
advertising them at each of my two jobs, making it
clear that the adoption had to go through the shel-
ter. I didn’t get any takers, but there were plenty of
empty cages at the shelter. After a month, the kit-
tens were old enough for their first vaccinations
and to go back to the shelter for adoption. I called
ahead of time to make sure that there was room. I
wouldn’t want them taking up space needed by an-
other animal. I was assured that things were fine,
so I brought them in.

They got their shots and got set up in their cages. I
reiterated that I would take them back if space was
needed, and wrote that I would take them back,
along with my contact information, on each of
their forms. I bid my kittens farewell and hoped
that they would be adopted into good homes
quickly. I thought I’d done the right thing.

DEATH AND THE LETTER

By next weekend, a couple of them were gone. I
checked the shelter’s logbook and confirmed that
they had been adopted. I gave my remaining kit-
tens some extra attention. They were looking good
and staying healthy. The following weekend, all
five were gone. Once again, I checked the logbook
to see when they were adopted. Two of them had



been killed. I never even received a telephone call
or an email asking that I take them back. They had
been perfectly healthy and loved and wanted, and
they had a place to go if the shelter ran out of
room. The shelter killed them. No phone call.
Nothing.

I felt sick. The room began spinning. I was in
tears. I’ll never forget the looks on the faces of the
other volunteers. The staff didn’t budge. One
other volunteer was concerned and tried to stop
me from leaving, but I fled the building and some-
how managed to bike the several miles home, even
though I could barely see for crying. Before I left,
he told me of a couple of other people who had re-
cently had a similar experience. | passed some
friends and didn’t stop to say ‘hello’.

I’'m ashamed to say that my kittens died without
names. I’d deliberately resisted naming them, be-
cause | knew I’d be giving them up, and I thought
it would be easier. I now consider that a mistake.
They should be known by names, not numbers.

Looking back on it, I have to think that the eu-
thanasia solution ‘crisis’ of 2000 (and I subscribe to
the definition of ‘crisis’ as being danger and oppor-
tunity) may have been the proverbial ‘shot in the
arm’ for TC/SPCA’s foster program and the rea-
son why I even got my first litter of foster kittens.
They had simply run out of the means to kill
them. Evidently the ‘crisis’ had been resolved and
it was back to business as usual.

At home, I tried to comprehend what had hap-
pened. The killing of my kittens was not an iso-
lated incident. There is no such thing as an
isolated incident. Not when matters of life and
death are involved. If the shelter treated its own
volunteers this ways, if it talked about “going No-
Kill” at the same time as it killed needlessly, then
it was suffering from dry rot. It had no core al-
ready. If this were to continue, then the animals of
Tompkins County would truly have nothing. At
the time, the slogan of the shelter was “We are a
shelter of hope.” What hope was there? They
killed healthy kittens with a place to go rather
than make the simple phone call which would
have gotten them out of there alive. [t made me
feel ill. “Abandon hope, all ye who enter here,”

would have been more accurate. When I tried ex-

plaining to my family what had happened, I had to
relate the story repeatedly before it sunk in. They
couldn’t understand. It defied normal logic. An an-
imal shelter killing kittens that a volunteer had
cared for at home for a month rather than make a

phone call? What?

I did not wish to become embroiled in an unpro-
ductive discussion with the powers-that-be behind
closed doors.

No, this required an audience.

I crawled into bed with a note pad and pen and
wrote a letter to the editor of the local newspaper,
the Ithaca Journal. I wrote it in one draft and
barely edited it. I stayed late after work the next
day and typed the letter, proofread it, and then,
like tossing a penny into a wishing well, clicked
‘send’.

No turning back now.

The editor acknowledged receiving the letter but
would say no more. Those in authority at the shel-
ter remained tellingly silent. I watched the paper
every day, and over a week later, on Tuesday Au-
gust 8, 2000, the letter ran as an op-ed piece along-
side a weak and insulting response from the
then-shelter director in which he failed to address
a single point I’d made.

It was in print. My grief was now very public.
Now what?

THEY WERE THERE ALL ALONG

My call to remedy the situation was answered, not
by the shelter, but by the community. People I
knew expressed amazement at the situation, and
support for me. When I arrived home from work,
the red light on my answering machine was blink-
ing furiously. It was full to capacity with messages
from people expressing support for the position I'd
expressed in the letter. Some were from people
who I didn’t even know, but who’d been moved to
look me up. Some told of their own experiences
with the shelter.

Notably absent were any messages from the shel-
ter’s executive director or anyone on the Board of

Directors.
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I’d gone to the shelter for my usual shift the week-
end after they killed my kittens, knowing that
they probably assumed and preferred that I just go
away. No apology or comment from anyone on
the shelter payroll, but then they didn’t throw me

out either.

I went to the cat room and was greeted by a sight
that would change everything. I consider it the
first in a series of miracles I was privileged to wit-
ness. Another volunteer, one who had been pres-
ent when I found out that my kittens had been
killed, and who had wild hair like Einstein,
stepped out from behind a bank of cat cages and
told me in a low voice that there was going to be a
meeting at the home of a couple of volunteers, in-
vitation only, and I was invited.

He restored my hope.

The meeting was held soon after the letter was
published. Over a dozen people were there. Our
hosts had several dogs and cats who meandered
through the meeting. We introduced ourselves and
shared our experiences. Everyone had a piece of
the puzzle. When put together, the picture of the
shelter was worse than anyone alone had previ-
ously realized. Sick animals were being denied the
medication that the veterinarian had prescribed for
them (a veterinarian who was also a board mem-
ber no less). Animals were being physically abused
or not fed and watered. Complaints about abusive
employees were ignored. Staff sat around socializ-
ing even as the shelter was filthy. Volunteers were
treated with contempt, as if our only redeeming
quality was that we did work the staff was paid to
do, allowing them more time for cigarette breaks
in the garage. Animals were killed despite avail-
able space. The list of specific incidents went on
and on. We also learned that collectively, we had a
lot of strengths and skills. We resolved to continue
holding regular meetings and used email to keep in
near-constant contact between meetings.

The shelter director had announced a meeting
with the volunteers to take place at the shelter at
the end of the week and we packed that stuffy lit-
tle room. It was actually one of the very few times
I’d seen him—mostly he stayed holed up in his of-
fice. He managed to make it very clear that gratu-
itous killing would not stop on his watch and that
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he was completely out of touch with reality. He
was far too wishy-washy to discipline employees,
much less fire them, no matter how much they
needed firing. Who would he hire in their place?
Who would want to work there? He harbored and
protected animal killers and abusers. I would not
be getting an apology from the person who killed
my kittens, because that would mean revealing her
identity.*

The shelter had a subsidized spay-neuter program
called the Helen Milks Francis Fund, which had
been established by and named for a citizen con-
cerned about the unavailability of such services to
those of low income. He told all present, almost
boastfully, that it was “the best-kept secret in
Tompkins County.” Unbelievable. Wasn’t it his

jOb to make sure that it was not a secret?

One volunteer gritted his teeth when angry, a
sound we would hear regularly over the next sev-
eral months. That sound could be heard through-

out the entire room.

The shelter director invited us to write suggestions
and put them in his suggestion box, but we knew
they would simply be ignored. They always were.

Eventually the meeting was over. People got up
and began to leave. Another volunteer, a retired
school teacher, led me back to the cat room to
show me an emotionally traumatized white cat.
She’d been there when I adopted Lotus and figured
I must have a thing about white cats. This one was
literally petrified. I picked him up and he remained
statue-like, curled in a ball in exactly the position
he’d been in while in his cage. I turned him over
and he made no attempt to right himself or adjust
in any way. After a couple of minutes of holding
him, I thought I noticed a slight positive change. It
was after hours and there was no one to handle pa-
perwork, and anyway, I was fried, so I left him. I
couldn’t stop thinking about him, though.

A couple of days later, I decided I had to adopt
him. I went to the shelter and could not find him
in the cat room. He wasn’t in the holding area or
the hallway either. I started getting panicked. I
went to the isolation room, and found him there.
He’d gotten an upper respiratory infection. I was
so relieved to find him still alive. I couldn’t go



through a repeat of my experience with the kit-
tens.

Not all of the employees were worthless. The per-
son working in the isolation room was glad to see
this cat, now named Blizzard, get out, and she
gave me a few tablets of the antibiotic he was on to
tide him over until I could get him a vet appoint-
ment. The volunteer who’d initially introduced me
to Blizzard told me how a mentally disabled man
had spent quite a bit of time holding and petting
him. Apparently a local group home took residents
on outings to pet animals at the shelter. (While I
could wholeheartedly support a program like that
in a place that was saving lives, I questioned the
wisdom of bringing people who may be more emo-
tionally vulnerable than most into a place where
an animal they care for is likely to be dead by their
next visit. It made me furious. At least that man
could be truthfully told that this one got out alive.)

And, wonder of wonders, another employee, the
one most sympathetic to volunteers, pulled me
aside and, somewhat secretively, said she was
sorry about the shelter killing my kittens, and
could I possibly take in another litter because she
had three tiny orphans that someone had just
brought in.

Volunteers are not doormats, they are lightning
rods. Forget that at your own peril.

So, one week after the letter ran, I had come to
adopt one traumatized cat, and ended up with one
traumatized cat with a cold and three foster kit-
tens. Whether the powers that be liked it or not,
the foster program was continuing.

Never again would any foster cat of mine go back
to the shelter. I'd learned my lesson. They got
names, and they went to offsite adoptions. I stayed
with them the entire time and would take them
home again if they were not adopted.

Over the next few months, the ‘core group’ of vol-
unteers, as we called ourselves, exercised our con-
stitutional right to peaceful assembly by holding
meetings in which we planned and strategized
how to save more animals from the shelter. We
would have liked nothing better than to be able to
simply bottle-feed kittens and train dogs and hold

offsite adoption events, but the shelter staff kept
inventing new roadblocks for us to fight, recycling
old roadblocks we thought we’d already defeated,
and continuing to kill animals that had been spo-
ken for. The faces of some of those animals are
with me to this day.

The ‘core group’ self-assembled in an almost magi-
cal way. It had no real hierarchy. No one person
had authority over anyone else, it was a much
more of a cooperative, organic, ‘flat’ type of organ-
ization. We had various skills, whether it was
keeping paperwork organized, making sure meet-
ings ran efficiently with a predetermined agenda,
setting goals to accomplish by the next meeting,
coming up with creative ideas, negotiating with
staff, communicating with the board, setting up
adoption events, rehabilitating animals with be-
havior problems or illnesses, or coordinating a fos-
ter program. Different people took the lead in
different areas. We were focused on one thing
only—getting animals out of the shelter alive, and
that, I suppose, is why things went as smoothly as
they did—that and only inviting carefully selected
people into the group.

The shelter wanted to discontinue the foster pro-
gram, claiming that we might one day have a ‘run
on the bank’ and all decide to bring our animals
back to the shelter at once. We assured them that
would never happen and outlined our plan for
shifting animals around in the foster network if
need be. They replied “but what if all the foster
homes bring their animals back to the shelter at
once?” No kidding. It was like talking to the wall.
A local business owner who sold pet and garden
supplies wanted to feature a couple of cats for
adoption in his store. The shelter said ‘no,” claim-
ing that the cats might be neglected. Never mind
that cats at the shelter were neglected all the time.
We offered to have volunteers check on the cats a
few times a week—we shopped there anyway.
They still said ‘no’. The display cage donated to
house cats at the store remained in its unopened
box in storage at the shelter.

Complaints about animal-abusing staff were ig-
nored. Complaints about staff tossing antibiotics
in the trash and then marking down that they’d
administered them to the sick animal for which
they were prescribed were ignored. Animals that
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volunteers had put their names on, with a request

that they be called, continued to be killed.

Apparently the negative publicity they had gotten
for killing my kittens was irrelevant to them, as

nothing changed.

The Ithaca Journal did a ‘Pet of the Week’ spot,
sending a reporter and photographer to the shelter
to feature an animal. On more than one occasion,
the shelter killed the featured pet before the spot
even ran, and people would come to the shelter
wanting to adopt an animal who was already dead.
Some staff members were very casual about stat-
ing how many animals they’d killed. During busi-
ness hours, they mostly sat behind the desk,
socializing, no matter how dirty the shelter was.
The microchip scanner sat in a drawer, rarely, if
ever used. One employee stole constantly, when
he actually showed up for work. It was not so
much a shelter for animals as a sinecure for the un-

employable.

It was business as usual, except that they had us.
We took animals to offsite adoption events at local
shopping malls and the farmer’s market and else-
where. We found them homes. We explained to
people who insisted that the shelter was No Kill,
that it was not so. We had to do that regularly. It
got to be quite aggravating. We fostered as many
animals as we could, but with so few people will-
ing to volunteer at a place like that, it wasn’t
nearly enough. We did keep the program going,
though. Some volunteers, with the means to do so,
adopted animals outright and if staff was being
difficult about fostering said animals. We snuck
into the isolation room armed with canned cat
food. The isolation room was technically off-limits
to volunteers, but if we didn’t break a rule or two
and go in to feed the cats, sick cats didn’t eat. A
veterinarian on the Board had explained to staff
that “food is medicine” to a sick animal, and they
had to eat, yet they often went unfed. We social-
ized cats. We walked dogs. We handled adoption
paperwork. We took verbal and emotional abuse.
Staff criticized us for being emotional, in an effort
to dismiss our concerns. They had no real argu-
ment against our ideas or any of the plans we pro-
posed, only the desire to continue as they always
had. But what is the human-animal bond if not
emotional? Neglect and senseless killing are bound
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to arouse emotion. How is that wrong?

Staff also accused us of having too much power.
We actually had very little immediate power. Any
power we had, we used to save animals. If we had
more, we would have saved more animals. If we
had still more, we would have hired better staff.
Still more power, and that director and most of the
Board would have been given the boot and with a
great deal of pleasure. No, what we had was re-
sponsibility. We took upon ourselves responsibil-
ity for saving the animals at the shelter. The
shelter’s Board, its director, and its staff had
power, but wouldn’t take responsibility. That’s a
really problematic dynamic, but unfortunately a
common one in shelters. Responsibility without
power is the fast track to frustration and burnout.
Power without responsibility is a recipe for abject
tyranny.

The situation wore on and on. Then, in Novem-
ber, several of us got an unexpected phone call
from the Chair of the Board, an individual inca-
pable of a statement that did not reek of politics.
The shelter director had “tendered his resignation”
“There was really only one way to interpret that—

the Board had finally fired him. It had taken much
too long, but they finally did it.

We were ecstatic.

WHAT WERE THEY THINKING?

But things were to get even worse before they got
better. The Board hired an interim shelter director
who openly despised volunteers. Instead of being
simply lazy and incompetent, he hated us. Among
other things, he advocated keeping every other cat
cage in the shelter empty, which would effectively
halve capacity and increase the carnage, and he
didn’t seem to know very much about animal care.
He promoted to shelter manager an employee who,
unfortunately, had an attitude much like his own.
We had to do something. The annual meeting was
coming up and all paid members could vote. Those
of us who were not yet members paid our dues. It
galled me to give money to the shelter at that time,
but I did it. The annual meeting was the scene of a
showdown between the volunteers and the Board.
We asserted ourselves. The belligerent interim di-
rector disappeared soon after, but his unfortunate
legacy remained with us.



WORDS ARE DEEDS

The shelter had a subscription to Animal Shelter-
ing magazine, published by HSUS. I am a compul-
sive reader, completely unable to resist the printed
word, so when I saw copies of it lying around the
front desk area, I’d naturally pick them up. They

made for some mind-bending reading.

The November-December 2000 issue was aston-
ishing. Its cover story was an Orwellian attempt to
manipulate terms commonly used in reference to
shelter animals, and included cartoons of animals
objecting to the idea that they were rescued from a
shelter and “explaining” various other terms. It
mixed an exercise in rearranging the deck chairs
on the Titanic with failure to address the weighti-
est issue of all head-on. ‘Pet’ is objectionable,
“guardian” is preferred, but don’t call what shel-
ters do “killing.” It deliberately misread the mean-
ing of the term ‘no-kill community’ before that
term was even in widespread use, setting it up as
an impossibly utopian goal, and attempting to
muddy the line between killing and euthanasia, a
definition crucial to distinguishing No Kill shel-
ters and the No Kill movement from places like
the one where I was standing as I read this tripe. It
treated the term no-kill as if it were something
dirty, dishonest, related only to fund raising, or
problematic, offensive, and likely to hurt some-
one’s feelings. The article was an attempt to turn
simple terms into a sort of unintelligible slurry—
able to mean anything and nothing at the same
time.

It was accompanied by another article that blew
my mind, a story about an animal control officer
and his long career. It bemoaned how dogcatchers
were hated, extolled him as a hero for animals and
went on to describe how he’d “euthanize” stray
pets with hot car exhaust, by hosing them down
and electrocuting them or by drowning them in
buckets (birds, puppies and kittens). But it was all

o.k., because he loved his cat, Tinsel.

Juxtaposed with the advertisements for cremato-
ria, and the announcements for ‘hands-on’ “eu-
thanasia” workshops, these articles left me
nonplussed. I was still reeling from the killing of
my kittens, even though I had to give the appear-
ance of putting their deaths aside in order to con-

tinue.

Abusers will often kill or threaten to kill the pets
of their abused, as a means of controlling them. I
had enough perspective to see myself and the other
volunteers as the shelter’s abused. The psychologi-
cal dynamic was identical. What had I done? Shel-
ters were fond of blaming the ‘irresponsible public’
for their killing. Was I “irresponsible” for taking
in a litter of foster kittens? Why were they punish-
ing us?

As bad as it was for us, the animals had it worse.

The January-February 2001 issue was openly hos-

tile to the concept of animal rescue, and an article
stated how the term ‘rescue’ was deeply offensive,
reflecting badly on shelters, ignoring that the sav-
ing of a life is defined as “rescue” by most people.
Rule number one for rescuers is simple: Must not

criticize.

It seemed as if one of the main purposes of this
publication was to abuse language in an almost in-
conceivably ham-fisted manner. How could this go
on? Could most readers not see through it? Appar-
ently not. If it offered justification and cover for
their killing, anything goes, however shoddy. De-
ception, including self-deception is a form of
armor, at least for a time. Working with rescue
groups is to be undertaken only with trepidation,
and only on restricted terms. Lives were at stake,
but false pride was more important. It is easier to
blame others than to take responsibility.

The shelter’s own newsletter was a study in ab-
surdity: an article on writing ditties about your cat
from a place that systematically killed cats—was it
a sick joke?

2001

In the New Year, the Board announced a nation-
wide search for a new director. Three candidates
were invited for interviews, and a few volunteers
were included in the interview process. They were
impressed with one of the candidates. The other
two they did not like, describing them as too
friendly with the staff members who constituted
some of the biggest problems at the shelter. They
could make recommendations, but the hiring deci-
sion belonged to the Board.
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Over the next several months, things continued to
go from bad to worse at the shelter. One volunteer
likened the shelter to the Headless Horseman. No
one was leading it. The shelter manager wanted to
micromanage every move of the volunteers, even
as staff were allowed to sit around and socialize or
treat the public rudely or allow animals to go
unfed or without water or to keep the shelter dirty.
She’d let the shelter run out of kitty litter or news-
paper before she’d get off of our backs.

She instituted the infamous Sue Sternberg Tem-
perament Test for the shelter’s dogs with devastat-
ing results. She used it as an excuse to kill many
friendly dogs, and so many dogs that could have
been rehabilitated, dogs that we wanted to save
and to present to the community, all the while
claiming that they were ‘unadoptable’. I suppose
that this game-playing was to ingratiate her with
the Board—they could claim progress towards No
Kill, because she had found justification for killing
in a plastic hand. At the time, I thought that she
was misusing the test, but I subsequently learned
that her use of the test was actually quite similar
to the way its creator uses it. [t is a test designed to
justify killing. The dog volunteers were climbing
the walls. We could not stop her and the Board re-
fused to. The shelter seemed to be doing all it
could to eradicate any credibility it may have had.

An elderly gentleman came in to adopt a dog. He
selected one, a pointer mix, still on his mandatory
stray holding period, hence not yet available. The
man returned to the shelter the next weekend,
eager to take his new buddy home. He’d picked out
a name for his new dog and even bought a dog bed
with the name embroidered on it. The employee
behind the desk informed him matter-of-factly,
that the dog had already been killed. I will not ever
be able to forget the look on his face.

Among the reading material left lying around the
shelter was a publication from California, a
newsletter from a foundation I'd never heard of
before. I remember standing in the lobby of the
TC/SPCA, in front of the desk as I read it. I can
picture the room, the angle of the sunlight coming
through the window, and where I was standing,
perfectly. It told of a day when the entire nation
would be No Kill. No shelter in the entire country
would kill healthy or treatable animals. The author
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was even crazy enough to put a date on it and it
would be within my lifetime. It seemed so incredi-
bly impossible as to defy even imagining.

I hold that moment of ignorance perfectly pre-
served, as if in its own little snow-globe of mem-
ory, separated from all else-a silly toy that will one
day be placed on a shelf to gather dust. I could not
have known then that I was standing exactly
where it would happen first.

Months passed. The toll of needless deaths contin-
ued to mount with no end in sight. What had
come of the candidate search? When would the

new director start? We heard nothing from the
Board.

‘Kitten season’ was in full swing. Dogs continued
to be “temperament tested” to death. The situation
grew more and more desperate. I wondered if and
when this new shelter director would materialize.
The type of communication necessary for an or-
ganization to function well was notably absent
from the shelter. Instead we had only that which
tells you what you are dealing with.

Eventually, a member of the community became
fed up with the mounting list of incidents attribut-
able to the shelter manager, and she wrote a letter
to the editor. It mentioned the shelter manager by
name. The letter circulated among some of the vol-
unteers before it was submitted to the paper, and a
few of us signed onto it, including me. That got
me fired.

The other volunteers who had signed on went un-
scathed, but, as the shelter manager told me when
she called first thing on the morning of Saturday,
June 9, 2001, I was a “repeat offender” and she’d
thought I'd “learned my lesson.” She was appalled
that I’d do such a thing to her. It was all about her.
She ordered me to return the shelter’s “property”-
my foster cats, immediately, or she’d come to my

house to get them.

There was nothing she could have said to me that
would have caused me more stress. I called one of
my fellow volunteers—co-host of that first meet-
ing, and grinder of teeth. He assured me that the
Underground Railroad was ready to receive my

cats if need be. I hopped on my bike, pedaled out to



the shelter, and adopted my foster cats outright.
The volunteer behind the desk, the one who’d in-
troduced me to Blizzard, looked perplexed, but I
couldn’t explain. I needed to get the completed
adoption paperwork, and I needed to get the heck
out of there.

The new director started the following Monday.
Soon afterward, he held a meeting of the volun-
teers. He called and asked that I attend, having
heard what had happened. I wondered to myself
what the Board was going to inflict upon us this
time. What new permutation of schmuckdom did
they have in store? The meeting was well-at-
tended. He had a lot of wrongs to right. He lis-
tened to what we had to say. He asked us to hit
him with our toughest questions, and he answered
them.

His predecessors had dug a very deep hole from
which he’d have to haul the shelter.

Having been hurt so many times by the shelter, I
was skeptical. I was not going to believe it until I
saw it.

The first and only genuine apology I ever got for
what the shelter did to my kittens, from someone
in authority, came from someone who had been on
the other side of the continent—3,000 miles
away—when my kittens were taken from their
cage and injected with sodium pentobarbital, from
someone who likely had never heard of Tompkins
County, New York at the time, and who would
not have allowed something like that to happen.
When I hear his critics call him ‘divisive’ and
worse, I think of that. They have absolutely no
clue what they are talking about.

I suppose that if this particular incident had hap-
pened to someone else, I would find it funny—get-
ting fired from volunteering at a kill shelter for
being critical of its killing two days before Nathan
Winograd started as director and brought the
killing to a grinding halt-but I got hit with a big
slug of stress that day and I still can’t laugh.
Maybe someday I will. The Old Guard is all about
killing and abuse and power and lies, and a desper-
ate gasp at the end of its reign is probably best ap-
preciated if you know it for what it is at the time,
or if you’ve gained a great many years’ distance on
1t.

A DIFFERENT WORLD

The atmosphere at the shelter changed almost im-
mediately. The amount of tension eased dramati-
cally. When the killing stopped, even the worst of
the employees eased up. The abuser of cats and
tosser of antibiotic tablets relaxed and even smiled,
but she thankfully did not last. She was too far
gone. Her smiling would have been inconceivable
just a couple of weeks earlier, but she did it and her
face did not crack. If killing had never been an op-
tion at the shelter, would she have turned out dif-
ferently?

We now had breathing room. The new director
dropped in on an offsite at the farmer’s market and
complimented us on our professionalism. That
was a first. The number of volunteers grew and
grew. We were asked to foster animals on a daily
basis. The shelter asked us, we didn’t have to fight
and plead to get animals out. The place was
cleaner. The animals got fed. Offsite adoption
events were more frequent. The Sue Sternberg
Temperament Test was no longer used. The ani-
mals featured in the ‘Pet of the Week’ spot lived to
be adopted. The display cage was unpacked from
storage, and finally set up at the garden and pet
supply store. We were no longer treated with con-
tempt. I could finally, in good conscience, recruit
others to volunteer at the shelter.

The staff from the bad old days was gradually re-
placed. Only a couple of them were able to make
the transition. The shelter manager who'd fired me
back in June remained, though she was stripped of
any authority. She mostly stood around scowling
at the volunteers, which was mildly amusing for a
short while, but a waste of money. I’d seen a lot of
positive changes, but remained skeptical. The shel-
ter manager’s continued presence cast doubt on the
shelter’s commitment to change, and was an ongo-
ing insult to the volunteers. I later learned that
when the new director was hired, the Board had
ordered him not to fire her. She had their support.
Knowing what I know now, I am amazed that the
shelter succeeded at all. For them to support her
was to reveal their total lack of respect for the shel-
ter’s volunteers (or for their newly-hired director).
We had given so much to the shelter. We were its
heart and its soul. The new director persevered and
built a case against her for six months. When he
finally fired her, the long-time volunteers were ju-

Film Companion

57



bilant. She was gone. Finally, she was gone.

The shelter was frequently featured in the local
media. We had the use of a storefront in down-
town Ithaca for the “Home for the Holidays” adop-
tion drive. Conventional “wisdom” said that
shelters shouldn’t adopt out black cats around Hal-
loween or any pets at all around Christmas. Those
notions were discarded. Good riddance. The shelter
sponsored spay-neuter events and courted the sup-
port of local veterinarians, and the Cornell Vet
School, something it had not done before. It spayed
or neutered all animals before they went home. It
partnered with the North Shore Animal League,
which took kittens to its facility in New York City
for adoption, freeing up needed space and re-
sources. The shelter built its capacity to save lives
in various ways, even though it remained the same
small, poorly designed building. The garage was
renovated to house more animals rather than to
store junk. It was worked to the max.

Eventually, it broke ground on land next door, and
built a state-of-the-art pet adoption facility, a spa-
cious ‘green’ building-LEED-certified, no less.
After months of construction, it was finally ready
and the animals were walked or carried next door.
Once again, the atmosphere changed completely,
and I don’t just mean the fresh air from the ventila-
tion system. The first time I went to the new shel-
ter, it was like a revelation. Many of the animals
had been at the old building the previous week, but
there are no steel cages in the Dorothy Park Pet
Adoption Center, no bars of any kind. The animals
are housed is small groups in more home-like set-
tings. They were so much more at ease. Instead of
seeing cats through steel bars or dogs from behind
chain link, you see them through windows, as if
they were waiting for you when you came home.
The first glimpse anyone sees of the animals there
is through the windows of their ‘condos’, and what
a difference that makes. A dog or cat peers out of
their condo window as you approach, and it is as if
you are seeing them as you come home. Adopting?
You're halfway there. Just a few years earlier, this
would have defied imagining.

2013
When I hear someone deny that No Kill communi-
ties are possible, I think of a shelter in upstate New
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York, a place where one day it looked sickeningly
hopeless, and the next day everything changed. It
went through a crisis in the truest sense of the
term—a dynamic and dangerous situation, and
came to a turning point. Anything could have hap-
pened. If wrong decisions were made, the wrong
leader chosen, if the volunteers had not united, if
we hadn’t finally said “enough is enough” and
meant it, the TC/SPCA would not be what it is
today. It would be what it was, and that would be
tragic.

It got out of the habit of killing.

Its former incarnation was a place that killed ani-
mals and abused people. Had the volunteers not
had each other to rely on, it would have chewed us
up and spat us out one at a time. It was typical of
what the American animal sheltering system has
been allowed to become. But that place has been
dead and gone for twelve years, and, in its place, an
example and an inspiration for others to follow.

We live in a cruel, crazy world, one in which shel-
ter killing is a habit, and getting to not killing re-

quires a crisis.

We live in a beautiful world, because we can make

the killing stop.
I believe in miracles.

They happen every day.

* | subsequently learned that the person who killed
my kittens without calling me was the very person
who had given them to me to begin with. She was
never disciplined for doing so.




RENO,
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STANDING TALL
IN WASHOE COUNTY

An Interview with Mitch Schneider
by Nathan Winograd

Wlshoe County Regional Animal Services is re-
sponsible for running the municipal shelter for all
towns and municipalities of Washoe County, Ne-
vada, including Reno. As a tourism-based economy,
Reno and its surrounding communities were very
hard hit by the Great Recession. Loss of jobs and
loss of homes reached all-time highs. In fact, during
that time, the state of Nevada had the highest un-
employment rate in the nation. As a result,
WCRAS took in four times the per capita intake
rate of Los Angeles, five times the rate of San Fran-
cisco, 10 times the rate of New York City, and over
two times the national average.

If there was ever an agency which should have a
high rate of killing according to traditional shelter-
ing dogma, indeed if there was ever a community

where No Kill should not work, it is Washoe
County. But it is working. Under the leadership of

Mitch Schneider, WCRAS had a stunning 95 per-

cent rate of lifesaving (94 percent communitywide).

Schneider is one of the “few and proud” heads of a
municipal facility with a better than go percent save
rate. He is proud of his staff, proud of his relation-
ship with community groups, and proud of his com-
munity. But “few and proud” are not surprising for
Schneider, an ex-marine, who likes to remind you
that “Once a marine, always a marine.” Several
years ago, both Schneider and I were presenting at a
conference in South Florida. I caught up with him
in Ft. Lauderdale and we sat down to talk about his
conversion from skeptic to No Kill advocate.

WHAT WAS WASHOE COUNTY LIKE WHEN YOU
FIRST STARTED?

We euthanized [killed] thousands of animals each
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year. In fact, we had two full-time staff members
doing that most of the day. That meant a freezer
full of dead pets—fifteen barrels full. Every day, a
renderer came to empty the freezer, and every day
we filled it up again. As terrible as that was for the
animals, it was also very hard on the staff. We had
tremendous staff burnout.

WHEN THE NEVADA HUMANE SOCIETY BOARD OF
DIRECTORS FIRST BROUGHT ME IN AS A CONSULT-
ANT, YOU AND [ HAD A CONVERSATION WHERE I
TOLD YOU THAT THE NEVADA HUMANE SOCIETY
WANTED TO MAKE WASHOE COUNTY A NoO KILL
COMMUNITY. WHAT DID YOU THINK?

I didn’t believe it could work, at least not in Reno. I
did the math and remember thinking that maybe it
would work in a more affluent community but we
had a more transient population and a high intake
rate.

I REMEMBER YOUR SKEPTICISM WELL, BUT I ALSO RE-
MEMBER YOU SAID “IF YOU THINK THERE IS A BET-
TER WAY OF DOING THINGS THAN WE ARE DOING
IN WASHOE COUNTY, I AM WILLING TO CONSIDER
IT.” WHY WERE YOU WILLING TO TRY SOMETHING
NEW WHEN YOU DIDN’T BELIEVE IT WAS POSSIBLE?

No matter what any of us believes, we ultimately
won’t know if we don’t try. On top of that, if in
fact No Kill failed, I didn’t want it to be because
our agency refused to think outside the box or be-
cause I didn’t like the term. Even if we didn’t
achieve the ultimate goal, I knew it could still be
better than now. We could save more animals. And
that would make thousands of animals pretty
happy, and it would make thousands of animal
lovers pretty happy. It would also make the taxpay-
ers happier. It would reduce staff burnout and
turnover, which would reduce costs for human re-
sources for hiring and training new staff, and it
would increase our image in the community.

WERE YOU OPEN TO ALL THE CHANGES AFTER MAK-
ING THE DECISION TO AT LEAST GIVE IT A TRY?

I’ve always been committed to process improve-
ment, but I’ve been in this business for 20 years
and I found myself having to check my traditional
thinking and responses a lot. But I also knew that
many people go their whole lives never making a
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difference, but we can, if we choose too. And I
wanted to make a difference in the lives of animals,
a difference in the lives of people who care about
them, a difference in how our community sees it-

self.

I love Washoe County and if we could achieve No
Kill here, it could become a source of collective
pride. So while I might dislike the term No Kill, I
hate the term dog catcher even more and you are
what you act like. Act like a dog catcher, then you
are a dog catcher.

GIVEN THE HIGH RATE OF INTAKES, CONVEN-
TIONAL WISDOM WOULD SAY PEOPLE IN WASHOE
COUNTY ARE ESPECIALLY IRRESPONSIBLE AND THAT
SHOULD ALSO TRANSLATE INTO A LOW PERCENTAGE
OF LOST ANIMALS BEING RECLAIMED BY THEIR FAMI-
LIES. BUT YOU RECLAIM ABOUT 65 PERCENT OF
DOGS, THREE TIMES THE NATIONAL AVERAGE. YOU
ALSO RECLAIM ABOUT SEVEN TIMES THE NATIONAL
AVERAGE FOR CATS. HOW DID YOU MAKE THAT
HAPPEN AND PROVE CONVENTIONAL WISDOM
WRONG?

Some animal control agencies will pick up a stray
dog and even if they pick up the dog in front of the
dog’s home and they know it, they’ll still take the
dog to the shelter. That’s how a dog catcher acts.
But we stopped doing that. If we know where that
dog lives, we’ll drive the dog home. It’s good busi-
ness practice, it is good public relations, and it is

the right thing to do.

By returning the dog home, we don’t stress the dog,
we don’t stress the dog’s owner, we don’t stress the
staff at the shelter, and we don’t stress the other
dogs in the shelter. Everyone wins. Even the tax-
payers win: we spend less of their money. It may
be a little more work in the field, scanning for mi-
crochips, calling the number on tags, knocking on
doors in the neighborhood to see if anyone knows
where the dog lives, but it reduces a lot of work
back at the shelter. Plus it makes two parties very,
very happy: the dog and the person that dog be-
longs to.

SOME ANIMAL CONTROL AGENCIES THINK THEY
HAVE TO PUNISH PEOPLE WHOSE DOGS ARE FOUND
AT LARGE. WHY DO YOU NOT SHARE THAT VIEW?



We have a public safety mandate and we would
never do anything to compromise that, but that
doesn’t mean we abandon common sense or com-
passion. Accidents happen, so we treat the dogs and
their “owners” the way we would want our pets
and ourselves to be treated. If the person is truly ir-
responsible, we’re going to issue citations, but we
aren’t going to threaten to kill their dogs or make it
more likely that their dogs will be killed. If the dog
is not dangerous, you don’t have to do that to pro-
tect public safety.

WHAT DO YOU HAVE TO SAY TO OTHER ANIMAL
CONTROL DIRECTORS WHO REFUSE TO EMBRACE
THIS KIND OF INNOVATION?

When I hear people in other communities refuse to
embrace change because they say “We’ve always
done it this way,” I can’t help but be disappointed.
That doesn’t justify anything. If you aren’t saving
animals doing things a certain way, if you have a
poor public image doing things a certain way, if
you are wasting taxpayer money doing things a
certain way, it means it is time to embrace change.
Most resistance to change is just laziness. People
want to go through the motions without having to
really think about why and what they are doing

and how to make it better.

WHAT ARE SOME OF THE CHANGES THAT HAVE
HELPED INCREASE THE SAVE RATE AT WCRAS?

As I said, we work very hard to return animals to
their “owners” in the field. One day one of my of-
ficers said to me, “I had a good day today, I im-
pounded six dogs.” And I said to her, “How is that
a good day for the dogs and the dog’s owners?”
And she said, “I took five of the dogs home in the
field.” I said, “That is a good day.” When we actu-
ally bring five of six wandering dogs home, rather
than bringing them into the shelter, [ know we are
doing the job entrusted to us by the people of
Washoe County. We’ve also embraced TNR for
feral cats, have a great relationship with the Ne-
vada Humane Society, and work with lots of dif-
ferent rescue groups. In other words, we work well
with others, even if we aren’t in agreement with
each other on everything. In some ways, I see part
of my job as getting out of the way of people who
want to save lives.

HOW HAS YOUR STAFF RESPONDED TO ALL THE
CHANGES AND ESPECIALLY TO THE RESULTS?

When I hire someone, I look for the kind of em-
ployee that is not averse to continuous process im-
provement. That is why we have a good team. Our
staff morale is high. But we’re also people, so we
have good days and bad days. And when we change
a policy to better serve the people and animals of
our community, sometimes one of our staff mem-
bers may complain that “every day I come in,
something’s changed.” But all I have to remind
them is that it takes a desire to be better today than
we were yesterday to get them over that hump.
Plus, if we do things better, they get lots of positive
feedback from the community. People write our of-
ficers and thank them for bringing their pet home.
How can that not make an officer feel good?

IS THERE ONE THING THAT YOU WOULD CREDIT
WITH YOUR TREMENDOUS LIFESAVING SUCCESS?

Our success is a result of a willingness to embrace
continuous process improvement, which requires
not fearing change. That, in turn, requires under-
standing that you can’t solve the problem with the
same thinking that created the problem. You can’t
get a different outcome if you keep doing the same
thing.
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MARQUETTE,
MICHIGAN

K

FINDING THE
COURAGE
TO CHANGE

In the Fall of 2010, the members and supporters of
UPAWS, the Upper Peninsula Animal Welfare Shelter,
in Marquette, Michigan, read the following “Letter From
the President” in that organization’s newsletter:

“While holding the office of President is totally unchartered
waters for me, my association with UPAWS has been long,
educational, and rewarding. I first began volunteering in 1981 so
I have had the rather unique privilege of seeing the organization
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evolve over many years. There were many
notable benchmarks along the way, but none can
compare with the strides made in the last two
years, particularly in adoption numbers. We
were finally - FINALLY - able to turn some
very depressing euthanasia/adoption statistics
around. While we hated the high euthanasia
rates, we believed they were inevitable if we
were to remain an open admissions shelter (a
shelter that never turns an animal away). It was
what nearly everyone in the animal welfare field
told us. They were wrong and we were wrong.

Those numbers could be and were changed. In
just one year we did more than just flip the
euthanasia/adoption rates around. By radically
changing our mindset and refocusing our efforts,
we were able to go from an adoption rate (those
animals leaving the shelter on their own four
feet) of between 34 - 40 percent from 1999-2006 to
just over 93 percent each of the last two years. [It
now stands at 97 percent.] That is more than
flipping the numbers - it is blowing them out of
the water...

In the process we learned something else. Many
of the fears we had associated with change were
just that - fears. As new programs were
implemented, the community was more than
willing to provide the support needed to keep
them in place. The end result was that over the
last two years every member, every foster home,
every donor, every volunteer, every adopter has
been directly responsible for 3,201 animals
walking out of shelter and given second chances.
And isn't that what it is all about? On behalf of

each and every one of those animals, thank you.”

—Reva Laituri, President, Board of Directors,
Upper Peninsula Animal Welfare Shelter,

November 2010.

This excerpt from the UPAWS newsletter.
written by UPAWS President Reva Laituri
(see page 40), was sent to the No Kill
Advocacy Center along with the letter on
the following page. Both tell the story of
individuals whose dedication to animal
welfare helped them summon the courage to
change; to start a journey on the road less
traveled and find, as their reward, a
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Dear No Kill Advocacy Center, e P ar St

o paS. 013
As part of a shelter that did more than a complete turnaround on its adoption/kill rates, | wanted to share
with you some of our story... It wasn't until the summer of 2006 that UPAWS (then known as the Marquette
County Humane Society) began making some hard decisions and taking positive steps toward becoming the
shelter we are today. Over several months a number of things happened that culminated into what I refer to
as "the perfect storm" that gave our organization the perfect opportunity and courage to change our direction
and commit to a new and brighter future.

Like so many shelters, we were operating with an administrator that had been with us for over 20 years and
who was extremely resistant to change. QOutdated policies were built on myths and fallacies. Several
influential volunteers and supporters suffered from"Founders' Syndrome." We were afraid that if changes
were made and were not supported by the community, the result would be that animals would have nowhere
to go and we were their only and final hope. This was a major consideration as we were hanging on by a
thread [financially] and [because we were broke] ready to close our doors. But perhaps in part because of our
precarious situation, we had little to lose and much to gain. [t was at this time a number of things came
together to create the "perfect storm":

o A long-time supporter/volunteer/board member introduced our board to Nathan Winograd’s Redemption.

e The reputation and support of our humane society, it's rigid and judgmental rules and policies, and
unfriendly atmosphere, were spiraling toward disaster. Many complaints and issues were brought to light
and to the attention of the Board.

« We had a fairly new Board of Directors that was open and ready for a change and who had the wherewithal
to buck the status quo and make a number of hard decisions...

Probably more than anything else Redemption became our beacon and we always came back to the idea of
"thinking outside the box" and believing there is always another option - if you look for it. We quickly started
making changes. Although we were still fearful, the results spoke for themselves and we realized we could
save lives and do it without condemning animals to fates “worse than death" as we had been routinely
warned. As more animals went into homes instead of garbage bags, the direction we had chosen to take was
validated and many of the fears and premises we had based our policies on were proven to be invalid...

The changes so far have had extraordinary and far-reaching effects, many which were totally unexpected -
and in very good ways. QOur future is one we look forward to because we now know what "thinking outside
the box" can truly accomplish and that we have to let go of our fears and misconceptions and try new things.
It has not always been easy, but it continues to be extremely rewarding.

Sincerely,

Reva Laituri,
Board President

In 2013, UPAWS had a 97 percent rate of lifesaving.
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AUSTIN,
TEXAS

AUSTIN’S
ROAD TO NO KILL

Today, in Austin, Texas, over go percent of all
dogs and cats entering the animal control shelter
in that community make it out alive, the largest
municipal shelter in the country to cross that
threshold. But it wasn’t always that way.

In the not-so-distant past, the animal control shel-
ter in Austin was overseen by an individual who
killed over 13,000 animals every year despite pleas
from animal lovers that she implement the simple,
common sense alternatives that today make a life
and death difference for Austin’s homeless ani-
mals.

For years this director ignored their requests, or-
dering her staff to kill animals instead of adopting
them out, ordering her staff to kill animals instead
of sending them into foster care, ordering her staff
to kill sick and injured animals rather than provid-
ing them with veterinary care and ordering her
staff to kill animals in spite of empty cages. And
for years, she got away with it because the power-
ful and influential ASPCA defended her, telling
the media, Austin’s legislators and the Austin pub-
lic that not only was a go percent save rate impos-
sible and not only were No Kill advocates calling
for reform dangerous, but that the animals them-

selves were not WOl‘th saving.
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The story of how No Kill reformers in Austin suc-
ceeded in transforming that community provides
many valuable lessons for animal lovers seeking to
reform the shelter in their own hometowns, but

none more important than this: It takes a fight.

In towns and cities across the United States, wher-
ever animal lovers are waging campaigns to reform
their local shelters, not only do they have to over-
come a hostile, entrenched shelter director who re-
fuses to innovate and remains intent on killing, but
they often have to fight one or more of the national
animal protection groups which come to that shel-
ter director’s defense. They have to fight PETA,
which tracks No Kill reform campaigns nation-
wide and writes letters to the editor of local news-
papers in defense of killing, equates No Kill with
hoarding and animal abuse and tells policymakers
that they should not give in to reformers even in
the face of outright cruelty in the shelter. They
have to fight HSUS, which consistently under-
mines the work of No Kill reformers by urging
policy makers to reject progress and maintain the
status quo, insisting on the right of shelters to kill
animals. And they have to fight the ASPCA,
which has labeled reformers as “extremists,” has
employed people who have labeled them “terror-
ists” and which co-opts local No Kill initiatives by



stifling dissent and attempting to marginalize any
individuals who criticize those in power.

While the resistance of regressive local directors
and the influence of their allies at powerful na-
tional animal organizations can make the work of
No Kill reformers difficult and challenging, they
by no means make success impossible. Where ac-
tivists have succeeded, it is because of their refusal
to back down in the face of opposition. They
fought back, and over time their efforts and deter-
mination systematically exposed what these or-
ganizations really are, thereby hindering their
destructive influence. And there is no better exam-
ple of this than the fight waged by the animal
lovers of Austin, Texas, who stood up to the

mighty ASPCA and won.

MissION: ORANGE
In February of 2007, the ASPCA announced a

campaign in Austin, Texas, as part of what it
called its “Mission: Orange” program. The goal
was a combined 75 percent save rate among
Austin-coalition partners, including the city shel-
ter, far less than the minimum go percent save rate
goal at the city shelter championed by No Kill ad-
vocates. To launch the campaign, they hosted a
meeting of animal welfare stakeholders. The proj-
ect was doomed from the start. Rather than follow
the successful model of the No Kill Equation, the
ASPCA told the assembled crowd that “Mission:
Orange” would follow a different approach: New
York City’s model of “collaboration.”

They would follow the model of a city that was
still killing half of all impounded animals and that,
to this day, is rife with neglect, abuse, rampant
killing and fabricated data. In fact, it is not even a
true collaborative model: New York City’s leader-
ship interprets that to mean that they have all the
power and rescuers are only allowed to participate
if they say so and keep quiet. This was the same
model that the ASPCA representative in Austin
used when she was director of the Austin Humane
Society and promised the city a No Kill commu-
nity by the year 2002. The ill-fated “No Kill Mil-
lennium” plan fell apart for failure to reach its
goals.

At the meeting, the ASPCA ignored the elephant

in the room: that the city’s shelter director refused
to implement programs and services to save lives,
choosing to kill the animals instead. Attendees
were forbidden from speaking about what pro-
grams weren’t being implemented or what animals
were being killed who needed to be saved. Instead,
they were instructed to “brainstorm” about what
they would do over the next three years to help an-
imals, including writing an imagined speech from
a future U.S. President thanking them for their
work. It was, according to attendees, “surreal.”

Do As I SAy Not AsI Do

The ASPCA also informed the group that no one
would be allowed to participate in the initiative if
they criticized coalition members including the
city shelter. However, it would turn out that the
rules only ran in one direction: the ASPCA would
spend the better part of the next several years criti-
cizing those who wanted the shelter to implement
programs like foster care and offsite adoptions
which the shelter’s director refused to do. The
ASPCA condemned reformers, misrepresented
who they were, attempted to assassinate their
characters and tried to undermine their public sup-
port.

The ASPCA consistently defended the shelter di-
rector even in her bid to move the shelter to a re-
mote part of the city, a move which activists
feared would reduce adoptions. According to the
ASPCA, the problem was not getting more
adopters to the shelter; the problem was that the
animals in the shelter were not “desirable” or
“placeable.” In fact, Austin’s shelter director ar-
gued that only about 35 percent of the animals in
Austin’s shelter were “adoptable” and that they
were saving more than that already. Austin, ac-
cording to the leadership of the city shelter, was al-
ready No Kill. And trying to save more would just
mean keeping “unadoptable” animals that no one
would want alive, leading to “warehousing.” The
ASPCA promoted this view both publicly to the
media and privately to city officials in their at-
tempt to sabotage the go percent save rate goal of

No Kill advocates.

Indeed, while acknowledging that their “collabora-
tion” model had not succeeded in New York and
had failed several years earlier in Austin, the
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ASPCA claimed it would succeed this time be-
cause of one crucial difference: the ASPCA would
bring dollars to the table. That this view was
flawed was not hard to see. All the money in the
world would not have made a difference at a shel-
ter run by a director who refused to stop killing. In
addition, a lack of dollars was not the issue in ei-
ther New York or Austin during the “No Kill Mil-
lennium” fiasco. In both cases, a private
foundation granted a significant amount of money
to the effort (over 20 million dollars in New York
City alone), more than the ASPCA was offering
Austin. Moreover, Austin’s city shelter had a
larger per capita budget than many communities
around the country which had already achieved
success. And ultimately, the ASPCA did not even
spend all the promised money on programmatic
improvements at the city shelter as it had implied,
but rather on advertising in Austin to promote it-
self. The results were devastating.

Rather than see a decline in killing in Austin’s
shelter, killing actually increased 11 percent during
the first year of the ASPCA’s sham “No Kill”
campaign. Animals had less of a chance of coming
out of the shelter alive in Austin under the
ASPCA “Mission: Orange” program than they did
just one year before. By contrast, Reno’s No Kill
initiative, which was based on the No Kill Equa-
tion, saw deaths decline by 53 percent during the
same period and it cut spending in the process.
The contrast in both approaches and results proved
a stunning indictment of the “Mission: Orange”
program. But no one would have known that by
reading the public relations coming out of the
ASPCA at the time. By simply not talking about
the numbers of animals saved or killed, the
ASPCA billed the Austin campaign as an unquali-
fied success. And the ASPCA continued to claim
that Austin held promise for the rest of the nation,
even as over 13,000 animals were being put to death
in Austin yearly.

THE MORATORIUM ON KILLING

But Austinites had had enough, and the Austin
City Council understood that to continue follow-
ing the advice of the ASPCA was as foolish as the
ASPCA’s plan itself. Over the ASPCA'’s objec-
tions, the City Council passed a No Kill plan,
modeled after the No Kill Equation. In addition to
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mandating programs like foster care and officially
establishing a minimum go percent lifesaving goal
for the city of Austin, one of the key elements of
the plan was a moratorium on killing savable ani-
mals when there were empty cages. A state inspec-
tion report had found that the shelter routinely had
hundreds of empty cages on any given day, and yet
the shelter continued to put healthy and treatable
animals to death.

The ASPCA immediately went to work lobbying
against the moratorium, arguing it would lead to
warehousing of “unadoptable” animals, even
though the terms of the moratorium allowed the
continued killing of animals who were hopelessly
ill, injured or in the case of dogs, vicious. The di-
rector also lobbied against it, arguing that there
was no reason to do offsite adoptions or foster care
because the city shelter was already saving all the
animals who could possibly be saved. Despite the
lobbying efforts of both the leadership of the shel-
ter and the ASPCA, the City Council approved it

unanimously.

After the plan became law, the shelter director
must have realized that she had lost the support of
the City Council. What she did next revealed such
a callous disregard for the well-being of animals
that it would ultimately cost her her job: she
stopped treating some sick and injured cats, caus-
ing great suffering. Some No Kill advocates be-
lieved she wanted to “prove” the No Kill plan was
responsible for “warehousing” and “animal suffer-
ing,” but regardless of her motivations, her actions
not only violated the letter and spirit of the mora-
torium, they were also illegal, tantamount to ani-
mal cruelty. Reformers were quick to condemn
her. The ASPCA, of course, continued to defend
her, calling her the best advocate Austin animals
ever had in their corner. It would prove a fatal
mistake. In a very short period of time, the direc-
tor was “reassigned” and the ASPCA’s influence
in Austin would be eviscerated.

When the news broke that the shelter director was
being removed, No Kill advocates were elated. By
contrast, it was news that the ASPCA condemned,
calling her departure “horrible” and warning that
the animals would pay the price. Immediately,
however, the save rate increased. Within a few
short months, it had reached 92 percent under an



AUSTIN

THEN & NOW

Blue as a Summer Sky

There was a time when just being a kitten got you killed in
Austin, Texas. A local newspaper did a story a few years ago
about life and death at the city pound:

A 7-week-old kitten weighs about a pound; his veins are the size of
vermicelli. So if you’re administering a lethal dose of sodium pento-
barbital, an anesthetic agent blue as a summer sky, you’ll probably in-
ject directly into his round, spotted belly. If you have five cages of
kittens to kill this morning, you don’t have time to go looking for slip-
pery little veins.

A kitten with a hand gripping the scruff of his neck and a needle in his
belly will squeal in terror, but once you’ve pulled out the needle and
placed him back into a cage with his siblings, he will shake head and
start to get on with his kittenish business. Then he starts to look
woozy, and begins to stumble around. He licks his lips, tasting the
chemical absorbed into his system. Soon, he becomes too sedated to
stand. The animal collapses, and when his lungs become too sedated to
inflate, he stops breathing.

The killings begin shortly after 10am on a Wednesday in early Octo-
ber; by 10:32 the shelter is down about a dozen cc’s ofpentobarbital,
and 20 cats are dead.

That was the world of the then-pound director who oversaw
the killing with ruthless efficiency. During her tenure, she
killed over 100,000 animals, tens of thousands a year, hundreds
per month, dozens per day, one animal roughly every 12 min-
utes the shelter was open to the public. That was also the world
of the ASPCA which—through a local spokesperson—not only
backed, defended and promoted the shelter director, but worked
to ensure that progress would not be made. While the shelter’s
director and her staff were busy killing animals in the back, the
ASPCA was telling legislators, the media, and the community
up front that efforts to save more animals were not worthwhile,
that the animals themselves were not “desirable” or “placeable”
and that the director should not be questioned.

But reformers fought back and they won. It took several years,
but they succeeded. They stayed in it for the long haul, and
today, the clouds have parted and the only thing as “blue as a
summer sky” is the sky itself.

interim director. In other words,
Austin achieved its 9o percent
save rate goal without even hav-
ing hired a permanent replace-
ment. They have been saving go
percent or better ever since. The
ASPCA’s systematic attempt to
derail the No Kill initiative was
finally defeated. So what is the
ASPCA saying about Austin

now?

INFORMATION PURIFICA-

TION PROGRAM

According to the Chair of the
Austin Animal Welfare Advi-
sory Commission, “The ASPCA
was against the No Kill plan the
entire way. They rallied the
troops around the director who
was committed to killing. If we
did not have the opposition of
the ASPCA, we would have
achieved success earlier.” But
when Austin finished the year
saving o1 percent of all the ani-
mals, with save rates hitting as
high as 96 percent during some
months, the writing was on the
wall.

With both the Austin City
Council and the general public
thrilled to learn that the effort
was in fact succeeding, the
ASPCA knew it could no longer
fight the tide of history. And so
they began to rewrite it. Casting
themselves as the saviors of
Austin’s animals and the group
responsible for success, today the
ASPCA argues that they have
both the experience and credibil-
ity to lead No Kill efforts in
other cities, “just like we did in
Austin, Texas.” Austin’s success,
they claim, is their success, de-
spite having fought the effort
every step of the way.

Film Companion

67



68 The Making of Redemption




THE
ACTORS

MATTHIAS LUPRI
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MICHAEL SAYERS

Michael G. Sayers, who plays Henry Bergh, has
been seen and heard on stage, screen, radio, and
television for over 40 years. He is an actor,
director, producer, writer, ringmaster, emcee,
voice-over artist, game show host, murder
mystery detective, instructor, and acting coach,
and has been heard as countless characters in
many live radio dramas. Michael also has over
60 mystery titles to his writing, producing, and
acting credits featuring his alter ego “Detective

Chester Hadlyme.”

DOROTHY MCKEON

Dorothy McKeon, who plays Catherine
Matilda Bergh, has performed on and behind
the stage, television and film cameras across
the country. She has numerous stage credits of
which two of her favorite roles are Sonia in
“They’re Playing Our Song” and Lottie in
“Enchanted April.” She is most proud of her
two wonderful daughters and currently resides
in Connecticut.
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MATTHIAS LUPRI

Matthias Lupri, who plays Mayor Hoffman,
has been pursuing the arts for the majority of
his life in various forms. First with music,
then painting, photography, woodworking,
and now credits in film and television. He
has played various roles in his career.
Matthias is very proud to have worked on
Redemption, a film that supports animal
rights. He is a member of Phinney's Friends,
an animal protection organization in Lincoln,

MA.

CLIFF BLAKE

Cliff Blake, the Russian peasant, is a
playwright, songwriter, and professional
actor working in Boston and New York. His
critically acclaimed independent film work
includes “Wind through the Cradle,” “Every
Little Thing You Love,” “The Final
Sentence,” “Surge,” and “Shipwrecked.” His
theater credits include a diverse assortment
of roles from Atticus in “To Kill a
Mockingbird” to George in “Of Mice and

Men,” among many others.
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NARRATOR

DON MORROW

Don Marrow, the narrator, is a

nationally known American actor and
announcer. From films and film trailers
including Clint Eastwood's "A Fist Full
of Dollars," James Cameron's
"Titanic,”and Steven Spielberg's “Saving

Private Ryan,” to commercials for such
well-known brands as IBM, Ford Motor
Company, and Sun Microsystems, he -

has been the spokesman and on camera

for over 20,000 national and international commercials
and motion picture campaigns. Don has also been the
narrator for hundreds of documentaries on A&E
Biography, The History Channel, NBC, PBS, and more.
A World War II veteran, Don is the author of Forsaken
Heroes of the Pacific War, a book about the oldest living
survivor of the infamous Bataan Death March during

that war.

SEAN
HATHAWAY

Sean Hathaway is a film
composer who has
provided the music for numerous
films, television shows, documentaries, and
advertising campaigns. He graduated with a
degree in Film Scoring from Berklee College of
Music before moving to Los Angeles to work as a
composing assistant for Hans Zimmer. He has
written commercial music for companies like
Coca-Cola and Audi, worked on blockbuster
video games such as “Borderlands 2” and
“Company of Heroes 2,” and has worked with a
ten-time Emmy award winning production
company to provide music for their large variety
of national TV shows.
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THE
FILMMAKERS

SAGACITY
PRODUCTIONS

BONNIE SILVA RuUss BARRY

Bonnie Silva is an Emmy and multiple award Russ Barry currently serves as

winning writer and producer who currently

director/editor for a documentary reality

serves on the Board of Directors for the Boston
chapter of the Children’s Media Association.

Her work has aired on PBS, Discovery, Animal
Planet, The Pet Network, Fox, and other media
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pursues stories that have the capability to
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2014 MARKS THE SEVENTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE PUBLICATION OF
REDEMPTION: THE MYTH OF PET OVERPOPULATION
AND THE NO KILL REVOLUTION IN AMERICA

v V hen I first submitted the Redemption manu-

script to literary agents, like every first-time au-

n
“[A] unique and important book.

thor, I received my fair share of rejection letters.

__LIBRARY JOURNAL

A pasionte advocacy .- Most were form letters: very short, very polite,

Highly recommended.” RAWE variations of “It’s not the right fit for us,” and
—Mipwest Boox REVIEW wishing me the best of luck. But one I can re-
member almost verbatim. Though I hold no ani-
mus, of all the rejection letters I received, that
was the only one I've kept for posterity. He sug-
gested I ask myself how many people would pay
Tue MYTH $20 to read it. “Very few,” he said, before warn-
or PET ing me to “rethink my desire to publish it.” Not
only was he not interested in the book, he as-

LATION ‘
OVERPOPU sured me that no one else would be, either.

AND THE

No K Of course, such rejection certainly stings, and
from time to time | have considered writing
REVOLUTION him, though I know I never will. For though the
IN AMERICA industry considers a successful non-fiction book
as one which sells between 5,000 to 7,500 copies,
Redemption surpassed 100,000 copies in print in
March of 201 and it continues to sell in large
Wich a new foreword by the author numbers. On top of those sold, I've also given
NATHAN J. WINOGRAD away tens of thousands of copies, too. That’s be-
cause | did not write Redemption to make money,
but rather, to save animals. I was prepared to

buy copies of Redemption myself and hand them
out for free, if need be, believing that the story it

BY NATHAN WINOGRAD
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told and the information it contained were vital to
reforming our nation’s broken animal sheltering
system. And history has borne that out.That little
book has saved tens of thousands, if not hundreds
of thousands of lives, and has completely redefined
animal sheltering in the U.S. and abroad. Shelters
from coast to coast, and even across the world,

have ended the killing thanks to Redemption.

When the Tompkins County SPCA in Ithaca,
New York became a No Kill community, I under-
stood that the innovative, new approach we had
brought to sheltering had the potential to radically
transform every shelter in America, just as it had
transformed ours. I knew that there was nothing
unique about our community that differentiated it
from any other, and that by using the same for-
mula we had used, every shelter in America could
become a No Kill shelter. Ours was a story of hope
and inspiration, and one I knew I had to share with
others to ensure similar results nationwide. Putting
“pen to paper,” I told our story in a book, one I
originally began writing while I was still the Exec-
utive Director of the Tompkins County shelter.
But it became a radically different book based on
my experiences after leaving Ithaca and after the
founding of the No Kill Advocacy Center, my or-
ganization dedicated to spreading the No Kill
Equation model of sheltering across the country.

At the time of its initial founding, there were sev-
eral ways in which I intended to spread the good
news about what we had accomplished in Ithaca
and the promise it held for every shelter in Amer-
ica. Not only was I going to do assessments for
shelters, I was going to hold national conferences,
and create a training academy for shelter managers
and directors on No Kill sheltering. But I quickly
found out the extent to which the status quo was
not interested in changing.

Today, the No Kill Advocacy Center’s annual No
Kill Conference brings together over goo people
from nearly every state in the U.S. and from across
the world, from as far away as Switzerland, Thai-
land, France, Australia, Japan and New Zealand, of
whom roughly half come from shelters. The others
include many professionals: lawyers, veterinarians,
legislators. But it wasn’t like that in the pre-Re-
demption days. The No Kill Advocacy had its first

conference back in 2005, followed up by another in

2006. We specifically marketed those conferences
to shelter directors and others in decision making
positions in city government that oversee them.
The schedule and workshops were ambitious. And
it included one-on-one time for community-spe-
cific private consultations. But very few people
showed up. That first year, we had less than 50 peo-
ple; the second one, even less than that. Almost all
of them were rescuers who held full time jobs

doing other things.

But I was not deterred, and I began visiting animal
shelters nationwide, not at the invitation of shelter
directors, but over their objections. I documented
what I saw and offered recommendations they did
not want. And while I was familiar with many of
the realities of killing in U.S. sheltering, having ex-
perienced them firsthand through my work as a
rescuer, with the Stanford Cat Network, the Palo
Alto Humane Society, the San Francisco SPCA, in
Tompkins County, and others places, what I came
to learn during that time not only confirmed my
worse suspicions, but introduced me to a depth of
dysfunction occurring at animal shelters about
which I was previously unaware. For though I had
already determined that much of the killing was
needless, I was not adequately prepared for what
else I found: the rampant neglect and abuse.

I would go into a very cosmopolitan city, a progres-
sive city, a city that likes to think of itself as ahead
of the curve culturally, socially, and politically, a
city like Los Angeles or New York, and the pound
system would be medieval in its barbarity. Across
the country, it was largely the same: filth, animals
wallowing in their own waste, untreated medical
conditions, lazy and inept managers, and neglectful
and abusive staff. The mythology that no one
wants to kill was not only off the mark, it was a
wholesale lie. And the numbers—the staggering
number of animals losing their lives in shelters de-
spite so many readily available, easily implemented
alternatives—began to make sense. I began to un-
derstand that the traditional excuses used to ex-
plain the killing were not only misinformed, they
were dead wrong, literally.

Before Redemption, there was a singular narrative to
explain, and condone, the killing occurring in
American shelters: a crisis of overpopulation
brought on by an uncaring, irresponsible American
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public. It was a rationalization repeated by almost
every shelter director, animal activist, and even by
No Kill advocates who wanted that killing to end
but believed that the key to doing so was to reform
the public, and not the shelters that were actually
doing the killing. Despite being involved in the an-
imal protection movement for many years already,
it was not until one afternoon shortly after I met
my future wife, Jennifer, that [ had ever heard any-
one question the belief that the killing was neces-
sary and argue that it could be brought to an end if
we simply refused to do it. After insisting to her
that, “There were too many animals and not
enough homes” and asking her, “What were shel-
ters supposed to do with them?” she correctly ar-
gued that even if it were true, killing animals was
still unethical and that as animal activists, it was
our job to find alternatives, not to blindly accept
that the killing was a fait accompli about which we
could do nothing to change. She argued that if we
took killing off the table, human ingenuity and
human compassion would find a way to make it
work. But, more importantly, she asked me how I
knew it was true that pet overpopulation was real
and that killing animals was therefore inevitable.

How did I know? Because I had heard it repeated a
thousand times. Because I took the fact of killing in
shelters and then rationalized the reason backward.
But I was too embarrassed to admit so. Here I was:
a Stanford Law student who wore my 4.0 depart-
ment GPA, my highest honors in Political Science,
my Phi Beta Kappa, and my Summa Cum Laude,
as a badge of my smarts and I came face to face
with my own sloppy logic and slipshod thinking
about the issue. “It just is,” I said (lamely).

Like so many before me, I had accepted that the
killing must be necessary for the simple fact that it
was occurring. Who would ever want to kill ani-
mals if there was any other choice? I asked myself
rhetorically. But therein began a journey that
started in the San Francisco Bay Area, then Tomp-
kins County, then visiting and working with hun-
dreds of shelters across the country only to
discover that my first hand experiences did not
conform to this narrative: that animals, in fact,
were being not being killed as a last resort, but the
first one. Killing was easy and killing was conven-
ient, so shelter directors and their staff made no ef-
fort to come up with alternatives.
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In shelter after shelter, I would find animals being
killed so that cages did not have to be cleaned and
the animals inside them wouldn’t have to be fed,
sparing staff the effort of doing the job they were
being paid by the public to perform. In shelter after
shelter, I found empty cages, sometimes banks and
banks of them. And so I began reviewing data. I re-
viewed statistics on animal intakes and studies on
available homes. I studied the data reported by over
1,000 shelters nationwide. I reviewed the data from
the states that mandate shelter reporting. And I
compared it with national studies on birth, death,
and acquisition rates for companion animals. The
conclusion became not just inescapable, but unas-
sailable: the number of homes in America vastly
exceeds the number of shelter animals in need of a
home. The animal protection movement had gotten
it wrong. We could be a No Kill nation today.

Since that time, cities and towns across America
have ended the convenience killing and they did so
through adoptions; the vast majority in six months
or less and some before a comprehensive steriliza-
tion program was even in place. In the case of
Tompkins County, it was literally overnight. And
since that time, other studies have not only proved
I was right, they showed I was conservative. To be
sure, millions of animals are being killed in our na-
tion’s shelters every year, and that is nothing short
of a national tragedy. But they are not being killed
because of the reasons we have been told. They are
not dying because of a lack of homes. They are
dying because of a lack of caring and a lack of inno-
vation, a failure to embrace proven methods of life-
saving. As I state at the end of Redemption, animals
are dying in shelters for primarily one reason: be-
cause the people in shelters choose to kill them in

the face of readily-available lifesaving alternatives.

Tragically, my appeals to the sheltering establish-
ment, and the large, national non-profits which
claim to be serving in a leadership capacity for our
shelters, to acknowledge and address the true
causes of shelter killing and its proven cure fell on
defiant ears. I came to realize that groups like the
ASPCA, HSUS, and AHA were not interested in
the truth because they didn’t need to be. They had
grown large, wealthy, and powerful merely lament-
ing the killing and portraying it as a necessity to
the American public, and so there was simply no
reason to rock the boat, to change course, or to
upset the balance of power which favored them and



their friends and colleagues operating kill shel-
ters. Their indifference to a proven solution, their
failure to respond to overtures to work collabora-
tively together, and their unrelenting misrepresen-
tation of No Kill and No Kill advocates taught me
that it was futile to continue to appeal to people
who were not interested in changing, and that if I
was to succeed, I needed to change the climate of
public opinion in which shelters and these groups
were forced to operate. I needed to take my mes-
sage of hope to those who truly cared about the fate
of our nation’s homeless animals: the American

public. And so I wrote Redemption.

Immediately after was published, I borrowed
money and went on a 20 city coast-to-coast book
tour, appearing in Boston, New York, Chicago,
Seattle, Indianapolis, Portland, and elsewhere. At
the time, there was only a small number of people
with whom I could have a knowing conversation
about the myth of pet overpopulation, about how
utterly needless the killing was, about the very real
ability to end it today. As I prepared to stand up in
front of crowds of rescuers, animal activists, and
animal lovers and tell them that everything they
had been taught to believe about shelter killing was
wrong, | was not sure how I would be received.
How would people react to my telling them that
pet overpopulation—the false narrative to which
the animal protection movement had been prostrat-
ing itself and sacrificing animals by the millions
for—did not exist? How would people respond to
the news that we had all been living in Plato’s cave,
mistaking shadows for reality by convincing our-
selves that killing was a “necessary” evil, when in
reality, it was just evil?

The first city I visited (outside of the friendly turf
in Ithaca) was just outside of Boston in Lexington,
Massachusetts. Poetically, my speech and book
signing were held at a museum located on the very
site of the first battle of the American Revolution.
It may not have been the “shot heard round the
world,” but there, I fired my first public volley at
the myth of pet overpopulation. I told the crowd to
stop using the term “euthanasia” to describe shelter
killing, to stop using the term “pet overpopulation”
when it does not exist, to stop portraying shelter
killing as the fault of the public, to stop seeking
laws that empower animal control to impound and
kill more animals, and to stop portraying the prob-

lem as insurmountable and not in the direct control
of shelter managers. When I was done, I held my
breath and waited... And then it came as it would
in every city I would visit: thunderous applause.
My faith in my fellow rescuers and animal activists
was not misplaced. In Indianapolis, Pittsburgh,
Minneapolis, Kansas City, Austin, San Antonio,
and every other city I visited, animal lovers, so
weary of the killing, the killing apologia, and the
false cures that never delivered, welcomed and cele-
brated what I had to say with unbridled enthusi-
asm. And as word began to spread, the crowd in
each city I spoke in was larger than the one before
until by the end of the tour, I was speaking to
standing room only crowds of many hundred.

The response I received during that six-week book
tour showed me that the mood of the nation had
shifted and even if they did not know it, the na-
tional groups were speaking a dying language. And
despite the attacks from the so-called “leaders” of
the movement who maligned me as a heretic, mail
and e-mail brought something very important to
me: proof of Redemption’s impact on my true con-
stituency, the animal lover with a troubled heart,
the rescuer who has to pretend to be friends with
the cruel and corrupt shelter manager because they
hold animals hostage, the shelter volunteer forced
to look away from abuse for fear of being barred
from the facility if they spoke out. Redemption gave
these people hope not only because it prescribed a
kinder form of animal sheltering, but because it
broke the code of silence within the animal protec-
tion movement, ending the taboo against criticizing
shelters no matter how many animals they kill nor
how inept or uncaring their staff may be. It is these
letters and expressions of gratitude that kept me
going and, in recurring moments of exhaustion,
still keep me going.

When it was first published, nearly 100 copies of
Redemption were being sold every day. It climbed to
the top 500 at Barnes & Noble and became the best-
selling animal rights book in the country. And
then, a bit later, came something else. The letters
and e-mails from shelter directors and government
administrators who wrote that Redemption turned
them around. And they, in turn, turned their shel-
ters around. One spoke of how she used to look for
reasons to kill animals in her shelter and, after Re-

demption, she now finds ways to save them. An-
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other spoke of taking a shelter with a 20-year reign
of killing under his watch to No Kill overnight.
Letters like these arrived from across the country,
proof that the book was not just changing minds,
but saving lives.

The No Kill movement in New Zealand is also
born of the book. It is the basis for emerging suc-
cess in Australia. From North America to Europe,
Redemption is reforming shelters and putting No
Kill on the agenda of communities around the
world. Not only did it spark a worldwide move-
ment, it is directly responsible for the achievement
of No Kill communities across the globe.

When truly caring people read Redemption, it gives
them hope. They follow the model it advocates.
And they achieve No Kill overnight. The lives
saved rather than killed in places as diverse as Ken-
tucky, Indiana, Nevada, Minnesota, and elsewhere
are testament to the power of the pen, and the com-
passion of most people. Seven years after it was
first published, we are now harvesting the seeds Re-
demption has planted. Killing shelters and the na-
tional organizations that legitimize them are on the
defensive. Governments are passing laws demand-
ing reform. Communities are increasingly embrac-
ing the No Kill paradigm. As I wrote in the

foreword of the second edition,

The Humane Society of the United States’
(HSUS) favorite misnomer “euthanasia” has lost
its cache. Rescue groups and animal advocates have
stopped using it and other HSUS euphemisms
such as “putting them to sleep” to describe the ab-
horrent practice of systematic shelter killing. Peo-
ple are more aware of widespread mistreatment of
animals in shelters. And they are less tolerant of
the poor care and the killing, the excuses built up
over the decades to justify it, and the legitimacy
that groups like HSUS give to it. This has put the
large national humane groups on the defensive, try-
ing to take credit for the decline in killing nation-
ally even as they opposed and in some cases
continue to oppose the programs responsible for it,
and by softening their anti-No Kill positions.

Redemption debunks the myth of pet overpopulation
and puts the blame for the killing where it belongs:
on the shoulders of the very shelter directors who
find killing easier than doing what is necessary to
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stop it, on the local governments who continue to
place them under the regressive oversight of health
and police departments (and even under sanita-
tion!), and on shelter managers who protect uncar-
ing and even cruel staff members at the expense of
the animals.

More than all of that, average people are now aware
that shelters kill. And they are aware that there are
some shelters and communities that do not kill.
After reading the book, one animal lover in Los
Angeles, California, told me: “At least now we
know what—or more accurately, who—the problem
is.” We also know how to make them stop. And in
more communities nationwide, we have.

It seems everywhere I turn, there is yet another
reason to celebrate. Austin embraces the No Kill
Equation in a unanimous vote by the City Council.
Delaware unanimously passes shelter reform legis-
lation that reduces killing in that state 78 percent.
A Kentucky community celebrates its sixth No Kill
year. A Canadian community reduces killing by 70
percent. A New Zealand shelter finishes the year
with a 99 percent rate of lifesaving. In 2012, it is dis-
covered that a new U.S. community has achieved a
9o percent save rate by following the No Kill Equa-
tion model of sheltering every week, on average.
Unthinkable, just a few short years ago. And it is
now happening all the time, all over the world. A
No Kill nation is truly within our reach and getting
closer with each passing day.

WHERE REDEMPTION GETS IT WRONG

Yet despite its tremendous influence and the many
positive developments that have resulted from it, as
with any book of first impression written about a
movement that was in its infancy, the book was
based on a limited dataset and some of the conclu-
sions that were drawn in the book have therefore
not withstood the test of time. In addition, I be-
lieved that the political climate of the animal pro-
tection movement when the book was published
demanded a pragmatic approach to discussing cer-
tain issues that not yet a decade later already seem
antiquated, just as I had hoped back then, and I ex-
plain below, they would someday become. There-
fore, I am the first to admit that Redemption is not
without its errors and if I were to write Redemption
today, it would be a different book; in some cases, a

radically different book.



More comprehensive statistics combined with
tremendous gains in veterinary medicine, behavior
rehabilitation, and the development of life-affirm-
ing programs to address the needs of behaviorally
challenged dogs and terminally ill animals, have
opened up exciting new possibilities—possibilities
that the widening success of the No Kill movement
and its resulting shift in the climate of public opin-
ion now allow to be debated and discussed in a far
more straightforward and less theoretical manner,
without the concomitant danger of enabling disin-
genuous distractions by No Kill critics.

At the time I finished writing Redemption, there
were only a handful of communities known to me
that were saving above go percent of all animals,
and the excuses used to justify the killing of mil-
lions of animals every year were still fully en-
trenched and beyond debate, chief among them
that No Kill jeopardized public safety by placing
dangerous dogs into a community and that No Kill
meant keeping animals who were dying alive to
suffer. With healthy, treatable, and friendly ani-
mals dying in shelters by the millions and making
up the majority of animals being killed, I deliber-
ately chose to focus much of the book’s attention
on the ability of shelters to immediately save these
animals, not because I felt the others to be less wor-
thy, but because I hoped that by doing so I would
deny the entrenched interests championing the tra-
ditional “catch and kill” form of sheltering the abil-
ity to deliberately misrepresent my intention and
with it, perpetuate harmful stereotypes about the
No Kill movement that would detract from my
message. [t was also my hope that as more and
more shelters embraced the No Kill paradigm and
were able to bring an end to the killing of healthy
and treatable animals, the cracks in the safety net
for these other animals would become more glar-
ing, and programs would naturally evolve at such
shelters that would allow for life-affirming re-
sponses to the needs of “aggressive” and terminally
ill animals that were more consistent with their
new and more enlightened values. That is to say, I
believed that the philosophical reorientation neces-
sary for shelters to achieve No Kill would in-
evitably lead to more humane responses to caring
for those animals at greatest risk, but whose needs
were more challenging and, at the time, tragically,
far more controversial. Thankfully, at many No
Kill shelters, that is exactly what has occurred, but

in ways I regret I failed to anticipate; ways that
now cause some of the statements I made in Re-

demption to make me wince.

I welcome and celebrate these exciting develop-
ments not merely as an extension of the No Kill
philosophy, but as integral to its core paradigm, as
essential as saving the lives of healthy and treatable
animals. I hope that the groups experimenting and
succeeding with these new approaches continue to
do so and to share their important discoveries with
others seeking to emulate their success so that they
may spread and themselves become the status quo.
So that my words and advocacy never stand in the
way of this important evolution, I want to discuss
several things I wrote in Redemption that today I
now categorically reject. Here’s where I went
wrong.

RETHINKING EUTHANASIA

In a discussion of what animals were savable, I
wrote: “No one wants hopelessly ill or injured dogs
and cats kept alive while irremediably suffering,
because that is cruel. No one wants truly vicious
dogs placed into the community, because that is
dangerous.” Admittedly, I wrote extensively of the
need to put rigor in those determinations, that be-
havior and veterinary medicine advances would
change the nature of who fit into these categories,
and the importance of embracing both sanctuary
care for truly aggressive dogs and palliative/hos-
pice care for terminally ill animals. But even with
all the caveats, I think the statement as written was
far too emphatic. As to the latter, shelters are now
proving that we can rehabilitate dogs even with
multiple bite histories and while I predicted that
such advancements would occur and that their ab-
sence did not render the killing of these dogs by
any means ethical, but rather entirely expedient, I
should have also been more open to the possibilities
of creative, alternative placements for aggressive
dogs as I was already doing for cats with behavior
issues. As for the former, the growing fields of vet-
erinary palliative and hospice care for terminally ill
animals are indeed putting greater rigor into the
process by which we make end of life decisions for
our animals, while simultaneously working to
lessen the suffering that results from the process of

dying.

Until recently, I’ve never had an ethical dilemma
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with euthanasia for end of life in my irremediably
suffering animal companions. I never hastily made
the decision and have always waited until the very
end, using “euthanasia” to prevent my companion
animals from experiencing what I hope are only
the last hours or, at most, day or two of suffering
before they would die naturally. I do not believe it
is acceptable to kill an animal at the point of a
grave diagnosis or when death is not imminent; the
open question is at the end-stages of a terminal dis-
ease when the animal deeply suffers. Only under
those circumstances have I ever believed in the
morality of such a decision. In other words, it is
only when I have been certain that a natural death
was about to occur anyway that I have chosen to
“euthanize”—to spare my animals what can often
be the last, painful moments of their bodies shut-
ting down. But the truth is that we tend to be
clumsy at making those determinations and so we
have to be very careful and very vigilant.

I also can’t help but think of larger implications;
that if hospice care were the norm and people no
longer killed their companion animals even at the
end-stages of their lives, or at the very least, if
doing so was not the common choice, the ramifica-
tions for the sanctity of animal life would be
tremendous. If the discussion were to unfold as a
movement, as a society, within the larger veteri-
nary community and carried the same weight and
gravity that it evokes when the topic relates to the
same issue, but concerns our human family mem-
bers, the impact on society’s tolerance for the mass
killing in what we euphemistically call “shelters”
(but are often little more than death camps) would
be sea-changing.

It has been said that rare is the individual who can
see beyond the mores of his or her own time. I've
always admired such people and try to emulate
them. Even if I never get there, I strive to. I strug-
gle to. That is why I read history; to remind myself
that those in our past who have moved us forward
were those who continually questioned the ac-
cepted values and beliefs of their time, and never
let custom or the pervasiveness of a practice—or
the controversy that inevitably results from doing
so—deter them from championing what they de-
duced to be right. In doing so, they laid out a vision
for a more compassionate and ethical future for all
of us. And so I continually question, and will con-
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tinue to question, regardless of what may seem like
a practical imperative, whether we go far enough in
our actions for and in defense of our companion an-
imal friends and family. It is a tremendous respon-
sibility to speak for the interests of someone
else—especially when that someone else cannot
speak for themselves, when it involves life and
death, and when it is someone you care about, rely-
ing on you to champion their best interests when
they cannot. Is any of this ever entirely knowable?
Perhaps yes; perhaps no. But with so much left to
be discovered on this topic, making emphatic state-
ments in defense of either position seem not only
foolhardy, but irresponsible, and I therefore regret
having done so.

THE NUMBERS

At the time Redemption was published, very little
research into the number of available homes in the
United States had been done, and the figures I cited
have since been revised, further substantiating my
claim that the demand for companion animals in
this country vastly exceeds shelter “supply.” In
other words, the news for animals on this score
which was already good has gotten even better. In
Redemption, I wrote that there are more new homes
available for cats every year than cats being killed
in shelters and about two times as many homes for
dogs than dogs being killed. We now know, thank-
fully, that even those numbers were deeply conser-
vative. The magnitude is far greater as discussed in
detail elsewhere in this book (see page 92). In other
words, the positive picture I painted that we can
adopt our way out of killing is so much better for
the animals.

But some of the numbers I used turned out to be
wrong, such as the number of free-living cats in the
U.S. The ultimate conclusions do not change, but
they are still worth correcting. The truth is we do
not know how many cats (and dogs) live on the
streets. Estimates vary widely from 12,000,000 on
the low end to 100,000,000 on the high end. Even
the word “estimate” is a misnomer; these numbers
are guesses, even wild guesses. In the best case sce-
nario, they are the result of unwarranted extrapola-
tion: multiplying small amounts of data gathered
from often extreme circumstances. Although we do
not know how many cats live on the street, the
low-end of 12,000,000 may itself be too high.



The other number that needs revisiting is the no-
tion of a “go percent rule” I promulgated as a deter-
mination of when a shelter achieves No Kill. I
wrote in Redemption that ending the killing of
healthy and treatable animals is achieved when
shelters save roughly go percent of the animals.
Specifically, I wrote, “A shelter succeeds at saving
all healthy and treatable dogs and cats, including
feral cats, when it is saving roughly go to g5 percent
of all impounded animals.” Not only was I was
wrong about that number, but my biggest regret is
that it has been used by some shelters to claim No
Kill “victory” even when they are still taking the
lives of healthy and treatable animals, which was,
of course, never my intent. In order to understand
why, I need to explain how it came about and why
I believe it needs revising.

In 1998, the California legislature enacted a com-
prehensive shelter reform package that, among
other things, increased holding periods, incen-
tivized adoptions, made it illegal for public and pri-
vate shelters to kill animals who rescue groups
were willing to save, and made it the policy of the
state of California to end the killing of healthy and
treatable animals. The legislation was sponsored by
a very liberal Senator in partnership with a very
conservative Assembly Member. It passed 96 to 12,
winning a majority of both Democrats and Repub-
licans, as close to unanimity as possible in a state as
large and as diverse as California. It was signed by
the state’s Republican governor. Except for a few
curmudgeons, regressive shelter directors and large,
national animal protection groups like HSUS,
everyone wanted to save more lives.

As part of the reform, it defined “treatable” ani-
mals as those animals who could be rehabilitated
with “reasonable efforts.” The goal was to increase
the number of animals being saved. But increasing
the number of animals being saved was not the
goal of the leadership of those pounds, especially
since their budgets were sometimes determined by
how many animals they killed. So they did what
unethical people who have no regard for the lives
of animals do: they sought ways to exploit loop-
holes in the language of the state law to continue
killing. The fact that the people overwhelming de-
manded a commitment to lifesaving was of no mo-
ment. They were accountable to no one, least of all
those who paid their salaries with their tax and
philanthropic dollars.

Never mind that they were running institutions
that were supposed to reflect the values of their
constituents, that the killing was being done in the
name of the people of the State of California, and
that the people were being blamed for it. Never
mind that the very same people, through their
elected representatives, provided a framework for
lifesaving. Directors who killed with impunity be-
fore the law was enacted were committed to killing
afterward by flouting it, both in letter and spirit.

Some shelters simply ignored the law, ignored the
holding periods, ignored the rescue and other man-
dates and defiantly continued doing what they al-
ways did. (Kern County was sued six years after
enactment and had no choice but to admit “guilt.”)
Other directors throughout the state employed,
with the blessing of their superiors, definitions and
protocols to twist the meaning of statutory lan-
guage beyond recognition. Despite the fact that the
new law required shelters to provide dogs with reg-
ular exercise, the high killing pounds of San
Bernardino County claimed that walking a dog
from the front desk to his kennel during impound
and from his kennel to the killing room four days
later constituted the exercise demanded by the peo-
ple, an obvious absurdity; for why would the state
legislature pass a law intended to create reform that
merely mandated what these pounds had already
been doing? It wouldn’t. And San Bernardino offi-
cials knew it. It was dishonest, dishonorable, ille-
gal, and immoral to be sure. But for scofflaws in
agencies committed to a paradigm of neglect, abuse,
and killing, it was business as usual.

In order to ignore the legislative policy that no
treatable animals be put to death in California,
these and other pound directors employed equally
Orwellian definitions and policies. For example,
many California pounds defined a “treatable” ani-
mal as one suffering from only those conditions
that could be fully cured within the state mandated
holding period of four days. In one fell swoop, kit-
tens with conjunctivitis (eye infections), diarrhea,
or simple colds, side by side with dogs who had
kennel cough and other objectively and easily treat-
able medical and behavior conditions were now
considered “unadoptable” and “untreatable,” an ex-
cuse to continue putting them to death. In fact, the
American Humane Association, seeking to provide
these killing pounds with the political cover they
needed to ensure that their killing paradigm was
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not upended, even held a workshop where they told
shelters that if they do not budget any money for
medical care, they could say the animals were not
treatable because they had no money allocated to
treat them. In other words, a pound could claim
they had no treatable animals simply by refusing to
buy antibiotics. It was not what drafters or sup-
porters of the law intended.

But with national organizations telling communi-
ties that they were each permitted to define for
themselves which animals were healthy or treat-
able, that each community must determine for it-
self the lifesaving commitment, shelters were
claiming or alluding to the fact that they were No
Kill by defining the animals away (one shelter, for
example, claimed it was saving all “adoptable” ani-

mals despite putting to death 8o percent of the cats
and half of all dogs).

In response, my organization, the No Kill Advo-
cacy Center, sought a more rational, objective, and
honest standard. By looking at save rates of the
best performing shelters in the country, it found
that shelters were zeroing out the killing of healthy
and treatable animals at roughly between g1 percent
and at the time 93 percent of all the animals. Rather
than allow pounds and killing shelters to define
“healthy” and “treatable” or “adoptable” and “un-
adoptable” which they proved they could not be
trusted to do with integrity, the No Kill Advocacy
Center promulgated the 9o percent rule, arguing
that upwards of 10 percent of the animals entering
shelters were either hopelessly ill or injured, irre-
mediably suffering, and in the case of dogs, truly
vicious with a poor prognosis for rehabilitation.
Given that almost all communities across the coun-
try were killing the majority of all impounded ani-
mals, including healthy puppies and kittens, the
goal was to increase the number of animals saved
in shelters. Since that time, the number of known
communities that have exceeded a go percent rate
of lifesaving has grown to hundreds. Compared to
those such as the pound in Vermillion Parish,
Louisiana which refuses to allow any adoptions or
the pound in Memphis, Tennessee, which starves
animals to death, this is a monumental milestone
and a cause for celebration. But it is not the finish
line and was never intended to excuse any killing.

The fundamental tenet of the No Kill philosophy is

82 The Making of Redemption

that our commitment is to each individual animal
and that each individual animal is therefore enti-
tled to individual consideration. For the healthy
free-living cat who is killed in a community boast-
ing 9o percent save rates, the safety net has failed.
For the healthy dog who may be killed for being
untrained, the fact that nine out of ten other dogs
are being saved is meaningless. And for the rabbits
and other animals still being killed in large num-
bers because of the movement’s preoccupation with
dogs and cats, it offers them no protection of any
kind. It is not meaningless per se. Indeed, far from
it. But it is meaningless to these animals. They are
entitled to their very lives, a right that is not being
honored. The go percent goal was never intended to
be an excuse to kill either healthy or treatable ani-
mals, so long as the go percent threshold remains
intact and in fact that is what some shelters are

doing.

So why is this no longer an accurate way to meas-
ure success? For four primary reasons. First, the
“9o9% benchmark” was promulgated with a very
limited data set. We now have hundreds of cities
and towns across America saving above 9ooo of the
animals and, of those, there are communities sav-
ing 97%, 98%, even 99% of them, proving that in
citing 9o%, my original benchmark, was far too
low.

Second, advancements in veterinary medicine have
made some commonplace, once fatal illnesses in
the shelter no longer so, such as parvovirus. Par-
vovirus has a good to great prognosis for recovery.
In the past, it was a death sentence in a shelter.
Moreover, advancements in our understanding of
dog behavior have also allowed us to rehabilitate
dogs who we once considered nonrehabilitatable
and dangerous. Today, greater save rates are possi-
ble, so our duty to animals demands that we no
longer measure today’s performance by yesteryear’s
now antiquated veterinary standards.

The third important thing that has changed since I
first began promulgating the 9o benchmark a
decade ago is the climate of public opinion in which
shelter directors once operated. The first No Kill
communities were achieved by bold leaders with
the courage to challenge the status quo at a time
when virtually every shelter and every large, na-
tional animal protection group was openly hostile



to No Kill. These were people who were willing to
embrace a new way of operating, and that meant
being motivated by truly saving lives rather than
simply placating disgruntled, animal loving citi-
zens who organized for and demanded change. A
growing awareness of the viability of No Kill and
the exponential growth in communities achieving
unparalleled levels of lifesaving for their communi-
ties has stripped regressive shelter directors of the
political cover they once enjoyed. There is no
longer the same safety in numbers they once found
when they resisted change, and that, combined
with large, national groups likewise under pressure
to evolve (and evolving), it isn’t as easy as it once
was to resist or forestall positive improvement.
And so we are now seeing a more widespread im-
plementation of many of the programs and services
of the No Kill Equation by shelter directors who
once tenaciously fought such innovations—not be-
cause of an innate drive to do better for the animals
and people they serve, but because with an increas-
ingly savvy No Kill movement stripping them of
the myths and excuses they once used to justify
their resistance to greater lifesaving, many of them
simply have no choice but to evolve their practices.
(On a different but equally important note, this
success proves how easy it is to bring the vast ma-
jority of shelter killing—done primarily out of
habit and convenience—to an abrupt end. When
shelters stop compulsively reaching for the needle
as they have done for most of the history of animal
sheltering in this country and instead implement
simple, common sense alternatives to killing such
as foster care for sick and orphaned, neonatal ani-
mals, TNR for community cats instead of killing,
and actively promoting and marketing animals for
adoption instead of passively impounding and
killing them, much of the routine killing stops.
These successes prove that shelter killing is not, as
has been argued for over half a century, the fault of
the public, but rather, the fault of shelters which
choose to kill in spite of other options.)

Fourth, the large, national groups are embracing
methods of reducing killing that allow shelters to
do so without any additional work on their part by
telling them to simply stop taking in animals if
they don’t plan to do anything other than kill. In
what is no doubt terribly appealing to shelter direc-
tors who lack the internal compunction to save as

many lives as possible and do not want to do the
hard work of cleaning cages, medicating animals,
socializing them to keep them happy and healthy,
promoting them for adoption, and actually finding
them homes, the large, national groups are giving
them permission to respond to calls for shelter re-
form by working even less, not more. Campaigns
like the Million Cat Challenge and the California
White Paper invite shelters simply not to take ani-
mals in or only to take them in for purposes of ster-
ilizing and rerelease, rather than adoption. And
while I welcome shelters not taking in animals if
they plan to kill them in lieu of offering the care
they are being paid by taxpayers to provide and
while I acknowledge that not all cats outdoors are
in need of shelter assistance, this move to encour-
age shelters to simply abdicate their responsibilities
to animals instead of putting in the effort necessary
to not only take in animals but to care for them in a
life-affirming manner is a false choice, one that,
just as before, often places the interests of lazy
shelter directors before the welfare of the animals
they are tasked by the community they serve to
care for. In essence, the large, national groups pro-
moting this agenda, groups like HSUS and the
ASPCA, are telling shelter directors that in light of
public pressure being generated from nationwide
No Kill success, the best thing to do is not to inno-
vate and modernize operations, but to simply close
their doors, ironically prescribing that kill shelters
become the very thing that was once the backbone
of their efforts to publicly malign and disparage No
Kill shelters: the false accusation that they were
successful only because they turned their backs on
animals.

Because of changes such as these, no more does a
909% save rate necessarily hinge on a comprehensive
change in leadership that replaces the director who
dug in her heels with one eager to save lives and
personally unwilling to kill any healthy and treat-
able animal. Today, many shelters which are
achieving 9ooo save rates are doing so with the
same directors who once oversaw the shelter when
it was little more than an assembly line of killing.
Shelter directors of this sort find the same sort of
shield to enable and defend their needless killing in
the 9o benchmark that they once found in the col-
lective resistance to No Kill by the entire humane
movement. When you are an individual who is
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motivated not by what is right and by doing the
best job possible, but by putting in only the amount
of effort as is necessary to reduce public scrutiny
and complaint, there is no intrinsic motivation to
save the remaining ten percent of animals if saving
only 9o gets you off the hook. And as the last 109
may be more challenging, why bother when the
movement is willing to say you have already
crossed the finish line?

Of course, while I celebrate the fact that shelters
that use to kill 509 of the animals are now saving
909% and while I celebrate the hundreds that now
do so, allowing the last ten percent of animals who
are still being killed at these shelters to be swept
under the rug was never what I intended when I
began promoting the goo benchmark almost a
decade ago. And while, until somewhat recently,
the “90% Rule” was an incredibly powerful tool for
inspiring change, one that motivated activists, and
highlighted—by the sheer contrast it afforded—just
how poorly our nation’s shelters were performing,
changing circumstances have tragically allowed it
to morph into a tool that is being misused and
abused by unscrupulous shelter directors to justify
needless killing. The time has come to reach

higher.

While the “9oo Rule” is my progeny, it is one ne-
cessity and ethics compel me to reject and to urge
others to reject in favor of a more accurate and fair
gauge: the answer to the straightforward question:
Has a shelter fully and comprehensively ended the
killing of all healthy and treatable animals, what-
ever the species? Likewise, I encourage animal
lovers to reject the false answer of “Yes” when the
save rate is in the low gos. We must change with
the changing times.

THE LEXICON

In addition to these issues, there’s a need to revisit
some of the language used. Redemption correctly
states that a No Kill shelter can be public or pri-
vate, run by a municipal government or a humane
society, large or small, and either limited admission
(meaning it does not take in more animals than it
finds homes for) or open admission (meaning it
takes in all animals from its jurisdiction). Redemp-
tion further states that it is possible for all shelters
to be open admission No Kill shelters. These are
accurate statements. When shelters and national
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organizations claim “open admission” animal con-
trol facilities cannot be No Kill, they are not being
truthful. The ASPCA, for example, has written
that, “A no-kill shelter really can’t have an open
admission policy. It must limit its intake if it wants
to adopt out animals and not kill them.” This is
false. A No Kill shelter can be either “limited ad-
mission” or “open admission.” And there are
plenty of No Kill animal control shelters and thus
No Kill communities which prove it. Redemption
got that right. But it got the lexicon wrong.

The term “open admission” itself is problematic
and I regret accepting it at face value. For one, if a
shelter performing animal control for a community
has an appointment system for surrendering ani-
mals, does that mean it is no longer “open admis-
sion”? I think the question is somewhat of a red
herring if the shelter has an exception for animals
needing immediate admission, as when the person
relinquishing the animal simply refuses to wait.
While my first two years in Tompkins County
were a free-for-all, meaning anyone in our jurisdic-
tion could bring in an animal at any time, we did
put in place an appointment system in my third
year (although we took animals in when people
could not wait). Managing intake allowed us to bet-
ter serve the animals. Moreover, it allowed us to as-
sist people with trying to resolve any challenges
they were facing which caused them to call upon us
in the first place. It was very successful, consistent
with data in other jurisdictions that shows manag-
ing intake for non-strays does not lead to abandon-
ment, does not lead to people taking the animals to
surrounding shelters, gives people time to find a
home themselves, and in fact, when combined with
assistance, results in people working out their chal-
lenges and keeping their animals.

In 2009, for example, the Lynchburg Humane Soci-
ety in Virginia instituted an appointment system
for people wanting to surrender animals to the
shelter, with an exception for emergencies. At the
same time, it contacted shelters in neighboring
counties and told them that if a Lynchburg resident
tries to surrender an animal, they would come pick
the animal up immediately. In 2012, only three ani-
mals ended up at neighboring shelters and it is not
clear they even tried to surrender them to Lynch-
burg before doing so. At the same time, the number
of stray animals continued to decline, rather than



increase as predicted by killing apologists who
claim that shelters that do not unconditionally ac-
cept every animal put those animals at risk for
abandonment. In other words, managed intake
does not increase abandonment rates or cause other
shelters to have to “pick up the slack.”

The problem comes when the term “open admis-
sion” refers to shelters that kill. In that circum-
stance, the term is a misnomer because there is no
such thing as an “open admission” kill shelter.
Why? Kill shelters are closed to people who love
animals. They are closed to people who might have
lost their job or lost their home but do not want
their animals to die. They are closed to Good
Samaritans who find animals but do not want
them killed. They are closed to animal lovers who
want to help save lives but will not be silent in the
face of needless killing. Indeed, for the animals
these shelters kill, shelter is by no means what the
animals receive. On the contrary, such shelters do
not shield animals from harm, but rather, they in-
flict it.

Here’s just one example. One morning after Tomp-
kins County became a No Kill community, a
woman brought in a stray cat she had found. She
explained to me how this was the first time she had
ever brought an animal to the shelter. In the past,
whenever she found an animal in need, she took
the animal home. She explained how she often felt
overwhelmed by the amount of animals she had to
care for, but she didn’t have a choice because the
shelter would have killed any cats she found and
brought in, something she would never allow them
to happen. She then expressed relief and gratitude
that Tompkins County was now No Kill, and had
a shelter she could turn to for help.

Ironically, kill shelters are so enmeshed in their so-
called “open door” philosophy that they are blind
to any proactive steps that might limit the numbers
of animals coming in through those doors, like pet
retention programs, or that might increase the
numbers of animals adopted, like comprehensive
marketing campaigns. “Open door” does not mean
“more humane” when the end result is mass
killing. In fact, even HSUS has recently told shel-
ters in California not to accept healthy cats if all
they are going to do is kill them and that they

should switch to an appointment-based surrender

system. I no longer use the term in these circum-
stances.

WHO Is AN “ADOPTABLE” ANIMAL?
There’s little doubt that San Francisco was ahead
of its time in the early to mid-1990s. At a time
when the city was saving three out of four animals,
many cities of its size were killing that many. It
was pioneering new programs which have since re-
defined and even revolutionized sheltering in
America. And, like Tompkins County, it electrified
the movement nationally. But as I made clear in
Redemption, it never achieved No Kill. I regret,
however, that I did not go into the details of those
challenges enough. One of those challenges was the
definition of which animals were “healthy” and
“treatable.”

As discussed in the film, the head of the city shel-
ter fought the San Francisco SPCA'’s effort virtu-
ally every step of the way. One of the claims he
made was that the SPCA would use a self-serving,
narrow definition of which animals were consid-
ered “adoptable” and which were not, and thus
claim to do a better job than it was, in fact, doing.
This begs the question of why he killed those ani-
mals, rather than finding them a home himself, but
he was less interested in doing that than fighting
the SPCA’s efforts to do so. (At the time, he had
allied himself with the heads of other regressive
shelters in the Bay Area who felt deeply threatened
by the SPCA'’s success and what it was proving to
be possible.) The SPCA, nonetheless, did not want
the appearance of mislabeling animals, so it gave
the city pound exclusive authority to determine
which animals were healthy and treatable.

Unfortunately, the pound did not act with in-
tegrity. Initially, no dogs classified as “Pit Bulls”
made it into those categories. It was arbitrary,
wrong, unethical, but wholly consistent with many
shelters at the time which had enacted their own
bans on the adoption of any dog they considered a
“Pit Bull.” Of course, when I got to Tompkins
County, as I ran the pound and was not reliant on
others, we saved them all, including dogs classified
as “Pit Bulls.” San Francisco, however, had to con-
tend with a regressive pound structure. It took
some time, some advocacy, and some pressure, but
these dogs did start to come to the SPCA, not
many at first, but increasingly over time. The
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process was never allowed to come to fruition, and
No Kill was never actually reached as I discuss in
the book and the film when all pretensions to No
Kill were finally abandoned by a new President and
I left the organization.

WHO WAS FIRST?

There are other problems with Redemption, but I’ll
leave it at that. It opened up a conversation that
has dramatically changed the movement and I re-
main very proud of it. It got a lot right. It is still
highly relevant, problems and all. And, of course,
this film is born of that book. But there is one last
open question that has resulted from the publica-
tion of Redemption that deserves discussion: Was
Tompkins County the first No Kill community?

Let me begin by saying that if in fact it was not,
that is actually great news. If other communities
had done it before, it means two things: 1. Animals
were saved, instead of killed; 2. It is further proof
that No Kill works and, to the extent they are No
Kill to this day, sustainable. What has never been
questioned, however, was the important role
Tompkins County’s success played in electrifying
the No Kill movement nationally. It was the
lodestar which activists across the country used to
achieve the same success in their own community.
It was the shelter which established the No Kill
Equation as a national model responsible for simi-
lar success in other communities. It proved No Kill
was possible in a largely rural community. It was
directly responsible for future success in communi-
ties like Austin and Charlottesville. Nationally, the
movement was unaware of other such communities
at the time. And, of course, it led to Redemption
which helped change everything.

Moreover, the discussion of who was first, which
may be interesting from a historical perspective, is
decidedly uninteresting from our advocacy for a
No Kill nation. It is a distraction, one more in a
long line from critics of mine who are intent on
discrediting me and are willing to sacrifice the hard
work and achievements of the deeply passionate
people who made a lifesaving difference in Tomp-
kins County. I suppose we should take comfort
that the discussion has shifted from “No Kill is a
lie” to “Tompkins County wasn’t the first No Kill
community” among the Naysayers. That is
progress, for in engaging in such an argument they
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are now admitting No Kill is possible. That alone is
victory for the animals. But is it true? Truth be
told, there may be a community we simply do not
know about, but I do not think so.

At the time, there were a handle of communities
nationwide with at least a 9goos save rate and I con-
tacted the ones we knew of (three in Colorado and
one in Michigan, for example). They either killed
healthy and treatable “feral” cats, did not adopt out
“Pit Bulls,” or did not take in or save non-dog and
cat species. The biggest contender among the revi-
sionist history crowd, however, is Otsego County,
Michigan. According to one critic of my work, “the
first shelter to report a go percent+ save rate ap-
pears to have been Otsego County, Michigan,
where credible reports give 1999 as the date that
they achieved a 9o percent+ live release rate.” Put-
ting aside the notion that go percent does not nec-
essarily equate with No Kill as discussed earlier,
this critic also admits that they were not able to
supply full, and in some years any, statistics prior
to 2007. But let’s look at the evidence anyway.

Otsego is a small community of less than 30,000
people and takes in several hundred animals a year.
The shelter is only open until 4 pm Monday
through Friday and for three hours on the weekend.
Until very recently, Michigan had a quirk in its
state reporting structure that only required shelters
to report animals they considered “adoptable.” It is
why another shelter was reporting a 100 percent
rate of lifesaving until the law was changed and
then it dropped into the 30th percentile. I am not
suggesting that Otsego did this. I just do not know
and my efforts to get comprehensive data for the
1990s and early 2000s were also unsuccessful. In ad-
dition, the 1999 No Kill resolution by that shelter
specifically describes the policy as “No Kill for
adoptables.” In fact, the safety net of care did not
then and does not now include all healthy and
treatable community cats, as it did during my
tenure in Tompkins County. Although a local res-
cue group offers TNR and occasionally relocates
“feral” cats to barns, to this very day, if someone
brings in a “feral” cat, shelter staff ask them to fill
out what they call a “euthanize card.” While the
No Kill resolution specifically excludes animals,
including cats, deemed “aggressive” which is how
they classify frightened “feral” cats, in a telephone
call to the shelter this year, staff admitted that cats



who are not socialized to people are killed. That is giving birth. Healthy also includes animals who are ex-
not No Kill by any reasonable definition. hibiting behaviors considered normal for the species such

as house soiling, territorial marking, barking, chewing,

According to the No Kill Advocacy Center:
digging or scratching behavior. Likewise free-living com-

Conditions such as fleas, ear mites, or pregnancy do not munity cats who are inhibited in social interactions with

. . :
change the animal’s status from being healthy since they humans are not exhibiting abnormal behavior for the

are resolved through professionally standard routine

species...

shelter care or, in the case, of pregnant animals, through

Achieved "No-Kill" Municipal Shelter's Annual Intake Municipal Shelter
==p|Tompkins County, NY 2001 2,177|2010 |Tomkins County SPCA

2010 Maddie's Fund Statistics Attached.
Charlottesville, VA | 2006] 3,737/2010 |Charlottesville Albemarle SPCA
2010 Maddie's Fund Statistics Attached.
Terre Haute, IN | 2008| 3,487|2009 |Terre Haute Humane Society
2009 Maddie's Fund Statistics Attached.
Berkeley, CA 2009 2,306(2010 |Berkeley Alliance for Homeless

Animals Coalition

2010 Maddie's Fund Statistics Attached.

Marquette, Ml 2009 1,716(2010 |Upper Peninsula Animal Welfare
Shelter

Michigan 2010 Annual Animal Shelter Activity Report Attached.

=3 |Otsego County, Ml | 2009] 7102010 |Otsego County Animal Shelter
Michigan 2010 Annual Animal Shelter Activity Report Attached.
Grosse lle, M| | 2009] 363[2010 |Grosse Ile Animal Shelter
Michigan 2010 Annual Animal Shelter Activity Report Attached.
Kansas City, KS | 2009] 2,445|2011 |[Kansas City Kansas Animal Control

According to the website for the Humane Society of the Greater Kansas City, they pull the "adoptable" animals from the
municipal shelter every day. The municipal shelter run by Kansas City Kansas Animal Control doesn't post their statistics,
and the office manager | spoke with over the phone advised that she did not have access to those statistics. An email was
sent to the facility's manager, Captain Angell, requesting the statistics. - Recieved statistics for 2011 on 3/14/2012.

Benzie County, MI [ 2010] 411]2010 |Benzie County Animal Control
Michigan 2010 Annual Animal Shelter Activity Report Attached.

Chippewa County, Ml | 2010| 1,000|2010 |Chippewa County Animal Control
Michigan 2010 Annual Animal Shelter Activity Report Attached.

Boulder, CO [ 2010] 359[2011 |Boulder City Animal Shelter
Acquired stats by speaking with the manager of Boulder City Animal Shelter, Mary Jo Frazier, over the phone.

King George County, VA 2010 571(2011 |King George Animal Control and

Pound Facility
Statistics from the King George Animal Control website, a print out of which is attached.

Healdsburg, CA [ 2010] 6012011 |Healdsburg Animal Shelter
2010 Maddie's Fund Statistics Attached.
Fluvanna County, VA | 2010] 1,100[2010 [Fluvanna SPCA

Statistics not posted. Their 2011 newsletter states that they received 1,100 animals during their 2010-2011 annual
fundraiser campaign, which | believe ran from October 2010 to October 2011.

Duluth, MN 2010 2,721|2010 (Duluth Animal Control and Animal
Allies Humane Society

The attached statistics for the municipal shelter are only available in combination with the Humane Society's.

Houghton County, Ml | 2010| 781|2010 |Copper Country Humane Society

Michigan 2010 Annual Animal Shelter Activity Report Attached.

Williamsburg, VA | 2010] 1,710[2010 |Heritage Humane Society

Heritage Humane Society is the contracted municipal shelter for the city of Williamsburg. Statistics attached.

Southampton, NY 2010 1,000/2010 ([Southampton Animal Shelter
Foundation

Southampton Animal Shelter Foundation runs the municipal shelter for the city of Southampton. Statistics are not posted,
however Edward Fritz, the Executive Director for SASF, in July 2011 stated an annual intake of just over 1,000 animals
(website attached).

Shelby County, KY | 2010] 1,700/2010 [Shelby County Animal Shelter
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In other words, free-living community cats (“feral
cats”) are considered healthy, despite their lack of
socialization to humans. In order to achieve No
Kill, a shelter or community must “zero out”
deaths for these healthy or treatable cats as well. A
shelter is not No Kill if it is still killing healthy
cats. And Otsego County admits that they do. In
fact, they ask people to fill out a “euthanize card.”

Back then, there was also an open question about
animals surrendered by their families. While they
now accept them without restriction, that was not
always the case as I learned back in the mid-2000s.
And while I am a proponent of managed intake to
save lives and do not believe shelters should take in
any savable animal they intend to kill, during the
first two years of the Tompkins County No Kill
initiative, we accepted all animals without restric-
tion, without waiting lists, and without appoint-
ments. We were open seven days a week until 5:30
and we took them in by the thousands.

Finally, in no way is this discussion meant to take
away from their incredible achievements or the
hard work of Otsego County’s animal lovers. They
deserve our thanks and admiration. But when I
asked a spokesperson from that shelter several
years ago about this issue, before the achievement
of being the first became a source of pride, they
told me that they first achieved “No Kill,” with full
intake of strays and surrenders, in 2009. They said
the same thing to a municipal administrator in an-
other jurisdiction who was doing research on No
Kill sheltering policies for his city, as he docu-
mented in the graphic on the previous page.

Putting all that aside, when Tompkins County
achieved success, I specifically stated that we were,
as I believed and continue to believe, the first full
service No Kill community, where no savable dogs,
cats, including feral cats, rabbits, birds, mice,
guinea pigs, hamsters, rats, chickens, goats, horses,
lizards, fish and others were killed. Otsego only ac-
cepts dogs and cats (and still kills cats deemed
“feral”). To this day, given the movement’s sole
preoccupation with dogs and cats, therefore, that
may still be the case.*

The last contender for which was the first No Kill
community is Kanab, Utah, home of Best Friends
Animal Society. It has only recently emerged as a
contender on a theory posited by a critic of my
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work who is largely driven by spite. Although this
critic first posited Otsego County as the first, and
then when the facts did not back that up, changed
it to several communities in Colorado, claims
which are also contradicted by the facts, she now
suggests it was the City of Kanab in 1986. She
writes that Best Friends “reports they informally
took over animal control and sheltering” and “had
a live release rate of well over goos.” Of course, a
909% save rate does not mean a community is No
Kill as amply demonstrated throughout. But that
isn’t the main problem with this latest, novel the-

ory.

The first is that the people who started Best
Friends and would have known if they were No
Kill never claimed they were, until, according to
my critic, recently. For example, they celebrated
when I announced that Tompkins County
achieved No Kill in 2001. They published an article
I wrote highlighting it as the first in their maga-
zine. And the leadership called to congratulate me;
several of its founders (including those now claim-
ing it was them) telling me that they thought it
would take years before it happened. They even
produced a No Kill timeline, distributed widely,
that marked 2001 as the year No Kill was achieved
and in Tompkins County. And they celebrated it

as such at their annual conferences.

After Best Friends and I split when Oreo was
killed by the ASPCA and they backed the
ASPCA’s effort to defeat rescue rights legislation
(see pages 131-132), the timeline was changed to
claim that San Francisco was the first No Kill com-
munity and Tompkins County the second. More-
over, at the time, Kanab was killing healthy dogs
and, in fact, was killing them cruelly: by heart
stick. Now, as my criticism of Best Friends’ many
betrayals intensify, it seems history has been
rewritten once again as some of them—the very
people who called to congratulate me, who pro-
duced the timelines, who published an article I
wrote recounting our success, who celebrated it at
their conferences, and who have the same knowl-
edge now that they did then—have decided to
make the claim that they were the first.

Nevertheless, at the end of the day, the most im-
portant thing is ending the killing in communities
across the U.S., not splitting hairs in what often
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killed, including all community cats
and other savable animals, but that

“Next year, the Tompkins County SPCA will be one
hundred years old. And next year, we’ll be the first
traditional shelter that serves as an animal control agency
and assumes the responsibility for every stray animal,
where no feral cat or sick or injured treatable animal is
euthanized. That has been the case since my first day of
work, June 11, 2001. And that includes goats, chickens,
bunnies, guinea pigs, and other assorted critters, too.”

both history and facts support such a
claim and not merely the appetite of
a spiteful vendetta.

In sum, despite all that Redemption
got right and all that I would change
if [ were writing the book with hind-
sight, the bottom line is that the
book was a game changer and its un-

- Excerpt from an article entitled “Diary of a No Kill Shelter Director,”
published in Best Friends Magazine, March/ April, 2002

derlying message of hope and (wait
for it) redemption, remains the
same:

We have a choice. We can fully,
completely, and without reservation
embrace No Kill as our future. Or
we can continue to legitimize the
two-pronged strategy of failure:
adopt a few and kill the rest. Itis a
choice which history has thrown
upon us. We are the generation that
questioned the killing. We are the
generation that has discovered how
to stop it. Will we be the generation
that does?

Thanks, in part, to Redemption, that Above: The Dorothy Park Pet Adoption Center at the Tompkins
County SPCA. Completed in 2004 during the third year of my
tenure as Executive Director, it was the nation’s first green certified
animal shelter.

answer is an unequivocal and re-
sounding, “Yes.”

* While the Tompkins County SPCA still maintains gooe+ save rates, staff killed some feral cats after I left,
something I would never have allowed. When I was there, moreover, the shelter held animal control
contracts for all 10 towns and municipalities that made up the county, as well as the county itself and the
health department. Today, they only retain contracts with some of them.
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No Kill

Advocacy Center

Creating, expanding &

promoting innovative

sheltering protocols that
have already ended the
killing in progressive
shelters nationwide

If every animal shelter in the United States embraced the No Kill
philosophy and the programs and services that make it possible, we would
save nearly four million animals who are scheduled to die in shelters this
year, and the year after that. It is not an impossible dream.

Henry David Thoreau once wrote that for every
thousand people striking at the branches of evil, there
is but one striking at the roots. The No Kill Advocacy
Center strikes at the roots of shelter killing: exposing
the myths and misperceptions upon which the edifice
of shelter killing now rests, while providing an
effective, proven, long term solution to that killing. It
is seeking a paradigm shift in shelters across this
country, one that will reorient our shelters away from
killing and back to their founding purpose: to provide
our nation’s neediest companion animals with a

helping hand and second chance.

Since its inception, the No Kill Advocacy Center has
been promoting the No Kill Equation model
nationwide. Today, shelters serving hundreds of
American cities and towns are following this model,
and for them, the approach has been transformative.
These communities have ended the killing of healthy
and treatable animals and as a result, hundreds of
thousands of lives have been saved.

In addition to providing guidance for shelter
directors who want to change, the No Kill Advocacy

Center also provides assistance to activists who are
fighting for change in their local shelter against
directors who are hostile to their demands for No Kill.
It is working to pass laws mandating that shelters
follow the No Kill Equation, has pursued litigation in
defense of shelter reform laws and to protect the rights
of rescuers, cosponsors Just One Day, a campaign to
introduce shelters to the No Kill Equation which has
already saved the lives of tens of thousands of animals,
and its annual No Kill Conference in Washington DC
- attended by over goo rescuers, shelter directors,
shelter veterinarians, animal lawyers, and animal
activists across the nation - arms them with the
knowledge and tools they need to save lives.

In these ways, the No Kill Advocacy Center saves
lives not one at a time or two at a time or even three,
but by the thousands every time another shelter
director rejects killing in favor of the No Kill Equation,
or grassroots activists, armed with the power of
democracy and guidance from the No Kill Advocacy
Center, bring the killing to an end in yet another of an
ever-growing number of American communities.

A NoO KiLL NATION Is WITHIN OUR REACH
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How DOES THE NoO KILL ADVOCACY
CENTER PROTECT OUR NATION’S
COMPANION ANIMALS?

By pro¥noting the only By assisting activists
‘/ sheltering model that has ‘/ fighting for change in

ever successfully ended the their own hometowns

killing, the No Kill Equation

By providing assistance
‘, implementing the No Kill

Equation to progressive
shelter directors

‘/ By seeking laws mandating
that shelters embrace
lifesaving innovation

By providing legal o

‘, assistance to activists By 11t1gat1ng to ensure
whose rights to rescue and ‘/ co1.nphance Wl'fh existing
shelter access have been animal protection laws

violated

Through it’s annual No Kill Conference which brings

‘, together the nation’s top shelter directors, rescuers,
veterinarians, and animal lawyers to share their knowledge
and expertise

The No Kill Advocacy Center

6114 La Salle Ave. #837
Oakland, CA 94611

Facebook.com/nokilladvocacycenter
nokilladvocacycenter.org
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Why the myth that there are too many animals
and not enough homes is false, and how this
myth enables the atrocity of shelter killing.

rI:day, an animal entering an average American
animal shelter has a 50 percent chance of being
killed, and in some communities it is as high as g9
percent, with shelters blaming a lack of available
homes as the cause of death. But is pet overpopula-
tion real? And are shelters doing all they can to
save lives? If you believe traditional sheltering
dogma, the answer to both those questions is “yes.”
The next logical question is: How do we know? To
adherents of the “we have no choice but to kill be-
cause of pet overpopulation” school, pet overpopu-
lation is real because animals are being killed, a
logical fallacy based on backwards reasoning and
circular illogic. As to whether shelters are doing all
they can, the answer here too, is long on cliché and
short on evidence: because “no one wants to kill.”
Data, analysis, and experience—in short, evi-
dence—have no place. Tragically, neither do ethics.

In truth, and at the heart of the No Kill philoso-
phy, is the understanding that the reasons we have
historically been given for why animals are being
killed in shelters—there are too many for too few
homes available, that shelters are doing all they
can, and that the American public is uncaring and
irresponsible—have been proven wrong in the face
of irrefutable evidence: data, experience, and com-
munities that are achieving No Kill level save rates
not by changing the habits of the people within a
community, but by changing the culture, policies,
and procedures of the shelter itself. In other words,
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we know pet overpopulation is a myth because
both statistics themselves and the experience of
progressive shelters in communities across the
country prove it is.

THE NUMBERS

Some eight million animals enter shelters every
year and while shelter killing apologists state that
we cannot adopt our way out of killing eight mil-
lion animals, the truth is that we can, but we do not
have to. The actual number of animals needing
homes is so much less. Some animals entering shel-
ters need adoption, but others do not. Some ani-
mals, like community cats who are not socialized to
people, need neuter and release. Others will be—
and many more can be with greater effort—re-
claimed by their families. Still others are
irremediably suffering or hopelessly ill. And many
more can be kept out of the shelter through a com-
prehensive retention effort, helping people over-
come the challenges which have caused them to
seek the surrender of their animal companion to
the local shelter in the first place. In truth, shelters
only need to find homes for a high end of 65 per-
cent of total intakes. While estimates claim be-
tween three million and four million animals will
be killed in pounds and shelters this year, roughly
2.7 to three million will be killed for lack of a new
home. Can we find homes for three million ani-
mals? Yes, we can.



Using the most successful adoption communities
as a benchmark and adjusting for population, U.S.
shelters combined have the potential to adopt al-
most nine million animals a year. That is about
three times the number of animals being killed for
lack of a home. In fact, it is more than total im-
pounds; and of those, over one-third do not need a
new home. But the news gets even better because
the number of people looking to get an animal is so

much larger than the shelter “supply.”

According to one national study, there are about
23.5 million people who get an animal every year.
While some of those are already committed to
adopting from a shelter and others from a breeder
or other commercial source, some 17 million have
not decided where that animal will come from and
research shows they can be influenced to adopt
from a shelter. That’s 17 million people potentially
vying for roughly three million animals. So even if
80 percent of those people acquired their animal
from somewhere other than a shelter, we could still
zero out the killing.

Another analysis looked at current rates of house-
holds with animal companions and compared them
to death rates and the number of households who
would acquire another animal when their resident
animal died. The analysis put the number of new
homes at a very conservative low end of 12 million
a year (if animals averaged a 15 year lifespan) and a
more liberal estimate of about 30 million a year (if
animals averaged a seven year lifespan). This
analysis further assumed no animals would run
away or get lost, no households would get another
animal if they currently had one, and that the num-
ber of homes was not growing, but rather stagnant.
Indeed, the analysis assumed attrition in homes
(that 15 percent of households with animals would
not get another animal when the current compan-
ion died). Since the number of households is grow-
ing and markets for animals must take into account
both new homes and replacement homes (including
homes which currently have an animal but get an-
other one anyway)—what statisticians call “stock”
and “flow”—these assumptions underreport the
outcome. In layman’s terms, what this means is
that some of the market will be replacement life
(someone’s dog or cat dies or runs away) and some
will be expanding markets (someone doesn’t have a
dog or cat but wants one, or someone has a dog or

cat but wants another one). In other words, the low
end of 12 million per year is too low, as could well

be the high end of 30 million.

Still other studies looked at actual acquisition rates.
In other words, they looked at how many people
actually acquired an animal in the last 12 months.
That analysis put the number of new homes at a
low end of 9.1 million per year (dogs and cats in the
household less than one year) and a high end of 37.3
million (including all dogs and cats who have been
in the household up, and including, one year). And
still others looked at both death and loss rates (the
animal dies or runs away) and subtracted birth
rates, putting the number of new homes at a very
conservative 10.8 million annually.

The answer as to whether there are: 1. too many an-
imals and, 2. not enough homes, requires a compar-
ison of both supply and demand. With about 2.7
million animals being killed in shelters but for a
home annually (supply), regardless of which analy-
sis is used (a low end of g.1 million and a high end
of 37.3 million) for demand, the calculus is not even
close: Pet overpopulation is a myth. We can adopt
our way out of killing. In fact, many communities

already have.

THE EXPERIENCE

A before and after snapshot of the hundreds of
cities and towns which now have save rates be-
tween 9o percent and 99 percent shows that their
shelters achieved that rate of lifesaving by chang-
ing the way they operated. Contrary to what con-
ventional wisdom has prescribed for decades, they
did not change the public. That’s because animals
are not being killed in shelters because of the
choices made by the public. Instead, they are being
killed because of the choices made by the people

overseeing those shelters.

In traditional U.S. animal shelters and despite
decades of public assurances to the contrary by our
nation’s shelter directors and animal protection or-
ganizations, animals are killed primarily out of
habit and convenience. Visit an animal shelter run
in line with traditional sheltering protocols, and
this will become evident in a variety of ways. You
will see animals killed rather than placed in avail-
able cages so staff doesn’t have to clean those cages
or feed the animals inside them. Not only do shel-
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tering policies promoted by large animal protection
groups recommend keeping cages and kennels
empty, in shelter after shelter where animals were
being killed allegedly “for space,” many of those
shelters in fact had plenty of empty cages, some-
times entire rooms of them. On a day No Kill Ad-
vocacy Center attorneys visited the Carson shelter
of the Los Angeles Department of Animal Care &
Control, for example, a shelter where roughly eight
out of 10 cats were being put to death, 8o percent of
the cages were intentionally kept empty. During a
visit to a shelter in Shreveport, Louisiana, only one
cat was available for adoption despite a 92 percent
death rate for cats at the time. In Eugene, Oregon,
at a time it was killing 72 percent of cats and claim-
ing to do so for lack of space caused by of pet over-
population, only six cats were available for
adoption. The rest of the cages were empty.

At a traditional animal shelter, you will find ani-
mals being killed despite offers from other non-
profits and rescue groups to save those very
animals. In fact, 71 percent of New York rescue
groups and 63 percent of Florida rescue groups re-
ported shelters killing the very animals they had
offered to save. And the large national groups be-
lieve this is as it should be, as they have worked to
defeat legislation which would have made it illegal
for shelters to kill animals who qualified rescue
groups are willing to save—legislation that has al-
ready saved hundreds of thousands of lives in other
states. Since California passed such a law over the
opposition of HSUS, the number of animals trans-
ferred to rescue groups rather than killed went
from 12,526 to 58,939—a 370 percent increase because
shelters were now required to work with rescue
groups.

Animals in shelters are also killed because the shel-
ter director refuses to implement a comprehensive
foster care program for neonatal puppies and kit-
tens, choosing to kill those animals instead. At one
such shelter, the director fired staff and volunteers
who were bottle-feeding orphaned baby animals on
their own time and at their own expense. And at
traditional shelters, animals are killed because shel-
ter directors do not want to make the effort to im-
plement all the other alternatives that already exist:
neuter and release, offsite adoptions, pet retention
and field service programs to reduce impounds, as
well as medical and behavior rehabilitation pro-
grams, to name just a few.
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In the end, killing is occurring in our nation’s shel-
ters not because there are too many animals, but
because killing is easier than doing what is neces-
sary to replace it. As heartless as that reason is,
shelter directors have been allowed to get away
with it anyway. Why? Because the people who
should be their fiercest critics—those within the
animal protection movement itself—have provided
them political cover by falsely portraying the
killing that they do as a necessity born of pet over-
population. In fact, the lie of pet overpopulation is
at the heart of the killing paradigm. It is the pri-
mary excuse that allows shelter directors to shift
the blame from their own failure to stop killing to
someone else. And it is the excuse that has, for
decades, kept the animal protection movement
wringing its hands, spinning in endless, hopeless
circles, trying to “solve” the problem of shelter
killing by attacking a phantom cause, rather than
the one that is truly to blame.

There are now No Kill communities across the
U.S. and abroad: in New York and in California, in
Michigan and Kentucky, in Nevada, and across the
globe, including areas suffering from high rates of
unemployment and foreclosure. All these commu-
nities did it virtually overnight, by implementing
proven strategies to lower impounds and relin-
quishments, increase redemptions, return animals
to their responsible caretakers and return commu-
nity cats who are not social with people to their
habitats, while adopting out the remainder.

From both the perspective of animals and the per-
spective of the true animal lover, the fact that pet
overpopulation turns out not to exist can only be
described as welcome news. That the main excuse
historically used to justify the need to systemati-
cally poison or gas to death millions of dogs and
cats turns out to be a fabrication should be cause for
celebration. Indeed, one would expect that the lead-
ership of the animal protection movement and
those within the grassroots who defer to them
would not just embrace this news but would shout
it from the rooftops. Tragically, that has not been
the case. Rather than accept and then evolve their
approach to this issue in light of new information
(a study conducted by HSUS itself proved that de-
mand for animals vastly exceeds the number of an-
imals being killed in shelters), they have instead
tenaciously clung to and even jealously guarded the
idea of pet overpopulation, working to stall its rap-



idly diminishing sway over animal lovers by
repackaging pet overpopulation with “new and
improved” labels such as “Regional Pet Over-
population, “Shelter Overpopulation” or re-
asserting the efficacy of pet overpopulation by
redefining the terms of the debate in a specious

manner.

REGIONAL PET OVERPOPULATION:
SAME ARGUMENT,

SAME INESCAPABLE CONCLUSION
According to these groups, regardless of
whether pet overpopulation exists nationally, it
does exist regionally in areas with higher rates
of poverty, particularly the South. Not only
does this argument ignore the experience of
economically distressed areas with No Kill level
save rates, communities with high per capita
poverty rates, foreclosure rates, unemployment
rates, transiency rates, and shelter intake rates;
it ignores the fact that each of the communities
that have succeeded were also once steeped in
killing, claiming at one time they had no choice
but to kill by using the same excuses that have
been proven false by virtue of their own success
(almost always after a shelter director resistant
to No kill was replaced with a progressive one).
It ignores the growing number of communities
with save rates between 9o percent and 99 per-
cent in the South. And it ignores that while
each of our nation’s successful communities are
demographically and geographically diverse, the
one thing they do share is that their success was
not the result of a very specific set of circum-
stances which set them apart from other Ameri-
can communities, such as their geography or
affluence.

In fact, an analysis of per capita funding rates
found no correlation between spending on ani-
mal control and save rates. A separate analysis
found no correlation between unemployment
and foreclosure rates and save rates. And a third
found no correlation between intake rates and
corresponding save rates. In other words, com-
munities with high foreclosure and unemploy-
ment rates also had high save rates, while
communities with low foreclosure and unem-
ployment rates killed a lot of animals. Commu-
nities with high per capita intake rates also had
high save rates, while those with low per capita

CASE
STUDY

Disproving Claims
of “Regional Pet

Overpopulation”

in Michigan

If shelters increase the number of animals who
come from shelters by a few percentage points, we
would be a No Kill nation. Today, there are about
179 million dogs and cats in homes. Two percent
of 179 million equates to 3.6 million, more than all
the animals killed in shelters but for a home. A
two percent increase would replace all killing with
adoption. Take a state like Michigan, where some
claim that regional pet overpopulation exists
because of economic distress and high rates of
unemployment. Today, roughly 85,000 animals
statewide are losing their lives annually. Of those,
just over 80,000 animals are healthy and treatable.
Of those, at least another 4,000 can and should be
reunited with their families. On average,
Michigan shelters have 10 percent reclaim rates, a
figure that is far below the national average, and a
fraction of the most successful communities in the
nation, but a statistic that could be dramatically
improved if the reclaim protocols of the No Kill
Equation were followed. For example, 59 percent
of stray dogs and 22 percent of stray cats are
reclaimed in Colorado and at least one shelter
there has a go percent reclaim rate for dogs. If
community cats who are not socialized to people
were neutered and released rather than killed as
the No Kill Equation also mandates, then under a
worst-case scenario, about 70,000 additional homes
need to be found for Michigan to become a No
Kill state. That amounts to just over V2 of one
percent of Michigan’s 10,000,000 residents. Even if
one is looking at the number of households instead
of the number of people, it’s less than two percent.
How is that evidence of a “regional pet
overpopulation” problem? It isn’t. In fact, the
evidence reveals that the opposite is actually true.
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intake rates had low save rates, too. Like-
wise, communities with low per capita ani-
mal control spending had high save rates
and some communities spending four times
the rate of these communities were saving
less than half. What these analyses found
was that each of those communities which
were succeeding were succeeding for one
reason and one reason alone: the shelter it-
self changed the way it operated, by reject-
ing killing in favor of existing alternatives
and rejecting the false premise that they
can’t save them all because of pet overpopu-
lation. In other words, what mattered was
what the shelters itself were doing, whether
they were putting in place the cost-effective,
lifesaving alternatives of the No Kill Equa-
tion. If they did, they saved lives, regardless
of other factors such as intake rates, adop-
tion rates, poverty rates, or, as it relates to
the current argument, the region of the
country in which they are located.

In the end, the regional pet overpopulation
argument has the same flaws as the tradi-
tional pet overpopulation problem. With no
statistical analysis to support it and the ex-
perience of communities with extremely
high per capita intake rates proving that No
Kill can succeed in spite of such challenges
(today there are No Kill communities with
per capita intake rates 20 times higher than
New York City, the most densely populated
city in America), regional pet overpopula-
tion is the same argument with a new label
and every bit as devoid of verifiable, con-
crete data to back it up.

SHELTER OVERPOPULATION:
IT’s DEJA VU ALL OVER AGAIN

One proponent of the pet overpopulation ar-
gument has gone so far as to admit there is
neither national pet overpopulation, nor re-
gional pet overpopulation, but instead
claims that killing is necessary because of
“shelter overpopulation.” Under this argu-
ment, if a shelter has 100 cages, when the
101st animal comes in, there is “shelter over-
population” which justifies the killing of
that animal. Not only does this argument
lack any threshold or standards to ensure
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Disproving Claims
That Adoption
Rates Cannot Keep
Pace with Intake
Rates in Colorado

Nationally, in order to adopt their way out of killing,
shelters would have to find homes for roughly 65
percent of the high end of eight million animals
entering their facilities annually, or about 5.2 million
animals. That is an adoption rate of about 16 animals
for every 1,000 human residents. If one uses the low end
estimate of six million intakes, it is an adoption rate of
only 12 animals for every 1,000 human residents. Is this
possible? Yes. Many of the hundreds of cities and
towns with save rates in the goth percentile or better
have matched or exceeded these figures. The ones that
have not are achieving those save rates despite lower
adoption rates because they are saving lives in other
ways, such as higher reclaims or more TNR. In other
words, it is not that they cannot adopt more, only that
they were not required to do so to save lives.

In 2013, for example, the state of Colorado had a
statewide save rate of 88 percent despite an intake rate
of 31 dogs and cats for every 1,000 people, more than
double the national average and about four times the
rate of Los Angeles. This included transporting in
thousands of animals from outside the state (17,408
dogs and over 2,000 cats). It had an adoption rate of
about 64 percent (of unreclaimed intake), roughly 16
animals for every 1,000 animals. With a save rate of go
percent for dogs and 79 percent for cats, Colorado is
notable for several things: 1. They could achieve save
rates in the goth percentile for cats with very little
effort, 2. They disprove the claim that jurisdictions
with high per capita intake rates cannot have high save
rates or adopt out more than 15 animals per 1,000 people,
3. Jurisdictions with high per capita intake rates can
even impound tens of thousands of animals and still
save the vast majority of animals, and 4. Regional pet
overpopulation does not exist.




protections for animals of any kind, there is no
killing that cannot be justified. If this same com-
munity dismantled 95 of the 100 cages, they would
be justified in killing the 6th animal who came in.
Moreover, the argument does not take into account
foster homes, temporary cages and kennels, dou-
bling up animals, pet retention programs and adop-
tion campaigns—all the alternatives to killing that
successful communities use to replace killing when
cages get full. And it presupposes that No Kill
communities never have more animals than cage
space when it is a given that, at some point, every
shelter will face such a scenario, especially during
peak intake times such as spring and summer. In-
deed, when Tompkins County became a No Kill
community, one out of every four animals spent
time in foster care.

The argument also ignores the fact that a shelter
can always add more cages to accommodate popu-
lation. In Tompkins County, New York, for exam-
ple, shelter staff and volunteers converted the
garage, which housed two vans, into two rooms: an
overflow infirmary and a nursery for kittens. Prior
to this, the shelter’s transport vans, tools to help
them in their mission, enjoyed protection from the
elements while sick animals and kittens, who were
their mission, were being killed for “lack of space.”
There was nothing preventing prior directors from
doing the same thing. But by the “shelter overpop-
ulation” argument, the killing of kittens rather
than sending them into foster care or adding more
cage space was entirely justified. Is that really the
standard of care we want our nation’s shelters to
follow—in essence, no standards at all? In the end,
the proponents of “shelter overpopulation” have
simply taken the excuses used to justify killing on a
macro-scale and reduced it to the micro. But it is
the exact same argument, flawed for the same rea-
sons, and equally as unethical.

MAKING THE NUMBERS FIT THE CONCLUSION
Given both the data and experience of successful
communities, there is simply no way to rationalize
a supply and demand imbalance in shelters. But re-
gardless of the facts, that doesn’t mean that shelter
killing apologists are no longer arguing that killing
is “necessary” because of pet overpopulation. In
fact, to overcome the evidence, they have taken to
arguing that when calculating the number of ani-
mals in need of homes nationally, we must include

all the animals living on the street as well, not just
the ones being killed in shelters. When you include
all the animals living on the street, they argue, pet
overpopulation is real.

There are many flaws inherent in this argument as
well; the first being that it introduces into the equa-
tion a whole category of animals who, while their
well-being is important, are not relevant to the
very specific discussion of shelter killing for the
simple fact that they are not in shelters. While
adding the number of animals in shelters combined
with the number of animals living on the street
would provide a statistic of how many animals in
America might not have a human address, that
number would not reflect how many animals are
under an immediate death threat at their local shel-
ter which is, after all, the killing pet overpopulation
has always been used to justify. Their argument
thus becomes absurd: because a cat lives on the
street, you must kill a cat in the shelter even
though there are homes available for the cat in the
shelter. Moreover, the existence of such animals
does not impact the demand side of the equation
which, as already explained, so vastly exceeds the
supply of animals in shelters that it can even ac-
commodate homes lost to commercially-sourced
animals such as those from breeders and pet stores,
as well as those adopted from the streets. In short,
while expanding the supply side of the pet overpop-
ulation argument in this way is an attempt to ob-
scure and confuse the issue, it does not change the
conclusion supported by both fact and experience:
every year, there are more homes available than
there are animals being killed in shelters.

Nor does the implied corollary to their argument
stand up, either. Are those who make this argu-
ment implying that all animals living on the streets
should be brought into shelters and therefore, if
they were, pet overpopulation would in fact exist?
That, after all, is the inference of their argument.
First and most significantly, arguing that pet over-
population would be real if all free-living animals
were admitted to shelters is to introduce a hypo-
thetical and irrelevant scenario into a discussion
about a very real problem. For roughly three or so
million animals every year, shelter killing is a
grave and immediate danger. To argue for the exis-
tence of the disproven but primary excuse used to
justify that killing based not on what is happening
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but what might happen based on an improbability-
that all free-living animals to be admitted into shel-
ters—reduces a serious and weighty discussion to
the realm of make believe.

A genuine commitment to animal welfare requires
an honest assessment of reality and the genuine
threats which animals entering shelters face. Ad-
mitting extraneous, unrelated issues into the dis-
cussion is an attempt not to illuminate, but to
obscure. And analyzing the validity of historical
claims used to justify the systematic killing of mil-
lions of animals should not be a sophomoric exer-
cise in rhetoric or debate, but a serious discussion
that seeks to inform and influence our positions
and actions on behalf of animals in a responsible,

thoughtful and fact-based way.

Moreover, those who advocate for animals should
oppose any suggestion that animals on the streets
would be better off in those places that present the
greatest threat to their lives: the local animal shelter.
Nor would loss of life, though the greatest harm, be
the only one such animals would likely face if ad-
mitted to shelters. Although the animal protection
movement has perpetuated the fiction that our na-
tion’s shelters provide a humane and compassion-
ate safety net of care for our nation’s homeless
animals, the facts tell a very different, very tragic,
story. In truth, the first time many companion ani-
mals experience neglect or abuse is when they enter
a shelter.

Until we reform our shelters, the last place an ani-
mal advocate should wish an animal to end up, in-
cluding those animals who live on the streets, is the
local kill shelter. Not only is life on the street safer
than a stay in an animal shelter that kills, but the
very thing animal shelters are supposed to provide
to homeless and stray animals—reunion with their
home or adoption into a new one—are more likely
to happen to an animal on the street than one en-
tering a shelter. The likelihood of an animal being
reunited with their human caretakers is greater for
cats, for example, if they are allowed to remain
where they are rather than being impounded. In
one study, cats were 13 times more likely to be re-
turned home by non-shelter means (such as return-
ing home on their own) than through the pound.
Another study found that people are up to three
times more likely to adopt cats as neighborhood
strays than from a shelter.
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Nor is life outside a human home the tragedy it is
so often painted to be by shelter killing apologists
seeking to justify killing by portraying the alterna-
tive as even worse. The risk of an untimely death
for street cats is extremely low, with outdoor cats
living roughly the same lifespan as indoor pet cats.
In a study of over 100,000 free-living cats, less than
one percent of those cats were suffering from debil-
itating conditions. The risk of death is lower and
the chance of adoption higher for cats on the street
than cats in the shelter. And in countries outside
the U.S., neuter and release of dogs is not uncom-
mon and regarded, as it should be, as an infinitely
better alternative than impound and death.

Like pet overpopulation, the argument that animals
are better off dead than living on the street flies in
the face of actual evidence. And just as significant,
it also flies in the face of our common experience as
living beings who, if given the choice between
death at a shelter and survival by our wit, instinct
and the chance of benefiting from the kindness of
strangers, would choose the latter without a mo-
ment’s hesitation. Not only would this choice be
our natural impulse, the facts show it would be the
smart one, too.

With shelter killing being the leading cause of
death for healthy animals in America (and there-
fore the cause of the greatest possible harm to befall
homeless animals), the No Kill movement is fo-
cused on bringing this very specific harm to an end.
We do not need to keep killing shelter animals be-
cause there are other animals living on the street.
That is a non sequitur that groups that defend and
promote killing conveniently ignore when they
perpetuate this false choice and fallacy in order to
justify the killing of those they theoretically exist
to protect.

But even if we ignored the illogic, their argument
also falls apart in the absence of any concrete data
to support their case that when the number of ani-
mals living on the streets is factored into the sup-
ply side, pet overpopulation exists. No one knows
for sure the number of animals living on the street.
If those who continue to claim pet overpopulation
is real because the number of animals exceeds de-
mand for animals and that this supply-demand im-
balance requires shelters to kill animals, the burden
is on them to prove it: what is the supply side of
the equation? When you are preaching death, when



you are promoting death, when you are excusing
death, and when—in the case of groups and sup-
porters that actually kill animals—you are paying
for and actually doing the killing, the burden to
prove its “necessity” is on you. In short, one better
know the supply side of the equation before using
an argument dependent upon it to justify a mass
slaughter. Predictably, just as is true with the tradi-
tional notion of pet overpopulation which they
have perpetuated for decades, they do not.

In fact, the estimates are, at best, completely made
up, ranging as they do from the impossible to the
absurd, including the claim that there are 1.2 mil-
lion stray dogs in Houston alone, about 50,000 in
Detroit, and 100 million nationwide. Though the
claim that 50,000 free-living dogs could be found in
Detroit was claimed and repeated by many, no one
could cite the source of where the figure came
from. And then the dogs were actually counted.
Preliminary results indicate there are 1,000 to 3,000
dogs living on the streets of Detroit, a fifty-fold re-
duction in the actual number. In Houston, like-
wise, the leadership of the city pound told a
newspaper reporter that there were 1.2 million
homeless dogs roaming the streets of Houston,
which requires them to kill those in the shelter, a
non sequitur. If there were that many dogs, there
would be 2,000 homeless dogs per square mile in
Houston, an absurdity. Now when city leadership
is asked for the source of that number, they cite the
newspaper article which was quoting them! So
what is the actual number of stray animals in the

u.s.2

Let’s look at a worst case scenario. Imagine if the
entire country was like Detroit, a city where the in-
frastructure provided by government has more or
less begun to break down. It is poor, bankrupt, suf-
fering from incredibly high unemployment and
foreclosure rates, criteria usually associated with
lack of spay/neuter and, according to some, high
rates of abandonment. Using this extreme example
as a norm, there would be just shy of 1,000,000
stray dogs in the entire U.S.—less than what pound
leadership claims for Houston alone. Assuming 10
times the number of cats, we’re still looking at a
number that is less than total demand. And, of
course, Detroit is an aberration. It has an unem-
ployment rate twice that of the nation, six out of 10
kids live in poverty compared to two in 10 nation-

ally, and one-third of the city is empty or described
as “heavily blighted.”

On top of that, many community cats do not need
a home and are not “homeless” as they either have
homes but are allowed outside or they are not social
to humans (the outdoors is their home). In the case
of the latter, recent studies from the veterinary
community confirm that they are in no way suffer-
ing because of it. Nonetheless, when you add these
cats and dogs to the total numbers, we’re still deal-
ing with a figure that is less than total demand, so
the math still does not hold up. Even so, it is irrele-
vant. For those who do actually enter shelters—an
estimated three million animals a year who are
dying but for a home—there are plenty of homes
available if, instead of killing them out of conven-
ience, shelters better promoted the animals and
then actually kept them alive long enough to find
homes through comprehensive adoption cam-
paigns.

ACCEPTED ON FAITH

So given that there is so much information and ex-
perience working against the notion of pet overpop-
ulation and given that to believe in pet
overpopulation is to accept the excuse that allows
for the killing of millions of animals every year,
why do people who claim to be animal lovers not
only cling to it and either work so hard to maintain
it or to try to revive its fading supremacy through
rebranding? There are three primary reasons.

First, until very recently, pet overpopulation was
an unquestioned gospel within the animal protec-
tion movement. Repeated ad infinitum as means of
explaining shelter killing and distinguishing it
from other forms of animal-killing, such as hunt-
ing, by virtue of its “necessity” (especially since
this form of killing was being done by those who
claimed to be a part of the animal protection move-
ment itself), its prevalence and undisputed author-
ity for so many decades gave it the appearance of
truth rather than what it was all along: a mere hy-
pothesis, and one that, when subjected to scrutiny
and weighed against the evidence, collapses like a
house of cards. Nonetheless, the universal accept-
ance of pet overpopulation that dominated the ani-
mal protection movement at one time—a
groupthink mentality that accepted it as an a priori
truth outside the bounds of investigation or analy-
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sis—meant that to ultimately question its precepts
was regarded as heresy, opening up those who ex-
posed its fallacies to condemnation, scorn, and alle-
gations of fraud.

The motives of those who seek to expose the lie at
the heart of the killing have been maligned and
misrepresented, creating a climate of suspicion
within the animal protection movement not only
about those who question the doctrine, but the very
act of questioning it at all. Why? Because if pet
overpopulation is a myth, then the killing being
done in shelters is unnecessary, and those who do
that killing—friends and colleagues within the ani-
mal protection community itself—are behaving un-
ethically and irresponsibly towards animals, a
troubling and deeply unsettling conclusion that for
many people within the animal protection commu-
nity is better left unreached. Sadly, for many peo-
ple who know and support organizations and
individuals doing the killing or which provide
them political cover, such allegiance is more impor-
tant than the lives of the animals they are supposed
to represent. To them, pet overpopulation, the his-
torical narrative which has shielded those people
from accountability, must not be exposed as a lie,
and anyone who tries to do so should be con-
demned.

THE LiMITS OF SPAY/NEUTER

The second—and probably more ubiquitous—rea-
son that some animal activists are resistant to the
idea that pet overpopulation is a myth is because
they irrationally fear that if the public finds out the
truth, the public will no longer spay/neuter their
animals, which they view as critically important.
Why do they believe sterilization is so critically
important? Because, like the belief in pet overpopu-
lation, they have been told over and over again, and
for years on end, that it is.

In fact, spay/neuter has been the cornerstone of
companion animal advocacy for decades precisely
because it does not threaten those running shelters.
Whereas the other programs of the No Kill Equa-
tion—such as foster care, comprehensive adoption
programs and proactive redemptions—place the re-
sponsibility for lifesaving on the shelter; spay and
neuter places the responsibility on the public. Un-
like those other programs, therefore, sterilization
has been and continues to be the one program of
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the No Kill Equation to which every shelter direc-
tor and every large national group pay homage.
And that is also why so many animal activists
argue, as they have been schooled to do and despite
no evidence to prove it, that spay and neuter alone
is the key to ending the killing. But is it true? In
fact, it is not.

That does not mean that spay and neuter is not im-
portant. It is. While it is true that statistics show
that there are enough potential homes for the ani-
mals in shelters, this does not undermine the life-
saving impact of such services. Indeed, regardless
of the number of potential homes, the fact remains
that the animals are not getting into those homes.
Shelter killing currently claims the lives of 2.7 mil-
lion healthy and treatable animals every year and
shelter killing remains the leading cause of death
for healthy dogs and cats in the United States.
Low-cost, high-volume spaying and neutering
helps to decrease the number of animals entering
shelters who would face an unnecessary and un-
timely death. Such programs therefore should be
supported.

Moreover, continued promotion and availability of
high-volume, low-cost spay/neuter is a means to
reach stasis in shelters where adoptions equal in-
takes, making the achievement of a No Kill nation
even easier to achieve. This is important because
the lower the intake, the easier it is for even unmo-
tivated, ineffective and uncaring directors to run a
No Kill shelter. We want to eliminate those com-
munities with high intake rates needing thoroughly
committed and hardworking leadership to stop
killing. Moreover, if spay/neuter allows a commu-
nity to drop intakes significantly enough that they
are unable to meet adoption demand, they can
begin importing animals from high-kill rate juris-
dictions and save those lives, too. Until all commu-
nities are No Kill communities, this is a very good

thing to have happen.

But despite the role spay and neuter plays in help-
ing a community more easily achieve and sustain
No Kill, the fact remains that despite the privileged
position spay/neuter has historically enjoyed
within the animal protection movement, it alone
has never created a No Kill community. In fact,
communities with very high per capita intake rates
have achieved No Kill without a comprehensive



public spay/neuter program. We cannot neuter our
way out of killing and no U.S. community ever
has. That honor belongs to the No Kill Equation as
a whole, a series of programs and services which
require a shelter to harness a community’s compas-
sion and which therefore also prove that in order to
succeed, a shelter must embrace rather than alien-
ate and condemn the people in the community it

serves.

The No Kill philosophy recognizes that far from
being the cause of shelter killing, the community is
the key to ending it. It recognizes that while some
people are irresponsible, most people are trustwor-
thy and will do right by companion animals if we
explain how they can do so. To the extent that
spay and neuter is one of the programs that helps a
shelter more easily achieve No Kill, that positive
outcome is enough to encourage most people to do
right not just by the animals, but by the shelter
which shares their values and which they want to
support and enable in its success. We need not fear
monger with pet overpopulation and by extension,
the threat that animals will be killed —or even ac-
tually kill them—to get people to do the right
thing. When we make it easy for the public to do
so—such as making spay/neuter affordable—most
will. And studies and experience prove it.

Finally, believing that spay/neuter alone holds the
key to ending the killing fails to recognize the most
essential and tragic truth about animal sheltering in
America today: we already have alternatives to
killing, alternatives that the vast majority of shelter
directors simply refuse to implement. And how can
you save animals in a shelter run by a director who
simply refuses to stop killing? Moreover, lament-
ing that we would be finally able to end the killing
if only everyone sterilized their animals or could be
forced to do so is like wishing that a historically
popular but ineffective remedy for a particular dis-
ease would work when a cure has already been
found. Not only does such an attitude perpetuate
ignorance and helplessness by failing to acknowl-
edge a genuine solution that already exists, but it
siphons energy that should be directed towards im-
plementing the real remedy into mourning the fail-
ure of a hopeless one. How does that help animals?

It doesn’t. Indeed, the notion that we must con-
tinue to promote the myth of pet overpopulation—

which condones and enables killing—in order to
encourage people to spay and neuter—which has
only ever been important because it is a means to
prevent killing—is an inversion of priorities. It is to
encourage the disease and forsake the cure in favor
of the medicine.

And not only does spay and neuter ignore the
needs of the animals who are already in the shelter
and under an immediate death threat, leaving them
with no protection from killing of any kind, but re-
ducing every issue to a failure to spay/neuter is ex-
actly what the regressive shelter director and the
large, national groups which fight No Kill want an-
imal activists to do: point the finger of blame any-
where but on those who are actually doing the
killing. Those who love animals must stop giving
them the luxury of this out. We don’t need animals
to disappear from the Earth before we can do right
by them. Instead, we should be demanding that
those we pay to care for homeless animals with our
tax and philanthropic dollars provide them the
care, kindness, and a loving home that is their

birthright.

Every animal lover has a responsibility to recog-
nize that we don’t need to figure out how to end
the killing anymore. It is no longer a mystery—the
No Kill Equation provides the answer. Our job
now is to make sure the roadmap we already have
is implemented in every shelter in America.

PET OVERPOPULATION As PoLITICAL COVER
The third and final reason that people cling to the
myth of pet overpopulation is because they have a
vested interested in an excuse which condones
killing. This includes directors who run poorly per-
forming shelters. It includes government bureau-
crats in these communities who are supposed to
oversee these shelter directors but refuse to hold
them accountable for their performance. It includes
national organizations whose companion animal
divisions are staffed by or run on the advice of for-
mer shelter directors and employees who them-
selves failed to save lives when they worked in
shelters. They are therefore not only threatened by
No Kill success, but they are also committed to
shielding their friends and colleagues still working
in shelters from greater accountability. It includes
the supporters of those groups whose identity is so
wrapped up in that support that they not only re-
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ject any criticism of the groups no matter what the
evidence, but take such criticisms as a personal af-
front, thus willfully enabling killing through an un-
healthy, codependent relationship that puts their
own narrow self-interest before the lives and well-
being of animals. And lastly, it includes the heads
of organizations who claim to support No Kill,
even claim to be striving toward No Kill, but who
rely on the myth of pet overpopulation to justify
their five- and ten-year No Kill plans in light of
communities which have achieved it virtually
overnight.

For such groups, pet overpopulation is a tool used
to distinguish their community from those that are
already successful, a means of obscuring the truth
by portraying their community as more challenging
than those that have already succeeded, even
though, in truth, the thing that sets successful com-
munities apart from theirs is a greater commitment
to implement alternatives to killing and a greater
determination to overcome the resistance of those
who stood in the way.

THE CONCLUSION

We can end the killing and we can do it today. And
in hundreds of cities and towns across America,
we’ve done exactly that. A true advocate who loves
animals does not respond to that news with indig-
nation, scorn, anger, apoplexy, by shooting the
messenger, or by attempting to obscure the issue
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for others with irrelevant and unrelated tangents,
all of which have characterized the response by
some within the animal protection to this seminal,
groundbreaking, and what can only be described as
good, news. A true advocate celebrates and then
shares that message with everyone they know who
loves animals, too, so that the pernicious and per-
sistent myth at the heart of the killing—the lie that
is responsible for a systemic slaughter of millions
of animals every year—will finally be recognized
for what it is. Anything else is unethical. It is en-
abling shelter killing. And it is turning a blind eye
to a solution that will spare millions of animals
from losing the one thing that is, as is true for each
of us, more precious to them than anything else:
their lives.

About the data: The data for this analysis came from a
number of sources, including national surveys and stud-
ies conducted by or on behalf of Maddie’s Fund, HSUS,
Mintel, draftFCB, the American Pet Products Manu-
facturers Association, the Journal of Applied Animal
Welfare Science, Out the Front Door, and Petsmart
Charities. It includes data from shelters that have
statewide reporting such as Virginia, Michigan, North
Carolina and California, among others, and a database
of about 1,100 organizations, almost one-third of the U.S.
shelter total.

- NO EXCUSES

The numerous No Kill
communities throughout
America achieved lifesaving
success virtually overnight, by
adopting their way out of
killing. There is no reason why
every shelter in the nation
cannot do the same.



How IT’S DONE...

THE NO KILL
EQUATION

hedi e

In the last two decades, shelters in hundreds of

communities have comprehensively implemented a

bold series of programs and services to reduce
birthrates, increase placements, and keep animals
with their responsible caretakers. As a result, they
are achieving unprecedented results, with some
saving up to 99 percent of all impounded animals in
open admission animal control facilities. Some of
these communities are urban, others rural, some are
politically liberal, and others are very conservative.
Some are in municipalities with high per capita in-
comes, and others are in those known for high rates
of poverty. These communities share very little de-
mographically. What they do share is leadership at
their shelters who have comprehensively imple-
mented a key series of programs and services, col-
lectively referred to as the “No Kill Equation.”

Animals enter shelters for a variety of reasons and
with a variety of needs, but for over 100 years, the

“solution” has been the same: adopt a few and kill
the rest. The No Kill Equation provides a humane,
life-affirming means of responding to every type of
animal entering a shelter, and every type of need
those animals might have. Some animals entering
shelters are community cats who are not social
with people. At traditional shelters, they are killed,
but at a No Kill shelter, they are neutered and re-
leased back to their habitats. Some animals enter-
ing shelters are motherless puppies and kittens. At
traditional shelters, these animals are killed as well.
At a No Kill shelter, they are sent into a foster
home to provide around-the-clock care until they
are eating on their own and old enough to be
adopted. Some animals have medical or behavior
issues. At a traditional shelter, they are killed. At a
No Kill shelter, they are provided with rehabilita-
tive care and then adopted. Whatever the situation,
the No Kill Equation provides a lifesaving alterna-
tive that replaces killing.
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While shelter leadership drives the No Kill volunteer, foster, socialize animals, staff offsite
initiative, it is the community that extends the adoption venues and open their hearts, homes and
safety net of care. Unlike traditional shelters— wallets to the animals in need. The public is at the
which view members of the public as adversaries center of every successful No Kill shelter in the
and refuse to partner with them as rescuers or nation. By working with people, implementing
volunteers—a No Kill shelter embraces the people lifesaving programs and treating each life as

in its community. They are the key to success: they precious, a shelter can transform itself.

THE PROGRAMS & SERVICES
OF THE NO KILL EQUATION

An adoption or transfer to a rescue group

frees up cage and kennel space, reduces
V O LUNT E E RS expenses for feeding, cleaning and killing &

improves a community’s rate of lifesaving.

Volunteers are a dedicated

army of compassion and

the backbone of a

successful No Kill effort:

they walk dogs, socialize

cats, assist potential

adopters and more.

Volunteers make the

difference between success RE S C U E

and failure and, for the

animals, life and death PART N E RS H I P S

FOSTER CARE

Volunteer foster care is a low-cost, and

often no-cost, way of increasing a shelter’s
capacity and caring for sick and injured or
behaviorally challenged animals, thus

saving more lives. l.‘

Trap-Neuter-Release (TNR) programs
provide community cats a way out of shelters
which might otherwise choose to kill them.
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COMPREHENSIVE
ADOPTION PROGRAMS

Yes! We're

OPEN

By implementing
comprehensive
adoption programs—
including more
convenient public
access hours, offsite
venues and
incentives—shelters
can replace killing
with adoptions.

PuBLIC RELATIONS &
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Increasing a shelter’s public exposure
through marketing, public relations
and partnering with community
groups and businesses

increases

adoptions,

volunteers,

donations and

other support.

No-cost and low-cost, high-volume

spay/neuter programs increase the number of

animals sterilized and reduce the number of
animals entering the
shelter by removing

the primary barrier y. ANIMAL

: HOSPITAL
preventlng more

people from having
their animals altered:
cost.

HiGH VOLUME, Low-CoOsST
SpAY & NEUTER

(T

Shelters need to keep animals
happy and healthy and moving
efficiently through the facility.
To do this, shelters must put in
place thorough vaccination,
handling, cleaning, socialization
and care policies to prevent ill-
ness and rehabilitative efforts
for those who come in sick, in-
jured, unweaned or traumatized.

MEDICAL & BEHAVIOR
REHABILITATION

Some of the reasons people
surrender animals to shelters
can be prevented if shelters

work with people to help

them solve their problems.
Saving animals requires
shelters to embrace

innovative strategies for
keeping people and their

companion animals together.

PET RETENTION

One of the most overlooked opportunities
for reducing killing in animal control
shelters is increasing the number of lost
animals returned to their

families. This includes

matching reports of lost

animals with animals in

the shelter, rehoming

animals in the field and use of
technology such as posting lost

animals on the internet.

PROACTIVE REDEMPTIONS
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COMPASSIONATE, HARD-W ORKING DIRECTOR

The final element of the No Kill Equation is the most important of all, without which all

other elements are thwarted—a hard-working, compassionate shelter director who is not

content to continue killing while regurgitating tired clichés

about “public irresponsibility” or hiding behind the myth of

“too many animals, not enough homes.” Such a director

implements the programs and services of the No Kill Equation

comprehensively and with integrity while holding his or her

staff accountable to results and high standards.

COMPREHENSIVE IMPLEMENTATION

To succeed fully, however, shelters should not im-
plement the programs piecemeal or in a limited
manner. If they are sincere in their desire to stop
the killing, animal shelters will implement and ex-
pand programs to the point that they replace killing
entirely. Combining rigorous, comprehensive im-
plementation of the No Kill Equation with best
practices and accountability of staff in cleaning,
handling, and care of animals, must be the stan-

dard.

In 2004, for example, one SPCA in a city of 1.5 mil-
lion people conducted fewer than 200 free
spay/neuter surgeries for the pets of the commu-
nity’s low-income population. Shelter leaders can
boast of a low-cost and free spay/neuter program,
but 200 surgeries in a large city, with one in four
people below the federal poverty line, will not im-
pact the numbers of animals entering city shelters.
By contrast, another city with roughly half the
population performed approximately 9,000 surger-
ies a year throughout the late 1990s, roughly 84 per-
cent of them were free.

Similarly, animal control in yet another commu-
nity allowed only employees to participate in its
foster care program. The shelter can say it is imple-
menting the programs of the No Kill Equation, but
it is excluding thousands of animal lovers from
participating in the effort, seriously limiting its
lifesaving potential.
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A shelter committed to No Kill does not send
neonatal orphaned kittens into foster care “some-
times,” but rather every time. A shelter committed
to No Kill does not merely allow rescue groups ac-
cess to animals “some of the time,” but every time
a legitimate rescue group is willing to take over
care and custody of the animal. Indeed, a No Kill
shelter actively seeks these groups out and contacts
a particular rescue organization whenever an ani-
mal meets its criteria.

In short, shelters must take killing off the table for
savable animals, and utilize the No Kill Equation
not sometimes, not merely when it is convenient or
politically expedient to do so, but for every single
animal, every single
time. A half-hearted
effort isn’t enough.

You Can Do It!

It is primarily the
shift from a reactive
to proactive orienta-
tion and from a ca-
sual, ad-hoc, limited
implementation to a
comprehensive one,

which will lead to

the greatest declines

ANo Kill Guide for Animal Shelter

Y J sk A PUBLICATION OF THE NO KILL ADVOCACY CENTER

For a free, downloadable
No Kill guide for animal
shelters and rescue
groups, visit the No Kill
Advocacy Center

online.

in killing, and fix
our broken animal
shelter system.
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The

COST&E

of No Kill

Yes, we can afford to save them all.

But more importantly, how can we
afford not to?

’I:le experiences of many communities prove that
No Kill animal control is cost-effective, saves
municipalities expenses associated with killing,
and brings badly needed revenues into public
coffers and community businesses. And while
some of the communities which have embraced
No Kill have also increased funding for animal
services, not all of them have. Achieving No Kill
does not necessarily require increased expenditures
on animal control.

Although costs vary somewhat, impounding,
caring for, and ultimately killing an animal and
disposing of his/her body costs approximately
$106.00 ($66 for impoundment and $4o0 for killing
and disposal). The process is entirely revenue
negative to the municipality in contrast to the No
Kill approach which transfers costs to private
philanthropy, brings in adoption revenue and other
user fees, and supports local businesses. In just one
community, a No Kill initiative yielded $250,000 in
increased revenues at a time the shelter also
significantly reduced expenditures. In addition, the
positive economic impact to businesses due to
subsequent spending by adopters on those animals
totaled over $12,000,000 in sales annually. Over the
course of the lifetime of those animals and
subsequent adoptions, it is estimated that these

108 The Making of Redemption

animals will generate $300 million, bringing in
over $20,000,000 in sales tax revenues.

Does it make more economic sense to adopt out
animals, transfer animals to private non-profit
rescue organizations, and increase the number of
stray animals reclaimed by their families, all
revenue positive activities that save the costs of
killing and bring in fees and other revenues? Of
course it does. At a time when dozens of
communities across the country have achieved No
Kill, including those with per capita intake rates
up to 20 times higher than New York City,
shelters which continue to kill in the face of
lifesaving alternatives are not only engaging in
morally bankrupt conduct (killing animals who
have a place to go), they are bankrupting
community coffers. No Kill animal control not
only makes good sense. It makes dollars and cents.

EconNnomic CosTts ofF No KILL
Many of the programs identified as key

components of saving lives are more cost-effective
than impounding, warehousing, and then killing
animals. Some rely on private philanthropy, as in
the use of rescue groups, which shifts costs of care
from public taxpayers to private individuals and



groups. Others, such as the use of volunteers,
augment paid human resources. Still others, such
as adoptions, bring in revenue. And, finally, some,
such as neutering rather than killing feral cats, are
simply less expensive both immediately and in the
long-term, with exponential savings in terms of
reducing births.

In addition, a national study found no correlation
between per capita funding for animal control and
save rates. One community saved go percent of the
animals, while another saved only 40 percent
despite four times the per capita rate of spending
on animal control. One community has seen
killing rates increase over 30 percent despite one of
the best-funded shelter systems in the nation.
Another has caused death rates to drop by 50
percent despite cutting spending. Nationally, per
capita funding ranged from $1.50 to about $6.30.
Save rates ranged from 35 percent ($2.00 per capita)
to 9o percent ($1.50 per capita), but their lifesaving
rates did not follow any predictable pattern. There
were shelters with an 87 percent rate of lifesaving
spending only $2.80 per capita, and shelters with a
42 percent rate (less than half of the former)
spending more than double that (at $5.80 per
capita).

In other words, there was no correlation between
success/failure and per capita spending on animal
control. The difference between those shelters that
succeeded and those that failed was not the size of
the budget, but the programmatic effort of its
leadership: the commitment of shelter managers to
comprehensively implement a key series of
programs and services. While communities should
provide adequate funding, simply throwing money
at the problem of shelter killing will do very little
without leadership committed both to lifesaving
and to accountability. Between 2007-2009,
commissioners in one county spent millions of
additional dollars on the animal services
program after three independent
evaluations revealed rampant illness,
deplorable conditions, and high rates of
killing. In fact, during this period, the
County Commission never denied a
funding request for the agency. But

no improvement in animal care

resulted despite the allocation of millions
of additional dollars. In another community,

an analysis of shelter expenses to lifesaving found
that:

Ovwer the course of the past few years... a period
during which the total number of animals brought into
the shelter increased by only 5 percent and the agency’s
budget increased by 50 percent ... nearly every
measure of the agency’s performance documents
failure.

Adoptions are down by 40 percent (dogs) and 18
percent (cats). Nearly half of the dogs not returned to
owners are killed; so too are nearly two-thirds of cats.
The “kill rate” is now well above rates in neighboring
counties facing far more severe budget limitations.
Thousands of dollars are squandered on adversarial
enforcement efforts that have achieved no meaningful
improvement in the public’s safety. The number of
animals saved by cooperating with life-saving
organizations and individuals, a number widely
recognized as a key measure of community support,

has dropped by 40 percent.

That doesn't mean that governments should
continue underfunding their shelters. Shelters
with low per capita spending claimed more effort
was required to sustain programs. As a result, the
study should not be used as an excuse to reduce
shelter budgets. It does mean, however, that to
really make an impact, communities do not
generally need to allocate millions of dollars more
to animal control. By investing in progressive
leaders willing to embrace the cost-effective and
revenue-producing programs and services which
make No Kill possible and to embrace public-
private partnerships which save lives and save
money, communities that provide funding within
national norms can end the killing of savable
animals (upwards of 99 percent of all intakes)
without necessarily requiring increased funding.*

Moreover, as most shelter costs are fixed, keeping

additional animals alive does not dramatically
increase costs. Since it takes roughly the same
amount of time to clean a kennel as it does to kill an

animal, staff increases often prove

unnecessary, with the added financial

benefit that cleaning requires less-
skilled, less-expensive labor and
can be augmented through unpaid
volunteer support.
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Not only do the cost-effective programs that make
No Kill possible benefit a municipality’s bottom
line, they can be enhanced with the free support of
non-profit organizations and volunteers. In San
Francisco, for example, volunteers spend over
110,000 hours at the shelter each year. Assuming
the prevailing hourly wage, it would cost the
agency over $1,000,000 dollars to provide those
services. All too often, however, volunteers and
rescuers are prevented from assisting by regressive
policies in shelters across the country. Even in
those communities that allow volunteers,
traditional shelters find it difficult to recruit and
retain volunteers who do not want to work in an
environment of killing. By adopting the No Kill
philosophy, shelter volunteer rates increase
dramatically, allowing more lives to be saved. In
one county, the local shelter increased the number
of volunteers from 30 to over 7,000 after launching
its No Kill initiative. In addition, the number of
foster homes increased from a handful to almost
2,500, all of whom help save lives at little cost to
the shelter. The services volunteers provide reduce
expenses, while increasing capacity, and the
animals they save are then adopted out, bringing
in adoption revenue to the shelter.

AN OUNCE OF PREVENTION

Municipalities which invest in prevention
programs also realize short and long-term
economic benefits, such as programs to proactively
reclaim more animals, pet retention initiatives to
keep animals from entering the shelter, as well as
subsidized spay/neuter.

PREVENTING SURRENDERS: In one community, a
full-time staff member and volunteers manage an
“Animal Help” desk where people calling to
surrender their animals are offered no-cost advice
and guidance on solving the challenges relating to
their animals. A survey found that of those who
agreed to participate in the program, 59 percent did
not surrender their animal after one year, saving
the shelter from having to take in and care for
those animals and more than offsetting the cost of
the program.

INCREASING RECLAIMS: A proactive effort to
ensure that lost animals are reclaimed has led to
stray redemption rates in that community that are
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seven times greater than the national average for
cats and over three times the average for dogs,
reducing the costs of care, killing, and destruction
of remains. Over 60 percent of stray dogs are being
reclaimed by their families—compared to the
national average of roughly 20 percent and less
than 10 percent for poorly-performing
communities—because the agency has invested in
pro-active efforts to get more animals home.

This includes officers going door-to-door to locate
the home when animals are picked up in the field
thereby avoiding the costs of impound, holding,
and potential killing; waiving fees or billing
citizens rather than holding their animal on threat
of execution if they cannot afford the fees or fines;
uploading photographs and full descriptions of
found animals onto the agency’s website so that
people can identify their animals online from any
computer 24 hours a day/seven days a week; and
more. By returning thousands of animals every
year to their homes in the field and helping
thousands more get home after they have been
impounded, the shelter does not spend additional
money caring for and potentially killing those
animals. Moreover, those animals no longer
compete for kennel space or homes with other
animals, allowing more resources to be allocated to
those remaining animals.

REDUCING BIRTHS: Research shows that
investment in spay/neuter programs not only
provides immediate public health and public safety
benefits but also long-term financial savings to a
jurisdiction as well. Reductions in animal intakes,
fewer animals killed, and fewer field calls
associated with free-roaming, unaltered animals
have been reported in communities which have
invested in spay/neuter. Moreover, spay/neuter
and release of community cats has an immediate
measurable lifesaving impact, in addition to

immediate cost savings.

EconNoMiIc BENEFITS OF No KILL

Beyond the increased revenues and associated
savings of No Kill animal control, there are even
wider economic benefits to the community.
Americans spend roughly $60 billion annually on
the care of their companion animals, an amount

which is growing every year even as other



economic sectors decline.
Spending on animal
companions is now the
seventh largest sector of the
retail economy. And giving
to animal related charities is
the fastest growing segment
in American philanthropy.
This embrace of animals
cuts across all political,
economic, and social
demographics. And
communities which adopt a
No Kill orientation for
animal control are reaping
the economic benefits.

Before one community’s No
Kill initiative, the shelter
adopted out less than 5,000
dogs and cats every year.
The remainder was put to
death at great cost to
taxpayers and donors. In
2010, as death rates declined,
the number of animals
adopted doubled to just
under 10,000 adoptions. In
addition to a cost savings of
roughly $200,000 associated
with killing, adoption fees
brought in almost $250,000 in
additional revenues.
Moreover, the positive
economic impact of
spending by adopters on
those animals to community
businesses totaled over
$12,000,000 in annual sales.
With an average lifespan of
roughly 11 years per animal,
the total revenues to
community businesses over
the life of those pets could
potentially top $120,000,000.
The number is substantially
higher given that those
impacts are exponential (in
Year Two, businesses would
benefit from two years
worth of adoptions; in Year

PuUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS SAVE
LIVES, SAVE MONEY AND IMPROVE PUBLIC
SATISFACTION WITH GOVERNMENT

In 1998, California passed a law making it illegal for public (and

private) shelters to kill animals when qualified rescue groups were
willing to save them. It passed by an overwhelming bipartisan
majority—g6 to 12, as close as possible to unanimity in a state as large
as California. In 2010, a similar law passed both houses of the Delaware
legislature unanimously, a law that has since reduced killing in that
state by 78%. In both of these states, it made no sense to legislators of
either party that taxpayers were paying to kill animals when qualified
non-profit rescue groups were willing to spend their own money
(private, philanthropic dollars) to save them. In just one California
County, the number of animals saved, rather than killed, went from
zero (before the law was enacted and enforced) to 4,000 per year. At
roughly $40.00 per animal killed, the municipality saved $160,000 in
expenses associated with killing. A similar study in the City and
County of San Francisco found the City realized an annualized cost
savings of $486,480 by working with rescue groups and No Kill
shelters, rather than killing the animals these groups wanted to save.

In fact, the number of animals saved, rather than killed, by forcing
shelters to work cooperatively with rescue groups increased in
California from 12,526 before the law went into effect to 58,939 in
2010—a lifesaving increase of over 370 percent, and a potential cost
savings of $1,856,520 statewide for killing and disposal (these savings do
not include additional savings relative to cost of care). In addition,
because the law specifically allows shelters to charge these
organizations up to the standard adoption fee, partnering with rescue
groups potentially brings in millions of dollars in additional revenues.

In New York and Florida, by contrast, statewide surveys found that 71
percent and 63 percent of non-profit rescue organizations respectively
have been turned away from shelters, which then killed the very
animals they offered to save. This is not only unethical—killing
animals when those animals have an immediate place to go—it is
economically irresponsible. Not only can these shelters save on the
cost of killing and destruction of remains, they can bring in badly
needed revenues to lower public expenditures on animal control or use
the additional revenue to enhance services—also realizing the
intangible benefit of improving public satisfaction with the job
government is doing. In short, adoption programs resulting in
increased lifesaving also increase revenues; while continued killing

costs money.
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Three, they would benefit from three years of adopt from a shelter, but it can increase the
adoptions; etc.). In addition, not only do those number of available homes as well by empowering
businesses then employ people who turn around and inspiring local citizens to feel like valued allies
and spend even more, all these activities also bring in the shelter’s lifesaving mission, thereby

in badly needed tax revenues. At an average 6 encouraging them to open their homes to

percent rate, adoptions over a ten-year period additional animals.

could potentially bring in over $20,000,000 in sales

tax alone. *Municipalities that charge high adoption and
reclaim fees in order to increase revenues as much as
While many of these economic benefits will be possible are working at cross purposes with their
realized regardless of where people get their goals of greater 1ifesaving—the higher the fees, the
animals, cost savings and other revenues will not lower the number of adoptions and reclaims that

be realized' FOI‘ one, many commercially—sourced occur. Mun1c1pahtles can balance thelr anlmal care

with their animal control goals by lowering fees, but

animals come from puppy mills, which contribute

to arumal cruelty. In add1t10n, the an1mals w111 not increasing votume

be sterilized before adoption, requiring the shelter to

absorb the costs of taking in the offspring of some of For a free, downloadable

DOLLARS guide on the economic

% | benefits of No Kill animal
The Economic  ACVC . -
Benets of No kil JERESY control for public officials,

Animal Control gt the NO Kill Advocacy

Center online.
Finally, a successful adoption marketing program

.. . ' e nokilladvocacycenter.org
not only results in citizens who are more hkely to
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those animals. Moreover, the municipality will not
benefit from the decreased costs and increased

revenue associated with adopting the animals to
those homes.

A GUIDE FOR PUBLIC OFFICIALS
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One of the most enduring myths used to condone the wholesale
slaughter of millions of animals in our nation’s shelters every year
is that saving their lives is too expensive. While it seems logical to
assume that saving rather than ending the lives of animals will
cost more money overall, this is an overly simplistic view. Among
other things, it ignores the fact that many shelter costs are fixed,
that saving lives generates revenue while killing and destroying
the remains costs money, that No Kill programs are more cost-
effective than killing, and that when a shelter commits to save the
lives of animals in its care, implements alternatives to killing, and
embraces the community it once derided, it reaps great financial
reward.

While it is true that some shelters have used their No Kill goals to
ask their City Council for more funding and if a shelter is truly
focused on saving lives, more money is always better, opponents
of No Kill have used this to “prove” that No Kill is very expensive
in order to defend those who kill animals by claiming they cannot
afford to save more lives. Of course, they ignore counter examples:
in Tompkins County, public funding of animal control was
roughly $1.85 per capita and remained that way while the shelter
cut killing by 75 percent, cut disease rates by go percent, and saved
upwards of 95 percent of all the animals. At the same time, the
shelter went from a $124,000 a year deficit to a $23,000 surplus.

The Upper Peninsula Animal Welfare Shelter (formerly the
Marquette MI Humane Society, see page 62), likewise, runs
animal control in its community of Marquette, Michigan. In 2006,
UPAWS was killing 64 percent of animals and on the verge of
bankruptcy when a volunteer asked them to read Redemption.
Though fearful of embracing its tenets, they were not only being
encouraged to do so by animal lovers in their community, but they
were very close to ceasing operations and had little to lose: if they
continued on the path they were on, they would have to close their
doors. They decided to embrace the No Kill philosophy and the
programs and services of the No Kill Equation which make it
possible.
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Since that time, the number of animals saved
rather than killed has increased dramatically.
Immediately after announcing its No Kill mission,
UPAWS posted an annual save rate of 93 percent.
It has been steadily increasing. In 2013, UPAWS
saved 97 percent, expanding its safety net with
truly cutting edge innovations such as hospice care
for terminally ill animals, better efforts to get lost
animals home and expanded programs to keep
animals from entering the shelter in the first place,
such as a website where members of the public can
seek new homes for their animals themselves
rather than surrender them to the shelter.

When UPAWS was killing 64 percent of the
animals, they spent $190.85 per animal. Now saving
97 percent, they spend $207.58. At the same time,
however, they threw away $178,636 in adoption
revenue when they were killing the animals and it
would only have cost them $15,660 more to actually
save them. But that’s not at all: while the cost per
animal went up slightly (8 percent), so did revenue:
an overall increase of 61 percent. As UPAWS,

explains,

“The ... component that cannot be ignored is that while
the cost-per-animal rose 8 percent, we also saw an
increase in donations of 43 percent and a net increase in
fundraising efforts of 294 percent for an overall increase
in revenue of 61 percent... Obviously, the increased
revenue more than makes up for the cost-per-animal, and
has allowed us to implement more services, become pro-

active and plan for a future (including plans for a new
shelter).”

They further state: “By 2013, we were open seven days
a week and one evening, including every holiday except
Christmas (instead of being open only five days a week).
Advertising animals through the UPAWS website,
print-radio-TV media, and social media and keeping the
public updated from start to finish in terms of
adoptability and outcome, became standard. Pet
sponsorships became and continue to play a huge role in
getting animals adopted (donors can opt to pre-pay for
medical care, vaccinations, or all or part of adoption fees
for specific animals). Promotions with accompanying
adoption fee reductions or waivers were being used on a
regular basis. We had implemented reduced adoption fees
for seniors and “Lonely Hearts” (those animals who
have been in the shelter 3 months or longer). People
willing to adopt animals for what would equate to
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hospice care had fees waived. All animals were being
microchipped and we were FelV/FIV testing all cats
and heartworm testing all dogs. In addition, staff and
volunteers began making a more concerted effort at
reuniting lost pets with their “owners” and becoming
more pro-active in pet retention efforts. Also, not
included in the cost-per-animal, a community spay-
neuter program was instituted to assist pet “owners” in
getting their animals altered which ultimately reduces
the numbers of litters being admitted and a Home-2-
Home program that allows “owners” to use the
UPAWS website to advertise pets that need re-homing,
thus preventing them ever being admitted to the shelter.”

Most impressive of all, these programs have not
only revolutionized the shelter and have turned
Marquette into one of the safest community for
homeless animals in the United States today, but
they have resulted in a 61 percent increase in
revenue for the shelter as well, disproving the
notion that we cannot afford to save them all. And
not only did UPAWS transform its shelter and
reap the financial rewards from its grateful, animal
loving public, but most exciting of all, it continues
to push the envelope of innovation. Not content to
rest on its laurels, UPAWS continues to introduce
new and exciting programs to better meet the needs
of the animals and people in its community,
helping to redefine what an animal shelter can and

should be.

No Kill is a humane, sustainable, cost-effective
model that works hand in hand with public health
and safety, while fulfilling a fiscal responsibility to
taxpayers. But as UPAWSs says: “What is important
is the unwavering decision to not kill healthy, treatable,
adoptable animals. Once that decision is made and
everyone (board, staff, volunteers) are committed to that
goal, it can be done.”
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Overcoming the Predictable &

Recurring Excuses of the
Entrenched Shelter Director

Fifteen years ago, No Kill opponents argued that
No Kill was simply impossible. They called it a
“hoax,” a “marketing ploy” and nothing more than
“smoke and mirrors.” With No Kill success
throughout the nation, these claims have lost trac-
tion. With an increasingly informed public and the
pressure for reform mounting across the country,
those who defend killing have evolved their tactics
in several ways.

Some of them are adopting the language of No
Kill, but not the programs and services that make it
possible. Prior to the achievement of No Kill com-
munities across the country, virtually all shelter ad-
ministrators readily admitted to killing for reasons
such as lack of space, antipathy to certain breeds,
because the cats were feral, the animals had highly
treatable illnesses like upper respiratory infection
and kennel cough, or because the director claimed
there were too many black dogs or cats in the shel-
ter. Some shelter directors today would never be so

blatant, so unapologetic for the killing. They still
kill at an alarming rate, but many<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>