Breeding Healthy Dogs: A road to hell paved with good intentions
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For 30 years we have argued that breeding for appearance without regard for health or temperament is a recipe for disaster – and the Kennel Club is that disaster. We were delighted when the BBC screened Pedigree Dogs Exposed
 and Crufts annual display of over bred and inbred animals lost its sponsors and TV coverage. 
The Independent Inquiry into Dog Breeding
 should have carried on this good work. 
Its analysis of the issues is first rate. It looks in great depth at the suffering and deformity caused by breeding for appearance. It compares the originals with their deformed descendants. It details the evils of “puppy farms”. It shows how owners can avoid the worst problems, and how the breed organisations can be reformed. 

Sadly, the Inquiry’s conclusions are as daft as its analysis is sensible. Out of the blue, it recommends modifying the Dangerous Dogs Act to cover all dogs -- in effect, banning all dogs. If that weren’t enough, it goes on to recommend compulsory micro chipping of puppies by breeders along with yet another intrusive, unnecessary, and expensive Government Database. We will show this is both onerous and unenforceable. It then forgets to recommend the 3 actions that would make a big difference: 

· Legally oblige breed standard organisations to refuse registration of any dog or puppy if minimum health and temperament standards for parents or offspring are not met.

· Prosecute puppy farms for cruelty under existing legislation. On conviction, ban the owners for life from any association with animals. 

· Create an education program for potential owners to tackle the issue of puppies imported from puppy farms outside the UK.
Amending The Dangerous Dogs Act


The Dangerous Dogs Act should be amended to apply to all dogs that have been shown to be dangerous rather than to specify breeds and should address the problem of dogs being bred and reared specially as weapons or for fighting
Report on Dog Breeding Page 46 Para 8.10
The only mention of this in the full report is in Para 6.25, which comments

In several cases children have been killed after the Dangerous Dogs Act was passed in law. ……….. The relevance of these trends to the Inquiry is that aggressiveness towards any human to which the dog is not attached can be bred for selectively and the trait can be greatly ac​centuated by the way that the dog is trained. 

One paragraph in a long report does not justify such a far reaching recommendation, especially one that has little to do with the main thrust of the report. One wonders at what point, and for what ulterior motive this “recommendation” was added. Whatever its origins, there are real problems with this recommendation. 
Police Dogs
All police dogs are selectively bred for defensive ability, and would therefore be classifiable under the Dangerous Dogs Act. Thus any dog used by any police force would be banned, or restricted to use by police or the military. 
Is the public ready for a ban on private ownership of the German Shepherd, the Belgian Shepherd, the Labrador, the Doberman, the Weimarana, and many others?  
All dogs are potentially, and to some extent or other, dangerous.

All dogs are descended from wolves, and share some characteristics with them. Feral dogs re-evolve wolf like characteristics (pointed ears, thick coat, disappearance of tail-wagging behaviour) within a few generations. Moscow and Cuban street dogs, from very different cultures and climates, both illustrate the same point. 

All dog breeds can be shown, by example, to be actually dangerous

This can be simply demonstrated. Put any breed of dog and “attacks child” into a major search engine such as Google, and examples will be found (see below). So, absurdly, this suggestion would result in a ban on all dogs!

Some Google results for Jack Russell, Poodle, Spaniel, and Retriever – similar can be found for any breed. 

Jack Russell

“Four children were savaged by a Jack Russell puppy at a family pub with a pet zoo. 

Two of the children were left covered in blood after the tiny dog, called Harvey, sank its fangs into their faces. 

One victim, Kyle Hooker, has been left scarred for life. 
http://www.theargus.co.uk/news/3816542.Toddler_scarred_for_life_after_dog_attack/ 
UPDATE 1/20/08: Jeff Mozer, the uncle of the baby that was killed by the Jack Russell, said the dog was a long-time family pet, trusted around his own baby and other babies in the family. "This is the most freakish accident. It was a dog you would never think would harm anyone at all. And my brother was just really proud of the baby, it was his first," he said. 
http://www.dogsbite.org/blog/2008/01/fatality-victim-justin-mozer-killed-by.html 

Poodle

GRASONVILLE, Md.- The Queen Anne's County Sheriff's Office says a 7-year-old Grasonville girl had to be taken to the hospital after being attacked and bitten by a large poodle.
http://www.wboc.com/global/story.asp?S=10769319 

Cocker Spaniel

YOUNG girl who was left with a lasting scar after being mauled by a dog – just days after being placed in foster care – has been reunited with her real mother.

Speaking exclusively to the Newquay Guardian this week, mother Delia Taylor said she was "overjoyed" to have daughter Sinead back at the family home in Fraddon.

Sinead was placed with a foster family in the St Austell area back in June but just days into her stay, she was attacked by the foster family's pet cocker spaniel.

The attack left Sinead needing 30 stitches in her right cheek.

http://www.thisiscornwall.co.uk/news/Joy-mauled-Sinead-reunited-mum/article-552252-detail/article.html
Golden Retriever

  Golden Retriever euthanized after killing owner

http://video.aol.co.uk/video-detail/golden-retriever-euthanized-after-killing-owner/3327965382 

Whatever the good intentions, amending The Dangerous Dogs Act is unnecessary, irrelevant to the main purposes of the report, and would lead to at least the unworkable complications outlined above. Laws made in haste are regretted at leisure.
Compulsory Micro chipping of all puppies
The report recommends the following compulsory change.
Irrespective of whether they are members of an Accredited Breeder scheme, all breeders should have their puppies micro chipped before they are sold. Prospective purchasers should ex​pect that this has been done before buying a puppy.
Report on Dog Breeding Page 46 Para 8.7
8.8 As soon as Parliamentary time permits, Regula​tions should be made under the Animal Welfare Act 2006 in order to:

a. Require that all puppies should be indelibly iden​tified, by implantation of microchip or such other equivalent system as may be developed, prior to sale; and that the ID number of the microchip or equivalent should be recorded on the contract of sale, all relevant health test certificates and registration documents and a central data base.
Report on Dog Breeding Page 46 Para 8.8
Good intentions sadly pave the road to hell
Compulsory micro chipping might seem to be a good idea. Deformed and suffering dogs can be traced back to the breeder, and action can be taken.

The report implicitly acknowledges that this can be achieved in the case of registered dogs, through the Kennel Club
. So this must be a question of unregistered breeders and dogs. Here the difficult questions arise.

Is it likely that the despicable and cruel (we strongly agree with the characterization) puppy farms will chip their puppies. We think not! Or, worse, they may use false chips.

How is an unchipped puppy/dog discovered?  By a vet?  Will it be compulsory for vets to report unchipped dogs?  Will vets want to “betray” owners who they like? 

What happens if its a perfectly healthy dog, if its a crossbred? Is the owner fined?   After all the seller probably told the owner the dog was chipped, and the owner has no means of checking..... Does the owner have to go to the (expensive) vet to check the dog is chipped? Or take the risk? Or will owners with unchipped dogs just be reluctant to take them to a vet? Hardly a good result for dogs!

What about dogs imported?  The local German, American, Italian, etc. administrations will not have any laws about chipping. Nor will the Irish – currently the main locus of puppy farms. Even if a chipped or unchipped dog can be traced back to its breeder, who is going to prosecute an Irish/Finnish/American/you-name-it breeder?  

Even if the puppy farm is in the UK, and the puppy unchipped and discovered to be unchipped, and the owner identifies the puppy farm --- what happens when the puppy farmer just denies it is one of his puppies. “Know nothing about it”  “Not one of ours”  “The owner is just looking for someone to blame” etc. It would be pretty hard to make a case.... especially as the report notes neither the police nor local authorities have the time or veterinary expertise to deal with matters like this properly. 

So the net result is another intrusive and expensive Government Database of no benefit to dog owners or dogs, and creating no dent in awful breeding habits and puppy farms
. 

The advantages of this idea can be gained in lots of other ways, none of which place massive burdens and responsibilities on the ordinary citizen
. These areconsidered next. 
Three recommendations that might work
1. Legally oblige breed standard organisations to refuse registration of any dog or puppy if minimum health and temperament standards for parents or offspring are not met.

This tackles the source of the problem: The Kennel Club. For a century the Kennel Club has been encouraging selective breeding for arbitrary standards of “appearance” regardless of health or temperament. They have rewarded deformity and compliant breeders have caused consequent suffering. In this process they have created a powerful lobby of breeders (many of whom are in their governing body) with a vested interest in deformity and suffering – something we now all know, and many “outsiders” have known for a long time. For these reasons, the Kennel Club is unlikely to reform from within. Thus the Kennel Club should be legally obliged to refuse registration of any dog or puppy in the event that required minimum health and temperament standards for parents or offspring are not met.

This simple reform would, at a stroke, remove the financial motive from breeders to produce malformed animals. With the financial motive gone, the practice would be unlikely to persist. 
Amazingly this idea is in the remit of the report
, and does not appear in the recommendations.
2.  Prosecute puppy farms for cruelty under existing legislation. On conviction, ban the owners for life from any association with animals. 

This starts to tackle the problem of breeders of unregistered dogs, outside Kennel Club regulation, but who like for commercial reasons to produce animals that appear to be healthy and well bred. It should also be noted that the first recommendation (to register only healthy and temperamentally sound dogs) will likely also result in a change for the better in canine physique and face. This will put an indirect pressure to improve on unregistered breeders.
There is no need for any new legislation or regulation. What is needed is the will and resources to enforce existing legislation. 
3. Create an education program for potential owners to tackle the issue of puppies imported from puppy farms outside the UK.

Since UK regulation does not influence non-UK breeders, the best guarantees are the first two recommendations, healthier, and healthier looking dogs in the UK, and education for pet owners and potential pet owners on what to look for and what to avoid. The report body itself is thorough on this matter, and we concur with most of its points. For example:
· refuse to buy a puppy that cannot be seen with its mother

· find the breed that best suits your family and their living conditions
The simple but widespread education program necessary lends itself to such cost effective advertising methods as “5 Point Guide to Puppy Buying” sponsored by the Kennel Club itself, or by pet food companies, and placed prominently in every pet shop. It could be printed on every packet of puppy food. Etc. The basic precepts are not difficult or complicated. They are just not very well known. 
Conclusion

As the report notes:


Legislation cannot, alone, create the conditions for behavioural change.  Moreover, no statute can be effective which is not supported by a majority of the population.  Legislation should therefore be regarded not as the primary agent of change but rather as a back-stop.

We agree. This seems to us reason enough not to recommend onerous and expensive compulsory micro chipping of puppies for the benefit of another intrusive government database. Experience in other areas (the similar horse passport scheme) has shown such solutions to be both burdensome to and expensive for responsible owners and breeders, and ineffective in preventing abuse. 

One legally simple measure would suffice, and would benefit dogs and dog owners without placing burdens and costs on them. Namely the obligation on “breed standard organisations” (mainly the Kennel Club) to only register temperamentally sound and physically healthy dogs and puppies.
The report also notes:

From the evidence presented to the Inquiry,  it would seem that Local Authorities experience some difficulty in enforcing existing welfare legislation.  Apart from the obvious problem of lack of resource, the degree of judgment that has to be exercised by inspectors (normally Environmental Health Officers) relating to the provision of appropriate exercise and socialisation regimes requires a degree of veterinary and welfare expertise not always available to the inspectors.
If there is a lack of resource or skill by those responsible for prosecuting cruelty (puppy farms), then political will is needed to provide pressure, training, and finance. There is no need for another government database staffed by IT personnel and bureaucrats with no knowledge of animals or animal welfare. 

Lastly, we are strongly in favour of micro chipping dogs. It is a sensible precaution against straying, loss, and theft. It must not be allowed to become yet another means of spying on the citizen.
� 19 August 2008


� Patrick Bateson of the University of Cambridge: �HYPERLINK "http://www.dogbreedinginquiry.com"�www.dogbreedinginquiry.com� 


and for a BBC summary: �HYPERLINK "http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/8458223.stm"�http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/8458223.stm� 





� 8.7 Irrespective of whether they are members of an Accredited Breeder scheme, all breeders should have their puppies micro chipped before they are sold.





� Others have taken an even stronger view against this suggestion. For example:


Compulsory dog ID microchips plan - Yet Another National Database of human names and addresses is not acceptable


Remember that The Control of Dogs Order 1992 still applies, so you are still legally bound to have a collar on your dog, with your name and address on it (and optionally your telephone number) - this is in addition to any RFID tag


Wearing of collars by dogs


2.--(1) Subject to paragraph (2) below, every dog while in a highway or in a place of public resort shall wear a collar with the name and address of the owner inscribed on the collar or on a plate or badge attached to it. 


A dog collar is of more use in helping with lost or stray dogs than an RFID chip, as it does not need special equipment to read it. There are also several competing commercial pet chipping technology solutions available in the marketplace, some of which offer their own databases e.g. PetTrack. None of these are standardised and so one manufacturer's scanning equipment is not necessarily capable of reading RFID chips from all of their rivals. See also the controversies surrounding the VeriChip "spychips". VeriChip and their various re-branded subsidiaries have been losing money for years, trying to convince people that this technology is somehow morally or ethically suitable for human implantation.


Are any of the Labour and Conservative politicians lobbying for this mandatory national system linked with any of these companies, whose businesses would be greatly expanded by any move towards compulsion, or to a national standard based on one manufacturer's technology ?


Unfortunately the Labour Government seems to be treating human beings just like animals, and is trying to snoop on and collect our personal details, our "life events" history, our changes of address and our transport movements. The Conservatives should not follow their example with ill thought out "national database" plans touted as solutions to local problems.


�HYPERLINK "http://p10.hostingprod.com/@spyblog.org.uk/blog/2009/09/28/compulsory-dog-id-microchips-plan---yet-another-national-database-of-human-names.html"�http://p10.hostingprod.com/@spyblog.org.uk/blog/2009/09/28/compulsory-dog-id-microchips-plan---yet-another-national-database-of-human-names.html� 





� Mars Petcare Ltd estimates than six million households keep dogs as domestic pets





� f. Whether registries should be obliged to refuse registration in the event that required minimum standards are not met


� Legal and enforcement challenges within the report


Para 5.13 Opinion was divided on whether legislation required amendment and if so, how. One commonly held view was that the legislation was adequate in itself, but was inadequately applied and enforced





