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Cleveland Animal Protective League and the Ohio Animal Welfare Federation 

Chair Abrams, Vice Chair Miller, Ranking Member Thomas, and members of the House Public 

Safety Committee, thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony regarding Ohio House Bill 

417. My name is Sharon Harvey, and I serve as President and CEO of the Cleveland Animal 

Protective League, the largest humane society in Ohio, and as a member of the Board of 

Directors of the Ohio Animal Welfare Federation, a statewide membership organization that 

represents humane societies, county dog wardens, animal care and control officers, and rescue 

groups from 63 counties across Ohio. I am submitting testimony on behalf of both organizations. 

Let me begin by saying that we appreciate the sponsors’ and committee’s interest in 

strengthening Ohio’s response to animal cruelty and improving accountability for individuals 

who harm animals. Humane societies and animal welfare organizations across our state share the 

goal of preventing cruelty, protecting public safety, and ensuring that animals are treated 

humanely. 

There are provisions in the bill that we support. 

First, the creation of a statewide dangerous dog database has the potential to significantly 

improve public safety and enforcement consistency. A centralized, accessible system would help 

animal control agencies, law enforcement, animal shelters, and courts track dangerous dog 

designations across jurisdictions. Too often, these records are fragmented across municipalities, 

allowing individuals to move animals or relocate without oversight. A statewide database would 

improve transparency and give enforcement officials a more reliable tool and resource. 

We also support the bill’s provision addressing the abuse of a companion animal’s corpse. 

Clarifying that such conduct constitutes an offense reinforces Ohio’s commitment to treating 

animals with dignity and ensures that depraved, disturbing acts do not fall into legal gaps. 

However, we would like to respectfully share examples of concerns about other aspects of the 

bill. 

The bill proposes a mandatory spay/neuter requirement for dogs before they are adopted or 

transferred out of shelter operated by a municipal corporation, a county shelter operated under 

ORC 955, or a humane society established in accordance with ORC 1717. While sterilization is a 

very important goal and one that many animal shelters and rescue groups actively pursue 

voluntarily (the Cleveland APL did more than 12,000 spay/neuter surgeries in 2025), mandatory 

requirements can have unintended consequences when implemented without adequate 

infrastructure, such as funding and access to the mandated care. 

Many communities in Ohio continue to face significant barriers to accessing veterinary care. 

According to the Veterinary Care Accessibility Project, there are 10 counties in Ohio where 

veterinary care is difficult to access and three counties where it’s nearly inaccessible. Shelters in 

these areas will struggle to comply with this mandate. Even if appointments can be obtained, 

many smaller shelters do not have a veterinarian on staff or adequate funding to guarantee 100% 



of their animals can be sterilized through a private clinic before adoption. If sterilization before 

adoption becomes a legal mandate without corresponding funding and access to the required 

care, the only option for some shelters will be to euthanize dogs that have not already been 

sterilized prior to intake. Also, this mandate doesn’t provide exceptions for age or medical 

conditions that may contraindicate surgery. 

Experience suggests that incentive-based and access-focused approaches, such as low-cost 

clinics, targeted outreach, and voluntary compliance programs, are generally more effective. 

Another concern involves the ownership ban in proposed section 955.55, which prohibits 

individuals convicted of certain offenses against any animal under section 959 specifically from 

owning dogs. Limiting an ownership ban to dogs creates a gap in protection for other companion 

animals, such as cats. For example, when a cat has been abused, a subsequent ban on the 

ownership of dogs does nothing to protect cats in the future. A more comprehensive approach 

that covers companion animals broadly would better align with the intent of preventing future 

abuse. We also question why this provision has been amended into section 955 and not section 

959 under the specific violations listed are investigated and sentenced. 

That said, research and enforcement experience suggest that ownership bans tied to negligent 

misdemeanor-level offenses, especially animal hoarding, may not reduce recidivism without 

accompanying monitoring mechanisms, such as judicial discretion to permit ownership of a 

limited number of sterilized animals. Even with that, though, courts, humane societies, and 

animal control agencies often lack the resources to track compliance with the ban. Without 

including practical enforcement tools, such as allowing court ordered random, unannounced 

inspections, these provisions risk becoming symbolic rather than effective. 

Similarly, mandatory fines at the $2,500 level may create barriers to compliance or collection in 

lower-level misdemeanor cases involving negligence while not necessarily improving animal 

welfare outcomes. 

Ohio has an opportunity with Ohio House Bill 417 to strengthen animal protection laws in 

meaningful ways. The statewide dangerous dog database and the prohibition on abuse of a 

companion animal’s corpse are strong provisions that deserve support. 

At the same time, we respectfully encourage the committee to reconsider the mandatory 

spay/neuter requirement, review the scope of the ownership ban in section 955.55, and evaluate 

whether the bill’s penalty structure will achieve the intended outcomes. 

Thoughtful adjustments could ensure that this legislation is both effective and enforceable, while 

continuing to advance Ohio’s commitment to protecting animals and the communities that care 

for them. 

Thank you for your time and for your attention to this important issue. 


