ACT Prompt

Some cities have ordinances that limit the number of pets a city resident can own. Often, the maximum number of pets allowed is limited to three or four. Some people support the limit because they feel it protects them against having a neighborhood overrun with animals that could potentially become a public nuisance. Other people oppose the limit because they feel it infringes upon their rights as private citizens. In your opinion, should city governments be allowed to limit the number of pets a resident can own?
In your essay, take a position on this question. You may write about either one of the two points of view given, or you may present a different point of view on the question. Use specific reasons and examples to support your position.

Suggested Answers

Score Point 6

Nobody denies that irresponsible pet ownership is a serious issue. Animal overpopulation is a serious problem in this country. Every year, hundreds of thousands of stray cats and dogs are turned over to animal shelters. But an ordinance limiting the number of pets a person may own would go a long way towards solving the problem.

There are several reasons an animal may go stray. Some of these same strays have distraught families who are desperately looking for them. These families are responsible pet owners who lost their pet due to an unfortunate accident. Perhaps their dog jumped over a fence after a rabbit, or their cat scooted out the front door when a visitor stopped by. However, most stray animals end up in shelters because of irresponsible pet owners. These people do not treat their animals as family members. They adopt pets without thinking of the money, time, and effort that is involved. Often these people do not properly confine or care for their pets, and they don’t think about how this affects their neighbors. They may, for example, allow their animals to roam the neighborhood freely, which is a situation that can prove annoying, frightening, or potentially dangerous to neighbors. A surprising number of these irresponsible pet owners will simply abandon their animals on the street when they prove to be too much of a hassle to feed or care for. It is because of these irresponsible pet owners that I support city ordinances that limit the number of pets a city resident can own.

Pet ownership is a huge responsibility, and some pet owners are simply not up to the task. I have had the unfortunate experience of living near a dog collector who simply didn’t have the ability to clean up after his nine dogs, and didn’t have the time to spend with them. Although the dogs were confined to a fenced-in area, they still were a public nuisance. The dogs relieved themselves all over the yard, and because the owner never cleaned up after them the stench permeated the entire neighborhood. In addition, because the owner wasn’t home much, the dogs became bored. They barked loudly twenty-four hours a day, making it impossible for the neighbors to have any peace and quiet. If a pet-limitation ordinance had been in effect, this problem would have been greatly diminished.

My grandmother has a neighbor who created a similar nuisance. Her neighbors had three dogs and four cats, but did not have a fenced yard. Because both the neighbors worked full time, they allowed their pets to wander around the neighborhood all day so they would not mess up the house. The dogs were constantly digging up the plants in my grandmother’s garden. The cats spent much of the time hunting and killing unfortunate birds that stopped to feed at my grandmother’s bird feeder. My grandmother has made repeated requests for the neighbors to build a fence to contain the animals, but the neighbors simply told her that fences are expensive and they cannot afford to build one. Feeding and caring for seven pets is an expensive job. If these people owned only three or four pets instead of seven, it would have been much easier for them to save up the money to build a fence and therefore take better care of their animals.

A city pet-limitation ordinance would also serve to protect some owners from themselves. For example, there was an article in the newspaper recently about an elderly woman who was discovered with over one hundred cats in her home. The woman started out with only a few cats, but when she failed to have the cats spayed or neutered, her small group of cats quickly multiplied. Soon there were so many cats in the house that the woman could no longer clean up after them. Embarrassed by her unsanitary living conditions, she was afraid to ask for help. Eventually, a neighbor complained to the authorities about the appalling odor emanating from the woman’s property. The city’s animal control workers investigated the scene. Due to the unhealthy conditions of the woman’s home, they were forced to seize the cats and take them to a shelter. If there were a pet-limitation ordinance in effect, it would remind people of the importance of having their pets spayed and neutered. In the long run, this would reduce the number of animals in shelters considerably as well.

That such ordinances are necessary is a sad fact of life. It is unfortunate that responsible people who have the ability and financial means needed to care for more than four animals must be punished for the neglectful actions of others. Still, people must keep in mind that such ordinances are for the good of all, both people and animals. Some might view it as infringing on their personal rights, but nobody has the right to subject animals to unnecessarily cruel treatment, which is what irresponsible pet ownership amounts to.

In conclusion, compromise is an integral part of every successful community, and pet-limitation ordinances are important and necessary compromises. These ordinances help to keep our communities safe and healthy. I strongly urge all communities to place a pet-limitation ordinance into effect.

Scoring Explanation: This is a very strong and convincing essay. The student uses personal experiences (her experiences with a neighboring pet owner, her grandmother’s experience with a neighboring pet owner, and a newspaper article she read) to support her viewpoint, and she offers specific details and examples. The student strengthens her position by acknowledging an argument that opposes her own, and then countering it: "It is unfortunate that responsible people who have the ability and financial means needed to care for more than four animals must be punished for the neglectful actions of others. Still, people must keep in mind that such ordinances are for the good of all, both people and animals." The student shows that she recognizes the complexity of the issue by demonstrating that people don’t always neglect their pets intentionally. She writes, "Soon there were so many cats in the house that the woman could no longer clean up after them. Embarrassed by her unsanitary living conditions, she was afraid to ask for help." 

This essay is logically organized, and the ideas and viewpoints expressed within it are clear and well supported. The essay transitions smoothly between paragraphs, and the writer’s logic is easy for the reader to follow. The introductory paragraphs provide the reader with background about overcrowded shelters, responsible pet owners, and irresponsible pet owners, so the reader has a well-rounded, working knowledge of the subject matter. At the end of the second introductory paragraph, the writer clearly states her position on the pet-limitation law: "It is because of these irresponsible pet owners that I support city ordinances that limit the number of pets a city resident can own." 

The writer uses a variety of sentence structures. Her language is sophisticated, precise, and varied. She uses advanced vocabulary terms such as appalling and emanating. This makes the writing more interesting for the reader.

The essay contains a few mechanical and grammatical errors, but they are minor and do not detract from the overall quality of the essay because the writer’s intent and meaning are clear throughout.

Score Point 5
Cities across the country have been begun passing laws that limit the number of pets that people are allowed to keep in their household. They have adopted such laws to avoid a situation in which the city would be overrun with stray animals. While I realize that pet overpopulation is a very real and serious problem in certain cities, I very much oppose laws that limit the number of pets per household.

The first and most important reason why I oppose these laws is because they blatantly disregard people’s rights as private citizens. People should have the right to do what they wish in the confines of their own homes, as long as their actions are within the boundaries of basic human decency. Once the government passes a law regulating how many pets a person can own, this sets a very dangerous precedent. What will stop the government from controlling the number of cars a person can own, or even the number of children a family can have? Our forefathers endured many hardships so that Americans would one day enjoy these personal freedoms, and I feel that it is our duty to protect them.

The second reason why I oppose these laws is due to my concern for the animals. Animal shelters are already overcrowded today as it is. Laws that limit the number of household pets will only serve to create a larger burden for already overcrowded animal shelters because people will not be able to adopt as many animals. Because of this, an increased number of animals will have to be euthanized. If people were allowed to own as many animals as they wished, however, thousands of animals could escape this terrible fate and instead live out their days in caring homes.

I understand that there are many pet owners who neglect and mistreat their animals, and that these people are the reason why cities feel such laws are necessary. Even so, I don’t believe that thousands of loving, caring pet owners should be penalized for the shortcomings of others. Instead of limiting the number of pets allowed per household, it would make more sense to pass laws that punish people more harshly for not caring properly for their animals. If these types of laws were passed, people would quickly learn that there is a price to be paid for their irresponsible actions. Such laws might even dissuade irresponsible people from even owning pets in the first place, further alleviating the animal nuisance problems that some cities face.

In conclusion, I feel that laws limiting the number of pets per household is wrong and unecessary. Cities that are thinking of adopting such laws should first consider less drastic alternatives instead, such as laws that punish people more harshly for animal neglect. In doing so, they will be helping to protect the rights of private citizens—rights which form the foundation upon which this great nation was built.

Scoring Explanation: This essay is very good. The student’s position on the issue is clear from the beginning ("I very much oppose laws that limit the number of pets per household") and he holds firm in his viewpoint throughout the essay. Unlike the "6" response, this writer does not state the thesis in an original way but rather restates the prompt, so it is a less engaging introduction. The student explains why he holds this viewpoint: "The first and most important reason why I oppose these laws is because they blatantly disregard people’s rights as private citizens . . . The second reason why I oppose these laws is due to my concern for the animals." He also provides details that support his position: "Laws that limit the number of household pets will only serve to create a larger burden for already overcrowded animal shelters because people will not be able to adopt as many animals." The student further strengthens his position by addressing an opposing viewpoint, which he then counters. 

The essay is logically organized, with a strong introduction and a conclusion that ties together the opinions presented in the essay. The student remains focused on the writing prompt throughout the essay. All supporting details are relevant to the main topic, but some are not fully developed. Transitions are evident between paragraphs, but are sometimes awkward.

The student’s language is good for the most part, if somewhat repetitive. The student does attempt to include advanced vocabulary terms, which is a strength of the response. There are only a few minor errors in spelling and grammar.

Score Point 4

In my opinion, cities should not limit the number of pets, of any kind, that people can own. Although it’s true that some pet owners neglect their pets, I don’t feel that limiting the number of pets people can own will change this problem. In fact, I feel that it is important for people to be able to own as many pets as they like. If cities limit the number of pets allowed in a household to three or four, it would create an even bigger problem then there would be without such a law in place.

For one thing, I feel the law would cause there to be many more homeless pets wandering the streets than there are now. Animal shelters cannot take in every stray, homeless, abused or neglected animal that comes along. But there are plenty of soft-hearted animal lovers out there who are willing to take in a stray dog or cat that shows up on their doorstep no matter how many animals they already own, and offer them the protection and caring they need. Many of these people volunteer at animal shelters themselves. Although some people who have a lot of pets don’t take care of them like they should, most of these people will do everything in the world to make sure that their pets are well-fed and cared for. If it weren’t for the kindness of these pet owners, many animals would be left to fend for themselves on the street.

For another thing, allowing people to have as many pets as they want would save people money on taxes. Animal shelters are funded with taxes and donations. If the number of animals that end up in shelters increases, our taxes will increse, too. So, if people adopt more pets, taxes will go down.

Finally, I feel that pet ownership is a basic human right that the government has no business setting limits and restrictions on. There are some people who are alone in the world except for their pets. It isn’t fair for the government to deny these people their rights, and the happiness and love that comes with owning and taking care of a pet that often becomes more family than family.

In conclusion, these are just a few reasons why I feel the city should not set a limit on the number of pets people can own. People who own a lot of pets are helping the community. It doesn’t make any sense for the city to prevent them from doing this.

Scoring Explanation: This essay is a satisfactory response to the prompt. The student’s position on the issue is clear: "In my opinion, cities should not limit the number of pets . . . that people can own." The student mentions an opposing viewpoint and counters it. The student generally remains focused on the prompt, but occasionally includes some unnecessary details, as seen in paragraph 2, where the student writes, "Many of these people volunteer at animal shelters themselves." 

The essay is logically organized, but the simple structure and predictable transitions ("For one thing . . . For another thing . . . Finally . . . In conclusion") give the essay a clunky, monotonous feel. The student supports most of her main points with details. However, the ideas presented in paragraphs 3 and 4 are underdeveloped. Why does it cost so much for animal shelters to care for animals? Why is it important for people who live alone to have pets?

The student’s vocabulary is simple but adequate. There is some variation in the sentence types used, but overall, the sentences are shorter and less complex than in the "5" and "6" responses. There are a few distracting errors in grammar and spelling. 

 

Score Point 3

I am strongly in favor of cities having laws that limit the number of pets that people can own. Laws are made to protect the public, and there should be laws that protect people from neighbors who allow their pets to become a nusance.

Not everyone likes animals. My parents are an example of this. So, one of these people lives next to a neighbor with ten animals, that could be very annoying to them. If the pet owners don’t have a fenced in yard, than their animals would be in their neighbor’s yard all the time. If you don’t like animals, this would be very annoying.

If you watch shows like Animal Cops, you can see what happens when people have too many pets. If people had only a couple of pets, then they could afford to take care of them better. Then these problems would not exist.

This is why I think that they should limit the amount of animals you are allowed to own. If there are too many pets in a house, the house will get ruinned. This would be bad for the neighborhood because nobody want’s to live next to a run-down house. Having laws against too many pets would pervent this.

Scoring Explanation: This essay shows that the student’s writing skills are still developing. The student’s position on the issue is clear ("I am strongly in favor of cities having laws that limit the number of pets that people can own"), but makes no mention of opposing viewpoints. The student generally remains focused on the prompt, but occasionally includes some unnecessary details, as seen in paragraph 2: "My parents are an example of this." 

The student seems to understand the basic structure of an essay—a clear introduction is present, body paragraphs separate different ideas, and an attempt at a conclusion is made. The conclusion presents a problem, however, in that it introduces new information: "If there are too many pets in a house, the house will get ruinned. This would be bad for the neighborhood because nobody want’s to live next to a run-down house." A well-developed conclusion should tie up all of the ideas presented in the essay without introducing any new information. Furthermore, this conclusion contains many unexplained ideas. For example, how many pets are "too many"?

Many of the ideas presented in the body paragraphs are poorly supported. In paragraph 3, for example, the student assumes that everyone has seen the show "Animal Cops," and makes no attempt to explain what happens when people have too many pets. Although the student’s ideas are logically grouped into paragraphs, there are no attempts to create smooth transitions between them. 

The student’s vocabulary is simple. There is some variation in the sentence types used, but most sentences use simple construction. Distracting errors in spelling and grammar are present. The writer makes frequent and random shifts between the use of the pronouns they and you. Some pronouns have no clear antecedent: "This is why I think that they should limit the amount of animals you are allowed to own." It is unclear who the they in this sentence refers to.

 

Score Point 2

I do not believe that cities should tell people how many pets they can have, only if it is a serious problem. It is an unfair law. The city shouldn’t be able to tell people what they can or can’t do in their own house. Though too many pets outside the house is different.

Pets are part of the family. If people have more than four pets, its not fair if that they could be taken away from them. If the man came and took my dog away, it would be bad as taking my little sister.

It is not right for the city to pass a law that punishes animals. Animals are innoscent creatures who just want someone to love them and care. They make people happy. Like the saying goes, the more the merrier. That’s how much happier you are with a pets unconditonal love. It is a free country. People should be able to have more than four pets if they want without them being taken away. Pets makes us better people in the long run, which is good for the city.

Scoring Explanation: This essay is a weak response to the prompt. The student’s position on the issue is unclear. For much of the essay, the student seems to be against the law. However, the student occasionally suggests that the law makes sense in extreme cases. The student would have to clarify his point of view to improve the score of this response. The student’s reasoning behind this position is loosely stated: "It is an unfair law. The city shouldn’t be able to tell people what they can or can’t do in their own house." However, the student jumps to a conclusion that is not suggested in the prompt: "If people have more than four pets, its not fair if that they could be taken away from them. If the man came and took my dog away, it would be bad as taking my little sister." Much of the student's argument is based on this random conclusion. 

There is an attempt at organization. A clear introduction is present. However, the conclusion is lost at the end of a paragraph with more than one main idea. Furthermore, the student uses no transitions between paragraphs, so the shift from one idea to the next is abrupt.

The student’s language is very simple, and there is little sentence variation. The frequent errors in grammar and spelling are very distracting at times.

Score Point 1

People think there should be laws about pets. There is no way that there should be a law about how many pets. Not unless there making trubble or are dangerous. That is rediculus. Who's business is it what a private person has in thier house. We I was young I wanted to have a house like a zoo, full of wierd animals If they want to have a zoo in they house so be it. But you should try to be conseterate of your nabors and not have to many dogs running around the place. that is thier own private rights so long as it does’nt bother the nabors.

Scoring Explanation: This essay begins with a statement of the student’s position, but this position is unclear. Sometimes, the student strongly objects to the law, and sometimes, she seems to suggest it could make sense. The student offers little support for her position. The essay is essentially a string of unsupported opinions that are loosely connected. The student’s thoughts are meandering and show no attempt at organization. 

The student’s language is very simple, and there is little sentence variation. The frequent errors in grammar and spelling make the student’s ideas very difficult for the reader to understand.
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