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SUBJECT/TITLE
Animal Control

SPONSOR
Rep. Roger Thomas

MANDATE SUMMARY

Unit of Government:
X
City;
X
County;
X
Urban County Government

Program/

Office(s) Impacted:
Animal Control Shelters

Requirement:
X
Mandatory

Optional

Effect on

Powers & Duties
X
Modifies Existing
X
Adds New

Eliminates Existing

PURPOSE/MECHANICS  

HB 435 SCS retains the provisions of HB 435 GA, but deletes the prohibition against the use of a gunshot as a method of euthanasia in animal shelter situations and makes changes to conform.  
FISCAL EXPLANATION/BILL PROVISIONS
ESTIMATED COST

The fiscal impact of HB 435 GA on local government is indeterminable.  However, HB 435 SCS would be somewhat less costly than HB 435 GA in areas where gunshot is used, because SCS does not prohibit the use of gunshot as a means of euthanasia in animal shelter situations. It is not  known how many animal shelters use gunshot as a method of euthanasia. For any that do, however, the difference would be the cost  of an acceptable alternative such as Sodium Pentobarbital Lidocaine (estimated to cost $1.00 for drug and syringe per 35 lb. animal), and Sodium Pentobarbital (estimated to cost $.40 for drug and syringe per 35 lb. animal), compared to a bullet which costs $.10 or less.  

HB 435 SCS, like the original bill and HB 435 GA, is a comprehensive means to address animal control issues and specify the responsibilities of the county, animal owners, and the animal control agent.  The number of animal shelters and dog pounds in the state are not known.  Currently, counties do have the statutory responsibility to control animals.  This bill would set forth specific standards related to animal shelters, the type of care animals must have, the control of rabies in animals, and other requirements delineating the duties of the county and the animal control officer.  Following are those provisions of HB 435 SCS that impact local government, with a potential fiscal impact.

1)
The permission for a county to contract with counties or entities to maintain a animal shelter.  
Currently there are regional and district shelters; this provision is a cost savings alternative for a county that finds contracting for services is less expensive than operating its own shelter.

2)
The establishment of minimum standards for animal shelters.

This requirement will result in an expense to a county that has sub-standard facilities.  The amount of expense may be lessened by some of the bill's provisions, such as: shelter standards that are not considered stringent; allowing the county two years to comply; and a local dog licensing program, which could offset expenses resulting from other provisions in the bill.

3)
The removal of the state dog license requirement and allowing counties to establish their own 
licensing program.  

Currently a state dog license costs $1.50.  Of that amount 75¢ is sent to the county for use in the animal control program.  It is estimated that only 8% of dog owners comply with the law.  In HB 435 GA, the state program would be eliminated, and each county or city is authorized to establish its own dog license program.  Local governments could set the cost of the license and increase compliance of the ordinance as a means to offset the expenses of operating the animal shelter program. 

4)
The reduction of the impounding period for dogs from 7 days to 5.

This provision could help the shelter avoid overcrowding and achieves shelter standards, saving on the expense of additional building space.

5)
The requirement that funds remaining in the Livestock Fund be deposited in the Animal 
Control and Care fund.

This provision could provide some additional funds for the animal shelter program. 
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