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Kentucky Legislative Research Commission
2025 Regular Session

Part I: Measure Information

Bill Request #: 2247 Bill #: SB 300
Document ID #: | 6040 Sponsor: | Senator Julie Raque Adams
Bill Title: An Act relating to animal care
Unit of City County Urban-County

Government: Charter County Consolidated Local Unified Local

Office(s) Impacted: Animal control, law enforcement

Requirement: Mandatory =g Optional

Effect on Powers

& Duties: Modifies Existing o Adds New o Eliminates Existing
~0O  Actuarial Analysis ~0O Corrections Impact

Other Fiscal Statement(s)
that may exist: [0 Health Benefit Mandate [ State Employee Health Plan

Part I1: Bill Provisions and the Estimated Fiscal Impact Relating to Local Government

SB 300 would create new sections of KRS Chapter 525 to address forfeiture of seized
animals that have been the victim of cruelty, neglect, abandonment, sexual crimes, or
animal fighting. Section 1 would exclude livestock and poultry from the definition of
“animal” for purposes of the Act.

Section 2 would authorize law enforcement or animal control to seize an animal whose
owner has violated an animal cruelty law. A person whose animal is seized would be liable
for the cost of its care. An owner may provide a payment mechanism or may relinquish or
transfer ownership of the seized animal to the seizing agency or facility that has custody of
the animal. The seizing agency would be authorized to decide whether the seized animal
is placed in a shelter, foster care, or is humanely euthanized.

Section 3 would require that the seizing agency serve notice of the seizure within 24 hours.

Notice may be served on the owner in person or by posting notice where the animal was
found. The information to be included in the notice is set out at Section 3 (1)-(6)(a)-(h).
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Section 4 would authorize a seizing agency to petition a court to order the owner of the
animal to pay into court enough money to cover all reasonably anticipated costs of the
seizure and care of the animal if the owner affirms he will reclaim the animal. Notice of
the petition would be served on the owner and an evidentiary hearing would be held on the
need to determine care for the seized animal pending final decision of custody of the
animal. The hearing must be held no fewer than 10 days before nor more than 15 days after
service of notice, with the burden on the seizing agency to establish probable cause the
seizure was lawful. If the seizing agency meets its burden the court shall determine the
cost of care for the seized animal and order payment into court while the criminal
proceeding continues or until forfeiture or voluntary relinquishment of the animal. If the
seizing agency fails to meet its burden the animal would be returned to the owner, who
would not be required to pay the agency for the animal’s care.

The seizing agency may submit a request and draw funds paid into court to reimburse its
actual costs for caring for the seized animal; if insufficient funds were paid in, the agency
may petition the court to order the owner to pay more into the fund. Unused funds would
be returned to the owner. If the owner of the animal is found not guilty of the charges the
owner would not be required to pay for the animal’s care, and the seizing agency may be
ordered to reimburse the owner for costs paid by the owner.

Section 5 would establish that if an owner is convicted of a felony related to animal cruelty
the court, in addition to any other penalty, would be required to:

a. order forfeiture of the subject animals with custody given to the seizing agency;

b. order the defendant to reimburse the seizing agency the cost of care of the animal;
order that the defendant is prohibited from owning, etc. any animal for a period of
5 years after completion of his or her sentence;

c. order the defendant to attend a treatment program or obtain counseling; and

d. impose any other reasonable restrictions on the defendant’s custody, control or
unsupervised access to animals as the court deems necessary.

On a misdemeanor conviction related to animal cruelty the court, in addition to any other
penalty, may order any of the conditions described, above.

Section 6 would amend KRS 258.215 to establish that the owner of an animal impounded
under that statute is responsible for the cost of its care, even if the owner doesn’t reclaim
the animal.

SB 300 would have a minimal positive fiscal impact on county animal control services.
County governments are statutorily required to provide for animal control services in their
jurisdiction. According to the Kentucky Animal Care and Control Association (KACCA)
the vast majority of cities contract with the county for animal control and/or sheltering. SB
300 would make it easier for county animal control services to recoup their expenses in
caring for seized animals. It would also result in owners more quickly relinquishing their
claim to seized animals if a court orders them to pay into court a sum for their care “up
front”. The county attorney would petition the court and prepare court pleadings; county
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attorneys are funded by the Prosecutor’s Advisory Council and not by the county
government.

Some of the provisions of SB 300 simply codify current practice and would not impose an
additional burden, nor confer a new benefit. There are some jurisdictions that are awarded
restitution for care of seized animals on conviction; codification of that obligation of the
owner would make it easier for an agency to be reimbursed. Virtually all animal control
agencies already serve notice when an animal is seized.

Data Source(s):  Kentucky Animal Care and Control Association; Louisville Metro Animal
Control; LRC staff
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