RGYV Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic
Hidalgo County Commissioner’s Court
January 24, 2012

Clinic Summary

Profile

The RGV Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic is a 501 (c) (3), non-profit organization located
at 2257 Pecan Blvd in McAllen.

o Established in 2007
e Opened its doors to the public in November 2009

Mission

The RGV Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic is dedicated to reducing the pet overpopulation
by providing high volume, high quality and affordable sterilization services to all
companion animals of the Rio Grande Valley. The objectives of the Clinic include, but
are not limited to:

Providing services to the public, regardless of income or residency

Educating the general public about the benefits of spaying and neutering their pets
Assisting qualified individuals by subsidizing costs through grant funding
Reducing the number of companion animals entering local animal center
Reducing the number of companion animals euthanized at local animal center

Population

According to statistics taken from the American Veterinary Medical Association and the
2010 US Census, (See Hidalgo County Market Segmentation) it is estimated that there
are a total of 311,063 cats and dogs in Hidalgo County and a total of 160,967 pet owning
households. 81,409 of total households in Hidalgo County are estimated to be living
under the poverty level.

Problem

One intact female dog, her mate and all of their puppies can produce 67,000 dogs in just
6 years. (See Dog Population Pyramid)

One intact female cat, her mate and all of their kittens can produce 370,092 cats in just 7
years. (See Cat Population Pyramid)



According to intake records provided by Palm Valley Animal Center; as of December
27th, 38,720 dogs and cats had entered the center in 2011. (See Intake Detail Report-All
Jurisdictions) With an average of 110 cats and dogs entering the center every dayj, it is
estimated that over 39,000 would have entered the center by the end of 2011.

o 8,264 of these cats and dogs were taken in by Hidalgo County Animal Control or
the public in Hidalgo County jurisdiction. (See Intake Detail Report-Hidalgo
County Jurisdiction)

94% of cats were euthanized

86% of dogs were euthanized

At a service fee of $68/animal, $561,952 tax dollars have been spent to date on
the disposition of these animals.

Public health and safety are also very important issues to consider. Sterilizing animals
helps by:

¢ Reducing numbers of strays on the city streets, which will in turn reduce the
number of bite incidents and unwanted litters.

e Reducing aggressiveness of both homeless and companion animals. According
to the Texas Department of Health, sterilized dogs and cats, especially males are
2.1 times less likely to be aggressive.

Solution

The only humane solution to the pet overpopulation is targeted, high volume, high
quality, and affordable sterilization services.

e The Clinic has performed almost 11,000 surgeries to date, effectively preventing
the unwanted births of more than 100,000 puppies and kittens.

® The average cost of sterilization at $63, is less than the cost of the fee paid to
PVAC at $68/animal, taken in dead or alive.
e New Technology
o EsterilSol-by Ark Sciences, FDA Approved
* Non Surgical, sterilization for Male Dogs
»  Will not require anesthesia, making it less expensive than
surgical sterilization
* Minimally invasive, injection to both testicles
s  Will render dog sterile within one month
= Attractive to owners who may not be comfortable with surgical
sterilization and the thought of castration
* Safer for dog breeds more susceptible to complications from
anesthesia (e.g., brachycephalic breeds like Pugs, Pekingese,
Bulldog, etc.) or for dogs compromised in any way and at
higher risk of Anesthesia Death



Accomplishments

2008-Awarded PetSmart Charities Grant

2009-Awarded DJ&T Foundation Grant (Bob Barker) for Spay/Neuter Assistance
Program

2010-Performed 5,000" Surgery

2011-Awarded Texas Animal Friendly Grant for Spay/Neuter Assistance Program
2011-Performed first MASH Clinic for Laredo Animal Protective Society
2011-Performed MASH Clinic for City of Edcouch

2011-Performed 10,000" Surgery (See Clinic Surgery Count)
2011-Veterinarian trained to perform non-surgical sterilization

(Esterilsol, FDA approved injectable sterilant for male dogs)

Only Veterinarian trained in South Texas



RGYV Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic
Hidalgo County Commissioner’s Court
January 24, 2012

Proposal
MASH Clinic Initiative (Mobile Clinic)

* Travel to and perform surgical or non-surgical sterilization procedures at
designated location
Examples of preferred facilities; community center, fire station, school
Schedule clinics on a rotating basis; by precinct

Advantages:

Ability to focus on low income areas of Hidalgo County
Ability to focus on areas based on Palm Valley Animal Center intake numbers
and County Animal Control records

* Ability to provide financial assistance to qualifying individuals with vouchers
provided by Texas Animal Friendly Grant

MASH Clinic Budget

Veterinarian
e $350/clinic
Veterinary Technician (2)
e $200/clinic
Support Staff
e $150/clinic
Surgical Cost (anesthesia, suture, gloves, etc)
¢ $20/animal
» $600/clinic for average of 30 animals/clinic
Waste Disposal Fee
o $25/clinic
Miscellaneous Wear and Tear Cost
o $25/clinic

Total Cost/Clinic
o $1,350



MASH Clinic Initiative, Continued

Equipment Cost*

Table Top (Portable) Anesthesia Machine (2)
e Portable equipment needed to prevent damage to stationary clinic

equipment needed for daily operations.
o $2,500 each/$5,000 total

Wire Crates (Folding)
¢ Necessary for pre and post-op confinement; for dogs only
o Small (5) $47.99 each/$239.95 total
o Medium (5) $72.99 each/$364.95 total
o Large (10) $94.99 each/$949.90 total
o X-Large (10) $119.99 each/$1199.90 total

Total Equipment Cost
o $5,254.70

*Grant application through PetSmart Charities pending for above
mentioned equipment.

Marketing

The promotion of each clinic is essential to the success of the total MASH Initiative.
Promotional materials must attract and reach the target population in each precinct of the
county.

¢ Imperative that Community Leaders and Community Organizers be
educated about and on board with Initiative

e Door Hangers-Door to Door
Flyers-Community Centers, Grocery Stores, Laundromats, etc.



RGV Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic

Hidalgo County Market Segmentation

2010 POPULATION ESTIMATES

Human Population® 774,769

Households (774,769/3.35) 231,274

Dog Population Estimates**

Dog Population (231,274 x .632 ) 146,165

Dog-Owning Households (231,274 x .372) 86,034

(Estimated averaqe of 1.7 doas per dog household)

Cat Population Estimates™*

Cat Population (231,274 x .713) 164,898
Cat-Owning Households (231,274 x .324) 74,933
(Estimated average of 2.2 cats per cat household)

Total Number of Dogs/Cats in Hidalgo County 311,063
Total Number of Pet Households 160,967

* Human population statistics derived from US Census Bureau 2010 estimate.
WWW.CENSUS.govV.

** Statistics based on 2007 U.S. Pet Ownership and Demographics
Sourcebook from the American Veterinary Medical Association
(www.avma.org).



An unspayed female dog, her mate and all of their puppies
and their puppies’ puppies, if none are ever neutered or

spayed, add up to:
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1 year: 18

2 years: 128

3 years: 512

4 years: 2,048
5 years: 12,288
6 years: 67,000




wﬁ An unspayed female cat, her mate and all of their offspring, 1year: 12
T 8.
*ba. =¥4 producing 2 litters per year, with 2.8 surviving kittens per 2 years: 67

litter can total: 3 years: 376

4 years: 2,107

5 years: 11,801

6 years: 66,088

7 years: 370,092

8 years: 2,072,514
9 years: 11,606,077




Intake Detail Report

Print Date Tuesday, December 27, 2011 Intake StartDate 1/1/2011 12:00 AM Jurisdiction Al
Intake EndDate 6/30/2011 11:59 PM Injury Cause Al
Intake Type All PreAltered Al
Intake SubType All Site Name All
Species All Age Group All
DOA All Animal Tag Type Al

Animal Animal Name Specles Braed Age
ARN Tag type Slze Location [ Sublocation Altered

jus Animals: 21
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Intake Detail Report

Print Date  Tuesday, December 27, 2011 Intake StartDate 7/1/12011 12:00 AM Jurisdiction Al
Intake EndDate 12/26/2011 11:59 PM Injury Cause Al
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Species All Age Group All
DOA All Animal Tag Type All

Animal# Aunlmal Name  Specles Breed Age Gender Color PBroAltered  IntakeDate Intake Type PetiD
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Intake Detail Report

Print Date Tuesday, December 27, 2011 intake StartDate 1/1/2011 12:00 AM Jurisdiction Hidalgo County
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Intake Detail Report
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RGV Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic

Surgery Count

From 11/1/2009to0 12/31/2011

.. Ownercity - Count Count% of Whole
Atamo o o 10 B 0.1%
Altcr>lr17 7 1 0.0%
Brownsville 1 - 0.0%
Citl;ﬁé 7City 1 0.0%
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Edir]burg S0 7 0.5%
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2010 Donna 118 1.1%

2010 Edcouch 46 0.4%
2010 Edinburg 892 ' 8.5%
2010 Elsa 59 0.6%
2010 Encino i 1 0.0%
2010 Faléon Height 7 1 0.0%
2010 Fal%ufrfas - 5 7 0.0%
2010 Flowella 4 0.0%
2010 HarIinQen 16 ) 0.2%
2010 Hidalgo 48 0.5%
2010 LaBlénca 14 0.1%
2010 La Feria 6 0.1%
2010 LaJoya 5 0.0%
2010 La Villa 3 0.0%
2010 Lufkin 7 1 0.0%
2010 Laguna Vista 1 0.0%
2010 Lane 1 0.0%
2010 Laredo 6 0.1%
2010 Lasara 1 0.0%
2010 Loé ébanos 2 0.0%
2010 Los Frésnos 1 0.0%
2010 Los Saenz 1 0.0%
2010 Lyfbrd 7 1 7 0.0%
2010 McAllén - 71,707 16.3%
2010 Mercedes 45 0.4%
2010 Mission 882 7 8.4%
2010 Monte Ailto 6 7 R 0.1%
2010 Ne okner specified or incomplete address 88 0.8%
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2010 Penitas - 15 0.1%
2010 Pharr 7 284 2.7%
2010 Progreso 5 7 0.0%
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2010 Rio Grande City - 50 0.4%
2010 Rio Rico 1 0.0%

2010 Roma 5 0.0%
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RGV
Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic
2257 Pecan Blvd McAllen, TX 78501

Phone: (956) 687-7728 Fax: (956) 687-7730

i GBI

January 16, 2012

Hidalgo County Commissioners’ Court
County of Hidalgo

RE: Letter of Request

Dear Members of the Court:

The RGV Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic would like to request funding for its proposed MASH
Clinic Initiative for the citizens of Hidalgo County. The RGV Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic is
a 501 (c) (3), non-profit organization located in McAllen which has been providing low cost
sterilizalion services for the pets of the general public since November 2009.

The purpose of this Initiative is to reduce the pet overpopulation in the County of Hidalgo
which will essentially reduce the amount of funding contributed to the disposition of the
abandoned, homeless and unwanted pet population of the County. In addition, the Initiative
will not only help address the budgetary issues facing the County every year, but will also
address the health and public safety risks as a result of having uncontrolled strays on the
streets.

The objectives of the Initiative will be accomplished by providing targeted, high volume, high
quality, and affordable sterilization services to the citizens in the areas of most need.
Analyzing intake records provided by Palm Valley Animal Center and County Animal Control
will assist in determining the areas to be targeted. Most importantly, this program will go
direclly to the communities in need; eliminating common obstacles such as transportation.
The availability of funding granted through the Texas Animal Friendly Program will also sure
as an additional incentive.

The RGV Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic is requesting an amount of $50,000 to establish and
conduct the proposed MASH Clinic Initiative for the County of Hidalgo. After deducting

approximately $5,254 for a one time purchase of portable equipment, just over $44,700 will
remain to operate 33 clinics at an estimated cost of $1,350/clinic for staff and consumables.

With the goal of performing a minimum of 30 procedures at each clinic or almost 1,000 total;
the County will be able to use its funds lo sterilize these animals for less than the cost of the
dispasition of the same number.

On behalf of the RGV Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic, its staff and Board of Directors, | would
like to thank you for considering this request.

Sincerely, ;
4{ ;/ / Ir(" I
(‘-",é~ £ -_._(J-".___(_{ -
Victoria Villanueva

Founder and President
RGV Low Cost Spay/Neuter Clinic

http://zmail.co.hidalgo.tx.us/service/home/~/Letter%200f%20Request-County.jpg?auth=co... 1/17/2012



. Mike Stafford

Harris County Attomey
April 11, 2005 RECEIVED
The Honorable Greg Abbott , APR 13 2005
Pt e Q\Q~ B?)B% S\ OPINION COMMITTEE
P.O. Box 12548 '
Austin, Texas 78711-2548 FILE #__ML-44138-05
| 1.D. % oHUISS

Attention: Opinion Committee

Re:  Whether Harris County Animal Control must provide to PetData,
' Inc. certain information made confidential under sections 826.0211
and 826.0311 of the Health and Safety Code; .

C.A. File No. 05GEN0329

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Harris County Animal Control maintains rabies vaccination certificates
and a registry with the names and addresses of owners of vaccinated dogs and
cats. Such personally identifying information is made confidential by sections
826.0211 and 826.0311 of the Health and Safety Code, which provides that the
confidential information may be disclosed only to a governmental entity “for
purposes related to the protection of public health and safety.” Furthermore,
sections 826.0211(b) and 826.0311(b) of the Health and Safety Code prohibit the
use of such information for a purpose that does not “directly relate to the
protection of public health and safety.” Additionally, sections 826.0211(c) and
826.0311(c) provide that a person commits an offense punishable by both a fine
and confinement in the county jail if the person distributes information that is
confidential under sections 826.0211 and 826.0311 of the Health and Safety
Code. : e :

Harris County Animal Control has received a letter from PetData, Inc.
asking County Animal Control to submit “at least monthly a record of each rabies
vaccination administered to pets owned by City of Houston residents” including
the owner’s name, address, and phone number. The letter states that PetData, Inc.
is a new contractor of the City of Houston Burcau of Animal Regulation and
Control and is handling all aspects of Houston animal licensing for the City.
Apparently, the City of Houston has not previously requested such information
from County Animal Control. ' '

1019 Congress, 15* Floor * Houston, Texas 77002 » Phone: 713-755-5101 » Fax: 713-755-8924



‘We request your opinion as to whether such revenue collection is a
purpose related to the protection of public health and safety, and whether County
Animal Control must provide the requested information to PetData. Because of

* the criminal sanctions for violation of section 826.0211 and 826.0311, we are
requesting your opinion. Qur Memorandum Brief is enclosed.

Sincerely,

MIKE STAFFORD

Assistant County Atiofney

Fipst Assistant County Attomey



MEMORANDUM BRIEF

Harris County Animal Control (“County Animal Control”) vaccinates an average of
5,500 dogs and cats each year against rabies, issues rabies vaccination certificates to owners
pursuant to section 826.021 of the Health and Safety Code, and maintains a registry of dogs and
cats pursuant to section 826.031 of the Health and Safety Code. See TEX. HEALTH & SAFETY
CODE ANN. §§ 826.021 and 826.031 (Vemon 2003). The main facility where County Animal
Control vaccinates dogs and cats is located within the City of Houston.

County Animal Control has received a letter from PetData, Inc. (“PetData”), which
apparently has a contract with the City of Houston Bureau of Animal Regulation and Care
(“Houston BARC™) to collect animal licensing fees. PetData is requesung that County Animal
Control periodically submit to PetData a record of each rabies vaccination administered to dogs
. and cats pwned by residents of the City of Houston, including the owner’s name, address, and

" phone number. Apparently, PetData mailed the letter and accompanying instructions to County
Animal Control and other veterinarians located within the City of Houston. The PetData letter

reads, in pertinent part, as follows:
Dear Veterinarian and Clinic Staff,

By now, -you should have received a letter from the Bureau of
Animal Regulation and Control (BARC) announcing the change in
animal licensing program. Here at PetData, animal licensing is our
only business. . ..

Beginning £ lling g
Hmm_emgﬂ_mng includms mtry of lncmse records,
processing of licensing mml, providing license tags to citizens, and
handling all customer service related to animal licensing. Going
forward, we will also receive and process your rabies vaccination
reports. Attached are instructions for submitting our monthly
rabies information.

The attached instructions read, in pertinent part, as follows:

Since PetData will be processing all rabies vaccination records on
behalf of BARC, we ask that you mail them to our office either .

weekly or monthly. Pleasc keep in mind that rabies reporting by
veterinarians is ired by City of Houston Ordinance.

1. Please submit to our office at least monthly a record of
i

each rabi inatio. inj t owned b

of Houston residents. You are not required to submit rabies
information for owners that live outside of the City of
Houston, but you may include those if sorting them out
would be a problem,



2. Each record should include the owner’s name, address and
phone number, pet’s name, species, breed, sex, color, age
(if available), weight, and spay/neuter status. It should also
include at minimum, a rabies vaccination date, and the
expiration of the vaccination date. .

3. Records may be submitted in one of three forms;
a' A o E I! » !O . ! ! ! * ! » ﬁ I

b. A vaccination report, which provides all the above
information for each vaccination, but is formatted to

include multiple records per page.

c. An_electronic_fijle exported from your software
program submitted either via email or on disk
through the mail.

L ] L » L »
Postéards will be mailed to resid vho have vaccinated thei
pets and have not yet purchased a license to help boost awareness
of the licensing ordinance. ...

Letter and Instructions from PetData, Inc. to Veterinarian and Clinic Staff (Feb. 2, 2005)
[emphasis added]. Therefore, PetData is asking County Animal Control to submit personally
identifying information of the owners of cats and dogs already vaccinated by County Animal
Contro). :

As required by sections 826.0211 and 826.0311 of the Health and Safety Code, County
Animal Control keeps confidential the information contained in each rabies vaccination
certificate that identifies or tends to identify the owner or an address, telephone number, or other
personally identifying information of the owner of the vaccinated animal. Section 826.0211(a)
of the Health and Safety Code reads as follows:

Information that is contained in a rabies vaccination certificate that
identifies or tends to identify the owner or an address, telephone
number, or other personally identifying information of the owner
of the vaccinated animal is confidential and not subject to
disclosure under Chapter 552, Govemment Code.

TEX. HEALTH & SAFETY CODE ANN. § 826.0211(a) (Vernon 2003) [emphasis added].
Furthermore, County Animal Control keeps confidential the information contained in the County-
registry of dogs and cats that identifies or tends to identify the owner or an address, telephons
number, or other personally identifying information of the owner of the registered dog or cat.
Section 826.0311(a).of the Health and Safety Code reads as follows:

Information that is contained in a municipal or county registry of
dogs and cats under Section 826.031 that identifies or tends to
identify the owner or an address, telephone number, or other
personally identifying information of the owner of the registered



dog or cat is confidential and not subject to disclosure under
Chapter 552, Government Code.

TeEX. HEALTH & SAFETY CODE ANN. § 826.0311(a) (Vernon 2003). However, pursuant to
sections 826.0211(b) and 826.0311(b) of the Health and Safety Code, the confidential
information may be disclosed to a governmental entity “for purposes related to the protection of
public health and safety.” Furthermore, the governmental entity that receives the information
must maintain the confidentiality of the information and “may not use ‘the information for a
purpose that does not directly relate to the protection of public health and safety.” Section
826.0211(b) of the Health and Safety Code reads: ’

The information may be disclosed only to a_govemmental entity
for purposes related to_the protection of public health and safety.
A_govemment entity that receives the information, including a
county .or municipality that registers dogs and cats under
Subchapter D, must maintai entiali the i i
may not disclose the info:
Code, and may not use the information for a purpose that does not
directly relate to the protection of public health and safety.

TEX. HEALTH & SAFETY CODE ANN. § 826.0211(b) (Vernon 2003) [emphasis added). Similarly,
section 826.0311(b) reads:

The information may be disclosed only to a governmental entity
for purposes refated to the protection of public health and safety.
A _government entity that receives the information must maintain
the confidentiality of the information, may not disclose the
information under Chapter 552, Government Code, and may not

use the information for a purpose that does not directly relate to the
protection of public health and safety.

TEX. HRALTH & SAFETY CODE ANN. § 826.0311(b) (Vemon 2003)[emphasis added). Therefore,
County Animal Control is authorized to disclose otherwise confidential information of the owner
of a vaccinated animal only to a governmental entity for purposes related to the protection of
public health and safety. Furthermore, governmental entity that receives such personally
identifying information is prohibited from using the information for a purpose that does not
“directly” relate to the protection of public health and safety.

Pursuant to sections 826.0211(c) and 826.0311(c) of the Health and Safety Code, a
person commits an offense punishable by both a fine and confinement in the county jail if the
person distributes such information for a purpose that does not relate to the protection of public
health and safety. See TEX. HEALTH & SAFETY CODE ANN. §§ 826.0211(c) and 826.0311(c)
(Vernon 2003).

The City of Houston ordinance, which is referred to in PetData’s letter, imposes certain
duties on veterinarians and reads, in pertinent part, as follows:



(d) It shall be the duty of each veterinarian who vaccinates any
dog or cat for rabies within the cityto. ..

L] * * L »

(2 On or before the seventh day following the
administration of the vaccination fomigsh to the
chief of the city’s bureau of animal regulation and
care a copy of the veterinarian’s fully executed

: ation certif the apimal setting forth:
" (@ A description of the dog or cat including its
" breed, age, color and sex;
(b)  Whether the animal has been neutered (if
known or determinable by the veterinarian);
(c) The serial number of the vaccination tag
furnished;

berson owning or keeping Wio vl and
() The number of the City of Houston
registration tag worn by the animal, if any.

CiTy oF HOUSTON, TEX., ORDINANCE art. IV, § 6-96 (Ord. No. 85-296, § 7, 3-1-85; Ord. No.88-
689, §§ 1,2, 4-27-88) [emphasis added). The Ordinance requires veterinarians located in the
City of Houston to provide the City with the name and current address of the person owning or
keeping the animal. We have no information indicating that the City of Houston has previously
requested the names and addresses of the owners of dogs and cats vaccinated by County Animal
Control.

The City of Houston, through its agent PetData, is requesting that County Animal Control
provide the City of Houston with personally identifying information made confidential by
sections 826.0211(a) and 826.0311(a) of the Health and Safety Code. According to the PetData
instructions, “{pJostcards will be mailed to residents of the City of Houston who have vaccinated
their pets and have not yet purchased a license” from the City of Houston. It appears that
PetData is secking to use this confidential information for a purpose that does not relate to the
protection of pubic health and safety but, rather, to collect a City licensing fee from the owners
of dogs and cats that have already been vaccinated.

PetData states in its,.recent letter that “animal licensing is our only business . . . .”
PetData does not vaccinate dogs and cats for rabies or other diseases. PetData does not provide
animal care, housing, or veterinary services. PetData does not perform services to prevent or
control infectious diseases in animals. PetData does not capture or control dogs and cats.
PetData does not perform spay or neutering services. PetData does not microchip dogs and cats.
In fact, PetData does not appear to perform functions related to protection of public health and
safety. Rather, PetData appears to operate solely as a collection agent for the City. PetData is
seeking confidential owner information to generate revenue for the City of Houston by collecting
a license fee from owners of already-vaccinated dogs and cats. Collecting and generating
revenue is a purpose that may not “directly relate to the protection of public health and safety” as
is required by sections 826.0211(b) and 826.0311(b) of the Health and Safety Code.



County Animal Control has already vaccinated the dogs and cats. Vaccinating dogs and
cats is related to the protection of public health and safety. However, collecting names of owners
of dog and cats that have already been vaccinated by County Animal County is not related to the
protection of public health and safety. Furthermore, a direct relationship to the protection of
public health and safety is required for use of confidential owner information under sections
826.0211(b) and 826.0311(b) of the Health and Safety Code.

It appears that sections 826.0211(b) and 826.0311(b) of the Health and Safety Code
prohibit Hamris County Animal Control from disclosing to PetData the personally identifying
information of owners of dogs and cats already vaccinated by County Animal Control.



Strays
overload
Cameron
County
shelter

»> Most cats and dogs

picked up by area
animal control officers
are euthanized
within 72 hours

By ALLEN Essax o
AESSEX@VALLEYSTAR.COM

SAN BENITO — Har-
lingen busmessman Dial
Dunkin went looking for a
lost dog recently and said he
was shocked to see dozens
of dogs awaiting euthanasia
in small cages at the Cam-
eron County shelter,

“The cages are full of re-
a!ly nice dogs,” Dunkin said.
I m really upset.”

- Something must be done
to stretch Jout the time -an
animal is held for owners to
retrieve them, or for the ani-
mal to have a chance to be
adopted, Dunkin said.

Cameron County’s ani-
mal control program cannot

keep up with the population
explosion of stray dogs and
cats in rural areas, officials
say, It's because the shelter
is too small to house all.the
strays that most dogs or cats
picked up by a county ani-
mal contral officer will be
euthanized within 72 hours.

Dunkin said he and. his
friend found the dog they
were looking for.

But many other lost dogs
are not so lucky, said Cam-
eron County Health Admin-
istrator Yvette Salinas, who
oversees the animal cont.rol
department. ;

“It's really a sad story, but
there are a Iot more' dogs
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than there are-responsible

pet owners,” shé said.

Many dogs picked up by
animal control officers got
loose or were abandoned by
their owners and are in bad
condition with injuries or
have diseases such as mange
when they ‘are brought to
the shelter, she said.

Those dogs are . eutha-
nized soon after they are ex-

amined because they can't
‘be allowed: to suffer, she '

said, Most are euthanized
within 72 hours of arnvmg
at the shelter.

A nearby incinerator is
used to dispose of their
bodies.

“If a dog looks like it is a
pet, like it’s been well kept.

we'll keep it longer," Salmas :

said. i
Animals are exammed to
see if they have identifica-
tion tags or implanted ‘mi-
crochips'in hope of finding
their owner, she said.
‘The county does have a
‘program to put dogs up for
adoption if they are healthy

' and’'not’ aggresswe, Salinas

said.

longer than 72 hours, Sali-
nas said. !

‘Cameron County Judge
Carlos Cascos said  the
_main problem is the county
needs a new animal shelter,
which would cost at least
$500,000:

‘_The cur_rqu_t' shelter was'
t'in 1985 and' has seven

eral population kennels
i ar}d three quarantine ken-

ng]s, ‘a county repart states. -

Addltmnal ‘kennels. are

needed but the septic sys-:

A rescued Boston terner, whu lost most of his ha|r to mange, sits on a counter rerently at Pulaskr County

‘But 'the shelter is' too'
small 'to house animals for'

Too:manydogs -
arebroughtin-
having ahsolutely
noID. There
aretoomany
irresponsible

_petowners.”

~ DAVID GARZA'

\ Precmct:icommtssloner, '

" saying Cameron County -

~ patrols many. miles of: rural
 areas for stray. animaTs TR

tem cannot \be exp;mded‘

the report states.

A "euthanasia“ room i5'
- needed because animals are

being put. down in a semi-
open area, the report states.

A rabies control room 'is’'
© alsoneeded to collect spec:l-
mens in a laboratory area
rather than in a’semi-open .

area, the report states. '
‘Lavice Laney, who led a

2004 probe of the county:

shelter for the Brownsville
chapter of the Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to

Animals, ‘said‘she isn't 'sur-
prised that Dunkin was upa-‘g
"/ pet owners.”

set by his visit."

“Somebody needs to get "

mad and stay mad,” she said

of conditions at the.county’s

overcrowded facility.
There is no question

the county needs to build '
a much larger and’ bet;er-

shelter, Laney said.

She said Salinas wants to
do more, but can't.

“She’s interested,” ‘she
cares,” Laney said of Salinas.

But havmg only‘'a small
‘shelter in an industrial set-

ting in the back of the: Pre-

‘clnct 3 county~shnp, and‘=.’

_only three apimal control
. officers . for such a vast

county,. is unacceptable.

- Laney said..

A few improvements
have been made since she
and other: SPCA' members

- confronted county commis-

sioners at a 2004 meeting

- at the courthouse, showing

‘many photos.of the horren-

- dous conditions at the shel-
' ter, she said."

‘Since then, ‘the addmon

~of a small office and a rest-
' room at the shelter, as well

as construction of a small
 exercise yard, have been
completed, but conditions
are still very bad, she said.
A few “animal rescue

' groups have been allowed

to take dogs and cats out of
the shelter for adoption, but
the *ceaseless ' euthanasia
and incineration- cunnnue
shesaid.

Precinct 3 Commssioner
David Garza said the county
not only has to patrol many
miles of rural areas for stray
animals, but also helps out
small towns that have no an-
imal control program‘at all.

“Too ~many “dogs  are
brought in having absolute-
ly no ID,” Garza said. “There
are too many mespons:ble

- Cascos said “funds are
tight for ‘all county needs,
‘but he' welcomes any sug-
gestions 'by ‘Dunkin and
would like to meet with him
about the stray and aban-
doned animal problem.

“We'll  listen,” Cascos
said." “But there are leash
laws and we have to pick
them up, and unfortunately
if they aren't adopted, we
have to euthanize them:”

Allen Essex writes fnr the Vaﬂey
Momféysrarin Harllngen.

Humane Saciety hear L;ttle Rock, Ark.
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