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Chairmwoman Schwartz and Committee: 

 Over the past three sessions, we have addressed proposals to integrate Animal Health 

into the Department of Agriculture and update Pet Animal Act provisions. These topics are tied 

together in some obvious and some less than obvious ways.  

 In HB2030(identical to 2014’s SB392), our objections remain with the need to remove 

the USDA-licensee exemption on the “adequate veterinary care” record requirement and with 

the budget justification for the revised schedule of caps on fees.  

 On page 5, lines 12 to 20, of HB2030, the exemption granted to USDA licensees is 

removed. The fact that only 3% of the FY’13 complaints investigated under AFI were filed 

toward USDA-licensees seems to indicate that this isn’t a serious issue, but only that KDA 

desires to have access to “adequate veterinary care” records.  We argued, and still argue, that 

granting two entities access to records compiled for one is opening these small-business 

owners to conflicting interpretations and turf wars. The provision on page 11, lines 39 to 43,and 

page 12, lines 1 and 2 of the bill eliminating the requirement that KDA adopt only regulations 

dealing with USDA licensees which parallel USDA laws and regulations only adds to the unease 

with which our members look at these changes. The justification for this second change is that 

USDA inspectors have training that KDA inspectors don’t. Shouldn’t that apply to the first 

change, also? These changes should be rejected. 

 On the restructuring of fee schedules: how does an agency with a shrinking number of 

locations to regulate have an expanding budget and why does the burden of funding that 

expanded budget fall on these small businesses? Statements from Animal Health staff at last 

January’s advisory board meeting stressed a need and desire to align the percentage of Animal 

Health SGF funds received by the AFI program with its percentage of the overall Animal Health 

budget. It was expressed that it would be desirable to reduce, over the next few years, AFI’s 

percentage of Animal Health’s SGF funds from approximately 40% to approximately 20%.  

 On the surface, that alignment would seem logical. However, its underlying assumptions 

are, at the least, debatable. The Animal Disease Control and Animal Facility Inspection 



programs were created at different times with different rationales. To assume that their 

budgets should have the same ratio of SGF to fee-generated funds is a false equivalence.  

 Animal Disease Control’s primary mission is driven by the need to insure the safety of 

the herds that are at the heart of a major Kansas industry. Its mission to have safeguards and 

systems in place to manage disease threats to the industry is necessary and justified. However, 

it doesn’t compel a large general tax contribution in the name of public safety – distance down 

the supply chain and other safeguards address that. 

 AFI, which emerged from discussions in the 1980’s, is driven by several factors. Pet 

animal breeders, trainers, shelters, and others came together to form, and supported with fees, 

a system to inspect and regulate the care of pet animals in the state. State General Funds were 

allocated to pay a significant portion of this program’s cost in order to meet additional goals. 

General funds are justified in the name of protecting public health (pet animals are in our 

homes and neighborhoods) and assisting law enforcement in shutting down operations with no 

KDA licensing. To change the rationale behind the budgeting of the program in order to meet 

some standard of equity with an entirely different program is changing policy in a significant 

way without adequate justification. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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