Shelter adoption decisions: 50-state research review

Shelters commonly screen adopters, and several supplied local policies expressly reserve
the ability to refuse an adoption for the animal’s welfare without stating that an abuse
conviction is required. But these results do not establish that every shelter or rescue in
all 50 states has legal freedom to deny an applicant on that basis. A safety concern is not
the same thing as a criminal conviction; the sources generally do not identify a conviction as
a prerequisite to shelter screening, but a failure to find such a rule is not proof that no relevant
restriction exists.

At least three states—New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas—have statewide provisions
expressly allowing covered organizations to establish adopter criteria or standards. Those
provisions have defined scopes and limits; they do not establish absolute freedom for every
rescue or every denial. Several other states provide narrower discretion over the disposition
of particular animals. For the other 47 states, a general statewide rule on adopter-selection
discretion across public and private shelters and rescues remains unverified on this record.
This does not mean those states prohibit safety-based refusals or lack any law supporting
adoption discretion.

There is no blanket discretion to refuse for any reason. Public shelters may be subject to
applicable constitutional, statutory, ordinance, and agency-procedure requirements; private
organizations may have different legal and contractual obligations. Applicable federal, state,
or local nondiscrimination and disability-access rules can constrain covered entities, but the
sources do not establish their application to every animal-adoption transaction. Rules may
also govern stray holds, owner redemption, sterilization, required disclosures, court orders,
and when ownership transfers. A policy stating “any reason” is evidence of what that
organization says, not an exemption from law.

For a particular decision, the defensible inquiry is the applicable entity’s authority and written
procedures, the factual basis for the safety concern, consistent application of relevant
standards, and any applicable protected-class, disability, contract, or public-law requirements.
A suspicion, allegation, charge, court order, and conviction are different things; a screening
concern should not be described as an established offense. A statutory duty to check or
submit information to an offender registry is distinct from the decision whether to approve an
adoption.

Method and limits

This preliminary review draws on separate research into each state. The provisions
highlighted for New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas, and Michigan were checked directly; the
remaining links and legal claims were not all independently verified. A local ordinance or
individual shelter policy is evidence only of that locality’s or organization’s stated practice,
not statewide legal proof. “Unverified” means that this review does not establish the broader
rule; it does not mean the opposite rule has been proven. Where a section reports that no



contrary rule was found, that is limited to the materials reviewed and is not an exhaustive
legal opinion.

Source gaps: The Rangely, Colorado application could not be independently text-extracted;
the Idaho Falls municipal page returned only a loading shell; Hawaii’s reviewed local pages
supplied no usable denial standard; and the reviewed Salt Lake County, Utah page did not
state an approval or denial standard. A North Dakota example initially identified in the
research was actually a Nebraska shelter and has not been used as North Dakota evidence.
These gaps cannot establish either permission or prohibition.

State-by-state review

Alabama

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Ala. Code § 3-7A-8 expressly allows an impounding
officer, at the officer’s discretion and subject to the chapter, to provide for adoption of certain
unclaimed dogs, cats, and ferrets. That is meaningful but limited authority over impounded
animals, not an all-rescue selection rule. The supplied review also identifies sterilization or
agreement requirements for covered shelters; the cited adoption provision does not make an
applicant’s conviction a prerequisite to refusal.

Alaska

Broader statewide rule: unverified. AS 03.55.130 imposes a ten-business-day
adoption/euthanasia hold for animals seized under specified cruelty provisions, subject to
exceptions and court procedures. The supplied review identifies a separate court-ordered
ownership restriction after specified cruelty convictions, but no general applicant-selection
grant or conviction-only denial rule. Anchorage’s adoption page describes local procedures,
not statewide authority.

Arizona

Broader statewide rule: unverified. A.R.S. § 11-1022 sets sterilization-related conditions
on releasing dogs and cats from covered pounds and nonprofit shelters; it does not prescribe
applicant approval standards. A.R.S. § 13-2910.11 restricts adoption or possession after
specified offenses for statutory periods. That conviction-based bar is not a rule that a shelter
may reject only someone with a conviction.

Arkansas

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Ark. Code § 20-19-103 generally restricts covered
organizations from releasing an unsterilized dog or cat to a new owner, subject to exceptions;
it does not address adopter qualifications or a conviction prerequisite. Fayetteville’s process
describes matching and local screening, not statewide law or an expressly stated non-
conviction denial rule.



https://alison.legislature.state.al.us/code-of-alabama?section=3-7A-8
https://www.akleg.gov/basis/statutes.asp?media=print&secStart=03.55.100&secEnd=03.55.190
https://www.muni.org/departments/health_department/administration/animal_care_control/adopting_a_pet.php
https://www.azleg.gov/ars/11/01022.htm
https://www.azleg.gov/ars/13/02910-11.htm
https://law.justia.com/codes/arkansas/title-20/subtitle-2/chapter-19/subchapter-1/section-20-19-103/
https://www.fayetteville-ar.gov/539/Animal-Adoption-Process

California

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Food and Agricultural Code § 31108 governs stray-dog
holds and, in specified circumstances, requires release to a timely requesting qualifying
nonprofit before euthanasia; this is not a mandate to accept a particular individual adopter.
Section 30503.5 requires specified bite-history disclosure and acknowledgment. Neither cited
provision establishes a general applicant-screening rule or a conviction requirement for
denial.

Colorado

Broader statewide rule: unverified. C.R.S. § 35-80-106.4 governs sterilization before
release, with exceptions, and allows licensed public or private shelters to follow policies
exceeding that section’s minimum requirements. It is not a general adopter-selection grant.
The supplied result attributes a broad denial reservation to a Rangely application, but its PDF
text extraction failed and the quote was obtained from a search result; treat it as unconfirmed
local evidence.

Connecticut

Broader statewide rule: unverified; limited express suitability judgment. Conn. Gen.
Stat. § 22-332(b) permits an officer disposing of certain unclaimed animals to sell to a person
who satisfies the officer that the person can give the animal a good home and proper care.
The provision does not require an abuse conviction before that judgment, but does not govern
all private rescues. Thompson’s shelter describes matching rather than first-come-first-served
placement locally.

Delaware

Broader statewide rule: unverified; registry-based restriction verified in supplied
source. 16 Del. C. § 3003F requires covered animal shelters to consult the animal-abuse-
offender list before adoption and prohibits approval to a listed person, subject to the
provision’s stated exception. Its definition excludes separately defined rescues and individual
foster homes. The law does not say that everyone not listed must be approved or that
conviction is the exclusive ground for denial; it does not establish unlimited screening
discretion.

Florida

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Fla. Stat. § 823.15 imposes sterilization and
recordkeeping conditions on covered public and private agencies, not an applicant-placement
entitlement. The supplied review also identifies a dangerous-dog investigation transfer
restriction under § 767.12. These provisions do not establish that a safety-based refusal
requires a conviction or that all other grounds are lawful.



https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=31108.&lawCode=FAC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=30503.5.&lawCode=FAC
https://law.justia.com/codes/colorado/title-35/pet-animal-care/article-80/section-35-80-106-4/
https://townofrangely.colorado.gov/sites/g/files/lrnvjt1566/files/documents/2024%20ADOPTION%20APP%2010-22-2024%20-%20USE%20THIS%20ONE.pdf
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2025/pub/chap_435.htm
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2025/pub/chap_435.htm
https://www.thompsonct.org/animal-control
https://delcode.delaware.gov/title16/c030f/sc01/index.html
https://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL=0800-0899/0823/Sections/0823.15.html
https://www.leg.state.fl.us/statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&URL=0700-0799/0767/0767.html

Georgia

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Cobb County Animal Services states that county
ordinances allow it to deny or limit adoptions for the animal’s safety; the page’s account of
local authority is not statewide proof. Georgia’s animal-protection rules include animal-care
and minimum-age requirements, but the supplied review found no general applicant-
placement mandate or conviction prerequisite in those rules.

Hawaii

Broader statewide rule: unverified. HRS § 711-1108.5 prohibits possession or ownership
of pet or equine animals for at least five years after conviction of the specified first-degree
cruelty offense. That consequence is not a rule requiring conviction before an organization
may decline an adoption. The reviewed local pages did not provide a usable applicant-denial
standard, and no general statewide selection provision was established.

Idaho

Broader statewide rule: unverified; limited disposition authority. [daho Code § 25-3520B
permits specified agency disposition of animals seized or impounded in the statutory context;
§ 25-3520A gives an organization awarded custody or care after court action authority over
subsequent disposition. Neither establishes a general ordinary-adoption rule. The reviewed
Idaho Falls page returned only a loading shell, so it supplies no usable local evidence.

Illinois

Broader statewide rule: unverified. The Animal Welfare Act, including 225 ILCS 605/3.3—
3.6, imposes sterilization, microchipping, disclosure, and certain transfer conditions on
covered shelters and animal control facilities. The supplied review did not identify a
requirement to place an animal with a particular qualified applicant or to obtain a conviction
before denial. The Act’s process provisions do not themselves create an unrestricted selection
power.

Indiana

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Porter County’s shelter policy reserves the right to
decline an application and does not state a conviction prerequisite; it demonstrates only that
shelter’s stated practice. Indiana’s state animal-law compilation identifies spay/neuter
requirements for animal-care-facility adoptions, subject to exceptions, rather than a general
applicant-selection rule.

Towa

Broader statewide rule: unverified. The Animal Rescue [eague of [owa reserves a right to
deny an adoption; this is one nonprofit’s policy, not statewide law. The lowa Department of
Agriculture describes sterilization or agreement requirements for shelters and pounds and



https://www.cobbcounty.gov/animal-services
https://rules.sos.ga.gov/gac/40-13-13
https://data.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol14_Ch0701-0853/HRS0711/HRS_0711-1108_0005.htm
https://legislature.idaho.gov/statutesrules/idstat/title25/t25ch35/sect25-3520b/
https://legislature.idaho.gov/statutesrules/idstat/title25/t25ch35/sect25-3520a/
https://ilga.gov/Legislation/ILCS/Articles?ActID=1375&ChapterID=24
https://www.portercountyanimalshelter.org/295/Dog-Adoption-Process-FAQs
https://www.in.gov/boah/boah-rules/animal-related-laws
https://arl-iowa.org/adopt/adoption-info/adoption-process/
https://iowaagriculture.gov/animal-industry-division/animal-welfare-faq
https://iowaagriculture.gov/animal-industry-division/animal-welfare-faq

distinguishes the treatment of rescues. The supplied sources do not establish a general
applicant entitlement or conviction-only denial rule.

Kansas

Broader statewide rule: unverified; limited post-hold disposition authority. K.S.A. 47-
1710 assigns the method of disposition after the relevant hold to the public-pound governing
body or the board of a humane society operating a shelter as a pound. Covered releases must
also comply with K.S.A. 47-1731 sterilization provisions. This does not specify a general
refusal standard for all rescues.

Kentucky

Broader statewide rule: unverified. KRS § 258.215 requires a minimum holding period for
impounded dogs and refers to placement in suitable new homes before specified disposition;
it does not define a universal adopter entitlement or conviction requirement. Kentucky
Animal Relief Fund states a broad denial reservation as one private rescue’s practice, not
statewide proof.

Louisiana

Broader statewide rule: unverified. La. R.S. § 3:2467 allows a designated shelter or local
subdivision to acquire and transfer ownership of certain unclaimed animals after required
procedures, consistent with applicable law. Separate sterilization provisions condition
covered releases. The Louisiana SPCA describes an animal-best-interest refusal policy only
for its own organization; these sources do not establish universal discretion.

Maine

Broader statewide rule: unverified. 7 M.R.S. § 3913 sets stray-dog holding and disposition
requirements and, in the specified reimbursement context, requires an adoption policy with
minimum availability. It does not prescribe individual applicant acceptance or a conviction
prerequisite. HART of Maine reserves approval or denial authority as an individual nonprofit
policy, not a statewide standard.

Maryland

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Howard County Animal Control states that it may
prohibit adoption for specified histories and requires an approved application and interview
or home visit; its stated criteria do not make an abuse conviction a prerequisite. Prince
George’s County separately reserves refusal authority. Both are local public-shelter policies,
not proof of a rule binding all Maryland public and private organizations.



https://www.kslegislature.gov/b2025_26/laws/047_000_0000_chapter/047_017_0000_article/047_017_0010_section/047_017_0010_k/
https://www.kslegislature.gov/b2025_26/laws/047_000_0000_chapter/047_017_0000_article/047_017_0010_section/047_017_0010_k/
https://www.kslegislature.gov/b2025_26/laws/047_000_0000_chapter/047_017_0000_article/047_017_0031_section/047_017_0031_k/
https://apps.legislature.ky.gov/law/statutes/statute.aspx?id=12457
https://www.kyanimalrelief.org/adopt/adoption-terms
https://www.kyanimalrelief.org/adopt/adoption-terms
https://legis.la.gov/Legis/Law.aspx?d=1485053
https://legis.la.gov/Legis/Law.aspx?d=86042
https://www.louisianaspca.org/adopt/about/
https://legislature.maine.gov/statutes/7/title7sec3913.html
https://hartofme.org/adoption-policies
https://www.howardcountymd.gov/police/animal-control
https://www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/departments-offices/environment/animal-services/pet-adoption
https://www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/departments-offices/environment/animal-services/pet-adoption

Massachusetts

Broader statewide rule: unverified. 330 CMR 30.09 regulates placement by licensed
shelters and rescues, including safeguards or mitigation when an animal has behavioral safety
issues. Those rules concern risks presented by the animal and the placement process, not
general screening of the human applicant. The supplied review did not identify a requirement
that a shelter obtain an applicant’s abuse conviction before declining an application.

Michigan

Broader statewide rule: unverified; express criminal-history discretion. MCL § 287.338¢
permits covered animal-control and animal-protection shelters to consider an individual’s
criminal history when deciding whether to allow adoption. It also specifies certain
circumstances involving a conviction or a plea following an animal-abuse charge. This
provision does not establish general authority to reject an applicant based on an uncharged
suspicion. MCL § 287.338b permits covered shelters to search ICHAT for an applicant’s
prior animal-abuse criminal history. Arenac County’s policy illustrates local practice only.

Minnesota

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Minn. Stat. § 343.235 governs specified seized animals,
including notice and hearing procedures and discretionary disposition after the statutory
period; it is not a general adopter-eligibility rule. Section 363A.11 sets public-
accommodation and disability protections within its scope. The supplied materials do not
establish a universal right to refuse or a conviction prerequisite for screening.

Mississippi

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Miss. Code § 97-41-2 permits a court assessing fitness
in a seizure case to consider prior cruelty convictions alongside other relevant evidence; that
judicial inquiry is not ordinary shelter adoption screening. The Humane Society of South
Mississippi states a broad refusal policy for its own organization, not statewide law.

Missouri

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Mo. Rev. Stat. § 273.405 addresses the releasing
agency’s adoption agreement and title, possession, and control; § 273.403 addresses
sterilization arrangements. Neither establishes a general duty to approve a qualified applicant.
St. Joseph’s local policy excludes a documented history of abuse or neglect without
specifying a conviction; “documented history” should not be assumed to mean a conviction.

Montana

Broader statewide rule: unverified. MCA § 7-23-4202 sets sterilization or agreement-and-
deposit conditions for covered humane societies and publicly operated shelters or pounds
offering cats or dogs. It does not establish a general applicant entitlement or conviction-only



https://www.mass.gov/doc/330-cmr-30-animal-rescue-and-shelter-organization-regulations/download
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/Laws/MCL?objectName=mcl-287-338c
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/Laws/MCL?objectName=mcl-287-338b
https://www.arenaccountymi.gov/AnimalControl/Pet-Adoption/
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/343.235
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/363A.11
https://law.justia.com/codes/mississippi/title-97/chapter-41/section-97-41-2/
https://www.hssm.org/adoption-information
https://www.hssm.org/adoption-information
https://revisor.mo.gov/main/OneSection.aspx?section=273.405
https://revisor.mo.gov/main/OneSection.aspx?section=273.403
https://www.stjosephmo.gov/223/Adoption-Information
https://mca.legmt.gov/bills/mca/title_0070/chapter_0230/part_0420/section_0020/0070-0230-0420-0020.html

denial rule. Missoula Animal Control’s application reserves a denial right locally; it is not
statewide proof.

Nebraska

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Neb. Rev. Stat. § 54-637 requires covered transferors to
deliver specified spay/neuter information on transfer, not to transfer to a particular applicant.
Section 28-1019 provides specified court-imposed possession restrictions following
qualifying convictions. Those restrictions are separate from ordinary selection decisions and
do not make a conviction a stated prerequisite to denial.

Nevada

Broader statewide rule: unverified; statutory recognition of stricter standards. NRS
574.640 contains an exception referring to releasing agencies that impose “higher or more
stringent standards for the adoption of pets.” This supports the existence of adoption
standards for defined releasing agencies, but the exception is not a blanket authorization to
reject anyone for any reason. The supplied review identified no conviction prerequisite for a
screening denial in the cited provisions.

New Hampshire

Broader statewide rule: unverified. RSA 437 defines covered shelter facilities and
regulates specified transfer-related identification, vaccination, and owner-search procedures.
RSA 644:8 provides court-ordered animal restrictions after specified convictions. These do
not establish an individual applicant’s right to placement or say that an organization must
wait for a conviction before declining an application.

New Jersey

Broader statewide rule: unverified. N.J.S.A. 4:19-15.16, as presented by the Department of
Health, establishes holding and offering-for-adoption requirements in specified circumstances
and describes ownership transfer at adoption; offering an animal is not the same as approving
a particular applicant. Edison’s municipal shelter states history-based criteria locally. Neither
establishes a universal statewide denial rule.

New Mexico

Express authority for covered shelters; universal rule unverified. 16.24.7.19(B) NMAC
expressly provides that shelters may develop criteria for potential and unsuitable adopters.
Section 16.24.7.2 states the rule’s scope includes county and municipal facilities and private
humane societies or shelters; section 16.24.7.7 defines an animal shelter to include specified
private shelters housing animals under administrative or contractual arrangements with a
local government agency. A safety-related criterion is supported by the rule, which does not
state a conviction prerequisite. It does not establish coverage of every rescue or authorize
unlawful discrimination. Albuquerque’s policy is a separate local example.



https://missoulapublichealth.org/animals/adoption-application/
https://nebraskalegislature.gov/laws/statutes.php?statute=54-637
https://nebraskalegislature.gov/laws/statutes.php?statute=28-1019
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/nrs/nrs-574.html
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/nrs/nrs-574.html
https://gc.nh.gov/rsa/html/xl/437/437-mrg.htm
https://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/html/LXII/644/644-8.htm
https://www.nj.gov/health/vph/animal-control/its-the-law
https://www.nj.gov/health/vph/animal-control/its-the-law
https://www.edisonnj.org/departments/animal_shelter/index.php
https://www.srca.nm.gov/parts/title16/16.024.0007.html
https://www.cabq.gov/pets/adoptions/adoption-information

New York

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Animal Care Centers of NYC reserves the right to
decline adoptions to find an appropriate home; that is the city shelter operator’s policy only.
Agriculture and Markets Law § 423 imposes shelter recordkeeping and written disclosure of
previous bite history; it does not prescribe general applicant-acceptance criteria or a
conviction prerequisite in the reviewed provisions.

North Carolina

Broader statewide rule: unverified. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 19A-32.1 generally requires covered
shelters to make animals available for public adoption before euthanasia or other disposition,
subject to exceptions; availability is not a command to approve a particular person. The
chapter also contains a narrow forfeited-animal exclusion. Granville County’s policy lists
local denial grounds, including documented incidents; it is not a statewide standard.

North Dakota

Broader statewide rule: unverified. N.D.C.C. chapter 36-21.2, particularly § 36-21.2-08,
provides a claim period and disposition options for certain abandoned animals taken into
custody by law enforcement, but no general adopter-selection standard. The review also
identifies a sterilization condition for some levy-funded shelters. An example initially
identified as a North Dakota shelter was actually in Nebraska, so it has not been used here.

Ohio

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Ohio Rev. Code § 955.16 allows adoption or donation
of certain unredeemed impounded dogs; it does not mandate selection of a particular
qualified applicant. Richland County’s policy reserves refusal and says approval is based on
qualifications, not application order. It is one county’s dog-adoption practice; applicable
public-accommodation protections remain relevant within their scope.

Oklahoma

Express authority for covered agencies; universal rule unverified. Okla. Stat. tit. 4, § 4-
499.8 allows defined releasing agencies to establish adoption standards for pets in their care,
subject to the Act and state law. The provision specifically requires public-facility standards
to be reasonably related to specified cruelty-prevention or responsible-management purposes
and applied fairly and equally. A consistently applied safety standard is supported by that
purpose, and conviction is not stated as a prerequisite; any particular denial still requires a
facts-and-law assessment. The Dog and Cat Sterilization Act does not prove unrestricted
authority for every organization or species.



https://www.nycacc.org/adoption/process/
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/laws/AGM/423
https://www.ncleg.gov/enactedlegislation/statutes/html/bychapter/chapter_19a.html
https://www.granvillecounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/5156/Pet-Adoption-Policy-PDF
https://ndlegis.gov/cencode/t36c21-2.pdf
https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-955.16
https://www.richlandcountyoh.gov/ApplicationforAdoption
https://codes.ohio.gov/ohio-revised-code/section-4112.02
https://law.justia.com/codes/oklahoma/title-4/section-4-499-8/
https://law.justia.com/codes/oklahoma/title-4/section-4-499-8/

Oregon

Broader statewide rule: unverified. ORS 167.332 and 167.348 impose specified post-
conviction possession restrictions and rules for placing animals forfeited under particular
cruelty statutes. The latter excludes some recipients based on their involvement or
knowledge, not simply their own conviction. These specialized rules do not establish ordinary
adoption discretion for every shelter or require a conviction before an ordinary denial.

Pennsylvania

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Pennsylvania Dog Law §§ 459-901-A and 459-902-A
define covered public and private releasing agencies and impose sterilization or agreement
conditions; they do not establish general applicant-selection criteria. Greene County Humane
Society describes application screening and disapproval authority as one organization’s
practice. Generally applicable nondiscrimination law may apply depending on coverage and
facts.

Rhode Island

Broader statewide rule: unverified. South Kingstown Animal Shelter says applicants are
carefully screened, but the cited page does not provide a general denial standard and is local.
R.I. Gen. Laws § 4-1-40 imposes specified possession restrictions following convictions or
nolo contendere pleas; that is not a rule requiring such an outcome before a shelter may
refuse an application.

South Carolina

Broader statewide rule: unverified. S.C. Code § 47-3-60 permits specified disposition
options after the applicable impoundment and owner-contact requirements; it does not
establish general adopter qualifications. Section 47-1-145 restricts adoption of a particular
animal by a defendant found guilty and household members in the stated proceeding. That
narrow restriction is not a general conviction prerequisite for all denials.

South Dakota

Broader statewide rule: unverified; limited suitability-based disposition. SDCL § 40-1-
34 authorizes specified dispositions of animals impounded under that chapter, including
transfer to a suitable caretaker or facility. The supplied review also identifies a minimum
period and related administrative procedures for that impoundment context. These provisions
do not establish a general adoption-screening power for every public shelter or private rescue.

Tennessee

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Tenn. Code § 44-17-502 sets spay/neuter conditions for
dogs and cats adopted from described governmental and private agencies, not a general
applicant approval rule. Williamson County Animal Center reserves the right to deny



https://www.oregonlegislature.gov/bills_laws/ors/ors167.html
https://govt.westlaw.com/pac/Document/NBED7B660780D11EE963CFD6FB7F95480?viewType=FullText&listSource=Search&originationContext=Search+Result&transitionType=SearchItem
https://greenepet.org/our-animals/adoption-process-policies/
https://greenepet.org/our-animals/adoption-process-policies/
https://www.southkingstownri.gov/1331/Animal-Shelter
https://webserver.rilegislature.gov/Statutes/TITLE4/4-1/4-1-40.htm
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t47c003.php
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t47c001.php
https://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/40-1
https://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/40-1
https://law.justia.com/codes/tennessee/title-44/chapter-17/part-5/section-44-17-502/
https://www.adoptwcac.org/243/Pet-Adoption

adoptions as a local shelter policy. The reviewed provision does not state that an abuse
conviction is required for refusal.

Texas

Express authority for covered agencies; universal rule unverified. Texas Health and
Safety Code § 828.011 allows a defined public or private releasing agency to set adopter
standards, provided they are applied fairly and equally. Public-facility standards must also be
reasonably related to prevention of animal cruelty and responsible dog/cat management for
public health and welfare. Section 828.013 exempts certain circumstances and agencies from
the entire chapter, including certain small jurisdictions and some local-ordinance situations;
the statute does not establish what adoption discretion exists in exempt cases. A safety
standard is supported by § 828.011 without a stated conviction prerequisite, but the statute is
not permission for arbitrary or otherwise unlawful discrimination or proof of authority for
every type of rescue or placement.

Utah

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Utah Code § 11-46-203 restricts transfers of
unsterilized animals, subject to statutory agreement, deposit, and other exceptions. Section
11-46-403 addresses disposition alternatives. Neither supplies a general applicant-selection
rule or resolves safety-based refusal without conviction; the reviewed Salt Lake County page
provided no usable approval or denial standard.

Vermont

Broader statewide rule: unverified; limited disposition authority. 20 V.S.A. § 3909
assigns an incorporated humane society’s board the method of disposition of animals it
releases. That is not an express applicant-selection standard for all municipal or private
organizations. Vermont’s public-accommodation law restricts covered discrimination; its
application to a particular adoption decision depends on the facts.

Virginia

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Va. Code § 3.2-6546(D) sets specified public-shelter
disposition routes, including an adoption route requiring a signed statement that the adopter
has never been convicted of animal cruelty, neglect, or abandonment. Section 3.2-6548

applies specified disposition provisions to private shelters. The statement is a condition of
that route, not a requirement to approve every signer or a rule that denial requires conviction.

Washington

Broader statewide rule: unverified. RCW 16.52.200 imposes specified animal-ownership
restrictions after conviction; RCW 16.52.085 restricts some placements of forfeited animals.
Everett Animal Shelter reserves the right to deny an adoption it considers contrary to the
animal’s best interest. That is local practice, not statewide proof or a conviction prerequisite.



https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/GetStatute.aspx?Code=HS&Value=828
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/GetStatute.aspx?Code=HS&Value=828
https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title11/Chapter46/11-46-S203.html
https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title11/Chapter46/11-46-S403.html
https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title11/Chapter46/11-46-S403.html
https://legislature.vermont.gov/statutes/fullchapter/20/194
https://legislature.vermont.gov/statutes/fullchapter/09/139
https://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacode/title3.2/chapter65/section3.2-6546/
https://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacode/title3.2/chapter65/section3.2-6548/
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=16.52.200
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=16.52.085
https://www.everettwa.gov/164/Adoption-Policies-Fees

West Virginia

Broader statewide rule: unverified. W. Va. Code § 19-20B-2 sets sterilization conditions
for covered governmental and private dog/cat adoptions, not general applicant eligibility.
Section 61-8-19 separately provides possession consequences after specified convictions.
Berkeley County Humane Society states a refusal reservation for its own organization, not all
West Virginia shelters.

Wisconsin

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Wis. Stat. § 173.23 permits specified public or contract
custodians to release unclaimed or unwanted animals to a person other than the owner,
subject to identification, licensing, vaccination, and cost conditions. It is not an express
selection rule for all private rescues. Wisconsin Humane Society describes animal-specific
placement restrictions based on observations and history, illustrating only that organization’s
practice.

Wyoming

Broader statewide rule: unverified. Laramie Animal Welfare Society reserves the right to
deny based on animal welfare and lists concerns including warrants and other criminal
matters; the policy is an individual rescue’s statement, not statewide law or proof of guilt.
Casper/Metro Animal Services has a separate municipal application and three-day denial-
appeal process. The supplied review notes that 2009 SF0133 died in committee; proposed
text must not be treated as enacted law.

Use of this review: This is preliminary research, not individualized legal advice or a
complete independent verification of every linked authority. For an actual dispute, check
current state and local law, the particular shelter’s status and written rules, relevant
agreements or court orders, and the facts with qualified local counsel.


https://code.wvlegislature.gov/19-20B-2/
https://code.wvlegislature.gov/61-8-19/
https://berkeley.wvhumane.com/adopt-a-friend/
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/document/statutes/173.23
https://www.wihumane.org/adopt/adoption-process/
https://laramieanimals.org/dogs
https://www.casperwy.gov/community/metro_animal_services/adoption_application.php
https://www.wyoleg.gov/Legislation/2009/SF0133

