
Before the Massachusetts House of Representatives:

DEVOCALIZATION OF DOGS AND CATS: At 2:02 p.m., Mar. 3, 2010, question came on engrossing H 344 bill prohibiting devocalization of dogs and cats  
Rep. O'Flaherty said he supports the bill and requested a roll call.  There was support.

Rep. Callahan offered amendment 2.  She then withdrew the amendment.

PETERSON AMENDMENT: At 2:17 p.m., Rep. Peterson of Grafton offered an amendment. 

Rep. Peterson said I will give you a brief explanation of the amendment.  I am in support of banning devocalization of cats and dogs but I understand there might be on occasion a need for the procedure due to a congenital anomaly or an illness.  This amendment will be the process of devocalization except in rare cases, such as medically necessary to treat or relief an illness or injury or to correct a congenital anomaly.  As a pet owner, I would want my animal treated effectively if suffering.  I understand this is done for a whole host of reasons I do not support.  The veterinarians would be the only individuals who could perform this, registered and certified.  There seems to be in the original bill a mandated reporting of all devocalizations done.  Currently they do not have to report anything to the local town clerk.  Because of the public health issue with rabies, we have to have vaccinations.  You get the receipt and go to town hall to get your license.  If you do not have rabies certification, you can not get a license.  I don't know why we need to have this report going to the town halls.  This is a straightforward amendment. I urge members to adopted this amendment.   

Rep. Peterson requested a roll call and there was support.  Rep. Story was in the chair.  The time was 2:22 p.m. 

Rep. Brownsberger urged the amendment not be adopted.  he said it does not add new reasonableness to the bill.  It eliminates the reporting requirement, the purpose of which is to make it an extraordinary procedure and to introduce some accountability.   

Rep. Bowles of Attleboro said he opposes the bill.  I misspoke.  I oppose this amendment.  the bill out of Judiciary strikes the right balance between allowing for medical reasons but not for casual reasons because of the environment.  This amendment has two things that would render the bill totally ineffective.  Allowing the options of euthanasia without discussing criteria is counterproductive.   

Rep. Bowles declined to yeild for a question from Rep. Peterson. 

Rep. Bowles said the bill  should not exempt veterinarians. 

Rep. Peterson said the points about euthanasia and rehoming are now out of this amendment.  We redrafted the amendment.

 Rep. Coakley-Rivera of Springfield said she supports the bill and opposes the amendment.  As many of you know I am a dog lover. They are members of my family and offer unconditional love.  My dogs are special to me.  They may not be search dogs who find people or canine dogs who find lost children or guard dogs who sniff out bombs or assistant dogs working with children.  But they are special to me.  I was shocked to learn about the procedure and could not believe people used this to quiet their animals.  It is performed by cutting vocal cords or punching them in to stop a dog from barking or a cat from meowing.  Surgery is painful.  It can involve suffocation.  who would devocalize?  Breeders, show dog exhibitors, sled dog races and uninformed or irresponsible dog owners.  It allows puppy mills to breed outrageous numbers without neighbors hearings.  It involves monetary profit, not love of animals.  This is what happened to Stella a beautiful three-year-old lab whose vocal cords were cut and she was abandoned.  this is what she looks like after she was cut.  (She held up photos).  Luckily she was adopted by a Quincy family who noticed she had trouble breathing.  At a cost of $1,500 surgery was performed to save her life.  She will never bark again.  this is only one story of many.  Devocalization is inhumane and must be stopped.  Please support this bill without any amendments.  Most  people who devocalize their dogs don't take the time and training.  Little dogs have a tendency to yelp, it's their only defense.  I brought my friend who has sat here for the last 40 minutes and not said a word.  He gets love and humane treatment from my family.  Please accept this bill as written.  

 Rep. Pedone said that is a beautiful animal, a beautiful dog.  My wife and I were talking about that animal and getting one like that.  We are talking about an amendment right now.  This procedure should be banned if you are doing it to quiet a dog and should be criminalized for people doing it in backrooms without anesthesia, harming dogs.  This amendment does not do anything to eliminate that.    This amendment is supported by a number of legislators from across the aisle and it does not gut the bill.  This restructures the bill, puts everything in a way that can be enforced and quite honestly makes the bill better.  I hope the amendment is adopted and that the bill is accepted.

 

BOSLEY FURTHER AMENDMENT: Rep. Bosley offered a further amendment adding two paragraphs.

 Rep. Bosley said this section of the law - I am attempting to put back the reporting requirements for veterinarians.  There are questions about the anonymity of people getting this done so this allows for the aggregation of information.  The amendment took out the reporting requirements.  I hope you re-add the reporting requirements in case this amendment does pass. 

Further amendment adopted.

 BACK TO PETERSON AMENDMENT: Question recurred on the Peterson amendment.

 Rep. Peterson said if reporting is a critical part of this bill, this is better.  It keeps the privacy of individuals out of the hands of people who might disagree with this process altogether.  The amendment bans devocalization just to stop a dog from barking.  It bans people who are not trained in veterinary procedures.  It will only be allowed by certified veterinarians.  This is a good amendment.  I am a dog owner.  I love my pets.  I love my neighbor's pets.  My amendment is reasonable.

 BY A ROLL CALL VOTE OF 48-100, AMENDMENT REJECTED.  All House Republicans voted in favor of the amendment.  

 Rep. Petrolati, back in the chair, then opened a roll call vote for four minutes on engrossment.

BY A ROLL CALL VOTE OF 150-1, BILL ENGROSSED.  Rep. Peterson voted against the bill.  Time was 2:51 p.m.

 Rep. Frost moved reconsideration of the vote.
 Rep. Frost said I am asking for reconsideration because under Rep. Peterson's original amendment, there was language I supported so I did not file my amendment.  The time for debate ran out.  I ask for your indulgence so I may offer the amendment to bring back the issue of euthanasia.  I am deeply concerned this bill does not contain a measure.   
It was loud in the House and Rep. Petrolati asked the members to quiet down.

 Rep. Frost said my concern is that this bill could do something unintended, harm other dogs or cause dogs to be abandoned because their barking will not come under control.  Dogs may be put down.  I am a dog lover.  Today is my dog's eleventh birthday.  I challenge anybody to say they love dogs more than me.  I love both my dogs.  They are like my children.  It's a good bill but it is flawed and it could cause harm and problems with constituents in condos or apartments and they can't control their barking and then get in trouble and can't do devocalization and have to put the dog down.  I ask you to allow this to come back up.

 Rep. Frost's time expired and Rep. Poirier yielded time to him.

 Rep. Frost said there are dogs who might die because there will be no other choice for their owner.   Not every owner is a perfect owner.  We have to be cognizant of that.  They may say I have no other choice and I am in trouble with the dog officer and my neighbors.  

 Reconsideration rejected by voice vote.
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