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REP. MERRILL (54th): 

Mr. Speaker .. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

Majority Leader Merrill. 

REP~ MERRILL .(54th): 

Yes. Thank you, .Mr. Speaker. 

159 
May 4, 20.10 

I would move for suspension of our rules to take 

up Calendar Number 503, Sena·te Bill 274. 

DEPUTY SP.EAKE-R O'CONNOR: 

The motion is on immediate suspension of the 

rules . 

Representative Cafero. 

REP. CAFERO (142nd): 

We have no objection,· Mr~ Speaker. 

DEPUTY .SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

Thank you, ~ir. 

Without objection, so ordered. 

Will the Clerk please call Calend.q.r Number .503. 

TH"E CLERK: 

Calendar 503, Substitute for Senate Bill Numbe-r 

27 4', AN ACT PROHIB.ITING THE UNREASONABLE CONFINEMENT 

AND TETHERING OF DOGS, fa.vo.rable report of the 

Committee on Planning and Development . 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 
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Representative Grog~ns. 

REP. GROGINS (129th): 

160 
May 4, 2010 

Mr. Speaker, ~ move for acceptance of the joint 

c_ommittee' s favorable report and pas$age of the bill 

in concurrence with the Senate. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR~ 

The question is acceptance of the joint 

commit·tee' s favorable report and passage of the 'bill 

in concurrenrie with the Senate. 

Representative Grogins,· you have the floor·. 

RgP. GROGINS (!29th): 

~hank you, Mr. Speaker . 

The current law of dog tethering prohibits 

confin~ng or chaining _a dog for an unreasonable period 

of time. That's the existing la_w. The objective of 

this bill is 1;:0 build on the current, law to ensure 

that ·when dogs a-re chained, they are chq.ined in _a 

'humane fashion. 

This bill has several exemptions. It exempts 

vets and tethering at tempora·ry events such as dog 

shows, hunting, camping _and grooming. This bill 

passed favorably throug:h the Judiciary Committee, the 

Planning and Development Committee and the Environment 

and I move for adoption o.f this bill. Thank. you, Mr. 
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Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

161 
.M.ay 4, 2010 

Wi11 y,ou remark further on the bi:ll? Will you 

:remark furtpe;r on the bill? 

Repre~entative Hovey. 

REP. ~OVEY (!12th}: 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speake-r, I rise in support of this 

legisJat~on. When one h~s a dog that is by choice and 

if you're making tbe choice to have a dog then y6u 

should aiso be making the cho'ice to ·take care of that 

dog in a reasonable manner. I believe this 

legis~ati-on does that. Thank you, sir . 

. DEPUTY ,.SPEAKER 0 I CONNOR: 

Thank you, madam. 

Will you remark furth~r on the bill? Will you 

remark fUrther on the bill? 

Representative Chapin oh, Representative 

Camillo. 

REP. CAMILLO . ·(151s-t): 

lha~k you, Mr. Speaker. 

I also rise in support of this bill. It was 

worked on for several month$ and it's -- certainly had 

a· lot of in·put. · Many of us in here are dog owners and 
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it is really the least we can do. It is a good bill 

and it certainly targets those of us who should not 

own dogs. This does not go after anybody who, you 

know. .is cutting their grass and as their dog on a 

run. 

So we should know what the bill doe~ and I, 

~gain~ urge passage ot this. Thank you. 

DE'PUTY SP'EAKER.' 0 I CONNOR: 

Thank you, sir .. 

Will you r·emar'k further? Will you remark 

further? Representative Baram. 

REP. BARAM (15th): 

Thank you, Mr, Speaker. 

1~ too, support this blll. The committee has. 

worked very hard and I think it's a good bill and I 

would urge my colleagues to pass it. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on the bill? ·will you 

remark further on the bill? If not, will 'S.taff 

Will the Chamber please. stand at ease. 

(Chamber at ease.) 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

163 
May 4 ,, 2010 

The Chamber will please come back to order. 

Representative Grogins. 

REP. GROGINS (129th): 

Yes, Mr. Speaker. Thank you. 

I move Senate Amendment "A," which is LCO Number 

4980. Will the Clerk please ca11 this amendment and 

I'd be allowed ·to summarize. 

DEPUTY SPEAK.ER 0' CONNOR: 

· Would the Clerk call LCO Number 4980, which will 

be designated. Sena,te Amendment Schedule "A." 

THE CLERK: 

LCO Number 4980 Senat.e "A" offered by Senator 

Meyer, Representative Johnson, et al. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

The Representative seeks leave of the chamber ·to 

sum:marize the amendment. 

Is there object:iO"n to ·summariza.tion? rs there 

obj·ection? 

Hearing none, Representative Grogins, you may 

proceed wl.th summarization. 

REP. GROGINS (129th): 

Thank you very ·much, Mr. Speaker. 

Again,, this. amendment passed on the consent 
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calendar in the Senate and it basically defines what 

is reasonable tethering and humane tethering. 

Basically indicates that if a dog is tethered to a 

stationary object or a mobile device out of the other 

' 
must allow the dog to walk at least eight feet 

ex_cluding the length of the dog in any direction. The 

tether must have swivels on both ends.to prevent the 

dog from t.wisting and tangling and o.f course this is 

not a requirement if the -- if you are in the presence 

of the dog. Its only w~en you are not in the presence 

of the dog. 

T.he dog may not be tethered by means: of a coat 

hanger, a choke collar,~a prong-type collar, a head 

halter o)::: any other collar, halter or device that was 

not specifically designed to be pr.operly fitted to a 

dog. The tether may not have weights attached or 

contain chain metal links more tban one quarter of an 

inch in diameter and that basically -- more than one 

quarter of an inch in diameter would be used to haul a. 

·truck.· 

The tether mu.st allow the dog -- :I:'tn sorry -- the 

tether must not allow the dog to reach an object like 

a windowsill, the edge of a pool or a terrace railing, 

which would endanger the dog and, again, that does not 
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apply if the dog ~- if you are ~n· the presence of the 

dog. It's only when the dog· ~s left alone and, .a.gain, 

this is all consistent with the humane tethering of a 

dog and keeping =the dog safely chained.. I move 

~doption this ame·nctm:ent. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUT.Y .SPEA,~ER 0'' CONNOR: 

Thank y..ot.i, maQam. 

Question before the Chamber i·s adoption of Senate· 

Schedule Amenpmemt ... A. " 

Will you remark 'further on the amendment? 

Re~resent~ti~e Candeiora. 

REP. CANDELORA (86th) : 

Th~nk you, M~. Spepker, if I may, just question 

t.o the proponent of the amenctme·nt. 

DEPU.TY SPEAKER.O'CONNOR: 

Please proceed, sir. 

REP. CANDELORA {86th): 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

I appre:ciate what this -- the underlying. bill. i$ 

trying to do~ · I am a bit concerned with some of the 

languag·e. Specifically·, when we think of ·tethering, 

it could include having a dog on a leash and if I 

bring my dog, for inatance, to ~ Little League game 

and·. I have my children there while t·he dog is i,n ;my 
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presence certainly I guess I could tie it to a 

bleacher. If I go off maybe around the corner to get 

my -childten that are located stepping out of sight 

from where ·the dog is, wouid I be in violation under 

this bill -- amendment·. 

Through you, Mr. Spea.ker .. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

Representative Groginsr 

REP. GROGtNS (!29th): 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, again~ this doesn't 

apply if you're in the presence of the dog. If you're 

not in the presence of the dog, then the dog has to be 

chang.ed humanely and quite honestly to me thiS is a 

commonsense bill in that you wou.ldn 't want to leave 

y~ur d0g in a situation unattended because it could 

bite ariother individual pr a child and the dog could 

be i_n danger if you leave the dog in a situation where 

it could strangle itself or get tangled up. So, 

again, if you're in the presence of a: dog, if you're 

at a fieid or at a park, as long as you can see the 

dog, you're in the presence of the dog. 

So it's basically --- it's just a comn:t_on~ense bill 

that require~ humane tetherihg. It doesn't say you 

can't tether. It says humane tethering is required. 
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DEPUlY SPEAKER 0 1 CONNOR~ 

Repres~ntative Candelora. 

REP. CANDE_LORA (86th): 

~hank. you, Mr. Speaker. 

167 
May 4, 2010 

And I appreciate th~t answer. I gues:s j u·st 

briefly I do have· concerns of the und_erlying b.ill just 

the that it's drafted. I think that certainly we want 

to treat· animals humanely. I own several. pets and 

would n:ot want to :put them in any type ·o:f harm o,r 

risk. I think that some of·these provisions that are 

enumerated are ,little bit too subjective for me. And 

so, therefore, I ''·al]\. conce·rned about the way this 

amendment is drafted. Thank you_, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remark further on the amendment before 

u~? Will you-remark further? 

Representative Perillo. 

REP. PERILLO (113th); 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I -

If I could, through you1 a few questions to the 

proponent. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR~ 

Please proceed, _sir. 
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. REP. PERILLO ( 113th) : 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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May 4, 2010 

Through you,· a brief question in lines 16 through 

19 in sub 5, it refers to tethering dogs such a:s they 

could access a windowsill or a f.ence or a railing or 

things of that sort. My under~tanding of that is that 

it is concerned about the risk of a dog jumping over. 

the -rail and choking themselves, say) if it were on a 

porch or something of that sort. Is that correct? 

.Though you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

R~p~~sentative Grogins . 

REP. GROGINS (129th): ,. 

Th~ough you, Mr. Speaker, thank you. 

Yes, that is correct. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

Representative Pe·ril_lo. 

REP. PERILLO (113th): 

Okay. I :have a follow-up to that. That's what I 

thought. But outside of this, it is okay, though, for 

that same dog to be oh that same porch untethered such 

that they jumped over the :rail., ·they w.ould actually 

injure t'hemselves when they hit the ground. .That 

.strikes me as inconsistent. I~ my reading of this 

004413 



> • .. 

•• 

-· 

-rgd/mb/gbr 
HOUSE OF REPRE~ENTATIVES 

correct? Through you, sir. 

DEPUTY SEEAKER O'CONNOR: 

Rep~esentative Grogins~ 

REP. GROGINS (129th): 

Thank you, M:t. Spea'ker. 

This blll only deals with 

169 
May 4 ~ .2010 

to my ·good 

Representative, this bill only deals- with tetheri.ng. 

Tt doesn't deal with. not tethering. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR:· 

Representative Perillo. 

·· · REP. PERILLO (113th): 

Okay . So it does address just to fo~lo~ up to 

make. sure P'·m clear ·-- it. does ·address the ri:sk o.f 

choking, whi_ch I think is very, very important,· 

strangulatio.n is very important, but it seems strange 

that we are addressing that, yet, we're not addressing 

the concern that perhaps. the dog co:uld jump over. --

jump .out a window or j-ump over- a rail and be injured 

in another. way and I'·m not aski.ng that is a question 

I'm just stating that I think that's an inconsistency 

· a_nd I ·shar·e many of. the .concerns about the drafti.ng 

that Represehtati ve. Candelora stressed before. 

I'm very pleased with the intent here. I'm just 

Concerned about the way this is written and I think a 
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lot. of very well-mea-ning, very a.tten-t;ive pet· owners, 

who love their do·g·s and would never do anything t:,o 

hurt them, c_ould conceivably get caught· up in the 

language of this and in actinq as well-meanirtg and 

well-intentioned pet owners, you know, sort of get 

stuck in the language of this, which_is rather 

l~ngthy. Blit I just felt I needed to make that 

opinion known because I'm just concern-ed about the 

drafting h~re. thank you, sir. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER C)iCONNOR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you rem~rk further? 

-· Representative Chapirt. 

REP. CHAPIN (67th); 

Tha~k you, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 

amendment before us. In doing so, T would like to, 

however, think the proponents for the hard work in 

putting in some of the clarifying language in Section 

1. 

But I'd also like to say that throughout the 

-
course of this session and· in pr_ior years, we've heard 

from.the animal control officer community that the 

existing statute has been unworkable. The biggest 
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complaint I've heard over the last few years about the 

statute itself is still in the provision in the 

bill before ·us in lines 38 and 39, where it says, any 

person who confines or tethers a dog for a reasonable 

period of time. Had that language been taken out of 

the bill, I think the bill before us -- the am.endment 

before us would have been an excellent step and strike 

a perfect balance between the abuse of animals and 

allowing our anim.?l control officers to do our jobs --

to do their jobs. 

Unf6rtunately, by leaving in those words that 

dis:c.uss conf·inement, _which I don't see addressed in 

the. amendment be·fote us, as we'll as the unreasonable 

perioc;l. of· time.language, I find the bill for us to be 

just as unforceable -- unenforceable as what we have 

in statute today. 

I'm sorry we couldn't come to a resolution on 

erying to make it a better bill, but I encourage my 

colleagues to oppose it today. Thank you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

Thank you, sir. 

Will you remar-k further? Will you remark further 

on ·the amendment before us? 

If not, let me try your minds. All those in 
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favor, please signify by s.aying, aye. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER 0' CONNOR: 

All those opposed, nay .. 

R~PRESENTATIVES: 

Nay~ 

DEPUTY SPEAKER 0 1 CONNOR: 

172 
Ma.y 4, 2010 

The ·ayes have it. The amendment is adopted. 

Wili you remark further on the bill as. amended? 

Will you remark further on t·he bill as amend.ed.? 

If nq_t, w.ill staff and guests please come to the 

well of the House. Will the members please take their 

seats. The machine will be open. 

THE CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by rbll 

call. Members to the chambe·r. Th~ House is voting. by 

roll call. Merribers to the chamber, please. 

DEP'UTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

Have all the members voted? ·Have ·all the .members 

voted? Memb·ers, please_, check the board to determine 

if your vot·e is properly cast. 

If ali the members have voted, the machin·e will 

be locked and the Clerk will take a tally. 
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Will. the Clerk please announe.e the tally. 

THE CLERK: 

Senate Bill 274 as amended by the Sehate "A" in 

concurrence with the Senate. 

Total number voting 148 

Necessaiy fo~ adoption 75 · 

Those voting Yea l2'6 

Those voting Nay 22 

Those·ab~~nt and not voting 3 

DEPUTY SPEAKER O'CONNOR: 

The ~ill passes ih concurrence with ibe Senate. 

Wil1 th~ Clerk please call Calendar Number .. 2.07 . 

THE CLERK: ··~ 

On page 8, Calendar 207, House Bill·Number 5423, 

AN ACT CONCERNING DISSECTION CHOICE, favor.able 

reported the Comrrti tt.ee on Education. 

DEPUTY SPE~KER o•·coNNOR: 

Representative Hornish. 

REP. HORN.ISij :( 6.2nd') : 

Thank you, Mr~ Speaker. 

I move for acceptance of the joint committ.ee' s 

favorable report and passage of the bill. 

DEPUTY -~PEAKER O'CONNOR: 

'The question is acceptance of the jo±nt 

00"4418. 
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Mr. Clerk. 

THE CLERK: 

Those Voting Nay 

0 

Those Absent, Not Voting 

2 

THE CHAIR: 

The bill as amended is 

passed. 

426 
May 3, 2010 

Calendar page 34, Calendar Number 258, File Number 

390, Substitute for Senate Bill 274, AN ACT PROHIBITING 

THE UNREASONABLE CONFINEMENT AND-TETHERING OF DOGS, 

favorable report of the committee on Environment, 

Ju?iciary and Planning and Development. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Mr. President, we're on a roll 

here. I move acceptance of the Joint Committee's 

favorable report and p~ssage of this bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

The question before the chamber is 

acceptance and passage. Do you care to remark 

further? 

003141 



•• 
,_ 

• 

• 

djp/ch/gbr 
SENATE 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
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Colleagues there's a --a strike alr amendment and 

I'd ask the Clerk to respectfully call LCO 4980. 

THE CHAIR: 

Mr~ Clerk please call LCO 4980 to be designated 

Senate A. 

THE CLERK: 

003142 

LCO 4980, to be designated Senate Amendment Schedule 

A, it is offered by Senator Meyer of the 12th district, 

et al. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

I -- I move -- I move the amendment and request 

permission to summarize, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

The question is the adoption of S~nate A and the 

gentleman has requested leave to summarize. Is there 

objection? Seeing none, you may proceed Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Colleagues this bill came to us through a number of 

animal org~nizations in Connecticut and in its original 

form was very long and very difficult to enforce. Very 
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substantial amendments were made to it and the bill comes 

now to us in a form that's --that I think is much easier 

.... to understand and much easier to implement and -- .and is 

is favorable to animals and particularly dogs. 

What it does is it -- it sets up standards in our 

chaining or r_oping of our dogs. For example, the -- the 

dog must be in a-- in a container that's at least eight 

feet long .including the lengt~ of the dog itself. There 

must be swivels on both ends of the tether to prevent the 

twisting and tangling of the tether which could obvio4sly 

strangle the dog . 

The tether must be long enough that- it will permit 

the dog to get in under cover in the event of rain, to 

get water if the d"og is thirsty and· those are the kind of 

standards that are ~et forth that in this latest version 

are much more reasonable than they were in the original 

version. 

The bill also has some broad exemptions. It exempts 

veter~nary practice. It exempts dog shows. It exempts 

t·raining sessions. It exempts dogs who are about to hunt 

wildlife. It -- it exempts the temporary tethering of a 

dog at any camp and it exempts the temporary tethering of 

a dog at a grooming facility. So the bill -- the bill in 

its present form is -- is much more balanced and it also 
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has a clean-up. Remember last year we did a certificate 

of origin concerning dogs that come into -- into 

Connecticut. We~~ we made the mistake in that and we --

we required two certifi -- the posting of two certificate . 
of origins. This -- this bill in the last section 

' clarifies that it's just one certificate of origin that 

needs to be posted by the pet shops that are taking dogs 

from other states. 

So all in all it's a -- it's a bill that I recommend 

to you. It's not a bill that's going to unduly restrain 

our dogs. I have a wonderful lab, twelve year old 

~-Labrador; I wouldn't want to htirt her for anything. I 

think this is protective of dogs. This bill is not a 

dog. Or in New York we -- we call them turkeys. This is 

not a turkey. This is -- this is a good balanced bill 

and I urge its favorable consideration. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator. 

Wil.l you remark further? 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 

-=--·~-
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There are a lot of dog lovers in the circle here 

tonight. I don't think there's been a day in my life 

when ·either as a member of. ·my family or an individual l"'"·::.-

owner have not had a dog in the house and they are 

w0nderful critters. And animals in general are wonderful 

critters and we should do everything we possibly can to 

protect them. As is the case with just about any bill, 

you always have to be very careful about the unintended 

consequences and the way in which a bill is written. 

In th-is in this amendment I'm happy to see that 

you have addr·essed the whole issue of hunting. I've got 

a lot of calls from hunters. I'm an occasional hunter 

myself and I -- I know how the dogs are handled out there 

in the fields and the original language in the bill 

looked like it was going to be too restrictive for that 

so, for legislative intent purposes, through you, Mr. 

President, I would like to clarify that with a question. 

THE CHAIR: 

Please proceed. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Senator Meyer, it is your· intent in this amendment, 

which will ultimately be the bill that's voted on, it is 

your intent to allow hunters to -- not just in 

demonstrations and training sessions but in fact out in 
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the field do what they normally do with dogs which is 

occasionally have them on shorter leads as is the 

tradition in hunting. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Through you, Mr. President to Senator Frantz. 

Senator Frantz, indeed lines 25 to 28 gives a 

specific exemption for the -- the hunting type of 

experience you're talking about. 

THE CHAIR: 

s·enator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Thank you. 

And just two·more --one more quick question for 

003146 

you. It·specifies that, through you, Mr. President, that 

the -- th~ leash should allow for movement of at least 

eight feet not including the body and the tail of the 

dog. It's my understanding that --that most leashes are 

maybe three to four feet long so obviously a regular --

regular leash when it's attached to· a f_ence post is not 

going to give the animal, the dog, enough room to satisfy 

the language . 
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In Section 1, Subsection C, is does ~ay that -- that 

any person who confines or tethers a dog for an 

unreasonable period of time or in "violation. The or i·t'l.-

there is of concern because in -- in Subsection A it 

doesn't address the unreasonable period of time, I don't 

believe. So the way it's written it doesn't-- you can 

be okay as long as you're ~ithin a reasonable period of 

time as per Section C but in Section A, Subsection A, it 

doesn't address time ~o you might, in fact, be considered 

in violation of this law, if it is law, if it's an 

unreasonable period of time . 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Through you, Mr. President, in response, I'm not 

sure you're looking at the final amendment because 

because unreasonable amount of time is no longer a factor 

in this bill. Are you looking at LCO 4980? 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Yes. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Okay. Then I'm -- I'm -- I'm not doing a good job 

here. Can you give me -- do you -- does your version 

have line numbers? 



••• 

• 

• 

djp/ch/gbr 
SENATE 

THE CHAIR: 

Through the Chair please gentlemen. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Through you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz. 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 

Th~nk you. 
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Through you, Mr. President, no it does not have line 

numbers but Section 1, Subsection C and I don' ·t want 

to belabor this, I really just want to get at legislative 

intent. Does -- is it safe to say that someone could use 

an eight or nine foot leash to strap a dog to a post for 

a three minute period while they ran in to get a bagel? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Through you, Mr. President, yes that is the intent 

of -- of this bill, exactly. It would be just a 

temporary tethering which would be exempted from the 

other provisions that relate to a permanent tethering. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Frantz . 

SENATOR FRANTZ: 
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Thank you. Okay. And the -- the concern there, 

003149 

through you, Mr. President, is -- is that I'm sure all of 

us in our r~spective towns see th~s happening all the 

time where you have -- all of the time when you have 

individuals shopping in -- in a shopping district and 

they happen to have their dog along, their Labrador 

along, and they put it around the -- the parking meter 

for a short period of time. You have dogs that are 

pulling wagons with kids in them, you know, is it 

reasonable to have the dog pull the kids to the end of 

the block? You know as -- as subjectively speaking is 

that an unreasonable period of time? 

So it's not a question, it's just a concern and it 

sounds as though the legislative intent has been made 

very clear here by Senator Meyer and so it strikes me as· 

a reasonable bill and one that addresses a wonderful part 

of our lives. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Thank you, Senator frantz. 

·SENATOR MEY:ER: 

Thank you, Senator. 

THE CHAIR: 
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Do you care to remark further? Do you care to 

remark further? 

::SENATOR MEYER: 

Mr. President, if there is no objection, I would be 

privileged to have this go on Consent. 

THE CHAIR: 

I believe there's an amendment before us, Senator. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

I'm sorry. You're right. 

THE CHAIR: 

We're considering LCO 4980, Senate A. 

SENATOR MEYER: 

It's a strike all amendment. 

Okay. 

So we've debated the amendment, the amendment is now 

a strike all amendment is before us and is there any 

reason (INAUDIBLE) can't go on -
r 

VOICE: (INAUDIBLE) 

SENATOR MEYER: 

Okay. 

Call for a vote on the amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 
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Okay. If there are no further remarks to be made 

regarding Senate Amendment Schedule A, the Chair will t~y 

your minds~. • ....... 'II 

All those in favor, please indicate 

by saying Aye. 

SENATORS: 

Aye. 

THE CHAIR: 

All opposed say Nay. 

The Ayes have it. Senate A is 

adopted . 

Will you remark further on the bill 

as amended? 

Senator Meyer. 

SENATOR MEYE'R: 

~r. Preside~t, the amendment is the bill and if 

there's no objection I'd ask that it go on the Consent 

Calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

The gentleman has moved to place this item on the 

Consent Calendar. Is there objection? Is there 

objection? Seeing none,.so ordered. 

Mr. Clerk . 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

• i 
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calendar page 32, Calendar 218, Substitute for Senate 

Bill 302; Calendar 223, Substitute for Senate Bill 380; 

003181 

Calendar 230, _Senate Bill 283; calendar page 33, Calendar 

235, Substitute for Senate Bill 216; calendar page 34, 

Calendar 258, Substitute for Senate Bill 274; calendar 

page 35, Calendar 316, Substitute for Senate Bill 278; 

calendar page 36, Calendar 318, Substitute for Senate 

Bill 418 and calendar page 40, Calendar 546, Senate 

Resolution Number 17. 

Mr. President, I believe that completes the items 

placed on the Consent Calendar. 

THE CHAIR: 

The machine is open on the Consent Calendar. 

THE CLERK: 

The Senate is voting by roll call on the 

Consent Calendar. Will all senators please 

return to the chamber? The Senate is voting by 

roll on the Consent Calendar. Will all senators 

please return to the chamber? 

THE CHAIR: 

Senators please check the board to make 

certain that your vote is properly recorded. If 

all Senators have voted and all Senators votes 

are properly recorded, the machine will be locked 
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Motion is on passage of Consent Calendar 

Number 1. 

Total Number Voting 35 

Those Voting Yea 35 

Those Voting Nay 0 

Those Absent, Not Voting 1 

THE CHAIR: 

Consent Calendar 1 is adopted. 

Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Yes thank you, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I would yield the floor to any 

members for announcements or points of personal 

privilege. 

THE CHAIR: 

Are there announcements or points of personal 

003182 

privilege? Are there announcements or points of personal 

privilege? 

Seeing none, Senator Looney. 

SENATOR LOONEY: 

Thank you, Mr. President . 
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SENATOR KISSEL: Absolutely. There's a certain 
area in En~ield in particular that -- Enfield 
borders the Connect·icut· River -- that is just 
famous for the f"ishing th~t•s available there, 
and actually.we•ve worked with federal 
authorities because it • s a littl·e tricky. You 
have to cross the train ·tracks, and there has 
been a little· bit of an issue with Amtrak. 

There ar~ huge amounts of areas in north 
central Connecticut that are· famous for the 
.fishing that • s C!lVailable an(i, ·quite frankly, 
we are :way out of line with our -bordering 
states. So, you know, Enf ie.ld bord~rs the 
Connecticut· River; it· also borders 
Mas·sachusetts. Wl~.y would you want to ·fish in 
Connecticut if you can just go a ·few miles up 
the· road and'fish in Massachusetts? 

So, I actually_think bei"ng in a border 
c_ommunity, quite often even if you red'!J,ce the 
dollar amo\int- of what you•re charging, you 
will make that up in ·volume, and so I think at 
the end of the day if you really cru.nch the 
numbers with fiscal anaiysis, we may be in the 
same spo·t ·even if we reduce the overall dollar 
-amount because we .• re going to get a lot more 
volume, so, Senator· Meyer, I appreciate that 
ques.tion. You • re exa·ctly correct. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any other questions or 
comment~ from the members of the Committee? 
Seeing none, Senator, thank you very much. 

SENATOR KISSEL: Thank you, gentle_men. 

REP. ROY: Commissioner Prelli followed by Karl 
Wagener. 

F. PH.ILIP PRELL!.: Good morning, Senator Meyer, 
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·Representative ·Roy, and Members of the 
Environment Committee. 

I~m here to testify on three bills, ~nd the 
first one I'd like to test.ify on, I'm.actually 
doing the ·testimony for the Chairman of the 
Invasive l?lants Council, Dr. Mary Musgrave, 

·who. is not able to be with us today·, but as 
Vice Chai~an of that Committee, I· would· like 
to just bring in he~ testimony, and I believe. 
you all have .copies of that. 

The Invasive Plants Council was. esta.bl;i.shed 
and operates pursuant to Connecticut General 
Statutes 22a-381 through 2·2a-381d and has the 
following respon~ibilities: Developing and 
c.oriducting initiatives to educate the ·public 
ab.out· problems createO.. by .invasive plants in 
lakes, forest and other natural habitats; 
publishing and updating a l-ist of invas"ive or 
poten·tially invasive plants; and supporting 
state agencies in conducting research into· 
invasive plant control. 

There. are nine appointed members who work in 
the .government, the nursery .. industry and 
environmental groups, and I happen to serve as 
Vice· Chairman of that. group. Much of the time 

·spent by the Council has been devoted to 
discussing how the current law can be 
implemented. Inspec.tion roles of both my 
.depa~tment.and the Connecticut· Agricultural 
Exper~ment Station are. now clearly described 
by legislation. This year's bill, Number 
5320, is critical because it gives 
conservation officers the power to enforce the 
state's Invasive Plant laws. The enforcement 
piece will be especially helpful in preventing 
the spread of aquatic invasive plants from 
waterway to waterway, and I hope that you ~~ke 
the Opportunity to read her testimony in full . 
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_Again, this bill is very important to the 
invasive plants because we're concerned about 
the movement of those plants mainly via boats 
and trailers .. 

The s_econd bill·_! 'd like to testify on -- and 
I'm -doing this now as Commissioner of 
Agr:iculture, not the Invasive Plants Council 
-- is Raised .Bill 126, artd it's an act 
cortcerning add1ng wood smoke to the public 
heal.th nuisance ·code and concerning outdoor 
wood-burning furnaces. 

Our interpretation of this proposed 
legislation leads us to believe that this 
would not apply to those engaged in 
agricultural· pursuits. The question comes 
that the bill is somewhat questionable-in its 
writing. on whether the time frame would apply 
to agriculture • 

. The Pepartmen·t is of the opinion that a few 
bad :actors have caused. a great deal of concern 
about these·. needed technologies . Nothing in 
this section ....,- again, it's the time frame. 
We believe that look.ing at regulations of 
smoke stack height, proper ··fue"l sources and 
grandfathering in old wood-burning .furnaces 
for a period of time would address these · 
problems. 

The:._third. bill -- .and probably whe:r;e'-mos:t· . 
. likely· testimony is·-- is Raised Bill 274,· an 
act prohibiting the unreasonable· te.thering 
unreasonable confinement· and te.thering of 
dogs. 

I'm here this morning to emphasize the serious 
concerns the Department of Agriculture has 
with this, the proposed bill .. There are many 
points in this bill that no one would disagree 
with. Everyone. wants to make .sure that a dog 
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can lie down, can sit, should be_able to reach 
the,ir food and water without obstruction. All 
of this goes without· saying. And; if that'$ 
what this bill- did, nobody would be opposed to 
it, but it go.es much past that. 

. . 
To· begin with, a .change would occur .in the law. 
from wh~t is consi9ered an unreasonable time 
frame t·o .tether a dog to what is considered -an 
unreasonable manner. That is significant 
change for enforcement purposes. ·.I have heard 
it said that our present law is too.open to 
interpretation. This law would make it even· 
more open to interpretation. 

As I read this bill, there is no exemption for 
vete.rinarians. This ·is not workable. A vet 
should be able to confine a d~g based on rules 
of veterinary pract.ic;:e, not by the wishes of 
certain sp·ecial· interest groups. 

In this bill, there is· no difference between a 
dog • s size. A Chihuahua and a St. Bernard . 
will both need the same 100 square feet·. This 
does not m~ke sense. Will this be a 10 by.-10 
ar·ea or could it be a so .by 2-foot area or 100 
by 1-foot area the way the· bill is written? 
Again~ wh:at are we trying to do here? 

The Department currently has regulations 
· conc~rning t~e size of ~ens, the weight of 
'dogs· f~r commercial kennels. Perhaps those 
standards would make more sense in this bill .. 

To define a dog as unattended because of ~n 
obstruc.tion in a sight line is uneJq>laiilable. 
The dog could have acres to run right around 
the corner of a house,· but his owner becomes 
subject to penalties for giving _the pet plenty 
of room to run outside his sight ·line. So as 
we read this, you can tie your dog up as long 
as you can see it from your kitchen window, 
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and then it doesn't matt~r how long the dog is 
tied. The owner cannot leave the_property ~ot 
even ·for a sho-rt tri~ to a neighborhood store 
witho~t being in violation of the law they're 
not being on the subject premises. 

Many of the items addressed in this section of 
the bil·l are already covered in Section 
53-247-a of the Connecticut General Statutes, 
which states in part: Any person who having 
impound,ed or con£ ined f ai l_s to give such 
animal· proper care shall be fined not more 
than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than one 
year or-both. 

In addition, there is· an exemption given in 4d 
for any facility utilized-for temporarily 
b0arding ot·: ~ dog in need of a new owner. 
What this defines is a faqility used for 
temp·orary boarding. There is no current 
definition of such facility, and why should 
they be excluded? This would make it 
difficult to enforce current nuisance laws in 
the state as they could be in conflict. If 
not changed,· this would prevent any fu·ture 
ability to regulate the significant and 
dangerous source of animals imported into the 
state. 

Aei we·speak, animals carrying diseases are 
enteri~g Connecticut, endangering Connecticut 

. abandoned anima-l-s, be-ing tran~ported,_ hous~d_ 
and placed into homes in a completely 
unregulated manner by so-.cal_led non-profit 
rescue groups. Isn't this really an 
unregulated pet store? · 

The recent horrible outbreak in southern 
Connecticut is thought to have entered this 
state in this manner. To attempt to regulate 
responsible Connecticut pet owners while 
ignoring this gaping hole in our pet 
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protection laws is ·shameful ·and .dangerous. 

Other·exemptions which should be considered 
are dogs qUi;lr.CUltined on the propert'y, dog 
bites, as per Section '22-358. of the 
Connecticut General Statutes, and enclosed 
dogs for strict confinetnent_or quarantine as 
.per rabies protocol . 

In clo~ing, for years anfmal patrol officers 
have been tedling ,pe·ople ~o t.ie th~ir roaming 
.dogs up for ·~he sa~.ety of the public, 
lives.tock· and o~he:i:::' animals. In. the larger 
cities, many dog owers rent and· are not· 
aliowed ·to keep ~ogs in t·heir ·house. 
RespOI1Sible· owners have been securing their 
dogs J:?afe.ly, supplying with necessary 
sustenan~e a.nd ~e~ercising them. 

Because of tbi~ bill, there will be a decrease 
:in adoptions·:-- there could be a decrease in 
adop_t.idris in the larger cities, and for that I 
ask you to _.:.. I"ve skimmed some of my 
t~st·imony, _but I ask you to rea~ that. We·• re 
:very· c9~cerned about the effect~ of this on 
adQptions and· also the safety of ani.m~ls, and 
I'll gladly answer any questions on any three 
of those.'-bills. 

REP .. ROY: Thank you, sir. Senator Meyer? 

S·ENAT0R ME¥ER: . Commis·siqne·I:, with respect to· the 
·tethering of dogs bill, .. you: said. that·· there • s 
no proper specifics concerning what tethering 
in an unreasonable manner means, but we really 
tried in. this bill to do that. We set· out in 
great specificity starting in line 10 what 
constitutes c;ln unreasonable manner of 
tethering. 

Secondly, you raised a question ·about :kennels, 
exempting kenne.ls, and I refer you to l.ine 33 
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to 38 in which there's a specific exemption in 
this bill .from kennels, commercial kennels, 
pet shops, training facilities, grooming 
facilities,. temporary boarding facilities, and 
dog pounds, so we tried to be very practical 
about this and have a sense of balance that I 
didn't think your testimony really refl·ected. 

And finally, .with respect to wood-burning . 
furnaces, I don't how we could write a clear 
exemption for farms and ~griculture than we 
have here"where we say in the bill: Nothing 
in·this section shall be construed to prohibit 
the use of an outdoor wood-burning .furnace for 
agricultural. purposes, so I'm a little lost 
where you ··re going. Maybe you could explain 
it. 

F. PHILIP PRELL!: Ag~in, let me do that third one 
first because when we first read it, we said 
the same thing, but then.you put a time_ frame 
in when wood-burning furnaces could be used in 
the state. w~•re not sure that that would 
give that agriculture exemption. We just -want 
to make sure that it is there because .many 
farms that use these wood-burning furnaces 
would be growing bedding plants after April 
15th, and so we ju:st want to ensure that the 
agricultural exemption also applies to that 
time frame which c.ould have some question. 

My first J?ead of it said ye·s, you-•·re 
absolutely right, and I agree with you that 
they're ·exempt, but then as soon as you put a 
time frame in, you raise some question on it. 
That's all, so we just want to mak~ sure that 
that exemption also applies there. 

In the other two, the problem we have with the 
tethering confinement is you now have taken 
that t"ime period off the whole thing. ·Be:f'ore 
it was, you know, in a time frame. Now you're 
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opening it up to an area, and what· I said was 
lE;!t's say that ari owner owns a piece of 
:prope.rty and they fence in their whole 
backyard., and the dog runs in the backyard. 
They're now confined, and that's where they 
eat, that's where they drin.k, and th,at' s where 
they relieve themselves, and let's say· that 
t.hat area has an are!!l that r~s along the side 
of the house that has no. windows. You're now 
saying that they' re break.ing the law because 
you do not. have a line of sight for that dog. 

You also can't allow tpat dog to be outside 
while you take a trip to the st.ore, yet that 
dog probably is out there most e>f the day. 
be.cause it wants to be out there. · So that's 
where our two concerns area. When you come to 
the whole permit process of exclusions,· the 
one big exclusion you've left out of there is 
the vet's, and you have not allowed them· to be 
part of that exclusion . 

So, ~hose are where are areas of concerns were 
and why we brought those up. 

Also; in _respect to the whole tethering, you 
could now tie a dog up for any amount of time 
as long as· it's in your line of sight, a:nd so 
you've changed that time frame from an 
·unreasonable amount of· time to just say as 
long as it's tied up out there, as long as you 
can see it. 

So, those are our concerns and being able to 
enforce this law is going to be very 
difficult. ·In many respects, we don't know if 
the person is home or riot. We Ire no.t sure if 
an i~divid\lal is home, and we 'just can't go up 
and knock on the door, and if they don't 
answer, assume they're not there because 
sometimes people'do not answer their'door. 
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So, it becomes questionable on that, so what 
do w~ do, you know, stake t"he place out to see 
when s.omebody comes home and .see that nobody 
el·se was home? Those are the types of issues 
we're tryingto bring up. Hopefully, that 
answers what y9u asked, Senator Meyer. 

REP. ROY: Thank you Representative Hornish? 

REP. HORNISH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you 
for shar~ng your concerns, and my 
understanding is that· there are going to be 
some significant changes t·o the language here·. 

Whep. I was speaking w:ith people involved.in 
the animal community, they expressed to me 
that a lot of -- several an::l.mal control 
officers w~u:lted some changes that weren't 
reflected in the language that's befpre us 
right now, and those changes have b.~en made to 
accommodate them, and some veterinarians, and. 
perh~ps when that language comes out or if we 
can look at it later, that might satisfy· ·some 
of your -- the ·concerns :you•·ve expressed. 

F. PHILIP .PRELLI-: Again, we're testifying to the 
bill that was before us. We wi;I.l always 
continue to· look at language and see how it 
can be modified. 

REP. HORNISH: I understand. Thank you. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

REP· .. ROY-: Thank you. Representative Conroy? 

REP. CONROY: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As I'm reaCii.ng. through .. this bill, I just have 
a qUestion about electronic fences. How 
would that fit in here? You know, a_lot of 
people have their whole yard with the fencing 
going around it so it's really not yisible. 
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F.- PHILIP PRELL!: I think that's a very good 
.question. Would that be confinement and would. 
that be cons_idered confinement? 

We never allow. that.· for confinement when we 
are·-- when we have a restraining order on an 
animal because ele~tronic fences don't truly 
-- the_y don't always work. Power could go 
of.f; there i s· a lot of other reasons. Say we 
had a dog. Our previou~ dog was trained to an 
electronic fence, and he never left the yard 
when it was on, but we've also seen where dogs 
would go. through an electronic fence. 

I'm not sure that that's in here but, again, 
it raises a lot_ of. the questions that we 
sometimes have a question. 

REP. CONROY: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Representative Urban? 

REP. · URBAN: Thank yo~, Mr. Chairman·, and thank you . 
for y~ur testimony, Commissioner. 

I think we're all trying to get to the· same 
place here, and I'm very· optimistic because a 
lot of the information has come from ACO's who 
have found it impossible to really enforce any 
kind of t:ethe'ring law., so I I m .hop.ef.ul tha.t 
with the ch~nges that Representative Hornish 
referred to that we'll be able to do something 
here that works for ev~ryone and in _particular 
for dogs -- is that a sign -- for dogs that 
find themselves in a situation where-they are 
tethered all day, and I think the other p·art 
of that that we are awfully concerned-about is 
that a dog that is left tethered tends to want 
to defend that space, and _they can turn into 
animals that are a danger to the neighborhood, 
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so anything that we can do to make that' happen 
and I appreciate your willingness to work 

with us on this. 

F. PHILIP PRELL!: I think the major problem is 
let's not put another bill that doesn't -- we 
reasonably can't enforce either, and ·that·'s 
what the problem is, and I think in many cases 
like this, ~his would be very difficult. · When 
you're ta·lking .about being in line of sight, 
if the pen is not -- if they're in a nice 
enclosure but· you just can't see out·and see 
it, I'm not sure t~at that should be against 
the rules. How do you know what·line of sight 
is for that individual? They·walk out in the 
backyard, and it • s in the line of sight., but 
if they happen to be in their house, they're 
not. 

So, that's what makes this very difficult to 
enforce . 

. REP. ORBAN: And that's why I'm hopeful that the 
additional information that we've gotten from 
APO's will allow us to do that, but I agree 
with you. We don't want unintended 
consequences from this bill that just makes it 
something, again, unworkable. So, I 
appreciate that we'll be able to work 
together. Thank y~u, Mr. Chairman. 

REP ... ROY: Thank YC?U.. -AnY oth~r ques.tions or. 
comments? Representative Chapin?· 

REP. CHAPIN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good 
morning, Commissioner. 

F. PHI-LIP PRELL!: Good morning, Representative. 

REP. CHAPIN: When I met with the proponents of 
this. bill, they had indicated that changing 
from the unreasonable amount of time to this 
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mechanism was actually supported by the ACO's, 
and-from your testitpony, it would seem that 

·you would disagree with that. Is that fair to 
say, or maybe a better way to ask it is would 
you say that.perhaps maybe state ~nimal 
control officers were not invited into those 
discussions? 

F. PHILIP PRELL!: I ·think· that that's probably a 
way of stating that, you know,· there's about 
300 .municipal animal con·trol officers in the 
state of Connecticut as well as eight state 
animal cont~ol .offic~rs, so could some of them 
think th~t this is a better way? I wouldn't 
argue that. I think we need to- look at the 
whole picture.here, .and as we looked at this 
languag.e, the way this was written, we didn't 
think that it was going to b~ easily 
enforceable. 

So, which animal control officers thought this 
was a better way, obviously~ with 300 .of them, 
there's a lot that could have said that. 

REP. CHAPIN: And; are you aware if any input was 
sol~cited from state animal control officers? 

F. PHILIP PRELLI: As far as I know, no. state 
animal control officers have yet to give any 
input on.this other than tpem telling me what 
the testimony shows. I obviously didnit do 
thi:s;__:t.es.t.imony .a1.l_ on:.....my .own .. 

REP . CHAPIN: Thank you . Thank you'· Mr. Chairman. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any other questions or: 
comments from members of the Committee? 
Seeing none, thank you very much, 
Commissioner. 

F. PHILIP PRELL!: Thank you. 
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RONALD CUTO;NE: Thank you. 

March a, 2ofo 
10:30·A.M . 

REP. ROY: Virginia Bertram followed by Rob~rt 
Franklin .. 

ELANA BERTRAM: Chairm~n Meye·r, Chairman Roy, 
Members of t~e Committee. 

In the ir~:terest of _time, my mother, Virginia, 
has agreed to compress our te~timony into her 
allotted time so we can all go home from 
there .. I would also direct you to the 
submit-ted testimony of Joel Serota_, one of the 
leaders of the newly approved Woodbury 
Litchfield .Hills (inaudible). He was not able 
to·stay, but he's submitted written testimony 
as well. 

My name is Elana Bertram from Newtown. I'm~ 

life~ong animal lover, and I participate in 
the traditional Sport' of fox hunting with 
hounds. · AS a sportswoman, I understand that · 
the welfare of our animals is very important, 
and it is a re·sponsibility I take. seriously·. 

Nothing in. Raised Bill S.B. 274 ~erves either 
owners or "their animal·s·. In the wrong hands, 
this bill is a cudgel to attack otherwise 
lawful dog ownership. I ·speak again·s.t le.tting 
the fringe element· of. animal rightists· 
inf.luenc.e .the_ governanc.e or infr.inge .the 
rights of normal law-abid-ing citizens in their 
push·for a needless- and petless society. 

This bill is aimed at 'kennels such as our 
kennel for our fox hounds. As is natural with 
pack animals, hounds are .kept communally in 
the packs they hunt in to encourage bonding 
and teamwork. Sometimes eight or more hounds 
occupy the same kennel run, and they usually 
get along swimmingly. 
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If I read the statute correctly, it requires 
an enclosure no smaller than 55'0 square feet 
if ten hqunds are to be housed together. 
That's ·about the size· of a two-ca'::- garage. I 
do not .see a causal connection between square 
footage and animal health. To·be quite 
honest, you will most -often see kennel mates 
at rest in a pile all on top of. each. othe_r. 
They·• re friends and pack mates, and that •·s how 
they live. 
T~is arbitrary requirement is not foUnded in 
r~ality, and it's unrelated to the hounds' 
heal.th. and Wc;!lfare. 

. . 
Bright line space requirements do not take 
into account special circumstances or breed or 
training n~e"ds. Fur.thermore, the tethering 
requirements interfere with normal training 
and.exercise programs. Requiring a dog to 
constantly have access to food and shelter is 
a bit like requiring your elementary school to 
constantly provide_ your child. :with cookies artd 
toys. 

This language -reaches into the homes of 
law-abiding citizens who let their dog out for 
exercise and then the·p~one rings or their kid 
trips and sltins his knee and the owner is 
call.ed away for just a moment. That owner is 
now· subject to a fine. 

What possible benefit can this bill offer to 
those dogs? I.t sounds to me like it's telling 
owners never to let their dog~ outside. It 
seems almost by .design that th.l.~ bill targets 
small bre·eders like fox hound kennels without 
overtly saying so, which is in contravention 
to current law. Hunting with hounds. and dog 
breeding are· still legal in the state of 
Connect··icut . 
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I hope .the Committee fully realizes the 
swe·_eping scope of this bill in the wrong 
hands. It will effectively criminalize our 
humane anq lawful system of keeping dogs by 
imposing l.inl:'.easonable, arbitr~ry standards on 
how the dogs· are housed. 

This biJl :l.s. imp:r.actically vague. Without· 
ever harm~ng a dog, owners· could be subject to 
fines f~r the. mere potential of harm based on 
a subjective opinion. 

I know my titne is short, bu·t I wo~ld also ask 
you to vote yes on hunting permit fee 
reductions·proposed in_S.B. 207. 

Thank you for your tim~, consideration, and 
your vote of no on S.B. 274. I'll take any 
questions.·. -

SENATOR MEYER:·· b~ay. Ms. B.ertram, I just want to 
be sure that ·you look carefully at this bill 
beca~se this bill_largely .relates to the size 
of a:ni~Jl~l quarters·, the space in which an 
animal- wqu.ld.,live, and there'~ a very specific 
exemption of kennels, and I just wanted to be 
sure that ·you looked at lines 34 to 38 and saw 
·that si;>e.cific exemption of kennels. 

E~A BERTRAM: Yes. Thirty·-.four and. 38 reference 
-- arid you can see in my submitted tes.timony 
·-·-- 22--342 and. 2.2-344. probably do not -apply to 
fox· hound_ kenneTs. We- do not have typically 
more than two 1-i tterS a year 1 SQ ·we Ire not a 
breed~r., and· we're also not a commercial 
facility, so that exemption doesn't. apply to 
us_as t'ar as my reading of those oth~r 
.statutes. 

SENATOR MEYER: Okay. And, if ·we amended this bill 
to includ~ kennel~, whether they're unde.r 
those sections or otherwise, just kennels, 
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ELANA BERTRAM: No. I'm still vecy unhappy with 
(inaudible). 

SENATOR MEYER: You're unhappy, and yes, you don't 
want any control over dogs. Thatis really 
what _you ··re saying in that .. 

ELANA BERTRAM: I'm sorry. With·the tethering 
requirement? There was laughter in the peanut 
gallery .. 

I think that both the confinement. and the 
·tethering put unreasonable restrictions on dog 
owners in the ab~ence of any harm to the dogs •. 
. ·we already have abuse and neglect statutes 
elsewhere in our General Statutes. 

SENATOR MEYER: Are there any other Committee 
members who WC?Uld like -- Repres.entative 
Urban? 

REP. URBAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 
for your te~timony. 

That's one of the problems that we're trying 
to deal with, that use and neglect_simply 
doesn't cover, when a dog is·left chained 
without food, water or shelter for a long 
period of time, and that is exactly what we're 
trying· to. _g~t -at _with -:.this 1egislat·ion .. We • re 
·certainly not trying t·o preempt apyone from · 
fox hunting. or anyone trom taking their 
beagles and hunting. It's ·:r:eally directed at 
situat·ions that animal control officer~ have 
told us they're hands are ti.ed and they .need 
more SP.ecific -ways of being able to delineate 
a situation that is, indeed, a situation that 
we woul.dn • t put our fox hounds in. or, you 
know, our companion animals in. 
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And, there iS S~Stitut·e language that We Ire 
wprking on. There have been some things that 
have come forward, and we 1_re work"ing on that· 
language. 

As a question, is _your hunt in Connecticut? 

ELANA BERTRAM: Yes-: 

REP. URBAN: It is the 

ELANA BERTRAM: Woodl;>Ury Litchfield Fox:· Hounds 
based in Wood,Qury· and Litchf1eld. 

REP. URBAN: Excellent. I grew up on Long Island 
. and (inau~ible) Hounds~ so I 1 m very familiar 
with the whole thing. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

SENATOR MEYER:· 'rhank you, Representat~ve Urban. 
Any other· questions or comments by merribers·of 
the ·committee? We appreciat·e it. Thanks so 
much. 

ELANA BERTRAM: Thank you.-

SENATOR MEYER: O~r next witness is Robert Franklin 
follQwed by Susan Linken, Linker, and then 
Chris Phelps_. · 

Good afternoon, Mr. Franklin. 

ROBERT FRANKLIN: . Thank you. 

I, too, am~ dog owner, but actually as I was: 
listening to -this_ te_stimony, I feel I know 
more about ha~esses th~n I do about dogs 
almost. 

I think that·_ this. particul_ar legisl~tion 
proposed in 274 is· c;t disaster waiting to 
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happen. ·It's going to be a nightmare for 
animal control officers. Within. that 
'legislation, we use the word .. "unreasonable 
manner" .six ·t.imes plus "unreasonable"' on~ 
other time. TheJ;"ef.ore, it's going to.be up to 
the .discretion of these 300 .. animal·control 
officers how they interpret what's going on 
basically because it'S so ·nebulous that you're 
·going to have 300 different interpretations. 

Now, I think that (inaudible). I have Jack 
Russell terriers. ·I have sma11 dogs. I have 
72.-foot .square runs, which is plenty of room 
for them, but Iim illegal right now because 
you say 100 feet for one dog, but the Jack 
Russells are that ,big instead .of that big, and 
you •·ve got to have different ·regulations if 
you're going to try to ~egulate it, and I 
don't think you can. 

One of ·the t~ings that bothers me the most is 
if I have my dogs out in the yard, I've got to 
have water (ind shelter q.nd ·food_,. ·and if I put 
·food out for these guys, a dog that's su,pposed · 
to weigh 12 pounds is going to ·weigh 25 pounds 
very quickly because they're going to eat it · 
all. 

The canine i·s an animal wh.o kill.s every once 
in a while, wolves, you name it. ~y kind of 
an animal that'~ a hunter doesn't, always eat 
every-.day. They_might .eat every third,.day, 
b:ut if you put food in front of them like.a 
)till, they're going to gorge themse·lves arid 
gorge themselves and gorge themselves. And, 
if I put food out all the t·ime, my dogs would 
be ruined. I compete with my dogs. I've got 
to. keep them in good condition, but I think 
this particular· law must have be·en written by 
somebody who has a neighbor with a dog that 
barks, and he's trying to cont~ol that because 
it sounds like it. · 
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My town of Glastonbury :Qas two r~gulations. I· 
have a dog in ·the yard, and it -says i.t can' t 
even bark, but yet I can. put a .. loud speaker on 
my house. and point it o:ut toward the neighbor 
and have a dog bark inside·, and he can bark 
~11 he .wants; and I'm not bre~king the law. 

So, you know,. you have to be very, very 
careful when you set these k:l.~ds of 
regulations because you crea-te :all. kinds of 
problems, and the poor' animal control officer 
is just ·going to be calling'you up-and saying, 
''Hey, why did yo·u do this?" 

Again, 'I 'm ~gainst this law. I don't see any 
reason for it a·t all,. and I hope you don't do 
i·t . Thank you. 

SENATOR MEYER:. A.re there any quest.iq,ns .by members 
of the Commi.ttee? Thank· you, Mr .. Franklin . 

Susan Linker, Chris Phelps, followed by Chri·s 
Phelps. 

SUSAN LINKER: Senator ·Meyer, Represen.tative Roy, 
Envi.ronment Committee Members,. thank you ·for 
this ·9pp_ortunity to test·ify. I •m. here 
representing connecticut Votes for Animals, 
Our Co~panions Domest·ic Animal Sanctuary, and 
the state-wide coalition of" animal welfare 
-organrz·a.t:ions~·:tha,~-comp.r.i.s.e_ ·the Anill):al We1 f·a-re 
Federation -of co~ecticut. 

And,_ let me first say, just. to give you a 
little background which perhaps you. know, that 
in_Connecticut there is a current tethering 
law. Howev~r, it allows dogs to be chained 
and Go;nfined 24 hours a day,_ 7 days a week, 
and thi:;; bill has been drafted by an:i,ma:l . 
control officers-because they want the ability 
to .enforce the current tethering_ law. They. 

001002 



• 

• 

• 

162 
mrc/gbr ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

March 8, 2010 
10:30 A.M . 

want something enforceable, so this is their 
language, and the amendments that will be 
filed reflect that directly._ 

The ide~ of this bill, what we're trying 'to 
get at, are the chronic issues of animal 
chaining an9 confining where animal control. 
officers cur-rently cannot intervene until it's 
a cruelty case.. I '11 say that· ~gain. They 
can't intervene until the animal is close to 
death, so the animals that are chained and 
confined for long periods of time, never being 
able to move from one spot, that has to 
basically live in that condition, the current 
law is so vague that they can't enforce· it,· so 
they want to be able to help these animals. 

Recently, I spent the entire day. with my local 
animal ·control officer shooting a video on 
tetherin~, and I hope youill visit the 

. ConnecticuT. Votes for Animals We.b sfte that 
has that· ·video so that you can see firsthand 
·the. is~:u,es we • re dealing with and the dogs 
we•·re trying to help here, but also you can 
see firsthand how animal control is struggling 
to try to help some of these animals. 

During the video, I ask the animal control 
officer -- actually, before we started 
shoot"ing the video, the. animal control officer 
was ·delayed- because she was chasing·a dog that. 

· was·- a- .cha:ined_dog __ that_ go.t lo.ose, and~ it was 
running. around Park.Road about a quarter of a 
mile from a school. · The .dog was· so dangerous 
that she had 1:o us·e two. officers to get the 
dog, and they aimost had- to tase the dog. 

So, this is the outcome of· this chronic
chaini-ng. 

I asked the animal control officer, "Please 
describe what· you see, the conditions that 
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dogs are in when ·they're ch~ined their entire 
lives to, let's say, a tree or a doghouse or- a 
pumper of a car. ·II And, I 'm going to read you 
what she says so you can get a feel for w.hat 
we're dealing with. 

She said -- this is how their living 
conditions are when she sees them. She says, 
"Dogs that are tethered .a:c·c.eptably, they 
receive so l:tttle care. I doni·t find dogs 
with ;ra,bie~ vaccin,es; I don't find dogs that 
are getting dewormed c;>r protected against 
anything. I do find dogs sadly that chew 
their .own food bowl for food. They chew their 
own doghouse for food because they're left 
som~times for.three and_four days while the 
owner is gone ahd. no one els.e is providing 
care for the animal. Dogs that · 
self-mutil~te, .they're bored, they're 
distressed. They're totally full of anxiety, 
and they start chewing a·t their own tail. 
Bloody tails, bloody feet, and (inaudible) are 
tethered to decks, they hang themselves. The 
physi.cal fal1-out .of tethered d_ogs is 
e~cruciat;ing. It's excruciating to. watch." 

"Q'nfor.t.unately, " she sai_d to me_, "you cannot 
make anyone ~dersta:t:ld until day after da:y you 
see what level these dogs have been reduced 
tO. II 

LJt,now my .. ~.ime:....is out, but I have.·writ·t·e:p: 
tes.timony,. -and I '·d be happy to talk inore about 
the P~!ic safety cc;mcerns which a:t.e a grave 
concern of ours as· well with these chained 
dogs. 

SENATOR MEYER:· Re_presentative Hurlburt? 

REP. HURLBURT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I'm 
not going to ask Susan for her opinion on 
outdoor wood-burning furnaces .. 
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Susan, we had a chance to speak outside a 
little bit earlier about, you know, your 
position cop.cerning the Department of 
Agriculture.' s testimony earlier today, and· I 
·was wondering if you could share some of that 
with the Committee. members who·are here and 
perhaps watching from their offices. because .I 
think that was fairly important as we move 
forward on this P,roposal. 

SUSAN LINKER: Sure. I thl.Iik. we all -- you know, 
anyone who is a responsible dog owner or 
anyone wno is an ethical person will . 
understand the problem with dogs suff.ering and 
being neglected this way, and really, we're 
ex.empting .kennels or we're· putting in an 
amendment· to exempt veterinarians and other 
institutions, but _the idea of this· is to get 
at -- whi·ch we and I agree and everyone who 
has .opposed lit-tle parts of this bill agrees 
--- it •·s wrong to treat dogs this way. It's 
wrong to basically chain them up their entire 
lives and make them suffer, so I think there's 
a lot of. common ground here, and that's I 
thir,tk_ the amendment that you'll see will get 
to some of t.hese ~mall technical issues so 
that we can focus· on having-animal control 
officers. basically be able t·o e.nforce. 

Now, what the Commissioner didn't reference 
wben he had testified was that dogs can still 
be outside. They just have to live in a 
condition that is acceptable to animal control 
officers. They can be outside all the time 
maybe to be on a trolley~· They just ne·ed to 
be able to move. They need to be able to be 
in a circumstance where they can sit down, 
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stand up, lay down comfortably and ge·t to 
their food. 

When we were videotaping a dog, his chain got 
wrapped and wrapped and wrapped around 
somet:hing so he couldn't make his way into his 
doghouse. That night it .snowed, and I lost 
sleep thinking about the snow pi.ling on this 
dog who couldn'~ evert access his doghouse. 

. . 

So, these are the types of issues we're 
getting at. This isn't -- I think most 
reasonabl~·people --and certainly any 
responsible pet owner doesn~t want·to see 
animals treated this WCl,y, and certainly I'm 
sure we could throug~ this amendme.~t that 
animal control officers support get to greater 
enforcement and get· a lot more people in 
compl.iance ·with this. 

REP. HURLBURT: Thank you, and I think that's 
import·ant, and the animal control officers do 
SU!)port this, and you guys worked pretty hard 
over the interim from last· session to· get this 

SUSAN LINKER: Absolutely. And, I .encourage you to 
watch that video. It. will show you what ·we're 
dealing: with here. This· is not, you know, 
some radical concept. This is being humarie, 
and this is allowing animal control officers 
·who hav:e-=-.t·o. wat.ch .these dogs suffer day -after 
day an opportunity to give them a basic 
quality of life. 

REP. HURLBURT: We've heard testimony and, 
obviously, received testimony from 
constituents, from some constituents Cl,nd· from 
other members of the state, residents of the 
state, you know, some from the dog federation 
.and from the .·sportsmen's groups. Is there a 
willingness to work with them? I t,hink 
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they 1 re -- you know, I think there 1 s clearly a 
need for some sort of proposal. Are you guys 
willing to sit down and maybe, you know, with 
us and work with the other groups to make sure 
that their concerns are identified and 
addressed? 

SUSAN LINKER: Absolutely. I think, yo~ know, 
there's a lot of common grounq here. No one 
w.ants these animals to. su.ffer this way, so -
and I think the amendments that ~re filed make 
~his·-- change this language·substantially so 
it 1 s not so vague and it 1 s very black and 
white; .so that. people can see that thi~ won 1 t 
be hard to enforc·e, and that 1 s why animal· · ·· 
control officers ~ave dr~ft·ed it so they can 
enforce finally .a tethering confinement is.sue. 

REP. ~BURT: Thank you, Susan. I look forward 
to working with you guys in the future on this 
one . 

SUSAN .LINKER: Thank y~u. 

SENATO:R. MEYER: Representative Lambert? 

REP. LAMBERT: Thank rou, Mr. Chairman. 

I, too, have had constituents call me on thi·s 
and, you know, these are th~ ~aw-abiding 
people that. ·p.ut their dog o~t for an hour or 
s·o-±n_the_af.ternoon. You know:, ~a- lot-- of -the 
-- ··a lot of people discourage you from putting 
food out because of the animals -- it might be 
a coyote -- and they say that kind of 
increases the risk of scary animals coming in 
if you have your children playing and now 
you 1 ve got big bowls of.food there, so, you 
know; I ques·t·ion that, and. that· 1 s· part o~ the 
·regulation, isn 1 t it, that they should have 
food out there? 
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SUSAN LINKER: Not constantly. The issue that 
we're seeing -is a lot of animals without 
water, on· a hot summer day there's. no acce·ss 
to_water.when dogs, you kn~w, go for several 
days without· food. I mean, these are the 
types of issues that animal control officers 
are dealing with. 

I've been able to talk to (inaudible) who 
deliver·s hay to a~out 15 houses just to keep 
these dogs warm because their shelter 
conditions are so 'poor; so I think, ·you know, 
whe~ it comes to having food accessible all 
the _time, we don't. want a .bunch of fat chained 
dogs, of_ course not, but we do want dogs to 
have ac-cess to food which is· the problem in 
man:y of these cases. These dogs are forgotten 
about, ~ite frankly. They're just backyard 
things, and several days go by without- food 
and water and an:y kind of proper car.e. 

REP. LAMBERT: Yes. I'd just like to follow up, 
and I'-m talking about people that love their 
dogs and they're very fearful and they're 
threatened that someone is going to turn 
around and take. advantage seeing their animal 
outside, and there· are statistic-s, also, ·that 
if you leave a dog -- two people working· ·and 
you leave a-dog in the :house all. alone, they 
chew themselves, they do other things. I 
mean, we~"re talking loneliness. 

SUSAN LINKER: Sure. 

REP. LAMBERT: You' re t"alking abuse . I 'm t.alking 
about law-abiding citizens that love th~ir 
animals, b~t .they want to have them have a 
little fresh air. 

SUSAN LINKER: Thex-e·' s nothing in this bill that 
'would stop that.. Wha"t it would stop i~ for 
them to be chained to a st_atic:>ri.ary object or 
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when their living cond~tions where they have 
to live their entire lives -- eat, sleep, 
drink, elimina:t:e -- in that one area, that 
that area be a certain size. 

This -- and we were very careful to make sure 
that pe·ople like you and I and responsible pet 
owners can still have their dog have outside 
fresh-a:ir ·time. TJ;lis is drafted specifically 
to deal with basically neglectful situations 
that the law can't address until it's a 
(inaudible) time, so -- and if you look at the 
language, there's -- you know, .allows that 
they could be on a trolley. They can be 
outside chained to. something,. but someone has 
to. be there. 

The statistics about chained dogs biting 
people really encourages that you don't chain 
your dog to something and leave them 
unattended. You can have them outside and 
have them ~ave abi 1 i ty to mov.e around. We 
just want these dogs tc;>. be able to sit, stanc:i 
up, and be able to.move, have a little space 
to move, and that.' s really if you look at the 
language what it requires. 

REP. LAMBERT: So, in other wor.ds, if a dog is left 
outside for an hour ~nd a dog the animal 
control person comes by, I mean, I don't want 
a bunch of consti~uents ·having to defend 
themselves with hours .and -·-

SUSAN LINKER: It's not abpu~ .hours, and that's 
what we changed. What was so difficult last 
session was time the dogs. were outside, and 
tha.t '·s wby this law right now is difficult to 
enforce. because it says "·unreasonable periods 
of time." 

That means .<inaudible) has to sit on top of a 
house for 24 hours· because then the· owners 

00100-9 



• 

•• 

. . e 

169 
mrc/gbr . ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 

March 8, 2010 
10:30 A.M . 

(inaudible) wel1, I let.him in. What this is 
·saying is a no longer time-limited thing, but 
conditions in which the animal. lives, and 

·these conditions that were outlined here are 
the ones that are replicated again and again 
in chronic neglect cases. 

REP·. LAMBERT: ~d, just to follow up, I, too, 
would hope tha·t you 'IJOrk witb the sportsmen-• s 
caucus --

SUSAN LINKER: Absolutely. 

REP. LAMBERT: -- and get some consensus o£ these 
fearful things that people are worried about. 
Thank you. 

SENATOR MEYER: . Thank you, Representative. 

Susan, do.I understand that you•re going to do 
some amendment to this? 

SUSAN LI:tliKE;R: We are. We are. For example, the 
language that talk$ about visual range, that's 
going to be· omitted. 

SENATOR MEYER: Okay, good. 

SUSAN LINKER: So, "we•re trying to mak~ it a lot 
more clear and.a lot more concise and a lot 
more -- and easy to enforce. 

SENATOR MEYER: Let me make a suggestion about 
another and different kind"of amendment. 

SUSAN LINKER: Sure ~ 

SENATOR MEYER:· I·t ~ s exemplified by my w:Lfe and I 
have a Labrador. We both work.. We • re gone 
for eigh:t to ten hours a. day. Because Senator 
Prague • 13 dog made· a. mi.stake in thi:s very room 
about five years ago, we are not permitted to 
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bring our dogs under any conditions unless 
we're blind I'm not 'blind -- into this 
building. 

Think about how you could alleviate that. 

SUSAN LINKER: I'll work on that. 

SENATOR MEYER: Okay. Yes; Re_pre·sentative .Harnish? 

REP. HORNISH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you 
for your testimony, Susan. 

I'm obviously very sympathetic to the animal 
cruelty iss·ues, and I think this bill will go 
a long way to helping address that, but would 
you care to comment a bit. for the Committ·ee on 
the public safety issues that result from the 
effects of chaining? 

SUSAN LINKER: Absolutely. 1: mean, right before we 
st·arted videotaping, Dia~ond, who's on_ the 
video -~ she's -the dog ·that's chained to a _ 
-box; she was in a box, and she's chained there· 
24/7 -- she got loose. She got out of'her 
l·ead, and ·sne w:as= running up and down the 
road, chasing people basically. 

When .dogs are chained ·to a stationary place 
their enti·re lives, two things happen. One, 
they're eliminated any kind of normal social 
·cont-ac.t·s.. They . don ' t -- they' re r,o~btl!d · of 
every normal human everyday experience, so· 
when they get off that chain, everything that 
they encounter is brand new and ·they don't 
know how t~ respond outside of fear-and 

· aggression. 

This dog was so aggressive, it took three 
officers to get her, and they ne~rly had·to 
tase her, and this dog was a quarter of a mile 
from a school. Chained dogs ·bec~use they're 
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often forgotten about for so long often get 
loose. 

Apd, the other issue is that when chilciren or 
anyone· approaches these dogs, the·i:.; whole 
psyche is now-- pecause they•ve.been chained 
t_o: one particular area, con~ined in one space 
-- to guard that space. It's part of being a 
dog, and it's part of being a chained dog, and 
this is why so many children get bit and often 
killed by chained dogs. 

Later on, there. wi11 be testimony of a girl 
that w~s- nearly killed by a chained dog. This 
is not ~commo.n·. The statistics about 
aggression are notabl.e. In fact, ·the U$DA, 
:the Veterinary Medical Association, all- of ~he 
agencies that speak about· animal welfare and 
public safety say do not chain your· do~j; it 
will create them to be aggressive. M,d, this 
is unquestioned information, and I'd be happy 
to give you a source list of a lot of 
statistics, a_nd the video does cite a .lot of 
that as well. 

REP. HORNISH: Thank you very much, and thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

REP .. ROY: Thank you. Any other. questions. or 
comments from members of the .Committee? 
Seeirig none, thank you, Susan. 

SUSAN LINKER: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: As always. Chris Phelps followed by Ed 
Lyons, and it looks like Steve Sackter· with 
you. I'll give you a minute and a half each. 

CHRISTOPHER PHELPS: Good ~fternoon, Senator Me.yer, 
-Represe~tat·i ve Roy, ·a_nd Members of the 
Committ:ee. I •m Christopher Phelps. I'm th_e 
Director of Environment Connecticut. We_ • re a 
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Compatibility, I believe, ·and Need, and that 
is -- our objection is to that exemption being 
written. into the statute. 

There are a number of existing ex~mptions 
there tor -- already under that provision, 
probably fuel cells,. :for. example, as well as 
certain energy projects I think with the 
exception of nuclear and coal facilities for 
exa,mple-, and our objection realiy is to adding 
thes·e solid. waste -- basically all solid waste 
facilitie·s inc.luding ash la,;ncif'ills to that 
list of exem~tions and, again, I h.ave not had 
an opportunity to speak to·members of the . 
Program Review Committee, so I don't know 
their rationale as they have articulated it 
for this provision. 

REP. CHA,PIN·: Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any other questions or 
comments from members of the Committee? 
Seeing none, -Chris, thank you. 

CHRISTOJ?HER PHELPS·: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Ed .Lyo~s followed by Shawn Graves. Is 
Steve coming up with you? 

.EDWARD LYONS: I'~ sorry? 

aE!P . ROY: Is -St·eve· 

EDWARD LYO~S: No. He couldn't make it. I'm sorry 
he had to le·ave. 

REP . ROY: Okay. Thank you. 

EDWARD. LYONS: He had someth:i,ng come Up·. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee,· 
thank you for allowing me to appear here today 
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to express. my opposition to Bill Number 274, 
the tethering bill~ 

I have ·been actively involved with dogs on a 
daily basis for over 55 years as a ._breeder, 
exhibiter, professional handler licensed by 
.the AKC, .a~ A.KC dog show judge., and a p~·t 
owner. I am currently President of the 
Windham County Kennel Club and.·Treasurer of 
the Connecticut Dog Federation, which is a .. 
club made up of 48 AKC-licensed dog clubs 
locat~d throughout the state of Connecticu·t 
with a membership of over 2,000. 

This bill as written will have. ~ negative 
impact on a large :q.u'qlber of responsible dog 
owners with v.ery li:ttle impact on the owners 
for which the'bill is intended who will, if 
thi.s bill is passed, ignore it. 

The space required in this bill- does not take 
the size of the various breeds of dogs into 
consideration.. There are over 165 
AK.c-recogni.zed. breeds as well as untold sizes 
and shapes of mixed breeds. The license 
(inaudible) in this state, one. size, does not 
fit all. I'm sorry. 

There is no consi~eration given to the various 
breed characteristics. or th~ir requ;reme;tts.· 
Who is going to enforce t.his bill?· Is the 
·state-going· to hire more animal contr.ol 
officers and increase 'the size of the 
Department of .Agriculture s.o they can enforce 
this biil, a department that is ·so str~pped 
for money that they currently have an animal 
control officer doing his job as well as that 
job of his boss who retired well over a year 
a·go. 

The. Connecticut Dog Federation is in constant 
contact. with the current· chief animal control 
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-officer thl.s year as well as last year. W~at 
kin4s of training are these new hires gol.ng to 
have? Where is the money going to come from? · 
Are you ·going to leave the enforcement of this 
law to untrained animal control offic·ers to 
determine if the· animal is unre~sonably 
confined for an unreasonabl·e time? 

This allows for personal opinion, persona1 
. prejudice anQ. total iack o.£ uniformity_ to 
occur, thus leading to potential lawsuits by 
aggrieYed owners. 

Do you expect the ACO's to s~t outside of 
various down owners• residences to see if they 
are- watching thei.r dogs? How can they C!-Ssure 
that· the own~r had full vision of the dogs at 
all times? Has any consideration been given 
to the.· owner~ of service dogs? Nowhere that I 
can find. How can a blind person with a 
seeing-eye dog have full vi~w of their dog 
.while it • s exercis.ing? Are handicapped 
individuals confined to a bed or wheelchair, 
for that matter? 

This bill's requirements do not take .into 
consideration the health of the animal. 
Animals recovering from an illness or surg.ery 
are of.t:en required to be crated for extended 
periods of time. Many elderly people who are. 

· yolfr consti.tuents will be negatively and 
:se:.v:ere.ly· harme.d=.by: this ~ill, people who live 
in condominiums like senior housing, condo's 
and ~partments ·that do not al:! .. ow for fencing 
of· any kind.- What about the .old peqple who 
ar.e ·physically .di~abled. who cannot walk their 
dogs and rril,lst tie the!ll out to relieve 
themselves and ·get. a little exercise? 

In many cases these dogs are these people's 
best friends ahd prized ·possess.ions. If this 
bill is passed, it will limit. their ability to 
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keep their dogs, forc.ing them. to turn them 
over to shelters plus putting_another burden 
on the taxpayer who supports these shelters. 

REP. ROY: Ed, could we wr~p it up there? 

EDWARD LYONS: Personally, I never travei with my 
dogs in a.car unless they are cra~ed, not that 
they can stand up. No, · they cannot stand up, 
but they are ·S~Ct.?-"re like ·all pe·rsons in the 
car, wearing 'their seat belts. 

There are too many breeds with. too many 
different sizes, ~nd the lack of specificity 
in t_hi s bi 11 is beyond reproach. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any questions or comments? 
Representative Hurlburt? 

REP. HURLBURT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Ed., 
thank you.very much for coming today and 
waiting for multiple hours thr~ugh, frankly, 
some of my own question and answer periods. 
(Inaudible . ) I do want to th~nk you, and we 
did have Susan Linker up here earlier today. 
Do you think there's· an opportunity -- you 
know, they're workirig on an ·amendment t·o 
addre$S sot:ne of tpe co~cerns that· they felt 
that th~y've beard from the dog owners·• 
community. Do you think there ' s an . 
opportunity that we can get everybody ~ogether 
in a room and addre'SS those- th:i;ngS i because·· !
believe what we're trying to.do is· m~ke· sure 
there.' s a penalty in place fo.r irresponsible 
dog owners,· and.I ·think, you know, we've had 
plenty of OJ?portunities to talk in the past. 
That _really wouldn't fall under -- you know, 
you wouldn't fall_ into that category. 

·Do you think there's a way that. we can address 
irresponsible owners and make sure that we 
have a law that is narrow enough to .give ACO's 
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the opportunity?· 

EDWARD LYONS: I thin~ our door is always open, you 
know, but I -·- what can I tell you? These are 
personal things. Dogs are very personal to 

·me, they're very dear to me. I ~it here a~d I 
sat here an:d I listened to this ·woman talk 
about. this animal control officer. I know 
ma~y animal _control officers; I have come here 
and testified in their favor; and, I wonder 
·why SQe didn't step in and a~rest these people 
and alleviate the· sit"Uation before it got out 

.of control instead of sitting d9wn and making 
a video al;>out it. Think about it. It gives 
you·pause to wonder. 

~P. HURLB~~= Well, we'll make sure that we're in 
touch ·an.d, hopefully, we can find a 
resolution. I tb.l.nk we worked together well 
on the lemon law bill last session, .and I 
think there.' s an opportunity for us to 
continue working ~ogetQer i.n. the future,· so 
thanks again, Ed, and thank you, r-tr. Chairman. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any other qu~stions or 
comments? Seeing none, ~d, thank ·you very 
much. 

EDWARD LYONS: Thank :you. 

REP. ROY: _ ShaWn Graves followed by Karen Bradley. 

SHAWN-GRAVES: I'm Shawn Graves, an outdoor wood 
boiler owne::r;-/operator. 

First I installed a temporary -- it was an 
outdoor boiler to test dr.ive the system, to 
see how I liked it. l was very pleased with 
how it operated. I did not like the low, 
ground-level smoke, and I ·talked with Sc_ott 
Mainli.ne Heating,. and he assured me that by 
·raising my chimney, I would be satisfied. 

in 
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CAROLYN WYSOCKI: It's part of my written testimony 

REP. ROY: Very good.· 

CAROLYN WYSOCKI: ·the one witll t:he smoke on the 
top. That's my neighbor's chimney smoke. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Are there any questions? 

CAROLYN.'WYSOCKI: Remember (inaudible). 

'REP. ROY:· Barbara Rudnick followed by Kachina 
Walsh-Weaver. 

. • I 

BARBARA RUDNICK: Senator Meyer, Representative 
Roy, Members of the Environmental Committee, I 
thank yo_ll for . allowing me to. exp-ress my 
concerns regarding House Bill S.B. 274, and 
the last time I wa~ here, :Lt.wa~;J 6:30, so I'm 
really I really very' happy to be getting off .SO 

early today. 

REP. ROY: -It's 4:15, yes. If you want to tal~ 
about smoke-; we can keep ·you longer·. 

BARBARA RUDNICK: Basically, I am a member of 
Connecti_cut Votes -for- Anima.ls, the Connect·ic1-1t 
U~derhound Railroad. I have volunteered-with 
.th.e Berlin animal shelter, and I'm presently a 
vo'lunteez: with the New Britain animal ·shelte·r·. 
I...!;ve: .w.o.:tked ·w.;:th_ anima·l- welfaz:e-:-an~- r~:E!!~ue for 

·more than. 25 years. 

I ask that y~u suppo:r;-t th.is b:Ll_l bec;:aus.e no 
dog should s·uffer the neglect of being 
excessive.ly tethered -with inadequate ca:r;e or 
shelter~:, The dogs of Connecticut de.serve . 
better arid need to be treated with dignity_ and 
compassion. 

S.B. 274 will ensure enforcement of the dog 

! !, 
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tethering and conf"inement law by.clarify:Lng 
the conduct that it prohibits. Dogs are 
social animals and require intera·c.tion and 
exercise, :which ·tethered dogs do not ·receive. 
Tethered dogs, as Susan said, present pUblic 
safety concerns due to aggresS!ive behavior for 
being chained excessively. 

Ba.sically, this has been near and dear to my 
'heart for many, many years. I grew up wfth a 
neighbor that had·a beagle, and, again, I 
think that there's. a lot of .miscommunication 
regarding this bill; 'that a lot of people with 
kennels and such .. I •ve heard elde.rly that 
·want to tie a dog out for an hour. I don''t 
know about other.s, but my concern has only 
ever been animal abuse, and we're talking 
excess.i ve. We are talking animals that are 
chained and tethered 24 hours.a day; 7 days a 
week, in many cases with no food, no water. 
I~"ve ·seen th~m. They run just in J;:toles in the 
ground, their own feces, they .have tu.rned-over 
water dishes, and if anybody does want to go 
over and pet them, they're so excited and 
their behavior is .so unruly at that point that 
they're· jumping all over you with water from 
their dis~ that's turned over and.feces, so in 
~ost cases they get no attention whatsoever, 
and they're starving for attention. 

I think the key here is yes, the language does 
need: ...... work.. · I... wi:ll aQ.mi t the-re. a-r:e-s·eve-:tal 

· things there that r· think are unreasonable; 
but I think what we ar_e looking for is those 
_of you who are working on it and are in charge 
of- the language, I think we need to find a 
happy medium here that does give the ACO's 
much·more teeth to go after abusive p-eople who 
I don't know why tbey have dogs in the firs_t 
p'lace, honestly, w:by anyone would get a dog, 
put it between a couple of pieces of wood, and 
leave it chained 24 hours a day. I'll never 
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understand it, but all we're asking is~those 
of you that ~re worki~g on the language, 
please. Th~s is .not m~ant for kennels; this 
is not meant for thos~_that take good ·care of 
their dog and are responsible. This is meant 
for.abusive people who should never have had 
dogs in the first place. 

REP. ROY: Thank you .. 

BARBARA RUDNICK: Thank you. 

REP. ROY> Any questions or comments from members 
of the Committe·e? Thank you very much. 

BARBARA RUDNI.CK: Thank you. 

REP. ROY:· Kachina Walsh-Weaver followed by Dana 
Brandes. 

KACHINA_ WALSH-WEAVER: Good afternoon, 
Represent'ative Roy and members of ·the 

·committee, Kachin:a Walsh-Weaver with the 
Connecticut Confe·rence of Municipalities, _and 
I-'-m he~e to talk about three different bills . 

."cCM is in opposition to Raised Senate Bill 
205, an act concerning· enhancements to the 
inland wetlands and watercourses act. A. 
similar bill was proposed la·st year ·which 
would essentially .require that inla:nd·wetlands 
..:commiss.i.ons._ CC?nsider all -evidence- brought 
before it during a p·ermit application process. 
I will re-emphas~ze that word "all." The 
evidence could be quite voluminous_, not. 
·necessarily be pertinent or credible. to the 
issue at hand., and ·we see this as imposing an 

·enormous administrative and financial :Qurden 
on the.local commissions. 

In addition, we have concerns with Raised 
House Bill 123, an act concerning na·tural 
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p·eople had s~ggested to you that maybe in our 
menu pr1.c1.ng we might come up with a few other 
categories that would be helpful·. 

PETER.DEGREGORIO: That would be helpful. One 
other thing -- I don' t mean to keel? you, but 
one ot;tJ.er thing_ you might consider 
(inaudible). · A" lot of boat· owners wouldn·· t 
mind spending a li.t.tle mo:re money for a salt 
water license if it was a boat .license. I 
believe_Perin_sylvania has .. that, where you could 
t~ke somebody_, buy the license f.or your boat, 
and then you .~ould take an unlicensed 
fishermfi.n Oil the· ·boat fishing. This allows 
you to ·ta,ke your neighbor, that person, that 
on.e-time deal to go out on the boat. 

~P. MINER: That's a great recommendation. We 
actually made· that to the ·federal government, 
and· they ix-nayed it,. so -- but I. would be 
glad to talk to you about that. 

PETER DEGREGORIO: Pennsylvania has it . 
(Inaudible.) 

REP. MINER: Yeah. Well, I know. Thank you. 

REP. ROY-: Thank you. Any other questions or 
·comments? Thank you vecy much, sir. 

PETER DEGREGORIO: Thank ·you. 

REP.. ROY.: Maureen Griff.in followed by Kat.hy 
Noy~s-LeBlanc. You're a very patient lady. 

MAUREEN GRIFFIN: (Inaudible) because I haven't had 
anything to eat all day. I-•·ve been sitting 
here, li~;~tening to everything. 

Senator Meyer·, Rep. Roy, and Memb.ers of the 
Environment Committee,· I am _testi.fying in 
opposition to Senate Bill 274 as it is 
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My name is Maureen Griffin, and I've been 
involved w.l. th purebred dogs for 3 8 years. 
I've owned top· confirmation.Rottweile;J:'s 
including a Westminster breed winner, and my 
Karel.ian Bear D~g- was the number one Karelian 
Bear Dog in the·u.s.A. for two years in a row. 

"Dogs really are my life, and I }lave traveled 
to numerous countries to observe various dog 
breeds and have '!llade· six·trips to Finland. and 
British Columbia alone just to study my one · 
breed, the ·Karelian. 

In addition, after more than 32 years in the 
field of animal control, I retired on June 
1st~ 2009, from my position as chief animal 
control officer for the state of Con,necticut. 
Thank you for that golden handshake. "rhat was 
pr.etty nice. 

First allow me. to state that I do not believe 
that there ''s a single per;son that's been in 
this room all day· long who feels that any dog 
should live out its life ne.glected, tied to a 
tree or a doghouse without proper food, 
without proper shelter, without proper. 
socialization. I fully understand what it is 
this proposed legislation is trying' to get at. 

-Unf,or.tunat.e1:y, .there's :kind of -a tunnel vis-ion 
thing. going on here, _·and in order to make that 
illegal, which we would all love to see, it's 

·kind of encom:Passing a·whole lot of other 
people who are very responsible dog owners. 
For example, I have a kennel at my home. It's 
a hobby kennel. I do not always get the 
kennel license under 22-342 because I don't 
always use it. I don't breed all the time, 
very rarely. 
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If I have a bitch in season and I need to put 
her in my kenn.el during. her heat cycle to 
preven~ her· from being bred, I would be guilty 
of con£ ining her in an unre·asonable manne·r due 
to the fact ·that my :kennel runs are 6 by 12 
out_side, connected to a 6 by 4 . inside. I have 
an ins;ulat;.ed h,eated building.. I could bring 
her out ~nto anotl'l,er fenced area, but 
according to ·this legislation, my 50-pound dog 
would be confined in an unreasonable mann·e~. 

My neighbqr has an older Huskie-type dog· that 
has a 12 by 12 pen ·in the backyard with a 
shelter. On. nice days, she brings·him out, 
puts him on·a. nice. long tether, he watches ·the 
world go by_, ~nd he • s a very happy dog. This 
law would make· her a criminal. 

Ther.e are. ma~y situations where sledding and 
hunting dogs are responsibly and safely 
t~thered with J;>roper sheiter, water and food 
and are brought off the tether to be trained, 
worked or exercised. Many have zip lines 
which al~ow a good freedom to exercise out of 
doors, and often results in better grounqed 
dogs.with less obsessive~compulsive behaviors 
than one might say in a small, active, 
house-bound cat that•s .required to do nothing, 
especially if the owners are away at work all 
day. 

I saw the :vide.o on the Web site-. I- unde;rstand 
the situation, but I didnit: like the fac-t that 
they kept talking ·about malnutrition, about 
flea-" infestation, about collars growirig into 
the neck. Those are all addresse~· by 53..,.247, 
the cruel.ty 'to animal statute. 

I am puzzled by the exe.mptions of the 
confinement of t:;he dog. ·I know that some dogs 
are boa~ded long term at commercial ·kennels. 
Many are kept· ·for· sUbstantial perio.ds of time 
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in rescue facilities, but .those facilities are 
exempt. As I stated before, if I go and buy a 
kennel license under 342, I'm legal.· If I 
don •·t buy that and I license my dogs 
individu·allyi the exac.t s.ame situation becomes 
illegal. This 'just doesn't -- it does not 
make any sense to me. 

In ·closip.g, I just think that it's important 
that we.get more input into thes.e things. I 
think ·the. sportsman needs to be brought in 
with the hunting dogs. I think the breeders 
need to be brought into this·. This is not 
strictly a matter of the animal rights. 
community and, once again, I would like to 
strongly.state that. we are wholly.in support 
of dogs not being tr~ated in an iriQumane 
manner .and not being .socialized, et cetera. 
But, the mere act of tether:ing a dog up should 
not be a crime. I't does not necessarily 
create· an aggressive dog.. We • re talking 'about 
a lot of factors including poor socialization, 
abuse, lack of proper food, lack of all kinds 

·of thin,gs that create extremely· aggressive 
dogs that become a danger to society. 

REP. ROY: It's a good spot to stop. 

MAUREEN GRIFFIN: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Good, good. Representative.Chapin? 

REP. CHAP!~: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good 
afternoon, Maur:een. 

I assume. you may ·have participated in the 
debate -- I· think it was in 2003 -·- when we 
put in the term "unreasonable amount of time" 
into· the.sta,tute. Would that assumption be 
c;orrect? 

MAUREEN GRIFFIN: (Inaudible . ) 
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REP. ·.CHAPIN: . And, would you view that change to 
the statute, the one we did whatever that was 
in 2003 where we actually put in something 
that we thought was giving ACO' s a Lit·tle more 
flexibility to· actually charge people. Would 
you say that we were wrong about that, that it 
actually cr·eated. a bigger problem than· it 
solved? 

MAUREEN GRIF.FIN: My feelings. on this- particular 
si.tuation are I would rather see no .law than a 
bad.or an unfair taw. I .ani not sure how 
you'-re. ever going· to solve this situation 
because it re.alli will take baby-·sitting, it 
·will take surve·illan·ce to prove that the dog 
is never· o·ff the chain. I would personally 
r"ather see something like this incorporated 
under the cruelty t.o animal statute and used 
in. combl.~ation with. other things because it is 
true that a dog that's ·tethered out all its 
life. is usually 100 percent owned by somebody 
who is not very. responsible, so you•·re always 
going to haye other factors that·you can go_ 
into. 

~he video, for example, like I say, a lot of 
those things that were t·alked about, get a 
war:r:::ant and go take it on a cruelty charge. 
What's the problem? We •ve got that law·. So, 
what we need to look at-- I don•t.know if 
you're ever going to be-able to j_ust· address 
the simple fact of ~he dog_being tied out. I 
love the stuff ·with the safety measures so the 
dog doesn't st:r;angle. .Those are things that 
you could easily put into a tethering bil.l, 
and that·! would love to See. 

REP. C~PIN: Than~ you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Any other questions or 
comments·, members <?f tl:te Committee? Seeing 
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none, Maureen, thank.you very·much, and in the 
future if you're going· to be here for a, long 
time, check with the Clerk's desk and find out 
how.far do~ tbe list you are and go eat and 
then e.ome .back.. Please, 

MAUREEN GRIFFIN: I' . try to ke.ep my weight in check. 
You know·when you're re~ired, you know .how it 
gets. · Thank you very much. 

REP. ROY: Thank. you. · Kathy Noyes-LeBlanc, and 
she'll be followed by Gerald Papoosha. 

KATHERINE NOYES-LeBLANC: Good afternoon; 
.Represent·ative Roy and Senator Meyer a.nd 
Members of the Environment Committee. My nam~ 
is Katherine Noyes-LeBlanc. I live in North
Grosvenor Dale, Connecticut. I'm here about 
Rai~ed ·Bill l'ltumber 126. 

The care of human l.ife and happiness and not 
their dest·ruction is the firs.t ~ncl o~ly object 
of good government. Thomas Jefferson. 

For my family, our neighbor's outdoor· wood 
.furnace continuously smokes out our ·home and 
qur yard, saturating them.with foul chemical 
odors, leaving my family trapped inE!ide or 
s.om~times forcing us to go for a· ride until it 
has cleared from our home. 

If lar.ge ·smoke-puts occur in the .lat·e.~ .hou:r;~s .of 
the evening I I will' 'go to hed with po_Urtding. 
headaches and·forced breathing. I have had. 
s.caly;· burn-like rashes on my face: I have 
suffe:t.ed over .and ove~ from intense pounding 
in my chest as if a Rot:nan, legion was using a 
battering ram 'to b:te~k through. I've had my 
sinus tissues swell, completely closing ·my 
nostrils, so only pink tissue jammed tog.ether 
was visible while looking tip my ·nose. 
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to think of the corn fields, the hay fields 
and the selective timbers that we --

SENATOR MEYER: Let m~ interrupt you for a second 
because you haven't read the bil.l. 

JOE CRANOVSKI: Okay. 

SENATOR ME¥ER: The bill has a specific exemption 
for farming, agriculture and timber . . . 

JOE CRANOVSKI: And so does the wood stove, and I'm 
a farmer, too (inaudible). You· have 
residents, just all kinds of -- you know, some 
people ~ren • t; farming·, as advanced a·s others 
of us. You know what I mean? It could be 
very damaging. Smaller people who aren•t 
regi~tered farme~s with a registered cutting 
plan u.nder ·2.5, 000 feet, now he go·es in there 
and he .cuts thi~, he's in violation, okay? 

I understand where you•re coming from, but
that • s what I came in -- I have 14 ne.ighbors. 
I don•t have any problems with them with the 
wood smoke, and our restaurants and businesses 
are important he;re in the state of 
Connecticut. I'm invested here, so 

REP. ROY: Very good. Thank you. Any questions or 
comments ~rom members of the Committee? 
Seeing none; Joe,· thank _you very much. 

Andrea Shepto"f"f·?· 

ANDREA G. SHEPTOFF: Hello, and thank y_ou, Senator 
Meyer and Representative Roy and Members of 
the Environment Committee for allowing me to 
expres~ my support for S."B. 274, legislation 
concerning the unreasonable tethering and 

· .confinement of dogs·. 

With regard to th~ p~ople wbo spoke against 
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this bill, they are all responsibl"e pet owners 
and· will not be affected by this legis~ation 
if the amendments are included. I don't want 
to quote the statistics, the horror stories 
and frustrations that you have heard and will 
hear from the animal ·contrpl officers and from 
the. many animal welfare volunteers who want to 
end the suffering .of dogs who spend the·ir 
entire life often cold, hungry, thirsty, 
injured, frustrated and aggressive. Their 
constant bark:j.ng calls for hell> regarded by 
many as a mere nuis.ance. 

!"just want to state 'my belief that it.is our 
duty and moral. obligation t.o help those who 
are: un~ble to help themselves. I know the 
enf.orcement of this law if passed will.still 

.in 'qlany instances be difficult to ertforce, but 
s_o are many qther laws such as those regarding 
drug sales anq 'im"qtigrat.ion. and other!=~. That 
do.esn' t mean we should j us·t throw in the 
towel. 

I hope you will view this legisla:t·ion in a 
favorabi~· way, and even if just one dog's 
·suffering i~ lessened or one dog owner is 
educated, th,e_n. it w:ill ._be worth the trouble it 
to.ok me to ~e here today. 

Again, this bill ·will not concern responsible 
pet owners. This bill is· aimed at· dogs in 
troub.le·, dogs that are c:r¥elty c;ases. Because 
this biTI is not p~rfect, -r would like to add 
my ·support for amendments· to S.B. 274 proposed· 
by Connecti.cut Votes for -Animal!=~ and 'the· 
ASPCA. 

As Mahatma Gandhi ~aid, "The greatness of. a 
nation and its moral progress can.be measured 
by the wa:Y in which its animals are treated." 

Thank you. 
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REP. ROY: Thank you. Any questions or comments 
from the members of the Committee? Thank you 
very much, Andrea. 

ANDREA G. SHEPTOFF: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Dawn Mays-Hardy followed by Oebora 
Breach. 

DAWN MAXS-HARDY-: Hi. Good evening, Senator Me~yer, 
Representative R~y _and other Membe_r:l3 of the 
Environment Committee who sti-ll remain. My 
name i·s Dawn ·_Mays-Hardy, and I'm currently the 
Connect.icut Director of Health Promotion and 
Public Policy _for the American Lung 
Association. 

I'm her:e today to-e;xpress strong support for 
Raised· Bill Ng.mber -126 as well as Raised Bill 
Number '5214. First and foremost, we stand as 
a voice for the people who have spoken today 
as well as those who have not spoken and are 
bel.n~ harmed now by outdoor wood boilers_ and 
who need your help. 

A s_easonal b_ari on burning will bring some 
relief for-famili~s who have-wood ·smoke 
entering their homes on a continual basis. 
However; as you learned today, there is an 
expandi~g body of' scientific evidence that 
exposure- to thes·e· ·kinds of_ particulate 
polluti,on found- in wood smoke.i-13 a serious 
lung health ha:z;ard at any time. 

Second, we urge you to take action now to 
prevent this problem from gett-ing worse. We 
·are deeply concerned about the potential for 
more ·outdoo~ wood boilers to be installed. We 
want to be very clear that the American Lung 
Association in Connecticut does not believe 
that meeting admission st-andard13_, set-backs or 
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We would prefer to ·see the law simply ban 
unnecessary idling without reference ·to a time 
limit. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. 

DAWN MAYS-HARDY: Just· one sentence. There. is no 
question that. idling from other motor· vehicles 
contri}?u~es·additional hwidreds of thousands 
of ton~ of preventable toxic air emissions. 
The Americ.an Lung J:\:ssociation ·respec;tfully 
urges ·your unanimous support of these bills t;o 
assure that our ai:t, that the air we breathe 
·is clean. 

Thank you. 

REP. ROY: We '11 just mix. it with the wood smoke. 

DAWN MAYS-HARDY: Okay. 

REP. ROY: Any que,stiorts or comments from members 
of the Committee? Dawn; thank you very much . 

DAWN MAYS-HARDY: Thank you. 

REP. ROY: Debora Bresch followed by Bruce 
Gresc·zyk, ·Jr. 

DEBORA BRESCH: Good afternoon. Prior witnesses on 
·S.B. 274 I thi~k have done a gr~at job 
exp~essi~g :s~pport for it. I don't want to 
duplicate- ·what they·• ve s_a:Ld. I :would s"imply 
note that the ASPCA and Connecticut Votes for 
Animals both support S.B. 274 strongly. We 
have been working with animal cont·rol officers 
to develop amend~ents that we ·think are 
rea~onable. We're trying to go after 
specifically the inveterate dog chainer. 
We're not interested in going after civic 
interest groups'· you know, but · the individual 
who chai~s their dog or confines their dog 
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excessively, ba~ically all the time, and the 
way we're. looking to do that specifi.cally with 
respect-to tethering is tethering a dog, you 
know, if the keeper/owner is not present in 
the comp~ri.y q:e the dog, but they can't attach 
that dog t9 a stationary object.· 

Maureen spoke to -- I think expressed some 
concern ·about the,.you know, a ·friend who I 
think has a 12 QY 12 space, but then also 
tethers the dog. ·I'm not sure why· that person 
can't also put the dog on a trolley. I mean, 
as we· know, ·it's very_ hard. _We're trying to 
craft th_is la:·w in as n:uanced a ·way as 
possible, but at the· end of the day, 'it's hard 
to, you know, cut it back that f·inely, but if 
someone has access to a.trolley, which would 
not be hard ·~o put up, or if you pen the ·dog 
in an appropria-te space, they can keep the dog 
outside and they don't have to be there. 

There are public safety reasons to ·· 
specifically prohibit tethering. .There is 
some research that indicates that tethering 
itse~f independent of· whether the dog has 
access to food or wat·er, that tethering alone 
is, in f.act, a .public safety threat ~nd 
inhum:a:ne. 

So, with that I'm happy t·o take any CJl:lestions. 
I would like to note that in the interest of 
not ta:t:g.eti~g any particular stakeholder 1 

We Ire~' l00ldng at add;itional· exemp.tiOnS like 
for veterinarian, for people who want to show 
their dogs at-dog shows. Those are not the 
subj ec·ts of this bill. 

REP. ROY: Tha:Qk you, Debora. Any questions or 
comments from members of the Committee? 
Seeing none, you're all set. 

OEBORA BRESCH: Okay. Thank you. 
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BRUCE TOLHURST: Thank you Chairman Meyer, Chairman 
Roy, Members of the Comn:tittee. My name is 
Bruce Tolhurst. I live in Marlborough. I'm 
here today concerning S.B. 274. I'm opposed 
to that bill. 

·I 'm an owner of dogs. I train them 
exten.sl.vely, ·~porting dogs, and. I c.ompete with 
them.. I think if you. knew me and you knew my 
dogs, youid s·ay I'm a··responsible dog owner. 

Under s.·B. 274 as it's written toc:Iay, all 
right I I woulQ. .. pe in violation of that. Each 
of ·my dogs is in·a· kennel that is 7 by i2 feet 
long. That's 84 square feet .. I'm in 
violation of that. The dogs. are happy,. 
they're content, but I'm in violation of the 
law .. 

As part of our training, we tether our dogs 
~:>Ut in the ~porting world, all right, on short 
leads and ·o~ restricted collars, all right, 
some.tinies only 15 min:utes at a time, sometimes 
up to three hours at a time, as a way of 
making them.patient, making the dog come 
inside itself so it doesn't expend ali its 
energy until you release it into "the f"ield, 
all right, as part of the spo'rting event .. 

That makes m.e in vio.latiqn of 274 as it i:s 
written, so I would be· in vi.olation of that. 

As a responsible dog owner and on behalf of 
all responsible qog owner~, I hope you'll 
un<;lerstand "that I don't want to become an 
unintended conse·quence to good . intentions. 
This law would ·make me do that. Please vote 
no. 

REP. ROY: Thank you. Senator Meyer? 

SENATO~ MEYER: I'm just trying to. understand if 
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you really do come within this bill. Are ·you 
you have ~ cage 7 feet by 12 feet, and what 

do you. use your dogs for? 

-BRUCE TOLHURST: Sporting events. I raise English 
setters for hunting, for hunting competitions, 
and just enjoyment of tr-aining. 

SENATOR MEYER: . :Your c;iogs live in kennels then? 

BRUCE TOLHURST: They live in .kennels. 

SENATOR MEYER: Okay. 

BRUCE TOLHURST: I 'm not a .1 icens.ed kennel . I 'm a 
private citizen, and I write the licenses for 
each do_g separate.ly so I: wouldn.' t be under the 
exemptions· that you've 

SENATOR MEYER: I think you made a good .point, and. 
I :think we ' re going to have to b.roaden the 
definition of kennel b~cause you're rig~t. We 
have two kinds of kennels tha.t are exempted 
·here, but 'they pro:Oably ·don:' t include a kennel 
of someone who's hunting his dogs as you are. 

BRUCE TOLHURST:: I use the kennel in fhe 
confinement of my dogs, but I don't think I am 
a kennel. 

SENATOR MEYER: Okay. We'll try to broaden that. 
Thank you. 

REP~ ROY: Any other comm·ent·s or questions? 
Rep~esentative Miner? 

REP. MINER: I apprecia·te the· fact that senator 
Meyer wants to look at, ·that part of the 
language, but you also raised the issue of 
tethering and whether or not you would somehow 
fall victim to tbe law. 
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·what is it. about our process that makes you 
think yqu would become -- you· would be afoul 
of the law the way you de~cribed it? 

BRUCE TOLHURST: As I rea~ t:he wording.tha,t's in 
there, speci~ically if you're tethering your 
dog, there's very spe~ific requirements for 
tb.e type of collar, all right, and the amount 
of movement that the dog can sust~in. 

As part of the training process, we want'our 
.dogs to be very restricted for a small period 
of time., and we do that, and we -- actua_lly, 
we leave them alone it may be 15 minutes or it 

.may be an hour while we're out iri the fie.ld, 
training· other dogs. When we leave them 
there,· tradit;i'onally if· it's going to be a .· 
short period of time.like 15 and a half hours, 
there's no food, of course.. We put a stake in 
the ground, put a short lead on them, put our 
training collar on them, and leave them in 
position. We don't even give them water 
because they learn that they can play with 
their w:at·er· dis}). 

We're coming back in half.an hour. They can 
reliev~ themselves. where "they are, but they 
don't need water. ·They'll learn don't play 
witl:l the water dish, don't make a mess, so 
.that pa:r;t of the law as written in 274 · · 
currently w~:uld put me in violation just for 
the fact of putting them in that position and 
going out i.n the field because there's no time 
limits on it·. It doesn't say 15 minutes; it 
doesn't say 24 hours. You're undoing all the 
time limits of the existing bill. 

REP. MINER: And, are these .dogs in every case your 
dOSJS, or do you train them for someone else? 

BRUCE ·TOLHURST: .In my case'· they're my dogs. I 
belong·to a training club, and we heip each 
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other train. I train my dogs. I work with 
other people to help them train their dogs, 
and essentially we, would help train you to 
train your dogs, but· I don 1 t train other 
people 1 ·s · dogs . 

But, everybody in my-. club does thi.s. You 1 ll 
find t~at all the fiel.d trial associations -
and you can go in and look at the use of the 
four field trial areas at Nodbroo~, at 
Sugarbrook, a·t Mansfield, and ~t Fl-~herty, all 
right. Part of the process, all right, .is to 
bring the dogs out and tether them down, and 
:they 1 re short pieces, all right, so that 
they 1.re confined and they 1 re out of the c·ages 
for.the length of that trial, which is 
an-yWhere from six to eight hours long. 

REP. MINER: And, the laS·t question I ~~ve is 
well, let me ask thiS first and maybe there 
will be two . 

Do your dogs have regular care from a licensed 
veterinarian? 

BRUCE TOLHURST; Yes, they do . 

. REP. _MINE~: And, at ~ny time .did the licensed ·. 
v.eterinariili). ~ay to you that the processes 
that yo.u 1 re using put you~ dogs at risk? 

BRUCE_T.OLHURST_:_ · Never •' The dog. 'training club I 
belong to has a manua~, all. right, and it 1 s 
tradition in th~ industry·, all right, of 
training dogs to use this in the sporting dog 
to bring the dogs out, and the ultimate 
benefit of that, all right, is my dogs are 
very content. I can put them in small cages 

_or put them in small boxes to transport them 
in the c·ar, ali right. ·I can tether them out, 
and by the.time they 1 :r:e trained, they 1 re 
con·tent .and happy where they are, waiting for 
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their turn to go, and they•re not wild and 
unruly. You j~st see a lot of doss that are 
just quote-unquote tethered for long· periods 
of time, but they•re trained to accept this 
for a li~~ted period of time~ 

·REP. MINER: I. was surp,rised when you offered to 
have me trained, and Representative Roy didn't 
jump right. ~n and sugge~t that was a good 
idea, so I'll leave that up to him. Thank· 
you. 

R,EP·. ROY·: Any other commerits or questions? Thank 
you. (Inaudible) ·Mike Riley is next on the 
list, but he is not here, so Diana Drummond, 
and' she'll be followed by Frank DeFelice. 

DIANA DRUMMOND: . · (Inaudible) I • ve never done this 
before, s.o I apologize· in advan.ce i.f I don • t 
test·ify properly.. Okay. 

I'm. here on behalf of s .. B. 274 and Connecticut 
Votes for Animals and the ASPCA. I'm in 
support of tbe bill, and I also ~sk the 
Com~ittee to incorporate amendments proposed 
by Corinec.ticut Votes for Animals and the 
ASPCA. 

I can speak from personal experience that i£ 
you leave a d·og tied its entire life 24/7 to a 
chain, it be·comes territorial and aggress:i,ve; 
·When r wa·s a little· ~i.d, I wandered int.o .the 
area of a dog that had lived hi·s life on a 
very short chain. I d~dn ·• .t ~ow the dog wa~ 
there, and the dog .attacked me, and I will 
foreve·r bear the scars of the dog when he bit 
me, and it wasn•t ·his fault. 

I went into that little area that was his 
whole world.. He wasn •. t prop~rly_ socialized 
with people, and he wasn•t taught how to 
behave properly in our wo:r;-lci that we 
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incorporated him into because his oWner didn't 
te·ach him, and society let him just tie the 
dog out and just leave it there. Half the 
time the dog never had water, never had food. 
I was lucky that my father got to me in time 
to pick me up because :I was going down on the 
ground, and my father -- thank "God he's a very 
tali man -- picked me up· and had me on his 
hip, and the dog, which was actually a very 
small dog, was hanging from my leg. He had . 
bitten·~e doWn to the bone, and his teeth were 
sticking in my leg, and he was hanging off my 
leg. 

And., the owner had to pry the jaws of ·the dog 
off my leg, and then he turned around and 
proceeded to·beat and choke· the dog; and I was 
tell.ing him it's· my :eault because I shoul·dn•t 
have been here ;i,n the first place, and th.e dog 
was being be.aten for attacking me when he 
didn ··t know who I was or what I was doing.. If 
you think about it, the dog's tied :up, they 

. cal).' t get away from a ·person o.r an animal 
that's.qoming into their territory. The 
na,"t:ural re"sponse for someone is- fight or 
flight. The_y can't flee; they can't escape; 
and, as far as a person coming in and causing 
potential damage to an animal, I h~d: a 
neighbo.r that lived directly behind me at the 
same time frame I was attacked by that dog, 
and. th~y h?~-d a cute lit.tle beagle. 

They were good people. They left the dog tied 
to the chain to his doghous.e. The dog just 
wanted to play and interact with people, and 
they basically neglected him, so the dog 
barked all the time because he wanted 
attention. Well, one of the other neighbors 
got fed Up listening to the barking, and one 
night while the family slept, fed the dog 
chicken bones, and the dog never barked again . 
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And, I ~ow relatives of mine that had a farm. 
They always used to have dogs tied out on 
chains, and I was the only one that would go 
and play with the dogs, but the bowls were 
always dry·, the dogs always had ticks 
encrusted .in their fur, and the last dog that 
they had_, he bas,ically -- they had a doghouse,. 
and they put shingles on t·op of the :roof, 
trying_ to .give it, you know, a comforta.):>le: 
home. Wel·l, ·they hac;i nails that went in the 
doghou~e, and he pierced his skin with one of 
the nails, ~nd when flies landed on it, they 
laid eggs, and maggots started to eat the dog, 
a-nd they had to take the· dog out because no 
one believed- in .going to· .a vet in the 
summertime, and ·they shot tbe dog. It could 
have totally been avoided. 

My dog bite, my getting bi't by a dog could 
have been avoided because the dog went slowly 
insane from being left, and .I'm one of the 
people that was lucky enough to not get 
killed, and there's ~o many kids.that get 
killed every y~ar- because t.hey wander into a 
dog's area, and the dog attadcs tbem, and I 
]ust.think that the amendments that are 
incorporated into this bill will prevent so 
many people from going through what I went 
through and so many people from losing their 
kids., and I just, .hope that you consider my 
feelings .on this. 

REP. ROY: Thank you; Diana. 

DI.ANA DRUMMOND: Thank you for your time. 

REP. ROY: Any_ questions or comments from .members 
of the Committee? Seeing none, we're all set. 
Thank you. 

DIANA DRUMMOND: Thank you. Frank DeFelice? 
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of the Connecticut General Assembly by 

Connecticut Commissioner of Agriculture 

Tel: (860) 713-2500 
Fax: (860) 713-2514 

F. Philip Prelli 

Good morning Chairman MeyeJ;, Chairman Roy, Ranking Members McKinney, 
Chapin and Members of the Committee • 

My name is Phil Prelli and I serve as Connecticut's Commissioner of Agriculture. 

I am here this morning to emphasize the serious concern the Department places on 
this proposed bill. There are several points that no one disagrees witb.Obviously, all 
dogs should be able to lie down or sit without obstruction as well as being in easy 
reach of their food or water. These go without saying but those are not the main 
points of the bill and other points need addressing • 

To begin, a change would occur in the law from what is considered an unreasonable 
time frame to tether a dog to what is considered an unreasonable manner. That is a 
significant change for enforcement purposes. I have beard it said that our present 
law is too open to interpretation. I would submit to the Committee that the proposed 
bill as written is even more so. 

As I read the bill there is no exemption for veterinarians. That is not wor~able. A 
vet should be able to confine a dog based on the rules of veterinary practice not by 
the wishes of a well meaning animal rights advocate. 

There is no differentiation between dog's sizes and breeds. Chihuahuas and St. 
Bernards would all need 100 square feet of spa_ce. Would that be 10 feet by 10 feet or 
50 feet by 2 feet? The Department currently bas regulations concerning the size of 
pens and the weight of dogs for commercial kennels. Perhaps those standards would 
make more sense in this bill. 

To define.a dog as "unattended" because of an obstruction in a sight line is 
unexplainable. The dog could have acres to run right around the corner of a house 
but his owner becomes subject to penalties for giving the pet plenty of room to run 
outside of his sight line. So·as we read this you can tie your dog up as long as you 
can see it from your kitchen window and then it doesn't matter how long the dog is 
tied. The owner cannot leave the property, not even for a short trip to a 
neighborhood store, without being in violation of the law for not being on the 
"subject premi~es". Many of the items addressed in this section of the bill are 
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already covered in Sec. 53-247(a) CGS which states in part "Any person .•• who 
having impounded or confined •• .fails to give such animal proper care .. • shall be fmed 
not more than one thousand dollars or imprisoned not more than one year or both." 

In addition, there is an exemption given in 4 (D) for "any facility utilized for the 
temporary boarding of any dog in need of a new owner". What defines a "facility 
used for temporary boarding"? There is no current definition of such a facility. And 
why should they be excluded? This could make it difficult to enforce current 
nuisance laws in the state as they could be in conflict. If not changed this would 
prevent any future ability to regulate this significant and dangerous source of 
animals imported into the state. As we speak animals carrying diseases are entering 
Connecticut, endangering Connecticut companion animals, being transported, 
housed and placed into homes in a completely unregulated manner, by so called 
non-profit "rescue groups". Isn't this really an unregulated pet store? The recent 
parvo outbreak in Southern Connecticut is thought to have entered the state in this 
manner. To attempt to regulate responsible Connecticut pet owners while ignoring 
this gaping hole in our pet protection laws is shameful and dangerous. 

Other exemptions which should be considered are dogs quarantined for on the 
property dog bites as per section 22-358 CGS and enclosures for dogs under strict 
confi~ement or quarantine as per the rabies protocol. 

In closing, for years animal control officers have been telling people to tie their 
roaming dogs up for the safety of the public, livestock and other animals. In the 
larger cities many dog owners rent and are allowed to only house their dogs out of 
doors. Responsible owners have been securing their dogs safely, supplying them 
with necessary sustenante, exercise and adequate shelter and veterinary care. Is it a 
perfect life for dogs? By no means is it perfect. With this bill, as written, I fear that 
dog owners will turn their dogs loose as a roaming dog violation ($92.00) may be less 
of a fme than a tethering violation. People unable to keep pets will be flooding 
municipal pounds with dog~. Because of this bill there·wlll be a decrease in 
adoptions of larger breed dogs especially, and an increase in euthanasia numbers.· 
This is not the way to help tethered dogs. 

While the Department agrees on many points of this proposed legislation it is too 
flawed in too many areas to receive our support and consequently we ask to be listed 
in opposition . 
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J 
Senator Meyer, Representative Roy and-members-of the Environment Committee; 

My name is Maureen Griffm and I have been involved in purebred dogs for 3 8 years. I 
have owned two AK.C Top 10 conformation Rottweilers including a Westminster breed 
winner and my Karelian Bear Dog was the # 1 Rare Breed Dog in the USA for two years 
in a row. I am also member of the World Dog Press corps. Dogs really are my. life and I 
have traveled to numerous countries to observe various dog breeds and have made six 
trips to Finland and British Columbia alone just to study the K.arelian Bear Dog. In 
addition, after more than 32 years in the field of Animal Control, .I retired on June 1, 
2009 from my position as Chief Animal Control Officer for the State of Connecticut so I 
feel uniquely qualified to comment on SB 274AA and I am opposed to it as it is 
currently written. 

First allow me to state that I do not believe that there is a single person in this room 
who feels that any dog should live out its life tied to a tree or dog house, neglected 
and/or abused. Unfortunately, the proponents of this bill in their zeal to prevent this one 
thing, exhibit a fonn of tunnel vision that shows either an extreme lack of understanding 
of reasonable situations in which dogs may be tethered or contained or they just don't 
care who is affected a~ long as they get what they want. For example, if I have a bitch in 
season and need to put her in my kennel during her heat cycle to prevent her from being 
bred, I would be guilty of confining her in an "unreasonable manner" due to the fact that 
my kennel runs are 6' X 12' outside connected to a 6' X 4' stall inside. I have an 
insulated, heated building and could bring her out to another fenced area for exercise but 
according to this proposed legislation, my 50 pound. dog would be confined in an 
"unreasonable manner". 

My neighbor has an older husky type dog that has a pen in the back of their property 
which appears to be about 12' X 12'. On nice days, she brings him out to a long fixed 
tether where he has a better view and can watch the world go by. This would become a 
criminal act on her-part unless she stands there with him all day while he is tethered. 

There are also many other situations where sledding and hunting dogs are responsibly 
and safely tethered with proper shelter, water and food and are brought off the tether to 
be trained, worked or exerCised. Many have zip lines which allow a good amount of 
freedom to exercise out of doors which can result in better grounded dogs with less 
obsessive compulsive behaviors than one might see in a small active housebound pet 
required to do no more than dress up in pink baby clothes. 

In the video on the website of one of the organizations that is sponsoring this bill, a 
muriicipal Animal Control Officer was calling attention to the fact that tethered dogs are 

03/07/10 Page 1 of2 
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the gro~ of the collar into the neck. 

Not only do I not agree with the impression given that merely tethering a dog results in 
these other problems, I would submit that CGS 53-247 "Crueity to Animals" addresses 
these other conditions· and could be used by officers who have a true desire to take 
action. I have also spoken to. other A COs· who are not at all .in favor of this drastic law so 
to imply that there is bl~et support by AC simply not true. I saw .nothing in this video 
about enclosed anima~s to which a .good deal.of this legislation is directed . 

· I am also quite puzzled by all of the exemptions for the confinement of a dog. I know 
that some dogs are boarded iongtenil at commercial kennels an4 that many dogs are 
kept for substantial periods of time in rescue facilities but th~se facilities are exempt. I 
also know that.ih some years I procure a kennellicense·pursuant to Section 22-342 as 
needed and other years l do not. ·My facilitie·s do not change but I am exempt if I have 
the kennel license and ·not exempt ifi iicense my dogs individually? This seems truly 
uitreasonable if not downright bizarre.-

In closing, I think it is important to point out that this is not the first time that this sort 
of law has been introduced in oh~ form or another and it is fought by sportsmen, ACO's 
and dog experts. I feel that the reason for this is the complete and utter arrogance on the 
part of the. authors ofs~ch bills that they "know better" than some of the very people 
who make dogs their life's work ari.djoy. In the language of last year's attempt, itwas 
even proposed that Animal Control have the authority to seize .any dog fo~d 
"unreasonably"· confined or tethered without even obtaining a warrant!! ! As a law 
enforcement officer, I found that attempted circumvention of our Constitution to be 
positively frightening. 

There .. are a. few very good
7
points_in_this proposal that could be hammered,into 

something· fair and equitable .. Instead-of the· Animal-Rights··people-n.iniling·roughshod. 
over everyone, I would suggest that an effort be made to include a spectrum of breeders, 
sportsmen and. law enforcement personnel to assist in the construction of a reasonable 
and enforce~ble law that would be fair to the responsible dog owner and still alleviate 
the pligJJ.t ofthe sorely neglected, unsocialized dogs who spend their lives on the end of 
a chain. 

Thank you for your time. 

;Maureen Griffin 

03/07/10 Page 2 of2 
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64 Valley Falls Road 
Vernon, CT 06066 

Attn: Joint Environment Committee 
Support for Bill No: SB 274 

Joint Environment Committee:· 

We urge you to support !Joth SB 274 and the amendments proposed by CT Votes for 
Animals and the ASPCA.' 

The constant, inhumane chaining of dogs is not acceptable. These beautiful creatures 
live their entire lives ch~ined outside or in Uny enClosures. It's a life they do not deserve. 
If you've ever had a dog~or a pet, you know how sweet and wonderful they are-
all they want to do is love you. How· can we let them live. like this? It's heartbreaking. 

! . 

Fortunately, we can cha~ge this. We can help them. We can liberate hundreds of dogs who 
are currently living an ex,Cruciating existence. It's really a no-brainer. Even my 6 year old 
niece knows this is wrong. Her entire 1st grade class made Valentine's for these chained 
dogs. They couldn't und.rstand why people could do this to their "pets." · 

. . 
Not only is this an inhumane practice, but chained dogs are also a public safety hazard. 
Many studies indicate th~t chaining is associated with dog aggression and bjting. 

So what are we waiting fbr? Please, please, please support SB 274 and it's amendments. 
i 

Thank You, 
Mandy & Scott Wieting 
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Testimony of John Gagnon 
.OWner, John Gagnon's Pet Resort 

227 Upton Roa~ Colchester, CT 06415 

In Support of Senate. Bill274-
An Act Prohibiting the Unreasonable Confinement and Tethering of Dogs 

Joint Environment Committee 
March 8, 2010 
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· Senator Meyer, Representative Roy, and fellow Environment Committee members, thank you for this 
opportunity to express my strong support for Senate Bill274. 

In 2003, Connecticut became the first state to attempt to regulate the practice of excessively chaining or 
confining a dog. Not only is dog c~g inhumane, but chained dogs also pose a public safety hazard. 

Sadly, most animal control officers do not enforce the Connecticut law because they consider its mandate not 
to tether or confine a dog "for an unreasC?nable period oftime" to be too vague." 

In fact, State ACO Dean Gates informed me that he only considers. the current law enforceable when a 
dog has died as a result of being tethered. The Griswold CT ACO, Larry Proux, informed me that he 
does not attempt to enforce\that law either. Both officer Gates and :Proux notified me of this in 
response to a neighbor of ~e who confines her two dogs 24 hours per day either in small cages in her 
garage, or tied out on 15' leads. . 

SB 274 will ensure enforcement of the dog tethering and confinement law by clarifying the conduct that it 
prohibits. Among other things, SB 274 Will require· that confmed dogs have sufficient space (i.e., I 00 square 
feet for one dog, 50 square fe~t for each additional dog), and that dogs are not tethered in a way that 
enwmgers them or prevents their either reaching their food, water, or shelter, or comfortably lying down, 

· sitting, or standing. 

The ASPCA and CT Votes for Aqimals bave worked closely.with Conn~cticut animal control officers to 
develop the language of SB 274. · 

Please support SB 274 ~d th~ amendments proposed by the ASPCA and CT Votes for Animals. This bill is 
critically n~eded to protect neglected animals and our community as chaining dogs is associated with dog 
aggression and biting. In f~ according to one researcher, chained dogs were responsible for 25% (or 109) 
ofU.S. dog bite fatalities froni 1965-2008. Of these fatalities, 99 were children who wandered into the reach 
of a chained dog, and another 11 were instaJl,ces in which chained dogs broke free before attacking. 

Thank you for giving me this opportunity to testify and I strongly urge you to support this important piece of 
legislation. · 

1 
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NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIATION OF AliiERICA 

INSTITUTB POR LEGISLATIVE AcTION 

11250 WAPI.IlS MILL RoAD 

fAIRFAX, VIRGINIA 22030 

(i)NRA 
MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Members of the Connecticut Joint Committee on Environment 
FR: Rebecca Willlams, NRA-ILA Connecticut State Liaison 
RE: Senate Billl74 
DATE: March 10, 2010 
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With respect to SB 274, currently pending consideration in the Joint Committee on Environment, 
the National Rifle Association would like to convey our strong opposition. This proposal seeks 
to prohibit the confining or tethering of a dog in its primary enclosure with less than 100 square 
feet of space and would require SO square feet for each additional dog. The bill would also 
outlaw tethering a dog and,leaving the animal unattended for any amount of time unless the dog 
has access to food, water or shelter. 

The requirements set forth by SB 274 would make the price of doing business for kennels, 
training operations and hunters excessively high. A costly redesign and expansion of virtually 
every kennel in the state would have to be tmdertaken in order to comply with this proposal. 
Some facilities would simply not have the space to expand or may not be able to afford to make 
the changes and would be driven out of business. 

SB 274 would also put an end to· the standard procedure for many hunters to tether the animal,. 
particularly in the · field. Breeding, owning and training dogs for hunting is an· extremely 
expensive undertaking and hunters are very unlikely to treat these animalS in any way other than 
safely and humanely. 

It is the position of the. National Rifle Association that this legislation blatantly seeks to target 
common hunting practices involving dogs and to make owning, training and breeding dogs 
prohibitively ex.perisive. Currently, there are sufficient laws on the books to combat animal abuse 
and neglect. For the above stated reasons we urge you to OPPOSE SB 274 should the bill come 
up for a vote in the Joint Committee on Environment. If ym1 have any questions regarding our 
position on this or any other legislation impacting our members, please feel free to contact me at 
(703) 517-8102 . 

\Y\Yw.nraila.org 
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COALITION OF. CONNECTICUT SPORTSMEN 
P.O. Box 2506, Hartfofil,-C1<f6f40,"(203) 245-8076 · 

www .ctsportSmen.com ccsct@comcast.net 

Testimony presented to the ENVIRONMENT CO~E 

j 

IN OPPOSmON TO S.D. No. 274 (RAISED) ENVIRONMENT. 'AN ACT PROHIBITING THE 
UNREASONABLE CONFINEMENT AND TETHERING OF DOGS' 

by Robert T. Crook, Director · March 8, 2010 

While everyone is opposed to cruelty to animals, this bill imposes unreasonable restrictions. The 
measure will prohibit the confining or tethering of a dog in its primary enclosure with less than one 
hundred square feet of space. Does this apply to a room in a house or within a carry cage in a 
house where the dog is kept for the night? Does the size of the dog matter? For each additional dog 
kept the bill requires an additional fifty square feet of space. I have two dogs, each about 5 lbs, so I 
need a 1 Ox15 foot room for both dogs? Additionally, if passed, this bill would require many sporting 
dog kennels and breeders to spend thousands of dollars to upgrade their facilities or risk being put 
out of existence. 

The bill will also prohibit tethering a dog and leaving it uunattended" for any amount of time unless 
that dog has access to fooQ, water, and shelter. This would prohibit dog owners from letting their 
dogs outside while providing food, water and shelter unless the owner was within ~isual range of 
th~ dog. • When I owned a Coon Hunting Dog, the animal was kept outside, on a long leash with no 
area entanglements, in a comfortable dog house, with adequate food and water. He preferred being 
outside and did not want in the house. Was that an uunreasonable manner" of providing for the 
animal? 

•Not within the visual range of the owner or not on the premises?" Do I have to take the dog every 
where I go, or cannot leave the dog at home (in the 100' enclosure) uon the subject premises• when 
I have business? Additionally, this bill could subject dog owners to citations for simply crossing the 
street to talk to their neighbor or being out of sight of their tethered dog by not following the above 
provisions. Fined $100? Will the animal control officer be watching my house or me to insure 
compliance? 

It is understood that parameters have to be set for law enforcement and the protection Of animals. 
However, this is NOT the bill I This bill sets unreasonable and arbitrary requirements that would . 
devastate many law abiding animal considerate citizens, kennels, and eliminate many practices 
commonly used by sporting dog owners. 

We urge rejection . 
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I am writing on behalf of sportsmen and dog owners in our state. As a foxhunter, I understand that welfare of our 
animals is very important, and it's a responsibility I take seriously. We are stewards of their well-being and they serve us 
loyally. However, nothing in~ serves either owners or their animals, Please do not aDow the fringe element of 
animal "rigbtisa" influence the governance or iDfriDge tbe rights of normal, law-abidiDg citizens in their p•h for 
a meadess, pedess society. I urge you to yotc AGAINST S274. 

In the right hands, this bill is overbroad and unclear. In the wrong hands, this bill would be a cudgel to attack 
otherwise-lawful dog ownership. 

This bill is aimed at kennels such as our kennel for foxhounds. As is natural with pack animals, hounds are kept 
communally in the packs they hunt with to encourage bonding and teamwork. Sometimes eight or more hounds occupy 
the same kennel nm, and they usually get along swimmingly. If I read the statute correctly, it requires an enclosure no 
smaller than 550 square feet if ten hounds are to be housed together. '/'his arbitrary requiremenl is Ulll'elated to the 
hounds' health and welfare and does not take into acC011111 any differences between types, ages, or activity levels of 
different breeds of dogs. Suppose a hound has stepped on some debris and injured a pad._ That hound would rightly be 
separated 1iom. his pack-mates and given veterinary attention and rest until he recovered. However, per the language of 
the bill, the person coofining tbat injured hound would be doing so "unreasonably" unless the hound was in a room 
measuring at least 100 square feet, which would probably be contraindicated by the veteriuarian due to the injmy. I 
submit that the proposed square footage requirement defiuing an "unreasonable confinement" is de facto 1IDJellSODBble in 
itself. 

Furthennore, the te1hering requirements interfere with normal training and exercise programs. There is no 
counection between spending an hour on a nm line and inhumane treatment or neglect. This language reaches into the 
homes of law-abiding citizens who let their dog"out for exercise, then the phone rings, or their kid trips and skins his knee, 
~g that owner subject to a fine. What possible benefit can this bill o1Jer to dogs? It sounds to me like it is telling dog 
owners never to let their dogs outside. . 

Subsection (4)(B) probably does not apply to most small breeders or foxhound kennels because we typically do 
not have more tban two litter$ per year and so are not subject to inspection under CGSA §22-342 nor fitting the definition 
of a "commercial kennel" under CGSA 22-324(C) and so not subject to §22-344. It seems almost by design that this bill 
targets small breeders like foxhound kennels without overtly saying so. Hunting with hounds and dog breeding are still 
legal in the state of Connecticut I hope the committee fully realizes the sweeping scope of this bill in the wrong hands: it 
will effectively crim;naJize the currently humane and lawful system of keeping dogs by imposing Ullle8SOD8ble, arbitnuy 

standards on how the dogs may be housed. 
In addition to the concerns specific to foxhound kennels and other small breeders,.! am also concerned about the 

potential for abuse of this statute generally. For those of you who have raised children, I ask if at all tiines yom houses 
were completely free of obstructions that "could reasonably resuh in injwy, strangulation, or entanglement?" While I 
agree that dog owners should take responsibility for the welfare and health of the animals in their care, this kind of 
language invites exploitation against the dog owners. Without ever harming a dog. owners could be subject to Jines for 
tim mere possibility of harm. Realistically, this bill will do more harm to citizens of Connecticut than it could ever 
prevent from happening to our dogs. 

In conclusion, S274 deserves a v~ of "NO." It does not address a problem our state is facing and opens the 
floodgates to criminalize behavior that is not a threat the health "and welfare of dogs. Please do not let this bill continue. 

Lastly, I would also ask you to vote "YES" o~sed reductions to hunting permit fees. I believe that 
an increase in volume would more than make up for any potential lost revenue due to reduced fees as far as income for the 
state, and will make hunting more accessible to more citizens of Connecticut 

Thank you for yom time and _consideration, 
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1 am writing to you concerning the Tethering Bill which Is going to be discussed by the Environment Committee. 
Unfortunately I will not be able·to come in person to testify in opposition of this bill. 

This bill, ·as written, will have a severe negative Impact on a large number of responsible dog owners and probably very 
little impact on those owners for which the bill Is Intended and who probably will just ignore the bill if passed. 

Many elderly and disabled people who are your constituents will be seriously harmed by this bill, people who live in 
communities such as Senior Housing, condos, apartments etc that do not allow fencing of any kind. Because of their age 
or physical disability they cannot walk their dogs and must put them on a tie out line to go to the bathroom or just get a 
little exercise. In many cases these dogs are the person's most cherished possession and best friend. If this bill Is voted 
In the affirmative It will end _their ability to have their beloved dog. Thus causing them to have to turn the dog over to a 
shelter and putting an additional burden on the tax payers who support the shelters. 

The space required in the bill does not take Into consideration the size of the dog and space needed for the individual 
breeds. The one hundred square footage kenneling as called for In the bill for one dog Is way too much for a Chihuahua 
or other dog In the Toy Group and not enough space for a Great Dane or any other of the giant breeds. The American 
Kennel Club recognizes over a 165 breeds and varieties of breeds and each has its own requirements. Add to that 
mixture the number of mixed breeds and you have an even larger number of variables as to what Is correct for that 
partlcul~r dog. Another factor that needs to be considered Is the Individual breed's requirements. Your Nordic breeds 
such as the Husky (the U Conn Mascot); the Alaskan Malamute etc. thrives In the cold and generally does not do well in 
heated homes, whereas the Chinese Crested hairless can get sunbumed quite quickly if left in the sun and freeze If put 
out In the Winter without a coat on. Thus what constitutes a reasonable time for one breed Is not for another. 

The requirements stated in this bill are not realistic as they do not take into account such things as the health of the 
animal for example: a dog recovering from surgery _or illness such as heart worm, must be confined to a crate for several 
weeks and only walked briefly to go to the bathroom. While on the subject of health, I did not see where veterinary 
hospitals are exduded. Does this mean that tl'!ey will not.·be: able. to keep sick dogs In their hospitals confined In crates? 

Who Is going to enforce this bill? Is the state going to Increase the number of employees at the Department of 
Agriculture so that they can enforce this bill? Are you expecting the local towns to bear the burden of having to hire 
more animal control officers? For that matter, there is no provision for local animal control officers to have any 
certification or training so how do you expect them to be a~le to recognize what Is appropriate for the individual 
breeds? Are you leaving the enforcement of this bill up to untralne.d and uncertified animal control officer to determine 
if the animal is confined in an unreasonabl~ manner or for an unreasonable time, thus allowing personal opinions, 
personal prejudices, and total lack of uniformity to occur and could lead to future law suits by the aggrieved owners. 
Are you expecting the animal control officers to set outside the various dog owners' locales and time how long their dog 
Is tied out? Are you expecting them to have binoculars so that they can see if the owner has full vision of the dog? 
What about the blind person, ~ust they have someone come over every time they have to put their dog outside to 
attend to nature to be able to hav~ the dog under someone's vision? · 

I personally, would never travel with my dogs in the car unless they were crated In a crate that they cannot stand up in 

for their safety. Should I have an accident I do not want the dog to be thrown around and Injured or be thrown out of 
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• the vehicle. Surely you can not object to this as you !lave passed laws requiring infants and young children to be 

constrained in car seats for their safety? When I have i!_PU~py, Ike~!~~ puppy crated if I am not home for the puppy's 
---·well being and that of my house. Many dogs each year are electrocuted by chewing on an electric wire, many families 

give up their dogs because the dog was teething and chewed up a chair or woodWork or something else. Depending on 
the breed, many dogs are still teething at 18 months of age and have not outgrown their need to chew until they are 
rriuch older. The American Kennel Oub considers dol a year old and younser to be a puppy. 

Your constituents active In the sport of dQI sleddins keep their dogs tethered together to bond and to pull the sleds. 
Hunters will frequently tether the doss so they can get the scent of the prey while waitins for their turn to run In the 
hunt field. There are many le1ltimate reasons for tethering a dos which are not auel. 

I did not see any exemption for dos shows, you have more than 40 dol clubs in this state and many dog shows. The 
doss must be confined to crates when not beins shown. Dos shows brlnsln a great deal of Income to the area. People 
stay In motels or hotels, they go out to eat, they frequently so shopplns at the local stores and they buy ps. Dol clubs 
give scholarships to local students, they donate money to local dog activities, and their members are your constituents. 

In short and to reiterate my opening statement, this bill If passed, will harm far more responsible dos owners than it will 
correct the problem it is Intended to correct and will be a burden on the tax payers In this state. In my humble opinion, 
it Is silly and a waste of tax payer's money to pass bills that cannot be enforced or will cost a great deal of money to hire 
the personnel needed to enforce and that cause more harm than sood. Another thousht: why try to make the 
ownership of doss so difficult when dogs bring a great deal of money Into the state coffers? Breeders pay saies tax on 
their puppy sales, people buy dog licenses, owners spend a tremendous amount of money on their dop, buying dog 
food, dog toys, veterinary care, etc. all of which brlnss Income Into the state of Connecticut and also provides many 
people employment. Dogs bring joy and happiness Into the lives of their owners and they love us unconditionally. 
Please allow the ownership of doss to be unconditional. 

Thank you, 

Margarette L Wampold 

48 Columbine Rd. 

Tolland, CT 06084 

860-872-4953 
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CONNECilCUT DOG FEDERATION, INC. J 
Position Statement Relative To 

Raised Bill No. 274 An Act Prohibiting the Unreasonable Confinement and 

Tethering of Dogs 

The Connecticut Dog Federation is AGAINST Bill No. 274 as presently written. 

With regard to space requirements when confining doss, we find the following: 

• The one hundred square foot minimum area for one dog in an enclosure, with another 
fifty square feet for each additional dog in that enclosure, completely ignores the reality 
that various breeds have different space requirements dictated by body size and normal 
activity level. To require the same space requirements for a three pound dog and a one 

hu"dred pound plus dog is unsatisfactory. 
• Certain dogs, such as bitches in season, dogs with medical problems or dogs recovering 

from sm:gerv require segregation from other dogs. Complete duplication of 
confinement areas for such dogs would be an unacceptable requirement. 

• No distinction Is made between indoor and outdoor enclosures, and no provision is 
made for combined/adjoining indoor enclosures and outdoor runs. Some Towns have 
Zoning Regulations which prohibit the erecting of fencing. 

With regard to tethering requirements, we find the follo~ng: 

• Breeds used as sled dogs, and other working breeds, require very different tethering 
requirements than smaller breeds. No distinction is mad~ In the language. 

• The requirement that the owner or keeper of a tethered dog must be in visual range of 
that dog at all times is completely unrealistic. No consideration has been made for the 
use·ofelectronic surveRiance equipment: 

In summary, this Is a one-size-fits-all bill that cannot reasonably be applied to all breeds. It also does not 
lend itself to uniform enforcement statewide, even if a sufficient number of trained personnel were 
available to do so. In addition, in this time of financial deficits, where can the money for training and 
enforcement come from? 

Posldon Statement Bill No. 274 

Revised: Man:h 3, 2010 
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J 
S.D. No. 274. AN ACT PROHIBITING THE UNREASONABLE CONFINEMENT 
AND TETHERING OF DOGS. OPP9S-E-D·---- -·-

Thank you .... Co-Chairmen Edward Meyer, Co-Chairman Richard Roy, and members of the Environment 
Committee. · 

My name is Bruce Tolhurst. 1 am a life long resident of Connecticut, currently residing at 16 Virginia Rail Dr 
in Marlboro~gh. 

I came here today to talk about S.B. No. 274, An Act Prohibiting the Unreasonable Confinement and Tethering 
of Dogs. I am OPPOSED to S.B. No. 274. 

I grew up with dogs. Both my father and grandfather owned sporting dogs. I have owned and trained sporting 
dogs myself for more than 35 years. I have competed in numerous field trials and hunting competitions through 
various local clubs as well as AKC, NA VHD, AHDC, NAGDOG and Warrior's Mark events. I am a member 
and currently the Secretary of the American Hunting Dog Club, a club dedicated to Training the Sporting Dog. 
I think my credentials vouch for my knowledge of dogs. 

Under the revisions to Section 23-JSOa of the general statutes as offered in S.B. No. 274, I would be in violation 
of the new law. My dogs are kenneled in a 7 x 12 foot run. That is 84 square feet, not ffie 100 sq ft required in 
the proposed statute. I train my dogs with a chain collar, what many refer to as a "choke collar". I clip the ends 
of the collar together as a training aid. I do not tise the ''choke" feature. My young dogs are tethered during 
training using the "chain colla(' while they wait their tum on the training table or working in the field .... And 
this would be defined as an "unreasonable manner" because I am not always in visual range ofthe dogs during 
this time. · 

I submit to you, that the suggested wording is in itself ''unreasonable". It is not the size of a kennel that 
impacts a dog's well being. My dogs are happy. healthy and content in their kennels, with just 84 sq. ft. They 
are dry, have benches to get off the ground, and are kept clean daily. It is the conditions within the kennels, not 
the size of the kennel that creates a good or bad environment for a dog. Training and or tethering with a "chain 
collar" is not in itself "unreasonable". It is not the collar as much as the fit of the collar and the effects ofthe 
collar over a period of time. Rubbing, sores, pulled hair by any collar .... that is what should be seen as 
"unreasonable". 

If the criteria of for "unreasonable", as stated in S.B No. 274, were actually valid, then it would be inappropriate 
to exempt various commercial operations from·this·statute. Poor treatment of a dog·is "poor treatment", it is not 
who administers it. 

The current statutes already provide the tools needed to protect our canine friends . . . and we should use and 
enforce those laws NOT MAKE more laws that are themselves, "unreasonable". 

Please do not approve this bill. 

Thank you. 

Bruce Tolhurst 
16 Virginia Rail Dr. 
Marlborough, cr 0644 7 
(860) 295-0327 
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• --· ---··-·~·- .. --. .:...-.--···- Testimony of Susan B. Linker 
CEO~ our .Companions Domestic Anlmai-sanCtuarv 

VIce President, CT Votes for Animals 

····-··· 

. . 
li'l su·pport of. Senate Bill 274- an Act Prohibiting the l,lnreasonable Confinement and Jettlerlng of Dogs · 

Joint Environment Committee · 
March 8~ 2010 

Senator Meyer, Representative Roy, and ·fellow Environment Committee members, thank you for this 
opportunity to. testify. · · 

On behalf of CTVotes for Animal~, Our Companions ·D9m!!sti~ Animal Sanctuary and the statewide coalition of 
animal Welfare organ·i~ati9nS with the Animal Welfare federation of CT, we strongly s"'pport Senate Bill 274. 

In Connecticut~ dogs cao be chained ~4 hours a "day, '7 days a week. Chained do_gs are often neglected, injured, 

attacked by.other anl"mals and stole'n. The current law is vague and nearly impossible to enforce. SB274 

would strengthen the .current law· ·and give Animal· Control Offfcers a means_ to protect neglected dogs and 

keep our community safe. 

Recently I spentthe day with !TlY local Animal Contr~l Offh:edilming a video on the issue of tethered dogs. I· 
! • 

do hope you'll. visit CT Votes fQr _Animals website and watch tlie video so you can· see first~hand why this .bill is 
desperately needed. . . . . . · 

Anfmal Control is unable' to ~elp these dogs until they've been so debilitated from living in such extreme 

conditions .tllat it's consideredj a cruelty case. And I'd like you to appr~c-iate how awful this is for the anir:nals, 

and aiso for the aoimal contra~ officers who have to ~atch these dogs 'langl!ish without the ability to respond. 
·;· 

. . 

During the video I interviewe~ Office .SJ)~rks and asked her t~ describe _the living corl'ditions for dogs that are 

chained for years. And she res~oncfed: 

'~Dogscthat..are tethered excessiv.ely,-they.J:eceive~so little care. I don't find dogs-with-rabies vaccines. I 

don't find dogs that. a~e getting dewormed or protected against an.ything. I do fincf d~gs, sadly, that 

ch_ew their food bowl for f~od.'They chew thel'r o~n doghouse f~r food because they're left sometimes 

for three and four days,while the own~r is gone and no on_e else is providing care for the animals. 

Dogs that self mutilate, they're bored, they're distressed. They're totally filled with anxiety and they 

start chewing on their own tail. Bloody tai_ls, bloody feet. lnstances where dogs are tethered to decks, 

they hang themselves. The physlca_l fall-out of tethered dogs is excruciating. It's excruCiating to· watch. 

And unfortunately you cannot make anyone ~nderstand until day· after. day you go and see wiJat.level 

they've been r~duced to." 

1 
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Testimony of Susan B. Linker 
CEO, Our Companions Domestic Animal Sanctuary 

---····- ·· ---v.ce President, CT Votes for Animals 

·~ '· 

--

In Support of Senate Bill 274 
Joint Environment Committee 
March 8, 2010 

That's why we've produced this video and this is why I'm here today to testify in support of SB 274: to help 

you understand how this is issue is not only effecting the animals, animal control,: but also the community. 

Before we started filming, Officer Spa'~~s called me and told me she'd .be del~yed because a chained dog 

(Diamond, who's on the video) got loose and was·chasing people on P~rk Road- j~st ~mile from a school. This 

dog was so aggressive it took her arid 2 officers .to contain her. They nearly had t~ taze her. 

Chained dogs often· become very dangerous and p'resent a huge public health concern. When dogs ~pend their 

entire lives ·on a chain they're denied all real-life experiences. When they becom~ loose, which they often do, 

~hey respond with fear becau~e they have no context. They don't know how to !interact with people, they're 

completely un-socialized and very fearful. Plus chained dogs .are hard-wired to! guard their territory. This is . . . 
why so many children are attacked and killed when they approach a chained dog.l 

This isn't just a moral issue; this is a public safety issue. 

Please support SB 274 and the amendments proposed by the ASPCA and Cr Votes for Animals. This bill would 
strengthen the current I!IW and give Animal Control Officers a means to protect n'glected dogs and keep our 
community safe. 

2 
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·American Rottweiier Club, Inc . 
. 16005 Pine Creek Way 

Magnolia, TX 77358 

March 8, 201 0 

Honorable Edward Meyer 
Honorable Richard Roy 
The Committee On Environment 
Room 3200, Legislative Office Building 
Hartford, CT 061 06 

RE: Raised Bill274- Opposed 

Dear Chairman Meyer, Chairman Roy and Respected Members of the Committee on the Environment: 

The American Rottweiler Club, Inc. (ARC), the parent club of the American Kennel Club (AKC} for the 
Rottweiler breed in the United States, representing thousands of dog owners, is writing to express our 
grave concern over Connecticut Raised Bill 276, A Bill That Criminalizes The Ownership and the 
Humane Containment and Restraint of Dogs. 

Since Its inception, the American Rottweller Cll!b has been deeply engaged in advancing animal 
welfare and the humane care and treatment of dogs. ARC members and supporters devote significant 
time, effort and resources in educating the public ori responsible dog ownership, dog bite prevention 
and safety around dogs, especially where children and the elderly are conc~rned, and supporting to 
scores of animal rescu~ and sheltering organizations across the United States through direct donations 
and grants and volunteer support. 

The American Rottweiler Club is adamantly opposed to the cruel and inhumane treatment of dogs, the 
exploitation of innocent animals, and illegal, sub-standard breeding operations . 

. We therefore respectfully submit our official and unequivocal opposition to Connecticut Raised Bill275 
and to any other bill which makes criminals out of law-abiding, tax-paying citizens and home and hobby 
breeders, or anyone owning intact dogs. 

CT RAISED BILL 275 is not only irresponsible, and sets a dangerous precederit for the type and scope 
of legislation, and exceeds the legal and constitutional scope of state legislatures. In addition: 

• CT RAISED BILL 275 crlminalizes dog ownership 
• CT RAISED BILL 275 crlmlnalizes the humane restraint & containment of dogs 
• CT RAISED BILL 275 fails to Improve upon existing animal cruelty statues 
• CT.RAISED BILL 275 deprives dog-owing citizens of Due Process & Equal Protection 
• CT RAISED BILL 275 creates a proxy for warrantless searches and seizures 
• CT RAISED BILL 275 threatens animal agriculture & food production 

- 1 -
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·----__ _ .American· Rottweiler Club, Inc. 

CT RAISED BILL 275 - Criminalizinq Dog Ownership 

It is abundantly. clear that the intent of this bill is to intentionally criminalize dog ownership by imposing 
over burdensome regulations. 

CT RAISED BILL 275 seems to take aim at anyone engaged in the breeding of dogs, and makes 
criminals out of vast majority of breeders who are responsible, law-abiding and caring individuals or 
establishments, deeply dedicated to the welfare of dogs. 

Most home and hobby breeders -as well as the vast majority of commercial kennels - operate under a 
set of standare!s set forth not just by the state, but by the very organizations to which we belong, 
concerning the care, treatment, feeding, and training of healthy dogs. 

We would like to make very clear that any substandard and inhumane conditions at kennels -whether 
they be commercial operations or privately-owned home or hobby kennels - are still substandard and 
inhumane, and therefore subject to the strict enforcement of Connecticut's anti-cruelty statutes. · 

Sadly, it is the lack of.enforcement, and the lack of state or municipal funding for enforcement, 
combined with a lacking of understanding of basic animal husbandry, that often is to blame for allowing 

such conditions to exist. 

We therefo~e recommend to the Committee that strong enforcement of the State's animal cruelty laws 
are the correct remedy to such filthy and cruel establishments, but that criminalizing the ownership and 
breeding of dogs- or criminalizing the ownership or breeding of any animals for that matter- is not 
only a misguided approach, but may in fact constitute a serious violation of the 14th Amendment. 

~mposing Commercial Facility Standards On Home & Hobby Breeders 

CT RAISED BILL 275 mandates the implementation of rigid engineering requirements for enclosures 
for anyone owning 2 or more dogs over 6 months of age without regard to the fiscal impact that such 
standards would have on targeted breeders or the enforceability of such requirements. 

- 2 -
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American Rottweiler Club, Inc. 

CT RAISED BILL 275's Arbitrary Enclosure Requirements Are Booby 
Trapped Backdoors To Anti-Dog, Anti-Breeding Legislation 

The enclosure requirements specified in ~T RAISED BILL 275, may seem innocuous, however they 
are anything but. There are numerous issues for the Committee to consider: 

1. These arbitrary enclosure requirements are not in any way based in science concerning 

the humane treatment of dogs. 

2. These arbitrary enclosure requirements are a back door to anti-tethering laws, the intent 

of which is to criminalize the safe and humane restraint and containment of dogs. 

3. These arbitrary enclosure requirements are a backdoor to placing limits on the 

ownership, keeping, breeding of hunting dogs, sled dogs and ownership and keeping of 

American Pit Bull Terriers. 

4. These arbitrary enclose requirements leave open th~ issue of enforcement- what 

personnel will be responsible for the enforcement of this clause? 

5. The arbitrary enclosure requirements are a backdoor to warrantless searches and 

seizures, as detailed berow. 

CT RAISED BILL 275: Criminalizes Humane Restraint & Containment of 
Dogs 

A primary flaw of CT RAISED BILL 275 is criminalization of the humane and responsible restraint 
of dogs by imposing "enclosure• requirements. 

If addressing animal cruelty is the intent of the bill's sponsors, the American Rottweiler Club places 
. itself at the disposal of the Committee to help facilitate the deeper understanding of animal 

husbandry, be it dogs or any other animal. · 

For thousands of years, the leashing or tethering of dogs has been a time-honored and humane 
means of safely containing or restraining dogs. 

CT RAISED BILL 275 eliminates by stature the very method of safe and humane restraint or 
containment, thereby significantly reducing, if not eliminating entirely, the ownership, breeding and 
keeping of multiple, intact ~ogs, and in particular, sled dogs, hunting dogs and America'! Pit Bull 
Terriers. 

- 3 -
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CT RAISED BILL 275: Outlawing Hunting Dogs Via Criminalization Of 
Humane Restraint & Containment Of Hunting Dogs 

SBl14 

Thousands of hunting dogs and dog owners in· Connecticut will fall under CT RAISED BILL 275 
and its provisions will lead to the extermination ofinnocent do~s ·and heartQreak for Connecticut's 
dog-owning citizens. 

It is important to point out to the C9mmittee the types of hobby breeders e~nd dog enthusiasts impacted 
· by this clause_, which incl~es: · · 

D Hunting Dog O~ners/Field Trial Enthusiasts - Hunters a_nd those participating in Field 
Trials own large numbers of dogs, such as Hounds or Sporting Oogs, such as Germer) 
Shorthaired :Pointers. These dpgs are traditionally by !'staked out" -that is to say tethered, 
a traditional and. humane meaos of restraint or containment . 

Connecticut Sportsmen's associati~ns should be alerted to the impact of CT RAiSED BILL 275 
upon hunting and field trial activities throughout the state. 

CT RAISED BILL 275: Outlawing Sled Dog Via Criminalization Of Humane 
Restraint & Containment Of Sled Dogs 

Sled dogs are ·kept in teams; or packs, and the imposition of said arbitrary enclosure requirements 
.thus c;:riminalize the keeping of sled dogs. . 

D Sled Dog Enthuslasts/Mushers -These dogs are. traditionally by "staked out" - that is to 
say sied dogs, such as Alaskan Malamutes, Siberian Huskies and other Northern breeds 
:are tethered, a traditional and humane. means of.restraint.or_containrnent. 

Numerous _sled dog and mushing organizations should be altered to the threat tl1at CT RAISED 
BILL 275 presents . 

- 4-
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American Rottweiler Club, Inc. 

CT RAISED BILL 275: Outlawing American Pit Bull Terriers Via 
Criminalization Of Humane Restraint & Containment 

Literally thousands of dogs, dog owners, breeders and fanciers of the American Pitbull Terrier will 
be impacted by CT RAISED BILL 275. . 

0 American Pit Bull Terrier Owners/Breeders -These dogs are traditionally by "staked out• 
-that is to say tethered, a traditional and humane means of restraint or containment. 

The American Pit Bull Terrier is the second most popular breed recorded by the country's second 
largest registry, the United Kennel Club, and the most popular breed registered 'rfol the American Dog 
Breeders Association, the country's third largest registry. 

In addition, numerous specialty registries will be impacted by CT RAISED BILL 275, such as the All 
American Dog Registry and other single breed registry. 

We question if is the desire to eliminate American Pit Bull Terriers from the State of Connecticut 
through backdoor legislation such as CT RAISED BILL 275? 

CT RAISED BILL 275: Criminalizing Humane Restraint & Containment Of 
Farm Animals 

Whether it is the intention or not of the Committee to limit the ownership or farm animal via 
the criminalization of containment, it is clear that with just a minor change, CT RAISED 
BILL 275 quickly becomes a bill that threatens ALL animal agriculture in the State of 
Connecticut. 

Similar bills have been introduced in recent months in state legislatures across the country, 
backed by, if not authored by, the Humane Society of the United States, an organization 

. with a stated goal of eliminating all animal agriculture. 

Anti-containment laws are the foundation upon which HSUS has built its state legislative 
strategy, from chickens in California to hogs in Iowa. 

Sleepy state legislators may be unaware of the anti-animal agriculture activity happening in 
other states, however to quote·the CEO of the Humane Society of the United states, 
Wayne Pacella, who summarized his philosophy over ten years ago in Animal People 
News: · 

"We have no ethical obJigation to preserve the different breeds of livestock 
produced through selective breeding ••• One generation and out. We have no 
problems with the extinction of domestic animals. They are creations of human 
selective breeding." · 

-Wayne Pacella, CEO, Huma!le Society of the United States 

- 5 -
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_______ ..oAmedcan Rottweiler. Club, inc .. 

It is of course the pr~sumption that all animals raised for food production in Connecticut 
and in the United States be treated humanely, 

Currently, the Humane Society of the United States is the subject of a federal racketeering 
lawsuit alleging fraudulent fundraising practices and using fund;s to lobby legislators. 

However, it is. quite clear that HSUS-backed legislation. such as :cr RAISED BILL 275, is.a 
backdoor attack upon,ALL br~eqing of animals, food, livestock or·pets. 

CT RAISED BILL 275: Eliminating of FARM Animals Tho·ugh Criminal Statute 

We respectfully request the Committee again .consider the possible amendment OR: substitution of 
the word "ar:~imal" in place of the word "dog". 

Po.ultr'y farmers, hog farmers, cattle producers, egg producers -indeed any and all farmers or 
anir:nal agricL!Iture concerl"l$ should be alerted ~o the threat to animal agriculture and food 
production in the·state of Connecticut via criminal-statute. 

CT RAISED BILL 275: Enforcement Issues 

We ask the Esteemed Members of the Committee to consider what personQel a~ the local or state 
level will be. respor:JSible for identifying violators? 

CT RAISED BiLL 275, left to the subjective interpretation of ,local animal control or police, or 
humane societies will cri.mi.riali.ze ~rdinary do_gs. and make criminals of dog owners and send 
innocent dOQ!!i to their deaths. 

It is the position of the ARC thattharthe liability Incurred under CT RAISED BILL 275 is an· 
unintended conseCJuence of signific13nt r:nlllgnitude 

- 6-
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American Rottwei!er Club, Inc. 

CT RAISED BILL 275: Eliminating Presumption: Of Innocence 

CT RAISED BILL 275 eliminates th:e presumption. of innocence making all dog owners who· 
humanely leash, tether or stake their dog guilty and without recourse. 

Under the rules of our judic;iary, it is unimaginable to think that a· state-government would 
create a reverse onus - thus shifting the burden of proof from the state to the accused .. 

This bill is counter to the very principles upon which our democracy stands. 

OL.Jr respon~e is"to respe9tfully remind the Committee Members that our judiCial system 
qperates upon the presumption that all citizens in the United Stat~s are innocent until proven 
guilty, not me reverse .. 

Furthermore, there. is no hearing or an appeals proces~ by which may defend themselves 
against charges. 

CT RAISED. BILL 275: Proxy For Warrantless: Search & Seizure 

It should be noted that CT RAISED BILL 275,contains the proxy·forwarrantless searches and 
seizures, seriously compr~mises the constitutional protections to which all citizens are entiUed 
under the guise of animal protection. 

Civil liberties groups arid criminal defense attorneys should be alerted: to the fact that CT 
~AI_SED BILL 275 is a ·smokescreen to lovyer the threshold of evidence needed to support th~ 
issuance of search warrants. 

We respectfully ask the Committee Members just what would constitutes •probable cause" 
under CT RAISED ·BILL 275·- just a law enforcement officer's Word that pets may be tethered? 

· Sureiy me State's existil'"!g animal cruelty statutes more than adequately cover any acts of 
CrL.Jelty, su.ch as. the deprivation of food and water,_ or in cases of negligence. 

- 7 -
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American Rottweiler Club, Inc. 

CT RAISED BILL 275: Lowering Thresholds of Evidence For Probable 
Cause 

Furthermore, the issuanc~ of any warrant under CT RAISED BILL 275 would be ·based on a 
\iisuaiiD that the alleged ~ogs are tetr.rered with an alleged "illegal collar"' OR would it then be 
a case of "probable cause" to demand inspection of the premises to check for evidence? 

.A) the basis for "probable cause" is nothing more than the subjective and arbitrary 
opi.nion of'alleged "illegal collar" by local animal.control or police. with no legal or rational 
basis 

B) is done so in th.e. context of reverse onus clause, thereby eliminating the presumption ·of 
innocence. 

CT RAISED BILL 275: Lowering Thresholds of Evidence For Probable Cause
Cont'd. 

In contempi~tii"!Q tl')e eQforcement of CT RAISED BILL 27.5, there are. any· number of situations 
that wou'q be the basis for bypassing Due Process: . 

SENARIO A: Warrantless Search of Premise 

The mere possession of multiple "pltbulls", "sled dogs" or even hunting dogs -
which are all traditi.onally staked -would r.iow constitute a criminal act under 
CT RAISED BILL 275, -~hus allowing· law ei1forcement officers access tQ the 
premises-without a-warrant: 

EX: A police officer drives by a home. and sees a multiple dogs staked. in the 
yard. The officer (subjectively) identifies the dog~ as "tethered", the presence 
of which is "illegal". The dog owner is presumed guilty of a criminal act. The 
police officer now may access the premises and bypasses the need for a 
search warrant. 

. - 8-
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------"-American Rottweiler Club, Inc. 
' 

CT RAISED BILL 275·: Violations Of Equal Protection . 

.CT RAISED BILL 275 also sets the stage for issues. with Equal Pro~ectioh, in that owners of 
"tethered dogs" or "targeted breeds- ie. American Pit Bull Terriers" pr owners· of hunting dogs 
or sle~ dogs, are subject to _a· dffferer'lt_ and higher )ega I standard than other dog-owning 
citizens, which .is then subjectively and/or arbitrarily applied. 

The Equai Protection clau~~ of the Fourteenth Aniendment protects against arbitrary 
government action by r~quiri~ similar t~atment of those who are similarly situated. 

CT Raised Bill274 cl~arly violates Equal Protection by singli.ng out owners of multiple 
"tethered", and gra~ing exemptions to tho~e "similarlY situated", such as in: 

(1) A PlJBLICLY OPERATED ANJ¥AL CONTROL FACILITY OR 
ANIMAL SHELTER; 
.(l) A PRIVATE, CHARITABLE, NO~OFI"( HUMANE SOCIETY OR 

ANIMAL· ADOPTION ORGANIZATION; 
. (3) A VETEIUNARY FACILITY; 

(4) ARETAILPET.STORE; 
(5) A RESEARCH INSTI11iTION; OR 
(6) A BOARDING FACILITY. 

The provisions of CT RAISED BILL 275 are completely without merit, as the State bf 
Connecticut. has not proven nor cannot prove. a _rational or legal basis upon which fo base 
these provisions. 

CT RAISED BILL 275 ·also. begs the questions, a Are owners of tethered dogs (hunting 
.dogs;:sled-dogs,-~merlcan· Pit'Buii-Terr:lers)=entitied·to-any-fewer-·Constit!Jtional. 
protections than oWners of lap dogs"TAND, · · 

a Are dogs in shelters, retail stores, veterinary or boarding facilities entitled to any fewer 
protections than privately-owned 'dogs"? 

-9-
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________ .Am~.rican Rottweiler Club, Inc. 

Selective Enforcement & Racial Bias 

We urge-the Committee to reconsider and· reject this bill, ~ince it is already quite' clear that 
sh9uld CT RAISED BILL 275 become law, it could only be enforced selectively and 
subje~tively.: 

HoiNever, there is an even greater risk in CT RAISED BILL 275 as it relates to Unequc:~l 
Protection, which is where race or ethnicity comes into the equation, and the potential for the 
c:~buse of our justice system is great. 

There is a pervasive myth, perpetuated throughout the media, that the majority of dqg owne.rs 
of alleged "pit bull dogs• are •gang members, crimirials, and drug dealers". ~TI:Iis notion .is 
completely unsubstantiated and without merit. 

However, this viewpeiht is interpreted by most to mean that "pit bull dogs• are owned by those_ 
. in the minority.commLin!ty. 

It becomes a question of which ·aog owners will'be selectively targeted fo( enforcement and 
prosecution by local ~uthorities and to what extent will law enforcement engage in racial 
.profiling. 

CT RAISED BILL 275 leaves to the door open to abuse of' powers by local law enforcement 
officials and creates a number .of questions. For instance: 

• Wil! n:wlnority or poor.dog owners be targeted for enforcement over non-minority 
or middle class dog owners? 

• Will owners of huntiqg dogs or American Pit Bull Terriers be targeted for 
enforcement? 

• Will CT RAISED BILL 275 be used to disper-,se )Ni_th. evidence thresholds 
necessary to establish probable· cause arid create a proxy to bypass Due 
Process?· 

Civil Rights & Constitutional Issues 

CT RAISED BILL 275 presents a multitude of civil rights issues and constitution challenges, 
including but not limited to unequal protection, violation of due p~ocess, removal of the 
presumption of innocence, selective enforcement, int.erference with lawful activities and 

CT RAISED BILL 275 also sets the Stage for unequal protection in that owners of subjectively 
targ_eted breeds or intact or dogs of breeding sto·ck are thus. arbitrarily and subjectively held to 
·a different and higher h:~gal standard than other dog-owning citizens, for which the State Of 
Connecticut has not ~~oven nor cannot prove a .rational or legal basis . 

- 10-
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------A"meric·an Rottweiler Club, Inc. 

And since dogs are col')sid~red private and valuable prop~rty. violations of the 41
h.: 51

h and 141
h 

amendments are of concern, a.s outlined in. the attached ·repor:t by the Centers for Disease 
Control and the AVMA . 

Expensive Legal Challenges 

CT RAISED BILL :275, with its many issues and potential infringements of civil rights and · 
constitutional protections, woulcl place'the State of Connecticut, and the cpi.Jnties and 
municipalities in the state in a position of defending against what could be. a multitude of 
lawsuits brought on behaif of dog-owning citiZens. 

The American Rottweiler Club respectfully points oLit that CT .RA)SED BILL 275 is fraught with 
issues not only with regard to public safety, but 'issues that ma!<e CT RAISED BILL 275 a. 
potential minefield of e~pense, legal issues, unintended consequences and. a waste of 
valuable taxpayer doliars. 

L~gal challenges to·the constiMio!"lality of such legislation is now underway in other states, 
including Pimnsylvania, where a large group of plaintiffs, including dog owners, breeders and 
e'i"1thusiasts has filed suit against lawrhaker:s there. 

Closing Thoughts . 

In closing, tl:le American Rottweiler Club rejects the criminaliZation of responsible dog · 
ownership, ·the flawed concept of outlawing or ·eiiminating though heavy-handed regulation. the 
lawful·ownership, and custody of dogs - or ANY animals. 

We formally oppose the erosion by proxy laws of the civil rights and liberties guaranteed to all 
citiZens of ~he United Stat~s under the guise of animal protection .. 

The American Rottweiler Club, having' conducteC1 a thorough analysis of this bill, concludes 
that C!)ni"!ecticut Raised BiU275 would: 

·• Crimlnalize·dog ownership. 
• Fail to prot~ the welfare of ALL dogs 
• Interfere with legal activities. 
• Create a proxy for warrant search.& seizure under· the guise of animal 

prot~tion 

• Deprive citizens of Equal Protection & Due Process 
• Threaten animal agriculture and food production 
• Violate 4111

, slil & 14111 Amendments . 
• Incur liabilityfor local, county and state governmen·ts 
• Waste valuable tax-payer dollars· 

- -11-
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American Rottweiler Cl"ub, Inc. 
•..,. ... ......, .... 

CT RAISED BILL 275: In Summary 

The American Rottwejler Club urges the state Of Connectic)Jt and the Esteemed Members of 
the Committee on the Environment to act appropriately and responsibly to protect the welfar~ 
of animals through the effective. enforcement of e~isting animal cruelt_y and animal control-laws. 

We. respectfully ask if the Committee _not ~now deep-pocketed speciaf interest gtoups who 
.back cT RAISED BILL 275 and similar bills to· prevail over the safe and humane treatment 
animals while seriously eroding the constitution~ I protections of everyday·citizens. 

We urge the Committee Members to reject'CT RAISED BILL 275 in its entirety, and not allow 
t61s dangerous and misguided. piece ofle~islation, no matter how well- intentioned, to brir:~g 
about tiJe destruction of innocent dogs, .eliminate-the responsible and ethical ownership. of 
dogs, discriminate against owners of intac~ dogs, and deprive people of their civil rights. 

We thank you for your attention to this very important .matter and remain committed to 
providing ttie state of Connecticut 1.\'ith expert advice in matters of anfmal husbandry and .the 
numane care and treatment of dogs. We Yiolild be honored to be called upon to se,.Ye. 

Very truly yours, 

Jeff Shaver 
Presid~nt 

Ame~ican Rottweiler Club, Inc. 
e) jshaver522@yahoo.com 
w) www·.AmRottCiub.org 

cc: L~gal Counsel, Amer.ican Kennel Club 
tegal Counse!;-American Dog B~rs ~sociation 
Legal Counsel, United Kennel Club 

- 12-
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_Mr. Chairman and members of the. committee thank you for all~wing 

me to appear-~ere tod_ay to express my opposition to.the. Tether,ng Bill. 

I have been·. actively involved with doio~ a daily basis for <?Ver 55 years 

as a breeder, exhibitor. P~ofe.ssional handler licensec;l by the AKC , an 

AKC dog show judge and a pet owner~ .AS -a licensed handler I attended 

over 175 show~ a year exhibiting dogs in 46 of the contiguous ·united 

.. States.l give you all this to demonstrate to you my personal experiences 

--· 

·e 

. with· the every~ay living and working with dogs wf1ether tl'\ey be AKC · 

registered or just ·a mongrel. Currently I am president of t_he. Windham 

County I(C as well as treasurer of the Co~necticut dog federation. The 

Ct. D. F. is a club made up· of 40 AKC licensed dog clu~s located 
. . 

throughQLit the state of Ct with 2,000 regi~tered voters as m~mbers as 

. well-as their exte.nded families. 

This bill ,as writtet:~, will have a negative impact on a large number of 

·responsible dog owners With very little impact on the owners for whi.ch 

this 'bill is .inte·nded ~Who will continue to ignore the bill if it is passed. 

The space required hi the bill does. not take the size of the various 

. breeds_ofd.ogsJnto~co.nsideration; A-Great Dane or a Chihuahua do not 

require the same area. There are over 165 AKC recognize~ breeds as 

well as untold sizes and shapes of mix breeds lice~sed yearly in this . 

state. One size does not fit all .. There is no consideratio·n. given to-the 

various breed characteristics requiremen~. Sled. dogs, Huskies, 

Sa~mys, and Mats thi~e in the- cold . They normally do not do wen in 

heated h_omes-while Chihuahua or Chinese Cresteds and many small 
. . . 

breeds ne.ed the heated homes to survive. Cresteds have to be 

-protected from t~e sun while the Nordic dog thrive under all sets of . 
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conditions. Yet there is no consideration given in this bill to cover these 

different variables. 

Who is going to enforce this bill? Are you expecting the towns to hire 

more animal.control offic~rs? Towns, ·which ate currently running at a 

deficite and ,for .example~ having to let 100 teachers go because there ·is 

no money to pay them. Or is_ the state going. to hire more animal 

control officers and increase the size of the Dept.·of Agriculture so they 

can enforce this bill?. A depart~ent, that is: so strapped for money that 

they ~u~rently. have. an animal control officer doing his job as well. as. 

that of his boss who retire over a year ago. What kind of training are . 

these new hires. going to be given? Where is the mon~y going to come 

from to train them? Are you going to leave the enforcement of this law 

to untrained ACO~ to determinf;! if the animal is unreasonably confined 

for an unreasonable time? This a.llows for personal opinions, personal 

prejudiCes and total lack of uniformity to occur. Thus, leading to 

potential law suits by aggrieved owners. Do you expect ACO to sit 

outside various dog owners~ residences to time· how long the dog is tied 

out? If so, how can they assure that the owners have full vision of their 

dogs-at all-times. Has any. consideration been .given the the owners .of 

servic~ ~ogs?" No where, that I can find. How can a blind person with a 
. ; .. 

seeing eye· dog have full view of their dog .Or handicapp·ed individuals 

confined to a bed or wheel chair for that matter. 

This bill's requirements does not take into consideration the health of 

the anim~l. Animals recovering from an illness of surgery ·are ofte~ 
required to be crated for an extended period of time . 
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Many elderly people, who are your- constitu~nts, will be negatively and 

severely harmed by this bill. Such people who live in communities.ftt.tef\ 

iH senior housing, condos and apartments, that do not allow fencing of 

any kind. What about the old people of physically disabled who cannot 

walk their dogs and must tie them out to relieve themselves and get a 

little exercise?ln many cases these dogs are these people best friends 

and prized possessions. If this bill is passed it will end their ability to 

keep their dogs forcing th~m to turn them over to a shelter thus putting 

· another burden on the tax payers who support these shelters. 

Personally I never travel with my dogs in a car unless they are crated. 

No they cannot stand up but they are secure like all persons in the car 

WEARING THEIR SEAT BELTS. My puppies start out being crated for 

training, the safety of the puppy and my residence. As a result many of 

my older dogs will readily get into an open crate as they regard it as 

their space. This happens especially when grandchildren appear on the 

scene. 

Once again various breed which are bred for specific reasons like your 

sled dogs and hunting dogs are kept tethered for a reason. Sled dogs, it 

teaches them to bond and be able to work together, hunting dogs, it 

gives them a chance to get the scent while waiting to be released to 

hunt; especially at field trials. There are many reasons to tether dogs 

that are not cruel or inhuman. 

I could go on but know I am limited to a time frame. Let me say that if 

this bill is passed it will hurt far more responsible dog owners than it 

will correct the problem. It will be an adde_d burden on the tax payers of 
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this state. It is ridiculous and will be a waste of tax payers' money to 

pass this bill which cannot be enforced unless an exorbitant amounts 

of public funds are allocated to train, certify and hire sufficient 

personnel to enforce this farce. 

Why make owning a dog such a burden on your constituents? Besides 

they spend lots of money in the local economy because of their pets; 

plus providing employment opportunities for many who are involved 

with pet care. 

As I am sure I have used up my time, I have provided a hand out, 

prepared by The American Kennel Club, which explains the vast 

economic impact· to our state created by the number of dog shows held 

here yearly 

Thank you for you time 

Edward F. Lyons,Jr. 

32 Parker Rd. . 

Somers,Ct 06071 

860763 0397 



•• 

• 

001414 

TESTIMONY OF ANDREA G. SHEPTOFF 

March 8, 20iO 

· SB 274 Legislation c;:oncerning the Unreasonable Tethering and Confinement 

Of Dogs 

Senator Meyer; Represep.tative :R;oy, and fellow.EnVironment Committee members; .thank you· 
the Environment Commi~ee for allowing me to express my· strong support of SB i74, iegislation 
concerning the urir~asonable tl!!thering ;:~nd con.finement of dc:>gs; · 

I dp not want to quote the statistics, horror stories and-frustrations that you hav~ heard and 
Will ~ea~ from Animal Central Officers and fro~ the many, animaf welfare vol~nteers Who want 
to end the suffering of dogs who spend_ their entire life often cold; hungry, thirsty, injured, 
frustrated and· aggressive-their constarit.barking, ·calls. for help, r~garded by many as a-mere 
nuisance. 

I just want to state my ~eiief that it is our d1.,1ty and moral obligation to help those who are 
unabl~ to help theli'1selves. I know.-the enforcement of this law, if-pa~sed, will still, in many 
instances,.be_diffitult. to enforce .... but~so are many oth~r laws such as those regarding drug 
sales·and~immigr:ation.-But thatdoesn't-mean . .we should:just:.throw·in-the.-towel. I hope you. 
will regard this legislation in a favorable way. And even ifjust one dog's·suffering is lessened or 
one dog ·owner educated, then it will be worth the tro.uble it too.k for me ~o be here. today. As 
Mahatma Gandbi ~aid, '1"he g_reatness of a nation -and .its moral p~ogress can be measured by 
the way in which its animals are treated". · · 

Andrea G. Sheptoff 
3 Hoccanum ~oad, Marlborough, CJ' 06447" 
860.228~9761 
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Member of CT Votes for Animals, JD.e CT Underhound Railroad and a volunte~ with the New Britain 
· Aninial Shelter 

Concerning House Bill No. SB 274 
An Act Prohibiting The Unreasonable Confinement And Tethering Of Dogs. 

March 8,2010 · 
•• 0 

Senator Meyer, Representativ~ Roy, -members of the Environment CQmmittee, thankyou for the 
· · opportunity to express my con~ on House Bill·SB 274. · 

l.have worked .with animal welfare and ~~cue for more than 20 y~s·. I ~sk your support of this bill 
because no dog should suffer the neglect .of.being excessively tethered with inadequa~ shelter or care. 
The dogs of Connecticut deserve better and need to be treated with digni~ and compassion. 

• SB 274 will ensure enforcement of the dog tethering and confinement law by clarifying the 
·c9nduct that it. prohibits·. .. · · · 

• Dogs are social llliimals and require interaction and exercise, which tethered dogs do not 
receive . 

• 0 

• Tethered dogs present public safety concerns due to ~essive behavior. 

I have sadly witnessed several dogs in my life that were chained to a couple of pie<;es of wood the 
owners referred to as a shelter. The sniall ~a around them was usually covered with dirt and feces~ 
Never did I see a ball or toy and in. most cases: the water dish Was turned over as the poor dogs ran back . 
and forth just hoping that 8om,eone would stop ~d play with them. Unfortunately on that nu:e occasion 
when someone d,id stop they would jump all over them. simply because they were so starVing for · 
attention. Since the p.oor dog was now -covered in dirt, fecc;s and m.ud no one stayed long. I also 

· remember the look in their eyes of such sadness. 

What I reinember the most :regarding these dogs was that they were left out every day·and-ni~t·in·the 
freezing cold. I did make a complaint to the ACO, but she informed me tliat the language was so vague 
that the pieces of wood ·were actually considered adequate. To me their lives were filled with ·negle~. 
a~use and they were not companion animals, but_prisoners. I will' never understand why people like this 
would get a dog? 

I ~k you to please suppot1 Bill274 and urge the com.mittee.to incarporat~ amendments proposed by 
CT Votes for Animals and .the.ASPCA. · 

Thank you, 

Barbara RUdnick 
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Advisor.y Board _Member Our Companions Domestic Animal S~nctuary 

.In Support of Senate am: 274- an Act Prohibiting the Unreasonable ~onfinement and Tethering of Dogs · 
Joint Environment Committee · · 

Ma:rch 8, 2010 

Senato.r Meyer, ~epreseritatiV.e Roy, anc:t fellow Environment Co-mmittee members, thank you for this 
opportunity to express my strong support for SB 274. · · 

Laws on the books that are not enforceable-are not-effective. This is the ca_se with the existing legislation 
regarding animal tethering. CT Votes for Animals, Our Companicms· D~mestic Animal Sanctuary and the 
statewide "coalition of animal ~elfare.orgimizatlons with the Animai Welfare Federati.on of CT, are trying to 
change this· to protect the n·eglected dogs Involved as well as the public at large. 

This issue is about protecting animals-that live their lives cliai,ned to a staticmary object without adeqllate 
food, water, shelter, or medic~ I care .. ··1 am sure ther~ is not one among you. who would not be in favor of 
more humane treatment of ttT.e victims of s1,1ch unthinkable cruelty. As .a resident of the CitY .of Hartford, I 
d(m't have to stray far ftom m~ own b~ck yard to witness such heart wrenching situations. Sadly, after. such: 
confinement, these animals· of!ten become threat to public safety as well, and SB 274 is intended to addres_s 

. that problem as well. 

. . 

Therefore, I urge you to doth~. right, humane thing a·nd please support SB 2,74 and the· ameridrnents propos~d 
by the ASPCA and q.Votes .fo~ Animals;, This bill would strengthen the c_u~rent law and sive Animal Control 
Officers a means to protect neglected dogs and keep· our community safe. 

· Kathleen Sullivan 
· 86 Bloomfield Avenue 

.Hartfor~, Connecticut 06105 

. . 

1 
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To the Environment Committee 
Connecticut General Assembly 

Dear Chairs and members of the Committee. 
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I am writing this in suPPort of the Dog _Chaining and Confinement B~, a bill which wou).d more 
closely define and regulate the time a dog may be chained and· other considerations such as how 
much space must be allowed. · 

I will start by saying that a bill:. sue~ as this is long overdue. 

Dogs chained outside for any ~ignificailt time are vulnerable to aU. kirids of weather conditions 
and pests such as fleas and ticks. hi addition, dogs chained outside suffer very greatly from 
loneliness. A dog is a natural f"all;lily (pack) animal. C~g b.in;l ~o~e is not just a living 
condition, it is a cruei_punishment~. Also they are naturally inquisitive-and need to roam and 
explore. Dogs .chain~d. outside feel and are very defenseless. They cannot fight very well, neither 
-can they run very far. They are vulnerable t_o predators (coyotes, bobcat, rabid aniinals). They 
are vulnerable to bejn:g stolen or pQssibly abused by h~. No dog should ever be· put in this · 
unfair and dangerowi disadvantage. Because they sense thefr deferisel~ssness, ·chained dogs are in 
a constant state of anXi~, vigilance, . and a re8dy-to-fight- state ofmind. They become ovedy 
aggressive even when nbt called for. This is how you create a vicious dog. Dogs tied by a neCk 
collar and· leash may chpke trying to fight against it ~ome have even been strangled. Dogs on 
long leashes may become entangled and imm9bilized, a particularly uncomfortable and 
dangerous state.. · 

For these reasons, dogs 'Shouid never be chained outside except for short periods,-~ good 
wea~er and only when ;human 'supervision is available: 

The;abov.e:infonnation;was-extiapolated-from .an interview-I-bad.witli an-Animal Cmrtr~l: 
. Officer for .the purpose of airin~ our conversa~on as a show on public access television. 

Thank y01,1 for your attention, lhope you will support this 'bill. 

Barbara Day 
178 Cedar Swamp Road 
Storrs; Conn. 
860-429-8026 
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Testimony of J~el Serota, 121 Tuttle Road, Woodb~ 8, 2010 

In opposition to Raised Bill No. 274 

An Act Prohibiting the Unreasonable Confinement and Tethering of Dogs. '""' 

As many times as I read and re-read this proposed bill I still have to seareh for its genesis! It 
raises so many questions as to "Why this bill is even necessary in the first place? Whom does it 
benefit? Who does it harm and most puzzling, what is it that you are trying to accomplish? 
Let me share with you my findings that you, who serve this state, should collectively 
withdraw this bill now. Here are more than several reasons to do so. Any ofwbieh should 
eause you as legislaton to rethink your positions. 

Why is this Bill n:eeessary? You are placing younelves in a position to know what is best for 
someone else's dog. You are looking to·make a determination as to tethering in an 
unreasonable manaer in a confined place primarily based upon square footage and 
unattended, not within the visual range of the owiler. This proposed Bill places an 
unreasonable burden on the owner to always have to be on site or have a dog sitter on the 
premises. The concept is just not realistic, but the fines are? Think of the legal rights of 
ownen of the property when drafting legislation? Have you even considered the 
enforcement of sueh a law? Consider the legal eonsequenees when someone attempts to 
make a determination as to square footage or goes on to someone's property to see if the 
owner is in visual range of the animal. Bow about in an urban setting with its limited area or 
the inside of a penon's apartment. Bow do you enforce this Bill? Could you be creating a 
situation that could result in ownen abandoning their dogs to roam the streets? 
Who is going to pay for this or the litigation the State would surely face when ownen of dogs 
or real property seek to enforce their legal rights? It's an unnecessary bill, unenforceable 
and fi.naneially detrimental to the State based upon poten~l iiability. 

Whom does it ben~t? Not the dog lover that has and continues to take eare of his pet. Be 
.knows how his pet should be taken eare of inside and outside in a confined enclosure. 
Certainly not the officials that have to enforee this ill conceived and poorly defined Bill. Not 
the tupayen of-the State; whose-tax dollan will-best-serve the State-in areas that require 
services. 

There is missing language in this Bill that should exempt or exclude a kennel housing a pack 
of sporting hounds. The very purpose of having such hounds close together in a confined 
area is the socialization and paek mentality of working together. Although Ueensed, it is not 
a commercial keuneL This Bill addresses confined or tethered without consideration to 
sporting dogs. Again, why sueh a laek of thought in proposing a Bill that misses key 
elements that a Bill should have? 

What were you trying to accomplish: with this Bill? Helping dogs? then if this is true, why 
not allow our very able. Animal Control officials do what they elll"n9itly do? They have the 
authority without this bill to protect dogs and ensure their welfare. This Bill would be a 
very costly bill and be burdensome to the State, our citizens who own dogs and officials that 
would have to enforce an unnecessary regulation. I urge you to withdraw this Bill now. 

Joel Serota 
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CONNEcriCUI' VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 
TESTIMONY TO CGA ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE :REGARDING RAISED 
Bll.L."NO~ 174 · 

AN ACT PROBIBITINB THE UNREASONABLE CONFINEMENT AND 
TETHERING OF· DOGS 

March 8,.2010 

Messr;s ~en and Members of the Environment. Committee: 

We are writing as repre$entatives of the Connectieut Veterinary Medical Assoc~tion, 
which represents 95%-ofCoim.ecticut li~ed veterinarians~ We respectfully request that. 
veterinary hospitals &.n9 clinics be considered exempt.:from raised bi11274, as animals 
being hospitalized for medical and surgical treatment require coirlinement for appropriate 
~-· . 

Thank yoU: for your consideration. · 

Sincerely, 

Eva Ceranowicz DVM . 
Past President and Co Chair Goveminent Affairs Committee 
Connectlcut. Veterinary Medical Association 

Robert Belden DVM 
Past President and Co Chair Government Affairs Committee 
Connecticut Veterinary Medical Association 
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