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The Committee on Natural Resources and Agriculture supports
humane treatment of all animals but unanimously rejects H4002, An
Act Relative to Improving the Health of Farm Animals and
Promoting the Use of Humane Practices in Animal Husbandry.

This Initiative Petition, filed by animal rights activists, would create
a farm animal advisory board and mandate regulations for the care
of all farm animals.

While we support both of these in concept, the Committee’s decision
to oppose H4002 is based upon the fact that the proposed legislation
as drafted is severely defective in both form and content.

Implicit in the legislation is the presumption that farm animals are
treated inhumanely. Yet, the Department of Food and Agriculture
has received not one written complaint of farm animal abuse in the
state in the past four years. Even the proponents of the bill at the
public hearing before the Committee were unable to document or
substantiate any farm animal welfare problems except for the
conditions under which veal calves are raised. They, in fact, admitted
that their draft was absed upon a European model, fashioned to
address farm animal problems abroad, and we have no evidence that
problems of abuse exist in Massachusetts.

Moreover, a proposed regulatory scheme based upon the recom-
mendations of a so called scientific advisory board of such bias and
lack of balance would exclude the group most impacted by the
legislation farmers.

In fact, regulations proposed under H4002 would bypass existing
state laws which ensure the public’s participation by requiring open
meetings and public hearings before regulations can be promulgated.
Thus the document process is circumvented.

The Committee does not stand alone in feeling that H4002 is not
the correct approach to reach the desirable goal of humane treatment
for all animals.

Almost every person or group (except the Initiative’s sponsors) of
the over 50 who testified at the public hearing expressed serious
reservations or outright opposition. Not one Committee member,

jc Commontoealtf) of iHa««ari)uaetW

MAJORITY REPORT.



HOUSE No. 55401988] 3

from either an agricultural or urban area, supported the measure. The
highly respected Massachusetts Society for the Prevention of Cruelty
to Animals (MSPCA), the Animal Rescue League (ARL), the
Humane Society, other animal welfare advocates, and the
Massachusetts Veterinary Medical Association endorsed the intent of
H4002 but could not support its present form. The Department of
Food and Agriculture and the Farm Bureau testified in opposition.
People who had signed the petition testified that they did not realize
the flawed nature of H4002 and the effect it would have.

Even the proponents of H4002 admit that the Initiative has
problems, and have been working with the Committee and MSPCA,
ARL, the Farm Bureau, and representatives of Tufts Veterinary
School on legislation to establish humane farm animal regulations
(including new methods of raising veal calves) and create an advisory
committee with fair representation of the interests of farmers, animal
activists, animal scientists and veterinarians.

The Committee on Natural Resources and Agriculture is a diverse
committee ofDemocrats and Republicans, rural, urban and suburban
legislators who have a proud history of commitment to the
preservation of Massachusetts agriculture and the welfare of all
animals. Each of us has different reasons for opposing the Initiative,
but we all agree that the passage of H4002 will have dire consequences
not only for farmers but for all citizens of the Commonwwealth.

Our concerns are described below.
Effects on Agriculture, Open Space and the Economy
H4002 would impose compulsory regulations which could cause

severe financial hardship to farmers, could lead to the loss of
farm land (a major form of open space) and could lead to increased
food prices and decreased agricultural sufficiency.

The Commissioner of the Department of Food and Agriculture
estimates the provisions of H4002 would force farmers to alter
substantially their barns and other structures at a cost of $9O million.
Most of the farms in our state are family businesses which have
struggled to maintain their operations in the face of spiralling costs
and rising land values. Hundreds of small farmers could be forced
to shut down and sell their land to the highest bidder most likely
for development.
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One of the mostvalued features of Massachusetts is our open space/
conservation/recreation land. Massachusetts farms comprise over
600,000 acres of undeveloped, open space which provide wildlife
habitat, rural vistas and land for recreational uses not only for
ourselves but for future generations. We fear the destruction of the
rural character of Massachusetts.

The decline of agriculture in Massachusetts will, therefore, lead to
increased costs of farm products that will force us as consumers to
pay more to import food into the Commonwealth and will result in
the need to raise added tax dollars to fund the state’s Agriculture
Preservation Program. Those farmers who are able to remain in
business will be forced to pass their increased expenses on to the
consumer.

Mandated Regulations Before Need is Demonstrated
H4002 would impose comprehensive and compulsory regulations

on farms when the need for such regulation is undocumented. The
Department of Food and Agriculture has received no written
complaints of farm animal abuse in the past four years. Farmers work
with veterinarians, animal nutritionists, the county extension services,
and other specialists on a regular basis. It is economic nonsense for
people who raise animals for their livelihood to use poor methods of
nutrition, housing and care.

The proponents based their public hearing testimony on studies of
animal practices in Sweden, England, and other European countries,
and were unable to document any farm animal abuse in
Massachusetts.

While there is no evidence that cruelty exists, if it does we want
to know about it. The rational and cost effective way to approach
regulation is for the legislature to establish a task force or advisory
board representing the interests of farmers, humane animal groups,
and medical science who will investigate activities on Massachusetts
farms and propose regulations where they are needed.

Conceptual Defects and Drafting Flaws
The Initiative Petition process outlined in the state’s Constitution

provides that the Legislature must be given the opportunity to approve
or reject an Initiative before it appears on the ballot. The Legislature
cannot modify an Initiative to correct defects or make improvements;
we cannot change one word, one comma, one period!
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The Committee believes that there are conceptual flaws and drafting
errors in H4002 which make the Initiative untenable.

One of the major conceptual flaws is the proposal to create an
advisory board on farm animals which would have no representatives
nominated by farm organizations. Four of the five members would
be selected by animal welfare groups. This means Massachusetts
agriculture would be regulated by a single viewpoint. An advisory
board on farm animals should reflect the interests of farming, animal
science, medicine, public health, as well as those concerned with
animal welfare. But the Committee cannot make these changes to
balance the advisory board.

Another major flaw in H4002, acknowledged by its proponents, is
the provision allowing a farmer to receive an exemption. The vague
language providing for the exemption does not cover the scope of
activities intended. For example, it is unclear whether a farmer could
receive an exemption from implementation for reasons of financial
hardship.

H4002 provides that the advisory board “may annually allocate a
sum not to exceed ten cents per citizen of the Commonwealth” to assist
farmers. It is unclear to us whether this language is intended to give
the advisory board sole authority to earmark a portion of the existing
Department of Food and Agriculture budget or whether it is the
proponents’ intent to raise new funds and, therefore, increase the
budget.

In addition to the adverse effects on farmers, open space, and the
economy, and aside from the drafting errors in the bill which we
cannot change, we believe that there are also provisions in H4002 that
are deceptive. Chief among these is a statement relative to banning
the grinding of baby chicks. No Massachusetts farmer grinds baby
chicks, nor has used this practice for nearly 50 years. Referencing
activities that are obsolete is done to evoke hysteria among a caring
citizenry.

H4002 wrongly creates an adversarial role between animal
advocates and farmers. We do not believe the citizens of this
Commonwealth want a farm animal rights law with so many defects.
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Because we are not permitted to make changes in the Initiative, we
have no alternative but to reject the Initiative and do so unanimously.
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