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allowa kind of a built-in defense, and that is that if a pet or
some other anima.' is neglected, or not watered or abandoned, the
built-in defense is, thiit's not ny animal, that's ny 7-year-old
kid's animal. |t does take out the problemthat we' ve run into,
and that is that ﬁeopl e going out and affirmatively causing harm
to animals, and there would be no criminal liability in that
situation. I woul d urge the adoption of the anerdnent to the
comittee anmendnents.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Thank you. Discussion onthe Lindsa
a_rrerr(dment ? Senat or Wehrbein, followed by Senators Noore an
Dierks.

SENATORWEHRBEIN: Yes, Nr. Speaker, menbers. I would support
this, but | guess | would have a question. | still read this as
being owned. SO what Senator Norrissey was referring to, or
ot her shenani gans that go on reall y isn't speaking to his
particular issue, because it saidwhen an animal is owned E)y a
mnor child, | nean that's within the famly that you' re. ipjg
section refers to, as | interpret it. . It's not the casual

chicken running down the block. (Laugh.) So, | npean |

under stand what we' re getting at, but on t%e ot her hand, | would

think that there ought to be nore responsibility here than just

m schief that we would comit within a neighborhood or within an
area. This does say when an aninmal is owned bya pjnor child.

So it's actually doing this kind of activity to their own
aninmal, if | interpret that correctly.

SPEAKER BARRETT: ~ Was that a question directed at Senator
Lindsay?

SENATOR WEHRBEIN: Yes, please.
SPEAKER BARRETT: Would you respond, sir'?

SENATOR LINDSAY:  oh boy. | think the question was..you were
driving at the first |langlage of the section, IS {hat “correct

Senator?

.SE{\IQTtOhR(’EWEI;REEg;lZ V\,hatYeS’ thﬁ_ lS%cti onI %. dl didn't think we were
I nt Issu a chi wou 0 10 someone else’ s
ani mal . We' d been tal king about when an ani n'a? i's owned by a

m nor child. Now am | wong?

SENATOR LINDSAY: No, | think...and | may have nischaracterised
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