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Eyewitness Report:

US Supreme Court,US v. Stevens,
Animal Cruelty or Free Speech?

Washington, DC, October 6, 2009 by Judith Brecka.

I’ve just returned to my hotel room after
oral arguments and lunch with most of
the lawyers involved in writing briefs on
behalf of Mr. Stevens. Remember, the
Petitioner is the U.S. government and the
Humane Society of the United States,
and the Respondent is Mr. Stevens.

The Supreme Court building is
impressive, and I recall back to my law
student days dreaming of working on a
case before the court. The security is
daunting as you have to pass through 3
checkpoints with metal detectors. 1
always set off alarms with my knee and
braces on both hands, but the staff of the
Marshals Office were professional and
very courteous. Finally, I was seated in
the courtroom and before long every seat
was taken.

The courtroom personnel admonished
people to cease conversations and a quiet
fell upon the room. Suddenly, the
Justices appeared and took their seats at
the bench.

Wayne Pacelle, HSUS, representatives
from ASPCA, and a host of animal
rights attorneys were in attendance.

First order of business was admissions in
open court of attorneys to the U.S.
Supreme Court bar. Then the case of US
v. Stevensgvas called. First-up was the
attorney arguing for the Petitioner (or the
government). The attorney for the

Petitioner was given a rough time right
from the beginning. He argued that
under New York v. Ferben child

The Authority of Law: Sculpted by James
Earle Fraser, photograph by Lois Long,
Collection of the Supreme Court of the United
States. Used by permission.

pornography case, that commercial
speech can be limited. Justice Sotomayor
interrupted and asked about "crush
videos", dog fighting videos, and
hunting videos.



Chief Justice Roberts asked about what
categories of speech are unprotected.
The Chief Justice asked how this case
relates to New York v Ferbe#nd Free
Speech Coalition cases.

Justice Ginsburg asked about the
American Booksellers v. Putnatse
dealing with violent depictions of
women and the 2nd Circuit Court said it
cannot limit it.

Justice Scalia, who was really having a
field day on this case, asked about
targeting a subject.

Chief Justice Roberts asked whether the
content has to be viewed to determine
whether it should be prohibited.

Justice Sotomayor raised the issue of
PETA and other organizations using
depictions of the same videos to fund-
raise. She also asked what was so
different about the Stevens videos from
the David Romas documentary on
“pitbulls” which she felt was more
violent. She also commented that this
case was not the same as child
pornography.

Justice Scalia commented that he viewed

child pornography in the same vein as
obscenity. He remarked that Section 48
was something quite different than
obscenity. He used the bull fighting
example. Petitioner's attorney said
Spanish bullfighting videos would be
exempted.

Justices Breyer and Kennedy both asked
Petitioner's attorney astute questions
about the “overbroad argument” put
forth by Respondent Stevens counsel.

Justice Kennedy commented that

Petitioner's argument is that it is the
exceptions that save this statute from
being overbroad.

Justice Ginsburg also pounded the
Petitioner's attorney with questions of
dog fighting, cock fighting, and how is it
different from bull fighting?

Justice Scalia pounced upon the hunting
issue when Petitioner's counsel argued
that hunting is exempt because it is not
cruel due to the fact that the animal is
not "cruelly killed". Justice Scalia
commented that there is only one
meaning to “kill”. He also commented
that these people don't eat meat and
believe that all animals for food
consumption are cruelly killed.

The Great Hall: Ffranz Jantzen, Collection of
the Supreme Court of the United States. Used
by permission.



Justice Breyer asked whether "cruelly
killed" would save Section 48. Justice
Breyer suggested Congress draft a
statute that is aimed at those prohibited
actions. Justice Breyer added that since
"crush videos" were the actual focus of
Section 48, that Congress could
narrowly draft a statute that is directed at
dog fighting and crush videos.

Justice Scalia asked about a video taken
in a state where the activity is legal. Of
course, Petitioner's attorney countered
with the argument that dog fighting is
illegal in all 50 states.

Justice Ginsburg piped in that the
Stevens videos were taken in Japan and
it is legal in that country.

Justice Scalia then gave the example of
being an aficionado of the ancient sport
of gladiators, “Would that be exempt?
So, if I dress up like an ancient Roman,
would that meet the historical test?”

Justice Ginsburg stated that Ferber
spoke to continual abuse to a child
which is not present in this case. She
said that Stevens is not a dog fighter, nor
a promoter of dog fighting. He did not
film the events, but edited the events.

Petitioner's attorney argued that
simulated dog fights would be
permissible.

Respondent's merit attorney, Patricia
Millett, next argued. Justice Kennedy
asked her about the government's
interest in regulating "crush videos" for
their purient interest (for nonlawyers
"sexual content"). Justice Kennedy
asked about renting a theater and
showing pay-for-view dog fights from
Japan and whether that activity would be

protected speech?

Justice Breyer noted that sadism is a
sexual fetish, and asked if acts of cruelty
would then fall under sadism? He also
noted that it was not the court's job to
write a Constitutional statute, but the job
of Congress.

Chief Justice Roberts indicated that
Congress needs to define the "evil" they
seek to prohibit. Respondent's attorney
argued that there is nothing in the
congressional record that Section 48
stops the actual crime of dog fighting.

Justice Stevens, who was very silent
until this point, asked, "Do you think
Section 48 prohibits hunting in DC?”
(Hunting is not legal in the District of
Columbia) Respondent's attorney stated
that it would be up to the "value police"
(judge and jury) to make that judgment.
Moreover, the Circuit needed to use the
“three prong test” as set forth in Miller
(an obscenity case).

Justice Alito accused the Petitioner and
the Amici of looking for hypotheticals as
no one else has been prosecuted and
there has not been a decrease in hunting
videos.

Justice Scalia stated that he believes that
Section 48 has not been enforced as to
hunting.

Respondent's attorney argued that until
December 1999 this area had not been
governed before. Respondent's attorney
also argued that the statute covers any
depictions including photos and
sketches, and it would be up to the
"values police" to determine whether it
was animal cruelty or artistic.



Justice Alito gave the example of human
sacrifices and asked that if someone
wanted to operate a human sacrifice
channel on pay-for-view, would that be
protected speech?

Justice Alito also asked whether we
could prevent the “ethnic cleansing
channel”? Justice Scalia asked if we
could prevent a documentary or film of a
new Hitler?

Respondent's attorney elegantly argued
that, "The fact that conduct is repugnant
or repulsive is irrelevant as it may be
protected under the First Amendment.”

Justice Breyer asked whether, under an
educational aspect, you are promoting
illegal conduct?

Justice Scalia stated that it is not the
government’s best interest to tell us what
is repugnant.

Chief Justice Roberts asked whether the
government can ban human sacrifices.

The Petitioner's, or government’s
attorney, reserved 3 minutes and got
pummeled some more by Justices
Stevens and Scalia.

If you look at the questions asked by
justices, you might see a pattern as to
which side they are on regarding this
issue. However, only the Supreme Court
Justices know which way they will vote.
I was pleased to see some of my
examples used by the justices.

The media were there in full force, and
Wayne Pacelle was giving interviews
left and right. However, our side did get
some air time as Patricia Millett and
some of the media coalition were
interviewed. There will be balanced
reporting.

After oral arguments, many of the
lawyers who wrote briefs on behalf of
Mr. Stevens gathered for lunch at the
Sonoma Restaurant. For me, as a small
town lawyer from Santa Monica, I was
in heady company and the intellectual
discussions at the lunch table energized
me and gave me a sense that we are not
alone fighting these issues. I also was
able to educate many of the high-
powered first amendment lawyers about
the activities of HSUS in regard to anti-
pet legislation. I explained to them what
anti-pet legislation is, and why it’s so
bad. I made some new friends and
converts to our cause.

For the complete transcript of the US Supreme Court proceedings of US v. Stevens

please go to:

http://www.supremecourtus.gov/oral arguments/areument_transcripts/08-769.pdf

http://tinyurl.com/y9oazuk




Unconstitutional in Louisville, Kentucky and Everywhere Else

A critical
legal decision for pet owners was filed
on October 2™ last week by Federal
Court regarding controversial Louisville,
KY animal care and control ordinances
brought into practise within the past
couple of years. This court case was
filed and fought by the Louisville
Kennel Club against the
Louisville/Jefferson County Metro
Government, on behalf of the pet owners
of Louisville and across the United
States, given the Constitutional nature of
the lawsuit. The most critical aspect of
this judgement is that, as a constitutional
Federal Court decision, it is relevent and
may be cited as precedent across the US
instead of only within Kentucky.*

The Louisville ordinances were used as a
springboard for similar legislation that
has been passed or is pending across the
US. This has lead to significant
speculation that the Humane Society of
the United States (HSUS) was heavily
involved in the drafting of this
legislation; especially since the HSUS
regularly announces its involvement in
the drafting in legislation across the US

2009-10-05, 09:48 | ESaunders AR-HR.com
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and dedicates significant resources to
legislation and legal action

Therefore, perhaps the legal experts at
the HSUS and legislators everywhere
should take note that the following
sections of the Louisville ordinances
have been struck down as
unconstitutional with immediate
injunction against enforcement under
the Fourteenth AmendmentOs Equal
Protection and Due Process clauses:

I Enclosures for unaltered dogs
require approval of the Director
of Animal Services in writing:

“There being No apparent
reason why the owners of
unaltered dogs should be
treated differently than the
owners of their neutered
counterparts, the written
approval requirement lacks a
rational basis and is
unconstitutional”

I"  Confiscation of Victimized
Animal (Section 91.101):
Significant analysis is dedicated
to this portion of the decision
(pgs 16 -20) and should be
considered important reading for
any animal owner. The critical
portions of the decision on this
section include:

o “As (LKC) argue, pet
owners clearly have a
property interest in
their animals. See Besws
v. Bracken County Fiscal
Court, 210
S.W.3d177,180
(Ky.2006) (recognizing
that dogs are personal
property) This interest is



not absolute and is
subject to regulation by
state and municipal
governments. Id.
Nonetheless, the
government is not
permitted to deprive an
animal owner of his
property without due
process of law?’

o “the portion of 91.101
that would permanently
deprive a pet owner of
his property, absent a
finding of guilt, is
unconstitutional”

Three sections were found to be
problematic by the court through express
authorization of seizure of animals
without requirement for a warrant:

" Section 91.073(D) dealing with
potential violation of tethering
laws.

" Section 91.094(A) dealing with
suspected animal cruelty

" Section 91.101(A) which states
“Any animal found involved in a
violation of any portion of this
section may be confiscated by
any Animal Control Officer or
any peace officer and held in a
humane manner”

In court, Metro was noted it
“vehemently disclaims the idea that it
authorizes warrantless searches”. Metro
further acknowledged the Fourth
Amendment as acting as an independent
check on Animal Control Officers.
(although there are a number of animal
owners in Louisville who might equally
‘vehemently’ disagree with that

position) The subsequent analysis by
the court is entertaining, at minimum,
noting as follows below:

1" “This is, of course, a wise
position to take; to the extent that
an ordinance authorizes searches
or seizures of a sort not
sanctioned by the Constitution, it
must be unconstitutional. That is
merely to state a truism, but as
the Court has in essence been
asked only to affirm that the
Fourth Amendment applies to
searches contemplated by the
above-quoted sections, there is
little else to say.”

The foresight of including this
information in the decision is admirable,
as it puts the observation in the record
that these sections indeed violate the
Constitution if applied as written should
Metro Animal Control Officers decide to
do so in the future, as they have been
alleged to have done so in the past.

The direct ramifications of this case are
immense, much more so that most
realize. This is one of the first of the
Section 1983 federal suits launched in
response to trampling of animal owners’
constitutional rights. The Hawaii
lawsuit by Norman Pang is another.
There are many more on the horizon and
rightfully so. The State of Indiana might
want to take note.

Copyright 2009 by Erica Saunders
All rights reserved

*Restated for clarity and technical legal
accuracy




California Dog Owners Help Defeat Mandatory
Spay/Neuter Bill in State Senate

By: PR Newswire,Sep. 10, 2009 05:27 PM

WOODLAND HILLS, Calif., Sept. 10
/PRNewswire-USNewswire/ -- Due to
the legislative advocacy efforts of
Concerned Dog Owners of California
(CDOC) and partner groups, the State
Assembly Tuesday voted 28-42 to reject
SB250 which would require mandatory
spaying and neutering of California's pet
dogs and roaming pet cats and add
millions to local government costs.

State Senator Dean Florez (D-Shafter)
sponsored the bill, claiming it would
lead to long-term savings for the state
and reduce animal overpopulation.

CDOC, Save Our Dogs, and other
opponents, however, pointed out the
bill's many flaws, citing the lack of
effectiveness and high costs of similar
ordinances that have been in effect for
long periods of time in areas such as
Santa Cruz.

"We are pleased to have been effective
advocates on behalf of owners of all
types of dogs and pets, as well as
working dogs, in California," said Bill

McFadden, President of the nonprofit
CDOC. "We look forward to addressing
these issues next year in a way that does
not disenfranchise responsible pet
owners, ranchers and farmers, law
enforcement personnel and the disabled
who rely on service dogs."

The bill, which was granted a two-year
run, will be up for consideration again in
January of 2010.

The mission of CDOC is to provide
information and education to elected
officials and others so that legislation
and regulation will promote the health,
well-being and appropriate care of all
dogs, protect the rights and
responsibilities of dog owners and
breeders, and support responsible dog
ownership.

CDOC is located at 22647 Ventura
Blvd., #108, Woodland Hills, CA 91364.
The CDOC website is CDOCA .org.

SOURCE: Concerned Dog Owners of
America

Cats Nearly Four Times
More Likely to Have
Rabies than Dogs

Sep 16, 2009
DVM NEWSMAGAZINE

National report -- The number of rabies-
infected cats was almost four times that of
rabies-infected dogs in the United States in

2008, according to a new report from the
American Veterinary Medical Association.
Cats may be more prone to rabies because
they're vaccinated less and roam outdoors
unsupervised more often than dogs, the
report suggests.

The data, collected by the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, appears in
a new AVMA rabies backgrounder published
online in advance of World Rabies Day,
Sept. 28. The report also covers the history



of rabies and its prevalence around the
world as well as clinical signs, diagnosis,
treatment and euthanasia protocols for
infected and possibly infected animals.

Most rabies infections -- 93 percent -- are
seen in wild animals, according to the report,
but most post-exposure rabies prophylaxis
(PEP) in humans is administered because of
exposure to rabid or possibly rabid cats and
dogs.

Researchers also warn that imported dogs
carry the threat of a resurgence of canine
rabies variants in this country. They point to
a rabid puppy that arrived from India in
2007, and a rabid dog from Iraq imported
into New Jersey in 2008.

The complete study, "Rabies surveillance in
the United States during 2008" appears in
the Sept. 15 issue of the Journal of the
American Veterinary Medical Association

http://veterinarynews.dvm360.com/dvm/Veterinary+news/Cats-nearly-four-times-more-likely-to-

have-rabies-/ArticleStandard/Article/detail/627123?contextCateqgoryld=378

Maine Dog Owner
Speaks Out

Editors Note: The following was written
by Barbara Corriveau of the Collie Club
of Maine. It appeared in the Maine
Sunday Telegram on August 23, 2009.

I am writing about your article in the
Aug. 17 Press Herald about the adoption
of dogs from Arkansas. ("Adoption
effort leads to 10-dog airlift to Maine.")

It contained inaccuracies and was
misleading. The article implied that the
large number of dogs in the shelters in
Arkansas was due to the lack of spay-
and-neuter laws in that state. It implied
that Maine does not have a problem with
unwanted dogs because we do have a
spay-and-neuter law. In fact, we do not
have such a law.

But another thing Maine does not have is
a stray-dog problem. It is the stray-dog
situation in Arkansas that causes the
problem they have. Even your article

pointed out that the two dogs were
strays.

It is not necessary or desirable to go to
the drastic measure of legally requiring
the surgical removal of the reproductive
organs of every dog in order to prevent
"overpopulation."

Studies have shown that the few counties
in the country that have such laws have
actually seen an increase in shelter
populations. People who could not
afford to sterilize their dogs were
relinquishing them.

Properly cared-for dogs do not
reproduce simply because they have
reproductive organs. Allowing dogs to
stray is the cause of the problem of
unwanted litters.

Furthermore, the importation of
unhealthy stray dogs carrying
communicable diseases into our state is
not a praiseworthy thing to do.



Your article states that at least one of the
dogs brought into Maine carried
heartworm disease.

This disease can then be carried to
healthy Maine dogs by mosquitoes.
Dogs carrying communicable diseases
should be treated where they are and
only imported here after they are
healthy.

Lastly, your article concluded with a
statement about the number of animals
that are admitted to shelters around the
country each year.

The article was about dogs. The
statement implied that this was the
number of dogs that were admitted to

shelters, but the number includes all
animals, of which most are cats and
other animals, not dogs. This is
misleading in an article that was about
dogs.

Clearly there are not enough unwanted
dogs in Maine to meet the need for
people who wish to adopt if they need to
bring them here from the south. While I
do not wish to criticize the individuals
who want to give them homes, I also do
not want to see severe mandatory
sterilization laws promoted or
communicable diseases brought into our
state.

Barbara Corriveau

Virginia OBreeder BillO Hurts People & Dogs

By Sharyn Hutchens, Virginia Federation of Dog Clubs and Breeders

I've spent some time talking to
commercial breeders who were hit with
the Virginia commercial breeder bill.
Here are a few of their stories:

1) One breeder had 63 dogs when animal
control arrived to tell her she

had to cut down to 50 immediately. She
called the local shelter who

said they would be happy to help. She
groomed her older bitches, who

were mostly no longer being bred
anyway, and took them down to the
shelter. She said very tearful goodbyes
and came home depressed, feeling

as though she had let down her old girls.
She got a phone call that

night asking her how old the girls were -
- she said they were nine to 12

years old. The shelter worker said,
"Wow, they seemed much younger than
that." Two days later she called to see
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how the girls were and if there

had been any placements. She was told
they had all been put down

because they were "too old to place." |
had the unhappy job of telling

her that those dogs would not have fallen
under the law anyway -- it

reads "50 breeding dogs." If they were
retired, they were not supposed

to be counted in her limit. No
regulations were written for the law, so
it's up to local animal control to interpret
however they want and this

one apparently decided to ignore the part
that specified the limit was

for breeding dogs only.

2) Another breeder has 24 dogs, which
puts her well below the "30 dogs

= commercial breeder" threshold. She
was harassed repeatedly by a

"humane investigator" who insists he has



the right to come onto her

property to "count her dogs." (He does

not have that right unless there

is a complaint.) When he eventually

wore her down, he agreed she did not

have enough dogs to constitute a

commercial kennel, but wrote her up for

having weeds in the dog yard. I have no

idea what part of the law weeds

in the dog yard would be under, but she

now has a "complaint" listed in

her county. Incidentally, the weeds he

complained about were trees

called Tree-of-Heaven or China Sumac.

We have them in our dog yard too.
They are considered weeds by

horticulturists and will grow anywhere

(even through graveled dog yards). They

provide shade in the summer and

virtually disappear in the winter. Now

this breeder has to put up tarps

for shade...much more attractive (not)

She said wistfully, "I think the

dogs enjoyed having the trees."

3) A third breeder had a visit from
animal control a couple of weeks

ago. He and a representative from the
state vet's office inspected her

kennel and found nothing wrong except
some tartar on some dogs' teeth.

(The vet asked her if she brushed them
every day.) She had 50 dogs the

day they visited and as they left, the
ACO asked, "So are you a

commercial kennel or not?" The breeder
just smiled and said "You tell

me." Seems like a harmless enough
exchange, but if she IS, she has to
comply with a whole lot of regulations
she does not have to comply with

if she is not. And animal control
apparently does not know whether she
is or not.

4) One exceptional commercial breeder
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whose set-up would put many show
breeders to shame is not able to get a
waiver to allow her to have more

than 50 dogs. (The law allows counties
to hold hearings to allow

exceptions) The reason? Because her
county is afraid of the mobs of

ARs who would show up at the hearing
and "give the county a bad name."

Just because I am so impressed, I have to
tell you this breeder keeps

about 100 dogs, (or did until now), has a
staff of four in addition to

herself and her husband, has a groomer
who comes four days a week, a

standing Friday appointment with the
vet, will take back any pup she has

sold, places her bitches at age six, and if
any of those placements

don't work out, the old girls come back
to her to stay for life. She has

also taken in old bitches from other
breeders and chastised them for not
placing those girls when they were
younger. This same breeder was

visited by animal control two hours after
she called the sponsor of this

bill to voice her concerns. He looked
around and told her she had been

set up, and left. The last time AKC
inspected her, the inspector looked

at all the empty pens and said, "What
have they done to you? You were

one of the best breeders we had."

5) Breeders who used to skip seasons on
their bitches now have to breed

them every season because they have
half the number they had. Breeders

who once took back puppies who didn't
work out are now afraid to because

it will put them over the limit.
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From our Nation's Capitol
Congress has returned from summer recess and is expected to soon
take action on a number of issues of interest to dog owners.

News from the State Capitols

There are currently five state legislatures in session and forty-five that
are in special session, recess, or have adjourned. For the latest
information on the over 850 state and federal bills being tracked by the
Government Relations Department, visit our 2009 Legislation Tracking
page. This page, updated daily, provides the latest bill text, status, and
any Legislative Alerts posted by the AKC.

For more information on any of the measures mentioned, contact us at

(919) 816-3720 or doglaw@akc.org.

Here are some of the highlights.

Local Battles

Although most state legislatures have adjourned, many municipalities
are still considering ordinances that could affect your rights as dog
owners. If you hear of an issue in your town or county, contact us at
(919) 816-3720 or doglaw@akc.org. We will be happy to provide you
with the resources, tools, and support you need to help fight for
responsible dog ownership in your community. Here are some
examples of the approximately 100 local issues we are monitoring.

GR Mourns Loss of Former Director
On Friday, September 11, the purebred dog community lost a great
man with the untimely passing of Walter Bebout.

A dog person since his youth, Walt gained extensive experience in the
sport of dogs as a breeder, exhibitor, AKC-approved judge, member
club president, show chairman, and AKC delegate. Walt joined AKC's
staff in 1996 as a Confirmation Field Representative, covering dog
shows throughout the South and Midwest. In April 2006, he was
named Director of Canine Legislation, and was responsible for all AKC
legislative initiatives on the local and state level, and worked closely
with AKC's federal government relations consultants on all federal
issues. Walt's leadership brought about several major achievements
for AKC, including the defeat of New York's 2006 crop/dock bill and

Califarnia'e 2007 mandatarv enavinenter hill and chenherdinn the
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Director’s Letter

i Autumn is a season of change.
¢ We look back on the activities
" of the summer and look

forward to planning for the
upcoming holidays. The same
is true in the Government
Relations Department. We
continue to address state and
local legislation as it arises and
are beginning to prepare for
the 2010 Legislative Sessions
and elections.

This issue continues to outline
various ways you can help
prepare for the upcoming
sessions and elections. In
addition to becoming a
Legislative Liaison and
creating or joining an AKC
state federation, the Canine
Legislation Support Fund
(CLSF) and Political Action
Committee (PAC) are two
distinct opportunities for you or
your club to assist our
legislative efforts. The CLSF
supports the AKC's work at all
levels of government, allowing
us to better educate public
officials and advocate on
behalf of you and other
responsible dog owners. The
PAC supports the campaigns
of dog-friendly candidates,
thereby working to ensure your
rights are protected in your
state legislature.

These two essential programs
were developed by Walt
Bebout, AKC's former Director
of Canine Legislation. Walt
loved dogs and our sport. He
felt strongly that you deserved
to have a voice in Congress
and state legislatures and
worked tirelessly to increase




California’'s 2007 mandatory spay/neuter bill, and shepherding the
staff's development of the AKC Political Action Committee.

Upon his retirement in November 2008, Walt returned to his family and
his beloved Kansas City home, where he enjoyed showing and judging
dogs, writing, teaching, and working toward his Ph.D. in political
science.

Walt was killed in a traffic accident en route to judging Best in Show at
the Hutchinson Kennel Club dog show. A respected dog man and a
beloved colleague, Walt will be greatly missed.

R
Walt Bebout.
Photo courtesy AKC's Government Relations Department

Join the Fight for Responsible Dog Ownership!

Responsible dog owners and breeders have witnessed a significant
increase in restrictive canine legislation this past year. Voters across
the country will be heading to the polls this November and next year to
select Congressional leaders, Governors, and state legislators.

Trying to ensure that your rights as a dog owner are considered and
protected during campaigns and legislative sessions can be a daunting
thought. Across the country, individuals and clubs have partnered with
us in two programs designed to help ensure your voice is heard. The
American Kennel Club Political Action Committee (AKC PAC) and
Canine Legislation Support Fund (CLSF) collect contributions from
responsible dog owners and concerned citizens and use the funds to
ensure dog-friendly candidates are elected and that responsible dog
ownership is protected in Congress and state legislatures. Read more.

AKC Welcomes Two New State Federations

When united, the voice of responsible dog owners can be a powerful
political tool. This is why the AKC strongly supports the establishment
of a state federation in each state, so that clubs can unite together to
fight bad dog laws that would impact them directly and support
measures that encourage responsible dog ownership. The AKC
Government Relations (GR) Department is pleased to welcome the
Indiana Purebred Dog Alliance and the Kansas Federation of Dog
Clubs to our growing list of state federations promoting responsible dog
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the effectiveness of the
Government Relations
Department and strengthen
the voice of responsible dog
owners.

On September 11, Walt was
killed on his way to judge Best
in Show at an event near his
home in Kansas City. | will
never forget his easy-going
manner and his support and
mentoring as | took over his
role as Director of Government
Relations. Since his retirement
from the AKC at the end of
2008, Walt has resided in
Kansas City, enjoying time
with his family and continuing
to work on behalf of the dog
fancy and responsible dog
owners in Kansas. One of his
last acts was to help form the
new Kansas Federation of Dog
Clubs so that Kansans can
have a united voice at the
state legislature.

Walt will be sorely missed, and
we are proud to continue his
work in fighting to ensure your
voice is heard at all levels of
government.

All the best,

Sheila Goffe
Director of Government
Relations

Contact Us
Phone: (919) 816-3720

Email: doglaw@akc.org

Government Relations

Leqislative Alerts
2009 Legislation Tracking
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FMDCRDO MEETING MINUTES

Federation of Maine Dog Clubs &
Responsible Dog Owners
Tuesday, September 15, 2009
Augusta City Center
Augusta, Maine

IN ATTENDANCE : Central Maine
Brittany Club represented by delegate
Gary Anderson. Mid-Coast Kennel Club
represented by delegate Mary Mulhern.
Collie Club of Maine represented by
delegate Mary Mulhern. Maine Beagle
Association represented by delegate
Perry Moore. Maine Retriever Trial
Club represented by delegate Sue
Westlake. Penobscot Hunting Retriever
Club represented by delegates Sue
Robichaud and Dave Robichaud.
Penobscot Valley Kennel Club
represented by delegates Nancy Daniels,
Sharon St. John and Robin Becket. York
County Kennel Club represented by
delegate Jay Kitchener. Kennebec
Valley Shetland Sheepdog Club
represented by delegate Carol Jones.

ABSENT: Androscoggin Valley
German Shepherd Dog Club; Central

Aroostook Kennel Club; Casco Bay Dog
Training Club; Coastal Crescent Kennel
Club; Downeast Shetland Sheepdog
Club of Greater Portland; Down East
Sled Dog Club; Lewiston-Auburn
Kennel Club; Maine-ly Toy Dog Club;
North American Versatile Hunting Dog
Association Yankee Chapter; Pine Tree
Golden Retriever Club. Tri-County
Obedience Club; Vacationland Dog
Club.

CALL TO ORDER: President
Anderson called the meeting to order at
6:12 pm. Secretary Kitchener certified a
quorum present.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
Correction noted for minutes of August
meeting. Mary Mulhern represents Mid-
Coast Kennel Club, not Central Maine
Kennel Club. Sue Westlake, delegate
representing the Maine Retriever Trial
Club, moved to accept minutes with
corrections. Mary Mulhern, delegate
representing Mid-Coast Kennel Club and
Collie Club of Maine, seconded the
motion. Motion carried.



TREASUREROS REPORT Treasurer
Sharon St. John, delegate representing
the Penobscot Valley Kennel Club,
submitted a written report. Perry Moore,
delegate representing the Maine Beagle
Association, moved to accept the
treasurer’s report. Sue Robichaud,
delegate representing the Penobscot
Hunting Retriever Club, seconded the
motion. Motion carried.

REPORTS OF THE COMMITTEES:
Committee Chairs were not present. No
report.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:
Discussion about payment to Newell
Augur. Perry Moore, delegate
representing the Maine Beagle
Association, made a motion to make a
payment to Mr. Augur. Mary Mulhern,
delegate representing the Mid-Coast
Kennel Club and the Collie Club of
Maine, seconded the motion. Motion
carried.

Discussion turned to the new
membership application. There was
concern from Maine Beagle Association
that the question regarding denial of
membership or expulsion from a dog
club be understood that the FMDCRDO
would only be concerned if it were an
issue relating to expulsion from
membership. It is noted that many
beagle clubs temporarily suspend
members for disciplinary reasons and
sometimes deny membership when clubs
feel that there are too many current
members. Actions such as these would
not automatically disqualify someone
from membership in FMDCRDO.

Discussion about where and to whom
new members should send the

application. Suggestion was made that
new applications for membership should
be sent to Secretary Kitchener.

Discussion turned to fundraising. Robin
Becket, delegate representing the
Penobscot Valley Kennel Club,
explained that the National Animal
Interest Alliance has created green
bracelets to be sold as fundraising items.
Dave Robichaud, delegate representing
the Penobscot Hunting Retriever Club,
made the motion to obtain some of these
items. Vice President Nancy Daniels
seconded the motion. Motion carried.

Discussion of the Animal Welfare
Advisory Council. President Anderson
explained some of the procedures
required by the state of individuals who
are interested in serving on AWAC. The
next AWAC meeting is September 17,
2009 in Augusta. President Anderson
also noted that, due to budget constraints
at the state level, AWAC meetings have
been reduced from every month to
every-other month.

Discussion turned to legislation.
President Anderson noted the deadline
was fast approaching for legislation to be
filed for this year. Secretary Kitchener
noted the absence of the Legislative
Chair. President Anderson stated that
the Legislative Chair, Kathy Wilson, has
resigned from the Federation.

Brief discussion of breeder’s directory.
Sharon St. John, Treasurer and delegate
representing the Penobscot Valley
Kennel Club, volunteered to contact
Nola Soper and obtain the breeder &
rescue listing cards.

NEW BUSINESS: Brief discussion
about invitations to candidates for



governor to speak to the Federation.
Invitations will go forward.

President Anderson read a letter from
Sharon Secovich, Chair of the Animal
Welfare Advisory Council, that was sent
to Sara Vanderwood, delegate
representing the Down East Sled Dog
Club. Chair Secovich’s letter requested
a donation of $500.00 from the
Federation to help the Animal Welfare
Department promote it’s new license
plate. No motion was made.

Discussion turned to the Willard Beach
issue in South Portland. At issue is the
upcoming ballot initiative to cease
permitting dogs on Willard Beach. Vice
President and Chief Communications
Officer Nancy Daniels offered to write a

letter to the editor of the Portland Press
Herald supporting the continuation of
the policy to allow dogs on Willard
Beach. Sue Westlake, delegate
representing the Maine Retriever Trial
Club, made the motion to have Vice
President Daniels write such a letter.
This motion was seconded by Perry
Moore, delegate representing the Maine
Beagle Association. Motion carried.

ADJOURNMENT: With no further
business to be conducted, Sue Westlake
made the motion to adjourn. Perry
Moore seconded. Motion carried and
meeting adjourned at 8:00 pm.

Respectfully submitted by Secretary Jay

Kitchener, October 15, 2009.

PRIOR NOTICE OF MEETING:

The Federation of Maine Dog Clubs and
Responsible Dog Owners will next meet
on Tuesday, October 20, 2009 at 6:00
pm in the Lecture Hall of the Augusta
City Center.

The Augusta City Center is located on
Cony Street next to the historic Old Fort
Western.

This newsletter is published by the Federation

of Maine Dog Clubs and Responsible Dog
Owners. Opinions expressed in articles and
editorials are not necessarily those of the
Federation of Maine Dog Clubs and
Responsible Dog Owners. Inclusion in this
publication does not constitute endorsement.
The editor reserves the right to accept or
reject any material submitted for publication.

Editor: Jay Kitchener, 207-646-8121,
jay.kitchener@yahoo.com
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