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Introduction

by Christine Stevens

Animal dealers have made ever-increasing amounts of money from
their trade in recent years. Efforts to regulate commerce in dogs and cats for
use in laboratories have fallen far short of the goal set by Congress in 1955.
The importation of primates for experimentation and tests has brought huge
profits to dealers even now, though the number of wild primates exported
fromAfrica, Asia and South Americahas shrunk due to intense exploitation.
The dealers take advantage of the scarcity to increase cost per animal.

The pet trade relies on animal dealers to supply them with exotic
species, unwilling captives taken roughly and often painfully from their
homes in the wild. Mothers and other family members are routinely kitted
to obtain infant primates.

Passage of theWild Bird ConservationAct, prosecutionof majorbird
dealers, and the airline ban on transport of wild- caught birds have damp-
ened the enthusiasm that caused an explosion of activity in the trade in the
70s and 80s, when the United States imported 500,000 or more wild-caught
birds every year. Traders have turned to exotic reptiles and amphibians,
replacing some of their lost sales of wild birds. There are few laws to protect
the frogs, toads, turtles and snakes now favored by the pet trade, except for
the Lacey Act and the Endangered Species Act, which is under intense
pressure from the Congress to repeal its basic provisions. These creafures are
subjected to confinement so close that many are dead when the crates are
finally opened. Clifford Warwick's chapter on the reptile trade vividly
describes the problems.

The Animal Welfare Institute has documented dealer mistreatment
of animals for many years. In L952, Dorothy Dyce, AWI's Laboratory Animal
Consultant, gave testimony in a trial before a Tennesseeiury that landed an
interstate laboratory dog dealer in jail. She showed photographs of the
starving dogs forced by hunger to scavenge their fellows who had already
succumbed. They fought each other for water from the hose she turned on
in the dog dealer's absence. Pictures in the photo section show the acquisi-
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tion of dogs at the Ripley, Mississippi trade day before transport to the
dealer's holding pens in the Tennessee hills and then on to medical schools
in Chicago. Despite this successful legal actiory the Hargrove family remains
in business. This family dog dealership is no exception to the rule. Numerous
examples of dog dealer businesses handed on from father to son appear in
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) inspection reports of dog dealers
throughout the country.

Random source dealers charge laboratories hundreds of dollars per
animal if the animal is "conditioned," that is, fed to a normal weight, free of
external and internal parasites and easy to handle. According to USDA, there
are now less than 40 "random source dealers" (called "Class B dealers" in
USDA regulations under the Animal Welfare Act) who sell dogs and cats to
laboratories. Some have become millionaires as a result of their trafficking,
and guard their turf zealously.

Acquisition of dogs came under Congressional scrutiny in 1965

when a Pennsylvania dealer filled an order for Dalmatians for a New York
laboratory, and a hospitalized owner saw a photograph of his Dalmatian,
Pepper, among 18 dogs and a goat seized by the local humane society and
pictured in the local paper. The dealer and his load of animals were allowed
to proceed the following morning. Members of the family who owned
Pepper made a long, fruitless journey to a New York dog dealer after the
Pennsylvania dealer falsely stated he had taken Pepper there. When the State
Police questioned him, he admitted he had delivered Pepper to Montefiore
Hospital in New York. Unfortunately, the Dalmatian had been experi-
mented on, killed and incinerated by the time she was tracked down.

Chapter One records a televised interview with a large Midwest dog
dealer's employee who decided to quit his job after he saw a pile of dog
collars being burned and his own dog was stolen.

The Department of Agriculture has been severely criticized forweak
enforcement of the Animal Welfare Act. Veterinary inspectors, who are in
charge of visiting and reporting on research facilities, and lay inspectors
responsible for the treatment of animals by dealers, have often complained
over the years that their recommendations have not been followed by upper-
Ievel USDA personnel.

Undue influence by commercial and academic institutions has frus-
trated the men and women in the field who see with their own eyes the
animals and the conditions they are forced to endure. There can be little
doubt that the best of the inspectors, given the opportunity to pursue strict
enforcement of the law, would have achieved much greater reduction of
animal suffering, as intended by the Congress when it passed the Laboratory
Animal Welfare Act (later renamed the Animal WeUare Act) and its four
subsequent amendments. The best inspectors have, nevertheless, achieved
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important improvements for great numbers of animals. They have access to
every animal room in institutions that use warm-blooded animals for
experimentation and testing. The only exceptions are mice, rats and birds,
animals who are not included in the inspection and animal welfare require-
ments that have so far been promulgated by the Secretary of Agriculture,
although he has the authority to include them. A lawsuit calling for their
inclusion succeeded but was lost in the Court of Appeals because of the
intensive intervention of the National Association for Biomedical Research
(NABR).

Within the last few years, USDA has stepped up enforcement and
filed complaints against approximately 20 random source (Class B) dealers
for violating the Animal Welfare Act. Despite this increased enforcement,
the problem persists. "Bunchers," unlicensed dealers who supply random
source dealers with animals, present insurmountable obstacles to USDA
inspectors. Limited funding makes the needed "tracebacks" of B dealers'
records exceedingly unreliable. When records are checked, a substantial
proportion of the alleged sources prove to be either nonexistent or false. The
dogs and cats, meanwhile, have disappeared into oblivion. Not, however,
without having suffered fear, pain, thirst and hunger at the whim of the
different dealers through whose hands they pass in networks extending
beyond state lines and sometimes clear across the country. Once, in a visit to
a laboratory, Dorothy Dyce actually found a dog still wearing his identifica-
tion tag and restored him to his loving family. The elimination of random
source dealers who sell to laboratories would go far to raising American
standards for the treatment of companion animals. It would also eliminate
the substantial cost of the thankless effort to bring these dealers into
compliance with the Animal Welfare Act. In L993 alone, USDA spent nearly
a million dollars in an attempt to regulate random source dealers.

As the American conscience continues to expand, the abuses inher-
ent in the commercial animal trade become more and more intolerable.
Undercover investigations have revealed the collusion and conspirary
indulged in by big dealers in wild-caught exotic birds who have smuggled
African grey parrots fromcountries whose laws prohibit any export of these
remarkably intelligent and talkative birds. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service's "Operation Renegade" took years to reveal the true nature of the
pet trade's chicanery and greed as they sacrificed great numbers of valuable
birds to cut shipping costs. Not until nearly every airline in the world swore
off the transport of wild-caught birds did the appalling mortality figures
begin to drop. Without intense public outcry and hard, dangerous work by
goverrunent employees, the wild-caught bird industry would have steamed
along with business-as-usual, including such startling figures as 10,605 birds
dead on arrival in a single huge shipment.

In 198L, Clark Bavin, the outstanding Chief of the FWS Law Enforce-
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ment Division, began a powerful sting operation against the criminals who
were importing a great variety of exotic reptiles. Dubbed "Snakescam," the
division sent agents on a 14-state sweep to arrest 25 suspects and seize more
than 1,000 illegally traded animals. That was just the beginning. A total of 96
individuals were subsequently convicted and sentenced to prison and/or
ordered to pay fines in federal court.

The demand from private collectors was the major cause of the illegal
reptile trade 15 years ago, but the desire by ordinary citizens to own an exotic
animal has greatly increased.

The pet trade feeds on the deep-seated human desire to procure a
creature of another species. Some native peoples will nurse a puppy and a
child at the same time, and a large variety of different cultures keep birds in
cages. Some engage in singing contests with their captives. Turtles and
tortoises are the animals of choice in other parts of the world.

Great writers and public figures have made their own pets famous.
Verlaine's ca! Lord Byron's Newfoundland dog, Bos'un; President
Roosevelt's dog, Fala; Samuel Johnson's cat, Hodge; Queen Victoria's dog,
Sharp; Gilbert White's tortoise, Timothy, are all well-known to readers.

John Keats mourned, "I had a dove, and the sweet dove died, and I
have thought it died of grieving." George Sand released her doves as a child
when she found they were anxious to fly away. Leonardo da Vinci went to
the markets where wild birds *"." ,oid, bought them and then released
them.

The heartfelt individual protest of this great genius against the
commercialization of wild birds for pets set an example that nations of the
world have been slow to follow. But the very excesses of the modern pet
trade, grownto huge proportions in industrialized countries, have led to the
necessity for curbs on its overwhelming greed.

Commerce in animals sold to laboratories for experiments and tests
is similarly massive and lucrative. It requires effective law enforcement and
determined goverrunent intervention to protect the animals who have no
other recourse from willful persecution and abject neglect.

I hope this bookwill help its readers to visualize the pain and sorrow
of each animal and to demand that they be fairly and justly treated.
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Chapter L

Inside the Dog Dealing Business:
Dogs, Dollars, and Deceit

"If youget that USDA number, you got it made," remarked a former
commercial dog trade employee in the Midwest. "With that, they could
make their own rules." The employee, who claimed to have maintained
records and conducted sales for a dog dealer, granted areporterwithKSDK-
TV in St. Louis an interview on the condition that his identity not be revealed.

" I'm kinda sick of it... I've seen enough of it " he said of the theft, fraud
and abuse inherent in commercial dog dealing. The financial returns are
enormous: around 5,000 dollars a week from dog sales at one particular
operation. "It's so much, I don't know how it could belegal," he reflects. "[
kept the records and I kept my mouth shut." Asked how he was paid, he
answered, "In cash, paid in cash all the time, or drugs, it didn't matter,
whatever you want."

He painted a grim picture of dog collars being burned to prevent
identification of animals, dogs subjected to subzero temperatures and
starvation; falsified names and addresses used onbusiness transactions; and
the common practice of shooting dogs in the head if they were "uncoopera-
tive." He said the dealer he worked for could find out when a USDA
inspection of his kennel is going to take place, at least "two days" before-
hand, and, to avoid being cited for overcrowding "we'd have to move them
out, get rid of them, hide some in a barn somewheres till they came and left."

Q: Why don't you tell us first of all what your role was with this dealer?

A: I was a record keeper, and I went along on the buys and was a buyer at the
sales and private sales.

Q: \AIho'd you buy from and where did those dogs come from?

A: From individual people and at first, I thought they were all legitimate
dogs'till I figured it out after a while that hey, nobody could have that many
dogs every week raising them on their own.
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Q: So they were stolen?

A: Yes, we'd get them and I would keep records by having the people-the
sellers would be there and they would make up fictitious names to write
down and ask me if I knew any names we could write down for the dogs they
could sell,'cause without a license, they couldn't sell as many dogs as there
were.

Q: And you would claim those people were where they got the dogs from?

A: Yes, and they'd have to have them for a certain amount of time and they
didn't. They'd just have them for a day or two and they'd take the dogs, load
them on a truck and take their collars and put them on a pile and set them on
fire, the collars to the dogs.

Q: So there was no evidence then that they were possibly pets?

A: No, different town and different name and no phone number, and that
was it. No address.

Q: What was your route? What towns did you go through?

A: Uh, down southern Missouri, Joplin, Kansas City, St. Louis, Rutledge, all
around Missouri, and into Kansas and Arkansas too,Illinois.

Q: What kind of dogs?

A: Mostly hounds, gentle animals, house dogs, or pets. Y'know, something
that wouldn't bite you.

Q: And you could tell that they were actually someone's pet at one time?

A: Oh sure, they had collars with their name on them.

Q: They went into their yards, how did they get the dogs?

A: They come up to you. I never seen anybody steal them but we know they
were stolen when you know their name and they put different names down
for the dogs. Why would you do that?

Q: How much money are we talking? You would then go back to your boss
and what would you do with the dogs?

A: We'd take them and tag them and medicate them and supposed to keep
them five days or so by regulation, and then we'd sell them to the hospitals
up in St. Louis, Kansas City.

Q: St. Louis University?

A: We sold them there and at Tyson Research, for Washington University,
and then Kansas City, St. Luke's or St. Jude's,I can't remember.

Q: Could any of those dogs that you sold to St. Louis University or Tyson,
could any of those be my pet or my neighbor's pet?

A: Probably 75 out of L00 percent chance that it could've been.
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Q: And in furn your boss is making how much money?

A: Heboughtthedogfor25 dollars and sellitfor100 infivedays time, maybe
have five dollars invested in a dog besides buying it, for medicine.

Q: What about the treatment from the time you pick up the animal to the time
it's sold to research; how were those dogs treated?

A: Not very well. Beat if they didn't respond right, jerked around, choked
with a choker, and then sometimes when it was uncooperative, they shot him
in the head and drove off right then and took their tagoff., used it on another
dog.

Q: You actually saw dogs killed if they didn't cooperate?

A: Yes.

Q: How many?

A: I don't know... five a week maybe.

Q: And why would you kill them?

A: Just didn't want to fool with them. They were unruly. They all have to be
gentle for the hospital, for the students and stuff. They can't bite you.

Q: Could they also have been tattooed? Would he kill them if he recognized
that there was a tattoo?

A: Yes.

Q: And there would be proof that it was a pet?

A: Yeah. We always checked in ears and stuff to make sure. Usually if they
were stolen, the dogs would come from 150 or 200 miles and if you take them
on to St. Louis, that would be 300 miles from where we'd got them. So by
thery not much trail of a stolen animal. If you're in another town, you're
basically home free right then, once the collar's gone.

Q: You said you were also in charge of the records. How much was this dealer
making or how much can he make in a year?

A: I'd say probably he could make $4,000 or $5,000 dollars a week and pay
$700 or $800 dollars to buy them and make $4,000 or $5,000 off of one set of
dogs, the same dogs he'd pick up.

Q: And off of someone's pet?

A: Yes.

Q: Why are you talking to us?

A: Well, I've had my dog stolen. I'm kinda sick of it too, I've seen enough of
it. People's dogs gone, andalotof themthey don'tevenuse. Nowthat's abad
thing to invest that much money and feed into having one, and to be treated
like that. For somebody else to make ten times as much money as they should
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on something.

Q: And it's just not the money and food, there's a lot of love.

A: Yeah. Thafls why, that's the dogs they want, that's the only dogs they can
use, that the doctors, students and stuff can use, nurses, whatever.

Q: Do you think those doctors and students realize what's going on?

A: No,I don't really think they do.

Q:Why?
A: Because they're wanting to get that test over with so they can make the
money and go on so they don't have to fool with another animal again, except
their owru but then if it got stolen they'd come crying then.

Q: You've seen some pretty bad things with these dogs.

A: Yeah. With the dogs that weighed too much at the time, starving them and
leaving the chain, putting the chain tag on them, on a long-haired dog, and
not foolingwith itfor a month other than somebody comingby and feeding
them water and then when the dog just gets bigger, and the chain gets
tightened around its neck, I've seen where they had to pull a chain out of the
skin and stuff. Now that's not right either.

Q: And then other times you would just shoot them?

A: If it wasn't something I really didn't want to take no time, just shoot it in
the head, bum it.

Q:How many dogs would he keep on his property at one time?

A: 200 to 250 altogether. And I could always tell, too, if it was a good-looking
dog that might be a hunting dog. And before, whenever I had to buy dogs
that nobody could use, y'know, from different dog dealers, but then some
that I could tell were stolen, we'd go out and take them out in the field, and
see if they'd hunt. If they was good, he didn't want to sell them for just a
hundred dollars. He would turn them around and sell them to somebody
else for 500 if they were a good dog. If they were beagles, they'd take them
out and shoot a gury and if they weren't gun shy, then he'd try to train them
so he could make more money over than letting research have them.

Q: And you could tell that maybe somebody else had worked with that
animal?

A: Yeah, you could. That's when I started to be able to tell that a lot of them
were stolen. Had to be.

Q: And they were in too good a shape too.

A: Yeah.

Q: And what kinds - I'm thinking retrievers and other kinds - what kinds of
house pets?
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A: Foxhounds. They're not really house pets but they're farm pets and for
general people, and, uh, beagle dogs and collies, and German shepherds,
they can use them. And Dobermans are used a lot because they have short
hair. Those are all house pets, or, y'know, family pets is what I call them.

Q: In terms of your work you were paid a lot of money, I guess.

A: Yeah, I took care of them real well,'cause I kept the records and kept my
mouth shut and went home.

Q: In exchange for keeping your mouth shut and doing the records, you
would make how much and how would you be treated?

A: In cash, paid in cash all the time, or drugs, it didn't matter, whatever you
want.

Q: How do you feel right now when you look back at what you were
involved in and what people are going through?

A: I'11 say I guess I got my just deserts because I had my dog stolery so I know
what it feels like now and it's not a very good feeling, about like losing a

person to me if you've been with a dog that long for years.

Q: What do you think should be done with these dealers like the one you
worked for?

A: I think the USDA or goverrunent or something should step in and watch
them a lot closer.

Q: It's kind of a joke with the regulations, isn't it?

A: It is now. If you get that USDA number you got it made. There's nobody
hardly touch you, they know everything that's going on.

Q: \A/hat do you mean if they get the number and they know what's going on?

A: Well, they getthatUSDA numberwhere they cansell, and all it does take
is money to find out everything else, when inspectors are coming in, check
on your treatment, how it's a clean place and stuff.

Q: You can get enough warning?

A: Oh yeah, two days at least.

Q: How would it be if the inspectors were coming as opposed to if they
weren't coming?

A: Pardon me?

Q: How would you compare the conditions that the dogs live ir; typically,
and then if you found out an inspector would be coming. Want to talk about
that?

A: Oh, they'd be kept six or seven in a little pen about uh, six feet by three
feet by three feet. They'd have six or severy they're only s'posed to have two
in them I think, I'm not for sure. But we'd have to move them out, get rid of
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them, hide some in a barn somewheres till they came and left.

Q: Cages probably weren't cleaned out?

A:No.

Q:Food?
A: They had plenty of food and water, but they lived in a mess, y'know,
subzero weather out in a little screen with no roof or nothing on this, the
screen.

Q: All for money?

A: Yeah. For a lot of money, lots of money on somebody else. It's so much I
don't know how it could be legal.

Q: Anything you want to add?

A: I can't think of nothing right now,I don't know.

Q: Did you get another dog?

A: No. Never have got another one.

Q: What do you do now?

A: Work in Jeff City.

Q: I was just curious because you seem to be doing well, you seem like a real
together guy.

A: Thank you.

Q: You don't need that garbage.

A: I know there was people that didn't even think there was nothing bad to
it. I didn't either for a long time,'till I seen that day, I seen them buming the
dog collars. That's the day I knew they'd stole them. Or you'd keep them, or
you'd keep them.

Q: Just that last part you were talking about. Um, they're in such horrid
conditions and then you mentioned that it's hard to believe that it's legal.
You were talking about the money, lots of money, and how they, the dogs,
were treated, combined with the money, and I think you said it was hard to
believe that it was legal.

A: The only way that it was legal is they had that USDA number. If they
didn't have that, they wouldn't have nothing. But with that, they even make
their own rules on them with the dogs. That's the sad part about it, that there
are no regulations hardly, or there is I guess, but they don't watctL and they
should watch more because there's not that many people around the area
that has USDA numbers.

Q: Then what they're doing is legal?

A: Yeah, it's legal. But nobody can prove it because they have a dog come up
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and say somebody come out and see their dog and they say that's my dog;
no, look out here in this record. Joe Smith and so-and-so bought it. If you
want to go track him down and say it's your dog, you talk to him.

Q: And there really isn't a Joe Smith?

A: And once you leave, that dog will be gone the next day. You'll never see

it again.

Q: And Joe Smith is a name they just made up.

A: Yeah, just any name you want to make up that looks like somebody.

Q: Thank you.





Chapter 2

The Eroin Stebane Case

by Jim Flasch

Inhoduction

Dogs crowded into small, filthy cages, eating maggot-infested food.
A dog castrated without anesthesia and then left to bleed to death. Un-
wanted puppies dumped alive into garbage cans or thrown against barn
walls. Dogs killed and sold as food. Starving dogs cannibalizing their cage-
mates. These are just a few of the shocking images relayed through United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) inspection reports, newspaper
stories and interviews with individuals who visited Ervin Stebane's Circle
S Ranch outside Kakauna, Wisconsin.

Reports of inhumane treatmentatCircle $whichsupplied dogs, cats
and other animals to research labs, persisted for close to three decades.
Stebane continued a brisk business despite much negative media attention.
The University of Wisconsin-Madison, the Medical College of Wisconsin in
Milwaukee, Madison Area Technical College and the Appleton Medical
Center all maintained their purchasing agreements with Stebane and kept
him inbusiness supplying dogs and cats fortheir experimental laboratories.

USDA was inordinately slow to take action. Despite continuing
reports by its own inspectors of what appeared to be serious violations of
Animal Welfare Act (AWA) regulations, USDA renewed Stebane's dealer
license each year for more than 25 years. Stebane had been mistreating
animals for decades, but itwas the killing of a single dog thatfinally stopped
him.

The Sunday Feature Assignment

In 19 years of professional reporting, I never had a story quite like the
one I was assigned to write in the summer of 1985.

It began as a simple human interest story about a Wisconsinwoman
scheduled to undergo open-heart surgery. But it would be nearly a year
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before I wrote word one. By that time, the story was no longer about the
woman and her heart problem. I had uncovered a much bigger story, a story
about horrendous animal abuse and violations of federal law at a USDA-
licensed animal dealer's facility.

Lorraine Stebane was scheduled to be the patient of Appleton Medi
cal Center surgeons who had been trained on dogs supplied by her husband,
Ervin Stebane. My editor felt this would be a great feature story, a twist, a
case of dogkind helping humankind.

When I called Stebane and requested an interview, he thundered,
"No!" He would not elaborate on his refusal. My reporter's curiosity was
further piqued when officials at Appleton Medical Center (AMC) denied
ever having dogs on their premises. Undaunted, I sought information on
AMC through the federal Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). The story
was stalled for a year while I waited for a response to my request. I
conducted further research, including three additional FOIA requests and
countless telephone calls, before aIl280 pages of USDA records on Stebane
arrived at my desk.

My first stories about the unspeakable conditions at Circle S, pub-
lished in July, 1986, jolted the reading public into an outrage the likes of
which this sleepy little community rarely sees. Phones in the newsroom
didn't stop ringing for days, as the public demanded more investigation by
state and federal agencies and the Post Crescent.

USDA records and inspection reports from 1980 through 1986 showed
Stebane to be in serious and repeated apparent violation of the AWA.
During the six years covered, USDA cited Steb ane 27 limes f or improper and
inadequate housing, L7 times for not providing palatable food and water and
lL times for inadequate sanitation and waste disposal.

According to the USDA reports, inspectors found dogs and cats kept
in outside cages winter and summer without any protection from freezing
temperatures, snow, rain or sun. On one occasion, kittens were left outside,
tied in a feed sack.

Whole, dead calves and chunks of black, decomposing meat with
ground-up bones often were thrown into_jog pens as food.

Food and water were not provided daily. If there was any water at
all, it was either trozenor contaminated with old food and feces.

Dead animals were left in pens or cages with live ones. Dogs were
infested with parasites. Old, sick, wounded, diseased, pregnant or nursing
animals were not separated from other animals, and the sick or injured did
not receive veterinary care.

Animals were not properly identified, and records indicating where
animals were obtained or how they were disposed of were not complete.
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Two people who had worked for Stebane in 1978 provided me with
a personal glimpse into the facts outlined in the USDA reports. As caretak-
ers, they witnessed dogs so hungry they cannibalizedeach other. "You'd go
to feed the dogs and there would be big SO-pound chunks of meat that you'd
throw into a kennel with 15 or 20 dogs inside. The dogs would fight over
whatever you'd put in there-meat, water, anything... they were so hun-
Bry," said one of the former employees.

They described watching helplessly as Stebane slammed a sheep in
the head with a hammer and beat a goat with a shovel. On another occasiorl
Stebane castrated a dog with his pocket knife and then tied the animal to a
stake in the front yard. The employees quoted Stebane as telling them an
anesthetic wasn't needed. "See, you don't need to waste your money on no
anesthetic. Just chop 7t off," he allegedly told them.

"There was blood all over the place, and [the dog] was whimpering
real bad, but [Stebane] didn't do anything for it at all," said one of the
employees. After five hours without any medical attentioru the dog died,
still tied in Stebane's yard.

Stebane allegedly disposed of puppies in a similarly heartless rumner.
"He just walked up, reached in and grabbed this pup, then he threw it into a
garbage can, slammed the cover and walked away," said one of the workers.

They also noted the highly unsanitary conditions at Circle S. "[There
were] maggots everywhere in the cages," said one of the employees. They
claimed the smell of urine was so overpowering in one of the dog buildings
they had to quickly retreat outside to catch their breath.

Past Is Prelude: Life on the Old Farm

After my series ran in the paper I was contacted by a woman who
knew about earlier atrocities at Circle S. The woman, who I will call Betty,
tipped me off to four stories that ran in our sister newspaper, theTwin Cities
News Record. A March,1960 article entitled "Shocking Filth, Frozen Death
Found At Nearby DogFarm" described the inhumane conditions at Stebane's
farm. The article quoted observers, who reported "piles of dead puppies,
half-gnawed carcasses of Holstein calves, and shocking filth."

On March 5 ,1960, Wisconsin Agriculture Department investigators,
along with Calumet County sheriff's deputies, converged on Stebane's farm
with a search warrant. Betty, who was a member of the local humane
organization, Animal Welfare, Inc., was an eyewitness to the raid. "It was
just a horror carnpi' she recounted in our interview. Her eyes still reflected
shock and disgust at what she had seen all those years ago.

"There were two very nice hunting dogs staked out in a corn crib.
They had to stand in slime from animal entrails up to the first joint in their
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legs," she said. "They couldn't even lie down unless they were to lie down
in that filth. Near one enclosed pig pert in which there was the half-eaten
body of a cat, were two piles of dead puppies whose frozen bodies were
covered with snow, but had been uncovered in a recent thaw. Two smaller
dogs were shut in an open pen in the field at the rear of the barn. On top of
the cages in that section were the frozenbodies of three raccoons."

The doghouses outside the kennels were drifted shut with hard-
packed snow, which kept the dogs, who were chained to the houses, from
getting back inside for shelter. According to the Nears Record article, Stebane
encouraged neighboring farmers to bring him dead cattle to feed the dogs.
The article also reported that children of Stebane's tenant farmer had
watched Stebane kill "sluggish" puppies by beating them against the barn.
The article stated that when the winter snows melted, there were piles of
dead dogs and puppies "lying about the barnyard and near the house."

As a result of the investigation, the Agriculture Department sus-
pended Stebane's state milk permit for three days. The Department took no
further action to rectify conditions at Circle S, nor did the county sheriff.

Members of the Outagamie County Humane Society had been work-
ing to put an end to Stebane's dog dealing since 1958. I interviewed an
Appleton woman who had made three trips to Stebane's farm over the years.
During one visit, Stebane physically threatened her. She recalled another
visit, when she and another humane investigator "opened a grain biru and
here was a dead cat practically rotted away. And there were dead dogs all
over. We saw dogs with such pitiful eyes, and I was horrified to learn that
we could do nothing about it."

Two decades later, the scene at Circle S had not changed, nor had the
official response. 1n1982, animal welfare activist Debi Gasper wrote to Dr.
AIva R. Mclaughlin, the USDA veterinarian-in-charge for Wisconsin. She
described a visit to Circle S to search for a missing dog:

I was not prepared for the terrible conditions of the animals
nor the filth of the buildings and cages.... Some of the cages had over
30 animals in them.... None of the pens had food or water.... The
troughs were fuIl, thick, and stagnant. All the animals were ex-
tremely thin, the ribs were protruding. A lot of them were lame,
some never rose. The bodies of the dogs appeared to have mange,
fleas, and many had open wounds.... In one of the pens that was full
of coonhounds, a small calf carcass had been thrown in and the dogs
were fighting over it.... I would appreciate any help that you could
offer in cleaning up this situation. We are all willing to help you in
any way we can and hope you will contact us soon.

In response, USDA sent an inspector to Circle S. The inspector later
called Debi and confirmed her observations. During their conversatioru he
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listed a number of AWA violations he had noted while at Circle S. But
USDA's official inspection report, filed the same day, did not mention any
of the items related in the telephone conversation, and USDA took no action
against Stebane.

Back to the Present: Official Denials, Allegations of Theft

As the stories about Stebane unfolded on the front page of the
Appleton Post Crescent every day, the phone lines got busier and busier with
more witnesses, former employees, next door neighbors, and others calling
me with more information.

One of the most interesting leads came from a woman in a nearby city
who alleged stebane had stolen her dog. In a letter to me she described
hearing her dog barking one night and going outside only in time to see what
appeared to be Stebane's truck disappearing down the street. Her dog, who
had been taken from a chain in the yard, could be heard barking from the
back of the covered pickup.

Enraged, the womancalled the localpolice departmentand reported
her dog stolen. She sent me a copy of the initial police report along with her
letter. According to the woman, the police did nothing to help her retrieve
her dog from Stebane's farm.

I wrote the story, leaving out mention of the police report. After the
story ran, our publisher came to see me, demanding to know what was going
on. His close personal friend, the police chief of that city, had come to his
house the night before to protest the story and allegations that the depart-
ment knew about the theft of the dog, yet refused to take action.

It was a simple matter of belief,I told the publisher. For one thing I
had the police report showing the woman had indeed reported the dog
stolen by Stebane. Besides, I said, who are you going to believe, the police
chief, who is your friend, or this poor woman who had her dog stolen from
under her nose? As for me,I said,I'd have to believe the woman.

"Why' s t}rrat?" the publisher demanded.

"Because you see," I said, "She's a nun/ and that dog was stolen from
the convent."

Red-faced, the publisher left my desk and never mentioned the
Stebane series to me again.

As I learned later, thatincidentwas justone of many involvingpolice
officials from Calumet County who denied knowledge of inhumane
conditions at Stebane's farm, and some who even denied ever having
heard of the dog dealer's operation. Calumet County Sheriff Dan Gillis,
an 18-year veteran of that department, said he'd never had any problems
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with Stebane and had never heard of anything amiss at Circle S' Gillis
said the Sheriff's Department was always aware Stebane was licensed as

a dog dealer, but reported no complaints of inhumane treatment of
animals. when my articles were first published, Gillis questioned why
the complainants had not gone to law enforcement first. "We've been

asking why people haven't come to us with these complaints since the
first day the articles appeared," Gillis said. "We think maybe they have
the cart before the horse."

Calumet County residents claimed they had, in fact, gone to the
Sheriff's Department with complaints but that the Department had
never acted on those complaints. The Department apparently had close
ties to Stebane: according to a USDA inspection report, Stebane func-
tioned as the county's dog catcher until L986.

Allegations of pet theft had followed Stebane's controversial
career since early on. Chester Wilson, a former investigator with the

Calumet County Sheriff's Department, said Stebane was investigated at

least four separate times on stolen dog complaints. "People from
Appleton, Little Chute, Menasha and some others were missing their
dogs and then they found them out there," Wilson said during one
interview. "But we could never Prove anything on him."

There were also allegations of pet theft made in USDA inspection
records. Dr. Robert Taylor, a teacher with the Madison Area Technical
College (MATC), which regularly bought dogs from Stebane, informed
the USDA in Madison he believed Stebane was stealing dogs. One
inspection report noted, "stebane - stealing dogs, sells them to MATC
for $L8 for small, $35 for medium and $50 each for large dogs." In
subsequent interviews, however, Dr. Taylor recanted ever having said
he thought Stebane dealt in stolen dogs.

Recordkeeping wasn't the only thing MATC questioned when
stebane delivered dogs to them. According to usDA reports, Dr. Taylor
noted Stebane's dogs were not fit for his students to work on. He said

Stebane's dogs were "really sick, mange, parvovirus, tick-infested, ex-

ternal and internal parasites, malnutritioned [sic]. Cats with chronic
respiratory problems. Severe malnourishment in all animals.... Unsani-
tary property. Six dogs and cats every month - everything's unhealthy."

Inspector General Investigates and Charges Are Filed

Soon after my first stories about Stebane were published, U.S. Con-

gressman Toby Roth sent a letter to the U.S. Office of the Inspector General
iequesting an investigation into the conditions at Circle S Ranch. Roth also

called for a " complete investigation" into whether or not USDA had compro-
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mised its position in dealing with stebane. usDA records released during
L986 indicated that on one occasion, a USDA inspector left a report foi
Stebane to fill outhimself and returnby mailbecause there was no one at the
farm to allow an inspection.

Roth's letter stated that although USDA was aware of Stebane,s
situation, it had never taken enforcement action.

"In mostinstances, theUSDA eitherlooks the otherway, notifies Mr.
stebane in advance of upcoming investigations, or merely slaps Mr. stebane
with a simple fine, and the inhumane conditions continue," wrote Roth.
"Mr. Stebane, who is a licensed USDA dog vendor, has had no problems
renewing his license with your agency even though he has had repeated
violations of the Animal Welfare Act."

One month after the Inspector General's probe began, USDA filed a
complaint against stebane alleging 16 separate violations of the AWA,
including failure to provide adequate housing or lighting, failure to remove
waste and failure to provide adequate records. Stebane was also charged
with refusing to allow an inspection of his premises and refusing access to
his records, a common complaint in inspection reports made during the
previous six years.

The ink had hardly dried on usDA's civil complaint against stebane
when Congressman Roth upped the ante against the usDA and their own
in-house investigation into the conditions at Circle S:

Roth called for a new investigation.

The Second Probe

In a September,19S6letter to USDA, Roth charged the agency with
conducting a "limited and cursory investigation" and issuing an "incom-
plete report" of conditions at Stebane's ranch. "It seems to me that in this
particular case, and perhaps in others, there has been willful negligence in
enforcing the law. Inspectors evidently have been told not to enforce the
provisions of the Animal Welfare Act " wrote Roth. "Does it take pressure
from a member of Congress before action is finally instituted that might
result in the lifting of the license of someone who has treated the Animal
Welfare Act as if it were a minor inconvenience?"

A Day in Dog Court

In November o11986, USDA held an administrative hearing on the
charges brought against stebane. Former usDA inspector Kathryn
McGlumphy, who inspected stebane's ranch several times, testified that
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pens and cages were filthy and that "animals had to urinate and defecate on
ihui. b"ddingbecause there was no litter facility." McGlumPhy also testified
she had observed large accumulations of feces outside the pens. "The

minute I got out of the vehicle, all I could smell was dog manure. There were

very largL piles of it," said McGlumphy. "By the amount and the smell, I
could tell it was there for a long time."

McGlumphy stated that during one inspection, she discovered a

freezer full of meat in one of the animal barns. Both the freezer and the meat

were covered with dried blood, and the bottom shelf of the freezer was

coated with film and slime.

She also stated that on one occasion she was unable to conduct an
inspection because Stebane had become verbally abusive, shaking a hammer
at her as he spoke.

The judge issued his decision in the case on March 2,1987 -

Despite his acknowledgment of Stebane's "recurring non-compli-
ance" with AWA regulations, he ordered Stebane to pay a mere $L,500 fine
and suspended his USDA license for 20 days, which prohibited him from
buying br setting animals during that time but allowed him to keep the

animals he already had. Both usDA and stebane filed appeals. usDA
attorney John Griffith said the agenry appealed because it felt the penalty

wasn't sel 
".e 

enough. Both Stebane's and USDA s appeals were rejected,

and Stebane ultimately paid the fine and underwent the inconsequential20-
day suspension.

Despite the judge's conclusion that Stebane had violated the AWA,
both the University of Wisconsin at Madison and the Madison Area Techni-

cal College announced they would still buy dogs and cats from Stebane as

long as he was licensed by USDA. Dr. Ellis Seavey, director of the animal care

uni[at uw-Madison, said the school was not a regulatory agency and had

no responsibility to inquire about the conditions at Stebane's farm. Seavey

said the school relied solely on the integrity of the USDA to inspect and

license dealers and to alert buyers of any problems.

The judge's decision to fine stebane and suspend his license came just

L1 days after USOA inspector Dr. Richard Bertz had reinspected Circle S and

noted nine different deficiencies on his report. Stebane's 20-day license

suspension began on September 6,1993, the same day Dr. Bertz conducted

a.,olher inspection of Circle S and reported another three deficiencies. After
the license suspension was lifted, Stebane was back in business, and he

continued to run his operation just as he had in the past. USDA records from
1987 to 1993 documented chronic apparent violations of the AWA. Inspec-

tors noted the same deficiencies time after time, but USDA took no further
action against Stebane, and continued to renew his dealer license.
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The Sting

The tide began to turn in the spring of.1993, when a member of an
animal welfare group in Fox River valley (1M) contacted a number of people
outside Wisconsin to set up a "sting" operation.

Chris DeRose, a longtime animal activist with Last Chance For
Animals, planned an undercover investigation at Circle S. DeRose's idea
was to send a couple to Circle s to purchase a dog for meat and ask to have
the animal butchered on the premises.

Stebanewas believed to have been selling dogs for human consump-
tion for some time.

A March L8 ,199'L USDA report referred to a conversation between an
unnamed woman and usDA inspectors about Stebane selling dogs for food.
According to the report, the woman stated "she believes [Circle S is] a meat
processing plant for animals (dogs, cats, etc.).... also states that she believes
frominformation shehas, thatthis is a dogringtaking dogs from other areas
and selling them for $20.00 each."

On May 26, 1993, DeRose's undercover investigators entered the
Circle s kennels with stebane. one of the investigators wore a fake cast on
his arm that concealed a small video camera. The recording mechanism was
hidden in a fanny pack. The investigators chose a dog and videotaped
stebane as he shot the dog in the head. stebane pulled out a knife, slit the
dog's throat and began butchering the animal into quarters. "This knife ain't
sharp enough," he quipped as he struggled with the dull knife.

The footage was later televised, drawing nationwide public outrage.
when the local district attorney saw the videotape, he immediately swore
out a warrant for Stebane's arrest. Stebane was charged with cruelty to
animals and violating a wisconsin law requiring anyone processing meat for
human consumption to be licensed. Deputies removed L59 dogs from Circle
s and placed them in protective custody at 12 humane society shelters
throughout Wisconsin.

WhenJudge Donald Poppy leamed DeRose had paid the investiga-
tors $L000 (and $400 for expenses) to purchase the dog and film stebane
butchering it, he dismissed both charges against stebane, citing a wisconsin
law allowing individuals to kill their own animals and sell the remains for
food. Judge Poppy also cited an entrapment approach to DeRose's methods
of getting Stebane to sell and butcher the dog.

Judge Poppy ordered the return of the confiscated dogs to Stebane,
but before the sheriff could make the rounds to all the shelters, the dogs
began disappearing. Forty-seven dogs housed at seven different sites weie
reported stolen to law enforcement officials in six different jurisdictions. The
rest of the dogs were returned, and Stebane was in business once again.
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The Final Outcome

In May of.1993, Congressman Roth wrote a letter to USDA acting
Inspector General Charles GillurU requesting USDA to suspend Stebane's

license. He also appealed to USDA Secretary Mike Espy, asking for "specific
reconunendations" on how the Animal Welfare Act could be strengthened
legislatively "to ensure that operations such as Mr. Stebane's are not allowed
to operate in the futute."

USDA took an uncharacteristically bold step. On June 30,1993, it
suspended Stebane's license for 21, days and filed a formal complaint
requesting "additional penalties," including Permanent revocation of
Stebane's license. According to the complaint, Stebane had "willfully
violated the Animal Welfare Act" between November L,199L and May 25,

1993, the day before DeRose's undercover investigation. Stebane was
charged withfailingto maintaincompleterecords of who sold him dogs and

cats and failing to identify "numerous dogs and cats" as required. Stebane

had the right to schedule an oral hearing but opted not to, thus avoiding a

public hearing of the case.

According to USDA public relations specialist Margaret Webb, the
complaint was amended later to include "more recordkeeping charges, as

well as violations of veterinary care, sanitatiorU housing and food regula-
tions." The amended complaint charged Stebane with failure to hold dogs
or cats for the required five days after purchase; failure to provide uncon-_

taminated, wholesome and palatable food; failure to house dogs in compat-
ible groups; and housing dogs in an old school bus that had accumulations
of excreta and rust. Inspectors had been reporting similar violations virtually
since Stebane first obtained his USDA license in1966.

The amended charges and continuing battle with animal welfare
groups was apparently too much for Stebane. On M atch1.4,1994,he signed
a consent agreement-neither admitting nor denying USDA's charges-
and permanently relinquished his Class B license. He agreed to dispose of
the 160 animals still on his premises by April 'J.4,1994, and cease and desist
from selling, acquiring or holding any more dogs or cats.



Chapter 3

Regulation of Class B Animal Dealers
Selling Dogs and Cats For Research

by Mary Ellen Drayer
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The Animal welfare Act requires animal dealers to be licensed and

authorizes the u.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to set forth minimum
standards of care and recordkeeping requirements for the handlin& pur-
chase, and sale of animals by dealers and research facilities. usDAlsitso
![qSe{ with inspecting dealer facilities to enforce compliance with the law.
USDA licenses two different Wpes of dealers. Class A dealers breed the
animals they sell, and Class B dealers purchase animals from various sources
and then resell them. Although there are more than one thousand Class B
dealers, less than 40 of them are "random source" dealers who sell animals
for research.

when the Animal welfare Act was first enacted in1966,licensing and
inspection of dealers was assigned to USDA's veterinary services depart-
ment, an existingS0-state network of 1,200 veterinarians. But in 19gg, during
reorganization of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS),
a subdivision of USDA, enforcement of the Animal welfare Actwas moved.
from lelerinary services to a new body, Regulatory Enforcement and
Animal Care (REAC). Touted for its increased "visibiiity" and theoretical
dedication to animal welfare, REAC was assigned enforcement of the AWA.
{bypjly, the ability to call upon a veterinary lnspector close to a particular
dealer's,compound or a research facility was los[. Instead, the enbrmously
reduced number of inspectors frequently had to drive long distances tL
inspect the premises of a dealer who, as often as not, was awiy from home,
so the planned inspection could not take place. As the numblr of licensed
dealers and research facilities continued to grow, the number of inspectors
dwindled. By 199 6, APHIS had just 71 field inspectors to ensure that t he 2,s06
research facility sites, 4,265 dealer sites, 2,453 exhibitor sites, 41T intransit
handler sites and 725 intransit carrier sites licensed by usDA were comply-
in^g-with AWA requirements. In L996, the average number of inspectiorrr *it
1-.22per facility.
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In October 1996, APHIS reorganized its Animal Care (AC) Program.
REAC was dissolved, and all regulatory enforcement activites were moved
to a new unit, Investigative and Enforcement Services (IES). AC retained
responsibility for licensing, registration, inspection and investigation of
complaints from members of the public. The AC proglam is admistered
through regional offices in Annapolis, Maryland; Fort Worth, Texas; and
sacramento, california (see "USDA-APHIIAC Regional Offices"). APHIS
plans to eventually maintain just two regional offices, one in Colorado and

one in North Carolina.

Enforcement of the Animal Welfare Act

When an inspector documents violations of animal care or record-
keeping standards Jt an animal dealer's facillly, APHIS has the option of

issuingl warning notice, susPending the dealer's license for up 1o21. days,

offering the dealer the opportunity to Pay amonetary "stipulation" or fine

in lieu of udt rittittrative proceedings, or referring the case to USDA's Office
of General Counsel (OGC) for formal administrative action. Many dealers
have long histories of violating the Animal Welfare Act, and USDA has

frequently been criticized for being slow to take action against even the worst
offenderi. Some dealers have remained in business for decades despite

serious, recurrent violations. USDA has permanently revoked the licenses of
only a few random source dealers. In many cases whereIJSDA has revoked
or zuspended a dealer's license, a family member, friend or employee of the

dealef steps forward and obtains a license in his or her own name. The

business c-ontinues uninterrupted, and the new licensee often carries on the

same illegal activity that the original licensee engaged in.

A 1995 Office of Inspector General (OIG) report concluded that
APHIS was not aggressive enough in using its enforcement powers to
discourage violation of the Act.l For instance, the report noted that although
the Act allo*s APHIS to assess up to $2,500 per violation, most stipulations
were limited to $300 or less. The report referred to an April1994 APHIS

memorandum recorunending that stipulations range from $L00 and $200

per violation. The report also stated that APHIS did notaggressively pursue

iollection of stipulations and had, in some instances, arbitrarily reduced the

amount of stipulations.2 In addition, the OIG report noted that APHIS
"generally accbmmodated facility operators who routinely refused APHIS
irispectori access to their facilities, instead of issuing susPensions or taking
other available enforcement actions." The report concluded that APHIS's

enforcement policy offered little incentive for dealers to comply with the Act.
"We identified several instances in which facilities continued to commit
violations even after the violations had been identified by APHIS..'. We

visited six facilities where APHIS had previously levied stipulations, and
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found that five of them had continued to commit violations of the Act, " the
report stated.3

Formal administrative actions against violators can take up to three
years or longer, duringwhich time the individual can remain inbusiness and
even continue violating the Act. one example is a case USDA referred to
OGC in 1991. The dealer involved, a random source dealer in Indiana, had
failed to maintain accurate acquisition records and was suspected of oper-
ating an unregistered facility. The case was with oGC for almost three ylars
before any action was taken. During this time, the dealer refused an APHIS
inspector access to his facility on 29 separate occasions. On the few occasions
when the inspector was able to conduct inspections, he documented con-
tinuing recordkeeping and animal care violations. Finally, in June 1994,
USDA filed a complaint against the dealer. During the same month, the
agency confiscated 29 dogs from the dealer's facility. Many of the dogs were
so ill theyhad tobe euthanized. Ahearingonthe L994 complaintdidnottake
place until May 1996,nearly two years later. In December 1996, anadminis-
trative law judge fined the dealer $15,000 and permanently revoked his
license. Even though USDA arurounced that it had "shut down" the dealer,
the dealerrequested andwas granted additionaltime to appeal the decision,
which meant he could stay in business while his appeal was pending. In
February lgg7,UsD/'filed yet another complaint against the dealer charg-
ing him with 1) failure to allow inspection of his facility; 2) failure to make
records of acquisition and disposition available to APHIS;3) failure to have
any health certificates or pound certificates for dogs; 4) failure to identify
dogs;5) failure to provide adequate veterinary care for dogs; and 6) failure
to ensure thatprimary enclosures were constructed and maintained so as to
have no sharp points that could injure the animals contained therein. The
dealer never appealed Judge Palmer's decision, and it finally went into effect
in May 1997. This dealer remained in business for six years after APHIS
inspectors first began documenting serious problems at his facility.

Recordkeeping Requirements

One of the ways USDA attempts to preventthe theft of dogs and cats
for sale to research is by permitting random source dealers to obtain dogs
and cats only from 1) other dealers licensed by USDA, 2) municipal or
contract pounds, and 3) individuals who have bred and raised the animals
themselves. To ensure that the animals dealers resell to research facilities
have been obtained legally, USDA requires dealers to record the name,
address, vehicle license number and driver's license number of the person
from whom each animal is acquired. usDA audits of dealer records have
revealed serious and widespread disregard of this simple requirement. In
fact, USDA investigators have uncovered numerous instances of dealers



22 . Tns ANIMAI

falsifying the identities of their suppliers. One individual, who regularly
sold animals to several licensed Class B dealers and who was himself briefly
licensed as a B dealer, admitted selling animals he had not bred and raised
and providing the dealer he sold them to with false names to be recorded on
the dealer's acquisition sheet. USDA never took any action against him. (See

Appendix D, "Affidavit of Mark Yardley")

Random source dealers frequently acquire animals from unlicensed
individuals like the one described above. These individuals are known as

"bunchers." Bunchers collect dogs and cats from various sources and are

oftentimes involved in fraudulent activities, even theft. Some obtain animals
by responding to newspaper advertisements offering animals "Free to a
Good Home" or " adopt" them from shelters or pounds. Others steal dogs
and cats from their owners' backyards. Bunchers deliver animals directly to
the dealers' facilities, arrange clandestine exchanges, or sell them to dealers
at dog auctions, otherwise known as "trade days." Ma.y licensed dealers

make regular trips to dog auctions, frequently travelling to auctions in other
states. These events are usually part of a larger swaP meet or flea market,
where clothing, tools, furniture and other household items are offered for
sale. Hunters bring their dogs, guns and other hunting supplies to trade or
auction off. They can sell unwanted dogs to the dealers, who pay between

$15 and $35 per dog. Monthly dog auctions take place in several states, but
two of the largest are in Rutledge, Missouri and Ripley, Mississippi.

\Alhether purchased at dog auctions, Pounds or from individuals,
many dogs and cats destined for sale to research are transferred from dealer
to dealer, often moving across state lines several times. This makes it
virtually impossible for pet owners to track down their missing pets and

seriously impedes USDA's ability to trace the sources of animals to make

sure they are legitimate.

USDA attempted to strengthen its regulations relating to acquisition
of random source animals in1987. The proposed regulations , published on
March 31", L987, included a prohibition on the purchase, sale, use or transPor-
tation of stolen animals (Section 2.60); a requirement that dealers record the

vehicle license number and state and driver's license number and state for
every individual from whom a dog or cat is purchased (Section 2.75); and a

requirement that all operators of auction sales be licensed as Class B dealers
(Section 2.1). USDA also proposed to add a new section to the regulations
permitting Class B dealers to obtain cats and dogs only from state, county or
city owned and operated pounds or shelters or from individuals who have
bred and raised the animals on their own premises (Section 2.132).

In setting forth the proposed regulation, USDA explained the obvi-
ous necessi ty for alimitation on the sources of dogs and cats sold to research

by class B dealers:
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In the past few years there have been several instances of
licensed dealers obtaining dogs and cats by fraudulent means and
apparently knowingly purchasing stolen animals. These dealers
were all class"B" dealers who buy and sell animals and the dogs and
cats were all random source type animals, that is, they were not
purchased from the persons who bred and raised the animals. The
Department has also noted an increase in licensed dealers buying
dogs and cats at flea markets or trade-day type sales. These animals
are purchased from anyone and are usually purchased one, two, or
three dogs or cats at a time. Many times the sellers have just recently
acquired the dogs or cats and they are not what one would consider
a family pet and have not been bred and raised by the persons who
sold them. The net effect of the above types of activity is to encourage
animal theft for profit. The theft of dogs and cats to supply the needs
of research facilities is one of the basic reasons that the original
Animal Welfare Act was passed. The above type of activity is,
therefore, not in keeping with the original intent of Congress to
protect animal owners from the theft of their pets.a

USDA stated that another intention of the proposed regulation "was
to eliminate the indiscriminate impoundment of 'lost' animals by contract
pound operators who are also licensed dealers":

In the past several years, we have learned of increasing
numbers of complaints and allegations that contract private animal
pounds that are also licensed dealers under the Act have been
overzealous in impounding dogs and cats. There are allegations that
the impounded dogs and cats are not always stray or lost animals. In
additioru the Agency has become aware of several instances where
licensed dealers obtained stolen dogs and cats, or obtained dogs and
cats under false pretenses or misrepresentation.s

The National Association for Biomedical Research and its allies
attacked usDA's proposals during the public comment period following
publication of the proposed regulations. In a March 15, 1989 request for
additional comments, USDA noted: "We received3TT comments (352 from
the research community) stating that proposed section 2.60 [prohibiting the
sale, purchase and use of stolen animals] should either be deleted from the
regulations entirely or that it should be limited to persons'knowingly and
willfully' engaging in activities using stolen animals." And even though
USDA stated it had received 2,865 comments from the general public
supporting proposed Section 2.132, it also stated that it received 16Z com-
ments from "members of the research communityi' who claimed such a
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limitation on the sources of dogs and cats "would limit the availability of
animals for use by research facilities, and/or would increase the cost of
animals to research facilities." In response to the researchers' complaints,
USDA weakened the proposal, removing the provision prohibiting dealers
from obtaining dogs and cats from nongovernment pounds and shelters.
Dealers would be allowed to buy dogs and cats from private or contract
pounds, "but with certain restrictions in order to better ascertain how,
where, from whom, and when the dogs and cats were obtained by the
pound."5 Any licensee who also operated a private or contract pound or
shelter would be required to maintain two separate facilities, one for the
pound and one for the dealer facility, and also comply with the 10-day
holding period set forth in Section 2.L01 (requiring any dog or cat acquired
by a dealer from a contract or private pound to be held 10 full days). Despite
the researchers' objections, USDA retained 1) the prohibition on dealers
obtainingrandom source dogs and cats from individuals who have notbred
and raised them on their own premises; 2) Section 2.60, prohibiting the sale,

purchase or use of stolen dogs and cats; 3) the proposed recordkeeping
requirements under Section2.75; and 4) the requirement that auction opera-
tors be licensed under Section 2.1. USDA published the final rules in August
1989.

The Traceback Investigations

The gross failure of many dealers to keep accurate records of the
source of dogs and cats that they acquire prompted USDA to conduct two
traceback investigations in the early L990' s: the "Midwest Dog Theft Task
Force" and the "Random Source Traceback Project." In response to allega-
tions from members of the public and animal welfare groups that dealers,
primarily in Missouri and Arkansas, were selling stolen dogs to research
institutions, USDA launched the Midwest Dog Theft Task Force in 1990. The
Task Force audited the records of nine Class B dealers: Bruce Barnfield, Don
Davis, Raymond Eldridge, Randall Huffstutler, Dairal Caruthers, Wilbert
Gruenefeld, Dale Hammond, Glenn Johnston and William Walker. The Task
Force also monitored activities at five flea markets where licensed dealers
were known to trade dogs. The investigation was overseen by then APHIS
Administrator Dr. James W. Glosser, a former researcher for the Centers for
Disease Control in Atlanta, Georgia.

Despite the Task Force's discovery of serious discrepancies in dealer
records, USDA announced inJuly 1990 that "nearly all" the dealers investi-
gated had complied with federal regulations on keeping accurate records.
Even though dealers had provided long lists of sources who could not be
Iocated at all, Dr. Glosser acknowledged only that "two dealers may have
falsified records." He concluded, "No evidence was found to indicate
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dealers were knowingly buying stolen animals."

Dr. Glosser and his deputy, Dr. Joan Arnoldi, took the position that
education would solve the problems associated with poor recordkeeping
and mistreatment of animals by dealers and laboratories. Thus, despite
a considerable expenditure of time and scarce funds, the Task Force
essentially assured the public that dealers were only recording false or
fictitious names so that their bunchers would not have to become
licensed under the Animal Welfare Act. A very light slap on the wrist was
administered when USDA issued "Warning Notices" to unlicensed
dealers and dealers who failed to keep required records of the dogs and
cats they purchased. University administrators and chief executive offic-
ers of commercial laboratories breathed a sigh of relief as Dr. Glosser's
remarks served to clear them of all responsibility for using animals
obtained by fraud or theft. The final task force report was suppressed,
with only a limited number of copies finding their way outside USDA.

Threeyears later, USDAconducted another investigation of dealer
records. In November 1993, then REAC Deputy Administrator Dale
Schwindaman initiated the Random Source Traceback Project. REAC
officers conducted random checks of the records of nine Class B dealers.
Four dealers targeted by the Midwest Stolen Dog Task Force were
revisited by the traceback teams: Barnfield, Eldridge, Gruenefeld, and
Huffstutler. Audits of dealer Jerry Vance's records pursuant to an in-
depth investigation yielded traceback audits of five of his major suppli-
ers: William Hargrove, Jr.,Jeffery Hodges, Jack Stowers, C.C. Baird, and
the Hardeman County Animal Shelter,Indiana.

Of the2'J.6 random source suppliers the project attempted to trace,
50 could not be located using the information provided on dealer
records. In addition, " five incorrect names were listed in the records; 18
incorrect driver's licenses or social security numbers were listed; 26
incorrect street or town addresses were listed; L4 persons indicated as
suppliers in the records had never sold animals to the dealers; and L5
discrepancies existed in the number of animal acquisitions which were
listed in the dealer records compared to the number of animals claimed
to have been sold by the supplier." Fifty-seven of the suppliers who were
contacted stated the dogs they sold to the dealers were not born and
raised on their property, as required by law.

The traceback report also noted that county pounds and shelters
were selling dogs to dealers and that it was often unclear whether such
sales were legal. The report stated: "These facilities appear to be the
source of a significant number of the licensed dealers' random source
dogs and offer a great opportunity for them to obtain dogs laundered
through unregulated sources." As a result of the Traceback Project's



findings, USDA issued L6 warning notices to random source suppliers
and 49 Letters of Information to individuals suspected of dealing dogs
without licenses.

The Pet Protection Act of L990

In April 1988, before USDA's proposed regulations had been ap-
proved, Kentucky Senator Wendell Ford introduced the Pet Theft Act. The
purpose of the Act was, in Ford's words, " to protect pet owners from the theft
of their animals, and to prevent the sale or use of stolen animals." Two
decades after passage of the AWA, pet theft was still a nationwide problem.
Increasingly frequent media reports of missing pets ending up in research
laboratories had outraged the public. Senator Ford's files were filled with
newspaper articles documenting the theft of cats and dogs throughout the
country.

In his testimony during the House of Representatives hearing on the
Pet Theft Act, Senator Ford stated:

It's difficult sometimes for a father to see a son who loses a pet
that is the son of a three-time field champion. This son and that dog
had become quite great companions, and every afternoon at two
o'clock the dog would go to the corner and wait for the boy to come
home from school. The last time that dog was seen/ it was being
thrown in the back end of a panel truck with an out-of-state license
on it. When you hug your son and he quivers, it's a little tough.

I see what's going on in eastern Kentucky where trucks go
through the countryside, men stand there with all kinds of dogs, they
throw them in a truck and they take them to Pennsylvania and other
places. I think, Mr. Chairman, that we should try the best we can to
prevent the theft of pets.7

Undercover investigations by humane officers revealed a complex
network of unlicensed and illegal dog dealing. In 1988, a Cole County,
Missouri humane agent posed as a dealer looking for "clean" dogs. One
buncher told the agent he expected to be paid handsomely, because to get
" clear." dogs, he'd have to go into "people's backyards."o Before his three-
month investigation was over, the agent was approached by 15 individuals
offering to sell him dogs. He regularly purchased dogs from three bunchers
in particular, who pointed out the "hot" dogs in each lot so the agent could
sell them first. Only once did any of the bunchers express .rny reservations.
" People know we're getting dogs and we're afraid there' ll be a lynching if we
steal any of their dogs," one of them said when the agent put in an order for
coonhounds.e

In1987, Senator Ford had heard from angr1, citizens after an out-of-
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state dealer had come to Kentucky to buy allegedly stray dogs at an auction
sale. Many of the animals he bought turned out to be stolen pets. "Public
reaction in Kentucky against this episode was loud and strong, as it had been
everywhere that cherished animals are suddenly missing in large numbers,"
said Ford.

"I can show you place after place, time after time, where so-called
auction sales - we have documentary proof - induce the theft of pets," Ford
told Congress. In her testimony in favor of the Pet Theft Act, Martha
Armstrong, the former manager of an animal shelter in Memphis, Tennes-
see, stated: "It was always easy for us to know when the trade days were
taking place. Our calls from frantic pet owners whose dog or cat had
disappeared increased by 50 percent on the day before and the day of the
event. If owners called prior to trade day, we would inform them to drive...
[there] to look for their pet."'o

Humane groups had long fought to outlaw auction sales, where
animals are subjected to abuse and housed and transported under appalling
conditions. Humane Society of Missouri investigator DavidGarcia testified:
"I have personally witnessed the exchange of animals and money at public
dog auctions without any regard for USDA regulations.... These animals,
both initially with the buncher, and subsequently with the Class'B' dealers,
are handled and transported in deplorable conditions that appear to be far
below USDA standards. There is never any consideration given for the
health, welfare or comfort of any animal.""

"It was the problem of stolen pets that caused the enactment of the
Animal Welfare Act in August of.1965," stated Senator Ford. "Yet here we
are22 years later with the exact same problem, except that it is now being
perpetrated through a loophole in the Act. It is that loophole-the auction
sale, that I am trying to close." Ford felt the Pet Theft Act would close this
loophole that had allowed bunchers and dealers to continue funneling stolen
cats and dogs into theresearchanimal trade. TheActwould have prohibited
Class B dealers fromobtainingdogs andcatsfroma source otherthana state,
county, or city owned shelter or pound, or a private shelter under govern-
ment contract that already released animals for research.

The Act would also have required pounds and shelters to hold dogs
and cats for a period of seven days before releasing them to dealers in order
to allow sufficient time for animals to be recovered by their original owners
or adopted. The longer holding period would prevent dealers from "raid-
ing" pounds as soon as animals arrived. These raids were often prearranged
with pound or shelter officials, some of whom gave dealers their own keys
to the pounds. The bill also set forth stringent requirements for documenta-
tion of dealer purchases and sales. Dealers would be prohibited from selling
any random source animals that were not accompanied by a valid certifica-
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tion containing, among other things, the name and address of the Person,
pound or shelter from whom the dealer acquired the animal, a complete
description of the animal, and a statement by the pound or shelter that the
holding period requirement had been met.

The bill passed the Senate by a unanimous vote on August 10, L988.

Not surprisingly, the research industry mounted a fierce campaign against
the legislation in the House. The National Association for Biomedical
Research (NABR), whose president had assured Ford prior to the Senate

hearings that the organization would not oppose the Act, now claimed the
bill would cut off the supply of animals to laboratories and "inhibit"
research. "Over the past two years I have tried to get at pet theft from several
angles, and have been opposed by !!re NABR at every angle," stated Ford in
his testimony at the House hearing. " " It was only when I hit upon the present
formula, which has the strong support of so many in the medical research
community, that I was able to obtain a letter from J. Richard Gaintner,
President of the NABR, saying that the organization would not oppose my
bill.... On the basis of this letter I thought I had an agreement with the
NABR.... That is why I was taken aback when the NABR's objections began
to surface after S. 2353 passed the Senate."13

Representatives of the research industry who testified in the House
hearings skirted the issue of pet theft, focusing instead on advancements in
health care brought about by the use of random source animals in research.
They announced they would support the Act only if two "minor" modifica-
tionswere made: the prohibitiononauctionsales and the seven-day holding
period requirement would have to be eliminated. As Ford responded, the
industry's recom.rnended amendment would "do no less than gut" the bill
entirely.

APHIS Administrator James Glosser also testified against the Act,
claiming it would " erode" the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture,
hampering USDA's ability "to direct and modify the Animal Welfare
Program as circumstances require."'* He agreed with the industry's position
that the Act's restriction on the sources of dogs and cats was too limiting and
claimed the requirement that documentation on all sales be maintained for
at least 1 year was "unnecessary."

Ford's bill died in the House in 1989. It wasn't until November 1990

that a watered-down version of the Pet Theft Act passed in the House. This
bill, entitled the Pet Protection Act, gave the research industry exactly what
it had asked for. Gone was the prohibition on auction sales, and pounds and
shelters would be required to hold animals for only five days rather than
seven. (Note: The holding period under most state and local laws was
already at least five days.) The aim of Ford's legislation-to prevent dealers
from acquiring dogs and cats from sources most likely to be laundering
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stolen pets-had been frustrated. The new legislation did, however, incor-
porate the certification requirements of Ford's original bill. USDA finalized
regulations implementing the Pet Protection Act in July 1993. The regula-
tions added the requirement that the five-day holding Period include a

Saturday. In addition, the regulations require dealers to provide valid
certification to anyone purchasing random source dogs and cats from them.
The certification must include a detailed description of the dog or cat, an
assurance that the dealer informed the person, pound or shelter that the
animal provided might be used for research, and a statement by the pound
or shelter that it met the holding period requirement. Research facilities must
keep dealer certification on file for three years, and dealers must keep a coPy
of the certification for one year. Dealers found guilty of violating the Act may
have their licenses temporarily suspended and be subject to a fine of up to
$2500 for each violation or imprisonment for up to L year. Dealers who
violate the Act more than once may be fined up to $5,000 per dog or cat
acquired or sold, and those who violate the Act three or more times may have
their licenses permanently revoked.

Within a few months after USDA had issued its new regulations,
Congressman George Brown, one of the authors of the Animal Welfare Act,
sent a petition to then Agriculture Secretary Mike EsPy, expressing concern
about reports that USDA was not properly enforcing the pet theft provisions
of the Animal Welfare Act. The petition, co-signed by 28 members of
Congress, stated: "Credible evidence has come forth that USDA-licensed
animal dealers routinelybuy and sell stolenfamily pets. Moreover, there are
charges that USDA inspectors have knowingly ignored repeated violations
of federal laws, including the falsification of records of animal origins, the
only way to ensure that stolen animals are not entering he research animal
trade." The petition urged USDA "to act with decisiveness and forceful-
ness.... The law mustbe enforced so that pets and pet-owners are protected
fromthe actions of those peoplewho profitfromthis unconscionable trade."

The following month, Wisconsin Senator Russell Feingold sent Sec-

retary Espy a letter requesting a review of AnimalWeUare Actenforcement.
Feingold suggested that USDA "reconsider the initial Process for awarding
a Class B license, how it deals with repeat offenders, and the length of time
a license may be suspended relative to the period of time required for
adjudication of a dispute."

In his response to the Brown petition, Secretary Espy wrote: "My
colleagues at USDA and I are deeply concerned about increasing reports of
pet thefts in some states, and we are committed to taking appropriate action
against any of our L,L06 Class B licensees who may be contributing to the
problem by dealing in stolen animals.... Please be assured we are committed
to administering the AWA to the fullest extent of our authority to prevent pet
theft." Espy also indicated USDA was considering making changes to AWA
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regulations, namely, to strengthen penalties for violations of the Act and
improve procedures for reviewing dealer records.

USDA never formally proposed any changes regarding penalties or
review of dealer records, but in 1996 it announced that it was working on
proposed amendments to the Animal Welfare Act. One of the proposed
provisions would phase out Class B dealers as a source of cats and dogs for
research over a period of several years. USDA has yet to introduce such
legislation. In May 1995, Representative Charles Canady of Florida intro-
duced the "Pet Safety and Protection Act of 1996" (H.R. 3398). This
legislation proposed the elimination of Class B random source dealers.
Senator Daniel Akaka of Hawaii introduced a companion bill, 5.21L4, in the
Senate. Under H.R. 3398 and S. 2174,1he only legitimate sources of animals
for research would be licensed Class A dealers, publicly owned and oper-
ated pounds, individual donors who have bred or raised the animals or who
have owned them at least one year prior to donatioru and other research
facilities. The bill also required any pounds providing animals for research
to be registered with USDA and comply with the five-day holding require-
ment and the recordkeeping requirements currently in place for Class B
dealers.

Representative ]ohn Fox of Pennsylvania introduced a similar bill in
the House, "The Family Pet Protection Act" (H.R. 3393), which also pro-
posed elimination of random source dealers and set forth additional require-
ments for all pounds providing dogs and cats for research. One key differ-
ence between H.R. 3393 and H.R. 3398 was that H.R. 3398 would permit only
municipally owned and publicly operated pounds registered with USDA to
supply dogs and cats for research, whereas H.R. 3393 would permit both
public and private (contract) pounds to provide dogs and cats to research,
allowing contract pound operators who were also licensed Class B dealers
to sell dogs and cats to research facilities.

A hearing on both bills was held August 1., 1996 before the House
Subcommittee on Livestock, Dairy and Poultry. USDA's Assistant Secretary
for Marketing and Regulatory Programs, Michael Dunn, testified that USDA
supported theintent of the proposed legislationand discussed the problems
his department has regulating Class B dealers, particularly the difficulty in
determining the sources of animals acquired by dealers.

He stated that a USDA traceback project revealed recordkeeping
inaccuracies with 52% of the animals traced. "Recordkeeping inaccuracies
severely preclude complete tracebacks of animals and consume a large share
of our inspection resources," said Dunn." When asked by Representative
George Brown, a cosponsor of H.R. 3398, it eliminating Class B dealers
"would both save [USDA] money... and eliminate one level of regulation,"
Dunn responded, "It would eliminate one heck of a headache for us in some
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areas. There are those people that are falsifying records, as I indicated. It's
very tough to traceback those. Every time we develop a new way to look for
somethin& they develop a new way to hide it." Dunn also pointed to
unlicensed dealers as another enormous regulatory problem for USDA.
"Last year we did about 1,800 searches. That is, going out looking for folks
who are dealing but aren't licensed. And that is a whole other problem out
there. There is a very, very dirty dealing group of people out there that
would stoop to stealing animals, pets, and market them for profit without
regard to the impact that it has on the family," said Dunn.

Former USDA Assistant Secretary for Marketing and Regulatory
Programs Patricia Jensen also testified at the hearing, stating that despite the
fact that Class B random source dealers represent less than one percent of all
the entities regulated by USDA, they require "an inordinately large amount
of resources in order to adequatelyregulate them."16 She stitedihat while
USDA had initiated procedures to target the recurrent problems associated
with Class B dealers, "meaningful reform... needs legislation such as that
before you today." Jensen stated that the proposed legislation "would
correct one of the most egregious problems in research - the introduction of
stolen and fraudulently acquired pets into the process."

In a statement supporting the proposed legislation, Representative
Bob Goodlatte, a co-sponsor of H.R. 3398, stated ,"My congressional district
along the Interstate 3L corridor southwest of here is known for being one of
the prime areas where a lot of pet owners lose their pe!s," said Goodlalte. "I
have had a number of constituents who have contacted me about this very
problem, and sometimeswithvery substantial evidence thatthese pets have
been hijacked, kidnapped, whatever, and found their way into the stream of
commerce for research facilities.. .. I think this legislation is necessary to deal
with that problem and to address this issue in away that will lead to, I think,
much more fair handling of providing animals to research facilities."lT

Representatives from NABR testified against the proposed legisla-
tion, just as they had during hearings on the Pet Theft Act. Using a familiar
tactic, they avoided the issue of pet theft almost entirely, focusing instead on
their explanations of the necessity for using dogs and cats in medical
research. One of NABR's representatives who testified against the legisla-
tion is a professor at Wayne State University, a facility that purchases
animals from three different Michigan Class B dealers. Each of the three
Class B dealers in Michigan who supply animals to laboratories have been
cited repeatedly by USDA for apparent violations of Animal Welfare Act
regulations. In May 1996, one of those dealers was fined $16,000 for failure
to provide adequate veterinary care and failure to maintain adequate
records. Ironically, in her testimony in support of H.R. 3398, Dr. Barbara
Orlans cited passages from a 1994 USDA inspection report of this same
dealer's facility, which reported a number of sick and emaciated animals.
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The Congressional session ended soon after the August t hearing
and before further action was taken. On February 5,1997, Representative
Canady reintroduced his bill as the "Pet Safety and Protection Act of 1997"
(H.R.5e4).
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Chapter 4

Class B Dealers Selling Random Source
Dogs and Cats fo, Research

BAIRD, C.C. (MARTIN CREEK KENNEL). Williford, Arkansas. USDA
license #71-8,-108 $99n.

C.C. Baird is one of the largest licensed random source animal
dealers, selling approximately 3,500 dogs a year to more than 50 laboratories
in the United States and abroad. His clients have included Cedars-Sinai, the
University of Missouri, the University of Mississippi, Colorado State Uni-
versity, the University of Arkansas (U4), the University of Arkansas Medi-
cal Center and the University of Texas.' He reportedly began selling dogs to
the University of Wisconsin* and Madison Area Technical College after they
stopped buying from Ervin Stebane, and he is believed to have taken over
Hoiio's 

"rriom"rr 
after Don Davis's death.2 According to USDA, he earns

more than $100,000 a year in gross sales.' Baird acquires the animals he sells
from pounds, from people who drop animals off at his facility and at trade
days. Baird has purchased animals from approximately 1,156 different
people.n In 1997 , an administrative law judge found Baird guilty of violating
the Animal Welfare Act and fined him $5,000.

In199L, reports that missing pets were turning up at Martin Creek
Kennel prompted a four-part investigative report by KARK-TV, Channel4
in Little Rock. At that time, Baird allowed pet owners to check his kennel for
missing dogs if he believed the people were "legitimate" and not "just
troublemakers." Joyce Bogard Hillard, director of investigations for Arkan-
sans for Animals, says a few people did recover their dogs from Baird's
kennel. According to Hillard, whenever someone called Baird to ask if he
might have his or her missing dog, he always said he didn't, but the dog was
back in the person's yard by the next morning. But "now, Baird will only
check his computer records with the dog's description and will not allow
actual inspections," saidHillard.s According to an October L0, L996 news-
paper article, one of Baird's suppliers, Jerry Turner, was arrested on charges
of dog theft in 199L.o Although Turner claimed he had purchased the dog
atan auction, the dog didn't disappear until several days after the day of the
* The University of Wisconsin at Madison now has a policy against purchasing animals
from Class B dealers.
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auction. He was found guilty and fined $200.

USDA audited Baird's acquisition and sales records during its B-
dealer traceback project in1993. Out of more than 88 individuals listed on
Baird's records as having supplied him with dogs, 23 of them could not be
located using the addresses Baird had listed (some of the addresses didn't
exist). In some cases, USDA investigators could not even find any records of
drivers licenses that matched the license numbers listed on Baird's records.
Two other persons listed had died, one of them having died before he
purportedly sold dogs to Baird.T Seven of the listed individuals were
identified by incorrect driver's license or social security numbers.s lnvesti-
gators discovered that another listed source, Dustin Roach, was a "fugitive
from justice" who apparently traded dogs using an assumed name.'In L994,
one of Baird's suppliers, an unlicensed dealer in Missouri, signed an
affidavit stating he had sold Baird dogs and cats that he had not bred and
raised and that he had also provided Baird with false names to be recorded
on his acquisition records.lo

USDA inspectors have documented deficiencies in recordkeeping,
sanitation, veterinary care and housing during their routine inspections of
Baird's facility:

2-20-91.: (258 dogs, L9 cats) "There are 26 outdoor pens that do not
have adequate shade and shelters. One or two pens have 6-8 dogs in pens
that... have adequate shelter for only 3-4 dogs. There are 5 pens that do not
have shelters at all.... The cat litter pans were in need of cleaning and shall
be cleaned of waste more often. The northernmost outdoor pens on the west
end of the facility have an accumulation of waste in the first couple pens that
needs to be cleaned more frequently."

During reinspection on 4-10-91, the inspector noted that the shelter
and sanitation deficiencies documented on2-20-9'1, had not been corrected:
"[Sixteen] of the outdoor pens still do not have sufficient shade. [One] pen
with 8 dogs each measuring about 27" longhave a shelter that is 46" x28."
This shelter is too small to accommodate these dogs and the pen shall be
thinned.... All the outdoor pens need cleaning of waste, and the cat litter
pans are too full of feces."

On 6-5-91, the inspector noted that while the previously noncompliant
items had beencorrected, therewerenew deficiencies inveterinary care and
sanitation: "Dog #914 appears extremely sick with a discharge from both
eyes and the nose. There is crusty exudate around the eyes and nose that in
my professional opinion, may indicate canine distemper.... A dog was
chained inside a dirt isolation barn in unsanitary conditions. This dog,
number 620,has a large swelling along both sides of the ventral neck. Other
'sick' dogs were also present in this isolation barn. Dogs that are sick shall
not be moved into isolation facilities that are less sanitary than the enclo-
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sures they had previously been housed in."
"Dognumber 840 was noted in a dirt isolation pen that had rusted

metal cageswithinitand unsealedwood. The owner stated the dogwas sick
and was to be euthanized that day. On close examination it was determined
that the dogwas actually dead. Six other dogs were housed in the same pen
with the dead dog.... The veterinary care program for this facility shall be
reevaluated because there are significant health care problems that are not
being adequately addressed. Your veterinarian shall make a site visit to this
facility within 48 hours to get these health problems addressed.... The floor
of the cat facility is dirty and covered with dead flies. Clutter, paint, used
soda cans were also present in the cat room." The inspector also reported
that vehicle license numbers were not being recorded for individuals selling
dogs to Baird.

On1.-7-92, inspectors reported: "One-hundred and sixty-two dogs
are housed in enclosures that have insufficient protection from the cold. The
dog houses for these dogs shall have front walls provided-they currently
are three-sided with an open front.... Many of the dogs were passing
diarrhea. Adequate control of the diarrhea shall be established within 48
hours after consultation with the attending veterinarian.... Dog #2M2has
a head wound that shall be adequately treated within 24 hours. Cats #786
and 86L have eye problems that shall be examined by your veterinarian and
appropriately treated. Three or four dogs were observed with lameness.
Any lame dog shall be examined, treated if necessary or isolated from other
dogs."

A 3-25-92 inspection report noted that the shelter deficiency had
been corrected. However, subsequent inspections of Baird's facilities and
shipments of animals revealed continuing deficiencies in veterinary care
and housing:

6-24-93: (Transportation inspection - Professional Labs & Research
Services, Suffolk, VA) "Seven large dogs were observed to not have suffi-
cient space to stand, sit or turn around in the affixed enclosures";7-7-93:
(Sharp Co.) "Dogs housed with contagious diseases such as sarcoptic mange
shall not be housed in cages that allow fence line contact with non-infected
dogs. To be corrected by 7 / 9 / 93" ; 7-13-93: (Transportation inspection-
University of Texas at San Antonio) "Enclosures do not provide adequate
height. Dogs were not able to sit/stand erect as back and head hit top of
enclosures"; 3-'J.-94: (Sharp Co.) "There were two dogs that were in poor
condition. These dogs were in need of veterinary care or they should be
euthanized. The licensee elected to euthanize the two dogs."

In March of 1994, Baird transported 56 dogs and 6 cats to the
University of Mississippi Medical Center. When the truck reached the
Center,42of the dogswere dead. The causeof the deathsremains amystery,
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and USDA never fited any charges against Baird.11

On February 17,1995, USDA filed a complaint against Baird, charg-
ing him with failing to maintain complete records showing the acquisition,
disposition and identification of animals and acquiring random source dogs
in violation of the AWA. The complaint also charged Baird with handling
an animal in a manner that caused trauma, behavioral stress, physical harm
and unnecessary discomfort to the animal; failing to keep interior surfaces
of housing facilities and surfaces that come in contact with dogs free of
excessive rus! failing to maintain housing facility surfaces on a regular
basis; andfailingto make provisions for the regular and frequent collection,
removal and disposal of water in a manner that minimizes contamination
and disease risks.

A hearing on the charges was held on October 1 and 2,1996 in
Memphis, Tennessee. Administrative Law Judge James Hunt filed his
decision in the case on April 9,1997.In it he concluded that Baird's failure
to verify the information given to him by his suppliers-by looking at the
person's driver's license - amounted to failure to maintain his records fully
and correctly. He also found that Baird had purchased random source
animals from unauthorized sources, citing the purchase of animals from
unlicensed dealer Mark Yardley and noting that Baird had been in the
business long enough to be familiar with the practice among people in the
area to sell dogs to dealers that they had acquired through trades or drop-
offs. He stated that Baird had the responsibility to guard against this by
asking sellers whether they had bred and raised the animals. Judge Hunt
went on to state that USDA had failed to show that the rust and chewed
wood found at Baird's facility by a USDA inspector was so excessive so as
to prevent cleaning or sanitization or affect structural strength.

Although USDA had requested a $50,000 fine and permanent revo-
cationof Baird's license,]udge Hunt imposed only a $5,000 fine and refused
to revoke or even suspend Baird's license. He stated that he based his
decision on the fact that Baird "had not committed any previous violations."
Despite the deficiencies in veterinary care repeatedly reported by USDA
inspectors and USDA's charge that Baird had handled an animal in a
manner that caused trauma and physical harm, Judge Hunt also concluded
that "there is no evidence that the animals at his kennel are provided with
less than humane care."l2Einally,Iudge Hunt reasoned that a higher penalty
was not warranted because although it was conceivable that some of the
animals Baird acquired were stolery "there [was] no evidence... that any of
the animals handled by Baird, whether random source or not, had been
stolen'family pets."'

Baird is reportedly working on plans to start a Class A business with
Farrell Byers, who has set up a kerurel on an unused hog farm near Baird's
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property and has been attempting to obtain a Class A license from USDA.13

Baird has agreed to let Byers dispose of waste from the facility on his

property.l4 Byers currently houses about 120 dogs and plans to add an

ldditional 1,500. In March \997, the Arkansas Department of Pollution
Control and Ecology investigated Byers's kennel in response to prrblic
complaints that the"iacility's iaste trbtaing pond was overflowing." The

inveitigator found that the waste holding Pond was full and appeared to be

Ieaking in two separate places. The investigator also noted that dead

.TT?lt were being stored on the site rather than being disposed of prop-
erly.

BALL, ANDY, JR. (KISER LAKE KENNELS). Saint Paris, Ohio. USDA
license #31-8-001 099n.

Kiser Lake Kennels was licensed by USDA ln 1967 under Paul

Anthony's ownership. Anthony had been in the dog business since 1949.

Andy Ball, who was one of Anthony's drivers in the 1960s,later became co-

licensee with Anthony before becoming the sole owner n1977. Ball sells

approxima tely  ,7}Oanimals a y ear,groJsing close to $g24,OOO.r7 Kiser Lake

his sold animals to Ohio State University, Wright State University, the

University of Cincinnati and the University of Pittsburgh. Ball acquires

most of his animals from municipal pounds. ln 1990, USDA suspended
Ball's license tor 2'1. days and fined him $20,000.

On April 5, 1966,Ball and another Kiser Lake Kennels driver, Donald
E. Chamberlain, were driving a truckload of dogs out of Lexington, Ken-
tucky when they were stopped by local law enforcement officers. The
officers claimed the truck was "crammed" full of dogs. Ball and Chamber-
lain were arrested and charged with failure to vaccinate a dog against rabies,
possession of unlicensed dogs and driving an unlettered livestock truck'
The dogs were en route to dealer Michael Kredovski in Pennsylvania (see

also: Kredovski, Michael (BioMedical Associates) in this chapter).'"

The incident was covered by Newsweekrnagazine, which described
159 dogs packed into an 8' x 6' space. "It was the whimpering that first
attracted the cop's attention. Approaching, he got a whiff of the truck that
almost made him sick." The dogs were confiscated by the local humane
society. According toNswsweek, one dogwas dead; some were so weakthey
had to be carried into the shelter. All were thirsty and hungry. The dogs were
impounded by local dog wardens and returned after Anthony's attorney
presented legal proof of purchase and ownership to the police. Ball and
'Chamberlairiweie 

found guilty of cruelty to animals and fined $100 each.le'2o

Anthony claimed he bought an estimated 200 dogs every other week
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in Kentucky, primarily from dog wardens in smaller counties. one of his
suppliers was Joe Herndon, the spencer County (Kentucky) dog warden;
fnthony reportedly paid him between $2 and $3 per drig. He told the
Lexington Herald that he felt he was "doing the animils a favror" by buying
them because his work "served to save thi canines from an almoit ."ituii
death at the hands of the authorities" who impounded them.21

ln 1968, Frank McMahory field services director for the Humane
society of the united states, termed ohio "the worst state in the union for
dog law violations." At that tim e (1967-1968), Anthony was collecting dogs
from pounds in L9 Ohio counties.

ln 1969, the ohio Humane Federation lost a three-year battle in
ohio's second District Court to stop Anthony's dog dealing. The suit, filed
in July of. 7955, sought to revoke Anthony's kennel license and order
champaign County officials to collect license and impoundment fees from
kennel licensees, which it apparently had not been doing. ohio Humane
Federation office manager William Green said that a favorible court ruling
would make dealing in dogs too expensive for dealers to stay in businessl
The court decided Anthony's licensing qualifications were not at issue and.
ruled against the Ohio Humane Federation.z

on May 1.6,1969, Anthony and dealer Michaer Kredovski shipped
_15-0 

dogs and 4 cats in cramped crates. usDA filed charges against them in
l_uly 1970,but the case was resolved when Anthony voluntarif surrendered
his license. Kredovski agreed to a cease-and-desist order 

"rd " 
seven-day

license suspension.

At one time, four sites were registered under Ba['s license: the Ford
Road and Trestle Road sites in ohio, run by Ball himself; and the Elkfork and
Morgantown sites in Kentucky, run by his brother, Clifford, and Barbara
Findley,respectively. The Kentucky sitesfunctioned asholdingfacilities for
Ball's dogs. conditions at all four sites were documented aJdeficient on
USDA inspection reports.

Clifford Ball and Findley received their ownUSDA licenses in L991,
and both continued supplying animals to Ball. However, Findley,s license
has since been terminated. Leona Adkins of Adkins Kennels in ohio and
Douglas Grubb of skyline Kennels in Kentucky are also two of Ball's known
suppliers.

APHISinspectors described Kiser Lake Kennels as a facility with a

:ht"-ry. lack of proper veterinary care for its animals.ts Inspections of the
Ford Road and Trestle Hill sites have revealed deficienciei in veterinary
care, housing and sanitation:

8-13-87: Ford Road site, Ohio (372 dogs),,Veterinary care.... Two
dogs in new facility are sick and in cage 12-are two sick pups showing
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distemper signs.... These two pups have been vaccinated 2 ot 3 times for
distemper. This may be a continuing Problem.... Two dogs Presently
chained to dog houses have no shade other than the dog house.... One pen
located outside of fenced-in area... contains eight weaned puppies that
require 4508 sq. inches. The pen measures... 3840 sq. inches. A pen this size
should house only six pups thatsize";7-26-88 (382 dogs) "Veterinary care....

Dogs in pens7,51,52,75... presently appear to be sick and in need of vet
care... Dog in south end cage appears sick." Other deficiencies were cited.
"Meal stored in trash containers is infested with insects.... Pen 2 and72
contain bitches with pups. The wire mesh flooring outside the box is big
enough for the pups' feet and legs to go through causing possible injury.
Also some of the smaller dogs in other pens aPPear to have sore feet from
walking on the large wire mesh flooring.... Pens nos. 42,50 and79 had too
many dogs for the space available."

7-26-88: Trestle Road site, Ohio (220 dogs and 35 cats) "Several pens
of dogs are being fed caked, moldy feed.... Several water pans have Sreen
slime and need sanitation.... Vet. Care.... Pen 8 in barn, one dog has sores
on nose and ears. Cat in end cat pen in 2nd room aPPears sick."

On April 25,1989, USDA issued Ball a warning notice for failure to
identify all dogs and clean and sanitize pens properly. During a7-27-89
inspection of the Ford Road site, the inspector observed a thin, drooling,
depressed, very ill dog:

I pointed this out to Mr. Ball and he said he would euthanize
the dog. I asked him if he needed any help, but he said no, he would
handle it himself.... I heard the dog yelping and whining. I walked
overto observe. The dogwas still aliveandwhining. Apparently, the
dog had struggled and some of the T-51 (euthanasia agent) had gone
outside the vein. Mr. Ball then gave more T-61 and the dog eventu-
ally died.... It is my professional opinion that animals at Kiser Lake
Kennels are not properly observed for signs of illness and, in some
cases, do not receive prompt and proper veterinary treatment or
euthanasia.... I do not think he (Ball) is properly trained to adminis-
ter T-61, nor is he taking the time to properly restrain animals for
euthanasia.

In an affidavit dated September 5, L989, the inspector gave a sobering
evaluation of cc,nditions at Ball's facilities:

Despite repeated documentation of inadequate veterinary
care, some sick animals continue to be neglected and do not receive
prompt and proper treatment. Mr. Ball claims that this is not true,
that all animals receive proper care. He claims that the dogs and cats
I cited "probably got sick overnight." While sick animals are to be
expected at this type of facility, the animals I cited had been ill far
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longer than "overnight," judged by the severity of their condition.
While he did indeed treat some of these animals... no attention was
given to the fact that many of these animals were dehydrated and/
or emaciated and needed fluids and supportive care or euthanasia.

The inspector summarized the conditions she'd documented on the
3-13-89,4-5-89,8-3-89, and 9-5-89 inspections of the Ohio sites:

Previous inspections... also showed a lack of proper veteri-
nary treatment and neglect of seriously ill animals. A log of veteri-
nary treatments was requested due to the repetitive nature of serious
health problems at this facility and the questionable methods em-
ployed for deciding which animals should be treated.

As deficient as conditions were at Ball's facilities in 1989, they
became notably more severe in 1990. In his affidavit describing theT-1.0-90
inspection of Ball's premises, an APHIS veterinary inspector noted:

There was a gross lack of proper veterinary care. We ob-
served many sick dogs, dead and dying puppies, and moribund
animals.... It was clear that employees did not keep accurate records
or notes of sick animals for the attending veterinarian to examine,
and that the veterinarian did not systematically and thoroughly
inspect the entire facility for dogs and cats needing immediate
veterinary care on his visits. Many den boxes were filthy with caked
manure and hair; one contained maggots. Many water containers
had moss growing along the sides.

No routine schedule of cleaning had been established at Kiser Lake
Kennels. In-fact, there were no records indicating that cleaning had ever
been done.tn The kennel's three employees *"."ilro responsible for two
other sites. The records were, as the veterinary inspector noted:

grossly inadequate and far below minimum standards set by the
law. Well over 75% of the names and addresses for sources of dogs
and cats were incomplete, lacking a street address, a town, a zip
code, and many even lacking a state. It was impossible to determine
which dogs had been trucked to Kentucky hotding facilities for
conditioning.

Another inspector, also present at the 7-10-90 inspectiorl described
the condition of the animals at Kiser Lake Kennels:

[I] observed several dogs and cats which were either dead,
dying or extremely ill. Among these were four litters of puppies.
Almost all of the puppies were very dehydrated, thin and weak. One
puppy was dead and several were near death. I observed one adult
Beagle (#17054) that was moribund, emaciated.... A white cat
(#17939) was dehydrated, weak and very ill. Several other animals
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were observed that required veterinary care.. .. I observed two cages

with large amounts of feces.... One of these was infested with
maggots. The generat level of cleanliness was Poor with encrusted
feces in cages and pens throughout the facility. Many feeders were
filthy with caked, molding food.... There were maggots in at least
one dog feeder. Many water bowls were dirty and had algae growth
in them.

The inspector's reinspection on7-12-90 revealed that none of the
deficiencies had been corrected: "Ten puppies were observed that had not
received adequate treatment. Two of these were dying.... The white cat
(#17939) was dehydrated-no fluids had been given. New observations
included one dead dog.... Many feeders and water bowls were still filthy....
Many feces and maggots still present.... Mr. Ball was not present during
either inspection."

The inspector cited the chronic lack of veterinary care at Ball's
facility: "Ten of the last twelve inspections documented inadequate veteri-
nary care. As a result of this neglect, animals are suffering and dying
needlessly." Records were cited as "potentially serious.... Preliminary
audits of Mr. Ball's records show inconsistencies with records obtained
from another licensed dealer. Sources of large numbers of animals are

unclear."

The poor veterinary care at Kiser Lake was investigated. USDA
investigators interviewed Dr. ]ames T. Stockstill, Ball's attending veterinar-
ian, about the events of the week leading up to July 1'4,1990. Stockstill
testified that he had not been contacted about any health problems by
anyone at the kennels, nor did anyone mention any problems during a

routine visit onJuly \2.Butlater that day, Ball's wife called him about some
problems with some dogs. Stockstill reported that by the time he got to the
kennel, the dogs had been euthanized.

USDA suspended Ball's license f.or 2'1. days and issued a complaint
against him, alleging 18 violations of Animal Welfare Act regulations and
standards noted on the inspections of.3-13-89,4-5-89,7-29-89,8-3-89,1-9-90,
5-10-90, and 7-10-90. Among the allegations were 1) failure to establish and
maintain programs of disease control and preventiory euthanasia, and
adequate veterinary care under the supervision of a veterinarian,2) failure
to maintain records of the acquisitiory dispositiory description, and identi-
fication of animals, as required,3) failure to maintain housing facilities for
dogs and cats in a structurally sound condition and in good repair and 4)

failure to keep the premises clean and in good repair and free of accumula-
tions of trash. USDA also cited Ball for failing to correct previously cited
deficiencies noted on the 7-12-90 reinspection.

Ball neither admitted nor denied the allegations. A Consent Decision
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and order was entered on7-26-90, and Ball was fined $20,000 and given a
30-day license suspension. $2500 of the fine was suspended on thelondi-
!9n thal Ball comply with Animal welfare Act standards and regulations.
The order provided that the suspension would be lifted if and *hen Ball
demonstrated he was in full compliance with the Act. The order required
Ball to have a licensed veterinarian examine all dogs and cats at his facilities
and to have the veterinarian send a written report of his actions to USDA.
Ball was also ordered to assist APHIS personnel in conducting a complete
inventory of animals at all four of his facilities.

After learning of Ball's license suspension, Madison County, Ohio
commissioners informed him they would be terminating their kennel
service with him on the advice of their legal counsel, Madison County
prosecutor R. David Picken.E Ball's suspenJio., drew coverage from local
television stations and newspapers, and inquiries from community organi-
zations and agencies.'"

Under the terms of the order, Ball was allowed to sell any dogs and
cats under his control on the effective date of the order, with prior written
consent from APHIS. Ball carried out 43 shipments containing 798 dogs with
APHIS's consent between 7-31,-90 andg-24-90. Ball's suspension wai lifted
on October 1,1990.

During an inspection of Ball's Morgantowry Kentucky site on 8-28-

?0159 dogs), inspectors noted "Two down from the red feed building has a
hole in the box endangering the s#ety of the animals.... water buckets are
rusty, makes it impossible to clean and sanitize.... Already evidence of rats
is present. Fresh drops present, one full hill behind primary enclosure."

Inspectors visiting the Ford Road, Ohio site on 1l-20-91. (300 dogs, 69
cats) reported: "Thirty-six (35) individual cages in cat building had no
resting boards for cats. Resting boards need to be installed in all cages
housing cats... the dealer does not have any health certificates for dogs that
he transported within the state of ohio. The regulation does not provlde an
exemption for the health certificate requirement if animals are transported
within the boundaries of a state.... The facility does not have a written
[exercise] plan."

USDA cited deficiencies in recordkeeping and housing at Ball,s
Laurel Fork Kennel in Elkfork, Kentucky. An APHIS inspector reported that
whenhe and anotherinspectortried to inspectthe facility on8-3-90, Clifford
Ball called his brother, Andy, who then discussed denying usDA access to
his facilities:

During my conversation with Mr. Andy Ball, he adamantly
stated that we were not supposed to inspect his facilities without
permission from him. I replied that he could refuse us entry, in which
casewewould leave. Aftermanyheated remarks, he asked us towait
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while he consulted his attorney. In a few minutes, the attorney called
me back. His opinion too was that we were to have notified them
before coming to the premises, and that they would prefer that we
not inspect under these conditions. He (Andy) finally agreed thatwe
could inspect the facility, but only if we did not inspect the records.
I replied that we would indeed inspect the record of dogs on hand,
plus descriptions and identification tags. He replied no deal. We left
at that point.

After Clifford Ball obtained his own Class B license in1991', USDA
inspectors continued to document incomplete or inaccurate records during
inspections of Laurel Fork Kennels. Inspectors also noted repeated deficien-
cies at Barbara Findley's DN Kennels (USDA license #61-8-111) in
Morgantown, Kentucky, including inadequate identification of animals,
failure to observe the required holding period and inadequate sanitation:

7-8-92:Morgantown, Kentucky (23 dogs) "Feces covering the ground
under pens #1, 2,4,5,7,8,10, LL.... The floor of Pen #2 has a half-dollar size
hole.... Some water buckets were slimy and had green moss growing....
Transportation truck needs ventilation on adjacent-opposite sides. Pres-
ently, only ventilation is at the back."

Douglas Grubb of Skyline Kennels, in Londory Kentucky (USDA
#61.-B-102), who also sells to Andy Ball, has an annual volume of 1',427 dogs
according to 1994 USDA figures. USDA inspectors have cited deficiencies in
sanitation and recordkeeping at Grubb's facility:

7-9-92: (78 dogs) "Feces must be raked often enough to prevent
accumulationandfly problems. Sawdustwasplaced ontop of feces, andfly
problem persists"; 2-18-93: (73 dogs) "Denboxes sheltering dogs need more
bedding to provide warmth and protection.... Nine dogs were not wearing
permanent identification, but chain and tag were on top of cage. One dog
did not have, or we could not find, its identification.... Dogs on hand show
93 dogs; premises is only housing 73 dogs today.... A copy of health
certificate does not accompany records of dogs transported across state

lines.... Dog#570 in cage 31 had a non-healing toe. Dog #3281 in cage 7 was
thin and sick, and dog#3354 was thin with matted eyes."

6-30-93: (86 dogs) "Four dogs euthanized since last inspection'...
Deficiencies found on last inspection and again on this inspection: Records.

Number of dogs in keru:rel are 86;number of dogs present on [USDA Form]
7005 are 95. Records need to reflect accurate census in facility."

In1993, inspectors once again noted serious deficiencies in veteri-
nary care at Kiser Lake Kennels. During an inspection of the Ford Road site
on 5-4-93 (337 dogs,55 cats), the inspector reported: "It is evident that
adequate veterinary care is not being maintained at this facility. There seems

to be a lack of training of daily emplcyees to properly identify sick animals
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and report in writing a daily observation of eating, drinking, behavior and
to assess their health and monitor the progress of prescribed drugs.... Dogs
#12074 and 12070 were in same pen on 5-4-93-Floyd and Dr. Harlan
observed diarrhea and vomiting. The employee did not record the illness....
Nofecals were done as per program of veterinary care and no record of how
long the diarrhea and vomiting had occurred.... One cat#12296 was weak,
dehydrated and lethargic with a nasal and ocular discharge and sneezing.
Cat was showing signs of tenderness in abdomen. This cat has no program
notes by attendingveterinarian and additional veterinary care was needed."

On 3-1"-95 (Trestle Road site, 62 dogs), an inspector reported: "It is
apparent that cages/runs have not been sanitized as per 3.11(b) (3). Pens 1-
L0 and 11-15 have varying degrees of build-up of fecal and dirt and debris -sticky brown organic matter on galvanized metal inside enclosures and
between metal bar enclosures. Employee indicates cages are being disin-
fected once a month. All cages need to be sanitized every 2 weeks and
frequently if needed." The inipector also noted deficiencies in sanitation at
the Ford Road site: "Slab 3 has a large accumulation of debris/fecal,
contaminated bedding around outside of enclosures and at doorway of
denboxes. The chain link has accumulation of feces, bedding and debris."

The sanitation deficiencies were still uncorrected on 5-3-95: "Slab1,,
Slab 2 and Slab 3 have large accumulations of sawdust, feces, hair, debris
and food waste underneath the dog dens and trapped in chain link fence
underneath dog den area. It needs more frequent cleaning and more
thorough cleaning."

DAVIS, BETTY (CIRCLE D KENNELS). Myrtle Creek, Oregon. USDA
license #92-8-183 $99n.

Betty Davis, who was first licensed in1994, sells approximately 268
dogs a year, grossing $12l,800.27Davis has sold animals to ieveral research
facilities in California, including Cedars Sinai Medical Center, the veterans
Administration wadsworth Facility, and the University of southern Cali-
fornia, which sold 200 dogs purchased from Davis to Good Samaritan
Hospital. 1n1996, USDA began investigating reports that Davis was buying
dogs from individuals who had " adopted" them from shelters and through
"Free To Good Flome" ads. The U.S. District Court in Oregon issued USDA
a warrant to search and seize records as evidence in the investigation.
Federal and local law enforcement officials raided Davis's kennel onFebru-
ary 6, 1996 and confiscated her acquisition records for review. USDA's
Robert Willems began tracing the previous owners of. 29 dogs found at
Davis's kennel."Investigators also recovered at least six dogs from facilities
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in Los Angeles and returned them to their owners in Oregon. According to
USDA, the U.S. Attorney's Office is currently reviewing the case to deter-
mine whether or notto file any charges against Davis.zeUSDA will consider
administrative action against Davis following action by the U.S. Attorney's
Office and the Oregon Attorney General. Davis will remain licensed until
conclusion of the legal proceedings.

ELDRIDGE RAYMOND (ANTECH, INC.). Barnhart, Missouri. USDA
license #43-8,463 (last licensed as a Class B dealer in 1996).

Ray Eldridge sold approximately L,3'J-.4 animals a year, grossing
$458,L83.- His customers have included the University of Chicago, Kansas
City Veterans Hospital, the University of Missouri and Cleveland Veterans
Hospital. He operated two sites in Missouri, holding between 130 and 250
dogs at a time at site #1 inlefferson County and between2Tl and650 dogs
(and occasionally rabbits) at site #2 in Washington County. Eldridge is now
licensed as a Class A dealer (license #43-A-2556). According to USDA,
Eldridge is under investigationfor alle_ged violations committed during the
time he was a random source dealer."

USDA's Midwest Stolen Dog Task Force audit of Eldridge's acquisi-
tion records in L990 revealed that Eldridge had obtained dogs from at least
three unlicensed dealers, including former Class B licensee Al Willard
(Codit, MO,license #43-8-013). USDA had terminated Willard's license in
April 1989 due to his failure to file an annual report and pay licensing fees,
but Willard continued selling dogs to Eldridge for five months after his
license termination. In his investigation report, USDA senior investigator
Harry Dawson reconunended that Willard not be penalized because he
evidently "did not fully understand his license termination." USDA closed
the case without further action.32 Wilbert Gruenefeld (Jonesburg, MO,
license #43-B-064) - another one of Eldridge's suppliers - was also a subject
of the Task Force investigation. According to the Task Force findings,
Gruenefeld had also been acquiring dogs from unlicensed dealers.

Eldridge also obtained dogs from Class B dealer Ralph Bezler
(Fulton, MO), investigatedbybothUSDA and the MissouriState's Attorney's
Office for acquiring dogs under false pretenses through giveaway ads.s'n

USDA inspection reports have documented deficiencies in trans-
port, housing and recordkeeping regulations at Eldridge's facilities:

1-15-92: Site #2, Washington County (530 dogs-130 adults, 400
puppies). "Several pens in building #2withmore than one dog need larger
resting surfaces.... In puppy building several portable enclosures housing



45 . THE Arurual Dpalrns

2 pups with total of 7.5 sq ft floor space-need at least 12.5 sq ft for 2 pups
that are 24" long. These dogs need additional space. Also portable cages in
puppy building with 12 sq ft total, housing 3 pups that need at least 16 sq ft
need to have additional space provided."

7-6-92: Site #2 (439 dogs - 289 dogs,150 pups). "2fronts of houses...
have metal that has rusted away leaving a jagged edge across bottom of
door.... Outdoor runs between buildings... housing older puppies need
additional shade provided that is large enough to cover all occupants in the
enclosure. Also, west end... needs to have additional shade.... Several dogs
do not have the minimum space provided for those particular dogs.... Dogs
housed individually that do not have 200% of the minimum floor space
provided are not being given opportunity for exercise."

8-\0-92: Site #1 (\37 dogs,26 rabbits). "Several larger dogs (larger
than 36") do not have the minimum space provided that is required for those
do gs" ; 2-4-93 : Site #2 (49 6 do gs - 29 6 do gs, 200 puppies). " Adequate records
showing date of, and persons dogs were acquired from, need to be kept for
all dogs that are on hand. Some information is recorded but all required
information needs to be kept."

4-29-93: Transportation inspectiory Mount Sinai Hospital, Pearlman
Research, Miami Beach (6 dogs). "The information accompanying dogs did
not contain all of the information required.... On two dogs examined, the
accompanying records did not record significant distinctive markings...
Dog #431AH/12193 had a tattoo (HOBAB') in right ear that was not
recorded by dealer. Dog#4C280 had the tattoo'HOBAB' in right ear; this
tattoo was not recorded in the dealer records."

8-17 -93 : Site #2 (37 2 do gs - 222 adtits, 1 50 puppies). " In build ing # 4,
several litters of puppies are on wire that allow the pups' feet and legs to
pass thru the openings-smaller wire needs [to be] installed."

GARNE& DICK (COUNTY CANINES,INC.). Osceola, Iowa. USDA
license # 42-B,431 (799n.

Dick Garner's clients have included the University of Minnesota, the
Mayo Clinic, the University of Iowa and several research facilities in Florida.
He acquires dogs from pounds, various individuals and at trade days.
Garner sells approximately 154 dogs ayear, grossing $8,448."

USDA inspectors have documented deficiencies in sanitation, hous-
ing and waste removal at Garner's facility:

8-10-83 (50 dogs): "North side behind northfacility there is a manure
buildup outside the primary enclosures. Manure shall be removed and
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properly disposed of.... Three of the primary outdoor enclosures are
overcrowded and dog numbers are to be reduced." On 1-5 -87 (170 dogs), an
inspector noted, "The accumulation of manure piles behind the north dog
facility must be removed and disposed of properly. Also the six dead dogi
laying behind the east building must be disposed of in a proper manner..."

In June 1987,USDA received an animal welfare complaint concern-
irg Garner's facility. The complaint, made by an undisclosed source,
alleged "overcrowding, mistreated dogs, dogs roaming freely, trash around
premises-place is a mess."'o

Inspectors continued to document overcrowding and unsanitary
conditions:

6-15-87: (250 dogs) "The dog cages behind the south building need
to have the dog excreta cleaned out from underneath them."

7-2-87: (125 dogs) "Provisions shall be made for the removal of
animal waste. This was listed on the previous inspection of 6-1s-87. An
attempt was made to remove the dog waste from the back of the north dog
facility but not all could be removed.... Garner has agreed to put in a septii
tank...tocorrectthisdeficiencylbyT-17-87].... Theoutdoorcageonthewest
side of the kennel area has too many dogs in it."

On September L3, 1987,Garner purchased 40 dogs at the Rutledge,
Missouri Dog and Gun Auction, prompting another animal welfare com-
plaint. According to the complainant, the cages on Garner's truck "were
'stuffed' with dogs." USDA assigned inspector Dan Hart to investigate the
complaint." Hart visited Garner the following day to question him. In his
report to Area veterinarian in Charge for Iowa, Dr. Bernard zecha, Hart
wrote:

Dick Garner stated to me that these dogs were not over-
crowded when transported.... It appears that since no USDA per-
sonnel visually observed the specific load of dogs reported to be in
violation, there is no way of determining whether Dick Garner was
in compliance with the Animal welfare transportation standards.

Subsequent inspections of Garner's facility revealed continuing
serious deficiencies in sanitation and housing:

12-16-87: (150 dogs) "There are three dead dogs next to the main
kennel building that need to be properly disposed of. Also the outdoor pens
on the East side need to have the excreta removed from underneath them";
4-1-88: (250 dogs) "The one outdoor pen on legs... needs to have the excreta
removed from inside."

5-1.9-88: (155 dogs) "There are large accumulations of fecal material
behind the north kennel building and underneath the wire outside cages
that needs to be removed.... Also dead dogs are to be buried as a means of
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disposal. At least two dogs were noticed urrcovered, but were covered with
dirt during this inspection."

5-9-88: (16,4 dogs) "Disposal of dead dogs has been changed to
burning. Further inspection of burial grounds revealed one partial remains
of dog uncovered."

5-31-90: Attempted inspection. No one was present at the time of the
inspection.

6-1,-90: "Algae in water buckets. [Water] needs to be changed more
often."

1L-17 -92: (134 dogs, T puppies) "Shelters for dogs do not have 4 sides.
Many only have 3 sides. Shelters with four sides do not have wind or rain
breaks.... All wooden structures that come in contact with the dogs (boxes,
houses, pens) are worn and scratched and are not impervious to moisture.. ..

Shelters do not allow all dogs to sit, lie, or stand in normal manner. More
shelter needs to be added.... Cement runs have excreta buildup on floors
and need to be cleaned."

There was no veterinarian-approved written dog exercise plan on
file, and puppies were housed outdoors without approval from the attend-
ing veterinarian. "One pen contained mother dog and four new pups with
another adult female (not the mother or surrogate). " Records were
deficient. "1) No vehicle license numbers. 2) Missing complete addresses. 3)
Number of dogs on inventory sheet doesn't equal number of dogs on
premise."

In1993, Garner paid a $500.00 stipulation fine to USDA for record-
keeping and housekeeping violations. Garner paid another stipulation fine
in1995, but information on the amount was not available from USDA.

GRAVITT, MAX (BAUX MT. BEAGLE FARM). Germantown, North
Carolina. USDA license #55-8-033 (19971.

USDA inspectors have documented deficiencies in housing, sanita-
tiory identification of animals and recordkeeping at Max Gravitt's facility:

3-19-92: (4 dogs, 1 cat) "Enclosures next to creek have accumulations
of metal and wood adjacent to animal enclosures (dogs).... Animals m ov ed f
transported in back of open pickup w/metal enclosure which is rusty and
in air transport kennels. During inclement weather, only protection from
rain, snow, wind is covering of burlap.... 4 dogs, L cat on premises. Only 1
dog and 1 cat tagged and tag is affixed to enclosure and not on collar on
animal.... 1 personal dog in facility enclosure not identified by tags or
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records. 2 dogs not identified by tags or records."

12-4-92: (6 dogs,3 cats) "Two dog enclosures lack any form of wind
break at entrance to den box. Cat enclosures do not have any form of wind
break at entrance of den boxes. No bedding available for cais.... Litter pan
of cats overloaded with feces.... Of the 24 individual sources of do gs and cats
since 9-L-92, only one (1) individual has both driver's license number and
vehicle tag number. Twenty-three (23) individuals have driver's license
number only.... No records available for acquisition of swine purchased for
resale to research."

12-1,5-92: (5 dogs, 3 cats) "Two dog shelters still lack wind breaks on
dens. Cat enclosures lack any form of wind break at entrance.... Litter pans
overloaded with fecal debris.... Records still lack vehicle tag numbers";2-
17-93: (3 dogs, 0 cats) "Enclosure has excessive fecal debris on concrete
slab.... Two of the three dog enclosures in use lack any form of windbreak."

On5-27-93, USDA collected a $100.00 stipulation fine from Gravitt.

8-3-93: (0 dogs, 0 cats) "Approximately one-third of sources for dogs
and cats do not have a vehicle license number available";12-9-93: (0 dogs,
0 cats) "Five dogs acquired 6-14-93 and disposed of 8-27-93 as listed on
USDAFormL3-5 (Record of dogs and cats onhand). However,no dogswere
present at facility during 8-3-93 inspection by Dr. D.J. Kelley with Mr. Max
Gravitt present. Records are not accurate and do not meet USDA regula-
tions."

1.-13-94: (0 dogs) "Inadequate records. Dates for acquisition and
disposition of five dogs not correct as describe d on12-9-93 inspection form.
Record check with North Carolina-Department of Motor Vehicles indicate
three of the recorded six numbers (vehicle tag and driver's license numbers)
did not agree with Mr. Gravitt's recorded name and address for animal
source.... Inaccurate application for license renewal dated 12-6-93. Mrr.
Gravitt has grossly under-reported the number of animals sold to research
facilities during his prior business year."

On 8-29-94, Gravitt paid USDA a $200.00 stipulation fine for the
recordkeeping violations documented on 8-3 -93, 12-9 -93 and 1.-13 -9 4.

In1995, Gravitt informed a USDA inspector that he no longer sold
dogs and cats and would from then on sell only swine and goats for research.

HARGROVE,IOHNNIE (U.S. RESEARCH FARM). Medina, Tennes-
see. USDA license #53-8-101 $99n.

The Hargrove family started selling animals for research in the
1950s. The family business has been passed down through four generations,
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from Roy Hargrove to William Hargrove Sr. (Roy's son), and from William
Hargrove, Jr. to Johnnie Hargrove, the most current licensee. U.S. Research
Farm remained in business despite a1966 cruelty conviction and numerous
noncompliant items noted in USDA reports over the years. According to
1994 USDA figures, William Hargrove, Jr. had an annual volume of 466
dogs. In 1993,he paid a $100 stipulation fine for recordkeeping violations.
ln 1996, Hargrove signed a consent decision agreeing to a S-year license
suspension and a civil penalty of $1,000. Hargrove has since died, and his
son, Johnnie, has taken over the business.

William Hargrove was once a major supplier of dogs and cats to
research facilities, including Washington University at St. Louis, North-
western University Medical School and Presbyterian-St. Luke's Hospital in
Chicago, and the University of Illinois. He reportedly acquired animals in
Mississippi, Indiana, Kentucky, Tennessee and Illinois, and frequented
Ripley Trade Day in Mississippi. At one time, the Hargroves had a site in
Cicero, Illinois in addition to the Medina, Tennessee siie."'"

William Hargrove was also a supplier to Mississippi Class B dealer
Jerry Vance (see: Vance, Jerry in "Investigations Into the Acquisition of
Animals by Class B Dealers").

TheJune 9, L959 edition of theJacksonSunreported that theHargroves
were keeping dogs without food or water and that the dogs were unvacci-
nated.no On September 9,L959, the Tennessee Office of Public Health wrote
to the University of Illinois requesting the school to apply pressure on the
Hargroves to vaccinate their dogs against rabies. A rabies epidemic was
raging in Tennessee, and the random source animals the Hargroves col-
lected posed a public health danger. The University demurred, stating "it [a
rabies vaccination] interfered with some experimental procedures," anld" 7t

increases the cost of the dog to 1Js."4r

In 1966, WilliamHargrove Sr. was convicted of cruelty to animals by
a Gibson County Circuit Court jury. Charges of cruelty were brought by the
Animal Welfare Institute's Laboratory Animal Consultant, Dorothy Dyce,
after her October, 1965 visits to the Hargrove's dog farm in Medina,
Tennessee.n'

Photographs of the premises and of the starving animals Dyce
discovered (see photo section) played an important part in the circuit court's
findings, as did the testimony of one of the Hargrove's neighbors, Mrs. Joe
Smith. She testified she had seen the Hargroves "for some 20 years mistreat
dogs," and had seen them "take a stick and punch the dogs when they were
loading them in their big truck."a3

The jury recommended that William Hargrove Sr. and his father,
Roy, be fined $150 each and receive 30-day jail sentences. The Hargroves lost
their appeal for a new trial and began serving the 30-day sentences on
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December 26,1966.M

USDA inspection reports reveal U.S. Research Farm's record of
noncompliance with Animal Welfare Act regulations and standards:

2-1'L-87: "Not complete [on] dates of acquisition. Number[s] of cats
and dogs on hand don't correlate with no. on VS Form 18-5" ; 8-12-87 :"Dates
of purchase not entered and dates removed.... Cat litter pans need cleaning
and [to be] replenished with new litter." 8-26-87: "Seven cats on premise.
None listed on L8-5.... Cat litter pans need cleaning and lto be] replenished
with new litter." 5-2-89: "The entire kennel was filled with junk... covered
with old newspapers, dirt and rodent droppings";10-11.-89: "We need to
explain why there is a difference in the inventory versus number of dogs
seen on premises-these should match."

3-27-90: (73 dogs) "A bitch with pups was chained to a decrepit dog
house outside the main kennel building. The puppies had no protection
from predators.... Inventory records are incomplete. Description of ani-
mals, from whom acquired plus address, driver's license and vehicle ID is
not being provided. This must be corrected immediately. All new records
must be complete and accurate. This is a serious deficienry.... Apparently
Mr. Hargrove has been using the wrong ID number for a number of years."

"The food storage room is dirty.... Floors have accumulated dried
feces.... The ground adjacent to the kennel building is riddled with rat dens
and covered with rat feces.... #61990 was suffering from fight wounds."

5-3-90: "The south end of the barn still has lots of rat f.eces";5-31-90:
"Mr. Hargrove needs to work still more on pest control."

11-3-92: (Medina site. 60 dogs) "The concrete floors of the outside
exercise runs... are badly broken in many places.... The metal dividers [in
drainage portiory outside runs] have sharp points.... A bitch with four
nursing puppies were tied to a trailer outside the dog compound. There is
no perimeter fence, and no shelter as such. The animals are able to retreat
under the trailer, but there is no other shelter, and no protection from
predators, etc."

3-30-93: (Medina site.) "An enclosure in the hallway has a 2x4 which
has been gnawed almost in two. The platform in this enclosure has deterio-
rated to the point that it is unsafe as a resting board. . .. A section of wire near
the gate... has been damaged to the point that an opening has resulted, with
two sharp exposed bits of wire."

On7-12-93 Hargrove paid a $L00 stipulation fine to USDA.

8-12-93: (Medina site. 47 dogs) "The metal sheets used as wall
dividers in sick pen have sharp edges.... Also cement blocks used to form
back wall of all outside runs has missing mortar, cracks and chips, and
various degrees of deterioration, making it impossible to clean and sanitize
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correctly.... On acquisition sheets L8-5 or 7005, the following was noted: A.
several names were lacking complete address, including street or P.O. Box
and route, and zip code. All is required. B. sheets were not page-numbered
in block 4, upper right-hand corrler, making it difficult to put purchases
chronologically.... Last Program of Vet Care is dated 1991. This form must
be renewed annually."

\0-2-93: (Ripley Trade Day, Mississippi. 35 dogs) "The trailer con-
tained 2L enclosures and 35 dogs.... The back of the truck beds enclosure has
protruding wire that could cause injury to the dogs.... [Seven primary
enclosure] doors are rusting and cannot be properly cleaned and sani-
ttzed-, Primary enclosures 85,84,T3,83, T2 and right rear upper case and
right rear lower cage have inadequate bedding.... The right front bottom
lower cage has broken, protruding and rusting wires.... Primary shipping
enclosures L3, center front, Bz,T2and right front bottom cage contain dogs
that are overcrowded. These dogs cannot stand, sit or lie in a natural
position."

3-22-94: (Medina site. LL dogs) "Dog#65546 was present in kennel,
but not recorded on acquisition sheet 7005. . .. 26 pages of.7005 taken to xerox;
will return by certified mail.... Left pound certification info with this
report."

4-30-94: (Ripley Trade Day, Mississippi. 8 dogs) "The inside doors of
the primary enclosures have sharp metal edges that could cause injury to the
dogs.... The wire inside the primary enclosures is rusting and must be
repaired or replaced.... Three dogs were not identified by an official USDA
tag when purchased.... The dogs purchased were not tagged in sequential
order.... The vehicle license number and state registered is not being
recorded on the dogs purchased today.... No official Health Certificate on
the three dogs transported from Tenn. to Mississippi."

USDA issued a complaint against Hargrove on April 1'1, \995,
charging him with failing to maintain complete records showing the acqui-
sition of dogs; failing to acquire dogs from an appropriate source; failing to
obtain proper health certificates; failing to maintain a programs of disease
control and adequate veterinary care under the supervision of a veterinar-
ian; failing to maintain interior dog housing facility surfaces that were free
of jagged edges and sharp points; and failing to construct surfaces with
materials that allow them to be readily cleaned and sanitized. In the Fall of
1996,Hargrove signed a consent decision and order neither admitting nor
denying USDA's charges. He agreed to a S-year license suspension and a

civil penalty of $L,000. The civil penalty was suspended on the condition
that he not violate the Animal Welfare Act. Hargrove died following the
license suspension, and his son Johnnie took over the business under the
same license number. USDA determined that William's license suspension
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does not apply to Johnnie's business.

HILL, MONA (MONA HILL'S KENNEL). Huntington, West Virginia.
USDA license #54-8,-002

Mona Hill sells between L,000 and 2,000 dogs a year to other Class B

dealers, including Mike Kredovski, one of the largest dealers in the country
(see Kredovski, Mike in this chapter). She earns approximately $158,093 a
year in gross sales.n'Hill purchases animals at trade days and from individu-
als inWestVirginia, Kentucky and Ohio. USDAinspections of Hill's kennel
have revealed chronic deficiencies in veterinary care, housing, record-
keeping and sanitation:

5-23-90: (17 dogs) "Records lack zip code.... 'No dealer shall trans-
port in conrnerce any dog unless the dog is accompanied by a health
certificate executed and issued by a licensed veterinarian.' Correctby 5-24-
90." 6-25-90: (65 dogs) "Four dogs were on chains, varying in length from
68' -82" . Dogs were about32" - 34" in length [chains must be at least 3 times
the length of the dogl... . One dog (pit bull/ coonhound cross) on a chain had
wounds on ear tips from flies. No treatment had been given.... It is unclear
how some out-of-state dogs arrived at premises; whether they were trans-
ported by dealer or delivered. It should be made clear what parq kans-
ported dogs across state lines as health certificates are required for interstate
transport. No health certificates are present for some dogs (Dealer says these
were purchased at trade days or delivered)."

10-29-91.: (7 dogs) "Roof of sheltered facility has weak areas with
evidence of heavy leak. Ceiling has dropped and is separated on interior and
is not structurally sound.... Numerous sharp wires exposed in sheltered
facility and on outdoor dog runs.... Water bowls are not being disinfected
between groups of animals. Pen L did not have potable water in water
bowl.... All dog boxes and food and water receptacles in the outdoor
facilities must be cleaned and sanitized between different groups of dogs....
Pens 1 - 8 have excessive build-up of fecal material.... Sheltered facility
animal areas have excessive build-up of dust, hair, debris.... Transport
vehicle has contaminated bedding."

2-19-92: (12 dogs) "Noncompliant items previously identified that
have not been corrected.... All dog boxes, dens in the outdoor facility must
be cleaned and sanitized... at least once every 2 weeks.... Records on hand
today reveal that no vehicle license number was recorded for the following
[6] people: L. Sammy Baisdery 2. Gene B1aire, 3. ]ack Copeley,4. Judy Hall,
5. Lonnie Hannah,6. Carley Walters."
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11,-'1,6-92: (55 dogs) "Two dogs had lost their tags and were not found
during inspection.... These animals were not retagged by the dealer... and
were shipped to Biomedical [Kredovskil on 11,-17-92 without identifica-
tion."

5-30-93: (49 dogs) "Records do not state the specific breed or type of
dog, or approximate age. The records are lacking for colors and distinctive
markings of dogs.... Note: Records were taken from Mrs. Mona Hill.
Originals will be kept by USDA until further information is obtained.
Veterinary care.... Dr. John S. Godfrey was contacted on 05-30-93. He stated
that he had not completed a P.V.C. [Program of Veterinary Care] f.or 1992.
Dr. Godfrey stated that he does not dispense Benza-Pen to Mona Hill. He
also stated that he does not vaccinate any dogs for rabies or give any
medications (deworming). P.V.C. appears to be completed by Mona Hill.
Mona Hill stated that Benza-Pen is sent by [information not disclosed by
USDA].... Mike Kredovski... also sends rabies vaccine to Mona Hill for
vaccinations of the dogs.... It is apparent that the dealer has no program of
veterinary care. The dogs had live ticks and were not dipped on 6-30-93 and
7-1,-93. Mona Hill does not have enough tick-dip for the dogs. Dr. Godfrey
stated he does not supply any tick medications. A new program of vet care...
is needed for above."

During reinspectiononT-20-93, inspectors noted that the deficien-
cies documented on 6-30-93 had been corrected. However, inspectors
continued to note deficiencies throughoutl994 and 1995:

54-94: (54 dogs) "Dog #7502 was guarding the feed box and was
very aggressive toward other dogs in pen when they tried to eat.... I had Mrs.
Hill bring additional feed to demonstrate that other dogs were not being
allowed access to feed bin. One dog was so thin; he came up and ate
voraciouslv for several minutes after I removed #7502 from enclosure....

-

'Descriotion shall include apr:roximate ase. color. and distinctive mark-
ings'.Recordslackfollowingdescription.... Dog#7471,lacksfulldescription
of distinctive markings and good color description.... #7510 has leftblue eye
and was not recorded on identification. #7503 is black and tan with distinc-
tive [markings].... Dogs from Ohio and some outside states are transported
by private vehicle and owners to Mona Hill's property. She does not record
the name of driver or owner of vehicle on 18-5.... There needs to be
clarification of who delivered dogs in records.... Two walker hounds are
coughing.... One additional hound has purulent green discharge from left
nostril. Currently, Mona Hill is not recording any treatments for any sick
dogs. A notebook must be kept of all dogs treated, how long... and what
medication was given.... Dogs from Ohio from private dog owners do not
have health certificates. Certificates are required for interstate transport of
dogs."
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6-6-94: (46 dogs) The inspector noted that previously deficient items
had been corrected but that there were new deficiencies in veterinary care.
"Dogno.7591has severe dog bite or trauma bite injury to left foot.... No
treatment has been given to this dog and no emergency preparations have
been prescribed by Dr. Motycha.... There should be emergency care given
to this dog by Dr. Motycha within 2[hours"

3-20-95: (33 dogs) "Dog No. 8304 has pit bull predominant breed
type; dealer has as cur. This is unacceptable identification for this dog....
Dog #8308 has "heeler" cross head and black tinge on hair ends.... It is
identified as cur by dealer. Distinguishing color marks are not in records....
Dog #8328 has very characteristic, distinguishing marks of left brown eye
and ear and right eye has brown dapples and little spots over ear.... Dealer
did not put distinguishing marks on 18-5."

On May 25,1995, USDA filed a complaint against Hill, alleging that
fromJune 1993 through December1994 she failed to: maintain programs of
disease control and prevention, euthanasia and adequate veterinary care
under the supervision of a veterinarian; maintain complete records showing
the acquisition, disposition and identification of animals; properly acquire
dogs; house compatible dogs in the same primary enclosure; develop,
document and follow an appropriate plan to provide dogs with the oppor-
tunity for exercise; possess health certificates issued by a licensed veterinar-
ian for transporting dogs; keep primary dog enclosures clean; and keep
housing facilities used for storing food and bedding free of accumulations
of trash, waste material, junk and other discarded material. A hearing on the
charges is still pending.

HODGINS, FRED (HODGINS KENNEL,INC.). Howell, Michigan.
USDA license #34-B-002 (19971.

Fred Hodgins, who began selling animals for experimentation in
1960, has been licensed as a Class B dealer since passage of the Animal
Welfare Act in 1966.He obtains dogs and cats from city and county animal
shelters and sells to research institutions, biological supply houses and
other dealers.Inl994,he reported s elling4,795 animals, grossing $458,956.*"
Inl995, he was fined $L6,000 for violations of the Animal Welfare Act.

Hodgins's daughter, Tammi Longhi, has managed Hodgins Kennel
for ten years. She attempted to obtain her own license several times,
intending to use part of her parents' facility to establish a breeding business.
USDA denied each of her applications because the facility was already being
operated under the Hodgins Kennel license. In1995, she formed a partner-
ship with her mother, Janice Hodgins, and filed a new application for a
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license to operate a kennel at one of the Hodgins' facilities, doing business
as L & H Associates. USDA denied her application once again. She re-
quested a hearing, and on October 18-19 and November 28, 1995, art
administrative law judge affirmedUSDA's denial of the application. USDA
argued that it was APHIS policy to issue only one license to a person to
operate as a dealer. Since Janice Hodgins was already licensed by virtue of
her part ownership of Hodgins Kennel, Longhi and L & H Associates were
not eligible to receive a license.

During a USDA inspection of Hod gins' s f acility on 3-28-8 8 (27 4 do gs,
69 cats,150 rats), the inspector reported: "At time of this inspection build-
ings and penswere notclean-large amount of fecal waste inkennels. Some
kennels were extremely wet from urine.... Mr. Hodgins now dealing in the
raising and selling of rats for biological research. This business is written
under the name Great Lakes Biological."

On1-5-89 (355 dogs, 30 cats), the inspector reported: "The buildings
all displayed a general need to be cleaned. Ledges are dusty, cobwebs and
hair are present, floors need to be swept and mopped-and everything
needs to be washed."

On January 13, \992, USDA issued Hodgins an official warning for
alleged violations documented on L0-9-9'1,,10-28-91, and 10-29-91.. The
alleged violations included 1) failure to provide adequate veterinary care,
2) failure to provide adequate housing requirements for cats, 3) failure to
maintain the primary enclosure in good repair,4) failure to keep interior
surfaces in good repair, 5) failure to keep housing facility structurally
sound, 6) failure to provide minimum floor space for dogs, 7) failure to keep
premises free of accumulation of trash, 8) failure to keep transport vehicle
in good repair, and 9) failure to develop, document and follow exercise
program for dogs.

USDA did not inspect Hodgins's facility again until November 1993.
On Noveberl,6 (124 dogs. 41 cats.), inspectors reported: "Building #4 was in
need of some major housekeeping efforts. The walls were spattered with
debris and appeared moldy.... The records are not being kept updated. The
animals onhand formfor dogs showed approximately2T3 dogs-nearly 50
dogs over those actually present.... Dog#4134was obtained today without
any assurance that the dog was obtained from an individual who had bred
and raised the dog.... Many sick animals were not reported or being
treated.... Black male dog with left eye problem.... 32391, (Dog) Shaking
head excessively - needs ears examined. . .. Cat #424551 both eyes stuck shut
with copious ocular discharge. Cat was to be euthanized last Thursday but
still living and not responding to treatment." During reinspection on L-L8-
94 (233 do gs, 22 cats), inspectors noted continuing problems with veterinary
care: "Numerous animals were found ill or injured and not receiving
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adequate veterinary care. The main building: Pen #7 contained a beagle
with extensive skin lesions along his back. There was not a treatment card
on his cage.... In pen #3 dog #41747 has an eye iniury... which is not being
treated.... Many, many dogs were noted to be unresponsive and shaking
with cold."

lnspectors continued to report serious deficiencies in veterinary
care:

4-5-94: (237 dogs,35 cats) "Drg #45197 was emaciated and very
depressed. #451,42black lab was very thin and very depressed. ... 41939 and
41956 (2 dogs housed together) had bloody diarrhea which was not detected
or treated.... Cat #12171, had ear mites, greatly enlarged lymph nodes, and
was non-weightbearing on right front leg. Cat 35851 was depressed, emaci-
ated, dehydrated and severely ataxic. This catwasonly gettinganantibiotic.
Cat #42083 had a swollen shut left eye with a discharge-not being treated
for the eye problem."

5-10-94: (217 dogs,44 cats) "Dog#45375 was found with a bloody
nasal discharge. This dog was not detected as being abnormal.... Dog
#45425 was extremely depressed and unresponsive, approximately 10%
dehydrated and had a purulent nasal discharge. This dog was only on
sulfas.... Cat #49922 was extremely thin with a distended abdomen (preg-
nant?) and had a previous extensive hair loss condition. This cat needs to be
isolated, examined and carefully observed.... Dog #45438 was found down,
lying in its own urine, refusing to move. When examined, this dog had a
bloody injury which was not detected-even though morning treatments
were completed. This dog was euthanized during the inspection."

6-23-94: (215 dogs, 3L cats.) "Dog#45606 was recumbent until forced
to stand when a left rear non-weightbearing lameness was found by the
inspection team. This dog was not detected by the animal caretakers. Dog
#45583 was unresponsive, dehydrated, weak, coughing and had a copious
nasal discharge which had soiled his front legs."

11-22-94: (L89 dogs, 21 cats.) "Veterinary care is still in noncompli-
ance at this facility.... Dog #46222 was hunched up, coughing, thin, de-
pressed and currently getting sulfas only.... Dog46236 had a profuse nasal
discharge, was very thin and depressed, appeared weak and was hunched
up. This dog needs to be isolated, worked up and treated appropriately by
the vet. Dog4621,4was reluctant to move - when examined he had a swollen
left front leg which was not noticed or treated by the animal caretakers....
Cat 49838 had severe diarrhea which was not noticed by or treated by the
caretakers."

On March 22,1995, USDA filed a complaint against Hodgins alleg-
ing USDA inspectors had discovered willful violations of the Animal
Welfare Act during inspections on 11, / 16 / 93, 1, / 18 / 94, 3 /'I., / 94, 4 / 5 / 94, 5 /
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10 / 94, 6 / 23 / 94, 9 / 13 / 94 and 11 / 22 / 9 4. Among the alleged violations were
Hodgins's 1) failure to maintain programs of disease control, euthanasia
and veterinary care under the supervision of a doctor of veterinary medi-
cine;2) failure to provideveterinary care to animals inneed of care;3)failure
to individually identify dogs and maintain complete records showing the
acquisition, disposition and identification of animals; 4) failure to keep
interior surfaces of housing facilities and surfaces that come in contact with
dogs and cats free of excessive rust; 5) failure to keep the walls and floors of
indoor housing facilities impervious to moisture; 6) failure to maintain
housing facilities in good repair and provide sufficient ventilation or heat
for animals;7) falhte to keep premises clean; 8) failure to provide adequate
resting surfaces for cats; 9) failure to maintain surfaces of primary enclo-
sures on a regular basis and 10) failure to provide for regular and frequent
collection of animal waste, debris and garbage.

A hearing was held September 27 throughOctober 4 and October 18
and19,1995. The administrative law judge hearing the case found Flodgins
guilty of all the violations alleged by USDA in its complaint except for
failure to keep interior surfaces free of excessive rust, failure to keep floors
and walls impervious to moisture, failure to provide adequate resting
surfaces and failure to maintain surfaces of housing facilities on a regular
basis. Even though USDA had requested a $45,000 civil penalty and a license
suspension, the judge only imposed a penalty of $16,000 and no license
suspension. Hodgins filed an appeal and a review of the judge's decision is
still pending.

HUFFSTUTLE& RANDALL B. (OZARK RESEARCH SUPPLIER).
Vienna, Missouri. USDA Iicense #43-8-047 (license suspended in 1996).

Randy Huffstutler inherited his business from his father, Woodrow
"Woody" Huffsfutler. The family's Class B license was registered in the
name of Woody's wife, Mary, until the late 1980s, when Randy applied for
a license of his own. Huffstutler sold close to 1,600 dogs a year, grossing
$75,000.47 He supplied animals to Washington University and the Univerl
sity of Missouri (Columbia), and bought dogs at the Rutledge, Missouri
auction. In1996, USDA fined him $7,000 and suspended his license for ten
years.

Questions about whether or not the Huffstutlers were acquiring all
of their dogs in accordance with USDA regulations arose in April 1987,
when USDA Assistant Area Veterinarian in Charge for Missouri David
Vogt sent a memo to Dr. Robert Leach requesting an investigation of a
"complaint concerning Woody Huffsfutler."* The complainant reported
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that while visiting Huffstutler's facility to look for her two missing dogs she

observed a "horse trailer containing 10-15 dogs." She stated she had seen
"the animals unloaded at [Huffstutler's] and put in his cages."4e A report of
the telephone conservation with the woman noted: "(Ran [license] plate,

[name deleted by USDA] Bland, MO). [Name deleted by USDA] has
criminal record, stolen property. [Name deleted by USDA] also saw crowded
cages containing 5 dogs, large piles of animal waste under cages two feet
hi[h, cages too Jma[ for the dogs' height etc."s0

USDA audited Huffstutler's records in 1990 when it assembled the
Midwest Stolen Dog Theft Task Force and again in1993 as part of the B-
Dealer Traceback project. The 1990 audit revealed several recordkeeping
violations, including failure to record driver's license numbers and vehicle
numbers for purchases from other than licensed dealers. Investigators also

discovered that some of the names recorded on Huffstutler's acquisition
forms were fictitious. Thirteen of.24listed suppliers could not be located,
and investigators determined they were nonexistent after telephone direc-
tory, post office and police record searches. Six of Huffstutler's suppliers
were located, but only one went on record about the source of the dogs in
question. In another case, a man who was listed as having sold Huffstutler
19 dogs told investigators he had only sold 5 dogs. He claimed it wasn t the
first time his name had popped up-wrongly-on a dealer's acquisition
records.

According to the Task Force investigation report, Huffstutler claimed
he'd had no contact with USDA since he took the business over from his
parents. The report noted that "records show the last inspection conducted
on the kennel was LL-3-88." Huffstutler also claimed he could not recall
being notified of the new regulations (effective LL-L-89). The report con-
cluded that "due to the fact Randall Huffstutler may not have had prior
knowledge of the revised regulations, it was decided to serve him an Official
Notification and Warning of Violation of Federal Regulations." Huffstutler
received a warning in April of 1990, and the case was closed.

Of the L5 listed suppliers targeted during the Random Source
Traceback Project in1993, one could not be located and one denied having
sold any dogs to Huffstutler. Investigators also documented one incorrect
name, two incorrect driver's license numbers and one discrepancy in the
number of animals listed as sold to Huffstutler.

USDA inspections of Huffstutler's facility have revealed, in addition
to recordkeeping problems, deficiencies in housing, veterinary care and
sanitation:

5-1,6-90: (75 dogs) "A few vehicle license numbers and driver's
license numbers need to be included on record on hand for purchases....
Three dog hutches with beagles have wire floors [with] too much gap
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betweenwires-Dogs cannot comfortably walk on wire without feet going
through floor.. .. One dog and pup are located in dog house that has drainage
problems around it and is inadequate to keep dogs dry and clean.... A
buildup of fecal material was observed under hutches and needs to be
removed."

11-2-92: (L35 dogs,19 cats) "Outdoor enclosure housing cats needs to
have additional shelter provided for cats. Needs enough shelter for all cats
in enclosure.... Two small enclosures housing cats need an elevated resting
surface provided.... Accumulation of waste under dog enclosures needs to
be removed"; L-12-93 (83 dogs, 8 cats) "Numerous 7005's (acquisition of
dogs and cats) do not have complete names and addresses for individuals
dogs were acquired from. Several dogs are shown on records as not being
sold or removed but are not found on the premises during the inventory."

9-29-93: (160 dogs-151adults,9 puppies, LL cats)"11 (eleven)cats
on premises are not identified. All animals need to be identified with tags or
tattoos; L2-27 -93 (142 dogs - l4L adults, 1 puppy) " Clean dry bedding needs
to be provided for all outdoor enclosures housing dogs" ;5-5-94 (130 dogs -
122adults,8 puppies) "Several enclosures housing dogs do not provide the
required 6" of head space. All dogs need at least 6" of head space from top
of head to top of cage when dog is at a normal standing position. 2 dogs are
on chains and need a 6' perimeter fence around dogs or move dogs to
enclosures."

On April 11, 1995, USDA filed a complaint against Huffstutler,
charging him with acquiring random source dogs and failing to maintain
complete records showing the acquisition, disposition and identification of
animals. The complaint also charged Huffstutler with failing to: maintain
programs of disease control and prevention, euthanasia and adequate
veterinary care under the supervision of a veterinarian; store food supplies
in a manner that protects them from spoilage, contamination and vermin
manifestation; remove excreta and food waste from dog enclosures; and
construct primary dog enclosures so that they provide sufficient space to
allow each animal to turn about freely; to stand, sit and lie in a comfortable,
normal position; and to walk in a normal position. Huffstutler signed a
Consent Decision and Order agreeing to a civil penalty of $2000 and a
license suspension of ten years.

KNIGHT, DAVE. Eatonville, Washington. USDA license #91-8-043
(license suspended in 1995).

Dave Knight was first licensed as a Class B dealer in 1989. He sold
close to 350 dogs a year, earning $105,850 in gross sales.u' He was the
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University of Washington s (UW) primary source of dogs for several years.

UW continued to buy dogs from Knight despite knowledge of his docu-
mented Animal Welfare Act violations. In lgg2,UsDAfined Knight $1,200
for violating the Act. In1996, it suspended his Class B license for a period
of two years.

Knight obtains most of the dogs he sells from friends and acquain-
tances. He also acquires animals at field trials for hunting dogs, buying the
dogs that don't work out or are untrainable. SuPPliers to Knight are believed
to include ]oye Dart (USDA license #91-8-045) of Eatonville and Gary
Lavine, Windy River Kennels (USDA license #91-8-035) of Lyle, both in
Washington.

USDA inspectors have documented deficiencies in veterinary care,
feeding and watering, recordkeeping, identification, cleaning, sanitation
and housing at Knight's facility. On 1L-2-89 (107 dogs), inspectors reported:
"Dogs not provided with safe primary enclosures (chained to bumper of old
pickup truck, chained to overturned and unstable pickup bed rack, chained
to utility trailer, old chicken coop w/loose wire and nails protruding into
enclosure, protruding wire in doorway of doghouse).... 13 of 14 dogs
chained inside barn are on chains that are too short.... All water receptacles
show sediment such that water does not appear potable.... Roughly 50% of
dogs have lost their tags or are not yet identified."

During an inspection on 12-12-89 (122 dogs), inspectors reported:
"Majority of dogs' shelters show accumulation of mud on floors such that
dogs are not assured of dry resting area during wet weather conditions....
Female hound with nursing pups in pen with a stack of wire and wheels at
one end, some of which are falling over as red male hound jumps up and
around them; risk of injury to male hound as well as PuPS; pups allowed to
roam at will out of area where female is chained; potential risk of injury by
other dogs, machinery, vehicles."

"The vast majority of shelters... do not provide enough room for the
dogs to comfortably stand, sit or turn around.... Pile of bread shows
substantial degree of mold contamination.... Old animal bones (some with
meat scraps still attached) are scattered about floors of pens and shelters and
badly contaminated with mud and excreta.... Female lab/retriever cross
housed with 4 hounds shows evidence of fight wounds.... Female lab/
retriever cross should receive medical attention by or on 12-13-89; older,
newly received black hound shows evidence of dermatitis and needs

veterinary attention on or by 12-18-89."

Subsequent inspections revealed continuing noncompliance with
housing, sanitatiory recordkeeping and veterinary care regulations:

4-24-90: (127 dogs) "Dogs housed in outside area chained to dog-
houses or in open pens to be moved into renovated barn by or on 6 / 1, / 90....
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Most food receptacles show evidence of dirt and bedding material in
them.... All water receptacles show excessive soiling and most are empty of
water.... Excessive accumulation of fecal material; frequency of cleaning
and removal of excreta to be increased as necessary by or on 4/26/90....
Vehicle and driver license numbers and state of issue not recorded for all
incoming dogs from non-USDA licensed or registered sources-L8 dogs
and two unidentified puppies received as strays last night."

8-30-90: (123 dogs) "Remodelling of barn not yet completed and
dogs (36 total) are still chained to doghouses outside and exposed to
elements of sunlight, wind, rairl snow and cold.... Approximately 2/3 of
these 35 dogs have doghouses that do not provide enough interior space for
dog to make normal postural adjustments."

1-28-91. (161 dogs) "Veterinary care.... Dog has swelling on right
body wall.... Dog has wound on cheek below right eye; dog is depressed,
lethargic and dehydrated.... evidence of diarrhea in one or more dogs.... 16
dogs not identified; dogs acquired for other licensed dealers are being
retagged but tag numbers from original dealer not being readily cross-
referenced with new tag numbers.... Official tags worn by dogs acquired
from other licensed dealers are being removed and disposed of upon
arrival"

4-4-91, (Records review only) "Complete information pertaining to
sources of dogs not properly recorded as follows: - vehicle license number
and state of issue not recorde d for 17 separate suppliers; - state of issue for
drivers andf or vehicle license not recorded for 26 separate suppliers; -driver's license number not recorded for 3 separate suppliers."

10-3-91: (233 dogs) "No commercial dog feed is currently available
on premises;'day old' (and older) bread is being fed to adult breeding
females; much of the bread is observed to be stale and all is seen to be
haphazardly scattered around dog houses.... Many food and water recep-
tacles visibly contaminated with dirt, debris, feces, urine, dead insects....
Cleaning-not adequately corrected since previous inspection-excessive
accumulations of feces are seen in many areas where dogs are housed
outside.... Veterinary care not adequately corrected since previous inspec-
tion.... Female hound #0464 very thin and appears emaciated.... Female
hound #1373 is limping noticeably on badly swollen left front paw....
Female hound #470 is thin (appears emaciated), lethargic, apparently
anorectic and has open wounds on right hip and on right mammary."

"Identification - not adequately corrected since last inspection - at
least 30 dogs seen with no identification and many dogs identified with
unofficial tags. Proprietor not on premises during inspectiory therefore
records, vet care program and medical log not available for review."

During reinspection on L0-LL-91, (200 dogs), inspectors noted "Pro-
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prietor is again not on Premises during inspection.... Veterinary care not

idequatelytorrected since previous insPection.... Attending veterinarian
has not visited premises in some months and overall program for the

provision of veterinary care undel the supervision of the attending veteri-
narian is inadequate for an oPeration of this size and type.... Identification
not adequately corrected since previous inspection; 35 dogs are seen to be

unidentified."

Inspectors continued to document inadequate veterinary care and

Poor recordkeeping:

12-2-91.:(157 dogs) "Written Program [of veterinary care] not yet

completed.... 3L dogsnotidentified.... Driver'slicenseandstateof issuenot

recoided for 1 supplier; vehicle license and state of issue not recorded for 9

suppliers; vehicle ind driver license and states of issue not recorded for 9
r.rppli"tt; address and vehicle and driver license and state of issue not
.u.oid"d for 11, suppliers"; 4-13-92: (110 dogs) "27 dogs not properly
identified.... Complete records not provided for 29 suppliers who have

supplied dogs to licensee since last inspection";8-24-92: (118 dogs) "O19

unidentified hound is observed limping on injured right front foot...' 23

dogs not properly identified.... Complete records not readily available for
review for 18 suppliers."

In1992,Iftight was fined $1,200 for various Animal welfare Act
violations, including improper drainage and waste disposal; improper
shelter for puppies; failure to maintain clean surfaces; inadequate house-

keeping arrd remoral of waste; failure to provide an adequate program of
veterinary care and inadequate records.

In August, \993, the Progressive Animal Welfare Society (PAWS)

conducted an investigation of Washington state dealers that was aired on

KING-TV's "Our Times." Knight was featured as a local dealer' PAWS

conducted tracebacks of Knight's suppliers from his records and found that

only 19 names checked out. Of those, several were hunters selling rejected

hunting dogs; others were breeders with surplus stock. Three people

insisted they had not given permission to Knight to sell their dogs to

research institutions.

one of those people was claudia Milbradt. Her dog Roxie, a boister-

ous puppy, wasn't responding to obedience training. on a relative's sugges-

tion, Ciaudia called Knight, who agreed to train Roxie as a hunting dog. He
reassured Claudia that if Roxie failed as a hunting dog, he'd keep her as a

pet for his kids.

Claudia and her family were not allowed to visit Roxie at Knight's
home because he warned that it might " disrupt her training." The Milbradts
never saw Roxie again. In March 1991.,Kmght sold Roxie to the University
of Washington for $200. The Milbradts didn t find out what had happened
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to Roxie until PAWS contacted them in 1993. 'ltwe had the slightest idea
that he would even consider selling her for research, we would have taken
her home immediately," said Milbradt. "We wanted her to have a good
home. That was the most important thing to us."s2

usDA continued to report deficiencies at Knight's facility in1993
and1994:

3-2-93: (84 dogs) "Six dogs not wearing identification tags.... Com-
plete records not available for review for 24 suppliers of dogi since last
inspection";7-6-93: (86 dogs) "Eleven dogs observed without identification
tags this inspection.... Complete records not available for review for 7 new
suppliers of dogs (since last inspection). Record for dog #2290 does not
correspond with true breed of dog. No record available for small black
terrier cross"; 5-2-94: (29 dogs) "Three dogs are observed without official
identification tags.... Complete records for three new suppliers (since last
inspection), dogs #2704,2694 and two unidentified dogs, not available."

On April 6,1995, USDA filed a complaint against Knight charging
him with failure to provide adequate veterinary care; failure to mainlain
complete records showing the acquisition and disposition of animals;
failure to identify dogs; failure to provide primary enclosures for dogs that
were structurally sound and maintained in good repair; failure to construct
surfaces of housing facilities in a manner that allowed them to be readily
cleaned and sanitized; and failure to equip housing facilities with disposil
facilities and drainage systems that were constructed and operated so that
animal waste and water were rapidly eliminated and animals stayed dry.
onJune 12,1996,Ifuight signed a consent decision, neither admitting nor
denying the charges set forth in USDA's complaint. The order suspended
Knight's class B license for a period of two years and assessed a civit penalty
of $20,000. The fine was suspended on the condition that Knight iompty
with the Animal Welfare Act.

KREDOVSKI, MICHAEL (BIO-MEDICAL ASSOCIATES, INC.).
Friedensburg, ania. USDA license #23-8-006 (19971.

Kredovski, who has been licensed as a Class B dealer sinc e!967 , sells
approximately 3,084 animals a year, earning $899,929 in gross sales.u'
Kredovski's customers have included the National Institutes of Health,
Walter Reed Army Medical Center, the Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy,Haward and Johns Hopkins University.

In the 1950s, Kredovski's business network included paul Anthony
and Andy Ball (ohio), Fuzz shipman (Kansas), and George Gowen (Tennei-
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see). Goweru who acquired dogs in Georgia and Alabama and rePortedly
processed between 100 and 200 dogs and cats a week, was convicted of
cruelty to animals in July of 1965. According to the Humane Society of the
UnitedStates, Anthony sold dogs toKredovski and apparently operatedhis
facility as a "holding station" for Kredovski's dogs.

On April 5,1966, police in Lexington, Kentucky stopped an unlet-
tered livestock truck cralnmed with 100 dogs. The driver was Andy Ball,

who was then working for Paul Anthony. The dogs were en route to
Anthony's facility in Ohio and were destined for sale to Kredovski in
Pennsylvania. The police arrested Ball and his assistant, Donald Chamber-
lain, and charged them with failure to vaccinate a dog against rabies,
possession of unlicensed dogs and driving an unlettered livestock truck.*
The dogs were later released to Anthony and shipped to Kredovski's
kennel. The Animal Rescue League of Berks County, Pennsylvania man-
aged to obtain two of the dogs from Kredovski and offered them for
af,option, claiming they "seemid most likely to have been pets."utlrt Irrly
1970, USDA charged both Kredovski and Anthony with having transported
150 dogs and 4 cats in cramped crates on May16, 1969. Anthony voluntarily
surrendered his dealer's license, and Kredovski agreed to a7-day license

.56
susPenslon.

Four USDA licensed dealers who have sold animals to Kredovski are

Eugene Peachey (USDA license #23-B-013) of Huntingdon, Pennsylvania,
Mona Hill (USDA license #54-B-002) of Huntington, West Virginia (see Hill,
Mona in this chapter), Robert Seekman (USDA license #54-8-019) of Omega,
West Virginia and |ack Stowers (USDA license #32-8-097) of Frankfort,
Indiana (see Stowers, Jack in "Dealers Who Have Lost or Relinquished Their
Licenses").

Inspectors have documented deficiencies in veterinary care and
recordkeeping at Kredovski's facility:

'J,-28-92 (470 dogs,331 cats) "Must still obtain complete mailing
addresses when dogs and cats are acquired especially from private indi-
viduals. Must also obtain driver's license number and vehicle license
numbers of unlicensed individuals.... Must put dates of acquisition....
Records of some beagles did not have dates."

9-23-92: (595 dogs, 131 cats) "Records on hand for beagles purchased
did not have the vehicle license number and state and the driver's license
number and state of the person from whom the beagles were purchased.
This recordkeeping problem was addressed in the inspection report of

]anuary 28,1992.... In cat building #3 cat #1775 had severe swelling of the
upper and lower palpebral conjunctiva such that the globe of the eye could
not be visualized. Medical records indicate that this animal is being treated
with vitamin c every other day and oral antibiotic 'as needed.' More
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aggressive therapy is indicated. The following animals were being treated
with tetracycline three times daily, and had all been vaccinated and wormed.
No record of additional treatment was present: Dog #s046 was emaciated
and had moderate to severe dehydration. This dog also had bilateral
purulent eye discharge, bilateral purulent nasal discharge with blood and
exhibited increased respiratory effort. More aggressive therapy is indi-
cated.... Dog #4933 was severely depressed and very weak. The dog,s
mucous membranes were very pale. This dog also had a one inch wound on
its left flank fold, abrasions on its left rear leg and swelling of its left foreleg.
More aggressive therapy or euthanasia is indicated."

11.-10-92: (520 dogs, 113 cats) "Records on hand for (4) purchases of
beagles since 9-23-92 did not have driver's license number and state of
person acquired from.... Dog #5501 housed in pen #5 of room was noted to
have facial swelling, hair loss and scabbing under its left eye and narrowing
of the left palpebral fissure.... No record of observation or treatment of thii
problem is present.... Dog #4943 housed in run #6 of building B and dogs
#5240 (Pen #1) and 5184 (Pen #2) housed in building D were all noted to 6e
very thin and be moderately dehydrated."

12-16-92: (569 dogs, 121 cats) " Atleast44shelters in outdoor area did
not provide sufficient protection from wind and rain. . .. Incomplete records
were again noted on do g transactions since inspection report of 1 1, / lz / 92....
In the outdoor pens dog #A18738 had a draining wound on its left ear and
also had a wound, marked swelling and bruising on its left rear leg.
Additionally this dog had bruising on its scrotum and cried out when its left
ear was touched.... In dog building D, dog #A16158 was noted to have a
deep corneal ulcer in its left eye. Additionally this dog was extremely thin
and severely dehydrated.... This dog was euthanized at the time of this
inspection.... Animals newly in need of veterinary attention are not being
identified in a timely manner. Additionally... the therapy given is some--
times inadequate for the severity of the animal's condition."

3-17-93:(425 dogs, 96 cats) " Cat #5687.... was noted to have an open
wound on the palmar aspect of its left front foot. This cat is currently being
treated with 100 mg chloramphenicol three times weekly. More aggressive
therapy is indicated."

6-7-93: (479 dogs,37 cats) "Incomplete records were again noted....
The following transactions did not have driver's license or vehicle license
number of the persons dogs were obtained from: a) Aprit ].9,1ggg, (9) dogs
were purchased with no driver's license number recorded. b) April 1,1,1rgi3,
(5) dogs were purchased withno vehicle number recorded. c)ApriI2a,,1993,,
(3) dogs were purchased with no vehicle number recorded, d) epril z 6,1993,,
a total of (28) dogs were purchased during seven transactions and no vehicle
license number was recorded."
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3-15-94: (352 dogs, 137 cats) The inspector noted once again that
driver's license and vehicle license numbers had not been recorded for a
number of cats and dogs.

6-20-94: (335 dogs,128 cats) "Lab female with tag number 419207
arrived on 3-1,4-94 and was placed in a gtoup Pen of (6) dogs. Facility
personnel report dog had to be euthanized on 3-L5-94 due to sevele fight
wounds inflicted overnight. Dogs must be housed in compatible groups."

On April 1'1,,1995, USDA filed a complaint against Kredovski alleg-
ing he failed to keep complete records showing acquisition of dogs; ac-

quired random source dogs in violation of section 2.132 of AWA regula-
tions; and housed incompatible dogs in the same primary enclosure.

During an inspection of Kredovski's facility on 9-19-95 (402 dogs,119
cats), the inspector reported: "Dealers cannot make available pound dogs

unless the pound certificates contain complete informatiory including the
breed or type (for mixed breeds, estimate the two dominant breeds or types).
Four dogs were accepted on 9-12-95 from licensed dealer 32-8-097. Dogs ID
tag's numbers 9223,9233,9230,9228 were listed as XX [crosses] for breed
type. The two dominant breeds were not listed."

USDA filed an amended complaint against Kredovski in September
of 1996. In addition to reiterating the charges set forth in the 1995 comPlaint,
thenew complaintcharged Kredovski withl) failing to make provisionsfor
the regular collectiory removal and disposal of animal and food wastes,

bedding, debris, garbage,water, otherfluids, and dead animals, inamanner
that minimizes contamination and disease risks; 2) failing to provide
primary enclosures for dogs that were structurally sound and in good rePair
and to construct and maintain the floors of primary enclosures for dogs so

that the floors protect the animals' feet and legs from injury; 3) failing to
establish and maintain an effective Program for the control of pests so as to
promote the health and well-being of the animals and reduce contamination
by pests in animal area;4) failing to maintain complete and accurate records

showingthe acquisition, dispositionand identificationof cats; and 5) failing
to provide certification containing a description of dogs, including the
species and breed or type, when making available random source dogs. A
hearing on the charges is still pending.

MILLE& LEM R. (MILLER'S KENNEL). Estillfork, Alabama. License
#6rLB-0s3 (199n.

Lem Miller worked for Class B dealer Jerry Vance before applying
for his own license in 1993 (see Vance, lerry in "Investigations Into the
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PERRY, BOB (SOUTHEASTERN LABORA
Raleigh, North Carolina. License #55-B4ZG

Acquisition of Animals by Class B Dealers"). According to USDA, Miller
sells approximately 450 animals a year, primarily to other Class B dealers.

On)vlay 2'1,,1994, a USDA inspector who checked Miller,s acquisi-
tion records at the Collinsville, Alabama Trade Day reported: "Complete
records are notbeing maintained on the dogs purchased today. Dogs Io zgo,
29'1,,292,293 and294had the owner's name but no address, driveis license
number or vehicle tag number. Mr. Miller said he had all this information
at home on his master record sheets. All information must be recorded at
time dogs are purchased." onJuly 6,1995,the inspector reported again that
Miller's records were incomplete: "The following dogs' acquisition records
cannot be located: 1175, 1046,1121.,1055, 1125, 1052, 1007 ,1051.,1053, 1095,
1087 and 1038."

According to informatior_r provided by USDA in April1997, Miller is
currently under investigation. "'

TORY ANIMAL FARM)
$een.

southeastern Laboratory Animal Farm supplies both dogs and cats
to research institutions and biological supply houses, including Carolina
Biological supply". Bob Perry sells approximately 1,195 animils a year,
grossing $54,895.'o usDA inspectors have documented deficiencies in vet-
erinary care, housing and recordkeeping at Perry's facility:

- 1-3-89: (30 dogs, 120 cats) "Several areas of protruding wires at top
of partition wall. Potential for injury to enclosed animals.... several cati
appear to be affected with eye disease or injury. All cats should be treated
or humanely disposed of by ]anuary 18, 1989.'

6-5-89: (40 dogs, L50 cats) "The main cat room has excessive humid-
ity and/ or odors present.... Fresh air must be provided all animals at all
times.... several broken wires observed 1-3-89 were not in compliance.
These are still not in compliance on this date because of failure to adequately
repair enclosures." The same day, inspector David Kelley filed an alleged
violation report charging Perry with failing to fix the broken and protruding
wires.

7-20-89: (45 dogs, L50 cats) "Approximately 8 kittens in S.E. corner
room of large cat building have crusted eyes. These cats must be examined
by the consulting veterinarian and treated or humanely euthanized."

5-28-91,: (36 dogs, 65 cats) "Four kittens in back building have injured
and/or infected eyes.... All animals must be examined and treated by
attending vet."
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Inspectors were rePeatedly unable to conduct inspections:

5-24-91: Attempted inspection. "No one Present at facility'"

12-12-91.: Attempted inspection. "No one Present at facility'"

6-24-92: Attempted inspection. "No one atfacility"'

6-25-92: Attempted inspection. "No one present at facility to allow
APHIS inspection."

An inspector filed an alleged violation report on June 25. Rather than

initiate an administrative proceeding, USDA requested written assurance

from Perry that the violation would not recur. Despite Perry's assurance

that the problem would be corrected and would "remain so in the flrttJre,""'
inspectors had difficulty gaining access to the facility again in1994,\995 and

1996:

5-19-94: "No one at facility."

6-2-95: "No one at facility at time of attempted inspection."

12-2'1,-95: "No one at facility-each dealer must make facility and

records available for USDA inspection during normal business hours."

12-2-96: "No one present at facility. Noncompliance items noted 7-

1.6-96 cotid not be deteimined to have been corrected or not. Original
correction date remains."

PESNELL, MARLIN (PESNELI KENNELS). Arab, Alabama. USDA
license #&B.444 $99n.

Marlin Pesnell sells approximately 1,000 dogs a year to other dealers,

grossing $45,300.60 At one time Pesnell sold dogs to former Class B licensee

Robert Motsinger (st. Joseph,Illinois, license #33-8-055) USDA inspection
reports indicate recurrent deficiencies in housing, sanitatiory veterinary
care and recordkeeping at Pesnell Kennels:

9-4-91,: (45 dogs listed, 65 dogs on site) "L1" dogs had no tags""
Records are incomplete. All dogs are not accounted for";10-8-91: (37 dogs

listed,39 dogs on site) "3 dogs inventoried were not in kennel.... 1 dog in the

kennel was not on the .eco.d.... Several addresses were incomplete insofar

as acquisition concerned."

1'1.-12-9L: (54 dogs listed, 52 dogs on site) "[M]any dogs are no-t

identified. Several dogs in the kennel (those without ID) are not listed on VS

11.-5"; 8-1,6-93: (++ dogs) "Gates in kennels have damaged wire.... Feed

buckets rusty, one has broken rim.... Compartments not tall enough for at

least L dog.... six dogs in large compartment. No more than 4 allowed....
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Primary conveyance not suitable for transport at temp. above g5.F. No
auxiliary ventilation. Conveyance cannot be used at temperatures above
85oF or below 45'F until modified.... some records of acquired dogs
incomplete.... Incomplete medical records."

8-28-93: (Collinsville, Alabama Trade Day,23 dogs),,Dogs are being
put into boxes and records are beingkept, but dogs are nottagged until they
reach facility at Arab.... Records are at the Home facility. Coirect by g-29-
93....- No Program of Veterinary Care available - it is at Home facility.... The
dog boxes are23" tall. Large dogs cannot stand erect."

An amendment to the 8-28-93 inspection report stated: "Eight (g)
dogs were brought from the Home Facility in Aiab, AL to ue sota'ai
collinsville Trade Day. Al18 dogs' usDA tags had been removed from the
dogs and the dogs were not individually identified. Mr. pesnell said he had
removed the usDA tags from these 8 dogs because no one would buy a dog
with a usDA tag attached to its collar.... No records were available foi
inspection on the eight (8) dogs transported for sale at Collinsville Alabama
Trade Day from the Home Facility in Arab AL.... No food or water
receptacles inside the primary enclosure."

A 10-3-93 inspection report (Ripley Trade Day, Mississippi, g dogs)
noted contin r -'ng deficiencies in identification and recordkeeping: " 4 digs
purchased today were not identified by official usDA tags.... Tags applied
to the 4 purchased dogs were not used in sequence.... The informati,on for
the people the dogs were purchased from was incomplete. Lacking com-
plete address, vehicle tag number, and driver's license.... 4 dogs belonging
to the Licensee's son were transported from Alabama to Miss. without i
health certificate.... Dogs purchased in Mississippi today need to have
health certificates to be transported to the home site at Arib, Alabama.,,

On 10-4-93 (27 dogs), inspectors reported: "Incomplete medical
records.... wire or boards must be placed over all openings on the primary
enclosures inside the transport trailer so dogs cannot put any part oflts body
outside the primary enclosures.... Holding Period. Fiom g-24-gg tol0-4-98,
42 dogs were not held 5 complete days. They were held two to four days....
A new Program of veterinary Care needs to be on file.... Licensee also
euthanizes dogs on the premises. This method should be reviewed and
approved by the attending veterinarian.... Procurement of random source
dogs. From July 25,1993 to 10-4-93, (38) thirty-eight dogs were purchased
from Dallas L. Polk, Route 3, waynesboro, Tenn. A class;B' dealer shall not
obtain live random source dogs from individuals who have not bred and
raised the dogs on their own premises.... Acquisition records checked today
for dogs acquired after 8-16-93 revealed four sources and twenty-seven(27)
dogs with incomplete information."

on 1-27-94 (32 dogs), inspectors noted that several noncompriant
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items previously identified on 10-4-93 had not been corrected. "Pens num-
ber 1 and 7 gates in kennels have damaged wire.... Wire or boards must be

placed over all openings (near top and on doors) on the primary enclosures
inside the transport trailer.... Acquisition and Disposition Records checked
today for dogs acquired and sold afterl.0-4-93 revealed several sources and
many dogs with incomplete information.... From 10-4-93 to1,-27-94four (4)

dogs were not held 5 complete days. They were held three to four days....

Health certificates should indicate and state that the dogs appear to the
licensed veterinarian to be free of any infectious disease or physical abnor-
mality."

During an inspection on 11.-L6-94 (24 dogs), the inspector noted that
Pesnell had purchased 44 dogs from an individual who had not bred and
raised the animals on his own property.

During an inspection at the Collinsville, Alabama trade day on 6-10-

95 (10 dogs), the inspector reported: "Four dogs are chained to the trees for
resale. The USDA tags have been removed and placed in individual dog
boxes. The USDA tags must remain on the dogs at all times.... Mr. ]ohn
Pesnell placed the tags on the dogs. Corrected today."

On 10-25-95 (36 dogs), the inspector noted: "Nineteen (19) dogs have
discrepancy in the disposition records and 8 dogs acquired today have
incomplete records.... The 8 dogs acquired today now have complete
records."

The inspector reported that dogs were not properly identified on 11-

18-96 (39 dogs): "The 39 dogs do not have any official USDA tag affixed to
the dogs' necks. Al1 dogs must be immediately identified when purchased."

PEUSCHEL, WALTER AND HILDEGARD. Mequon, Wisconsin.
USDA license #35-8-008 (19971.

The Peuschels, who also operate a contract pound for the Thiensville,
Wisconsin area, sell approximately 100 dogs a year.61'

USDA inspectors have documented deficiencies in recordkeeping
and sanitation at the Peuschel's facility on a number of occasions:

1.-7-88: (3 dogs) "Form L8-5 has duplicate ID numbers.... 24acquired
dates have not been entered since last inspection. .. on24animals from a list
of 45 animals total.... Dog was brought into cage on12-L4-87 and cage not
sanitized since."

5-16-88: (2 dogs) "A number of dead cats obtained from an in-state
rendering company and re-sold to NASCO (North American Scientific
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Company) in Fort Atkinson, WI were never entered into the facility records
as far as date, purchaser, seller, description of the animals, etc.... This
deficiency has been corrected as of 5-16-88 as Mr. Peuschel now understands
he needs to keep such records on dead cats as well. He will no longer be
dealing in dead cats."

OnJune 17,1988, APHIS Area Veterinarian In Charge G.S. Jacobsen
issued the Peuschel's a warning for failing to "L. keep records of dead cats
sold to Nasco,Inc., Fort Atkinson, Wisconsin;2. record into records all dogs
received by pound when transferred to [Class B] facilities; and 3. hold dogs
a full five days after they were transferred to animal welfare facilities."

On 3-13-89, inspectors reported: "10 dogs and cats acquired between
9-7-88 and 3-13-89 were identified as the source as merely Ozaukee Co. or
Ozaukee Co Stray or Stray Ozaukee (6) with nothing in the records as to the
location [where] the animal was picked up."

On May 24, 1989, APHIS issued the Peuschels an Official Notification
and Warning of Violation of Federal Regulations for their failure to provide
complete addresses of pound dogs or dogs picked up at the request of local
police departments (as noted on a 3-13-89 inspection).

During an inspection on 12-15-93 (0 dogs), inspectors reported:
"Some dogs acquired from a contract pound by the licensee have not been
held for 10 full days;'

On 3-28-94 (0 dogs), the inspector noted: "The contract pound
operated by this licensed dealer is located on the same property that the
dealer operation is on. Correct by 4-28-94.... Cats #10244 and 10245 with
disposition of 3-15-94 have an incomplete certification. Information on the
pound where dealer acquired is incomplete and no signed statement from
the pound is present in the record."

ROTZ, BRUCE. Shippensburg, Pennsylvania. USDA license #23-B,404
$een.

Bruce Rotz sells approximately 200 dogs and cats a year.ut USDA
inspectors have documented noncompliance with recordkeeping and hous-
ing regulations at Rotz's facility:

1-21.-91: (26 dogs,53 cats) "The indoor/outdoor building must be
provided with heat so that temperature cannot fall below 50 degrees
inside.... At time of inspection (21) puppies were not identified. Collars
were hanging on door at time. Must keep puppies identified once they are
separated from dam."
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7-9-9L: (24 dogs,4 cats) "Must provide additional ventilation in cat

buildings. Windows were closed and no auxiliary ventilation such as fans
were present.... Must replace or repair (6) outdoor enclosures. Floors and
sides were noted to have holes and gaps between boards.... At time of
inspection (18) puppies were not wearing official tags."

3-1.-93: (L3 dogs,6 cats) "Need to obtain the vehicle license number
and state and the driver's license number and state of whom cats and dogs
were obtained from. Records indicate only vehicle license number or
driver's license number are being obtained."

10-20-93: (19 dogs, 22 cats) "Still need to obtain the vehicle license
number and the driver's license number and state of the person(s) dogs and
cats were obtained from."

12-21"-94: (12 dogs, 3L cats) "Three dead cats, tags numbered657,659
and660,were observed on ground outside of cat facility. Dead animals need
to be properly disposed of. Dead animals cannot be left on the ground."

3-30-95: (L6 dogs, L9 cats) "Facility needs to record treatment for
animals with health problems or signs of illness. Medical records shall
includeobservations and dates, treatments administered and dates, diagno-
sis and resolution of the problem.... The new slips used to acquire dogs and
cats currently state'I hereby certify that I have raised the following dog(s)
and or cat(s) listed below.' The words'and bred' should be added to slips."

9-27-95: (9 dogs) "The second freestanding pen housing two hound
cross dogs had hole in wire flooring approximately 8 inches by 7 inches.
Need to replace/repair wire.... Not all records of dogs on hand or acquired
since previous inspection were available at time of inspection. All records
need to be available during inspection."

According to information provided by USDA in April1997,Rotzis
currently under investigation.63

SCHACHTELE, DANNY (MIDDLEFORK KENNELS). Salisbury,
Missouri. USDA license #43-B-032 (T99n.

Danny Schachtele applied for a Class B license in1987 when he and
his brother, Johnny, started the Schachtele Dog Auction. Danny later
became sole owner and renamed the business Middlefork Kennels. He
purchases dogs and cats from various individuals and at trade days,
including the Rutledge Gun and Dog Auction. He sells about 3,000 animals
ayear, grossing close to $200,000.64 His customers have included the Alton
Oschner Medical Foundation of Louisiana, Louisiana State University
Medical Center, the Kirksville College of Osteopathic Medicine of Missouri,
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the University of Oklahoma Health Science Center, and the Oklahoma City
Veterans Administration Hospital. USDA fined him $525 in 1995.

During a 3-30-88 inspection of the Schachtele Dog Auction, inspec-
tors reported, "All cats are in poor condition physically. One cat was dead
in the box. Cats should be attended to by veterinarian or disposed of. No
more cats shall be kept until a different approved facility is provided... Pen
with L5 dogs must have a minimum of 3 dogs removed....4 cats... must have
a surface elevated of adequate size to comfortably hold all occupants."

Subsequent inspections of both Schachtele Dog Auction and
Middlefork Kennels revealed continuing noncompliance with veterinary
care and sanitation standards:

4-20-88: (55 dogs) "Pen with hound with pups must be cleaned and
sanitized. . . . It has an accumulation of waste beneath the pen and on the wire
and brace boards. The box is dirty and has a dead pup within it. This must
be attended to immediately";9-11,-90: "Dead dog and cat carcass need
removal.... Cat house has feces on floor.... Dog with pussy or snotty eyes.
Dog with chewed ear."

1.-27-92: (170 dogs, 30 cats) "All dogs must be able to remain dry and
clean - 6 runs on South side are very wet and muddy.. .. Cat units must have
resting surfaces large enough to hold all cats in primary enclosures, also
enough clean litter pans.... Dogs on chains-chains must be 3 times the
length of dog.... All [dog houses] need to be cleaned and sanitized at least
every 2 weeks. Dogs on chain must have waste picked up daily. All cat
enclosures shall be cleaned and sanitized at least every 2 weeks.... Cats must
be identified by tag collar or tattoos."

During reinspection on 4-29-92 (126 dogs, 33 cats), inspectors re-
ported that some of the deficiencies noted on previous inspections had not
been corrected: "Both dog and cat enclosures must be cleaned and sanitized
at least every 2 weeks or as often as necessary to keep animals clean.... Cats
are still not identified." The inspectors also noted that "dog 6683 has 4 inch
piece of skin torn from left hind leg... this dog must have vet care within 24
hours."

On 4-12-93 (132 dogs, 9 cats), inspectors reported, "Cat enclosures
showing more than 24 hours accumulation [of feces] this morni^g.... Inven-
tory of animals on hand need to reflect an accurate identification and
accurate inventory count of dogs within the facility at any point in time....
Noncompliant items from previous inspection not corrected: Found 2 out of
L2 pens to be overcrowded this morning....17 dogs [had] 85 square feet
available (need 198 square feet)... first pen on northeast to west with 20 dogs
with 85 square feet available (need 200 square feet).... Exercise plan not
found to be in files."
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On3-9-94 (1"58 dogs, 29 cats), inspectors rePorted: "Two sick dogs
pointed out to son needed to be seen by kennel vet - also note that these dogs
were extremely thin, in need of isolation, medications, diet changes.... Cat
enclosure... showed excess of 24 hours fecal accumu1ation.... Over one-half
of total enclosures were above twelve dogs in number today.... There is no
provision for overflow at this point in time.... Approximately twelve or so

adult cats were without ID tags. . . . Dog needing vet care did not have Proper
ID tag.... Bring inventory of dogs and cats up to date and maintain on
current basis."

During an inspection on 9-8-94 (265 dogs,20 cats), inspectors re-
ported: "The majority of enclosures were found to be crowded today. A few
of the new facility enclosures were near or above 30 in number.... Fecal

accumulation under wire runs north of office has not been removed - found
maggots to be active today. Brush boxes, clean runs and enclosures daily."

In\995, USDA charged Schachtele with failing to adequately sani-
tize underneath wire runs and provide adequate floor space for cats.

Schachtele signed a stipulation agreement in April1995, agteeing to Pay a

$625 civil penalty in settlement of the matter.

During an1-'1,-2-95 inspection of Schachtele's facility, the inspector
reported: "Dogs #3480-4500 are in facility today and dog #4486 died - these
dogs were singled out as needing prompt vet care on 8-31-95.... It is noted
today by Dr. Jones... that there are still dogs within the facility that are in
need of vet care. It is asked that Dr. Smith be called to the premises and care
for any and all dogs in need within2(hours."

SCHERBRING, ELMER. Earlville, Iowa. USDA license #42'8.054
$een.

Scherbring operates his facility as both a contract pound and a Class
B dealership. Onf,is U89-1990 ur,r,ril report, he reported selling 96 dogs.6s

USDA inspection reports reveal a history of noncompliance with AWA
regulations:

3-3-87: (8 dogs) "Feeding pans... [and] watering pans need to be
cleaned and sanitized.... Had one dog that was not identified with tag. Dog
had collar off, it was in the pen."

3-25-87: (7 dogs) "3:30 PM... Mr. Scherbring has sold some cats to
research center in Iowa City.... [He] stated that these were his personal cats.

Mr. Scherbring was told not to sell any more cats to research... as he does not
have an approved facility for the buying and selling of cats."

In a 3-25-87 memo to APIIIS Area Veterinarian in Charge Dr.
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Bernard Zecha, a veterinary inspector questioned Scherbring's sale of cats
he claimed were his own. "Due to Mr. Scherbring's past history this may or
may not be true. Also, a review of Mr. Scherbring's file will reveal a history
of non-compliance."

Inspectors were often unable to gain access to Scherbring's facility to
conduct inspections:

2-25-87: attempted inspection. "No one home. Went there twice-
0900 and 1.415.... Will contact Mr. Scherbring by phone to check and see if
his hours at home have changed" ;12-13-87: Attempted inspection. "No one
home"; 1.-26-88:Attempted inspection. "No one home"; 8-25-88: Attempted
inspection. "Two trips. 1st trip no one home.... 2rrd trip no one home"; L0-
31-88: Attempted inspection. "No one home."

When inspectors were able to conduct inspections, they continued to
report deficiencies in sanitatiory recordkeeping and adherence to holding
period requirements:

2-23-88: (5 dogs) "North facility needs a good general cleaning,
excess amount of excreta-needs clean bedding, and debris accumulation
around primary enclosures. South facility is no longer used to house dogs.
Owner has sheep in the building at the present time"; 8-1-88: (5 dogs) "Both
East and South housing facilities need to have animal and food waste
removed and bedding removed and replaced. Food receptacles... and
watering receptacles need to be cleaned and sanitized. Primary enclosures
need to have excess amount excreta removed. East building needs a good
cleaning."

9-27-88: (La Crosse Vet Clinic.5 dogs) "Of 5 dogs in this shipment,
only 3 tagswere presented and only one of thesewas affixed to the dog. Two
tags were presented loose. The two dogs without any tag affixed or pre-
sented were not assigned a tag number on the form L8-6." On October L2,

1988, a USDA inspector filed an alleged violation report citing failure to
identify all dogs.

During an inspection on 6-20-90 (9 dogs), the inspector reported:
"Barn floors where dogs are kept must be cleaned of bedding, feces and
debris more frequently.... Fresh water must be presented to each animal
each day, and receptacles should be kept clean and free of dirt, algae and
other contaminants." The inspector also noted that Scherbring had not been
recording complete names on his acquisition records.

On 1-28-91, USDA sent Scherbring a warning notice charging him
with failure to record USDA license numbers, vehicle license numbers and
driver's license numbers on his acquisition forms during the period of 3-5-
90 through 12-17-90.

Inspectors continued to document deficiencies at Scherbring's facility:
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10-13-92: (3 dogs) "Feces and food waste must be removed from
primary kennels daily.... 1) The Animal Pound facility mustbe physically
separated from the licensed facility where the research dogs are kept. 2)
Accurate and complete records shall be separately maintained by the
licensee.3) The faciiity must hold the research dogr at least 10 full diys."

1L-12-93: (9 dogs) "Moderate accumulation of dirt/ debris on walls....
Spider webs accumulated in buildings.... Several dirty bowls in kennels....
Water bowls need to be cleaned.... Water bowls need to be cleaned....
Moderate accumulation of feces and dirty straw, needs tobe cleaned";3-L8-
94: (15 dogs) "Walls in kerurel need to be cleaned on regular basis. Moderate
accumulation of dirt/debris on walls.... Several dirty bowls with old feed
present.... Water bowls need to be cleaned. Dirt buildup in pans.... Moder-
ate accumulation of feces and dirty straw present." The inspector discussed
with Scherbring the requirement that a contract pound/shelter must be
physically separate from a Class B facility.

Ln1996, USDA filed a complaint against Scherbring, alleging that
from 1993 through 1994, he failed to 1) obtain certifications for random
source dog purchases; 2) provide certifications to buyers when selling
random source dogs; 3) hold random source dogs for 5 days before deliver-
ing them to the purchaser;4) make and maintain accurate records of three
random source dogs that were rejected by the purchaser and 5) immediately
identify a dog with an official identification tag. USDA also charged
Scherbring with falsifying his records by participating in the forgery of
purported certification for at least 52 random source dogs and reusing
official identification tags. A hearing on the charges is pending.

SCHROEDE& KENNETH (HILLSIDE KENNELS). Wells, Minnesota.
USDA license #41-B'017 099n.

According to information he provided to USDA, Kenneth Schroeder
sells approximately L,304 animals a year, earning $88,052.66 He acquires
animals from individuals and at trade days and has sold dogs to the
University of Wisconsin (the University of Wisconsin at Madison stopped
purchasing animals from Class B dealers five years ago).

USDA inspectors have cited recordkeeping and housing deficien-
cies at Schroeder's facility:

3-30-88: (105 dogs listed, 95 dogs on site;20 cats listed, L8 cats on site)
"Few lost tags-or slipped collars.... Roofs on some of the outside dog
houses need to be inspected or replaced.... Feed and water pans need to be
checked over and replace ones with sharp edges and chewed edges."
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4-1,4-88: (122 dogs listed, 113 dogs on site; L1 cats listed, 16 cats on
site) "Few lost tags on cats.... Roofs on some of the houses... need to be
repaired or replaced. Was given unttl4-29-88."

5-23-89: (138 dogs listed, 145 dogs on site; 5 cats) "On this date, an
older female in big pen in barn had a missing toe nail. Blue tick hound in
granary had a lump under its jaw. These animals had not been treated or
seen by veterinarian at time of inspection. Treat by May 24,1989.... Indoor
housing shall be ventilated so as to minimize draftsand odors. On this date,
the cattery had an odor build-up."

L0-11-90: (109 dogs listed,105 dogs on site;0 cats listed,134 cats on
site) "A Chesapeake Bay retriever had no dog house-shelter needs to be
provided.... Almost all pens in barn, loft, and also some tethered animals
had a manure build-up - manure needs to be removed.... Loft has open slat
sides and is not adequate protection from cold weather. Walls need to be

fixed to provide adequate protection."

3-24-92: (70 dogs, L1 cats) "General all around cleaning mustbe done
to remove dirt on walls, cobwebs, hair, etc. from barns.... Cattery. Excess

odor in house. Additional ventilation must be provided.... Excessive
amount of excreta in some pens in barn and also corn crib.... Need to add
street address on dogs purchased."

3-9-94: (41 dogs,41 cats.) "Cat facility has an excess accumulation of
excreta and food waste on floor and in primary enclosures.... Acquisition
records do not all contain the complete address andf or driver's license and
car license plate of the persons from whom the dogs were obtained."

USDA investigated Schroeder's allegedly inaccurate recordkeeping
in L989 but never filed any charges against him.

SILCOL DENNIS (REGENCY RESEARCH ENTERPRISES). Lexing-
ton, Kenfucky . USDA license #51-8-105 $99n

Dennis Silcox sells approximately 350 animals a year, grossing

$50,775.67 USDA inspectors have been unable to gain access to Silcox's
facility on many occasions. When they have been able to inspect the facility,
they have documented chronic deficiencies in recordkeeping and sanita-
tion:

9-2'1,-88: Reinspection. "Records not available for review"; \1'-7-88:
Attempted inspection. "No one home-no inspection made"; L2-8-88: At-
tempted inspection. " No one home - no inspection don e" ; 2-1. -89 : Attempted
inspection. "No one home. No inspection made";7-11.-89: Attempted in-
spection. "Not home-no inspection done. This is the third time since
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January L989 that I have driven to your facility and found no one present.//

7-18-89: (29 cats) "One cat untagged-no official ID."
11-2-89: (44 cats) "5 cages with 2 cats in each cage so minimum space

requirement not met.... Water pans in recently cleaned cages had old food
floating and on bottom...: Two cats per transport enclosure. Regulations
require l cat/enclosure.... Some records do not include full address. point
of the Act and records is to be able to trace animal origin."

7-3-90: (38 cats) "Veterinarian must visit premises at least every
month, and more as needed. To correct from this day forward."

1,-7-91: Attempted inspection. "Licensee was not at facility during
stated business hours. Called licensee. Licensee's wife stated licensee was
on his way; we waited another L hour,20 minutes-no show.... Licensee
obviously does not take Hours of Business seriously."

2-5-9'1,: (55 cats) "Cages do not appear to be properly sanitized at least
once every 2 weeks.... Form 18-6 shows 18 cats transported at one time.
Licensee needs to show me that 18 cages can fit into transport vehicle. A.y
cat over 6 mo. old must be transported singly in a transport enclosure."

6-25-9'L: "Note: Discussed Pet Theft Protection Act. New regs in
effect Aug. 1.4,1991" ;10-24-91: (94 cats) "Middle room of facility is very dim;
not all cats have access to sufficient light.... Disposition sheets 18-6 are
missing Buyer/ Receiver usDA license/registration number. Form must be
accurate and complete";5-21-92: Attempted inspection. "Came by at 11:00
A.M. on Thursday, May 21,1992.Licensee's business hours are 10 A.M.-2
P.M. Licensee is responsible to have someone present at facility to allow
inspection."

6-24-92: (L07 cats) "On Form L8-6 dated 6-11,-92going to the Univer-
sity of Louisville all cats checked back to acquisition records. Out of 28 cats,
8 were lacking arrival dates to the facility, and 19 were missing removal
dates. Accurate acquisition and disposition records must be maintained to
correct this day forward.... Holding period, Cat #8493 shows up on record
acquired from pound on 6-4-92 and shipped 6-11-92. Holding period
requirement for pound animals is 10 days not including the day of trans-
port.... Health certificates must accompany out-of-state shipments."

4-14-93: (79 cats) "Records reflecting sales to Pennyville Animal
Clinic were missing and no dogs are shown on acquisition index cards. A
record of all animals mustbe keptforUSDA inspectionfor atleast oneyear."

'1.0-24-95: (95 cats) "7006 disposition records were lacking registra-
tion numbers of buyer.... And boxes 9-L3 regarding transportation were left
blank. one 7006 disposition form listed seven cats, but only six cats were
noted inboxes L5 and 17and no reasongivenfor rejectionof seventhanimal.
Alt 7005 disposition forms need to be completed and accurate."
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STEPHENS, KELLIE (TEAYS RMR VALLEY RANCH,INC.). Marion,
Indiana. USDA license #32-B-094 (license susPended inl997l.

Kellie Stephens has supplied dogs to St. Luke's Medical Center,
Chicago University, and Loyola University (all located in Illinois), and
acquires dogs from pounds in Michigan and trade days in Kentucky.
Stephens sells approximately 200 dogs ayear, grossing $37,440.* She also

sells goats, mini pigs, sheep, cattle and a number of exotic species including
ostriches, emus and Brazilian opossums.

USDA inspections of Teays River Valley Ranch have revealed re-
peated noncompliance with AWA regulations:

1,-24-90: (41 dogs, 14 cats) "There is no record of vehicle lic. no. or
state or driver's license no. and state when dogs purchased from non-
licensed individuals."

12-6-90: (47 dogs,3 cats, 1 cougar,3 goats, L8 Barbados sheep,5
fallow deer) "Records are not current at this time. Dispositions have not
been entered on 18-5s or in the computer.... Holding period cannot be

verified in all cases because records are not current. Correct by 1'-21,-91'."

4-10-91.: (78 dogs,9 cats,1 cougar,40 assorted Barbados sheep and
goats, 7 fallow deer) "Dispositions [records] have not been entered on
computer since L-15-91,. For at least one dog, #3574,the record of disposition
or date of death is unavailable. Inspector spent 7 hours cross-referencing L8-

6 disposition sheets with computer print-out of acquisition and completed
an inspection of only approx. 25% of the records. In at least 9 instances of
those records inspected [9 tag numbers listed], there is record of disposition
but no record of acquisition. .. . Holding period cannot be verified in all cases

because records are not current nor are they complete.... Dog #3639, left
front leg badly chewed and swollen. Dog is most submissive in enclosure.
Dog shall be moved to enclosure by itself.... Dog #341.0,Ieft ear infected,
shaking head badly, ear ends lacerated. Correct (seek adequate veterinary
care) by 4-12-9L."

7-7-9'1,: (95 dogs listed, 83 dogs on site; 7 cats listed, 42cats on site; L

cougar, 15 fallow deer, 50 assorted sheep and goats) "On the following
animals there was no record of disposition available: [12 tag numbers
listed]; On the following animals there was no record of acquisition: [7 tag
numbers listed] . In one instance there was no address or driver's license no/
vehicle license no. available on individual from whom a dog was acquired.
In 4 instances there was no driver's license no./vehicle license no. available
from individuals from which a dog was acquired. . . . In [9] instances animals
were acquired from a private or contract pound and held an insufficient
period of time (less than ten days)."

7-22-92: (126 dogs,29 cats,1 cougar) Noncompliant items uncor-
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rected from previous inspections (12-6-90,4-1']..-9']-.,7-17- 91): "Records. In 3
instances there was no record of driver's license no. and vehicle license no.
from individual from whom a dog/cat was acquired. In 9 instances there
was an incomplete address available."

1L-18-92: (75 dogs,2cats, L cougar,245 mini-pigs) "Weaned puppy
less than 16 weeks old does not have official ID.... Dog #ss99, a pit bull has
chain collar which is too tight and is cutting into skin (abrasion).... In 3
instances dogs and cats were transported interstate without health certifi-
cate. Also dogs are being transported from Michigan to facility without
health certificates.... In 2 instances from previous inspection there is
evidence that dogs/cats were obtained from individuals who did not breed
or raise them on their own property.... Also, it has been explained that a
social security number is not adequate identification for random sources
that are not USDA licensed unless it coincides with driver's license num-
ber."

3-77-93: (Partial records inspection at licensee's attorney's office,
Muncie, Indiana) "It cannot be verified at this partial records inspection that
individuals from whom dogs/cats were acquired bred and raised them on
their own property.... Noncompliant standards newly identified.... In 3
cases, there is no address or driver's license no./vehicle license no. available
on individuals from whom dogs/cats were acquired. In 5 cases there was an
incomplete address available on individuals from whom dogs/cats were
acquired.... In records of acquisition of dogs acquired from an out-of-state
county dog pound from 6-5-92 to 10-23-92 therc were 75 dogs listed on
licensee's records, whereas the records obtained from the pounds List 67
dogs as having been acquired. Correctby 3-18-93."

1.-6-94: (45 dogs) Uncorrected noncompliant item froml'1.-1.8- 92,
3-17-93,9-1,6-93 inspections: "Dogs that are transported from Michigan
to facility are accompanied by health certificate, except that there is not
a correlation between these certificates and actual shipments."
Noncompliant items documented on 3-17-93 inspection which could not
be verified: "Acquisition information on dogs from out-of-state county
dog pounds cannot be verified without further investigation of pound
records."

On January 30,1996, USDA filed a complaint against Stephens
charging her with failure to provide necessary veterinary care to animals
in need of such care, destruction of animals by gunshot, and falsification
of acquisition records. The complaint alleged that stephens claimed to
have acquired more animals from a municipal pound than she actually
did and falsely reported acquiring a total of 357 dogs from an apparently
nonexistent pound. ln 1997, Stephens signed a consent decision and
order neither admitting nor denying usDA's charges. she agreed to a L0-
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year license suspension and a $20,000 civil penalty. The $20,000 Penalty
was suspended on the condition that there be no further violations for 15

years.

ULRICH, MARY dlb/a CHERI-HILL KENNEL. Stanwood, Michigan.
USDA license #34-B-006, #34-R-004 $99n.

Mrry Ulrich has both a Class B dealer license and a research facility
license. She sells approximately 590 animals ayear,grossing $101,860.6e She

has sold animals to the Buckshire Corporation in Pennsylvania (see Wrigley,
Glenn and the Buckshire Corporation in "Class B Dealers Selling Non-
Random Source Dogs and Cats for Research").In1993, Ulrich paid USDA
two $750 stipulation fines.

usDA inspection reports have documented deficiencies in housing,
veterinary care and recordkeeping at Cheri-Hill Kennel. On 1'-22-91, (244
dogs listed ,194 dogs on site; 192 cats listed, 143 cats on site), an inspector
reported: "The new cat enclosures in the cat building do not have solid
resting surfaces.... None of the animals being treated for illness had a

medical record-or any other mechanism providing information on prob-
lems of animal health.... 35 Beagles andzfcats were not on the lecord at the

time of inspection."

During an inspection o n10-24-91,, inspectors noted " [Two] cats in the
boarding room have broken resting boards.... The cat boarding room had
holes in the walls.... Dogs in the middle building on wire did not have

resting boards.... Many dogs were improperly identified by noting the tags

on the enclosure.... This facility has not followed their exercise plan. Dog
#2556was housed singly in a 30 x 34" enclosure. It measured 31 inches. 31

+ 6 = 37,37 x37 = L,369,30 x 34 = 1,020. The plan stated that dogs housed
singly will have 2OO% of sPace required. "[Enclosure with 4 dogs] 4699"

required... 3196" provided.... [Enclosure with 1 dog] 1369 required... 1020

provided.... [Enclosure with 3 dogs] 4133 required...3842 provided."

Several noncompliant items remained uncorrected from a 1'-22-91.

inspection: "Cat #1574 was sneezing, #1530 had a swollen eye, dog #2586
was coughing, dog #401,6 had diarrhea. None of these animals were noted
in the treatment logs as having medical problems or as receiving medical
care.... The records reflected 339 dogs and 30L cats. Total dogs on hand were
285, cats'167."

Later inspections revealed continuing deficiencies in veterinary
care:

5-5-92: (171. dogs,106 cats) "Dog#4546had a bilateral eye discharge.
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Dog#4651was very thin.... Dog#4730 had a right front leg lameness, dog
#4725 was very thin, #4712was very thin and dog#4215 was coughing...
dog#4545 had a nasal discharge and was depressed. None of theie dogs
were noted as abnormal nor were they on the treatment records; ].-28-gg
(cHK Research and Development site. usDA registration #34-R-004. 63
dogs, 6 cats, 29 rabbits) "Dog #3921, in South building A appeared de-
pressed, thin, dehydrated and nonresponsive and was not gettingfluids or
the proper dosage of antibiotics. He was getting cephalexin sID [once a day]
instead of QID [four times a day] as per instructions. Dog #3935 was to be
treated with durapen and gentacin but was being treated with cephalexin
sID [once a day] instead. The medical standard operating Procedures
designed by the attending vet were not being closely followed and some
dogs were not getting adequate care."

During an inspection of Cheri-Hill Kennel the same day (129 dogs,
L17 cats), inspectors reported, "Dog#3909, cage #19.A female Lab cross had
severe diarrhea and was not receiving any treatment. Dog#39i4Collie not
on treatment list for coughing, thin, depressed; [Doberman] #3966 not being
treated for copious nasal discharge and cough; Spaniel cross not on treat-
ment list for severe malaise; cat #2224 not being treated for diarrhea. Cat
#2260 was getting cephalexin only SID [once a day] instead of eID [four
times a day] as indicated. sick and injured animals need to be detected, and
given proper medical attention as quickly as possible."

On 3-15-93 (Cheri-Hill Kennel, 137 dogs,64 cats), inspectors noted
many noncompliant items that were uncorrected since the previous inspec-
tion: "Cat #31554 had a reddened left eye with a watery discharge. This
problem was not noted nor was the condition being treated. Dog #3562 in
Bldg t had sores on both front feet. sores not noted nor treated .Dog#sozT
in Bldg L was coughing but was not noted... the health record stated that the
dog was 'doing fine.' Dog#3929 had a nickel-size crusted lesion on his nose,
hair loss on an ear and severe hair loss on hind legs and tail. Dog was biting
and excessively scratching. This dog was treated for fleas days ago and
'NTR' (Nothing to Report) was entered on his health chart. Dog#3444(Bldg
1) was noticeably limping on the left front leg. The limp was not recorded,
nor was the dog getting treated. A puppy #S242hadbilateral eye discharge,
was listless, straining and had a bloated abdomen. This dog was not being
treated." An inspection of ulrich's Research and Development site the same
day also revealed deficiencies in veterinary care: "Dog #9221. in South
Building of the Research building had open, raised, weeping sores on his
right rear foot. This condition was not reported nor was the dog being
treated. Animals must receive prompt and adequate care for problems of
health."

On June 18,1993, Ulrich paid two $750 stipulation fines for record-
keeping and animal care violations.
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WISE, EVA AND JOHN H. (HILLSIDE KENNEL). Four Oaks, North
Carolina. USDA license #55-8-081 (1996).

According to information they provided to USDA, Eva and John
Wise sell about 3,000 cats ayear,grortittg $37,422.70 Another member of the

Wise family, John D. Wise, also operates a Class B business (Carolina
Kennel, seliing approximately 4,000 cats a year to laboratories and biologi-
cal supply companies and earning$46,368 in gross sales" (see also Wi9e,

AlmaninTClass B Dealers Who Have Lost or Relinquished Their Licenses").

USDA inspectors have reported deficiencies in housing, record-
keeping and sanitation at Hillside Kennel:

10-15-90: (10 cats) "Excreta, hair, etc. in empty enclosures.... Ap-
proximately 20% of rccords have social security numbers instead of driver's
iicense number and vehicle tag numbe{';10-24-90: (96 cats) "Excessive

odors, moisture, etc. in animal building. Animals must be provided fresh air
at all times.... Water, urine and other fluids standing ov er 20o/o of enclosure

floor of one occupied enclosure. Animals are being contaminated from
wastes.... Excessive fecal, urinary and food debris in litter pans and floor."

1.-26-91,: (76 cats) "Four of the sixteen total sources... do not have

driver's license and/or vehicle tag numbers.... Twenty-nine of cats on

location do not have dates of acquisition listed on recor ds." 5-17-91.: (48 cats)

"Two newly born kittens in enclosure with 9 adult cats. Kittens less than four
months of age can only be housed with their dams.... Five collars in and
under enclosures (not on animals).... Approximately 15-20% of sources

have only social security numbers and not a driver's license number and/
or vehicle tag number as specified in regulations."

on ]une 22, aninspector filed an alleged violation report charging
Wise with failure to identify individual cats and maintain adequate acqui-

sition records. On L0-1 7 -91. (60 cats), the inspector reported: "Both pens have

excessive accumulation of fecal wastes. One pan has approximately one

inch of urine wastes.... Three of the total fourteen individuals (sources of
animals) do not have complete driver's license number arrd/ot vehicle tag

number.... Two newly born kittens in enclosure with twelve adult cats....

Animals must be housed in compatible groups at all times." The inspector
filed another alleged violation report on October 18, again charging Wise

with inadequate recordkeeping. On October 30, Southeast Sector Supervi-
sor Joseph Walker requested an investigation of the alleged violations.

In early 1991, USDA's Animal Care staff had issued three letters of
clarification regarding the information dealers were required to obtain from
individuals from whom they acquired animals. The letters stated that the

agency would accept a social security number in lieu of a driver's license

numbbr and vehicle tag number. In addition to a social security number, a
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complete address, telephone number and directions to the premise (source)
would be required. In January 1992,Walker sent a memo to senior investi-
gator Page Eppele recommending that the case against Wise be closed
administratively. "The use of Social Security numbers as identification has
clearly been sanctioned," wrote Walker.

During an inspection of Wise's facility on 2-24-92, the inspector
reported that although four of seven listed sources of animals included
social security numbers and mailing addresses, there were no telephone
numbers or directions to the premises.

Wise was also cited repeatedly for failure to allow inspectors access
to his facilities:

10-20-92: Attempted inspection. "Mr. and Mrs. ]ohn H. Wise not
present at site. Daughter of Wise's did not have key to animal facility and
was not willing to sign USDA form 7008";10-26-93: Attempted inspection.
"No one present at facility to allow inspection of facility, records, transport
vehicles, etc. Facility must be available during normal business hours"; 10-
27-93: Attempted inspection. "No one available at facility to allow USDA
access to records, facility, etc."

When inspectors finally gained access to the facility, they again
reported deficiencies in veterinary care, housing and sanitation:

12-'1,-93: (9 cats inspected) "Cat identified as 55-8-081-14076 (gray
tiger striped) has infected and/or injured left eye. Cat must be examined by
attendingveterinariarLtreatedoreuthanizedasneed.... Allenclosuresmust
meet USDA Minimum Standards for height, etc."

'1,-19-94: (0 cats) "Sheltered facility does not have fuel tank available
for heating system.... No live animals can be housed until adequate heat is
provided or weather improves.... Approximately 25% of primary enclo-
sures have worn paint andf or rusted wire."

10-27-94: (37 cats) "Four cats... have severely injured and/or infected
right eyes. All four cats must be examined by attending veterinarian and
provided appropriate vet care."

2-6-96: (0 cats) "Excessive fecal debris in primary enclosures. Enclo-
sures must be cleaned of fecal debris prior to use."

WoUDENBERG,IAMES AND ROBERTA (R & R RESEARCH).
Howard City, Michigan. USDA license #34-8-001 $99n.

R & R Research,licensed since L969, is owned and operated by James
and Roberta Woudenberg. The Woudenbergs have an annual volume of
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L,640 animals and earn approximately $172,200 a year in gross sales.72 They
acquire animals from individuals and pounds. At one time, they obtained
unwanted and stray dogs and cats from the Wyoming-Grandville, Michi-
gan dog warden. According to a March 22,1973 newspaper article, the
Woudenbergs arranged to purchase cats through the pound, offering "50
cents per cat when pound personnel compile[d] the list of animals to be
picked up at loc-?l homes and $1 for each unwanted cat received at the
animal shelter."" A local humane society objected to the arrangement,
arguing that it encouraged cat stealing. The Woudenbergs have sold ani-
mals to the University of [owa. InJune 1994,the Woudenbergs paid USDA
a $2,000 stipulation fine.

Between 1983 and 1988, USDA inspectors attempted inspections of
R & R on six occasions but were unable to gain access. The few times they
were able to conduct inspections, they reported deficiencies in housing,
recordkeeping, sanitation and veterinary care:

3-1-83: (27 dogs and 31 cats inspected) "One primary enclosure
contains L8 cats and another contains 13. Both are in excess of the minimum
allowed of L2 cats per enclosure."

9-10-84: (46 dogs and24cats inspected) "Kennel runs on North side
of facility are not adequately separated between runs. Some dogs can jump
on to separating wall or over separating fence.... Excessive number of flies
in dog f.acility."

4-'J,-87: "One female dog had puppies while in a pen with two other
dogs. All pups died. This pregnant dog should have been placed in a
separate whelping pen. Another dog in the pen has live pups. The third is
pregnant. Better care and separation should be provided for these pregnant
animals.... A large barrel appears to be used for euthanasia by COr. The
barrel is rusty and in need of paint. A dead dog was found in it. This animal
should be properly disposed of.... None of the cats had tags on."

2-9-89: (M dogs, L3 cats) "The dog facility is a large converted barn
which does not have a furnace. The building was so cold that the water was
frozen.... The ambient temperature shall not be allowed to fall below 50
degrees for dogs and cats."

In a March 7,1989letter to APHIT James Woudenberg wrote:

This letter is in regards to an inspection error which has
reclassified one portion of my facility. On February 9,1989, my
facility was inspected by your agent... [a USDA inspector]. This was
the first time... [the inspector] has inspected this operation. In the
inspection report issued to me the dog housing operation was
improperly classified as an'indoor facility.' In order to clarify this
discrepancy I would like to explain the architectural design and
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historical record of inspections for this building as it relates to its
classification. The dog housing facility is a converted barn....

In the late 1970s this building was converted under the
guidance of your organization to a housingfacility for dogs. Through-
out the years this building has been continuously upgraded.... In
reviewing the records of past inspections you will find that this area
of operation has never been cited for gross construction deficiencies.
In keeping with the guidelines and design of this building it is
apparent that this facility is properly classified as an 'outdoor
facility.' To convert such a structure into an'indoor facility,' is by
design impractical and certainly not cost effective.

On March 23, 1989, Dr. A.E. Hall, Acting Sector Supervisor of
Veterinary Services, responded:

This letter is in regard to the 'inspection error' for your dog
facility that disturbed you. Random source dogs are, as a rule house
dogs, and not conditioned for outdoor facilities. Putting house dogs
in an outdoor facility environment can be cruel and ffiumane for
many of these animals.... We support [the inspector's] findings in
her inspection of your facility, It makes no difference whether an
indoor or outdoor facility, there were animals that were suffering.
That cannot be excused away by an administrative definition of what
type of housing the animals were in at the time.

On2-12-92, the inspector again cited the Woudenbergs for insuffi-
cient heating: "The temperature in the barn was measured at 23F on my
thermometer and the one in the facility. All of the dogs there were random
source and non-acclimated. Water in the water bowls was frozen indicating
that the temperature was below freezingand below 45' for more than four
hours. Many shorthaired dogs... werenoticeably shakingfromthe cold. The
temp. must not fall below 45" f or more than 4 hours for non-acclimated dogs,
sick, injured, young or short haired dogs."

Between 1993 and 1995, the inspector noted deficiencies in record-
keeping and holding period requirements:

3-5-93: (83 dogs, L4 cats) "Many animals are not being held the
required 5 full days";9-28-93: "This facility is not obtaining health certifi-
cates for animals being delivered out of state" ;5-14-94:"Out of 587 dogs and
cats through this facility since the last inspection of 3-21,-94,4 dogs (in two
shipments) were sold on day 5 of the holding period" ;8-29-94:"Since the last
inspection of 6-14-94, two cats have been sold on the fifth day of their
holding period"; 12-12-95: "The records show some discrepancies. Three
animals were shown on the records to be eutharized before they were
received. D6023 was in on6/7 but euthanized on 6/ 6,D6024inon6/7 and
euthanized on 6 f 6, andD6027 was in on 6 / 8 andeuthanized on 6 / 6 -... Tw o
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animals were not held for 5 full days."

On June 24,1994, James Woudenberg paid USDA a stipulation fine
of $2,000.
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Chapter 5

lnoestigations Into The Acquisition Of
Animals By Class B Dealers

BEZLE& RALPH. Fulton, Missouri. USDA license #43-8-018 (last
licensed inl987l.

Ralph Bezler reportedly acquired dogs by " adoptir:rg" them through
giveaway ads. He then sold them to major USDA-licensed dealers such as

Ray Eldridge of Antech, Inc. (USDA license #43-8-063) in Barnhart, Missouri
(see also: Eldridge, Raymond in "Class B Dealers Selling Random Source
Dogs and Cats for Research").

According to |im Ward, USDA Veterinarian-in-Charge for Missouri,
"[USDA] inspector Mark Westrich discovered Bezler had obtained dogs
from people in the Columbia trade area through newspaper advertisements.

[Bezler] kept the dogs he bought for less than the five days required by the
federal Animal Welfare Act."l USDA found evidence that Bezler had altered
purchase dates at least three times in order to bypass the required five-day
waiting period. Inspector Westrich said USDA's case for punishing Bezler
was "strong... because Bezler often obtained dogs under false pretenses."'

The Missouri State Attorney General's Office reported that as many
as LL people filed complaints against Bezler alleging he "promised to give
their pets good homes and offered no indication that he planned to sell the
dogs for research." However, Westrict/s tracebacks of Bezler's records
r"*lt"d in the recovery of only two dogs, both Labrador retrievers.3

One of the first people to file a complaint against Bezler was Colum-
bia resident Robin Kramer, whose 7-year-old dog Merlin was "adopted" by
Bez1er and kilted in an experiment before he could be rescued. Bezler told
Kramer that Merlin had "run away." Kramer alleged that Bezler never told
her that her dog would be used for research.n

After a two-week investigation, Missouri agricultural officials rec-
oinmended that Bezler temporarily lose his dealer's license. The state later
determined that he had not violated a Missouri trade-fraud law because no
money was exchanged inthe transfers of the dogs. AlthoughUSDA officials
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initially announced that the dealer could face stiff penalties for alleged poor
recordkeeping and for not keeping dogs for the mandatory holding period,
the agency never brought charges against Bezler.

DAVIS, DON AND GTADYS (HOLCO,INC.) West Fork, Arkansas.
USDA license #71-4-105 (last licensed in 1993).

The Davises supplied dogs to the University of Arkansas, Yazwinski's
Parasitological Research and Stanton Animal Hospital in Arkansas; the
University of Chicago Carlson Research, Reese Medical Center, St. Francis
Hospital, and Loyola University in Illinois; Theracon in Kansas; the Louisiana
State Medical Center; the University of Mssouri Deparhnent of Laboratory
Animal Medicine; Oklahoma College of Osteopathic Medicine, theUniversity
of Oklahoma City Health Sciences Center and Oklahoma Medical Research
Facility; St. Joseph's Hospital, the Texas College of Osteopathic Medicine
Shrinels Hospital and the University of Texas Medical Branch in Texas.

According to the Coalition of Municipalities to Ban Animal Traffick-
ing (COMBAT), which obtained Holco's acquisition and sale records from
January, 1987 to April,1989, Holco handled between L,500 and 2,000 dogs
and cats a year and maintained a network of suppliers (406 cited) covering
a six-state area.'REAC investigators audited Holco's records during the
Stolen Dog Task Force investigation in 1990. Of the 35 individuals Davis
listed as having sold dogs to Holco, 14 could not be located with the
information provided in the records, 7 denied selling any dogs to Holco and
one had died four years prior to the traceback. In addition, the records listed
four incorrect or falsified names and driver's license numbers.

Attentionwas focused onHolco after a series of NorthwestArkansas
Times articles reported that Washington County, Arkansas deputy sheriff
Jerqr Yaeger allegedly sold dogs to Holco after "adopting" them from area
pounds and shelters and through giveaway ads. Yaeger apparently prom-
ised owners he would find good homes for their animals. One woman was
able to identify Yeager as the person who had responded to a giveaway ad
she had placed for cats.

Yaeger's ex-wife spoke with a local reporter about her former
husband's relationship with Holco, claiming Yaeger made approximately
$1000 a month from his bunching activities and had at one time talked of
leaving the sheriff's department and working for Holco full-time.6

Arkansas state police launched aninvestigation of Yaeger inJanuary
of 1989. The State Prosecutor's Office subpoenaed Holco's records as part of
the investigation; Yaeger's name appeared in Holco's L987 acquisition
records L7 times. In his statement to police, Yaeger claimed he had been
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dealing with Holco for many years:

I sold about 30 or 40 dogs total to Holco over the years.... I got
the dogs I sold by buying them from other people or having other
people give them to me. I also used some of the hounds that I got that
I could not train.

Yaeger underwent three polygraph tests, which indicated he was
telling the truth when he denied stealing any of the dogs he sold to Holco.
He was never questioned about obtaining dogs under false pretenses. The
state determined there was insufficient evidence to file charges against
Yaeger and closed the case.7 Yaeger remained in his position as sheriff's
deputy.

In 1990, members of the USDA Midwest Stolen Dog Task Force
contacted an Arkansas state investigator to question him about Yaeger's
activities. The investigator stated that he felt there was no evidence to
indicate Yaeger was dealing in stolen dogs.

Following the Task Force investigatioru USDA suspended Davis's
license for falsification of records. Davis died before the license suspension
was lifted. His wife Gladys was listed as licensee on subsequent USDA
records. In September, 1D3, Davis was fined a civil penalty of $5,000,
ordered to cease and desist from further violations of the Animal Welfare
Act, and disqualified for 5 years from obtaining licensing under the Act. She
was charged with falsifying and failing to maintain complete and accurate
recordsof theacquisition, disposition, description,identificatioryand source
of animals. She was also charged with obtaining random-source dogs from
individuals who did not breed and raise the dogs on their own premises.

USDAMidwest Stolen Dog Task Force
lno estigation of Holco, Iic. Records

The following suppliers' names, addresses, and number of dogs sold
were recorded in Holco's 18-5 Forms. USDA enforcement action andf or
remarks on each case are provided.

Name Address DogB Sold Dispoaition of Casq/Remarks

Bob Hall Ava, MO 12 dogs USDA could not locate "Bob Hall" through P.O. or
phone books in area. Vehicle license number reg-
istered to a Marvin Wilcox of Springfield, MO,
who did not sell dogs. Case closed on 5-9-90.

Fred fump Mansfield, MO 14 dogs USDA could not locate "Fred lump" or his vehicle
license number through P.O., phone, or motor
vehicle records. Case closed on 5-1.2-90.

Gary Hutchinson Carthage, MO 5 dogs USDA could notlocate "Gary Hutchinson" through
phone or motor vehicle iecords; someone elie
lives at address provided by "Hutchinson." Case
closed on 5-12-90.
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Name llaar"rt DopSold Dirpoeition of Caeq/Remarks

fune Deardrulf

fleses' 

ox 9 clog6 License tag did not belong to subject,
tual address is Hulbert, OK. Case
insufficient evidence on 4-24-90.

whose ac-
closed for

Alvin Rankins

lwasoner, 

or 7 dogs License tagdidnotbelongtosubject. USDAcould
not locate "Alvin Rankins." Case closed for in-
sufficient evidence on 4-24-90.

Frank Rankins OK 8 dogs
USDA
some pups to Class B dealer Lambriar in Kansas.
USDA ruled that subject did not violate Act. Case
closed on 4-24-90.

tag incorrectly recorded. Subject told
that he never sold to Holco, but had sold

Sonny Stewart

lwasoner, 

or 10 dogs License tag belongs to another person. USDA
could not locate "Sonny Stewart." Case closed on
4-2+90.

George Drywate
lwaeoner, 

oK 7 dogs License tag not on record. USDA could not locate
"George Dryrvate." Case closed on 4-24-90.

LeRoy Denton OK 5 dogs Subjecfs address and license tag incorrect. Sub-
ject told USDA he owns beagles and trades dogs
with a Homer Steeley, but never sold dogs to
Holco; believes that Steeley used his name. USDA
ruled that subject did notviolate Act. Case closed
on4-2tLX).

Ed Montgomery OK 8 dogs Subject refused to come to the door when USDA
called on him. Two license tags were recorded
incorrectly. Six dogswere sold under the name of
LeRoy Denton, who told USDA he was the
subiect's friend. USDA ruled he did not violate
Act. Case closed on 4-24-90.

Junior Broomfield 
lCoweta, 

OK 11 dogs tag not on record. USDA could not locate
Broomfield." Case closed on 4-24-90.

License
"Junior

Fred Sours

lcoweta, 
oK 9 dogs USDA could not locate "Fred Sours." Case closed

on 4-2&'90.

[imWilliams
lwasoner, 

oK 10 dogs License tag not on record. USDA could not locate
"Jim Williams." Case closed on4-24-90.

Donald Webster

llocust 

Grove oK 15 dogs License tag did not belong to subject. USDA
could not locate "Donald Webster." Case closed
on*24-9O.

David Farrell

Invor,or
10 dogs License tag not on record. USDA could not locate

"David Farrell." Case closed on4-24-90.

Kenneth Dry OK 15 dogs 3ubject stated to USDA that he did not sell dogs to
Holco. License tag written on sales form did not
belong to subiect's vehicle. Subject claimed to
know a Homer Steeley, who traded hunting dogs
(see LeRoy Denton entry). USDA ruled that sub-
iect did not violate Act. Case closed on +24-90.

Walter Dry

luastetL 

or 14 dogs iubject was the deceased brother of Kenneth Dry;
died in 1986. USDA ruled that no violation had
occurred. Case closed on4-24-90.

Red Saunders

lMuskoeee 

oK 7 dogs License tag registered
closed for insufficient

to another person. Case
evidence on4-24-90.

Mike Blackmon

Itvtustcoeee, 

or 18 dogs License tag registered to another person. USDA
could not locate "Mike Blackmon." Case closed
for insufficient evidence on 4-24-90.
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Name Addreaa Dogp Sold Diepoaition of Casq/Remarks

Mike Blackman OK 18 dogs License tag registered to another person. USDA
could not locate "Mike Blackman." Case closed
for insufficient evidence on 4-24-90.

|imOwens OK 8 dogs Two "]im Owens" were located by USDA; neither
sold or traded dogs. License tag registered to
another person. Case closed for insufficient evi-
dence on 4-24-90.

Clyde Taylor Sallisaw, OK 8 dogs Subject stated to USDA that he never sold dogs to
Holco, but claimed to know a Homer Steeley (see
LeRoy Denton, Kenneth Dry entries). License tag
not on record. Subject's hometown was Viary not
Sallisaw. Case closed for insufficient evidence on
4-24-90.

Gene Beeks Prairie Grovg AR 9 dogs Subject sells no more than four dogs a year. USDA
notified him that licensing was required on fu-
ture sales. Case closed on 5-7-90.

Ray Meyers Seymour, MO 12 dogs USDA could not locate "Ray Meyers" through
police, motor vehicle, or utility records. "It ap-
pears that Mr. D.|. Davis recorded a fictitious
name and license number." Case closed 5-7-90,
but USDA would use this info to develop a case
against Holco.

A.]. Pritchard Gravette, AR 20 dogs Subject stated to USDA that he sells or trades
hunting dogs and sold 20 dogs to Holco due to an
injury which made him unable to care for his
dogs. USDA notified subject that licensing would
be required on future sales. Case closed on5-9-90.

Francis McNalley Bentonville, AR 8 dogs Subject stated to USDA that he raises dogs for fox
hunting, trades and sells rejects. USDA notified
him that licensing would be required on future
sales. Case closed on 5-9-90.

Archie McNalley Pea Ridge, AR 12 dogs USDA did not locate subject, but spoke with
subject's brother, who told USDA that he sells
hunting dog rejects to Holco. Case closed with no
further action on 5-9-90.

Bill Wilkerson Garfield, AR 11 dogs Subject stated he raises "running dogs" and sells
rejects to Holco. USDA notified him that licens-
ing was required on future sales. Case closed
with no further action on 5-9-90.

tlarley lvlcCuhheon Valley Springs AR 5 dogs Subject denied to USDA that he sold dogs to
Holco. Case closed on 5-9-90. "McCutcheon's
sworn statement to be used in a pending violation
case involving Holco."

Ed Johns Ozark, MO 10 dogs USDA could not locate "Ed ]ohns" through P.O.
or police; concluded that it was an "incorrect
name." Case closed on 5-10-90.

Ronald Coleman Springdale, AR 6 dogs Subject told USDA that he never sold dogs to
Holco. Licensetagwasnotonfile. "Itappears that
Mr. D.|. Davis recorded a fictitious name and
license number for the 5 dogs." Case closed on 5-
8-90, but USDA would use info in a "case being
developed against D.J. Davis."

Leroy Coulter Mulberry, KS 14 dogs Subject's
for lack

wife said hewas out of town. Case closed
of evidence on 5-22-90.
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Name Addreas DopSold Disposition of Case/temarks

Randy Coulter Mulberry, KS 8 dogs Subject told USDA that someone else was using
his name; he was not in dog business, owned only
four hunting dogs. Case closed on 5-22-90.

Dale Lee Howard, KS 9 dogs Subject told USDA that he did not sell dogs to
Holco; sold to a Jim Felkins of Carl Junctiory MO.
Case closed on5-22-90.

Dean Rion McCune, KS 10 dogs Subject moved away from area sometime in 1987.
USDA could not locate "Dean Rion." Case closed
on 5-29-90.

foe Ebby West Mineral, KS 11 dogs USDA could not locate "Joe Ebby." Case closed on
s-29-90.

GRUENEFELD,WILBERT AND JUNE. ]onesburg, Missouri. USDA
license # 43-B,464 (1995).

WilbertGruenefeld and one of his suppliers, Class B dealer Raymond
Eldridge (see also: Eldridge, Raymond in "Class B Dealers Who Have Lost
or Relinquished Their Licenses"), were two of the dealers investigated by the
USDA Midwest Stolen Dog Task Force in 1990. USDA cited five of
Gruenefeld's fifteen unlicensed suppliers for selling random-source dogs
without a license; the remaining ten were not penalized by USDA because
their transactions were below the number for which a license is required by
law.

USDAMidwest Stolen Dog Task Force
Ino estigation of GruenefeYd's Records

The following suppliers' names, addresses, and number of dogs sold
were recorded in Gruenefeld's L8-5 forms. USDA enforcement action and/
or remarks on each case are provided.

Name laaar"rt Dogp Sold Disposition of Casq/Remarks

Donald Johnson

lurbana, 

Mo 17 dogs Subject stated to USDA that he raises coonhounds.
USDA advised him on licensing requirements
and restrictions. Case closed on 5-L0-90.

Delmar H. Collins 
lw.Plains, 

MO

I

I

11 dogs Subject stated to USDA that he was not aware of
Animal Welfare Act regulations. USDA issued
him an Official Notification and Warning of Vio-
lation of Federal Regulations on 4-11-90.

Howard Faulkner 
lSt. 

Iames, MO

I

I

Subject stated to USDA that he was not aware of
Animal Welfare Act regulations. USDA issued
him an Official Notification and Warning of Vio-
lation of Federal Regulations on 4-8-90.

Billv D. Eades

lr"'t"' 

vro 5 dogs Subject was a minor; subject's father stated that he
was not aware of son's activity. Dogs sold were
acquired by subject in a trade with friend. Case
closed on 4-27-90 with no further action.
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Name Address DopSold Disposition of Casq/Remarks

Billy & Lisa Miller Salem, MO 13 dogs Subjects told USDA that the dogs sold were
born and raised on their premises. USDA
ruled that the subjects were exempt from
licensing.

Gerald &
Marilynn Milliam

Robertsville, MO 9 dogs Subjects told USDA that dogs sold were born
and raised on their premises. USDA ruled that
subjects were exempt from licensing. Case
closed on 4-26-90 due to lack of evidence to
document a violation.

Robert D. Collins Warrenton, MO 7 dogs Subject stated to USDA that he sold 25 to 30 dogs
to Gruenefeld in 1989. USDA issued him an
Official Notification and Warning of Violation
of Federal Regulations on 4-11-90.

]ack Collins West Plains, MO 1 dogs USDA could not locate "!ack Collins" through
P.O. or phone records. Case closed on 5-9-90
with no further action.

Willie Miller West Plains, MO 1 dogs USDA could not locate "Willie Miller" through
P.O. or phone records. Case closed on 5-9-90
with no further action.

Dale Collins Pomona, MO 22 d,ogs Subject stated to USDA that dogs sold were
born and raised on premises; forced to sell due
to inability to afford their care. USDA advised
him that licensing would be required on future
sales. Case closed on 5-9-90.

fack |ones Bowling GreeoMC 4 dogs Subject stated to USDA that dogs sold were
born and raised on premises. USDA ruled that
subject was exempt from licensing. Case closed
on 4-27-90 due to lack of evidence to document
a violation.

Uriah Williams Robertsville, MO 2 dogs Subject stated to USDA that dogs sold were
born and raised on premises. USDA ruled that
subject was exempt from licensing. Case closed
on 4-27-90 due to lack of evidence to document
a violation.

Larry Todd Steelville, MO 5 dogs Subject stated to USDA that dogs sold were
born and raised on premises. USDA ruled that
subject was exempt from licensing. Case closed
on 4-26-90 due to lack of evidence to document
a violation.

Clifford Todd Steelville, MO 2 dogs Subject stated to USDA that dogs sold were
born and raised on premises. USDA ruled that
subject was exempt from licensing. Case closed
on 4-26-90 due to lack of evidence to document
a violation.

Herbert Otterman Cuba, MO 18 dogs Subject stated to USDA that half of the dogs sold
were born and raised on premises; the others
were obtained in trades or purchases with hunt-
ers and friends. Subject also delivered friends'
dogs to Gruenefeld. USDA issued him a verbal
warning in lieu of Official Notification and
Warning of Violation of Federal Regulations
form. Case closed 4-26-90.



HICKEY, JAMES W., (S & S FARMS AND S.S. FARMS, LINN
COUNTY,INC.) Lebanon, Oregon. USDA license #92-8.50 (last li-
censed in

James W. Hickey was one of the West Coast's largest suppliers of
dogs and cats for use in research, selling an estimated 700 animals a year. His
clients included University of California at Los Angeles Medical Center,
Stanford University, Oregon State University, Oregon Health Sciences Uni-
versity and Class B dealer Henry Knudsen. In addition to selling animals for
researcl; Hickey was a rye grass farmer, cattle rancher, and owner of the
Lebanon Bag Company. His kennel served as the Linn County Dog Shelter
1n1973 while the county built its own facility.

Almost immediately after Hickey received his first USDA license in
1977, inspectors began documenting serious deficiencies in recordkeeping,
identification and sanitation at S & S Farms, deficiencies that would recur
throughout the next ten years. There were also concerns by the public about
how Hickey acquired the dogs he sold. A local newspaper revealed that in
August, 1977,Hickey purchased ten dogs from the Lane Humane Society
after signing an "adoption" contract that prohibited him from selling the
animals or allowing them to be used for experimentation. A reporter who
visited Hickey's kennel soon after the story broke claimed the facility was
overcrowded and dirty.s

During the same montb USDA conducted one of its first inspections
of S & S Farms: "No 18-5's are made out on the dogs presently on hand,"
wrote the inspector. "I have explained the necessity of keeping these records,
and Mr. Hickey agrees to fill out these records as soon as possible." On11--
11.-TT,aninspectorreported: "Water containers need tobe cleaned to remove
algae growth.... There is a large accumulation of feces in the runs - this must
be cleaned more often.... L8-5's are incomplete at this time - He has assured
me that these will be completed by 11,-1,4-77.... Animals aren't being held the
required time-this must be done."

On 5-19-78, the inspector noted again: "Water containers must be
thoroughly cleaned and disinfected as algae is growing in the containers....
Dog runs are extremely dirty with feces-this must be cleaned as soon as
possible and disinfected at the same time.... Records of inventory are still not
being made out for dogs on hand."

During the next several years, inspectors continued to report alleged
violations of recordkeeping and sanitation regulations. Although Hickey
would often correct the deficiencies, his efforts were only temporary-the
same deficiencies would turn up during later inspections.

USDA finally sent Hickey a Letter of Warning in 1983, charging him
with failure to identify dogs, maintain proper records, hold dogs the re-
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quired length of time and provide lighting and ventilationas required for
cits. In 1i84, Area Veterinarian in Charge W.D. Prichard submitted an

alleged violation report to Robert D. Whiting, Chief Veterinarian, Interstate
Inspection and Compliance. "The records show that Mr. Hickey,is chrg_n]-

caily in non-compliance of the Animal Welfare Act," wrote Prichard. "He
corrects deficiencies when given deadlines, but does not continue to main-
tain the standards."

Rather than initiating legal action against Hickey, USDA sent him
two more warning letters. The warnings alleged that inspectors had docu-
mented lack of proper identification of dogs; overcrowding; unsanitary
water receptacles; accumulation of fecal material in Primary enclosures;

mingling o] sick and healthy dogs; and incomplete and inaccurate record-
keeplng. On November 14,1984, two days before USDA sent Hickey the

second warning letter, an inspector visiting S & S Farms reported: "There is

not presently adequate disposal of animal wastes and food wastes. There are

deciying cow limbs, bones, intestinal tracts, lungs and other offal. These are

not wholesome food and must be removed.... There were large accumula-

tions of feces around six individual dogs that were chained out.... There are

four dogs with health problems.... These dogs need attention to specific

health problems of laceiated ear, lacerated foot, mange, conjunctivitis and

depression."

w.D. Prichard sent whiting another alleged violation report in
February, again citing unsanitary conditions, inadequate veterinary care

and inadequate recordkeeping at S & S Farms. In a March 21,,19851etter to
Whiting, Piichard expressed his concern about Hickey's failure to identify
dogs and to make inspectors aware of all the dogs he housed:

At the time of his inspection onluly 24,1984, Mr. Hickey had
approximately 40 dogs at anunusual location onhis premises. These

dogs were unidentified and were not kept in a facility that met the
requirements of the Animal welfare Act.... It appears that Mr. Hickey
is presenting some dogs for inspection, but there are some dogs

wliich he prefers that we did not know about.... Considering that the

purpose of the Animal Welfare Act is to prevent improper acquisi-
tionof pets by dealers, we are concerned by the presence of undis-
closed or unidentified dogs at Mr. Hickey's premise and by his failure
to permit unannounced inspections. we have repeatedly tried to
gain compliance from Mr. Hickey, but it appears that he wishes to
operate outside the regulations.

Despite the second alleged violation report, usDA took no formal
action against Hickey.

As an April 3,1985letter from Melvin crane,Interstate Inspection
and compliance, to usDA Assistant General Counsel J.C. Chernauskas
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indicates, the ag_ enry was also well aware of questions surrounding Hickey,s
acquisition of dogs:"Recently, Mr. Hickey's operations were suJpectedof
close ties with dogthefts and misrepresentation of the source and disposi-
tion of his animals." rnf.act, during the spring and summer of L9g5, several
stolen dogs were recovered from s & s Farms. The first was an eight-year-old
Airedale named Kena, who belonged to Jo Lynn smith. on Apiil z-9, smith
had reported Kena stolen to the Corvallis police Departmeni. During her
search for Kena, smith was advised to contact Hickey. when she cilled
Hickey and described her dog, he claimed he didn't have any Airedales but
would call her if one came in. Hickey never called smith, even though his
records indicated h91dog was on his premises when she called. Duri-ng an
inspection of s & s Farms on May 15, usDA inspectors observed tfiree
Airedales. smith identified one of them as Kena. Hickey's record.s didn,t
state where he had acquired Kena, and when questioned by the inspectors,
he claimed he had purchased her from Linn County Dog Control. However,
dog control director ]ohn Adair signed an affidavii stating that no Airedale
was sold or given to Hickey between April 2o,lg8s and May zo,lrggs.

on May 16, a Benton County sheriff's officer arrested scott Noran and
charged him with the theft of smith's dog. Nolan admitted stealing the dog
and selling her to Hickey for $25.00.

Hickey was also arrested in connection with the theft and charged
with possessing a stolen dog.

The second dog to be recovered, a collie mix named Fritz, beronged
to Corvallis resident Linda Griffith. Onfune 1L, a detective with the Benion
County sheriff's Department arrested Mark Breeden, who had admitted
takingrritz from Griffith's yard and selling him to Hickey the same day.
Later that month, two usDA investigators visiting the Linn County Dog
Pound were approached by a Lebanon resident who stated his four-month--
old labrador plppy had been stolen the previous day. He said that during
his search for the dog, he was told to look at s & s Faims. He found his do[
there, and Hickey returned the animal to him after requesting him to sign thE
back of_a receipt. The man claimed the name "John Htnry' ippeared 6n the
front of the receipt. When investigators questioned Hickey a6out the receipt
in fuly, "he could not or would not produce the document for... review.'ie

onJuly 8,1985, the Benton County sheriff's Department received a
callfroma local humane society regarding apossible th;ftby deception case
involving a golden retriever who had been given away through a nlwspaper
advertisement. The dog's owner, Linda satra, statedthat the man whb 6ad

!1ken !"gky promised to give him a good home. In a photo rineup, satra
identified Mark Breeden as the person who had taken her dog. Breeden was
placed under arrest for first-degree theft. Hickey admitted purchasing a
golden retriever from Breeden on May 22, and claimed he iad sold ihe
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animal to a research facility a week later. He would not tell investigators
where the dog had been sent. USDA finally found Lucky at UCLAV and he
was returned to satra.

On December 9,1985, Hickey pled no contest to second-degree theft
of Jo Lynn Smith's dog Kena. Two other theft charges against Hickey were
dismissed in exchange for the no contest plea. Hickey was fined $200.

USDA filed a formal complaint against Hickey in January 1986,

charging him with 71 violations of the Animal Welfare Act, including failure
to keep and maintain records that fully and correctly disclosed necessary
information concerning dogs purchased; failure to properly identify dogs;
refusal of access to and inspection of records; and violation of regulations
relating to the humane handling , care, treatment and transportation of dogs
and cats. USDA also charged Hickey with falsely reporting the dollar
amount of his sales on his annual license renewal report.

While Hickey was awaiting a hearing date, another stolen dog was
discovered at his fatitlty. Hickey ieturned the dog, a border collie nimed
Bell, to Raymond Michaelis, who had reported seeing a suspicious looking
vehicle parked in his driveway just before Bell disappeared. Police arrested
KevinTerwilliger inconnectionwith the theft, who admitted selling the dog
to Hickey. Hickey maintained that he hadn't known the dog was stolen.

A hearing on USDA's charges against Hickey was finally set for
August 26. Soon after the date was set, Hickey's attorney filed a motion to
postpone the hearing until after November L, claiming that Hickey "wasn't
feeling well" and had been advised by his doctor to "avoid stress in the
immediate future."10 The administrative law judge granted the motiory and
after several more months of delays, he finally set the hearing for Mar ch1987 .

USDA had renewed Hickey's Class B license inJuly, allowing him to stay in
business, and, as inspections in the fall of 1986 revealed, continue violating
the Animal Welfare Act. In a October 14,1986 alleged violation report,
compliance officer Lisa Halop wrote: "This report will show that James
Hickey does not maintain his facility in accordance with minimum levels
pursuant to the Animal Welfare Standards.... In addition, it will show that
Mr. Hickey did not make corrections of substandard conditions by specific
deadlines given to bring his facility into compliance." Halop cited recurrent
deficiencies in sanitation, veterinary care and separation: "Dogs are con-
stantly housed together that are incompatible (fighting) and injured dogs are
not being treated by a veterinarian or euthanized until these problems are
brought to Mr. Hickey's attention by the USDA inspector."

Hickey's hearing was held in March as scheduled, and the judge
issued his decision on June 17,1987. He found Hickey guilty of keeping
inaccurate records concerning his purchase of dogs from the Yamhill/
McMinnville and Linn County dog pounds; refusing access to and inspec-
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tion of his records by USDA officials concerning a stolen black Labrador
puppy found on his premises; falsely reporting the dollar amount of sales on
his annual license report as fi9,460, when in fact the sales for that period
exceeded $32000; and failure to keep records concerning the descriptions
and identification numbers of all animals in his possession. The judge also
found Hickey guilty of housing dogs in enclosures that were not struciurally
sound and that did not protect them from predators or possible injury;
failing to properly sanitize food and water receptacles; failing to house dogs
in compatible groups; failing to keep primary enclosures free of excessive
buildup of excreta; and failing to keep facility free of scattered trash, broken
glass and contaminated dead animal parts.

In his decision, the judge stated:

There is evidence that Mr. Hickey's deceptive and false
records facilitated his acquisition of stolen and fraudulently obtained
pets found on his premises.... On one occasiory his records for the
purchase of two dogs with specified tag numbers and a seller's name
matched hearsay evidence presented by Deputy Sheriff fohn Strong,
who testified thattwo thieves he arrested told him that they sold two
dogs they had stolen to Hickey for $30.00 who told them: "I don't care
if the dogs are hot; I just don t want the cops out here."

In sentencing Hickey, the judge concluded, "Mr. Hickey... has vio-
lated [the humane care and treatment]... provisions of the Animal welfare
Act, deliberately, willfully, and cruelly for personal gain and profit." He
ordered Hickey to cease and desist from violating the Act, fined him $40,000
and suspended his Class B license for 25 years. The decision was upheld on
appeal in May 1988. Hickey then appealed to the U.S. Court of Appeals,
which affirmed the original decision on November'1,6,1989. Hickey was
allowed to stay in business throughout the appeal process.

HICKEY, JAMES IOSEPH (S & H SUPPTY) Lebanon, Oregon. USDA
license #92-B-145 (last licensed 1991) (see also: Hickey, ]ames W. and

David and in this chapter).

James "Joe" Hickey agreed to carry on the family business following
USDA's suspension of his father's Class B license. After his father's admin-
istrative hearing, Joe told a newspaper reporter that he was willing to take
over S & S.Supply "but would want to rely on his father's expertise in
running it. " " The elder Hickey certainly passed his own brand of " expertise"
on to his son-]oe ran the business in much the same way his father had.

Since the Hickey name had become so well knowrL Joe's fiancee,
shannon Hansory applied for and was granted a license to operate the
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business, which she and Hickey renamedS &H Supply. USDAreissued the

license in Joe's name in June 1988. Although Joe officially took the business
over, his father remained licensed for several more years while he aPPealed
the USDA's suspension. In fact, he was still licensed as late as1990, and it is
likely that he remained active in the business throughout that time.

By September 1988, there were new rePorts that missing and stolen
dogs and cats were being discovered at S & H Supply. Those who found their
pets at Hickey's facility claimed the animals had either been stolen or had
been given away to someone who promised to give them a good home. At
least five people were charged with selling stolen pets to S & H Supply."
Hickey himself was never implicated in the thefts, and according to USDA's
Richard Overton, Hickey was "acquiring the animals legally.... He [was]...
not intentionally doing anything wrong." " IJSDA reiterated this determina-
tion in response to Oregon Senator Mark Hatfield, who contacted the agency
after receiving a letter from a constituent who felt USDA was not responding
to allegations that Hickey was soliciting and receiving stolen pets:

A dealer will not necessarily know that an animal is stolen
when it is presented for sale. APHIS doesn't have a violation against
the dealer, if he enters the source and complies with all the require-
ments of the Animal Welfare Act. Veterinary Services is allowed to
monitor records but does not empower them to retrieve stolen
animals. That authority is given to legally constituted law enforce-
ment agencies.'n

In addition to maintaining his father's facility in Lebanoru Oregon,
Hickey opened a " cat fa cility" in Albany. USDA inspections of both facilities
revealed many apparent violations of the Animal Welfare Act:

7-1.4-88: (Lebanon site,85 dogs) "Repair the drain system and clean
the feces around the fence (buildup due to inability to clean up hair etc. stuck
to the fence and grass).... The L8-5's (sale of dogs) are not complete. The 18-

5's (inventory sheet) are not complete.... It is impossible to determine if the
dogs [purchased from Mr. ]im Hickeyl are held 5 working days." 7-18-88: (80

dogs) "Dogs must be provided with additional shade to protect them from
overheating. There is no shade at present"; 8-25-88: (Albany site,62cats) "8
cats with no I.D. Records not at site for inspection.... Almost all food
receptacles were empty.... None of the cats have water.... Water was supplied
to the cats during the inspection at the request of inspectors. Cats were very
thirsty.... There are no records available at the time of inspection. Impossible
to determine holding time or length of ownership."

The inspectors also discovered that Hickey was holding cats at the
Lebanon Bag Company, an unapproved site: "The Lebanon Bag Plant is not
an approved site-cats were being held at this facility without the knowl-
edge or approval of Veterinary Services.... One cat is held in a burlap bag-
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inadequate ventilation-other cats are held in cages inside the plant-the
doors are closed and locked. . . . [Nineteen] cats were without water and water
containers were dirty.... There is no identification on any cats.... There are no
records available for these cats.... It is impossible to determine the length of
time these cats have been held."

During an inspection of the Lebanon site the same day, inspectors
reported: "Cats are being held in red onion sacks, wired shut at top of bag,
lying on ground for approximately one hour. Employee David Stephens was
directed to put cats in proper sized cages based on size of animal.... Records
not available for inspection. Records will be kept on site for inspection at all
times."

Inspectors continued to document deficiencies in recordkeeping and
identification of animals at Hickey's facilities:

8-26-88: (Albany site, 88 cats) "There are 67 cats that are not properly
identified";9-1.6-88: (Albany site) "Records were unavailable both at Hwy.
20 and at the Gold Farm Rd. premises... because records were not available,
we could not determine acquisition of animals and holding periods";10-6-
88: (Lebanon site, 69 dogs) "Records indicate 70 dogs on premise-official
count69."

On October 6, USDA suspended Hickey's license for 2L days, charg-
ing him with failure to identify animals and provide proper records and
sufficient food, water and facilities for dogs and cats. USDA also charged
him with interfering with inspection of his facilities.

During an inspection of the Lebanon site on 10-28-88, inspectors
noted: "There were 50 dogs on the premises and onTy 47 dogs on the records.
This is a reoccurring deficiency and is a violation."

USDA filed a formal complaint against Hickey, his wife and his
parents on November 7,1988. The complaint alleged 57 violations of the
Animal Welfare Act, the most serious involving irregularities in record-
keeping. Hickey remained in business while awaiting a hearing on the
charges.

Meanwhile, inspectors continued to report apparent violations of the
Animal Welfare Act at Hickey's facilities:

2-'1,4-89: (Lebanon site,54 dogs) "Dead dogs are buried in pit at back
of property. Some... bodies have been left uncovered in pit.... Bodies in pit
should be covered immediately.... Great Dane #4985 has bloody diarrhea
and large open wound... joint swollen and appears infected. Mr. Hickey says
that dog will be euthanized today. German Shepherd-type dog #4935 has
lameness in left front leg. Scheduled to be brought to vet today"; 4-18-89:
(Lebanon site, 87 dogs) "A maximum of one live dog shall be transported in
a primary enclosure. There was one primary enclosure in the transport
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vehicle with 4 dogs in it. There were two other primary enclosures with two
dogs eachinthem. All dogswere adults.... Corrected attime of inspection....
The open burial pit at the rear of the facility contains dog carcasses that are
unburied and in various states of decay. There are several carcasses floating
in a pool of water at the bottom of the pit. This standard was not in
compliance at the last inspection of 2-14-89 and is not in compliance at this
inspection of 4-18-89.'

A hearing on the charges against the Hickeys was not held until
October 31 ,1989, almost a year after USDA had filed its complaint. Evidence
presented at the hearing showed that between August 8, 1988 and Septem-
ber \2, 1988, Joe Hickey acquired 54 dogs from the Jefferson County, Oregon
pound, but only recorded acquiring 18 dogs. Hickey testified that he hadn't
recorded the additional dogs because he intended to destroy them, not sell
them. On one occasion, the pound gave him twenty-three unweaned pup-
pies in addition to the four adult dogs he purchased. He transported the
puppies in abox to the Lebanonfacility, wherehe shotandburied them. The
administrative law judge found that "the number of animals Hickey shot
and buried as part of his deal with the pound operator... [was] startli^g.""
He concluded that "to avoid those cases where subterfuge is used to thwart
efforts to locate missing pets," the recordkeeping requirement should apPly
to all dogs and cats acquired, not just to those intended for resale."'o

The judge also determined thatHickeywas guitty of housing28 cats
in a facility not designed for animals and without adequate ventilation or
lighting. Despite Hickey's testimony that he was not aware his employees
were holding cats in onion sacks, the judge concluded:

I have found Mr. Hickey's testimony to lack credibility. I infer
that the use of onion sacks was a customary practice of his employees
and that Mr. Hickey knew about it and condoned it. By his testimony,
Mr. Hickey demonstrated a complete lack of compassionfor animals.
I have no doubt that because he believed the sacking of cats could
facilitate his business operatiory he had no qualms about his em-
ployee doing so.

He also found Hickey guilty of failing to provide records at each
facility inspected; failing to tag or otherwise identify animals; failing to
provide adequate veterinary care; verbally abusing and threatening a USDA
inspector; and denying inspectors access to his Lebanon site. In imposing
sanctions against Hickey, the judge stated,

Mr. Hickey's compliance with APHIS's requirements has at
best been begrudging. His concern for the animals he buys and sells
seems limited to how acceptable their appearance is to customers.I
doubt he would follow APHIS's humane care standards except to
protect his license.... In sum, I have concluded that Mr. Hickey
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committed many recurent violations of the utmost gravity, and that
his conduct and testimony show he did not act in good faith.

He ordered Hickey and his wife to cease and desist from violating the
Animal Welfare Act, assessed a civil penalty of $10,000 and suspended
Hickey's license for one year. Prior to the judge's decisioru Hickey's parents
had entered into a consentdecisioninwhichthey agreed notto engage inthe
animal business in any way during the elder Hickey's 2i-year license
suspension. They also agreed to abide by the cease and desist order imposed
on them previously.

Joe Hickey was able to continue his business activities while he
appealed the administrative law judge's decision.

Less than a month after the judge's decisiory on 2-7-90, USDA
inspectors reported more apparent deficiencies at Hickey's Lebanon facility:
"Provision shall be made to properly dispose of dead animals. There were
three partially uncovered, and rotting dog carcasses exposed in the burial pit
at the back of the facility..... The bedding in the shelter in pen #6... contained
bedding soiled with feces.... No program of veterinary care has been submit-
ted.... A young dog... showed obvious lameness in the left rear leg. This has
not been attended to."

In a February 13 letter to Dr. Ron DeHavery USDA's Western Sector
Supervisor, Hickey's attomey, Andrew Ositis, claimed that the deficiencies
documentedonthe2-7-90inspectionreportwere "deliberatefabrication[s]":

This complaint is directed to you as it is my client's belief that
these inspectors are using their official positions and the inspection
process for wrongful and improper purposes. In the past Mr. Hickey
proceeded on the naive assumption that inspections were a means by
which your agency assisted dealers in complying with the statute
and regulations. Instead it is being used as a means of accumulating
deliberate fabrications and distortions which are in turn to be even-
tually used as a basis of punitive action against the licensee.... He
requests that the inspection report be corrected in writing so that the
fabrications and distortions of that report be removed officially.l?

In his response, Dr. DeHaven stated that after a review of Hickey's
allegations and the inspectors' statements regarding their observations, he
had concluded that the inspectors acted within the scope of their employ-
ment and in accordance with USDA policies: "It is my opinion that the
inspection report accurately reflects the condition of Mr.,Hickey's facility at
the time of the insperction. No changes will be made to this report as it was
originally written."1

In April 1994, USDA filed another complaint against Hickey, this
time charginghimwithpurchasing46 random source dogs and cats from an
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unlicensed dealer; failing to maintain complete records showing the acqui-
sitiory identification and disposition of animals; failing to maintain pro-
grams of disease control and prevention and provide adequate veterinary
care to animals in need of such care; failing to provide provisions for the
removal and disposal of animal wastes; failing to provide primary enclo-
sures for dogs that were structurally sound; failing to sanitize primary
enclosures as required; failing to give inspectors access to records; and
interfering with inspection of facilities through verbal abuse and threats.
Hickey failed to file an answer to the complaint, and on August 23,1994, Nr
administrative law judge entered a default judgement against him. The
judge's order disqualified him from becoming licensed under the Act for ten
years and assessed him a civil penalty of $10,000.

HIPPERT, DONALD A. AND SHIRLEY, (LAKE SHORE KENNELS),
Mapleton, Minnesota. USDA license #41-B,-166 (last licensed in 1995 as
Lake Shore Acres).

Donald and Shirley Hippert were first licensed in1967, calling their
business "Hill View Farms." Because Dodge County, Minnesota had no
pound of its own, county authorities reportedly gave Hippert permission to
collect and house stray dogs and cats. Although the Hipperts stopped selling
dogs and cats in 1990, they later applied for another Class B license and now
buy and resell pigs and geese for research (see also: Hippert, Morris E. in
"Class B Dealers Who Have Lost or Relinquished Their Licenses").

Between December 1983 and January 1984, tl":re Mower County,
Minnesota Sheriff's Department received 11 reports of stolen dogs. The dogs
had been unchained, snatched from their yards, even removed from locked
kennels. Some of the missing animals were recovered from the Mayo Clinic's
Institute Hills Research Center in Rochester, Minnesota. A spokesperson for
the Center told Deputy Sheriff D.K. Russell that the Center had purchased
all of the dogs from Don Hippert, with whom they had done business for
many years.

One of the first dogs to disappear belonged to EIIa Erie of LeRoy,
Minnesota. When Erie returned home from a funeral on the afternoon of
January 5th, she was not greeted by the familiar barking of her ten-year-old
border collie, Rex. She searched the garage where Rex had been chained, but
found only the strange tire tracks of avehicle thathad backed up to the door.

Five miles away,Wayne and Bonnie Siskow and their childrenwere
combing their farm for Sheba-a two-year-old miniature collie who had
vanished from inside a barn. Two years had passed since another one of the
Siskow's dogs had mysteriously disappeared, and a year before that, Walme's
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brother had lost a dog in a similar manner.

Norburt Rud's red retriever, Dennis Hammeister's blue tick coon
hound andJim Boe's Scottish collie would also be taken from their owners'
Stewartville residences on the same day.

After taking the dogs from their homes, "buncher" Greg Green
trucked them to his home in Dexter, Minnesota,20 miles north of LeRoy.
Neighbors would later recall the incessant barking that had emanated from
Green's property. On January 6, Green sold four of the dogs to Hippert for
$10.

On Sunday, Jaruary 8th, Julie and Randy Tapp and their three
children left their Austiry Minnesota home for approximately one hour.
When they returned, they found only a very frightened cocker spaniel - one
of their two dogs. Their missing dog, a shepherd-coIlie mix, had never
wandered. The Tapps would spend the next seven days searching for him
on a snowmobile.

At around 5:00 p.m. onJanuary 9, Don and Kathy Adams of LeRoy
discovered that their St. Bernard was missing. Smokey was one of the five
animals Green sold Hippert for $L2 that afternoon.

Austin residents Dave and Mary Grignon left their two dogs locked
inside a pen near their garage on January 12th. When they returned from
work that day, the kennel door was ajar, and their basset hound sat ner-
vously on the farmhouse steps. That afternoon, Green sold the Grignons'
black Labrador, Isaac, to Hippert, along with two other dogs - one of whom
Green had allegedly "adopted" from a local animal organization. Hippert
sent L6 dogs from Green, together with 53 from other sources, to the Mayo
Clinic's Institute Hills Research Center and the University of Minnesota.

In their search for Isaac, the Grignons contacted both the University
of Minnesota and the Mayo Clinic. Isaac had injured his foot a week before,
and at the time he was stolery a fresh white scar with stitches was visible on
his foreleg. The Grignons felt confident that the scar would serve to identify
him. "We were lucky thatway," explained Dave. "We felt that he couldn't
be missed or mistaken."

The University of Minnesota claimed it hadn't admitted any dogs
fitting Isaac's description. A Mayo Clinic staff member promised to look for
Isaac and assured Mary that she would be contacted if he turned up. Mary
never heard from the Clinic.

On January 19th, a deputy sheriff suggested that the Grignons
conduct their own inspection of Institute Hills Farm-the Mayo Clinic's
laboratory animal facility. Dave rushed to Rochester - to the building where
roughly 500 dogs were housed. He entered the first of nine rooms, and, as

he later explained, "Boom! Isaac was right there." The dog had contracted
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a serious respiratory infection. In a letter to USDA, the Grignons described
the heart-wrenching ordeal of having their dog stolen and sold to a labora-
tory:

After confronting the research facility with the fact that they
were holding our stolen dog, David was told that the dog had been
sold to the research facility by the local USDA dog dealer-a Mr.
Hippert. David contacted Mr. Hippert by telephone from the re-
search center. Mr. Hippert refused to give us any information about
where he got our dog....

To see our dog in that state, for no other reason than for
someone to earn a few dollars by sellinghim to be cut up for research
sickened us.r

After recovering Isaac, the Grignons phoned friend Carol Kough,
who had been searching tirelessly for Isaac, and neighborJulie Tapp, whose
dog had been missing for nearly two weeks. Kough and Tapp then contacted
a number of individuals who had advertised their lost pets in area newsPa-
pers, and arranged to meet at Institute Hills Farm the following afternoon.

"I had no idea we were going to find one dog, let alone several," said
Carol Kough. Of eight families who went to Institute Hills onJanuary 20th,
five recovered their pets. Ella Erie, Julie Tapp, and Kathy Adams were
among those who found their dogs that afternoon.

Thanks to television and newspaper coverage of the incident, an-
other L5 stolen dogs were identified at lnstitute Hills within a week of Isaac's
recovery. The stolen dogs were recovered between two and 1-6 days after
delivery to the research center. Because Mayo Clinic policy required all new
dogs to be "conditioned" for 2L days prior to use in experimentation, none
of the animals had been used in research.

Unfortunately, the owners of two of the 16 stolen dogs found at
Institute Hills were never located, and the animals were later used in
research projects. Two more shepherds from the same lot of stolen dogs
turned up at the University of Minnesota. One of these animals died of
unknown causes, and the other had already been used in an experiment.

The Grignons, whose dog lost upwards of 40 pounds during his
week-long ordeal, spent a great deal of time and money at the veterinarian's
after recovering Isaac. "Part of it was that he had dropped weight, but
actually... he had developed some kind of bug plus kennel cough.... The vet
was going to put him on IVs if at one point in time he didn t get better,"
explained Mary.

As for Rex, the Border Collie, EIla Erie called his conditiort" awfi)|":
"There wasn't much to him. He was starved, and when I got him home here,
I started giving him water, and I thought he was going to kill himself
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drinking water. I had a S-quart pail filled two-thirds of the way with water,
and he left just the littlest bit in the bottom. He'd drink and then he'd turn
and walk around a little bit, and then he'd go right back to drink."

Mayo employees "questioned us because they weren't sure it was
our dog," said Erie. "Then we took Rex's picfure out. When he saw that, he
couldn't say much more you know.... There was a guy that kind of rubbed
up on my shoulder and he said, 'Are you going to write me a check?"' Asked
how long it took Rex to get back to normal, his owner answered, "He really
isn't back to normal yet.... He isn t the dog he was. He can't run anything like
he did when they took h'i.m. I'll tell you, I think that deal took a lot of years
out of his life."

The Adamses' dog, Smokey, was also in poor condition when they
recovered him: "All he did when I saw him in the kennel was lift his paw
when I got in there.... He's got St. Bernard in him and they can look so sad,
and he just didn t even look like the same dog. He had lost a lot of weight.
I brought him home, and he came to life a little when he seen the kids. But
then he just lay down and he didn t hardly move. So we took him to the vet,
who said that he had a hundred and five temperature, his lungs were
congested, and he had a cough. She sent me home with a bunch of
antibiotics.... He was very, very dehydrated. He drank a S-quart pail of water
and haU of another one. fust non-stop.... It took him about a month to
recover."

Another do& Mr. Cool, apparently had been beaten. His owner said:
"When we got him back from over there, our opinion of his condition was
that he was beaten. His sides were sore. Somebody had kicked him. When
you touched his sides, he'd yelp....He was very thirsty. He drank an ice
cream bucket full of water, and he was hung4r. He was coughing."

Mayo personnel gave some of the dog owners a hard time. One man
said, " They were trying to make Rex's owners pay.... I think the vet over there
changed his attitude towards me and Carol when he saw Randy.... He was
glving us grief and then when Randy came in, he just shut his mouth and
took us back there." Randy said, "There was a short, fat, stocky guy who had
a bad attitude. That's the one that asked Ella how much she worldgirre them
to get their dog back."

The Mower County Sheriff's Department initiated an investigation.
Hippert claimed he hadn't known the dogs were stolery that he had in fact
wamed Green that he didn't want any stolen dogs. Hippert's purchase
records corresponded to the descriptions of the dols rep-oited st6leru and
investigators discovered thatall of thenames and addresses of peopleGreen
supposedly obtained the dogs from were fictitious. Sheriff's deputies ar-
rested Green and charged him with felony theft of L3 dogs. The felony theft
charge was dismissed in exchange for Green's plea of guilty to three
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misdemeanor theft charges. His sentence amounted to 30 days in county
jail-10 days for each count of theft.

In August L984, USDA filed a complaint against Green charging him
with operating as a dealer without a license. Green denied the charges and
requested an oral hearing before an administrative law judge. The judge
fined him a civil penalty of $18,000 and ordered him to cease and desist from
further violations of the Animal welfare Act. Hippert was never charged in
connection with the thefts.

On July 91., 1990, the Hipperts notified USDA that they were no
longer dealing in dogs and cats and requested that the agency stop sending
them letters regarding lost pets. The Hipperts ceased operating Hill view
Farms in 1990.Inseptember,1992,usDA granted thema new class B license
to buy and resell pigs and geese under the name of Lake Shore Acres.

KNUDSEN, HENRY, UBUD" (KNUDSEN'S ANIMAL LABORATORY
SERVICE). Lathrop, California. USDA license #93HK (last licensed in
1984).

Bud Knudsen, who started his business in1959,was one of USDA s
first licensed animal dealers. His customers included the Syntex Corpora-
tion, Cutter Laboratories, the U.s. Public Health service, stanford uriiver-
sity, UCLA, the University of California in Davis and San Diego's Naval
Regional Medical Center. He purchased dogs from city and county pounds,
bunchers and other dealers, most notably ]ames Hickey. In L983, he spent
$13,970 buying dogs from Hickey (see also: Hickey, James Joseph irrthis
chapter).

Like Hickey, Knudsen remained licensed for decades despite evi-
dence that he was violating the Animal Welfare Act. Reports of cruelty from
hisformer employees and repeated discovery of stolendogs onhis property
were apparently not enough to prompt action from USDA. According to
usDA attorneys, the agenry did not have sufficient evidence to bring a case
against him. The unavailability of evidence may have had something to do
with the infreouency of inspections: USDA inspected Knudsenls kennel only
once in 1984.26 

r

Inluly 1983, San Joaquin County sheriff's deputies arrested Knudsen
and four other men and charged them with allegedly obtaining dogs under
false pretenses. Knudsen's co-defendants, who had obtained dogs through
"free to good home" ads and then sold them to Knudsery eventually pled
guilty to misdemeanor charges and served jail sentences ranging from 90 to
L80 days. After a two-day jury trial, Knudsen was acquitted on one count of
receiving stolen property. "It was our contention that Bud (I(nudsen) had
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knowledge the four were going out at night and picking uP strays, and
during the day obtaining dogs from ads under false pretenses," said sheriff's
investigator Larry Mills. "But the jury didn't buy the story... and he was
acquitted."" While investigating the theft charges against Knudsen, law
enforcement authorities obtained statements from Knudsen's employees
"indicatingthey hadbeenordered to use inhumanemeasures to destroy sick
animals. Instead of deadly injections, dogs were shot and cats were slaugh-
tered on bricks with a rubber mallet. In at least one instance, an employee
said he was instructed to tie up the feet of several cats and drown them in a
S5-gallon drtrm."n

After Knudsen's acquittal, the county returned lhe74 animals who
had beenremoved from his kennel during his arrest on the condition thathe
provide adequate care for them.

On November 1, l-984, sheriff's deputies and animal control officers
visited Knudsen's property in response to neighbors'complaints of "noise
and stench." They found the decomposed and partially eaten carcasses of L8

dogs and L8 cats, most showing signs of having starved to death. They also
found 88 live animals, all of whom were emaciated and dehydrated. One
sheriff's deputy described the scene as "one of the most completely disgust-
ing situations" he had ever seen.'A number of dogs were found dead in
their feeding troughs, their pens soiled with feces "piled more than an inch
thick."2a

The dogs found alive were without food, and some were without
water. Many of them were feeding on the carcasses of the dead dogs. "The
stronger dogs were jealously guarding the dead and partially consumed
bodies of fallen comrades from other animals," stated one deputy. "Other
dogs... were so weak they could not stand. The rib^cages of most of the
animals still alive were pushing against their skins."'s A veterinarian who
examined the animals stated some may have gone without food for more
than a month.

According to the Humane Society of the United States, several of the
surviving dogs were reunited with their human companions:

[some of the dogs were identified] as having been given away
through "Free to Good Homes" advertisements.... One dog named
"sunshine" was identified by its owner when the Peninsula Humane
Society ran pictures of the animals on television. The dog had been
stolen from the back yard of the owner's home in Ukiah [Oregon]
over a year ago.

A couple from Brush Prairie, Washington discovered that their dog,
Tyke, had also ended up at Knudsen's kennel. They had given the dog to a
man who answered their giveaway ad in a local newspaper.
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Local authorities charged Knudsen with 124 counts of misdemeanor
cruelty to animals. usDA immediately suspended his dealer's license and
filed a complaint charging him with 124 Animal welfare Act violations.
After a January 3L, 1985 administrative hearing on the USDA's charges,
Knudsen signed a consent decree admitting he had cruelly neglected the 124
animals housed at his facility. under the consent decree, Knudsen agreed to
permanently forfeit his federal dealer's license and pay a $1O000 fine. An
additional $114,000 fine was suspended on the condition that he not engage
in any business regulated by the Animal Welfare Act.

A trial on the state criminal charges against Knudsen was not held
until April4. Prosecutors reduced'the charges to four counts of cruelty, and
Knudsen changed his plea from not guilty to no contest. He was fined 92000,
sentenced to six months in jail and given three years'probation.2T

LUDTOW GREG (GTL KENNELS). Goodyear, Arizona. USDA license
#BGB-0d4 (last licensed in 1ees).

Greg Ludlow, at one time one of the largest suppliers of animals to
research facilities in the Los Angeles area, was charged with obtaining dogs
under false pretenses on three separate occasions. His clients included
Cedars-sinai Hospital, the University of the Pacific, the university of cali-
fornia at Los Angeles, the University of california at Davis, the Letterman
Instifute, the university of Arizona, and several Arizona laboratories.

Ludlow held two usDA licenses under his own name and for several
years did business under a third licensebelonging to RobertF. Hockensmith
(Animal Enterprises of Phoenix, #86-B-044). From 1988 to 1990, Ludlow
operated as Greg Ludlow & Associates (#86-8-20). He sold animals under
Hockensmith's license from 1990 until 1993, when he obtained a new usDA
license and renamed his business GTL Kennels (#86-B-0aa).

Before he gave up his firstUSDAlicense, Ludlow had beenlinked to
more than one sale of fraudulently obtained dogs for research. Greyhound
owners initiated a civil suit against him after he sold 112 greyhounds to
Letterman Ar-y Institute in san Francisco, which was then conducting
bone-grafting experiments for 3M Corporation. The Greyhound owners had
not known their dogs would be used for research. As a result of the
greyhound owners'lawsuit, Congress withdrew $700,000 of support from
3M Corporation in L989.

In 1990, Ludlow sold 20 greyhounds to Cedars-Sinai without the
knowledge or consent of the dogs' owners. The owners' attorneys attempted
to contact Cedars-Sinai several times to resolve the case but received no
response. After USDA initiated an investigation of the incident, Ludlow
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surrendered his license. However, he continued to sell $eyhounds under
Robert Hockensmith's license, and USDA issued Ludlow a new Class B
license in early 1993.

In February ,1994, Ludlow obtained L2 more greyhounds on fraudu-
lent grounds and sold them to the University of Arizona. After being tracked
down to determine ownership, the dogs' owners told the Greyhound
Protection League they thought the dogs were going to be adopted and had
not given permission for them to be experimented on.

Dr. SusanWilson-Sanders, Director of Animal Care at the University
of Arizona, stated the University had double-checked Ludlow's credentials
because of his past troubles but went ahead with the greyhound purchase in
February, believing Ludlow "had cleaned up his act, that his paPerwork was

, ttrn goocr snaPe.

According to USDA, the greyhounds were the legal property of the
University of Arizona, which was under no obligation to return them.
However, the University expressed a "moral obligation" to give the dogs up,
later releasing them to two greyhound adoption programs.

On March 31,1995, USDA filed a complaint against Ludlow, charg-
ing him with failure to maintain complete records showing the acquisition
of dogs between February 1993 and February 1994. The complaint also

charged him with acquiring random source dogs in violation of the Animal
Welfare Act. On May 19,1995, he signed a Consent Decision and Order
assessinghima $500 penalty and suspendinghis Class B license for tenyears.

RUGGIERO, BARBARA AND FREDERICK J. SPERO (BIOSPHERE,
INC.), Los Angeles, California. USDA license #93-8-166 (last licensed
in 1991).

Barbara Ruggiero used her two boarding kennels - Budget Boarding
and Comfy Kennel - as holding facilities for the dogs and cats she later sold
to researchfacilities. She and herbusiness partner, FrederickSpero, obtained
animals through "free to good home" ads, from her buncher, RalphJacobsen,

and from other dealers, including David Stephens of Lebanon, Oregon, who
in 1993 pled guilty to charges of purchasing dogs obtained under false

pretenses (see also: Stephens, David and Tracy in this chapter).

Ruggiero and Spero set up Biosphere in October 1987. By mid-
January 1988, they had acquired some 150 cats and dogs, 54 of whom had
already died in laboratories. They sold the animals to Cedars-Sinai Medical
Center in Los Angeles, Loma Linda University School of Medicine and the
Veterans Hospital in Sepulveda, California, charging $100 for cats and
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between $L50 and $500 for dogs, depending on weight. Ruggiero sometimes
took in as much as $12500 a month."'

Biosphere often sold strays, animals " adopted" from shelters, and
animals collected by Ruggiero's ex-boyfriend, Ralf Jacobsen, who earned
$10 for each cat and$20 f-oi each dog he brought in. iJsing false names and
playing the roles of newlyweds or parents, Ruggiero and Jacobsen obtained
dogs and cats from people who had advertised them for giveaway in local
newspapers. They promised to give the animals wonderful homes.

"He was a clean-cut, all-AmericarL super-nice guy who wanted to
give my dog a good home on his 10-acre ranch," said one of the people whose
dog was " adopted" by Jacobsen, or "Mike ]ohnsory" as he often identified
hi#seff.' 

I

Norman Flint thought he had found the perfect home for his two
Labrador mixes, Wiggles and Bear. He had picked Ralf Jacobsen after
interviewing nearly twenty potential adopters. Jacobsen told F1int he was a
lawyer and that the dogs would be living in a big house and have a fenced
yard to play in. He even told Flint he could come visit the dogs anytime he
wanted. But two weeks later, when Flint tried to call Jacobsen to find out how
the dogs were doing, he got a wrong number. \rVhen he decided to drive by
the address Jacobsen had given him, he discovered no such address existed.
Flint found out later that Ruggiero sold Bear to Cedars-Sinai Medical Center,
where he was killed in a heart attack experiment. Flint eventually recovered
Wiggles, who was one of the animals animal control officers confiscated
from Budget Boarding after Ruggiero's scam was finally uncovered.

One of the women who gave her dog to Jacobsen became alarmed
after discovering that the telephone number he gave her was disconnected.
She began calling others who had placed "free to good home" ads. She soon
found five other people who had given their animals to a man fitting
Jacobsen's description. He told all of them the same story: he was a pilot and
a law student, and the animals would live with him on his LO-acre ranch. The
woman contacted Last Chance for Animals (LCA), an animal rights organi-
zation based in Califomia. LCA began checking all of the "free to a good
home ads" and discovered that a woman was also responding to them.
Coincidence led LCA to Ruggiero.

While an LCA st#f member was on the phone with an advertiser who
was 'seeking homes for three cats' to warn her about "Mike Johnson" and
"Barbara," the girlfriend ]acobsen had frequently spoken of, a woman
calling herself Barbara rang the advertiser's doorbell to inquire about the
cats. When cross-questioned, she grew flustered but agreed to leave an
address where the animals could be delivered the next duy.'

LCA learned that a van parked at that address was registered to
Ruggiero, who owned both Budget Boarding Kennel in Sun Valley and
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Comfy Kennel. They also discovered Ruggiero had a USDA Class B license.
Activists and anguished pet owners gathered outside the kennels to keep
watch. The woman who had first called LCA jumped a fence at Comfy
Kennel to search for her dog. She found him in a pen with three other dogs.
After her discovery, angt)r pet owners broke into the kennel to look for their
dogs and cats. Some found their animals; others found only collars and tags.

LCA and local activists contacted the three researchfacilities thathad
purchased animals from Biosphere. Cedars-Sinai Medical Center, which
bought 3L dogs, initially denied having any of animals. Guards blocked the
way when pet owners sought entry. When LCA president Chris DeRose
went in to negotiate, he was forcefully ejected-sustaining injuries to add to
those inflicted earlier by Ruggiero, who had attempted to run him down in
her van.

Cedars-Sinai finally agreed to let a third party into the laboratory to
see if any of the missing dogs were there, only to renege later, offering
instead to allow people to examine photos of the dogs. However, after
extensive media coverage of the story, the medical center agreed to release
all six of the dogs who had not yet been killed in experiments.3'Three of the
dogs were immediately reclaimed. In the meantime, the 55 animals remain-
ing in Ruggiero's kennels were released, and many of them were reunited
with their owners.

Prosecutors charged Ruggiero,]acobsen and Spero with73 counts of
misdemeanor theft and conspiracy to obtain property by false pretenses and
promises. They also charged Ruggiero with one added count of theft for
accepting a $35 placement fee to find a good home for a dog she subsequently
sold to Cedars-Sinai. Prosecutor Jim Hahn described the defendants as
"three very cold-blooded people who were given pets because they prom-
ised to give them good homes and then sentenced them to death by selling
them for medical research."

In his sentencing remarks in court on Septemb er 9,1991.,1udge David
Schacter spared no words in his description of Ruggiero: "Miss Ruggiero is
a conniving, manipulative individual who has no morals or ethics when it
comes to achieving a desired goal. In her dealings with vulnerable pet
owners and with animals, she is the personification of evil." Of Ruggiero and
her associates, Judge Schacter stated, "Nothing the Court has seen would
indicate that these defendants are remorseful for their past conduct."33

Judge Schacter sentenced Ruggiero to 6 years and 2 months impris-
onment, Spero to 5 years, and Jacobsen to 3 years. On May 9,1994, the
convictions of Barbara Ruggiero and Frederick Spero were overturned and
vacated on a legal technicality. The case against Ruggiero and Spero was
dismissed in December,1994 for failure of the court to notify the parties as
to a retrial within the prescribed sixty-day period. After she was released
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from prison, Ruggiero reportedly was back in business, operating under
someone else's Class B license.

STEPHENS, DAVID AND TRACY (D & T KENNELS), Lebanory
Oregon. License #92-B-159 (last licensed in 1992).

USDA's role in uncovering a scam that went on for more than a
year-in which pet owners unwittingly relinquished their animals to a
buncher working with David Stephens-was as exemplary as its handling
of the Hickey and Knudsen cases was disappointing. The Stephenses un-
doubtedly would still be in business if it weren't for the persistence of two
USDA employees.

Before starting his own Class B business, Stephens worked as a
caretaker for Joe Hickey at S & H Supply, where he discovered that selling
dogs and cats for research w as " real lucrative."'. By all accounts, D & T was
a profitable business. Stephens supplied animals to Barbara Ruggiero and
many of Hickey's former customers, claiming to sell between 25 and 30
animals a month to research facilities in California and Nevada and earning
between $70,000 to $80,000 per year." In 1991., he earned approximately
$96,000.36

As a combined investigation by USDA, the Oregon Department of
Agriculture and the Oregon Department of Motor Vehicles would later
reveal, the Stephenses'main supplier was Brenda Linville, another USDA-
licensed dealer (USDA license #92-B-1,69). Evidently, Linville had been
acquiring and selling dogs and cats for research long before she applied for
a dealer's license. In199L, after receiving information that she was selling
animals to Stephens, USDA sent Linville two warning notices informing her
thatshewas required to be licensed if she was selling animals coveredby the
Animal Welfare Act. She applied for and received a license, but as USDA
inspectors reported, whenever they attempted to inspect her premises she
told them she wasn't in business yet.

Linville acquired dogs and cats through "free to good home" ads,
posing as someone wanting " a famlly pet," " a stock dog," "a protection
dog," "an inside animal," " apet for son" or "a farm dog." In a little over a

year's time, Linville acquired36T dogs and 117 cats through newspaper
advertisements." She sold them to Stephens, who in turn sold them to
Cedars-Sinai Medical Center, the VA hospitals inSepulveda andWadsworttu
California, Oregon Health Science University or the University of Nevada.

In May 1991, Linville responded to an ad Kimberly Williams placed
in the Corvallis Times Gazette offering to give her two cocker spaniels,
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Tramper and Frederica, free to a good home. Williams's ad specified thatthe
dogs were "not to be used for research." Linville told Williams she wanted
both dogs as pets and took them the same day. She then sold the dogs to
Stephens, giving him the name "Kelly Crocker" to list as the dogs' owner.
The Stephenses entered Crocker's name and address in their acquisition
records, and on May 22, they sold the two dogs to the University of Nevada
in Reno. The dogs were later killed in research projects.

Similarly, the Stephenses listed Doris Cox's dog, Chelsea, as "Bertha
L. Schackmann's" dog. Lyny Pheyffer's two dogs, Zeke and Casey, became
"William Pickle's" dogs, and Mike and Wendy Kirk's golden retriever, Bo,
became "Paul Youngblood's" dog. The Stephenses sold all of the dogs to
research facilities.

Linville also answered Irene Clemmer's giveaway ad for her two
dogs, Penny and Charlie. Clemmer gave the dogs to Linville, who told her
she wanted Penny for her family and that her husband wanted Charlie, an
Australian shepherd mix, for a stock dog. A few weeks later, the Stephenses
sold Charlie to the Sepulveda Research Corporation and Penny to the
Veterans Administration Research Center in Los Angeles.

Clemmer contacted USDA Veterinary Medical Officer Robert Willems
after she found out the dogs were no longer in Linville's possession. While
reviewing records at D & T Kennels, Willems and investigator Gregg Nelson
discovered that two dogs matching the descriptions of Clemmer's dogs were
listed as having been sold to D & T by Deborah Ford. When located and
questioned, Ford told Willems and Nelson that she hadn t sold dogs to
anyone and had never heard of either the Stephenses or Linville.

Willems and Nelson found that the other individuals listed as having
sold dogs to the Stephenses hadn't given or sold dogs to anyone. They also
discovered that all of the listed individuals had renewed their driver's
licenses a few days before the recorded dog sales. Nelson obtained a search
warrant from the Linn county sheriff's department and visited D & T
Kennels, where he found Oregon Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV)
transaction slips. As the Stephenses would later reveal, Linville, who often
helped her father with his job as a janitor at the DMV, removed the
transaction slips from DMV trash and gave them to David Stephens for use
in filling out his acquisition records. Willems and Nelson's investigation
revealed that the Stephenses falsely recorded the names of at least 60 people
as having sold more than 150 dogs to D & T kennels. Linn County Deputy
Sheriff Dennis Cole raided D & T on A pil2, 1992 and arrested the Stephenses.

USDA confiscated 22 dogs and 4 cats from D & T and placed them in
the custody of the Oregon Humane Society (OHS). One of the rescued dogs
was Bo, Mike and Wendy Kirk's golden retriever mix. The Stephenses had
already sold many other animals to research facilities. Since the sources of
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these animals were uncertain, OHSwas able to persuade several facilities to
relinquish dogs purchased from D & T Kennels. The VA hospital in Los

Angeles returned seventeendogs and theUniversity of NevadainReno sent

back three."

Irene Clemmer asked OHS to help her reclaim Charlie and Penny,
who were tracked down by Willems and Nelson through D & T's records.
Sadly, Penny had already been killed in the course of a research project.

Charlie was still alive but was being used in an ulcer study; his body had
been surgically altered for the five-year project. According to OHS, "the
facility was reluctant to palt with Charlie, preferring to purchase or euth anize
him."3e After two weeks of negotiation, the hospital agreed to let an outside
veterinarian examine the dog. A veterinary surgeon offered to donate his

services, and after two Surgeries to reverse what the researchers had done to

him, Charlie was on the road to recovery. He was later refurned to Oregon
and reunited with Irene Clemmer.

The Stephenses and Linville were initially charged with first-degfee
theft by deception under Oregon's 1991 law making pet theft a felony, but the
state charges were dropped when the U.S. Attorney's Office requested the

case. On Au gast12,1992, the U.S. government filed a three-count indictment
against the Stephenses and Linville, charging them with conspiracy to
defraud USDA; knowingly and witlfully falsifying, concealing and covering
up material facts required by USDA; and making false entries and state-

ments on USDA records. On August l(,DavidStephens requested cancel-

lation of his Class B license.

In November, the dealers pled guilty to the conspiracy charge in
exchange for the goverrunent's dismissal of the second and third counts of
the indictment. In its sentencing memor.rndum, the U.S. Attorney's Office
recommended that each of the defendants receive the maximum incarcera-
tion allowed under the guidelines:

The actions of these three defendants have brought a great
deal of pain to many People. Certainly the dog owners mentioned in
the indictment have suffered immensely. Many other dog owners
victimized by these defendants do not know that their beloved
animal(s) was obtained from them by fraudulent means, only to be

sold for profit and utilized for experimental research.... certainly
thosewho suffered the most, however, are Rusty, Tramper, Fredrica,
Penny, Chelsea, Boots, Zeke, Casey and the many other unknown
dogswho were obtained fraudulently fromtheir owners, only to pay
the ultimate price after their bodies had been utilized for research

410

PurPoses.

Attached to the sentencing memo were statements from eight dog
owners and others who had been affected by the defendants' actions. Mike
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and wendy Kirk wrote:"we thought we had chosen the perfect family to
adopt Bo. Brenda told us everything we wanted to hear about what kind of
life Bo would have. This was all a lie. She took him directly to the kennels to
be sold. Luckily when the kennel was raided he was stilithere alive."al

- SiTberly williams's statement echoed the feelings of guilt and
betrayal of many of the people whose beloved animal co-prr,io.ts had
passed through the defendants' hands:

I trusted Brenda Linville, and even went to see her ,,lovely
house and pasfure" where my dogs would supposedly be running
free.... There ign't a day that goes by that I donl think of my dogs..I
I grew up with them.... I would tell [Brenda Linville] that I would
have been better off if she would have killed me instead of my dogs.
At le,ast then I wouldn't have to suffer a life full of pain and-knoir-
mg.'-

Also attached to the sentencingmemo was a petition signed hv more
than L30 individual-. asking that the defendants receive tfie ,,strongest
possible sentence... that the law allows."

The u.s. District court in Eugene, oregon pronounced sentencing on
February 22,1993. David stephens was sentenced to i.2 months confinemint,
L0 months of which was to be served in prison, followed by two months of
home detention. Brenda Linville was sentenced to 10 months incarcera-
tion-eight months in prison and two months home detention. Tracy
stephens was sentenced to three years probation, including or-r" y"u. of
home detention. Both Linville and David stephens appealed.the appellate
court threw out Linville's original eight-month senience after contiuding
that even thoughher two USDAwarningnoticesfor selling dogs to researcf,
without a license placed her in a higher sentencing category, ihe warnings
alone were not sufficient to justify additional prison time.ns

TONEY,IULIAN ]. Lamoni,Iowa. USDA license #42-8-067 (lees)

- Julian Toney and his wife, Anita, sold between L,000 and 1,500 dogs
and cats a year to the university of Minnesota (UM) and the University of
Iowa (UI). They employed several unlicensed "part-time buyers,, who
acquired animals throughoutlowa, Missouri and Nebraska. In 1991, usDA
sent at least two of these buyers waming notices for selling dogs without a
license. The. Toneys also purchased dogs at their monthly gin and dog
auctiory the "Terre Haute Trading Pos! Ltd.,'later renamed'I{endezrrorr.T

The Toneys became licensed as auction operators in r.983, but it was
not until1986 that they applied for and received a dealer's license. usDA
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inspection reports indicate the Toneys had difficulty complying with Ani-
mal Welfare Act requirements soon after they became licensed as dealers. On
January 22, 1987, an inspector reported, "Dogs are in need of more floor
space.... Many dog facilities... in need of fecal material removal and sanita-
tion." On September 24,1987, an inspector noted, "Wire floors that have
been broken need to be repaired.... Feces need to be beat down through the
wire and feces cleaned off the solid floors.... Feeding receptacles need to have
the rust removed.... Sick dog needs to have veterinary care."

Inspectors also discovered serious deficiencies in the Toneys' acqui-
sition and disposition records. An audit of records on all dogs and cats

handled by the Toneys between 1-1-90 and 1'1,-19-91, revealed that 1) driver's
license numbers and vehicle numbers for unlicensed sellers were not being
recorded as required, 2) USDA license numbers were not being recorded, 3)

dates animals were acquired were not recorded,4) some of the names the
Toneys listed as sources for the dogs were false, and 5) the Toneys were
acquiring dogs from unlicensed dealers. The records also showed the
purchase of 50 dogs from various Missouri pounds and 90 dogs from nine
individuals living in Missouri. When asked by USDA to confirm the sales,

investigator Mark Westrich discovered that none of the pounds identified
actually sold dogs to the Toneys. An attempt was made to find the nine
individual sellers through their social security numbers and motor vehicle
records, but none of them could be located.

Investigator Richard Gunderson included the results of the audit in
aJune21,,1991 alleged violation report. The report also noted that the Toneys
sold a total of 1,598 animals to the University of Minnesota and the Univer-
sity of Iowa between June 1,,1989 and June 'J..,1990 and that they received
$\04,419 for these animals, not the $39,592 they reported on their license
renewal. "This investigation has shown that Julian and Anita Toney have
been dealing in random source dogs and have not kept complete records,
that their records are not accurate and are in fact sometimes false," con-
cluded Gunderson. " It is also evident that Julian and Anita Toney made false
statements on [their] license renewaI.... There is evidence... thatJulian Toney
has attempted to interfere with this report by contacting witnesses and by
attempting to intimidate USDA investigators."

USDA didn't file a complaint against the Toneys until September 28,

1992.Itcharged them with failing to keep complete records on the acquisi-
tion of dogs and cats by falsely claiming to have acquired L3L dogs from
pounds in Missouri andll2dogs from various individuals; failing to record
the date of acquisition of at least 720 dogs and cats; and failure to record the
address, driver's license number and vehicle tag number of the person from
whom the animal was acquired for at least L,600 dogs and cats. The
complaint also charged them with failure to hold at least 100 dogs and cats
for the required five days after acquisition. The Toneys were permitted to
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remain in business pending a hearing on the charges.

One month later, USDA sent the Toneys a warning notice for alleg-
edly housing dogs on broken wire flooring, failing to provide dogs protec-
tion from the elements, housing puppies outdoors without veterinary
approval and housing three cats in a cage providing inadequate space. They
were also charged with failing to have a written exercise plan and failing to
identify all dogs. In1993, the Toneys received another warning notice, this
time alleging Animal Welfare violations documented during inspections on
12-7 -90, 11.-25 -9'J., 1'l--17 -92, 11-25 -92, and 2-11,-93, including failure to pro-
vide animals with shelter from the elements.

In May 1994,before a hearing on the initial charges had been held,
USDA filed another complaint against the Toneys, this time charging them
with willfully maintaining false and incomplete acquisition records; selling
at least 44 random source dogs to research facilities accompanied by forged
documents purporting to be certificates from a municipal pound; failing to
individually identify dogs; and failing to provide appropriate animal care
and facilities.

Administrative Law Judge Dorothea Baker consolidated the 1992
and1994 complaints in May, and an oral hearing was held in ]une. Cliff
Waterbury, one of the Toneys' "part-time buyers," testified that he acquired
dogs from various pounds and also at dog auctions, mainly the Rutledge
Gun and Dog Auction. He also stated that he purchased unwanted hunting
dogs from acquaintances or friends of his son Terry, a Class B dealer in
Missouri (Waterbury Kerurel,license #43-8-108). Red Silkwood and dealer
Elmer Scherbring (Earlville, Iowa, license #42-8-054) also sold the Toneys
dogs acquired from pounds and other individuals. According to testimony
by both Scherbring and ]im Knaack, an animal control officer for the city of
Vintoru Missouri, Scherbring had Knaack si gn blank certification f orms used
to show that a dog or cat had been acquired from a pound and that the
holding period requirement had been met. Additional evidence indicated
that Scherbring made duplicates of the signed forms and that Anita Toney
filled in the descriptions and identification numbers of the animals after
receiving them from Scherbring.

Rather than listing in their acquisition records the names of the
people from whom they actually purchased animals, the Toneys recorded
the pounds where the dogs allegedly originated. When questioned about the
Toneys' failure to accurately identify sources of animals, USDA investigator
Mark Westrich stated: "Trhcing is not possible, and also... [it is] possible to
hide unlicensed dealers.... The personsthatare truly sellingthose dogs, their
names aren't reflected in those records."

USDA next called investigator Marshall Smith to the witness stand.
Smith had attempted to trace some of the individuals the Toneys listed as
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suppliers. When he was unable to locate them through local telephone
books, he gave the Missouri Highway Patrol a list of names and social
security numbers. "There was no match for the names and social security
numbers that I had furnished to them," testified Smith. "[A Highway Patrol]
officer told me that one of the social security numbers he ran had been
assigned to a person living in Puerto Rico."

USDA also presented evidence that the Toneys were violating regu-
lations governing animal care. Inspector Grant Wease testified that during
his inspection of the Toneys'facility he "found a number of dog enclosures
that had an accumulation of feces and hair on the wire flooring." Wease
stated that debris-including metal pipes, dead animals, wood scraP and a
barrel full of trash-was scattered throughout the premises: "We found an
entire deteriorating cow carcass of several days duration with evidence of
loose dogsthatwere eatingvariousparts of thecarcass.... And therewas also
underneath one of the dog enclosures... two immature dogs, believed to be
puppies... which were... in advanced stages of decomposition." Dr. Wease
also testified that he discovered " a number of dog enclosures with broken
wire on floors and the walls" and that "a number of enclosures were
deteriorating... which allowed dog appendages andheads toprotrude tothe
outside portions of the pens."

In her April 29,1995 decision, Judge Baker wrote: "The record, as a

whole, supports [USDA's] allegations as to numerous violations of the Act
and the applicable regulations. These have been repeated, flagrant and
willful. Such disregard by Respondents reflects a situation where the pur-
poses of the Act are thwarted and render its objectives a nullity." She stated
thatUSDA had "setforthatleast one hundred instances or more of false and
incorrect entries as to the source of... dogs." "Completely apartfromfalsified
entries and incidental errors, the Respondents' system fails to fully disclose
the specified information such as addresses, license plate numbers, driver's
license numbers, the name and address of the person from whom a dog or
cat is acquired, their vehicle plate and state, and driver's license number and
state," wrote Judge Baker. She also found that the Toneys had failed to
individually identify dogs and hold at least L90 dogs and cats for the
required five-day holding period. "There is substantial evidence to indicate
thatthe Respondents altered their records to conceal violation of the holding
periods," she stated. "It appears that there are transactions where the dates
are altered in the notebooks." The judge permanently revoked the Toneys'
Class B license and fined them $200,000, the largest civil penalty ever
assessed against a Class B dealer.
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VANCE, JERRY. Eupora, USDA license #65-8-008 (19941.

By contracting with various Mississippi towns and counties to pick
up and dispose of stray or abandoned dogs and cats, Jerry Vance secured a
cheap and readily accessible supply of animals for his Class B business. If the
animals he picked up were not claimed within ten days, he moved them to
his ownkennelfor saleto laboratories. Vance also acquired animalsfromthe
Hardeman County Animal Shelter in Indiana and other Class B dealers,
including William Hargrove, Jr. (Tennessee), Jeffery Hodges (Mississippi),
Jack Stowers (Indiana), and CC Baird (Arkansas)* (see also: Baird, C.C. and
Hargrove, William in "Class B Dealers Selling Random Source Dogs and
Cats for Research"; and Hodges, Jeffery and Stowers, Jack in "Class B
Dealers Who Have Lost or Relinquished Their Licenses").

Vance was a large dealer, selling at least 2,500 animals a year .1n199L,
he reported selling 3,400 animals, grossing $384,000.0u His clients included
the Veterans Administration Medical Center in Sepulveda, California; the
University of Southern California in Los Angeles; the University of Missis-
sippi Medical Center in Jackson; Mississippi State University Veterinary
School; the University of Tennessee and Texas A & M University.

In addition to a "home" site in Eupora, Mississippi, Vance operated
two other sites: one in Newtory Mississippi, owned by Wayne Clanton, and
one in Estillfork, Alabama, owned by Lem R. Miller. Both Clanton and Miller
acted as Vance's employees, acquiring animals for him on a regular basis. In
1992, afterlJsDA citad him for blying and selling animals without a dealer's
license, Miller applied for and received his own license (#64-8-053).

USDA inspectors who visited Vance's facilities documented defi-
ciencies in housing, sanitation and veterinary care; however, the most
serious and chronic deficiency noted was inadequate recordkeeping:

5-17-90: (Home site, L59 dogs, 20 cats) "Addresses not recorded." A
notationby the reviewer, Dr. Richard Overton, appeared atthebottom of the
inspector's report: "I have discussed with Dr. Wood the requirements that
correct IDs be applied on all records and [that] this should be a category three
deficiency."

1,-12-93: (Estillfork site, 39 dogs) "Records must include purchased
from USDA license number or vehicle license number and driver's [icense]
number and complete address with date of purchase. Correct with next
purchase."

1,-13-93: (Home site,374 dogs)"Incomplete address on one entry....
253 dogs are not on premises... have no record of disposition. 23 dogs have
dates of disposition but no destination. 6 animals tagged and in pens but not
on records. 5 animals tagged and in pens have been recorded as sold....
Correct records within 30 days."
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Following inspections of Vance's Estillf ork site on January 13 and'16,
Dr. Elizabeth Goldentyer prepared an alleged violation report charging
Vance with maintaining incomplete and inadequate records and obtaining
a dog under false pretenses. On the same day, Southeast Sector Supervisor
for Animal Care Dr. Joseph Walker sent a memo to Mario Morales of
Regulatory Enforcement requesting an investigation of the alleged viola-
tions. Walker also requested an investigation of "stolen dog reports and
contract pound arrangements."6 Attached to the request were complaints
from individuals who alleged they had found their missing dogs at Vance's
kennel. The complaints also alleged Vance was picking up pets and refusing
to return them and that he housed animals in poor conditions.='

Mississippi Senator Thad Cochran had also contacted USDA about
Vance, claiming to have received complaints from his constituents regard-
ing the dealer's activities. In response to Cochran, USDA ActingAdministra-
tor Lonnie King wrote: "Our Animal Care inspectors carefully reviewed Mr.
Vance's records and found numerous discrepancies. As a result, we will be
forwarding this case to oqr Regulatory Enforcement staff, who will conduct
a formal investigation."s

USDA initiated an investigation on February 5. Investigator Aldean
Valentine obtained affidavits fromthe individuals who had found their dogs
at Vance's kennel and from USDA's Elizabeth Goldentyer, who had received
several phone calls from an individual who claimed her dog had been stolen
and that she had found him at Vance's kennel. Despite the dog owners'
claims that their animals had been stolen, Valentine couldn't find *y proof
that Vance was involved in dog theft.

Frustrated by Vance's refusal to allow people to look for their missing
pets in his kennel, In Defense of Animals (IDA) and a group of local residents
organized a protest outside the dealer's home on Marcli 3,1gg3.ne'50't' The
event drew 35 dog owners who demanded access to the kennel. Although
the protesters were unsuccessful in gaining entrance to the kennel, the
demonstration prompted two CBS news programs-"Eye to Eye with
Connie Chung" and "50 Minutes"-to run stories about Vance. Both pro-
grams reported pet owners had found their missing dogs at Vance's kennel.

Vance denied ever knowingly purchasing stolen pets. "I don t have
anything to hide.... They have no prqof. We don't steal dogs," Vance told the
Jacksorg Mississippi Claion-Ledger." In his interview on " Eye to Eye," Y arrce
was asked how he knew whether or not a pet was stolen. "How can you make
sure the pets aren't stolen, Mr. Vance? \tVhat do you do to make sure that it's
legal?" "Get proper information like the USDA says to do," he replied.

But getting the proper information was clearly not what Vance was
doing. During an inspection of Vance's Eupora site on May 5, the inspector
reported: "Records do not fully and correctly disclose: (1) Full address of
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individuals from whom dog or cat was acquired. (2) Incorrect sex recorded
on 15 dogs. (3) Incorrect color or markings on several dogs. ( ) 3 dogs in
kennels were recorded as'died.' (5) 5 dogs not in kennels with no record of
disposition."

On May 19,Dr. Walker sent Morales a memorandum requesting a
trace back audit of five of Vance's major suppliers: Hargrove, Hodges,
Stowers, Baird and the Hardeman County Animal Shelter. "Mr. Jerry Vance
has been accused of dealing in stolen dogs," wrote Dr. Walker. "Our
inspection and investigation of this facility discloses noncompliance of
recordkeepirg.... Based upon our review of the records and the complaints
received against this facility we are requesting an in-depth investigation."
Walker also suggested that investigator Valentine do a call-back search to
validate the source of 58 dogs listed in Vance's inventory.s3

In his preliminary violation report, Valentine stated that the records
audit had revealed Vance was not keeping adequate acquisition and dispo-
sition records and that he had acquired random source dogs from individu-
als who had not bred and raised the animals on their own premises. He also
stated there was substantial proof that Vance had falsified records of
approximately 80 dogs allegedly sold to Mississippi State University (MSU)
in late 1992 and early 1993.* Valentine obtained affidavits from four MSU
employees who stated Vance had asked one of them to help him with a
problem he had concerning some dogs. According to one of the affidavits,
"Vance wanted the employee to disclose on the records that MSU had
received the dogs wherL in fact, they had not."55 The employee agreed to
Vance's request and falsified the records. Shortly after learning of the
incident, MSU officials announced they would no longer purchase dogs
from Vance.

Investigator Valentine filed his final alleged violation report with Dr.
Walker on August 12,1993. He stated that while the claim that Vance was
dealing with stolen dogs could not be confirmed, his investigation did reveal
that Vance had not maintained complete and accurate records of the animals
he bought and sold. The report noted that the original sources of dogs
purchased by Vance from C.C. Baird and Jack Stowers could not be vali-
dated.

Meanwhile, inspectors continued to report serious problems with
Vance's recordkeeping. During a9-'1.6-93 inspection of a shipment of dogs
received by Texas A & M University, an inspector noted: "Records shall
contain name/ address of [individual] from whom the dog was obtained.
Twelve dogs on this shipment are identified by USDA tags; however, no
source of origin is available on these dogs.... Corrected during inspection."

USDA filed a complaint against Vance on September 2,1993, charg-
ing him with failure to maintain complete and accurate records of the
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acquisition and disposition of at least 442 dogs and preparing records

puiporting to show the sale of 84 dogs to a research facility when in fact he

aia not know the actual disposition of the animals. In November, Valentine

sent Molales the results of his traceback of the sources of 58 dogs listed on

Vance's May 5 records. Valentine reported that the addresses give-n for
sources were inadequate, making the tracing Process especially difficult.
More than half of the individuals contacted stated they had not raised the

animals they sold to Vance on their own premises.tu

In an amended complaint filed on November 30, USDA additionally
charged Vance with failing to maintain complete records showing the

acqulsition of dogs by making false entries as to the identities of the

ind-ividuals from*hom the animals were acquired. The amended complaint
also charged Vance with failing to individually identify dogs; failing to
maintain i program of adequate veterinary care; failing to provide dogs with
housing falilitles that weie structurally sound and maintained in good

repair; ind failing to provide housing facilities for cats that were sufficiently
ventilated.

usDA filed a second amended complaint in December, adding
anotherchargeof makingfalseentries as to the identities of individuals from
whom he acquired animals. InJuly 1994,Yance signed a Consent Decision

and Order, inwhichhe neither admittednor denied the USDA's chargesbut
agreed to cease and desist from violating the Act. He \Yas pelT?l9ry-tl
dlsqualified from holding a USDA dealer license and fined $25,000, $20,000

of *frich is suspended on the condition he does not violate the Animal
Welfare Act for 20 years.

VRANA. HELEN AND RUDOLF (VRANA RESEARCH ANIMALS),
Millville, New I . USDA license #22-8-21 licensed in 1

vrana, once a major dealer inPennsylvania, Virginia and New Jersey,

sold animals to Mt. Sinai Hospital, Columbia University, and Einstein
college of Medicine in New York, and u.s. surgical Corporation (USSC) in
Norwalk, Connecticut. He acquired animals from other dealers and at

auctions, including the Gilbertsville auction in Pennsylvania.

vrana's dog sales to ussc, which manufactures surgical staples,

received widespreid public attention. USSC uses live dogs to train sales-

men - who have no medical training - in surgical stapling techniques. USDA

documents show that in the first ten months of 1981 alone, USSC used and

then euthanized,922 dogs in training exercises.szs8 According to a USDA
investigative report on USSC's dog sources, USSC stopped purchasing dogs

from tlie Vranai in September 1981, "due to the bad publicity they received
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[after] newspaper reports said Vrana was unlicensed.,,5e

- Altho_ugh claims that vrana was involved in pet theft were never
substantiated, vrana was charged with receiving stolen property: a dog he
purchased from a buncher.* In a note ona2-'L6-g4usDAinspection rep"ort,
Area veterinarian in Charge Dr. Irwin Huff wrote, "Review records each
inspection.... Petnapping continues to be reported from that area where
vrana is located. we need to have assuranceJthat Vrana,s record.s are kept
in the correct manner so that he will not become involved with stolen peis
and can verify the source and disposition of each.,,

In L983, humane investigators charged vrana with cruelty to animals
twice within a two-week period. on February 29, Charles Gerofsky, presi-
dent of the New Jersey society for the prevention of cruelty to Anirnals,
stopped vrana en route to several laboratories in the New york area.
Gerofsky described vrana's truck, which held approximately 3Q dogs, 21
cats, and 39 rabbits, as "packed right to the roof.id The animils, crarimed
into small wire cages and chicken crates, were unable to stand or turn
around. Most of the animals "were in very poor condi tion."62 M*y of them
were ill, and some were bleeding or foaming at the mouth. "Theie was no
ventilation in the van, and the animals werJhungry, nervous and soaking
wel" said Gerofsky. "They were packed on top of or," another and so tiehi
in the crates they couldn't avoid being urinated bn by each other.,, 6 Gerof ;ky
seized the animals and charged vrana with 20 counts of cruelty to animals.

Comparing the conditions on vrana's truck to "the concentration
camps of Nazi Germany," a municipal court judge found the dealer guilty
of 12 counts of animal cruelty.a vrana paid his $Z,gso fine in cash.

Twelve of the animals Gerofsky confiscated from vrana died as a
result of illness or infection. Five of the remaining animals were released to
people who identified them as their missing pets. According to Gerofsky, the
SPCA received hundreds of phone calls from people-sori" 

", far aiay as
ohio and Pennsylvania-who were looking for missing animals.

. 
Following the municipal court judge's decision, usDA suspended

vrana's Class B license for 21. days. The suipension was based on both the
IPSA charges and the results of a usDA inspection of vrana,s facility on
February 24, which uncovered deficiencies in veterinary care, sanitaiion,
identification and recordkeeping.

Gerofsky stopped vrana's truck again on March 14 because he saw
a rabbit cage leaning at a-bad angle. Gerofiky claimed Vrana was extremely
uncooperative and would not give him a clear view into the truck. In an
attempt to flee, vranakicked Gerofsky in the stomach and shoved him away.
A back-up humane officer attempted to get vrana's truck keys by reaching
f9r t\3 *'ough the driver's side, but vrina rolled up the wildo;, pinnin[
the officer's arm. He started to drive away with the officer still pinned to tf,E
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window.65 After a scuffle, Vrana was arrested and charged with eluding a
law enforcement officer, assault andbattery of law enforcement officers and

six counts of cruelty to animals.

In May, USDA charged Vrana with violating transportation, sanita-
tion and recoidkeeping requirements on five occasions during February and
March 1983. The charges were based on the February 28 and March L4

incidents and Vrana's failure to keep adequate records. An administrative
judge fined Vrana $3,000, ordered him to cease and desist from violating the

Anihd Welfare Act and suspended his Class B license for 30 days. The

Vranas continued in business until L988, when they voluntarily surrendered
their USDA license and moved out of the state.

Sources indicate the Vranas may still maintain connections in the dog

dealing business years after relinquishing their license. USDA officials

reportedly sightedbetween 70 and 80 dogs on ptopetty purchased under the

name of Vrana's son near Sparta, North Carolina.""'"'
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Chapter 6

Class B Dealers Selling Non-Random Source
Cats and Dogs for Research

CHARLES RIVER LABORATORIES, INC. Wilmington, Massachusetts.
USDA license #14-8-013 $99n.

Charles River is the largest commercial research animal dealer in the

United States,leading the industry as the major supplier of primates. The

company breeds and sells animals through its subsidiaries in Japan, Ger-
many, Italy, France and Great Britain. In1982, USDA fined Charles River
$3,500 for violating transport regulations. 1n7984, Bausch & Lomb bought
Charles River for $108 million. Bausch & Lomb is the tenth largest producer
of scientific and photographic equipment in the U.S., with sales of $1.88

billion in1993.1'2

Charles River sells rodents, dogs, cats, primates (colony-raised rhesus
monkeys and imported wild-caught primates) and pigs. The company's
colony-raised rhesus monkeys in Key Lois, Florida are descendants of a
colony of rhesus monkeys captured in the Himalayas in1972 by Charles
River founder Dr. Henry Foster.'

The most recent figures show that Charles River had the following
shares in various research animal markets: 48 percent of mice;49 percent of
rats; 48 percent of guinea pigs; and 50 percent of hamsters and gerbils. The

company also had 42 percent of the colony-raised rhesus monkey and 4L

percent of the imported primate markets."

In addition to selling animals to private companies, Charles River
derives a percentage of its sales from contracts with government agencies

such as the National lnstitutes of Health (NIH). Thirty percent of its sales are

from overseas accounts.

The growth of thebiotechnologyfieldhasincreased sales of mice and

rats for new diagnostic and therapeutic products, and has led to greater
demand for surgically altered animals. Charles River sells animals with
pituitary or adrenal glands removed before delivery and an inbred, germ-
free mouse that costs the equivalent of $750 a pound.'
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In a speech before the New Yorksociety of security Analystsinl979,
Dr. Foster expressed his enthusiasm over the projected increase in toxico-
logical testing on animals and what that would mean for the future of
Charles River:

If you read the papers, everything seems to have carcinogenic
effects. But that means more animal testing, which means growth fo.
Charles River... the use of more animals, and we believe, the use of
more Charles River animals....

Just let me take a few minutes and read you a list that rather
excites us. It's a partial list of people who are building substantial
facilities for laboratory animals.... A lot of those names ire probably
familiar to you, and probably surprise you as users of laboratory
animals.

The list read by Dr. Foster included Lederle, procter & Gamble, shell
Chemical, Exxon and Monsanto.

In fact, Charles River's growth fulfilled Dr. Foster's 1979 projections.
Net sales tn1978were$24.4million; four years later, in 1982,nitsaies were
$40.9 million.By 1989, sales were $75 million: $61.8 million from rats and
mice; $5.5 million from guinea pigs; $1.3 million from hamsters and gerbils;
$2.5 million from colony-raised rhesus monkeys; $1.5 million from imported
primates; $1.7 million from miniature swine; $0.7 million from domestic
swine.5

As of 1994, the charles River empire consisted of the following sites:

Charles River, Wilmingtory MA (Site #1)

Charles River Kingston, Stone Ridge, NY (Site #2)

Charles River Lakeview, Newfield, N] (Site #3)

Charles River Portage, Portage, MI [Shaver Rd.] (Site # )

Charles River Key Lois, Summerland Key, FL (Site #5)

Charles River Raccoon Island, Summerland Key, FL (Site #5)

Charles River Maine, Windham, ME (Site #7)

Charles River Pittsfield, Pittsfield, NH (Site #8)

Charles River Houston, Houston, TX (Site #12)

Barton's West End Farms, Oxford, Nl (Site #1a)

Tufts University School of Veterinary Medicine, N. Grafton, MA (Site

Charles River Portage, Portage, MI [Portage Rd.] (Site #16)

Mannheimer Primatological Foundatiory Homestead, FL (Site #17)

#1s)
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University of Miami, Miami, FL (Site #18)

Sasco Oregon, Oregon, WI (Site #19)

Sasco Omaha, Omaha, NE (Site #20)

ln 1982, Charles River admitted that for more than a year it had
mistakenly filled orders for an inbred strain of mice (BALB/c) with mice of
different genetic backgrounds. This "mix-lJp" came on the heels of a previ-
ous problem with genetically impure rats supplied to several customers,
including Georgetown University in Washington, D.C.

Several research studies using the mixed BALB/c strain were invali-
dated, involving an estimated 1,000 experiments. The National Institutes of
Health had to scrap four months of research and subsequently banned
receipt of Charles River mice for several months.

The University of Wisconsin and Dr. Brenda Kahan sued Charles
River for fraudulent misrepresentation. Kahan's nine months of work at the
University using the BALB/c strain were invalidated. Charles River settled
with the University of Wisconsin in 1984 by establishing a research fund of
$40,000. The terms of its settlement with Kahan were not disclosed.T

USDA inspection reports have documented widespread non-com-
pliance with Animal Welfare Act standards, particularly in transport of
animals, cleanliness and sa{ety of animal enclosures, and proper mainte-
nance of facilities. Deficiencies commonly cited at Charles River's facilities
are frequently due to inadequate maintenance of premises and insufficient
numbers of employees necessary to maintain a regular schedule of cleaning
and sanitatiory particularly at the Summerland Key (Florida) monkey island
sites.

Tr ansp ort D ef i cienci es

Inspectors reported that a 6-8-74 shipment of monkeys from New
York to Meloy Labs, [nc. in Springfield, Virginia held "No water container.
5 monkeys in one crate ." On9-16-74, while inspecting a shipment from New
York to Microbiological Associates, inspectors reported: "monkeys incrate
with little ventilation. Bottom fell out of crate. Patched up."

Several crates were cited for being in substandard condition in a 10-

2-7 4 shiprnent of monkeys from New York to Flow Laboratories in Rockville,
Maryland. The inspector noted: "Crates [were] falling apatt. Metal strips
coming off. No way to water."

OnJanuary 18,1982,USDA issued Yale University a warning f or a7-
22-8L shipment to Flow Laboratories in Mclean, Virginia. The container

was deficient in several transportation standards of the Animal
Welfare Act.... Ventilation... no ventilation openings located in the
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lower one-half of the container... lack[s] adequate handholds or
tifting devices.... The cage utilized by Yale university in this alleged
violation was obtained from Charles River Research Primates. This
primate dealer has a number of alleged violations concerning the
shipping standards for primates pending against them.

On Decemb er 10,1982, Charles River was fined $3,500 for improperly
transporting primates between ]uly 1,0, 1979 arrd November 24,1981.The
shipments originated in New York with destinations in Southboro and
Boston, Massachusetts; Buffalo and Albany, New York; and Cedar Rapids,
Iowa.

USDA noted that "[The] crates... were too small and others... weren't
sturdy. Loose wire and the size of wire mesh permitted the fingers and tails
of the monkeys to protrude, allowing possible injury to both the monkeys
and to persons who might come into close contact." charles River accepted
the penalties without admitting or denying the charges, advising USDAthat
it would "make a concerted effort to educate their employees in proper
handling and care of monkeys."

On February 7,7985, three squirrel monkeys died from exposure to
extremely cold temperatures eitherbefore or during a flightfromNew York
to the university of California in san Francisco. on the same day, a pigtail
macaquewas delivered to theUniversity of Michigan, also dead of exposure
to extreme cold, his body covered with frostbite.o The carrier in both cases
was Emery Worldwide.

None of the parties involved-Charles River, Emery Worldwide or
the university of California-notified usDA of the apparent Animal wel-
fare Act violations. The University of California merely asked Charles River
to replace the dead monkeys; Charles River, in turry demanded $1,250 in
compensation from Emery Worldwide.e

The incident came to light when a whistleblowing Emery employee
informed the Animal Welfare Institute that "Emery (at least at NYC-JFK) is
not equipped to handle live animal shipments nor are personnel trained to
see to the animals' health and safety.... Animals left unattended on a loading
dock in subzero temperafures were almost certain to die."

The Emery employee enclosed copies of supporting documentation
pertaining to the shipment. A letter dated February 20,1985 from Dr. Daniel
T. Lau, Clinical veterinarian at the University of California, to Charles River
confirmed the monkeys'cause of death:

This... is in regards to the three squirrel monkeys (Saimiri
sciureus) that were found dead on arrival in our facility on February
8, L985.... Upon post mortem examination, all the dead animals had
congested mucous membranes.... In my opinion they died due to
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exposure to extreme cold temperature (Hypothermia). We are there-
fore requesting to obtain a replacement of these three animals from
you as soon as possible.

On3-31,-92, inspectors reported: "A pig was shipped from Boston to
Philadelphia with no written food and water instructions attached to the
enclosure.... Written instructions should include when the animal is to be fed
and watered and the appropriate diet."

A9-2-93 tnspection of an air shipment from Los Angeles (on Burlin$on
Air Express) revealed: "One crate containing 2 pigs had no water container.
Animals in transit since 10:00 on 9-L-93 (per notation on crate). Driver could
not ascertain when animals last watered. Did not water at time of pickup."

Site Deficiencies
Inspections revealed deficiencies in housing, sanitation and veteri-

nary care at Charles River facilities:

9-9-92: Site #1, Wilmingtory Massachusetts (7,153 guinea pigs,271'
primates, 200 gerbils, 10 pigs, 32,552 mice and 45,206 tats) " Certain primates
must be provided special attention regarding enhancement of their environ-
ment. 2 primates exhibiting abnormal behavior in primate room should be

addressed in environmental enhancement plan along with any others show-
ing such behavior even though enhancement efforts are undertaken." The
housekeeping in the receivingarea, guinea pig barrier room, and packing
room was noted as inadequate."

11-L5-93: Site #1, Wilmington, Massachusetts (540 guinea pigs,53
pigs, 27 0 gerbils, 10,750 mice, and L 8,920 rats) " Pig #2989 very thin condition.
Pig #3508 has very generalized red/purple skin. several pigs infacilityhave
thickened dark, dry crusty skin. Pig #3393 has several scratches/wounds on
rear end-no notations in records of cause andf ot treatment."

The report also described dirty and damaged animal enclosure areas.

"Pig area-severely damaged ceiling panels from leakage of water from
ventilation (roof). Area 101 (Barrier facility guinea pigs). Several areas of
damaged concrete visible from viewing area... [and] ceiling ductwork vents
have buildup of dirt/dust on and around vent openings... [and have]
standing water on floor next to animal enclosure rack."

Inspections of Site #2 in Stone Ridge, New York on3-3-92 and 6-6-92

revealed space requirement deficiencies, and during an inspection of that
same facility on LL-9-92, inspectors noted, "The primary enclosures for the
guinea pigs in area 84 were excessively soiled with fecal material and the
caretaker informed us that it had been approximately one month since they

[had] been sanitized." Several noncompliant items were cited as uncorrected
from a previous inspection. "One primary enclosure in area 84 was checked
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and it contained 13 guinea pigs weighing less than 350 grams... [in] 690 sq in
of space. This provided each guinea pig 53.1 sq in of space. Guinea pigs
weighing less than 350 grams must be provided at least 60 sq in."

On72-21,-93 and 72-22-93 (9,240 guinea pigs, 1,700 hamsters), inspec-
tors wrote, "Approximately 40 primary enclosures containing hamsters
were noted to have an accumulation of urine scale along the outside edge....
The autoclave room containing feed and shavings was noted to have mud on
the floor, an accumulation of food pellets and excreta on the floor... and a
buildup of old shavings on the areas protruding from the wall."

Inspectors noted sanitation deficiencies durin g a 6-8-92 rnspection of
Site #4, Portage Michigan. (8,500 guinea pigs): "The floor is chipping leaving
an unsealed surface which traps fecal material.... M*y flies were seen in
both guinea pigrooms.... The guinea pig enclosures are being sanitized only
once every 3 to 4 weeks, instead of the required once every 2 weeks." On2-
9-94, the inspector noted that, "Al1 of the rooms at this facility are barrier
rooms and therefore were inspected through windows only."

During a 12-9-92 inspection of Site #5 in Key Lois, Florida (1,,200
primates), inspectors reported: "The field cages have an unusually strong
odor. They are not being raked and spot cleaned at sufficiently frequent
intervals.... The cages' furnishings are soiled, and need upgraded surface
cleaning, and worn surface maintenance.... Some of the buildings and
strucfures are not in good repair.... These structures present hazards to the
free roaming populatiort and must be completely repaired or completely
removed .... Areas of noncompliance noted today appear to be related to an
insufficient number of employees to maintain standards on this island"
(underlined in original).

During inspections of Site #5 on 3-30-94 and 3 -31-94 (1,240 primates),
inspectors noted: "singly housed juveniles require additional environmen-
tal enhancement. Cages are only provided perches placed at a level of the
lower 1,/3 of the cage. No toys or devices are provided.... Several PVC
feeding tubes were dirty in the field cages.... The treatments for the primate
in cage #20 are recorded on the blackboard, but are not being documented
on the daily reporting sheets, which are then forwarded to the veterinarian."
Noted as uncorrected from the12-9-92inspectiory "Open bags of feed were
again observed in cooler.... Old compound (compound 3) in free roaming
area still present and in disrepair."

Inspectors also found deficiencies at Site #6, Raccoon Island, Florida
(2,200 primates) during a 12-9-92 inspection: "Despite specific attention
noted, the old grand cage is in continuous deterioration; stacks of old, stored
rigid'foam'is providing harborage for rodents; and the feeding platforms
are deteriorating. These items should be completely repaired, or completely
removed.... Areas of noncompliance noted today appear to be related to an
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insufficient number of employees." On 3-30-94 and 3-3'L-94, inspectors
reported, "Veterinary care. No records were available to document the
actual treatments for [monkey in cage number] F519.... Singly housed
juveniles require additional envirorunental enrichment. Cages are only
provided perches.... No toys or devices provided.... Numerous water valves
were leaking inside the old feeding stations, creating large puddles of water
underneath these stations. In addition, numerous puddles of green slimy
water are around the entrances to these stations. The primates must pass
through these puddles to gain entrance.... All old woodenfeeders... have an
accumulation of old fecal material and food wastes. These areas require
more frequent cleanings." There were also items uncorrected from the
previous inspection: "The feed shed roof is in disrepair. The roof is water
stained and moldy. The... floors are not steady, and several metal poles have
rusted through."

During an inspection of the Stone Ridge, New York site on 1-18-95
(15,285 guinea pigs,12,11,6 hamsters), the inspector reported: "Many of the
cages in room 84 containing approximately 2000 guinea pigs had not been
sanitized since December 20,1994 and there was a buildup of excreta on the
sides.... Many of the shoe boxes containing breeder hamsters had a buildup
of urine scale onthem. These enclosuresneedtobecleaned more thoroughly
to remove scale."

HAZLETON RESEARCH PRODUCTS, INC. Denver, Pennsylvania.
USDA license #23-8-053 $99n.

With over $65 million in sales, Hazleton is the third largest supplier
of research animals in the United States. Hazleton buys and sells animals
throughout the United States and abroad and maintains facilities in Denver
and Robesonia, Pennsylvania; Cumberland, Virginia; Alice, Texas; and
Kalamazoo, Michigan.

Hazleton sells guinea pigs; rabbits (conventional and specific patho-
gen free); dogs (purebred beagles and purpose-bred mongrels); and pri-
mates (colony-raised rhesus monkeys, crab-eating macaques, and African
green monkey s) . In business y ear 1993 -199 4, Hazleton reporte d selhng 127,
632 animals.lo

Hazleton's major competitor in the primate market is Charles River
,Laboratories. Hazletonsells42percentof its rhesus monkeys to the pharma-
ceutical industry,40 percent to government and academia and the remain-
der to other companies in the health care industry. Hazleton's customers
include Dow Chemical, Eli Lilly,Pfizer, Upjohn, Abbott Laboratories, and
3M.11
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USDA inspectors have reported deficiencies in housing, sanitation
and veterinary care at Hazleton's facilities. During an inspection on 8-24-88
(Cumberland, Virginia site. L0,095 dogs), inspectors reported, "Several
cages had wooden dog houses that were too small for two large mongrel
dogs to rest in comfortably. On 5-L0-89 (Robesonia, Pennsylvania site),
inspectors reported approximately 80 percent of the dogs were overcrowded.
"There is still overcrowding in the shelter boxes used in the wire cages....
Drainage... is an ongoing problem with this facility."

In 1988, Hazleton purchased Laboratory Research Enterprises (LRE),
one of the world's largest breeders of beagles for use in research. When
Hazleton purchased LRE, it assumed the terms of a January \2, 1988 Consent
Decision that stemmed from allegations by USDA that LRE failed to provide
dogs with sufficient space. In the Consent Decision, LRE agreed to "renovate
its existing facilities... so as to provide sufficient space in its primary
enclosures for all dogs... within two years of the effective date of this order."
LRE had not completed the renovations by the time Hazleton took over, and
USDA granted Hazleton an extension, giving the company until 1-12-91 to
come into compliance."

Inspections of the Hazleton-LRE facility revealed chronic non-com-
pliance not only with space requirements but with housing, sanitation and
veterinary care standards:

7-13-89: (8,507 dogs, 24 cats) "The wire mesh on the floors of the
enclosures are wide enough to allow some of the paw to be unsupported.
This is causing, in some cases, severe i.jrry to the interdigital areas of the
paws. The older, heavier dogs are most affected. Approximately 40-50% of
dogs in this age/weight category show signs of foot pathology. The young
puppies cannot walk on the wires normally-many were observed having
one or two legs fallen through and struggling to get back on their feet.... Dust
and hair accumulations were found on most surfaces. Walls, doors, sink
areas, and cabinets were noted to be splashed with hair, excreta, feed &
grime.... Many dogs had been found to be in need of veterinary care that had
not been reported by the animal care staff. More frequent and knowledge-
able observation of animals is in order."

10-26-89: (4,7 46 dogs) "The wire mesh on the bottom of the enclosures
is too wide. Portions of the paws slip through the mesh and become
injured.... Although sanitation of enclosures and rooms is more frequent [it]
is still not being done once every two weeks.... The housekeeping had
improved-but still needs much more time and effort to bring the facility
into compliance. Every room had splashed feces, hair, and food on the walls
and doors."

'1.-\7-90: (8,883 dogs) "Portions of the paws (or with puppies'entire
legs) slip through the wire mesh on the enclosure bottoms and the paws
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become injured.... Some of the buildings... housed too many dogs per
enclosure even though many cages were empty.... The enclosures are not
being sanitized often enough-enclosures shall be sanitized at least once
every 2 weeks."

4-5-90: (3,337 dogs) "Several dogs were noted to have injuries or
symptoms of disease: Dog BB039 with a lesion on left front paw; Dog AYJ29
with a cyst lesion on the right rear paw; Dog DMAKT with a left eye
discharge; Dog DMAKE with a left eye'cherry eye.' And Dog DMBMC with
a bilateral eye discharge.... A very strong odor was noted in Buildings11.,8,
15 and 9. Odors can be minimized by increasing cleaning frequency or
increasing fresh air flow.... The enclosure floor mesh openings are so large
that portions of the paws are unsupported and the area between the toes
becomes injured.... The primary enclosures are notbeing cleaned frequently
enough to meet compliance."

Inspectors also reported deficiencies in veterinary care, housing and
sanitation at Hazleton's other facilities:

5-25-90: Strasburg, Pennsylvania site (1,000 rabbits) "Observed two
moribund rabbits. Caretaker had no means to humanely dispose of these
animals. A method of euthanasia must be established at this site. To be
corrected by May 30,1990."

7-10-90: Cumberland, Virginia site (10,700 dogs) "One cage contain-
ing 3 mongrel dogs was measured. Cage = 3,240 sq. inches. Dogs require
4,184sq.inches.... Enclosures werenoted duringthis inspectionto containan
excessive accumulation of feces and hair."

In a June 2,1992letter to USDA investigator Renee ClavirU Hazleton
president David Valerio stated that the company renovated the old LRE
buildings in 1989 and 1990 with the exception of Building 14, which was
scheduled for re-caging later in1992.13 Despite the renovaiions, inspectors
continued to report deficiencies in housing, sanitation and veterinary care:

1.-9-91.: (7,439 dogs) "The enclosure flooring has a mesh that is too
large for small pups to walk normally without falling through.... Many dogs
were found to be housed in enclosures which provide inadequate space per
dog.... The primary enclosures are not being cleaned and sanitized fre-
quently enough to be in compliance.... The run floors... were noted to be so
slick that several dogs slipped and fell during the inspection. When asked,
the caretaker said that falling injuries had been documented resulting from
the slick flooring.... Bldg. 12... was in the process of being cleaned. Although
the dogs were removed from the enclosure, it was found that they and other
dogs were still getting wet from the hose spray. Adequate measures shall be
taken to protect the animals from being contaminated with waste."

"When filling out health certificates and forms to send dogs inter-
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state, required information was not included, such as adequate descriptions,
driver's license #, USDAregistration and if itwas a sale, trade or donation....
Several dogs were noted to have abnormalities which were not noted on the
medical records of the facility.... A mechanism of direct and frequent
communication is required so that timely information on problems of animal
health is conveyed to the veterinarian."

10-9-9'1,: (1,194 dogs) "The enclosure floors have a mesh that is too
large for the small pups to walk normally without falling through.... Many
dogs were found to be housed in enclosures which provided inadequate
space per dog.... The facility is not cleaning and sanitizing enclosures at least
once every two weeks as per regulations. Urine scale is not being effectively
removed in Buildings3,9, arrd14.... Several dogs were found to have health
problems which had not been found and recorded. Example: Dog IEX 8 RT
eye problem, SR 65-RR limp and head shaking, RT 98 LF non-use of leg....
Building #3,9,L4 had standing water/urine/feces in the troughs."

On the same day, a USDA inspector filed an alleged violation report,
charging Hazleton with nine different violations, including failure to pro-
vide adequate veterinary care (on 10-9-91;'1.-9-97; and 4-5-90); failure to
provide adequate space for dogs (on 10-9-91;'1.-9-9'1.;4-5-90;'1.-17-90; and 10-
26-89), and failure to provide proper sanitation, cleaning and housekeeping
(10 -9 -91, ;'1, -9 -91 ; 4-5 -90 ; 1 -17 -90 ; and 1 0-26-8 9) .

In November, Assistant Northeast Sector Supervisor for Animal
Care Jerry Dienhart requested an investigation into the alleged violations at
the Hazleton-LRE facility. In his memo to John Kinsella of Regulatory
Enforcement, Dr. Dienhart stated, "I am leaning toward a case, pending RE
investigation."la

In Decemb er 1992, Hazleton accepted a stipulation offer from USDA
in resolution of alleged violations cited between 1989 and 1992. Hazleton
paid the $700.00 fine in 1993.

In June 1993, three Hazleton employees contacted People for the
Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) after making unsuccessful reports to
their supervisors aboutabuse of animals atthe Kalamazoofacility. The three
whistleblowers alleged that a lab technician had beatery maimed and killed
rabbits he was responsible for carin gf.or atHazleton.ls Steven Stahr allegedly
beat the rabbits if they scratched or struggled as he packed them for
shipment. One employee stated he had seen Stahr throw rabbits against the
wall and beat them with his fists. 'If one of them scratched him, it was dead,'
the employee said. 'If he was mad at someone, he'd take it out on the
animals."'o

Three bodies of allegedly abused rabbits were taken to veterinarians
in the Kalamazoo area and Michigan State University (MSU) to determine
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the causes of death. The MSU necropsy revealed the force of the blows
sustained by one rabbit was so massive that the animal's liver had been
" ftactated,.'i17

On August 3L, PETA sent an 11-page letter of complaint to USDA,
citing 25 alleged violations of the Animal Welfare Act. The alleged violations
included causing trauma or unnecessary discomfort to animals, physical
abuse in handling and not euthanizing diseased and/or injured animals
who were beyond treatment. After interviewing Hazleton employees and
obtaining documentation of several instances of abuse, the Kalamazoo
County sheriff charged both Stahr and Hazleton with violating Michigan s
anti-cruelty law.'o

On June 9,1994, Stahr pleaded no contest to the cruelty charges. He
was fined $1,350, sentenced to two years of probation and ordered to seek
counseling for his "violence and anger." His sentence also consisted of 250
hours of community service. Stahr was further barred from working or
volunteering in positions involving contact with animals. In exchange for
Stahr's no contest plea, the Kalamazoo County Prosecutor's Office dropped
the charges against Hazleton. According to a deposition filed by Stahr,
Hazleton fired him the day before he was sentenced but gave him 910,000,
provided him with three months of health insurance and paid his legal fees.
Stahr claimed he had planned to plead not guilty until Hazleton offered him
the money.le

During an inspection of Hazleton's Denver, Pennsylvania site on 11-
1,4-94, the inspector reported: "During inspection employee in room #2 of
guinea pig area was noted to be tossing guinea pigs .... Animals shall not be
handled in a manner that causes trauma, stress, harm or unnecessary
discomfort."

USDA filed a complaint against Hazleton in June 1995, alleging that
the company's employees handled animals in a manner that caused trauma,
behavioral stress, physical harm and unnecessary discomfort. The com-
plaint also charged Hazleton with failure to provide veterinary care to
animals in need of care; failure to construct and maintain primary enclosures
for animals so as to provide sufficient space to allow each animal to make
normal postural adjustments; failure to keep food receptacles for animals
clean and sanitized; failure to keep primary enclosures for dogs clean and
sanitized; and failure to construct primary enclosures for dogs so that the
opening in the wires of the cages prevented the dogs' legs from passing
through. On November 8,1995, Hazleton signed a consent decision and
order agreeing to pay a $25,000 fine and to cease and desist from violating the
Animal Welfare Act.
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WRIGLEY, GLEN G. Wa BUCKSHIRE CORPORATION. Perkasie,
Pennsylvania. USDA license #23-8402 $99n.

Owned by Glen Wrigley and his wife Sharon Hursh, Buckshire
Corporation was first licensed by USDA in1967 as a Class A dealer. Now a
Class B dealer, the company is a major supplier of animals used in research.
In 1986, Buckshire signed a consent decision and order agreeing to pay a $450
penalty in settlement of USDA's charge that it had violated the Animal
Welfare Act. Buckshire signed a second consent decision and order in1994,
agreeing to pay a $2,000 penalty in settlement of charges filed by USDA in
a1993 complaint. USDA filed another complaint against Buckshire in1996.
A hearing on the charges included in that complaint is still pending.

Buckshire operates three sites in Pennsylvania: the Lab Rab rabbit
breeding facility in Westfield, the Hemlock holding facility at Columbia
Crossroad, and the Perkasie facility. A fourth site is located in Miami,
Florida.

The company markets dogs (beagles and purpose-bred mongrels),
advertising its " Buckshire mongrels" as having short hair and a " large chest"
and notes that all mongrel puppies are"tall docked at three days of age."
Buckshire also sells pigs (miniature and domestic swine), primates (im-
ported and colony-raised rhesus macaques, marmosets and chimpanzees);
sheep, goats and cats. Rabbits, however, are their top-selling animals.

In1989, Buckshire had a 9.0 percent share of the rabbit market;14.5
percent of the cat market; 9.0 percent of the colony-raised rhesus monkey
marke| 8.0 percent of the imported primate marke| 32.0 percent of minia-
ture pig and 2.5 percent of domestic pig market. ln 1987, Buckshire sold
21,,7 g4 inimals, grossing $1 i044,17 6.20

Buckshire's customers have included Alcon Laboratories, Humana
Hospital and Lackland Air Force Base (Texas); Amira, Harvard Medical
School, Massachusetts Eye and Ear Infirmary, Massachusetts General Hos-
pital, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Tufts Medical Center and
the Veterans Administration Medical Center (Massachusetts); the Univer-
sity of Maryland in Baltimore; Boys Town National Research Hospital
(Nebraska); Eli Lilly (Indiana), the University of California at San Francisco
and SRI International (California); Yale University and the University of
Connecticut (Connecticut); Bush Boake Allen, Quest International, Schering-
Plough Research Institute and Dragsco (New Jersey); Dartmouth Medical
School (New Hampshire); Rockefeller University (New York); Allegheny
General Hospital, Biosearch, Thomas Jefferson University and the Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh (Pennsylvania); SC ]ohnson Wax (Wisconsin); Louisiana
State Medical Center; the University of Alabama and the Schepens Eye
Research Institute.
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Buckshire also does business with licensed Class B dealer Mary
Ulrich of Cheri-Hill Kennel in Michigan.2l

Inspection reports show chronically substandard conditions and
numerous deficiencies at Buckshfue's facilities, including untreated, sick
andf or injured cats and dogs; incompatible pairing of animals; overcrowd-
ing and lack of protection from rain, wind and sun.

During a 1-15-85 inspection of the Perkasie facility, inspectors re-
ported, "Several primary enclosures were observed in the puppy areas
which do not have sufficient space for the dogs housed in them."

On7-2-85 at the Hemlock Creek Farm site, lack of shelter from the
elements was cited as a major deficiency: "Whelping area-there is no
adequate way of controlling the temperature in this building.... These
housing facilities provide very little if *y shade from direct sunlight.
Majority of these housing facilities are out in the yards with no means of
shade-artificial or natural.... Back kennel-this will become a problem
during the fall and winter months. These kennels are open in the front with
no shelter from the cold wind and rain." Buckshire stated it would stop using
this area after 8/24/86.

On 5-22-85, the inspector noted: "25 rabbits are in cages lacking
sufficient space; 6 lb. rabbits are in cage with space L80 square inches; 10lb-.
rabbits are in cage with 288 square inches instead of 540 square inches."
Insufficient space for 25 large rabbits was cited again on the s-24-Bsinspec-
tion. Atits "LabRab" facility, on9-30-85,thereportcited "21 rabbitsdeficient
in space by 108 inches."

In L986, Buckshire paid a $450 civil penalty without admitting or
denying usDA allegations that it provided substandard, poorly ventilaied,
unsanitary housing for approximately 219 dogs held at its Hemlock Creek
Farm in Pennsylvania between February 27,1985 and April 25,1985.

subsequent inspections revealed continuing deficiencies in housing,
veterinary care and sanitation:

3-18-85: (500 dogs) "Dogs housed in outdoor runs need additional
shelter to protect them from cold weather";6-17-86: "Dogs housed in
outdoor areas will need additional shelter to protect them fromcold weather
when cold weather retums"; 6-9-87: "Puppy IXA3 observed to be weak and
dehydrated. This pup should be moved to another kerurel (isolated) and
treated arrd/ or euthanized.' on the next inspection of 't-6-88, it was noted
that the puppy had died at a clinic fotlowing treatment.

OnL2-20-88, inspectors discovered three dogs in need of veterinary
care, including a beagle with "severe corneal ulcers in both eyes," a dog with
conjunctivitis in one eye, and a white lab with bleeding from the ear "due to
trauma inflicted by another dog!' "A bitch currently delivering a litter has
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3 wounds on the upper left leg.... L wound is open and raw."

The inspectors also cited gross fecal contamination of dogs and their
surroundings: "Feeder without lid has feces in it.... The dogs in many of the
runs have feces all over them because the feces are hosed out of the runs and
the dogs dance in the residue. The runs are not squeegeed and remain wet
hours after cleaning."

On 12-28-88, inspectors reported, "Many of the water dishes have

feces in them and the dogs are drinking the water."

During a 3-22-90 inspection of Buckshire's Hemlock Creek Farm,
inspectors noted, "Presently several [drains] are plugged and waste from
food and the animals is running out on toP of the gtound." In barn 2, several
dogcageswere overcrowded; all the adult dogswere housed incageswhich
were only two-thirds of regulation size. In the whelping barn, several cages

with broicen floor supports allowed PuPPies to escape and become caught
between the floor and cage door.

A4-24-90 inspection of Buckshire's Miami primate facility revealed
noncompliance with housing regulations: "At least 3 large adult macaques

were in lab type cages that were too small for the comfort of these individu-
als.... Many animals are now housed in several rows of steel... cages.... The
rows of singlecages extend allwaytothe edge of theopen-endedbarn. Thus,

animals in the end cages would not be properly sheltered from blowing
rain."

On 5-19-92, inspectors reported numerous deficiencies in housing
and veterinary care at the Perkasie facility (221, dogs,275 cats, 800 rabbits, 259

primates). Primates sifuated in four rooms were "in need of dental care,

iartar build-up on teeth. Attending veterinarian should develop dental care

program within current program of veterinary care.... Primates in rooms A-
i,Cige25 appeared withdrawry depressed" with evidence of "hair loss due
to overgrooming.... Primate plan should address steps taken to enrich
environment of particular species, by providing noninjurious species-typi-

cal activities and documenting process.... In Rm. 8-26, primary enclosures
housing 3 cats had resting surface... only allowing 2 cats to rest comfort-
ably.... Observed 2 queens without resting surface in primary enclosure [in
r*. n-2r1. Each cat over weaning age must be provided a resting board."

Inspectors reported continuing deficiencies in veterinary care at the

Perkasie site during a L-26-93 inspection: "4 kittens in Runs 13,10 and 9
showing signs of an upper respiratory conditiorL such as labored breathing,
crusty eyes, and runny noses. Presently animals are receiving airborne
treatment, but affected animals are not isolated from the rest of the colony....

Primate medical records need to clarify what type treatments, observations

made pertaining to psychological wellbeing, and clearly document what's
actually being done. Mechanisms must be in place to accurately [report]
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problems of animal health, behavior and general wellbeing to attending
veterinarian."

In Novemb er 1993, USDA charged Buckshire with violating several
sections of the Animal Welfare Act between January and August 1992.

Alleged violations included failure to provide adequate veterinary care;
failure to provide uncontaminated and accessible food; failure to provide
regular and frequent food and animal waste disposal; failure to maintain a

prescribed level of husbandry; failure to maintain a dog exercise Program;
failure to provide sufficient space and failure to control Pests. On March 25,

l99L,Buckshire signed aconsent decisionand order agreeingto Pay a$2,000

fine and to cease and desist from violating the Animal Welfare Act.

In April 1996,IJSDA filed another complaint against Buckshire,
charging the company with failure to maintain complete records showing
the acquisition and disposition of animals; failure to individually identify
cats; failure to provide adequate veterinary care; failure to provide for the
regular and frequent collection, removal and disposal of animal and food
wastes; failure to provide sufficient lighting in indoor housing facilities for
nonhuman primates; failure to maintain strucfurally sound primary enclo-
sures for cats; failure to construct and maintain primary enclosures for cats

so as to provide sufficient space; failure to keep water receptacles for dogs
clean and sanitized; failure to keep the premises in good rePair and clean and
free of trash and waste; failure to provide dogs in outdoor facilities with
adequate protection from the elements; and failure to adequately ventilate
facility for nonhuman primates to provide for the health and comfort of the
animals at all times. A hearing on the charges is still pending.
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Chapter 7

Class B Dealers Who Haae Lost
or Relinquished their Licenses

ADKINS, LEONA J. (ADKINS KENNEL). Caldwell, Ohio. USDA
license #31-8-020 (last licensed in 1996).

Adkins supplied dogs to Class B dealerAndy Ball and had anannual
volume of 500 dogs, according to USDA's 1994 report on annual sales of
Class B dealers. USDA inspections revealed deficiencies in housing, sanita-
tion, veterinary care, recordkeeping and adherence to holding period re-
quirements at Adkins's facility:

7-9-91,: (39 dogs) "The dogs are not kept 10 days excluding day of
acquisition and the day of disposition."

8-14-9L: (46 dogs listed, 41 dogs on site) "Tether dog #128 had food
container that was unprotected from rain. Tether dog nos. 121 and 62had
unprotected food containers. One container was a used paint roller pan
(bent) and the other was a hubcap. These are not appropriate food containers
for dogs.... Tethered dogs' water receptacle were rusted coffee cans. This
cannot be properly sanitized. Tethered dogs L28 and 62 had no water. At the
request of the inspector, water was provided and these dogs drank vigor-
ously.... Need to have complete records on all dogs. The following dogs #55,
73, 209, 212 and 113 records of disposition were missing.... Dealers must
develop, document and follow an appropriate plan to provide dogs with the
opportunity for exercise" (underlined in original).

4-'L-92: (14 dogs) "No supplemental heat was provided inside the
sheltered kennel. Inside temperature was 45oF and outside temperature was
40'F. Additional supplemenial heating must be provided when temperature
goes below 45"F.'Nbncompliant items uncorrected from previoui inspec-
tion: "Dog #473 which arrived on1.-23-92 did not have a record of disposi-
tion.... There is no written plan provided for exercise. This plan has not been
written and approved by the attending veterinarian."

1-28-93: (29 dogs) "Underneath all pens (1-16) there is excessive fecal
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buildup.... Pen 2 had fecal material in nestbox shavings."

1.-13-94: (23 dogs) No Program of Veterinary Care was found on
inspection. Other deficiencies were noted: "All water receptacles have
excessive rust... and have not been maintained.... The amount of rust is
excessive and must be repaired for all enclosures.... No supplemental heat
was provided inside sheltered kennels. Inside temperature takenby inspec-
tor was 37" F. Outside temp is 32"F.... Water receptacles do not contain
potable water. Two water receptacles were felt by hand and had thick scum,
black and brownish in color. Water is very murky and tinged grey with
particles of food.... There are numerous fresh rodent tracks in the snow with
many fresh rodent trails worn slick from activity around the end of facility
and numerous large rodent holes surround this building.... More aggressive
rodent control is needed.... Acquisition records from Dogtown pound and
dealer disposition records do not contain adequate identification records for
each dog."

Noncompliant items not corrected from the previous inspection:
"Pens 1-16 have excessive feces buildup. Uncorrected. Pound certificates do
not identify do gs by color and type or distinguishing marks.... There was one
blue tick cross with Aussie and no description of dog. This dog was not
reidentified by Adkins Kennel before being sold."

2-\7-94: (23 dogs) "Program of veterinary care is incomplete and
lacks the emergency veterinarian's address and emergency telephone num-
ber.. .. One dog #1320 has right front leg injury and tendons are expos ed (3 /
4 of limb). Dog is to be euthanized by emergency vet.... Daily observations
of all dogs must be done.... No record of this injury in file and no treatments."

Documentation of dogs acquired frompoundswas insufficient inmany
respects. "Pound certificates lack address of Noble County pound [and] lack
address of Adkins Kennel and signature of dealer (Mrs. Adkins).... [Also] lack
complete description of 'cur'. There is no color and distinct markings or scars if
present. Markings mustindicate rightorleft side of animal.... Pound certificates
lack age of dog as accurate as possible. .. . Pound certificate must have statement
that dog might be used for research or education."

3-15-94: (25 dogs) "Pound certificates lack address of Noble Co.
Pound.... Pound certificates lack address and USDA no. and signature of
dealer Andy Ball... [and] Statement that dog will be used for research."

5-9-95: (30 dogs) " (1) Dog #22055 has mucous thickened in eyes. (2)
Dog #22045 has thick mucous in both eyes and has a dry-rasp cough
indicating some respiratory problems. (3) Dog #22009 has pale mucous
membranes with greyish tinge. Skin turgor indicates dehydration. Dog is
weak, very thin and has gaunt look and unstable gait from weakness....
These dogs need evaluation by dealer and attending veterinarian.... There is
no reporting system in place for sick animals to be discussed with attending
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veterinarian. There are no veterinary medical records kept for sick or ill
animals."

'1.-2-96: (23 dogs) "Pen'I..6 has excessive piles of feces in outdoor floor
screen area.... Pens 5, 5 and 8 also have inside shelter compartment with
excessive feces in floor area. It is so excessive that dogs must walk in feces to
come to drink or eat from food receptacle.... Primary enclosures of pen L6,

pen5, and 8 have excessive fecal buildup.... Pens 5,6,8 and 16 have outdoor
and indoor area of shelter with excessive feces accumulation. All feces must
be removed daily. This has not been done."

ln\996, Adkins requested USDA to terminate her license.

BARNFIELD, BRUCE (BAR WAN FARMS). Iberia, Missouri. USDA
license #43-8-060 (last licensed in 1993).

The Barnfield family held both a Class A and a Class B license for
three decades. Bruce Barnfield was formerly listed with his parents, Lester
and Wanda Barnfield, as a co-owner under their Class A license (#43-A-51n.
Both "A" arrd'B" licensed sites were located on the same premises. In 1990,

USDA charged Barnfield with violating the Animal Welfare Act and sus-
pended his Class B license for one year.

Barnfield reported on his 1985 USDA annual report that he grossed
$101,000fromthe sale of 550 animals. Hiscustomers included Monsanto,3M
Corporation, Searle Pharmaceuticals, Wyeth-Ayerst, Medtronic, Merrell
Dow, American Critical Care and the University of Iowa.' Barnfield bought
dogs at the Rutledge, Missouri auction. USDA's 1990 Midwest Stolen Dog
Task Force cited Barnfield for keeping inadequate records and recording
false or fictitious names and vehicle identification numbers for his suppliers.
Investigators discovered that Class B dealer Henry Lee Cooper (C and C
Kennels, Wewoka, Oklahoma,license #73-B-130) sold six dogs to Barnfield
in 1990 even though he was unlicensed at the time.

During a prelicensing inspection (prior to transfer of Wanda
Bamfield's Class B license to Bruce) on 10-29-85, inspectors reported: "Need
better waste removal system than just covering fecal material with gravel....
No individual identification on any dog or cat on premises.... No record on
any dog or cat present.... Many of the dogs were wet and shivering and no
bedding was present in the shelter. The temperature was 45 degrees Fahren-
heit and dropping."

In L985, Lester and Wanda Barnfield consented to an administrative
law judge's order to pay a $15,000 civil penalty. USDA had charged the
Barnfields with selling dogs without a proper license and failing to file the
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required reports on their volume of business.

Subsequent inspections revealed continuing deficiencies in veteri-
nary care, housing and sanitation:

6-22-87: (505 dogs) "Veterinary care: One dog is lying prostrate and
the owner says it is having a reaction to a worm shot.... All the primary
enclosures are of older, hutch-type outdoor construction using wood and
wire. There are 400 in use at this time. About 30 percent need work done on
frames, wire flooring, or roofing at this time.... Water bowls dirty and need
cleaning.... There is not sufficient space for some of the dogs to maintain
normal postural positions. About 20 dogs could not stand straight legged
without their backs touching the tops of the cages.... There were about 20
larger dogs that had sore feet from standing on a wire bottom cage.... Records
did not have name and address of seller."

8-19-87: (555 dogs) "There is not sufficient space for some of the dogs
to maintain normal postural position. Dogs could not stand straighl legged
without their backs touching the top of the cages. Many of the pens have
excess waste under them causing unsanitary buildup.... Dogs that had sore
feet from standing on a wire bottom cage... Feed pans were dirty and rust5/."

9-24-87: (455 dogs, 85 puppies) "Several of the pens (about 20% of
over 400) still have an excess waste under them, causing unsanitary buildup...
Pans either dirty or rusty and need cleaning or replacement." Among other
uncorrected deficiencies, USDA noted "eight individual dogs who could not
stand normally and 23 other pens where the dogs were too tall for their
enclosures." Inspectors noted that transportation enclosures were too small
for the dogs: "With dogs as high as 35" the postural movement requirements
cannot be met if they are shipped in the available enclosures which measure
19" higt:.and23" high in the vehicles seen."

1-28-88: "Continual violation of space [requirements] with too tall
dogs in too short of kennel.... Continual violations in record keeping....
Records did not match the dogs in the pen or USDA tag number in 3 out of
4 dogs sampled by Dr. Allen."

3-7-90: "When buying from licensed dealers, be sure to write seller's
license or registration number on records. If seller is not licensed under the
[Animal Welfare] Act, the vehicle license number and state, and the driver's
license number and state of seller must be recorded on your records. Also be
sure to put the year of dates recorded on your records. To be corrected
immediately and on all future purchases."

USDA filed a complaint against Barnfield onJune 29,1990, charging
him with failing to maintain housing facilities for dogs in a structurally
sound condition and in good repair; failing to make provisions for the
removal and disposal of animal wastes; failing to provide dogs kept out-
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doors with shelter from rain or snow; failing to provide sufficient space for
dogs in primary enclosures; failing to keep food and water receptacles clean
and sanitized; failing to keep premises cleary failing to individually identify
animals; and failing to maintain records of the acquisition, dispositiory
description and identification of animals, as required. On March 29, \99L,
Barnfield signed aconsent decisionand order suspendinghis Class B license
for one year.

Throughou t 1992 arrd 1993, inspectors continued to document defi
ciencies in recordkeeping and housing:

5-7-92: (81 dogs) "A1l outdoor hutch type enclosures housing dogs
need a front wall added to the dog box.... 3 water buckets... have been chewed
and have jagged edges and sharp edges. These buckets need replacing....
Owner needs a new written program for veterinary care. Correct by 5-7 -92.. ..

Dog #4025 was in a pen that did not allow enough height for the dog to stand
in a normal manner."

1.-13-93: (77 dogs) "Several dogs are not tagged. Tags need to be placed
on the animals.4month and 9-month old puppies also need to be identified....
hrventory of dogs and cats forms - Several individuals that dogswere obtained
from do not have complete addresses given. Complete addresses, drivers
license and license plate numbers need to be recorded"; G9-93: (12 dogs)
"Several cages need repair, i.e., chewed front of dog houses.... Several cages
need accumulation of waste underneath pens removed."

USDAterminated Barnfield's license inL994 after he failed to submit
a renewal application and pay the required license fee.

BEISE, GARY M. (BEISE KENNELS). ]ordan, Minnesota. USDA
license #41-8-142 (last licensed in 1994).

At one time, both Delores and Melvin Beise held Class B licenses.
They operated two sites-one in Hastings, Minnesota and the other in
Jordan. Their son, Gary, became sole licensee in L988. Beise sold between 700
and 900 animals a year.

In the 1960s, advertisements for Beise Kennels stated: "Don't dump
your dogs or cats off on highways. Bring them to Beise Kennels,^Hastings. No
charge. They have feelings, too. We find new homes forthem."'The fact that
the Beises sold animals for research was not mentioned.

Dorothy Dyce, laboratory animal specialist with the Animal Welfare
Institute, visited Beise Kennels (Hastings site)inJuly of 1965. "Conditions
here onmy visit in summer of 1965 were equally as bad as they are inJordan
Kennel," wrote Dyce. "Both kennels are run by the same family. Both sell to



L56. TnrANnaelDueluns

University of Minnesota." Dyce also visited the |ordan site: "On visit to this
dealer in ]anuary of this year found puppies and other animals housed in
unheated building. The temperature was 18 below zero the night before.
Water in their water dishes was frozen solid."

InFebruary 1989 anAPHIS veterinary inspector received a letterfrom
an individual who visited Beise Kennels and was distressed by the seemingly
poor condition of the dogs and allegedly suspiciors business practices:

On17 February 1989 four adults went to Beise Kennel and
were refused admittance to the barn-Gary said "My inspector told
me not to admit anybody".... They asked to adopt some animals so
three dogs were presented; white shep cross, Bernese mountain dog
& shep-Lab. cross - from which [Gary] removed the U.S.D.A. Tags....
He charged.... Gave no receipt for their cash payment.... While there
the animals in bam were fighting violently-screams, whining. All
such noises as accompany an animal fight.

Someone in the group saw a young Collie and asked to buy her. Beise
told them to come back on February 21, but when they returned, Beise
refused to give the dog up. "He said she was sick," the letter stated. "He
admitted she was hurt in afight." The writer claimed the dog had puncture
wounds on her head and bleeding eyes and nose. According to the letter,
Beise again refused to give her up several days later, claiming her wounds
had not healed.'

During an inspection of Beise Kennels on12-26-89 (16 dogs listed, 57
dogs on site, 8 cats listed, 10'cats on site), inspectors reported: "There were
4 pups in single cages. These animals are overcrowded. Animals should be
moved to larger quarters or separated and placed into individual cages...
Cat litter boxes needed to be cleaned.... Some puppies did not have identi-
fication on their necks but on the cages.... There are dogs in the kennel not
listed on the records."

On November 11-,1990, USDA received a phone call from a veteri-
nary technician who had gone to Beise's kennels to purchase a dog:

[The caller] Went to purchase dog. Red bone coon hound. 8
months old. 20 lbs., no muscle control-couldn t stand up.... Told
that the dog was underweight because he was in a pen with many
dogs and didn't get enough food. Caller said he offered to take the
dog and put it out of its misery. Was told the research people would
be there on Thursday and take the dog and pay [amount not dis-
closedl for it.

On 3-7-9'1,, more than one year after USDA had last visited Beise
Kennels, inspectors noted: "Noncompliant regulations that were identified
on last inspection, but unable to determine if corrected this inspection....
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Records not available for review.... South side far west run has sheet metal
pulled away from wall exposing jagged edges.... All dog runs had areas of
peeling paint or areas of scratched or chewed paint causing a surface which
is not impervious to moisfure."

On ]une 13, USDA's Richard Watkins filed an alleged violation
report against Beise, charging him with failure to maintain premises free of
debris and failure to maintain surfaces that were impervious to moisture. On
the first page of the report Watkins wrote: "Mr. Beise has comPletely redone
the outside of the building and is now working on the inside. HaU of the
kennels (west side) have just been repainted. I would like to go with only a
warning letter and check back in 60-90 days."

In a September L9, 1991 letter to Beise, Dr. Jerry Diemer, USDA
Supervisor for Animal Care, wrote: "On the last USDA inspection of your
facility conducted June L3, 1991.... there were several noncompliant items
documented which also appeared on the previous inspection of December
26,1989 and March 7,199'1,.'Diemer went on to state that current USDA
policy was "to encourage compliance through education and cooperation
rather than legal action" and that no further action would be taken at that
time in reference to the apparent violations. Diemer warned Beise that "if
similar problems are documented on subsequent inspectiors; we will be
forced to take appropriate legal action against you."

During an inspection on July 15, 1992, t!"lre inspector documented
additional deficiencies: "Dog runs on north side of kennels have areas of
scratched and peeling paint.... Excreta should be removed underneath cages

as often as necessary to prevent accumulation of waste.... The litter pan
under the end cat cage had an excess of feces and hair.... Several cats did not
have ID tags on collars around their necks and were not tattooed."

Dr. Diemer sent Beise another warning letter on April23 ,7993, again
citing failure to maintain surfaces that were impervious to moisture and
again stating that no further action would be taken on account of USDA's
policy "to encourage compliance through education and cooperation rather
than legal action."

USDA terminated Beise's license in 1995 after he failed to submit a

renewal application and pay the required license fee.

CLAXON RON (TRI-STATE BIOMEDICAL). Garrison, Kentucky.
USDA license #61-B-110 (last licensed in 1995).

C1axon sold approximately 1000 animals a year to research facilities
and other Class B dealers, including LBL Kennels (Indiana), South ]ersey
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Biological Farm (Pennsylvania), Meridia Huron Hospital (Ohio), Mt. Sinai
Medical Center (Ohio) and Ohio State University. In 1993, Claxon paid a $500
stipulation fine after USDA charged him with violating the Animal Welfare
Act. USDA inspection reports revealed Claxon's chronic noncompliance
with recordkeeping, sanitation and veterinary care regulations.

On 1-11-91, just a few months after Claxon first became licensed as a
dealer, an APHIS inspector reported: "A) USDA tags are not being used in
numerical order. B) Drivers license number and vehicle tag numbers were
not obtained. C) Form 18-5 not completed - needs to include buyer's name,
address and license number. D) Dog # USDA tag427 was not recorded in
records.... All transport primary enclosures need to allow for normal pos-
tural adjustments. Health certificates required for interstate movement." On
2-6-9'J,, the inspector, accompanied by Regulatory Enforcement investigator
Mike Nottingham, took photographs of Claxon's premises and made pho-
tocopies of his records. On his inspection report, the inspector noted,
"Records-some names are not accompanied with vehicle tag number.
Licensee should not buy dog until full information can be obtained. Holding
period-some records were without acquisition date."

The inspector submitted an alleged violation report on 2-25-9L.
Noting he had given Claxon explicit instructions on recordkeeping require-
ments (even leaving filled-out forms for him to use as models) during the
final prelicensing inspection of 1'J.-6-90, the inspector stated Claxon was not
providing complete information on dog acquisition and disposition records:

I took the time again to explain the importance of accurate
recordkeeping to Ron Claxon. The week preceding my last inspec-
tion of 2-5-91,I received numerous public and licensee complaints
concerning Ron Claxon's Trade Day activities, transporting meth-
ods, and health certificates. This prompted my inspection on2-5-9'1..
Records were again noted as deficient, and we xeroxed all records
fuom12-21.-90 through 2-5-91.. I became suspicious that the acquisi-
tion records were fabricated. I mailed official letters to L7 people Ron
Claxonhad obtained dogsfromas recorded onhis 18-5s. To this date,
I have received 5 back stamped "insufficient address" or "no such
address."s

Soon after the inspector filed his report, USDA requested a formal
investigation of Claxon. InJune, investigator Nottingham sent a report of his
findings to Dr. Richard Overton: "It appears Mr. Claxon used fraudulent
names and addresses on official documents VS Form (18-5), which is in
violation of the AnimalWelfare Act."6 Attached to the reportwere affidavits
of two of the five listed suppliers whose envelopes were returned to the
inspector. They both confirmed their sales of puppies to Claxon. In his own
affidavit, Claxon attributed his poor recordkeeping to lack of time. "In my
haste of purchasing dogs, I failed to get some of the information," he stated.



Cuss B DraLsRs Wno Havs Losr on RurNousrmo Tmn Lrceuses . 159

"I was shown the 5 returned envelopes marked insufficient address. I know
all these people and did buy dogs from them. I will try to get the correct
address of the 5 people."'

On7-8-9'l-, USDA sent Claxon an Official Notification and Warning
for his "failure to make, keep and maintain records or forms which fully and
correctly disclose information as required" by federal regulation for the
period between 1-1-90 and 2-2-9'1,.

During an inspection of Claxon's facility on 10-L-91, the inspector
reported: "Records show licensee shipped 41 dogs at one time, yet only 8
transport cages were inspected. I have serious doubts that 4L dogs can be
transported and hold to minimum space requirements.... Acquisition of
dogs and cats form not complete. Many dogs sold but not recorded as such.
Records show many more dogs on premises than were present....
Noncompliant standards addressedT-9-9'J, and still not corrected: Acquisi-
tion records were missing city, state, and zip codes for some sellers and
missing zip codes on others. On form L8-6, buyer's or receiver's license
numbers not recorded."

On 2-20-92, the inspector noted: "Licensee feeding raw human
garbage along with regular pelleted feed.... Four living dogs and one dead
dog with no identification or tag.... Holding period not met with dogs 1738,
1.692,'1,593,'1,694. Also, bottom portions of 18-5 Disposition Forms not filled
out.... L8 dogs in facility-28 on record- [Form] 18-6 does not match inven-
tory....One dead dog found on premises. All dogs need proper vet care or
humane euthanasia.... Licensee not home when called during business
hours. Licensee must allow full inspection."

On 6-3-92, the inspector reported: "Excessive feces accumulation
underneath wire cages.... Form 7006 Disposition of dogs is not completely
filled out. Some are missing buyer's USDA # and some have boxes 9-13 left
blank.... Also number of dogs listed on form 7006 does not match number of
dogs on health certificates.... Noncompliant standards found on2-20-92 and
still not corrected this date.... Dogs on premises are not receiving adequate
veterinary care. Dogs #2001,, 21,43, 2239, 2197 and 222'1, need immediate
veterinary care.... Also number of dogs listed on L8-5 (35) does not match
number of dogs inspected."

Inspectors filed four separate alleged violation reports against Claxon
on6-3-92,citingfailureto provide healthcertificatesfor animals shipped out
of state; failure to provide adequate veterinary care and veterinary care
records; and failure to hold dogs the required length of time. On6-18-92, an
inspector sent Richard Overton copies of the alleged violation reports
regarding Claxon's health certificate violations. "Ron Claxon already has
received a [warning notice] since he was issued a license in November 1990,"
wrote the inspector in a memo to Overton. "[Inspection reports] show
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disregard for accurate interstate health certificates and adequate veterinary
care. There are sixteen documented violations of interstate health certifi-
cates, one count of holding period and one count of access [to] property and
records.... I recommend a stipulation based on a cumulative addition of all
counts."8

Dr. Walker requested a full investigation of Claxon on June 25.

Investigator Nottingham sought information on Claxon's shipment of dogs
into Indiana, Ohio and Perursylvania from investigators Kent Permentier
(IN), Don Castner (OH) and William Swartz (PA). In his requests for
information, Nottinghamnoted there had been reports that animals coming
from Claxon's facility were not accompanied by health certificates and that
some of the animals were in poor condition.'Nottingham asked the inves-
tigators to obtain affidavits from Claxon's customers, including LBL Ken-
nels in Indiana, Mt. Sinai Medical Center in Cleveland and Gregory Fedechko
of South Jersey Biological Farm in Pennsylvania.

In his signed affidavit, Mark D. Lynch of LBL Kennels stated that of
101 dogs sold to him by Claxon during a four month period, 28 had not been
accompanied by health certificates.'o Gregory Fedechko signed an affidavit
stating: " At times the identification listed in the APHIS form 7006 or VS Form
L8-6 does not correspond with the identification listed on the health certifi-

. tll
cates.

In his own affidavit, Claxon explained that the reason some of the
dogs he transported lacked health certificates was that after taking a group
of dogs to his veterinarian to obtain the certificates he occasionally returne4
home and loaded more dogs onto his truckbefore driving across state lines."

An inspector filed another alleged violation report on7-15-92. "Sur-
faces were found dirty and in need of maintenance," he wrote. "[Inspection
report] dated 6-3-92 gives correction date of June 27 ,1992. As of 7 -1,4-92, tlis
was not done.... On [inspection report] dated 6-3-92, it states dogs must
receive adequate vet care, and treatment records and record of euthanasia
must be made available to the USDA vet. Three dogs had died on licensee's
premises between 6-3-92 and 7 -11.-92."

On September 9, investigator Nottingham sent Dr. Walker a com-
plete report of his investigatiory in which he stated:

It appears that Mr. Claxon has continuously violated the
Animal Welfare Act. Mr. Claxon was issued a VS Form 3-50 ]uly 8,

1991,for failure to make, keep and maintain records or forms which
fully [and] correctly disclose information as required by Part 2.75.

Since the issuance of the VS Form 3-60 Mr. Claxon has shown total
disregard [for] the Animal Welfare Act in the fact that he has
continued to violate the regulations.... Mr. Claxon has violated the
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holding period for the dogs, has had inadequate veterinary care/

inadequate recordkeePing, inadequate identification [and] missing
and improper health certificates.

In an October 19 letter, USDA charged Claxon with the violations
Nottingham listed in his report and failure to properly clean and sanitize
primary enclosures. Claxon waived a hearing on the charges and agreed to
pay a $600 stipulation fine to settle the case. Claxon paid the fine, and USDA
renewed his Class B license in November.

Inspectors continued to document deficiencies at Claxon's facility:

1,-12-93: "Licensee was called during regular business hours to meet
at facitity-no response.... Dr. Richard Overton accompanied me on this
attempted inspection.... Both dog pens, holding L1 dogs, had no food. Feed

bins were upside down and dirty.... Both dog pens... had no water. Water
buckets were tipped over and water pans were empty.... Numerous piles of
feces littered the dirt floors of both pens, far in excess of proper sanitation."

L-13-93: "All dogs still without feed. Feed buckets are still upside
down in enc1osure.... All dogs still without water. Dr. Overton offered to
water the dogs-they exhibited thirsty behavior by gulping water and
competing for space around the bucket.... Dogs had dug holes in dirt floor
and were attempting to drink from rain accumulation. . . . Dr. Richard Overton
accompanied me on inspection and took photographs of the above
noncompliant items.... Large accumulation of fecal piles still on dirt floor of
dog pens."

2-24-93: "Since Mr. Claxon's facility is not at his home address, our
arangements havebeento call himfromGarrison, KY, thenmeethim athis
facility.... Mr. Claxon s phone has been disconnected and we have no way to
reach him to conduct an inspection."

6-17-93: (41 dogs) "Document by new attending vet Kelly Carver not
on file or in records.... Fly problem exists around dogs and Pens.... Piles of
debris around pens #13-16 due to storm damage.... Identification. One
coonhound in pen #13 does not have tag. One terrier-cross dog in pen #14

does not have tag." Uncorrected items from last inspection: "Acquisition
sheets show 45 dogs on premises, but only 41 were present.... USDA has only
inspected one transport truck, and it would not hold numbers of animals that
licensee is shipping - 30 on 5-12-93, 34 on 4-21'-93, 50 on 3 -\2-93, 43 on 3-10-

93,47 on'1.-23-93,33 on4-28-93,42on10-20-92,52on1,-30-92....Dog#3422in
cage #2 has matted eyes and coughing. Records show one treatment of
streptocillin on 5-24-93-incomplete and inadequate. Current Vet Care

Progtam not on file.... Cats sold to Mt. Sinai Hospital, but no vet care records
and no cat housing facilities on premises. Access to all records - did not have
access to vet care forms and dog exercise program."
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On April 11,1995, USDA filed a complaint against Claxory charging
him with failure to: individually identify dogs; maintain complete recordi
showing the acquisitiory disposition and identification of animils; maintain
programs of disease control and prevention, euthanasia and adequate
veterinary care under the supervision and assistance of a veterinarian;
develop, document and follow an appropriate plan approved by the attend-
ing veterinarian to provide dogs with the opportunity for exercise; keep
premises in good repair, clean and free of trash, junk, waste and discarded
matter; establish and maintain an effective pest control program; feed dogs
at least once a day; offer water to dogs at least twice a diy; and remove
excreta and food waste from primary enclosures daily so as to prevent
soiling of the dogs and reduce hazards, insects, pests and odors. Anldmin-
istrative hearing was held in April 1997. A decision is still pending.

ESPOSTTO, SAMUEL DE|AQUAKER FARM KENNELS.
Quakertown, Pennsylvania. USDA license #2381 (last licensed in 1989).

samuel Esposito was one of the largest and most successful
dealers in the country, earning millions of dollars a year selling dogs
and other animals acquired through an extensive network of suppft-
ers along the east coast and throughout the Midwest. on nis fgg+-
L985 annual report, he-reported selling 6,458 dogs and 4,199 cats,
grossing $'L,1.88,468.03.13 He is believed to have aJquired dogs from
auctions and bunchers in Pennsylvania, Missouri, Kentucky, illinois,
Tennessee, and Indiana, as well as from numerous pounds in vir-
ginia and west virginia. A wythe County, virginia warden report-
edly supplied Esposito with close to 80 dogs a.month and even gave
Esposito's driver his own keys to the pound.la Esposito's "purc-has-
ing agents" parked their pickup trucks at county stock markets, in
shopping centers and outside restaurants, offering between three
and five dollars for cats and $25 or more for dogs. Reports indicate
that Esposito also purchased animals from a number of unlicensed
dealers. Charles Hazzard of Hazzard Kennels reportedly sold dogs
to both Esposito and Russell Hutton. Hazzard was found euilty of
cruelty to animals and operating without a licens e in1,978.1' Hariard.
finally obtained a license in1984 (#29-A-24).

In addition to dogs and cats, Esposito sold rabbits, chickens, sheep,
pigs and goats. His clients included the National Institutes of Health, tie
Johns Hopkins University, sloan Kettering Cancer Institute, U.s. surgical
and Yale University.

On February 24, 1976, one of Esposito's drivers was arrested in
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Martinsbur& West Virginia and charged with cruelty to animals. State

trooper Ronfones noticed a pickup truck stopped on the side of Interstate 81,,

its driver asleep and 101 dogs "packed like sardines" into the back. The dogs
had less that a square foot of space each. Esposito's driver pleaded guilty and
paid a $53 fine. Esposito dispatched two trucks from Pennsylvania to pick up
the dogs.'o"' Some of the dogs were injured, and several were dead by the
time the replacement truck reached Esposito's kennel in Pennsylvania.

USDA charged Esposito with failure to transport dogs in compatible
groups, failure to transport them in containers that were large enough for
natural movement, failure to maintain proper identification and records,
and shipping dogs in a mechanically unsound vehicle. The administrative
law judge who heard the case concluded there was insufficient evidence to
support the allegations that Esposito had failed to maintain Proper records
and had shipped the dogs in a mechanically unsound vehicle. He did,
however, find Esposito guitty of transporting dogs in overcrowded condi-
tions and of housing them in incompatible groups. He suspended Esposito's
Class B license for two weeks. Esposito appealed, but an appellate judge
upheld the decision. "The flagrant violation involved in this case reveals a
callous disregard for the welfare of the animals being transported and
warrants a severe sanction," the judge concluded. He also ordered Esposito
to cease and desist from future violations of the Animal Welfare Act.

On April ll ,lg8},Esposito and his driver were jailed in Huntington,
West Virginia for transporting dogs without health certificates. Marijuana
and $2,000 in cash were allegedly found in their truck. Esposito was fined $75
and sentenced tofive days injail,butthecasewas dismissed onappeal. Drug
charges were dismissed based on delayed submission of evidence. Esposito's
driver, Harry Floyd, pleaded not guilty to health certificate violations but
was found guilty-on April 28,1980 and fined $100."'"'to

On July L8, L980, two of Esposito's drivers were arrested in West
Virginia for healthcertificate violations and felony possession of a lockblade
knife. The L9 dogs theyweretransportingwere confiscated. They werefined
$400, but since this was a first offense, they did not receive jail time."

Esposito was arrested and charged with three counts of cruelty to
animals on June 18, 1983 by the Phelps County Sheriff's Department in
Missouri. Esposito was stopped near Dean Martin's Dog and Gun Auction,
between Rolla and St. James, with approximately 100 dogs crowded into his
truck. He pleaded not guilty to the charges of overcrowding and failure to
provide adequate food and water." The case was later dismissed after
witnesses for USDA testified that Esposito had not violated the Animal
Welfare Act.ts

Samuel Esposito died in 1988. On June 2,1989, Dorothy Esposito
wroteto APHISto advise thatshewould notbe renewingthe Class B license.
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Quaker Farms made its last delivery of animals on May 17,1989.

FEDECHKO, GREGORY (SOUTH JERSEY BTOLOGTCAL FARM,
INC.). Friedensburg Pennsylvania. USDA license #23-8-024 (last
licensed in 1996).

Fedechko sold approximately 2,000 dogs a year. In L983, USDA
charged him with violating the Animal Welfare Act. According to USDA
inspectors, Fedechko shipped tendogs under overcrowded conditions from
his kennel to a research facility in Bloomfield, N.J. He signed a consent
decision and order agreeing to pay a $1,000 civil penalty. USDA filed another
complaint against Fedechko in April 1995, alleging numerous violations of
the Act. He signed a consent decision in March 1996, agreeing to perma-
nently relinquish his Class B license and pay a $5,000 civil penalty.

USDA inspectors repeatedly documented deficiencies in housing,
recordkeeping and veterinary care at South ]ersey Biological Farm:

2-77-87: "Cats and pigeons cannot be housed in same primary
enclosure";10-22-87: "One pen was observed to be housing nineteen dogs.
Cannot house more than L2 dogs in a primary enclosure/ shed area housing
dogs does not meet the Animal Welfare Act requirements for interior
surfaces.... Dogs must be moved to new location or facility must be reno-
vated. Cat facility must be equipped with resting boards and litter pans."

2-9-89: (124 dogs,55 cats) "Temperature was recorded to be 33
degrees F in dog building. Also trailer number 3 for dogs was recorded to be
28 degrees F and trailer number two was... 31 degrees F. There was no heat
present in these three areas. Temperature must not be allowed to fall below
50 degrees F in dog indoor facilities"; 7-2'1,-89: (139 dogs and 93 cats)
"Additional shade must be provided over new outdoor enclosures to
properly protect these animals during hot weather months"; 1,-25-90: (258
dogs and L32cats) "Records - Must obtaina complete mailing address when
dogs and cats are acquired. Mustobtainthevehicle licensenumber and state
and the driver's license number and state of unlicensed dealers animals were
obtained from. Must put date on records of when animals were obtained."

10-10-90: (180 dogs, 127 cats) "Building #1 housing 46 cats was
observed to have a strong ammonia smell.... Cats were sneezing during
inspection. Additional ventilation is needed in this area.... Could not check
records to see if standard was corrected. Records were not available. Owner
was not present." 6-19-9'1,: (262 dogs and 52 cats) "One black/tan female
hound in shed area was noted to have open sore on lower right side
approximately 1 inch in diameter.... She was housed with 5 other adult dogs.
At the request of USDA, dog was removed and isolated.... Facility did begin
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treatment at time of inspection.... Building one for cats was not sufficiently

ventilated.... New building for dogs was noted to have strong alnmonia

smell.

"Noted excessive accumulations of excrement on Wire surfaces. In
some areas excrement was 1 to 3 inches thick.... Again observed water in cat

building number one to be dirty and discolored."

7-18-91: (221, dogs,38 cats) "Dognumber 14579 had a left front leg

injury. Animals were liirping at time ofinspection. D98 nllnber 1,4586 had

dark pink/red areas around both eyes,muzzle and right side of neck' Right

lateral front leg also was injured. Area was bleeding at time of inspection'

Dog number 35885 had left eye inflammation."

onJuly 26,1991, USDA issued Fedechko a warning notice for failure

to properly store food and keep water recePtlclel and premises clean. On 9-

l-ot Qot dogs and 84 cats), inspectors noted, "Program of veterinary care

still does noI appear adequate.... Observed male Beagle tag 128845 to be

under distress.... Dog *ut lr-e in front right leg and was being reinjured

with other dogs in enilosure.... Therewas no record of dog...beingtreated....

Water receptailes in hill area (4), yard area (1) and building (5) for dogs were

noted to have dirty water receptacles. Water was discolored, not potable'"

During a10-2'1,-9'L inspection (334 dogs listed, 200 dogs on site; 199

cats listed, 90 iats on site), several animals were observed to have inadequate

veterinary care: "(a) caibuitding one: cat1o2783 and cat 127077 were dead

in their 
"ug"t. 

Bodies were stifi at LL:10 a.m. Cat 127660 was emaciated,

dehydratei with nasal exudate. Cat127O72 (black) was emaciated, dehy-

dra[ed with severe crusty nasal exudate.... More intensive care is needed""

Dog129682, husky, waslmaciated, depressed, weak with severe nasal and

o.rr'iu. discharges. This animal was housed with other apparently healthy

dogs.... More Intensive treatment or euthanasia is needed.... Dog number

37415 walker hound... had hind leg weakness. Dog could not walk normally'

Right rear leg was swollen from hock down."
,,In reviewing dog records from July 1991 through october 21,,1991.

the records showed 5a+ aogt still present. Only 200 dogs were observed on

premises. In reviewing cairecords from }i/lay 4,_L99L through October 2L,

i99t, th" records sholied L99 cats still present. Only 90 cats were observed

on premises.... Water receptacles were again no_tgd not to be clean and

,rr,itrry.... Again observed (26) dogs in area 3 and 5 with no official tags'"

Subsequent inspections revealed continuing deficiencies in veteri-

nary care:

1.-22-92: (171. dogs,145 cats) "Dog #1.6759 was observed to have

discharge and corneal ed'ema with vascularization in right eye- No recordof

examinition or treatment was available....Dog #1.6458 was observed to be
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emaciated. Last recorded treatment for this dog was on 12-19-91. with
antibiotics.... Cats 128001.,128220,128223were observed to have... discharge
(nasal). cats are currently being treated with 50 mg. of amoxicillin.... Thele
cats are not separated from other cats in the room to prevent further
exposure.... Cat building tuo..: Gray tiger (no tag) and... blick (no tag) had
severe encrustation of eyes and nostrils.... These cats require nursing Jare to
remove dried exudate."

4'9-92: (159 dogs and76 cats) "Number of dogs were affected with
respiratory problems, i.e. coughing, sneezing and eye discharge. Air was
stagnant at time of inspection.... The following animals were observed to
have inadequate veterinary care at time of inspection.... Cat #3g43 had
bilateral ocular and nasal discharge with cat liuer adhered to nasal dis-
charge. Additionally this cat was thin and dehydrated. This cat is currently
on antibiotic therapy and dietary supplementatioru but more aggressiv-e
monitoring, th:r"py and nursing care is required.... Dog #6117 was de-
pressed, very thin and had bilateral nasal disiharge and increased respira-
tory effort..-.t Dog #1981, has nasal discharge, blue discoloration of the iight
..oT"1, and is very thin and slightly dehydrated... (with) soft swelling oi",
the left carpus (wrist) and is reluctant to put weight on right front leg.."_ Dog
#2046hadwounds on bothdght rear leg and left rear fooi. Addition-atly thil
dog is depressed, thin and shows increaied respiratory effort and relucirn""
19_!:g y.ight on left rear leg.... More aggressive theripy is indicated... Dog
#729372was lame intheright front leg and had wo,rnds on the digital pai
on the same leg. Animal is currently on no medications. Dog sf,ould be
examined and treated by veterinarian."

On 1'L-10-92, Fedechko paid a stipulation fine of $1,500 to USDA.
usDA filed a formal complaint against Fedechko on Ap ril l'!.,1995, alleging
that from December 1992 through December 1994, he faited to: main"taii
programs of disease control and preventioru euthanasia, and adequate
veterinary care under the supervision and assistance of a veterinarian;
individually identify dogs; store food and bedding supplies in a manner that
protects them from spoilage, contamination and vermin infestation; main-
tain primary dog enclosures that were strucfurally sound and in good repair;
provide cats with sufficient space; make provisions for the iegular'and
frequent collectiory removal and disposal oJ animal and food wa-stes, bed-
ding, debris, garbage, water, other fluids and wastes, and dead 

"ni-"lr;provide dogs in outdoor facilities with adequate protection from the ele-
ments; keep dog water receptacles and potable witer clean and sanitized;
remove excreta and food waste daily from primary enclosures; provide
sufficient lighting-in indoor cat housing facilities; and maintain complete
records showing the acquisitiory disposition, and identification of animals.
The complaint alleged that on five separate occasions the Fedechkos had
falsely claimed to have acquired a total of 35 dogs from individuals they had
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not acquired them from.

On March 12,1gg6,Fedechko signed a Consent Decision and Order

in which he agleed to permanently relinquish his Class B license. The Order

also assessedl $tO,O00 civil Penalty, $5,000 of which was susPended on the

condition that he not violate the Animal Welfare Act between the date of the

Order and surrender of his license on August 1',1996.

FINCH, KATHERINE (Pineland Farm Kennel). Raynham, Massachu-

setts. USDA license #14-8402 (last licensed in 1995).

Katherine Finch sold approxiinately 500 dogs ayear. USDA inspec-

tors documented chronic noncompliance with recordkeeping, housing,

sanitation and veterinary care standards at Finch's facility:

7-1.4-93: (124 dogs) "No [veterinary] records are being kept at this

time. This practice must be followed to ensure adequate veterinary care is

being prorid"d to the animals.... The third building had 4 outdoor runs

pr"r6r,ily being used. These runs are in total disrepair. All pipes/bars are

iusty, [and] the-re was a 4'x 8' panel of fencing within one run to separate the

two'runs due to the fact that the cement block wall was deteriorating""
Several of the long-haired dogs.... had extremely matted coats..'. Pomera-

nian #066 had bitJwounds to left front paw, and right shoulder had a skin

lesion. Skin lesions along the neck were [also] observed.'.- One black cocker

had a creamy, thick discLarge from itseyes. It was severely matted and had

opened sores, skin lesions on rear end."
,,During today's inspection approximately Z2dogs were not identi-

fied by tags.... Mrs. Finch admits to buying dogs from people who have not

breed[sic'j the animals on the property. But the animals were obtained as

puppies and are no longer wanted by the'seller supposedly.... At least 32

aogr *"." sold to reseaich in June and July of 1993 that were recorded as

railed on the premise[s]. No birth dates were noted, and the dogs were

usually identified shortly before going to research. There is no way to verify
that ttre dogs were raised at the kennel and not obtained from other sources'"

10-26-93: (146 dogs) The inspector noted that although Finch had

started keeping veterinary records and that the previously documented

deficiencieJ in veterinary care had been corrected, other deficiencies re-

mained uncorrected. He also reported several new deficiencies: "The third
building had 4 runs presently being used. These runs are in total disrepair"'-

Duringioday's inspection 7 dogs were without taBS.:.. BostonTerrier - third
buildiig-+lh run down on the left had an ulcerated cornea of the right eye-

Across irom the Boston Terrier enclosure there is a Vari-Kennel being used

to house one old Pekingese, which was shivering and lethargic. The enclo-
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sure had no food or water present and was fairly dirty with wet/soiled
bedding."

2-22-94: (130 dogs) "Due to a snow storm on3-11-94,there was snow
accumulation in all of the outside runs. Some of the runs containing smaller
breed dogs had hard packed snow, making it difficult for the dogl to walk
frgely. Most of the runs with large breed dogs had excessive accumulations
of feces, and there was no outside area available to these animals so as to
allow them to avoid contact with excreta.... It is apparent from the buildup
of cob webs/ sawdust and debris on the componerrti that make up the insidl
primary enclosures... that routine sanitizing is not being done at least once
every two weeks as specified in the standards."

_ 3-21-94: (125 dogs) "Boston Terrier with enucleated right eye and
blind in the left eye was being housed in a pen behind the main house. The
pen had an accumulation of broken glass and other debris. These items may
cause iliuv to the animal (corrected g/24/94).... All buildings had an
accumulation of cobwebs and sawdust debris.... There appears to continu-
ally be arodent problem as evidenced by the rodent droppings along the sink
and the holes in boxes of biscuits within the food storagi arla. The cabinets
above the sink are cluttered and should be reorgani".d.to eliminate nesting
geas,.,._Ru1#1E -pitbull cross female had runny eyes and appeared thin..I
Run #1J -sheepdog had excessive amount of mats. This dog was identified
on the last inspection and still has not been groomed.... Run *rr - z yorkies -both excessively matted.... Run #2D - black & white Akita pup being housed
with adult female and 2littermates appears thin.... Run#4I-teriier-no
USDA tag #-had sores on all four legs."

. 9-6-94:(132dogs)"Entirekennel,allfourbuildings,hadastrongodor
of urine and feces eventhough doorstohallways and gullotine doorsi"n dog
runs were all open.-.., water receptacles, within the buildings, had ai
accumulation of dead flies in several of them. Water receptacles 6utdoors -all had an accumulation of slime, algae, dirt, leaves and other debris. All
receptacles need to be cleaned and potable water offered to these animals....
As indicated by this and previous inspection reports, this facility,s employ-
ees_are not performing to minimum standards nor are they being uppropii
ately supervised."

. "During today's inspection of all paperwork, the following discrep-
ancies were found: tan [crossbreed] - USDA tag #z636wason the[remises;
however, records of 'animals on hand' show that the animal was sold and
transfer papers (18-6) also show the transaction.... [Tag] #7606wasfound on
a sheltie. However, according to [the] records, this iag was assigned to a
black mongrel that was sold to research.... Dogs continrr-" to be inajequately
identified on records. For example, a Dalmation was being recorded as a
black and white mongre_1....132 dogs were seen on the proierty. only 104
were found in the records. And 53 dogs were seen on the piemise wilhout
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tags. There appears to be a maior discrepancy [between] the records and
what is actually on the premise."

The inspector also reported continuing and serious deficiencies in
housing, sanitation and veterinary care: "General overall condition of facil-
ity had an accumulation of trash, debris, tools, food and water receptacles,
fencing, chemicals, insecticides, etc.... All runshadanaccumulationof feces.

One run with 2 large dogs had over 20 piles of feces within it. A run with 3
miniature pinschers had over 30 piles of feces within it.... Animals continue
to be housed inthe pens behind thehousewhich still contain glass and other
harmful material.... There continues to be a pest problem. On today's
inspection there was a tremendous.... [Number] of flies in all buildings and
outside pens.... Used needles and syringes were found within a dog's
primary enclosure.... Since May 1994 there [have] been no entries made in the

medical records.... L long-haired dachshund in left side of building #L had
excessive hair loss.... Last run of building #4 had shepherd with limp (hind)
and thin.... Red Akita inbuitding #3 was thin, prominent ribs.... Many dogs
had loose stool and must be checked."

11.-7-94: (100 dogs) "During today's inspection it is apparent that
excreta and food waste are notbeingremoved daily.... Severalof the outside
runs had an accumulation of feces. [A run with] 2 dachshunds had L2 piles
of feces in it, [and another with] 2 Boston terriers had 25 piles of feces in it....
Animals continue to be housed in pens with glass in them. Most dogs have
been removed. However, one dog pen containing 2 Pomeranians still had
glass in the back corner.... No tags on shep [crossbreed] pup in run #3 of
building #1" and ZJackRussells in run #L3 of building #1', and no tags were
on any of the dogs behind the house."

4-6-95: (129 dogs) "Five outdoor PupPy enclosures which contain 14

puppies had no additional bedding or mats within their shelters. Tempera-
tures were below 32last night and not above 50 today. Clean bedding that
is dry must be provided for the animals.... Boston terrier being housed with
collie/Sheltie was observed to be shivering and in distress. Vet records
indicate that the last exam was Feb. 9,1995. The dog had several abrasions
and lacerations.... The following animals were thin: t hound in building #4,

2 dobie [crossbreeds] in building #4, dachshund [in] building#7 ....9 dogs in
the kennel did not have tags on them, and the tattoos are illegible."

On each report, the inspector wrote, "This facility is not in compli-
ance with standards or regulations as evident by the number of noncompliant
items documented on this and previous inspections." But it was not until
April, 1995 that USDA filed a formal complaint against Finch. The complaint
charged Finch with failure to: maintain programs of disease control and
preventiory euthanasia, and adequate veterinary carc; maintain complete
records showing the acquisition, dispositiory and identification of animals;
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individually identify dogs; maintain primary enclosures, buildings and
surrounding grounds in good repair; establish and maintain an effective
pest control program; store supplies of food and bedding in a manner that
protected them from spoilage, contamination and vermin infestation; re-
move excreta and food waste from primary enclosures dailyi provide
transported animals with health certificates; and keep primary enclosures
and watering receptacles clean and sanitized as required. A hearing on the
charges against Finch is still pending.

FOW BETTY (HILLTOP KENNELS). LaGrange, Kentucky. USDA
license #61-B.-193 (last licensed in 199L).

Hilltop Kennels, first licensed in 1977 under Lee R. Smith's name,
sold both rabbits and dogs.In L986, Smith closed his rabbit facility, and Betty
Fow assumed sole ownership of the business soon after. Fow sold between
100 and 200 animals a year. Like so many other Class B dealer facilities,
Hilltop Kennel functioned as a holding facility for area pounds. During the
time Fow was licensed as a dealer, usDA inspectors cited her for missing
inspections, threatening an APHIS official, and using gunshot and drown-
ing as means of destroying animals.

9-21-89: (23 dogs) Attempted inspection. "You are required to be
open for unannounced inspections. You were in violation of the law by not
being available for inspection. I am initiating a case against you that will
result in one or all of the following: a warning, afine, a suspensiory revoke
of license."

10-11-89: Attempted inspection. "No one home-No inspection
made."

10-25-89: (23 dogs listed,25 on site) "Restingboards made of wood in
indoor pens at back of facility on left are chewed and not impervious to
water.... 27 dogswere onlistl8-5; only 25 dogswere infacility. Dog #17060...
was never recorded on the official form L8-5."

11-29-89: Attempted inspection. "You are in violation of the Animal
Welfare Act - must be accessible for unannounced inspections."

On4-20-90, USDA issued Fow an official warning charging her with
"failure to make premise and facilities available for inspection."

On5-29-90 (24 dogs listed, 52 dogs on site), inspectors noted, "County
pounds leave dogs in 2 front holding pens to be destroyed.... Two front
holding pens need a constant water source for dogs. Water pans were
knocked over and dogs did not have access to water.... water bucket in side
pen is chewed, exposing rough edges."
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On 8-10-90 (0 dogs listed, 19 dogs on site), inspectors reported, "Nine
of sixteen dog runs had protruding wires that could be injurious to ani-
mals.... Water bucket of east pen was dirty with $owth of moss or algae....

An alternative to gunshot to the head should be found immediately. Drown-
ing of pups is notan acceptable method of euthanasia. This problem needs

tobe addressed immediately to avoid aviolation....9 dogs inkennel runs are

not USDA tagged. All animals shoutd be tagged at all times except those left
by the pound to be destroyed.... 9 dogs in kennels are not reflected in
records."

In an 8-l-2-90 memo to Dr. James Sharp, Hilltop's attending veterinar-
ian, an APHIS inspector discussed "acceptable euthanasia procedures" in
response to Dr. Sharp's question about USDA's policy on euthanasia. "No
policy memo by the USDA has beenwritten," wrote the inspector. "It is our
interpretation of the American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA)
guidelines that gunshot to the head should only be used when there is no

other alternative, or the animal is dangerous.... Alternate methods that are

less traumatic are recommended. Drowning of pups is not acceptable."

During an inspection on 10-19-90 (12 dogs), the inspector reported
that Fow had not corrected deficiencies noted during the 8-10-90 inspection:
"Dogs are euthanizedby gunshot to head, which is against AVMA guide-
lines. This situation has been going on since July 9, 1990, andis long overdue
to be resolved.... Discussed ProPer pest control and processing of new
animals, including vaccinations, dip, weight, worming. Also discussed
license termination procedures and went over ProPer way to fill out annual
reports. Discussed 2nd vet to perform euthanasia."

Later the same day, the inspector contacted Dr. Sharp about Hilltop's
euthanasia proglam. He reported that Dr. Sharp "was not comfortable
dispensing Class III drugs to Hilltop Kennels, and did not have time to
performweekly euthanasias onsite."'* Accordingto Fow's daughter TaTTy,
Hi[top "had contacted another vet about euthanizing their dogs" but that he

was too expensive. A few days later, Dr. Sharp, who was also director of
animal care at the University of Louisville, resigned as Hilltop's attending
veterinarian.

ByNovember, Hilltop Kennels stillhad notcontracted the services of
a veterinarian. In a 11-7-90 memo to Fow, the inspector wrote: "Your facility
cannot operate without an attending veterinarian. Dr. James Sharp resigned.
You may either replace him immediately or turn in your license. If I have not
received your vet care program by Nov. 14, your license will be terminated."

Onl'L-19-90 (Attempted inspection), the inspector reported, "No one

at facility. Gate locked. Hours of business state 9 AM-12 noory Mon-Fri.
Licensee has already been penalized once for careless attitude concerning
availability of facility to USDA veterinarian. Called Mrs. Betty Fow on phone
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in Campbellsburg, Kentucky. she stated she plans on turning in her license
this week, then stated she'd filed a discrimination suit and hung up."

on January 3, 199'/-., the inspector filed an alleged violation report
against Fow. "Mrs. Fow's facility has been without an atiending veterinarian
since 10-23-90. I spoke with her numerous times to resolve the matter. Mrs.
Fow be_c_arne belligeren! padlocked her facility, and is not keeping business
hours." USDA issued Fow an official warning notice o nlanuary d,charging
her with failure to have an attending veterinarian and threatening an ep1u5
official.

- ..1" inspector attempted another inspection of Hilltop Kenner on 2-
1L-9T. " Facility padlocked an d empty i' he wrote. " License rene w al due 2-77 -
91.... As discussed with Dr. [Richard] overtorl if Mrs. Fow renews her
license we will instigate a case. If her license lapses and is terminated, the
[warning] issued 1-22-91 will suffice."

Fow failed to renew her license before its expiration date, and on
February t8,199'J., usDA informed her that her license had been officialty
terminated.

FOX, EARI,IR. (TOAD). Forest City,Iowa. USDA license #42-8-030
(last licensed in 1994).

Fox, whose facility functioned as both a contract dog pound and
Class B dealership, wasfirstlicensedby usDA in1984. He soldbltween200
and 300 animals a year. usDA inspectors repeatedly cited Fox for noncom-
pliance with recordkeeping and identification requirements.

On 2-28-84, inspectors reported: "The five dogs observed in the
kennel building were not tagged and identified as required.... please be
advisedthal,lpo" reinspection of this kerurel all recordsbf dogs purchased
and sold will be checked back to ]anuary L,1984..

Subsequent inspections revealed inadequate recordkeeping:

1,-24-90: "No proof of purchase present at this inspection.... Cannot
prove that animals are not stolen!.... Since owner receives animals from
pounds, police stations, private drop-offs, etc., particular attention must be
paid to the records of each animal (source, dispbsition, etc.) and individual
identification. without these records it wouid be difficult to prove that
animals were obtained legally."

9-19-90: "All animals must be identified via tag or tattoo while on
owner's premises. only has records of sales, not acquisitions.... several pens
not in use require cleaning (and waste removal)."
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3-25-9L: "A11 dogs must be identified individualty.... Still has exces-

sive amounts of dirty bedding and excessive clutter."

ln an April4 memo to the inspector responsible for Fox's facility,
USDA's Dr. Ellen Magid wrote: "Dr. Bellis told me that Mr. Fox has only one
facility. Dealer and "pound" must be physically separated.... If Fox operates
as a contract pound he needs two separated facilities and should have been
written up for this. If this is the case, I suggest a reinspection of Mr. Fox to
address this issue fairly soon."

On May 20, 1991',Dt.lerry Diemer, Acting Supervisor of Animal Care
for REAC's North Central Sector, sent a warning letter to Fox regarding
noncompliant items noted on previous inspections. Theviolations included
failure to maintain surfaces that were impervious to moisture and failure to
maintain primary enclosures that were clean and free of excessive clutter.
There was no mention of the requirement that pound and dealer facilities
must be physically separate. He advised Fox that continued noncompliance
would result in "appropriate legal action."

On'J.-27-92, the inspector noted that Fox was still not identifying all
dogs immediately upon arrival. Beard also documented " inadequate records
on where dogs came from- auction or random source" and instructed Fox
that random-source animals had to be kept separate from pound animals.

On3-26-92, the inspector reported, "Animals still not identified by
official tag and number.... Dealer still not keeping records where obtained
dog from.... Still doesn t have separate holding facility for random source
animals." Dr. Magid filed an alleged violation report against Fox the same
day, charginghimwithfailure to maintain surfaces that were impervious to
moisture; failure to individually identify dogs; failure to maintainrecords of
acquisition of dogs; failure to maintain facility free of excessive amounts of
dirt and debris; and failure to maintain separate, nonadjacent facilities for
the contract pound and Class B dealership.

On May 15, 1992, USDA issued Fox an official notification and
warning covering the alleged violations, which stated that no further lega1

action was anticipated but that further violations would "iustify a more
severe penalty."

On 9 -3 -92 (12 do gs), inspectors noted, " Holding facility. Still doesn't
have a separate facility for random source dogs."

USDA was unable to inspect Fox's facility on two occasions:

1'1,-10-92: (Attempted inspection) " Reinspection. On 1"1-1, 0-92 at10:45-
11:15 AM licensee Earl Fox failed to have a responsible party available to
conduct an animal welfare inspection. This is an alleged violation of CFR
Part9, Section 2.126.'

4-13-93: (Attempted inspection) "Not home. [Licensee] selling dogs
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in Geneva, Minnesota.... Licensee failed to have a responsible party present
to conduct an animal welfare inspection."

usDA terminated Fox's license inJanuaryl994#ter he failed to file
a renewal application and pay the required license fee.

HIPPERT, MORRIS E. (HIPPERT'S KENNEL). New Ulm, Minnesota.
USDA license #41-B-104 (last licensed in 1eeo).

fVlorris Hippert, the brother of dealer Donald Hippert (See Hippert,
?9nrl9 and Shirley in "Investigations Into the Acquisition of Animais by
Class B Dealers), sold between 100 and 300 animals a year. He purchased
dogs from Nicollet County dogcatcher Bob Boys for 20 years, buying an
averageof L5 to20 animals ayear. Accordingto Boys, he_pocketed themoney
he made selling dogs and kept no record of the sales.s

Despite repeated warnings, Hippert never complied with Animal
Welfare requirements for establishing and submitting a written program of
veterinary care:

1,4-82: (2 dogs) "None" was listed under the name of Hippert,s
veterinarian and there was no veterinary care program submitted to USDA;
3-24-82: (3 dogs) "None" was listed under the name of the veterinarian and
there was no veterinary care program. The inspector noted, "No heat in
building. Ice formed on floor."

Inspectors also reported deficiencies in housing, sanitation and
recordkeeping at Hippert's Kennel:

2-17 -83: (5 dogs) "Pens must be cleaned before new dogs are put into
building. Primary enclosure not large enough to handle dogs being iaken to
Donald Hippert"; 8-12-83: "One white poodle in the barn not iagged....
[Hippert] did not have all records on hand, claimed dogs destroyediome
records."

Hippert continued his business for several more years without
implementing a veterinary care program:

5-2'1,-84:"None" was listed under the name of Hippert's veterinarian.
The inspector reported, "one white terrier dog without a collar or tag.... It
appears three numbers were reused."

Hippert listed the name of a veterinarian on an11-9-84 program of
veterinary Care form but signed the veterinarian's name himself. usDA
sent Hippert another blank veterinary care form with a note stating, "This
form requires the signature of a veterinarian and not signed by you," In 1988,
Hippert wrote on his annual report that he did not have a consulting
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veterinarian.

Hippert still hadn t hired a consulting veterinarian by 1989. On6-22-
89, the inspector reported, "No agreement (of vet care) has been signed. The
veterinarians in town do not want to handle it." On 9-25-89, the inspector
wrote: "Mr. Hippert stated that he doesn't keep the dogs around long
enough to need a veterinarian. He also stated that the vets in town do not
want to sign an agreement due to the controversial nature of his business
with the Humane Society. He said that if he needed vet care he could take an
animal to a clinic in town if needed.... Prior to introduction of dogs into
empty primary enclosures previously occupied, such enclosures shall be
sanitized."

In October 1989, Hippert submitted a program of veterinary care
form to USDA in which he wrote "doin' my own vet" in the space where a
veterinarian's name is required. On his 1989 annual report, Hippert once
again indicated he did not have a consulting veterinarian. Hippert still had
not implemented a program of veterinary care by June 1990.

On November 14, 1990, USDA terminated Hippert's license for
failure to file a renewal application and pay the required license fee. Hippert
later notified USDA that the land he rented for his dealer facilitv had been
sold and he no longer had any dogs.

HODGES, JEFFERY (DIXIE KENNELS and BOGASHA KENNELS).
Vaiden, Mississippi. USDA license #65-B-105 (last licensed in 1994)

Jeffery Hodges, an animal control officer for the City of Winona,
Mississippi, had both a Class B and a Class A license (USDA license #65-A-
202, site located in Kosciusko, Mississippi). He was a supplier to Class B
dealer Jerry Vance; USDA investigated-his records in 1993 as part of a
traceback of Vance's records. Of three licensed research dealers in Missis-
sippi, two-Hodges and Vance-were underUSDA investigation through-
out L993 and1994.ln1993,In Defense of Animals (IDA), a California-based
animal rights group, asked Winona city officials to examine the legality of
Hodges's position as dog warden. IDA alleged he was violating Mississippi
state con{lict-of-interest laws by using his position as a public employee for
private gain.*'" Hodges sold approximately L,200 animals a year.

Onlune 24 ,1994,Hodges agreed to the issuance of a consent decision
and order in settlement of a USDA complaint charging him with numerous
alleged violations of Animal Welfare Act regulations and standards between
February and September 1993. USDA had charged Hodges with failing to:
construct and maintain sound and safe housing for animals that were
structurally sound and in good repair; individually identi$r dogs; maintain
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complete records showing the acquisition, disposition and identification of
animals; maintain programs of disease control and prevention, euthanasia
and adequate veterinary care; hold dogs for a period of not less than 5
business days after acquisition; keep buildings and gtounds free of trash,
junk, waste, discarded matter, weeds, grasses, bushes; provide dogs with
adequate protection from elements; provide regular maintenance to hous-
ing facility surfaces; clean and sanitize dog water receptacles and cat food
receptacles; maintain food and storage areas that are free of toxic substances;
and properly transport the permitted number of animals in the same cages.
USDA fined Hodges $10,000, although the entire amount was suspended on
the conditionthathe not operate as a dealer duringa period of oneyearfrom
the date of the order. Hodges also received a one-year license suspension.

HUTTON, RUSSELL (MOUNTAINSIDE KENNET). St. Thomas,
Pennsylvania. USDA license #23-8-003 (last licensed in 1991).

Russell Hutton, in business as a dealer for 24 years, traversed Ohio,
Virginia, West Virginia, Kansas, Oklahoma, and Pennsylvania in several
trucks, making the rounds of auctions, pounds, and dealers. Hutton report-
edly did business with Noel Leach (Virginia), Charles Hazzard (Pennsylva-
nia), Joe Self (Oklahoma), and Haycock Kennels (Pennsylvania), all licensed
Class B dealers. On his 1989-1990 annual report, Hutton reported selling
2460 animals, grossing $149,250.28In 1988, USDA fined Hutton $2,000.

Hutton is one of the Pennsylvania dealers associated with Pepper, a

five-year-old Dalmatian whose disappearance in June of 1965 from an 80-

acre farm provided the impetus behind the introduction of the federal
Laboratory Animal Welfare Act. Within the span of nine days, Pepper was
reported as missing, kansported across state lines, handled by four dealers,
detained by a local humane society and sold to a research hospital. Hutton
was one of three dealers in the supply chain that "processed" the dog before
her final destination: Montefiore Hospital's experimental laboratory in New
York.

According to a New York Times report, Easton, Pennsylvania police
stopped William R. Miller of Broken Arrow Kennels in McConnellsburg,
Pennsylvania for overloading his truck with animals. The Easton Animal
Shelter confiscated the animals while Miller acquired a better transport
vehicle. A published photograph of the dogs held at the shelter caught the
attention of the Lakavage family, who recognized Pepper among the 17

other dogs and? goats pictured.

By that time, Miller had sold Pepper and five other dogs to Montefiore
Hospital. He later stated that he had purchased Pepper from Russell Huttoru
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who acquired her from Jack Clark of Everett, Pennsylvania, who claimed he
had acquired the dog from a dealer in Altoona, Pennsylvania."''o

OnJuly 3,1965, Fay Brisk, a long-term campaigner for reform of the
bigPennsylvania dog dealers, called the AnimalWelfare Instituteforhelp in
trying to get Pepper back to the Lakavage family. Mrs. Lakavage and her
three young children set off on a 240-mile long odyssey in pursuit of Pepper
after police were misinformed (by Miller) that the dog had been taken to a
dealer named Nersessian of High Falls, New York. when the exhausted
family arrived, Nersessian refused them entry.

Senator Clark of Pennsylvantia, awell-established fighter for animal
protection and the chief sponsor of pending legislation to require humane
treatment of experimental animals, was out of towry but his legislative
assistant, Sara Ehrmann, responded to the Animal Welfare Institute's call for
help. She telephoned Congressman Joseph Resnick of the House Agricul-
tural Committee, in whose congressional district Nersessian's dog farm was
located. But even Congressional intercession failed. Pressure by the state
police brought an admission from Miller that he had taken his load not to
Nersessiary as he first had said, but directly to Montefiore Hospital in New
York. Immediately,Fay Brisk telephoned the hospital and could hear the
rattling of dog tags at the other end of the phone line. Theru she was given
thebadnews: the doghad died onthe operatingtablethe daybefore andhad
already been incinerated.

Congressman Resnick, angered by the dealer's high-handed refusal
to admit the family to search for their missing pet, decided to introduce a bill
that later became known as the Laboratory Animal Welfare Act. The Act was
designed to prevent family pets like Pepper from ending up in laboratories.

Conditions on Hutton's premises were described in 1984by a hu-
mane investigator who was searching for a missing dog." The inveitigator
observed approximately 300 hunting dogs tied to short metal chains:

The dogs were extremely thin. Their backbones and ribs
could be seen distinctly. No dog had water. The temperature was 88
degrees. The feeding pans... were covered with flies.... Approxi-
mately fifteen of the hounds were too weak or ill to stand.

In a shed behind the hounds were 50 to 80 dogs in pens with "room
only for the dogs to stand or lie down. There was no food or water in any
perr." One dog was "stuffed" into a cage measuring 12 inches high and two
feet long. "There was not enough space for the dog to stand. It was crouched
on its chest with his four legs bent. There was no food or water in the cage."
The investigator was told to leave the property when she was recognized by
one of Hutton's employees.

USDA inspectors noted serious deficiencies in housing and sanita-
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tion at Mountainside Kennel:

10-1-84: (150 dogs) "Area that is used for sick dogs - the chains on the
dogs are not the required length.... There are five buildings that are used to
con-fine dogs. The primary enclosures and runs need to be cleaned and
sanitized"; 10-31-84: (165 dogs) "Dog is too big for primary enclosure.
Several chains on beagles do not meet length requirements. Approx. 8 chains
were measured. Again I explain this to R. Hutton and workers. Two housing
facilities were not cleaned; bedding needed [to be] replaced"; 11,-27-84: (173

dogs) "Two dogs.... Chains were too short."

5-15-85: (165 dogs) "Dog boxes need to have an extended shelter roof
added. Old fecal matter, bones, etc., must be removed.... Pen and back
building showed evidence of not being cleaned for some time (2-3 weeks)";
6-20-85: (225 dogs) "Both of these enclosures have the maximum amount of
dogs allowed under the Animal Welfare Act, so therefore need to be cleaned
more often";11-2L-85: (145 dogs) "11:30 AM.... (Sick bay area.) Approxi-
mately 20 dogs in this area had no water and had not been watered since
previous evening. The workers were raking leaves and would water the
dogs when they finished."

5-1,4-86: "Two pens called 'heat pens' need [to be] cleaned and
sanitized. Those two pens have not been cleaned in the last week.... Three
dogs need attention or to be dispos edof" ;10-9-86: (200 dogs) "Those primary
enclosures that are not directly protectedby the trees fromthe elements need
to have an extended shelter attached to the primary enclosure.... Buildup of
excreta, old bedding." 12-12-86: (1.65 dogs) "Approximately L0 enclosures
need additional bedding.... One dog needed attention immediately, bad
cough, heavy breathing. Dog was put down at time of inspection."

In May of 1988, Hutton paid a $2,000 civil penalty and consented to
a cease-and-desist order, neither admitting nor denying USDA charges that
he failed to provide adequate care and treatment of dogs. USDA alleged that
between October 1, 1984 and November 2'J.,1985, Hutton failed to 1) sanitize
primary enclosures for dogs often enough to prevent an accumulation of
excreta and debris, 2) propedy store animal food supplies, 3) provide
sufficient and clean bedding material for dogs kept in outdoor shelters,4)
keep water receptacles clean and 5) provide potable water for dogs held at
his facility. USDA originally sought a license suspension against Hutton."

Inspectors continued to report deficiencies in housing and sanita-
tion:

6-6-89: (250 dogs) "Must do a better job of cleaning enclosures (pens).

Some of the pens were noted to be wet and have accumulations of excre-
ment"; 6-6-90: (250 dogs) "All bedding needs [to be] removed from group
pen-packed and dirty. Needs to be done more frequently."
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In a 1"984 VVJLA-TV investigative report, reporter Scott Klug (now a
U.S. Representative from Wisconsin) interviewed a Manassas, Vfuginia man
who went to Hutton's facility to look for his missing hunting dog, Jip. He
didn't find ]ip, but he did find another dog who had disappeared from
Manassas around the same time as |ip. Even though Hutton told both the
man and KIug that he didn t buy dogs from Virginia, Klug showed Hutton
documents tying him to an unlicensed dealer in Virginia. Hutton claimed he
didn't know the dealer was unlicensed.

During the interview, the WJLA-TV cameramen filmed several very
thin dogs and the makeshift shelters Hutton used to house the dogs. Klug
remarked that Hutton's employees rushed to feed and water the animals
shortly after the WILA-TV crew arrived at the facility.

USDA inspectors also reported noncompliance with veterinary care,
storage and recordkeeping standards at Hutton's facility:

3-7-9'1,: (187 dogs) "The use of outdated or unknown drugs does NOT
constitute adequate veterinary care under the Animal Welfare Act.. .. Several
drug containers-L unknown; 1 penicillin were in the refrigerator with
needles stuck into the tops. This is not an acceptable method of storage of
injectable drugs.... The following items are not being adequately recorded
for all dogs received and disposed of: L) Date animal received-approxi-
mately 20% of the animals listed on the records reviewed did not have this
date listed. 2) License number of the dealers they are purchasing animals
from. This is NOT being recorded with the animals purchased.3) On 18-6
they are not recording their license number (usDA) or the usDA license or
registration number of the purchaser.... with the number of animals whose
acquisition date was not recorded the extent of this problem (noncompliance
with 5 day holding period) is difficult to determine."

4-23-9'L: "Records and storage facilities only were inspected." The
inspector listed new requirements for storage of food and bedding; prohibi-
tion of keeping sick, infirm or aged dogs outside when temperatures were
below 50o; new requirements for outdoor facility shelters; new cleaning
requirements; and, the requirement of a plan for dog exercise by August 1.5,

1991.. Afterwritingall of these out the inspectorthennoted ,'Mr.Huttonhas
expressed an interest in surrendering his license which expires on May 1.3,
1991. He would like to have approval to continue selling dogs untilJune L5,
199'J..',

USDA received the following handwritten letter from Hutton on
April29,1991:

I am going to get out of Research Dogs and will not be
renewing my License but would ask for an extension untilJune L5-
1991- to dispose of the dogs I have on hand if it would be possible.
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USDA granted the extension on the condition that Hutton not
purchase any more animals after expiration of his license on May L3. On
May 3L, USDA sent Hutton official notification that his license had been

terminated.

During a6-7-91, inspection (68 dogs), inspectors noted: "Must clean
excrement from around dog enclosures daily. Noticed several piles of
excrement on hill in isolation area.... No more than 4 dogs can be housed in
transport enclosure.... These dogs were in enclosures that did not provide
sufficient cage height. Cannot use this vehicle to transport.... At time of
inspection records were not being kept on dogs that were euthanized. Three
dogs rejected on the May 15,199'L shipment could not be located in the
records or on premises. Dogs number 2239,2066, and 1955 had no disposi-
tion records or medical records from University of Pittsburgh."

LEACH, NOEL (LEACH KENNELS). Chase City, Virginia. USDA
license #52-8.444 (last licensed in 1994).

Leach's strong influence in the southeast was maintained through an
extensive network of bunchers, dealers, pounds, auctions, and dog wardens
throughout a five-state area. 1n1982, it was rumored that he had as many as

42 vehicles on the road making pickups and deliveries. At one time,,-Leach's

kennel functioned as the trrtecklenburg County, Virginia pound." On his
1976-1977 annual repor! Leach reported selling approximately L2,000 ani-
mals and grossing $130,3L6.3n However, by the late L980s, Leach was selling
between 1,000 and 5,000 animals a year.

Among Leach's customers were A. H. Robbins, the Medical College
of Virginia, George Washington University, Georgetown University, Howard
University, Washington Hospital Center, Children s Hospital of Washing-
ton, D.C., the Carolina Biological Supply Company, the University of
Virginia and Eastern Virginia Medical Academy.

Leach regularly purchased animals from several North Carolina
pounds. Paul Bernhardt located his missing dog at Leach's kennels in1977.
A local dog warden had sold Bernhardt's dog to Leach less than 48 hours
after picking him up. According to Bernhardt, he found his dog in a truck
parked in a mud hole on Leach's property:

The pet was in a small cage comPartment exposed to the
weather; one of our infrequent snow storms was in progress and the
temperature was well below freezing. The compartment was so

small the dog could not stand up and was filthy with dog waste.
\Atrhen the dog was removed he found it difficult to stand up. As soon
as the dog was returned to Salisbury we noticed he was in bad shape
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and immediately took him to Dr. Hill for treatment. The cost of
getting the dog well was some one hundred dollars.3s

In 1982, the Caldwell County, North Carolina pound sold Sue
Ellenburg's dogto Leach just a few hours after the pound picked the dogup.
Ellenburg drove to Chase City to retrieve her dog, arriving there just before
Leach was to send two trucks-one carrying her dog-back on the road.
Ellenburg claimed that when her dog was pulled from one of the trucks, "he
fell to the ground and was very disoriented. He did not seem to know us at
first.... He was starved. I believe that he had very little if any food or water
during the five-day period. He appeared to be dehydrated. Upon examining
him at home we found a portion of his left ear torn away, a tooth knocked out,
filth and excrement on his body and numerous bald spots in his hair."36

During that same year, Caldwell County, North Carolina commis-
sioners met to discuss the appropriateness of sales of pound animals to Leach
and investigate allegations by the Western Piedmont Humane Society that
Leach transported animals in crowded conditions for longperiods of time
without adequate food, water, ventilation, or sanitation." They invited
Leach to make a presentation. "I'm at your service to help you and help our
fellow man"," he told them. He admitted to not being in compliance with
Animal Welfare Act transport regulations limiting one dog per enclosure. "I
am not abiding by the law. That may sound like a bold and $azy thing to
say.... Those compartments have a capacity for 5,6,7 medium-size dogs." s

Four North Carolina counties had already banned pound sales to
Leach-Catawba, Davidsory Cabarrus, and Guilford. The University of
North Carolina (UNC) and Duke University ceased buying dogs from Leach
due to the poor condition of the animals upon receipt. UNC officials
described Leach's truck as "very unsanitary and filthy."3e Animals Leach
sold to Georgetown University were described as "pitifully thin, dirty, and
in some cases clearly suffering from infectious diseases."{ The Caldwell
Commissioners eventually placed a 60-day moratorium on sales of animals
to Leach.

On January 27, 1983, USDA charged Leach with numerous alleged
violations of the Animal Welfare Act regulations and standards, including
failure to properly clean and sanitize transport cages; failure to provide
enclosures that were large enough to allow each animal to stand, sit and lie
in a normal position; failure to house animals in compatible groups; and
failure to individually identify all animals. The charges stemmed from an
inspection of one of Leach's trucks by two North Carolina humane investi-
gators in May 1982.

At the June 29,1983 oral hearing, a former USDA compliance officer
who was for several years the assigned inspector of Leach's facility testified
that based on photographs taken by the humane investigators, it was his
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opinion that the animals had not been overcrowded. As to the other charges,
he stressed the subjectivity involved in applying regulatory standards and
implied that it wasn't clear whether Leach had violated the Act. Administra-
tive Law Judge Dorothea Baker found his testimony more persuasive than
that of the two humane investigators. She was also unconvinced by the
testimony of the North Carolina USDA inspector who initiated the com-
plaint after seeing the humane investigators' photographs of Leach's truck.

Judge Bakerfound Leach guilty of only oneviolation: failure to remove dogs
from their cages while the cages were being hosed down. She ordered Leach
to cease and desist from failing to comply with the Animal Welfare Act.

USDA inspectors continued to report deficiencies at Leach"s facility.
During a7:1,-83 inspectiory inspectors noted: "In the walls and ceiling were
dust, hair, cobwebs, dead animals, fecal material.... Some dogs were ob-
served with mucopurulent discharges fromnose and eyes.... Some with ticks
should be provided with immediate veterinary care.... Per Mr. Leach's
statement as well as the primary enclosure we saw (chicken crates), showed
us that he was not in compliance with the transportation standards. . . . Rodent
feces were observed in the storage atea."

In1987, Leach requested a letter from USDA stating that he was in
compliance with Animal Welfare Act regulations. He received the following
response from Dr. T"tf, Taylor:

During the period January, 1984 through January,\986you
have been inspected by us a total of twenty-four (24) times.... A total
of twenty (20) deficiencies were noted... lThis] is not acceptable. The
average animal dealer with no deficiencies in Virginia was inspected
only six (6) times in the past three (3) years.... I would like to be able
to say you are in compliance, but in fact yours is a marginal facility
which requires an excessive amount of USDA input. According to
our records, at least eight (8) of the twenty-four (24) inspections were
a result of complaints to our office by the public. This is not accept-
able.

In May of that year, the Montgomery County, Virginia Board of
Supervisors denied a request by a local humane society to stop sales of
pound animals to Leach. The society had expressed concern that Leach was
selling lost pets and questioned whether the animals were treated humanely
during transport to and from Leach's kennel. The society presented the
board with a petition - signed by almost 3,500 people - asking that the sales

be stopped. After questioning Leach and visiting his kennel, the board voted
to deny the request, claiming the charges against Leach could not be proved
to its satisfaction.at

During an inspection of Leach's facility on 3-22-88, an APHIS inspec-
tor ordered "[The] treatment or removal of sick animal(s)." On 6-19-89 (80
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dogs, 6L cats), inspectors noted: "Noncompliant standards newly identified
onthis inspection... The transportationenclosuresforcats are chickencrates.
These do not meet the listed standards.... The complete name and address of
the person from whom the dogs and cats weie acquired was not complete in
the records."

Subsequent inspections revealed serious deficiencies in veterinary
care, handling of animals, housing, food storage, sanitation and recordkeep-
ing:

3-12-90: (68 dogs,55 cats) "3 dogs require immediate veterinary care
or euthanasia. 30898 male blue tick hound, left ear infection pen #4. 90661
male white Lab X, Dermatitis, pen #10. No ID Hunting Do& bilateral
conjunctivitis.T1% of the cats demonstrated upper respiratory symptoms of
illness with nasal and ocular discharges, sneezing and malaise. several pens
had piles of diarrhetic feces. Zcatsin pen #2 had numerous fight wounds on
the face, ears and head.... A wild and vicious cat was handled by Mr. Leach
by use of a catch pole. The animal exhibited signs of distress from choking
while observation of the identification tag was conducted."

"The euthanasia chamber was located in a brick shed. The brick walls
contained numerous cracks and separated mortar which allowed buckling
at the walls outward. This is an extremely dangerous location for the gas tank
and chamber. This chamber is used for-dogsind cats.... At the cat barn the
storage container had 4 dead mice in the bottom.... Rat holes and feces were
evident in the dog barn feed storage shed. Rat holes and a dead rat were
evident at the perimeter of the dog barn. "

"The hunting dog shed had an excessive accumulation of feces in all
the pens.... At the cat barn, the floor contained an excessive accumulation of
litter, feces and dirt.... The premises around the cat barn contained numerous
fallen branches, a three-fourths full bucket of used vaccine vials and sy-
ringes, a motor, metal scraps and discarded and unused items."

_ - "Transport enclosures.... The space between the bars are large enough
to allow injury to the animal when a paw is put through them. Thise crates
do not meet the standards.... Records.... Items not listed properly in forms
include... complete description of animal acquired... date of acquisition...
incomplete source name and address... animals acquired from other licensed
dealers are not listed in Form 18-5... Incomplete address of sites of disposi-
tion... Holding period.... The records showed dogs and cats held at the
facility less than 10 days. Numerous animals were removed from the facility
within 4 days of acquisition.... Animals acquired from other dealers do not
show the date of disposition. Therefore, the holding period cannot be
determined."

During reinspection on 6-21-90 (48 dogs listed, 36 dogs on site; 16 cats
listed, 25 cats on site), inspectors noted that while some of the previous
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deficiencies had been corrected, others had not: "LJncorrected non-compli-
ant standards:Transport enclosures.... The chickencrates used for transport-
ing cats do not meet the standards. Records.... The following information is
not being maintained as required... complete address of buyer or receiver
when sold, USDA license number if licensed of buyer or receiver, driver's
license number and state of person from whom acquired if not USDA
licensed or registered, vehicle license number and state of person from
whom acquired if not USDA licensed. Holding period: All animals are not
being held the prescribed number of days as specified."

In September 1990, the group Friends of Animals (FoA) released a
videotape purporting to document "horrific conditions" at Leach Kennels.
The tape showed a burial pit containing uncovered dog carcasges and piles
of used vaccine vials and iyringes in tlie surrounding woods.n'

A USDA Veterinary Medical Officer viewed the videotape to deter-
mine whether it was actually filmed on Leach's premises. In her affidavit she

stated that she did recognize some of the buildings and barns on the tape
from previous inspections. She said the fact that she didn't recognize all of
the locations led her to believe Leach may have had an additional holding
facility and a burial site that USDA was unaware of.nt Two other USDA
investigators later confirmed that the areas the Veterinary Medical Officer
had been unable to recognize were located on Leach's property. As part of
its investigation of FoA's allegations, USDA showed the videotape to Mr.
andMrs. Leach. TheLeaches suggested thatthe decomposed animals shown
on the tape had been dug up by the makers of the videotape. They also
questioned the source of the vaccine vials and syringes, claiming they
disposed of all vials and syringes in the burial site or in county trash
containers. USDA promptly closed the investigation, concluding: "No vio-
lations were found to exist that had not been previously documented."*

The following month, USDA received a letter from a concerned
bystander who had seen one of Leach's truckloads of dogs being unloaded
on a hot day in August. The witness described the conditions in detail:

[The dogs]were encaged in an unmarked yellow van... with
no visible ventilation.... The interior appeared filthy dirty with an
odor of ammonia and feces; the animals had no water and were
panting vigorously. They distinctly appeared hot, exhausted, and
fatigued.... [The driver] was unconcerned for the welfare of the dogs
when I mentioned the heat factor and perhaps they needed some
water and or air. In fact, his reply was, "they don't need any."

After an investigation of the complaint, USDA concluded that "the
transport vehicle used by Leach Kennels does have adequate ventilation and
is normally maintained in a clean manner. No violations of the transporta-
tion standards were established."a5
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That same month, USDA inspectors noted continuing violation of
Animal Welfare Act requirements at Leach's facility:

10-17-90: (54 dogs listed,57 dogs on site;38 cats listed,34 cats on site)
"This facility has a chronic history of noncompliance in numerous sections
of the USDA regulations and standards. specific items of noncompliance
have been noted on previous inspections.... Additional or different deficien-
cies have been noted under thssame regulation or standard upon subse-
quent inspections. Therefore, the following deficiencies noted during this
inspection are listed as uncorrected non-compliant standards.... Structural
strength: The dog barn and hunting dog facility have numerous problem
areas of wood rot and weather decay.... Flies were evident on the feed....
Waste Disposal. The burial pit has some exposed bones (mandible, tibia,
femur and other small bones). All carcasses and bones must be covered
sufficiently to minimize disease hazards."

"Veterinary care. The following animals were noted on this inspec-
tionneeding veterinary attention. Pen #12 #33166 Mate Rottweiler - has bite
wounds on the left ear and over the left eye. These areas are swollen. Pen #6
#33160 Female collie cross -has anopen and drainingwound onthe leftear.
The ear is swollen. The carbon monoxide euthanasia chamber door has a
hinge which is not secure... Some blood and leaves in the lower rear left
corner."

"Identification. One 3-4 month old hound puppy in pen #1 of the
hunting dog facility does not have any identification. 12 animals were
examined for proper identification. The description of the animals as docu-
mented in the records does not match 5 animals examined.... Improper
disposal of tags. Numerous identification tags were found in a 50-gallon
drum along with other items of trash.... Records. The records of acquisition
have the complete address missing on 10% of the listed sources. The vehicle
number and state is not listed for75% of the unlicensed sources. The driver's
license number and state is missing on10% of the listed sources.... It was
discussed with Mr. Leach that when animals are acquired by him and his
employees, they are to identify themselves as a licensed USDA animal
dealer."

A November 1990 USDA Facility Report by Dr. Richard Overton
concluded there was "no way to determine [from Leach's records] if the
animals are being legally acquired."nu Although it was explained to Leach
that this was " a serious violation of the Animal Welfare Act," he resisted a
request to provide the required information:

When Mr. Leach was asked to list complete addresses, license
vehicle tags and driver license numbers for a group of individuals he
balked. Mr. Leach's wife was also resistant and claimed that if we
were to locate the people that some of them would probably be liars.
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At this time we discovered that a Jimmy Lyles had sold a large
number of cats and dogs to Mr. Leach and that he was really an
employee of Mr. Leactu and that instead of listing the correct owner
of these animals, Mr. Leach just used Mr. Lyle's name.

In the report, Dr. Overton stated that during a review of dealers in
North Carolina, he had noted "incomplete or incorrect acquisition and sales
records for transactions involving" Leach and other dealers. He had also
noted that health certificates were not being made for dogs and cats trans-
ported by Leach from dealers in North Carolina.

On Septemb er 5,199'J.,USDA filed a complaint against Leach alleging
violations found during inspections on L0-19-90,6-21--90,3-12-90, and6-19-
89. The alleged violations included: failure to provide adequate veterinary
care; failure to maintain complete records showing the acquisition, disposi-
tion, and identification of animals; failure to individually identify dogs and
cats; failure to maintain housing facilities for dogs that were structurally
sound and in good repair; failure to provide for the removal and disposal of
animal wastes; failure to keep primary enclosures clean and sanitized as
required; failure to keepbuildings and grounds cleanand ingood repairand
free of accumulations of trash; failure to keep dogs in compatible groups;
failure to keep food receptacles for dogs clean and sanitized; failure to
establish and maintain programs of disease control and prevention, eutha-
nasia, and adequate veterinary care under the supervision and assistance of
a veterinarian; and failure to construct and maintain primary enclosures for
cats so as provide sufficient space to allow each animal to turn about freely
and to easily stand, sit and lie in a comfortable normal position.

On Novemb er 24, 1992, Leach signed a Consent Decision and Order,
neither admitting nor denying the charges against him. He was ordered to
relinquish his license permanently and was assessed a $L0,000 penalty,
which was suspended on the condition that he not violate the Animal
Welfare Act.

STEBANE, ERVIN flb/a CIRCLE S RANCH. Kaukana, Wisconsin.
USDA license #35-8-009 (19941.

Ervin Stebane sold between 1,000 and 2,000 dogs a year (see Chapter
2,"The Ervin Stebane Case").

On March 2,1987, Administrative Law Judge John Campbell fined
Stebane $1,500 and suspended his dealer license for 20 days. The judge
commented that his order was consistent with USDA's "severe sanction
policyi' and that such sanctions were "appropriate, reasonable and neces-
sary to achieve theremedial purpose of the Act, and to deterrespondentand
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others from similar violations." Some of the violations that formed the basis
of this sanction were as follows:

February 15 and 22. L985 and March 6. 1"985: improper
storage of food, subjecting it to contamination or vermin infestation;
failure to maintain interior of three building surfaces so they were
impervious to moisture; failure to keep wire fencing between out-
door runs in good repair.

May 2.1985: failure to provide adequate lighting in an
indoor animal housing facility; failure to provide litter boxes for
cats.

Aueust 2. 1985: failure to provide a suitable method to
rapidly eliminate excess water; failure to provide clean watering
receptacles and remove an accumulation of excreta from primary
enclosures.

October 7. L985: failure to provide a litter box in a primary
enclosure for cats; failure to provide adequate space, clean food and
watering receptacles for cats; failure to furnish records.

November 7. 1985: Stebane invited a USDA inspector to
conduct an inspection, but told the inspector to stop harassing him,
made disparaging remarks about the inspector's conduct and ques-
tioned her use of common sense in carrying out previous inspec-
tions, all of which constituted a refusal to permit the inspection.

The judge noted that although deficiencies were found to be cor-
rected on subsequent inspections, new violations were identified on those
reinspections.

Inspection reports revealed inadequate recordkeeping, housing,
sanitation and veterinary care at Circle S ranch:

11,-12-87: (75 dogs,7 cats)"Lcat... does nothave anofficial USDA I.D.
(tag) . .. . 4 tags are hanging on the cat primary enclosure from cats sold - none
of these animals have a record of dispersal (date, name, address, description
of animal, etc.)."

8-5-88: (158 dogs) Six adult dogs and seven puppies were observed
"with no ID tags.... One dog... was not entered into the records." Ten
deficiencies were observed during this inspection.

These included two pens containing seven dogs "with no other
supplementary shade nor protection from the elements.... Galvanized dog
crate has no lower catch pan (has a wire bottom) to catch feces/urine.... Old
box crate used as a cat transport enclosure doesn't have a solid bottom to
catch feces f lurine."

9-6-88: (LLL dogs, 8 cats) "Middle building northwest pen now
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contains 5 small dogs (25lbs. or smaller) with an approximately 3'x 3' foot
dog house just able to contain all dogs at one time to stand or lay down with
not enough room for'normal postural movements."'

5-5-89: (163 dogs, 9 cats) "5 of 9 cats appear to have moderate to
severe upper respiratory disease-ocular & nasal discharge-with some
severe conjunctivitis. No treatment is evident.... Litter pans in cat build-
ing-very soiled, also walls & rest boards dirty.... Outdoor cat pen-
accumulated mud, bones, feathers-coming up through floor of pen-
cannotbe cleaned....Incatbuilding-1 pan of wet cat chow outside without
shelter-inside a whole chicken.... Urine and feces in several water dishes
and food bowls.... Frozen pans of ground meat [for dogs] are stored outside
in an open water tank with a piece of canvas on top."

9-28-89: (170 dogs) "Building #1, indoor pen.... 4,094 sq. inches
available. There are 8 dogs in pen... Necessary space = 9,248 inches.... L7
dogs were tagged with tag numbers which had no entry on Form 18-5.... 4

dogs had no tags and no tags were attached to the appropriate pen. 6 dogs
had tag numbers which did not match the entry on Form L8-5. Entry
indicated that the dog had been sold or was of a different breed."

1,2-9-89: (110 dogs) " 4 dogs had tag numbers which did not match
the entry on Form 18-5; 2 dogs had no tags; 8 dogs had tag numbers which
had no entry on L8-5 Forms; 6 tags were hanging on pens and did not
appear to match untagged dogs.... 5 dogs had registration papers and
proper records but were not identified in pen.... Mr. Stebane has been
operating as a contract pound for area towns in the past. With the advent
of new regulations he is no longer acting in this capacity and has no plans
to do so in the near future."

12-27-90: "Frozen chunks of meat piled up outside building.... Pri-
mary enclosure measures 23"x30"x10" and contained 9 adult cats. Space
available to house only 2 cats.... [Feeding] food on floor.... Pens #7, 6,5,1
frozen meat on floor.... Many of enclosures appeared to have more than
acceptable level of accumulation of waste (excreta).... L0+ dogs on records
not found on premises.... 1 dog... Tag had been used previously.... 5 dogs
untagged-were tagged in our presence.... 9 cats acquired last night were
untagged."

9-3-92: Attempted inspection. "Licensee failed to have a responsible
parq available to conduct an animal welfare inspection."

Stebane's license was suspended for 21. days on June 30, L993. On
March'J"4,1994, Stebane signed a consent decree permanently revoking his
USDA license.



Cr as B f)prl nns Wso Hlvn Lcrr on Tmm I.lmsrs . 189

STOWERS, JACK (SUGAR CREEK KENNELS). Frankfort, Indiana.
USDA license #32-8.497 (799n

Jackstowers supplied dogs to the Cleveland Clinic inohio and other
Class B dealers, including Michael Kredovski (see Kredovski, Michael in
"Class B Dealers Selling Random source Dogs and Cats for Research").
Stowers acquired the animals he sold from individuals and from pounds and

trade days in Michigarl Tennessee and Kentucky. According to information
he provided to USDA, he sold approximately 1',238 animals ayeat, grossing

$+3,OOO.*'However, during an administrative hearing on charges of violat-
ing the Animal Welfare Act brought against him by USDA, Stowers testified
thit he sold dogs to research facilities for between $120 to $130 apiece,

earning a grors p.ofit of between $L00,000 and $130,000 per yeut.* T'Ltit

testimony not only refutes the $43,000 figure but also his testimony during
the same hearingthathe earned only $20!OO to $25,000 ayear.Ae Betweenthe
time he was first licensed in 1988 and his hearing in1996, Stowers handled
close to 10,000 dogs.

In June 1994,IJSDA suspended Stowers's license f.or 2L days and
confiscated 29 dogs from his kennel. In Decembet 1996, an administrative
law judge fined him $15,000, ordered him to cease and desist from violating
the Animal Welfare Act and revoked his license. USDA filed a new com-

plaint a gainst Stowers in February L 9 97, chat ging him with many of the same

violations he was found guilty of in1996.

Between 1990 and 1994,Stowers failed to allow a USDA inspector
access to his facility on29 separate occasions. A ]anuary 1995 USDA Office
of Inspector General Report noted that "APHIS inspectors generally called

ahead to schedule appointments bec_ause of [Stowers's] repeated refusal to
cooperate in allowing inspections."- The report stated that despite the fact
thaithe inspectors called in advance, in most cases they were "either refused
admittance outright, or could not get in because the owner was gone." On
two occasions wlien inspectors had made appointments and were allowed
to enter the facility, they could not locate any animals.

When inspectors were able to conduct inspections, they docu-
mented serious deficiencies in sanitatiory recordkeeping and housing:

2-20-90: (59 dogs) "Excessively strong ammonia smell.... 3 weaned
pups without identification.... Records are not kept at facility at this time.,,.
Holding period - Cannot be verified because records are unav atlable" ; 6-27 -

90: (25 dogs) "Dogs in Run #5 - 10 have no shade outside of dog house.... No
records of to whom dogs were sold available this inspection."

1-3-91,: (13 dogs) "several dogs are doubled in (transport) enclosure
and do not have adequate space to lift head in order to stand erect.... Dogs
in transporting vehicle are not tagged or otherwise identified.... Some L8-6s
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were available for inspection... but there are no records of acquisition on the
dogs being transported.... Holdingperiod cannotbe verified because records
are inadequate."

5-10-9'i.: Records inspection only. "Noncompliant standards docu-
mented on previous inspections that are not corrected this inspection: 1)
Animals No.'s 2922 to2930 appear twice on the VS Form L8-5 with different
acquisition dates. 2) In [ ] animals, there is a discrepancy between the date
of sale on the VS Form 18-5 and the VS Form 18 -6.... #2189... was a hound and
not an alley cat as listed on VS Form 18-5.3) With [5] animals a double tag
number was used with no record of acquisition for one of them... 4) There is
no information on acquisition for [11] animals...5) There is no information
on the disposition of [5] animals... 6) [7] animals were listed as'Lost Tag' in
the records, and there is no record of acquisition or date of acquisition...n
[4] animals were listed as having been'shot' on the VS Form 18-5, but were
actually sold on another date.... 8) Animal #2553 (mentioned in the VS Form
18-8 dated 1,-3-91),appears ona VSFormLS-6 (whichwas notavailable atthe
time of inspection of 1.-3-91),as havingbeen donated to C. Alexander on12-
'1,8-90, and then reappears on another VS Form 18-6 as having been sold to a
research facility on 12-18-90."

On8-6-92, the inspector noted: "This is the 3rd attempted inspection
during the hours listed on the most recent Hours of Inspection dated 5-L9-
92....I arrived at 3:00 pm, checked with Chester Stowers, the neighbor, who
called Jack Stowers's home and it was reported he was not at home and they
did not know when he would be home." More than ayear had passed sincl
the last inspection of 6-10-91,.

In October 1992,Dr. Jerry Diemer, Supervisor of the North Central
Sector Office, requested Regulatory Enforcement to take "expedited action"
in Stowers's case, one of several submitted to the Office of General Counsel
for review:

[Stowers's] Violations include incomplete records, being un-
available for inspections, and not holding animals for required time.
Last complete inspection was June 27,1990; since thery there have
been seven attempted inspections. Local humane organizations al-
lege that Mr. Stowers deals in stolen animals. As we have not been
able to inspect premises or records since ]une 21,199'1,, we carurot
document movement and or care of animals. Therefore, we feel this
is a very high priority case.u'

On 3-30-93, the inspector reported: "Noncompliant standards docu-
mented on previous inspections (5-27-90,1-3-9'1., 6-10-91) that are not cor-
rected: "In the case of l12l dogs/cats the same tag number was used to
identify two (2) animals, with no record of acquisition for one of them.... In
the case of #5440, the same tag number was used twice with no record of
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acquisition or date of acquisition for either of them; in the case of animals
#4063,4135,4179, the same tag number was used twice with no record of
date of acquisition. [15] dogs/cats were listed on the records as'LOST' or
'LOSTTAGS'butwere actually sold orofferedfor sale. Therefore, there is no
record of acquisitiory description, or date of acquisition.... [15] dogs/cats
were either sold or rejected for sale on2-1,6-93 and there is no description,
date of acquisition, or record of acquisition. [3] dogs/cats were sold 3-10-93
and there is no description, dates of acquisitiory or record of acquisition."

Other noncompliant standards documented from previous inspec-
tions (1-3-91,, 6-70-97) that remained uncorrected included the sale of 37
animals before the required holding period had been met. Use of the same
tag numbers to identify more than one animal was noted as uncorrected
from the 6-10-9'L inspection. Inspectors also noted: "There are no copies of
health certificates available on interstate transportation of dogs/cats from
Kentucky to Indiana, and Indiana to Mississippi."

Onlune 16 ,1994,U5DA filed a complaint against Stowers alleging he
1) failed to maintain complete and accurate records of the acquisition,
disposition and identification of do gs,2) failed to hold dogs for the required
period of time, 3) failed to identify dogs as required,4) failed to allow USDA
officials to inspect his premises on 22 separate occasions, 5) offered dogs for
transportation in enclosures that did not con-form to structural requirements
and 6) obtained random source dogs from individuals who had notbred and
raised the dogs on their own premises. On June 17, Kent Permentier, an
APHIS senior investigator, delivered a2L-day license suspension notice to
Stowers. Stowers refused to allow an inspection at that time and threatened
to harm the APHIS inspector if he returned and attempted to inspect the
premises at a later time.

OnJune 28,two USDA inspectors, two U.S. Marshals and a county
sheriff went to Stowers's facility to photograph the dogs covered under the
21.day suspension. Many of the dogs were excessively thin and ill. Stowers
was instructed in writing and orally through his wife Cindy to obtain
veterinary diagnosis and treatmentfor the sick animals within24 hours. The
following day, investigator Permentier and the inspector returned and
discovered that Stowers had not provided the dogs with veterinary care.
They confiscated all29 dogs housed in the facility. Many of the dogs were in
such poor physical condition they had to be euthanized. Others were placed
in homes by a local humane society.

On 5-30-94, Stowers allowed an APHIS inspector to conduct an
announced records inspection. The inspector reported: "Of the approxi-
mately 1.490 dogs/ cats listed in the records as having been obtained since 5-
8-93, approximately 1162have both an incomplete address and no driver's
license number /vehicle license number on the individual from whom these
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dogs/ cats were acquired.... Another 36 animals have an incomplete address
on individuals from whom they were obtained.... Another 119 animals have
no driver's license number on individuals from whom they were obtained....
For the following tag numbers there is no record of disposition: [total of 59
animals].... [5] were listed in the records as'shot'butwere actually sold at a
later date.... 18 dogs/cats were not held a sufficient number of days.... In the
following dogs/cats the same tag number was used to identify more than
one animal [15 tag numbers listed].... There are no pound certificates
available for pound-derived dogs/cats that were acquired after 8-23-93."

On\0-12-94, the inspector reported: "There were 8 dogs where there
was no date of acquisition available.... There are no pound certificates
available for the 89 pound derived dogs acquired since last inspection ( Note:
Mr. Stowers has acquired blank pound certificates)."

USDA filed an amended complaint on October 28,1994, charging
stowers with additional violations of the AWA, including failure to provide
adequate veterinary care to dogs; provide health certificates for transported
dogs; and construct and maintain primary enclosures for dogs so as to
protect them from injury and contain them securely.

InJuly 1995, Pennsylvania state dogwardens stopped Stowers as he
was returning to Indiana after delivering a truckload of dogs to Mike
Kredovski. Most of the cages in the truck were empty, except for two sick
dogs Kredovski had refused to accept. Stowers admitted transporting 28
dogs from Indiana the previous day without food or water. The dog wardens
and officials from the local SPCA charged Stowers with transporting dogs
without an out-of-state kennel license; failure to provide records or bills of
sale and cruelty to animals, including overcrowding and failure to provide
food, water and veterinary care. Stowers never answered the charges against
him, and there is still an outstanding warrant for his arrest.

On May 2 and3,1996, almost two years after it had filed a complaint
against Stowers, USDA held an administrative hearing in Indianapolis,
Indiana. USDA investigators testified that when they had attempted to trace
back individuals listed as supplying dogs to Stowers, they were unable to
locate many of the people based on the information in Stowers's records.
other listed suppliers who were located stated they did not know stowers
and had never sold him any dogs. Although Stowers argued that USDA
failed to prove he purchased dogs from individuals who hadn't bred and
raised the animals on their own property, he testified that he suspected that
about sixty percent of the dogs he buys are not raised on the sellers' premises.

In his December 23,1996 decision, Chief Administrative Law Judge
Victor Palmer wrote: "Mr. Stowers has proven himself unwilling to submit
to statutorily required goverrunent regulation. His claims of showing good
faith are negated by his admitted threats against APHIS inspectors and his
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routine refusal to allow the inspection of his faciIlty."sz Judge Palmer noted
that because Stowers had committed 33 violations, a fine of as much as

$82,000 could have been assessed. "Considering the extent of Respondent's
noncompliance, the $20,000 penalty requested by Complainant is not inap-
propriate." Becauseludge Palmer had dismissed three of the recordkeeping
allegations based on the government's failure to present substantiating
evidence, he reduced the fine to $15,000. He also ordered permanent revo-
cation of Stowers's license and issuance of a cease and desist order. Although
the decision gave Stowers 30 days to appeal the decision, he requested and
was granted a two and a half month extension to file an appeal. He never did
file an appeal, and, in May 1997, Judge Palmer's decision became effective.
USDA filed another complaint against Stowers in February 1997, charging
him with 1) failure to allow inspection of his facility; 2) failure to make
records of acquisition and disposition available to APHIS; 3) failure to have
any health certificates or pound certificates for dogs; 4) failure to identify
dogs;5)failure to provide adequate veterinary care for dogs; and 6) failure
to ensure that primary enclosures were constructed and maintained so as to
have no sharp points that could injure the animals contained therein. It is not
known whether USDA will take any action on the complaint.

THORSEN, GEORGE (THORSEN BREEDING IABS). Enosburg Falls,
Vermont. USDA license #13-8-004 (last licensed in L993)

George Thorsen sold both purpose bred and random source dogs
and cats to 1ale, Harvard, and Brown universities.u' I., the late 1970s,
Thorsen and another Vermont Class B dealer, Rosaire Paradis, purchased as

many as 2,000 animals a year from Canadian pounds in south Quebec.
Thorsen later rented Paradis's kennels in order to expand his own opera-
tion.*'uu He continued to acquire animals in Canada until L993, when USDA
informed him that purchasing animals from dealers and pounds in Canada
would no longer be permitted. In L99L, Thorsenreported selling583 animals,
earning $68,608 in gross sales.uu

Inspections of Thorsen's facility revealed deficiencies in identifica-
tion of animals, veterinary care, housing and sanitation:

6-11.-87: (Goff Farm, Westboro ,MA,43 cats) "No facility veterinarian
exists, no written program therefore. An agreement with a veterinarian must
be established.... There was a strong odor of ammonia upon entering.... An
inadequate employee situation still exists, as evidenced by the lack of work
accomplished - UNCORRECTED REPEAT DEFICIENCY.... The transport
vehicle was inspected and found dirty with no apparent ventilation, and no
way to secure the cages to the vehicle floor" ;12-18-87: "There are two cats in
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a travel carrier that are 11 x 18. Cats need a minimum floor space of 21./2
square feet. There are two cages 27" x24" that have 2 small cats which also
need 2 1/2 sq. ft. of floor space."

12-5-88: Attempted inspection. "Mr. Thorsen was not available to-
day. Therefore, records could not be inspected, [and] the matter of health
certificates couldn t be discussed."

9-1L-90: (142 cats) "Indoor facility does not provide ample lighting so
as to provide for inspection and cleaning.... An attempt must be made to
identify cats.... None of the cats have identification affixed to them.... Dealer
would not provide access to complete names and addresses of sources of
cats.... [Determination of whether cats were being held the number of days
required] could not be checked due to dealer not allowing USDA access to
cat source."

11-6-90: (107 cats) "Strong odor noted in both downstairs and up-
stairs.... Records do not contain the complete name, address, vehicle license
number, or driver's license number."

5-30-9L: (95 cats) "Noncompliant standards documented on L1-5-90,
9-11,-90 that are not corrected: Eight cats noted from one source the address,
vehicle license number are not indicated."

In May, 1991, Thorsen notified USDA that he had rented Rosaire
Paradis's kennels in Berkshire, Vermont: "We are continuing to prepare and
also breed cats for researchbut are also providing dogs for research ona very
limited scale using Mr. Paradis's kennel.... The updating [of the facility] will
include the addition of more lighting, insulating of inside perimeter walls,
addition of cleaning and preparation stations, painting and additional
ventilation which will all lead to an excellent facility for Lab Animals before
shipment to the community."sT

Despite Thorsen's assurzrnces, inspections of the new site revealed
deficiencies in sanitation and veterinary care:

6-\0-91,: (16 dogs, 5L cats) "The cages for cats have strong fecal, urine
odors.... Some areas of the kennel had to be inspected with a flashlight.
Lighting must be provided."

3-25-92: (19 dogs, 69 cats) "The indoor facility noted with strong
ammonia odor.... Ventilation must be provided at all times so as to provide
forthe healthandwellbeing of the animals.... Second catsection... noted not
sufficiently lit so as to provide for proper inspection.... Cat #3159 noted to be
severely matted; this cat needs to be bathed and groomed. Cat #3222noted
with right eye closed and some drainage. Also cat #4089 noted with severe
nasal and ocular discharge and also coughing. Cat #4015 noted with tail that
is necrotic and seeping serum-the above animals need to be seen by the
attending veterinarian... (Also three dead puppies were noted)."



Cr-ess B Dralrns Wqo l{aw I mr op Rpr ruornqmn Tmrp I -rmuqx o 195

4-7-92: (17 dogs,50 cats) "The dog and cat area noted with a strong
ammonia odor. Ventilation must be provided so as to minimize odors and
arnmonia levels.... The attending veterinarian was not contacted concerning
the sick animals noted on3-25-92.... Cat #4015 was euthanized by the facility
and #3222 and 4089 were treated by the facility without being seen by the
attending veterinarian.... Cat #4086 noted with wound on right front leg
such that the cat is limping and licking at the area. The program of veterinary
care stated that the attending veterinarian will visit the facility monthly-
The veterinarian has not been to the facility in about 8 months. Also the
program states the fecals will be conducted on admission of the animal to the
facility-this is not being followed. At present the veterinarian is not
included in a regular plan to prevent, control, diagnose and treat diseases
and injuries."

Inspectors documented inadequate ventilation again on9-9-92 and
10-15-92. Thorsen closed the Berkshire site on October 23, and moved all of
the animals back to the Vermont facility. In September 1993, USDA termi-
nated Thorsen's license after he failed to submit the required renewal
application and license fee.

VVISE ALMAN d/b/a TARHEEL CATTERY. Benson, North Carolina.
USDA license #55-8-037 (last licensed in 1990).

Alman Wise, known as "the Catman," supplied cats to Carolina
Biological Supply Company in Burlington, North Carolina (USDA license
#55-8-010). On his 1988-1989 annual report, he reported selling 13,509 cats,
grossing $128,343."' Wise had a long history of noncompliance with the
Animal Welfare Act. USDA fined him $1,000 in 1984 and $6,000 in 1985.

Al and Dorothy Wise, John D. Wise, John H. Wise, Faye Wise and
Vaden Wise are one of many examples of families that form commercial
networks with individually licensed family members located in diverse
geographic areas. Faye Wise (#72-B-028) and Vaden Wise (#72-B-13) oper-
ated facilities in Louisiana at different times; the remaining Wises operated
out of North Carolina. Al Wise's wife, Dorothy, tried unsuccessfully to
obtain her own license.

1n1984, Wise signed a consent decision and order fining him $1,000
and ordering him to cease and desist from violating the Animal Welfare Act.
The charges againstWisewere based onthree inspections and anincidentin
Rocky Mount, North Carolina, where Wise had trapped a number of cats at
a mobile home park. Some of the cats were strays, but many of them were
pets of park residents. Wise's brother, Kirby, transported the cats in a truck
with a faulty exhaust system, so that fumes leaked into the area were the cats
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were held. As a result, twenty-one of the cats died. On another occasiorL
USDA inspectors cited Wise for transporting 145 cats in four crates that were
notlarge enoughto allow the animals to makenormal postural adjustments.
Inspectors also discovered that many cats were not held for the required
holding period, many were improperly tagged or identified and record-
keeping was inadequate. The consent decision ordered Wise to identify all
animals immediately upon acquisition, maintain complete records on all
animals and observe the required five-day holding period. The decision also
ordered that whenever Wise acquired stray animals by capturing them, he
was to place conspicuous notices near his property with information on the
date of capture of any stray animals, together with his business name,
address and telephone number. The notice was to remain posted at least
throughout the holding period.

InOctober L985, one of Wise's employees, Billy Brock, was convicted
on a charge of cruelty to animals. Brock had driven his truck into a woman's
driveway in Mebane and asked her if she had any cats she didn't want. The
woman said she saw 10 cats in the back of the truck crammed into small
cages. "They were packed so closely that the ones that had their backs to me
could not turn around," said the woman.u'None of the cats had any food or
water. A judge ordered Brock to pay court costs but did not impose a fine.

USDA filed a complaint against Wise on June 11,1986, charging that
notwithstanding the provisions of the 1984 consent decision and order, Wise
had willfully violated the Animal Welfare Act, the regulations and the order.
The complaint alleged that 1) on 7-8-85, Wise's employee Billy G. Brock
transported cats in an overcrowded cage; 2) on 7-12-85, Wise failed to
identify 25 cats and keep a record of names and addresses of the cats' sources;
and 3) on7-12-85 arrd 10-10-85, Wise failed to provide adequate litter for cats.
In October, USDA ordered Wise to cease and desist from violating the
Animal Welfare Act and assessed him a $6,000 civil penalty.

A 7-18-90 inspection revealed continuing noncompliance with re-
cordkeeping violations. Of the 340 individuals listed as supptying more than
L,200 cats to Wise between May and July, none were noted to have vehicle
or driver's license numbers recorded, and 90 percent did not have a complete
address listed. "This failure to maintain records is a violation of a cease and
desist order of Oct. 28,1986,' wrote the inspector.

The same month, compliance officer Page Eppele and investigator
WilliamGroce attempted to trace back some of Wise's suppliers. In his report
to Southeast Sector Supervisor ]oseph Walker, Groce wrote, "I was unable to
locate any person listed on the VS Form 18-5's who had given cat(s) to Al
Wise or Tarheel Cattery."n After her own investigation o? Wire" records,
officer Eppele reported:

Several people whose names were listed on the VS Form 18-
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5... signed affidavits stating they did not give cats to Al wise or

Tarheel cattery nor did they know Al wise or Tarheel Cattery. other
names on form could not be located or were believed fictitious.

Eppele's report also described how, during a delivery to CBSC, Wise

had been observed using a metal rod to prod cats into cages before placing
them in a gas chamber. A witness swore in an affidavit that:

At no time during the entire process... did I observe Mr. wise
or any regular CBSC employee make any record of transfer of live
cats from dealers to CBSC, either through identification by usDA
identification tag or description of individual animal.

On October 22,1990, ABC-TV's "World News Tonight" aired video

footage on CBSC and Wise filmed by Peopte For the Ethical Treatment of
Animils (PETA) investigators. The video showed wise delivering a large

number oi cats to CBSC. Even though the video clearly depicted the delivery
of live cats to the CBSC loading dock, CBSC president Dr. Thomas Powell

asserted on camera that the animals CBSC purchased were "always dead"

when acquired. The video also showed cats roughly prodded with metal
hooks into crates, which were then placed in a gas chamber. Some of the

animals were shown still moving when they were taken to the embalming
table. Some clenched their jaws as the formaldehyde was injected into their
veins.

The footage showed an ABC News producer trying to interview
Wise, who responded by attempting to run the producer down in a tractor.
As the television crew tried to get away, a sec-ond camera filmed Wise

ramming the tractor into a ABC-TV News van.o''o'

usDA Inspector William Groce noted that during a10-23-90 inspec-

tion, Wise discussed giving up his license. "Mr. Wise stated he wasn't able

to stand the pressure. The folks at church and his neighbors were saying

about him. 'They all think I'm bad and did wrong,' Mr. Wise stated, 'I think
I'll give my license up and that way I won t be prosecuted.'... Mr. wise
furtler staied he would wait a while till things cooled off and reapply for a

new license."6 Wise officially surrendered his license on October 31',1990.

In January 1991, Wise reapplied for a Class B license under a new

company name, bouble c Ranch. In response to wise's reapplication, Dr.

Richird Overton sent a memo to USDA Assistant Deputy Administrator of
Regulatory Enforcement Arthur J. Wilson, which stated:

Inanattemptto avoid prosecutiory Mr. wisehas surrendered
his license and has reapplied for a new license.... Mr. Wise has a

chronic history of noncompliance with the Animal Welfare Act,

particularly in the area of acquisition of cats.... Because of the size of
his busineis of $LL0,506.50... and the total lack of credibility of his
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acquisition records, plus the previous history of noncompliance, we
reconunend that the maximum civil penalty be assessed against Mr.
Wise. .. that Mr. Wise's license be permanently revoked and Mr. Wise
be barred as a licensed Dealer urrder the Animal welfare Act or have
any activity in this area.

USDA denied Wise's license reapplication on January 23,199L.ln
L993, USDA filed a complaint against wise for violations documented before
he relinquished his license. The complaint charged wise with failing to
maintain records of the acquisition, disposition, and identification of cats,
failing to establish and maintain a written program of adequate veterinary
care and failingto provide sufficientspaceforcats inprimary enclosures. On
July 7,1993 wise signed a consent decision and order, which disqualified
him from becoming licensed under the act for ten years and prohibited him
from engaging in any activity for which a license is required under the Act.

ZOOK, HARRY (MAPLE HILL KENNELS). Martinsville,Indiana.
USDA license #32-8-2 (last licensed in L990).

Harry Zook, at one time the Town Marshal for Morgantown, Indiana,
was first licensed as a Class B dealer in1967. He operated his kennel as a
contract pound for the City of Morgantown, and his wife was the Morgan
County dog warden. Zook also had a contract to accept dogs from the st.
Joseph County, Michigan Pound, where he acquired the majority of his dogs.
He reported selling 547 dogs in 1988.e

usDA inspectors reported deficiencies in recordkeeping, sanitation
and housing at Maple Hill Kennels:

3-30-87: (48 dogs inspected) "Wire on outside and inside cages
broken and bent.... several piles of used sawdust and fecal matter piled up
in facility.... Inadequate lighting available in indoor facility.... walls and
floor of indoor facility allowing water seepage into pens.... outside pen has
3 doghouses in bad repair.... Dogs not able to remain dry and clean.... Food
receptacles have food buildup.... water receptacles are dirty.... All pens,
indoors, walls, ceilings have buildup of cobwebs, dust, rust, floors covered
with thin film of waste.... Dog boxes on vehicles are made of wood; urine and
water soak into wood.... Current program of euthanasia is to gas dogs in a
box container with exhaust from truck.... 48 dogs on hand. Dogs not
[identified] and no records-correct by 4-4-87."

On April 1-,1987, Dr. James Downard, APHIS Area Veterinarian in
Charge for Indiana, wrote to zook expressing his outrage at conditions
found at his premises:
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I have just reviewed the March 30,1987 inspection report for
your facility. I am appalled at the conditions found by our inspectors.
The following actions must be implemented immediately: (1) Aty
dog that you acquire must be identified immediately upon acquisi-
tion and a record made of where acquired, the name of the person
from whom acquired and a brief description of the animal.... (2) All
sick or injured dogs must be placed in individual kennels and not in
a common pen as you have been doi.g.... (3) Daily sanitation must be
implemented.... (6) Euthanasia must be performed in a humane
manner. Exhaust fumes from a truck is entirely unsatisfactory.

Although an inspector reported that conditions at the facility
improved somewhat by April 8, subsequent inspections revealed
deficiencies in sanitation and recordkeeping:

had
new

9-1,-87: (19 dogs, 7 cats) "Indoor kennels have large buildup of
cobwebs, dust.... Serious fly problem.... L5 dogs received on 8-3L-87 not
identified at time of this inspection.... Records fuom6-22-87 still present do
not disclose sales of dogs obtained. Records fromT-22-87 do not disclose dog
acquisition or sales."

9-11.-87: (24 dogs,7 cats) " Cat pen - dusty - buildup of fecal matter -
resting boards dirty.... 3 dogs no I.D. - Mr. Zook stated dogs just arrived at
facility.... Cats are not identified-must be identified in records and by
numbers.... Cats are not included in records."

12-8-88: (35 dogs listed, 55 dogs on site; 10 cats listed, 9 cats on site)
"Deficiencies not corrected from previous inspection (L1"-21-88).... Dogs, cats

recently acquired are not identified and not entered on records.... Water
receptacles overturned in multiple runs with no other source available.
Provide at least 2 feed pans and 2 water pans in each pen due to number of
dogs in each pen and size differential between dogs.... Moderate accumula-
tion of fecal material in multiple runs. Increase frequency of cleaning to
prevent disease, odor, vermin problem."

InaJanuary3, L989letterto REAC's R.L. Crawford, Dr. Morley Cook,
Veterinarian in Charge for Indiana, questioned the legality of Zook's dual
function as dealer and pound:

It has been brought to our attention... that Mr. Harry Zook, dba
Maple Hill Kennel, 32-B-2, Martinsville, Indiana, is a licensed dealer and
is operating a contract city pound for the City of Morgantown and
Morgan County.... Mr. ZooKs facility does not meet the requirements
set forth in The Animal Welfare Manual.... However, the facility has

been licensed since May 24, 1967 and has essentially operated as a
contract city pound for several years. We are requesting your interpre-
tation of regulationrequirements inrespectto this type of facility and the
recommended course of action to be taken:
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Zook eventually constructed a separate facility to hold the Morgan
County pound dogs.

In January 1990, the Zooks voluntarily relinquished their license.

Notes

1. Judith Reitman, Stolenfor Profit: How the Medical Establishmentls Funding aNationalPetTheft
Conspiracy, (New York: Pharos Books, 1992).

2. Advertising information on Beise Kennels from Animal Welfare Institute file on Beise
Kennels, 1965, compiled by Dorot\ Dyce, Laboratory Animal Specialist.

3. Letter to Dr. Ellen Magid, veterinary Inspector, USDA-APHIS-REAC, (signature deleted),
28 February 1989.

4. USDA-APHIS Animal Care Complaint Contact (complainant unidentified),27 November
1990.

5. USDA-APHISVeterinary Inspector, Reportof Alleged Violation of theAnimal Welfare Act,
25 February 1991.

6. Michael K. Nottingham, Investigator, REAC, Report of Investigation of AIIeged Violation
of the Animal Welfare Act,4 June 199L.

7. Ron Claxon, in an affidavit dated 3 April 1991.

8. USDA-APHIS Veterinary Inspector, in a memo to Dr. Richard Overton, Animal Care
Specialist, USDA-REAC, 18 June 1992.

9. Michael K. Nottingham, Investigator, REAC, in a letter to REAC investigator Kent A.
Permentier, 14 August 1992.

10. Affidavit of Mark D. Lynch, 24 Augast7992.

1L. Affidavit of Gregory Fedechko, 26 Augast1992.

12. Ron Claxon, in an affidavit dated 26 Augost1992.

13. Samuel Esposito, USDA-APHIS Application for License or Annual Report, 6 May 1985.

14. Action 81, Berryville, vA. Information on dealers who acquired dogs from virginia;
various dates.

15. Ibid.

1.5. "Truck Carrying Canines to Labs Uncovered by Officials Locally," Martinsburg, Wy:The
Mar tin sbur g I ournal, 9 Mar ch 197 6.

17. "Action 81 Group Formed to Help Stop Dognapping," Martinsburg, WV: The Martinsburg
lournal,16 Aprll1976.

18. Action 81, Berryville, vA. Information on dealers who acquired dogs from virginia;
various dates.

19. Huntington, WV: The Huntington Herald Dispatch,12 April 1980.

20. Circuit Court of Cabell County, WV, Criminal Case Information Sheet, Case No. 80M-860,
28 April 1980.

21. Action 81, Berryville, vA. InJormation on dealers who acquired dogs from virginia;
various dates.

22. Philadelphia, PA: The Sunday News,70 July 1983.

23. ]ohn D. Wiggins, Phelps County Missouri Prosecuting Attomey, in a letter dated 22



Cuss B Dralrns WHo Ha'",n Losr on RsltrNour$fio Trun LrcrNsrs . 201

August 1983.

24. USDA-APHIS Veterinary Inspector, in a memo to Dr. |oseph Walker, Southeast Sector
Supervisor, USDA-REAC, 19 October 1.990.

25. Thor Tolo, "No License Means Headache for Local Dogcatcher," St. Peter, MN: Sf. Pefer
Herald,18 April 1985.

26. Tommy Wolfe, "Group Asks Winona Aldermen to Review Contract with Dealer,"
Mississippi : The D aily S entinel- S tar, 7 April 7993.

27. "Rewards Target Mississippi Pet Thieves," Memphis, TN: The Commercial Appeal,S April
1993.

28. Russell Hutton, USDA-APHIS Application for License or Annual Report, 10 April 1990.

29. The New York Times, 6 July 1965.

30.ColePhinizy,"TheLostPetsThatStraytotheLabs," Sportslllustrated,29November1965.

31. Delmara Baylor, State Humane Investigator, Virginia, in a letter dated 1 September 1984
to Mary Warner, Action 81, Virginia.

32. "Dog Dealer to Pay Fine of $2,000,' Harrisburg, PA: Harisburg News,3 March 1988.

33. WaltLane, VirginiaFederation of HumaneSocieties, inaletterto LeroyE. Bowan,Jr. DVM,
Animal Welfare Officer, Commonwealth of Virginia, dated 5 August 1982.

34. Noel Leach, USDA-APHIS Application for License or Annual Report, SMay 1977.

35. Paul L. Bernhardt, in a letter dated 28 October 1981.

35. Sue G. Ellenburg, in a letter to the Caldwell County Commissioners dated 30 August 1982.

37. Clarke Morrison, "Animal Dealer Defends Treatment of Dogs, Cats," North Carolina: The
Hickory Daily Record,21 September 1982.

38. Clarke Morrisory "Animal Dealer Defends Treatment of Dogs, Cats," Hickoy, NC:
Hickory Daily Record,21 September 1982.

39. Dr. William Rumpp, University of North Carolina researcher, in an address to the
Caldwell County Commission. Unsanitary truck conditions were documented by UNC
officials during a 1.975 inspection. Hickory,NCt Hickory Daily Record,21 September 1982.

40. The Animal Welfare Institute, statement submitted to Caldwell County Commissiory I

July 1982.

41.. Kathy Loan, "County Plans to Keep SellingDogs," Vitglnia:News Messenger,T2May 7987.

42. Friends of Animals press release, 14 September 1990.

43. Kay Carter-Corker, Veterinary Medical Officer, USDA-APHIS-REAC, in an affidavit
dated 10 October 1990.

44. Worth V. Hash, Investigator, USDA-APHIS-REAC, in an investigation report to Dr.
Joseph Walker, Sector Supervisor for Animal Care, USDA-APHI$REAC,28 November 1990.

45. Worth V. Hash, Investigator, USDA-APHIS-REAC, in an investigation report to Dr.
Joseph Walker, Sector Supervisor for Animal Care, USDA-APHI9REAC, 27 November 1990.

45. USDA Facility Report on Noel Leach, dated 1 November 1990: Dr. Richard O. Overton,
Animal Care Specialist, Southeast Sector, to Dr. Morley H. Cook, Associate Deputy Admin-
istrator, Regulatory Enforcement and Animal Care.

47. USDA-APHIS, Annual Sales of Currently Licensed Class B Dealers Providing Random
Source Dogs and Cats to Research Facilities, 1996.

48. Decision and Order, In re: Jack D. Stowers, d/b/ aSugar Creek Kennels, Respondent,23
December 1996.



202. Tlg'e Arvnr.llr-

49.Ibid.

50. USDA Office of Inspector General report on APHIS's enforcement of the Animal Welfare
Act, 5 January 1995.

51. Jerry W. Diemer, North Central Sector Supervisor for Animal Care, ApHIS-REAC, in a
letter to Alan Christian, Staff Dtector, REAC, 1 October 192.
52. Decision and order, In re: fack D. stowers, d/b/ asugar Creek Kennels, Respondent, 23
December 1996.

53. Action 81,,7984 information.

54. David ]ohnstory "Peddling of Animals Illegal in 8 States, Medical Researchers Turn to
Canada" Montreal, Canada: The Montreal Gazette,2T August 1985.

55. Montreal, Canada: TV Channel 12," Asltls," 2March 1985.

56. George Thorsery USDA-APHIS Application for License or Annual Report, 26 August
1991..

57. George and Matt Thorsery in a 30 Illfay 1991.letter to USDA.

58. Alman wise, USDA-APHIS Application For License or Annual Report, 2sluly 1989.

59. Mike McQueen, "Man Who Collects Cats for Research Is Found Guitty of Cruelty to
Animals," Raleigh, N.C. : Tfte News And Obseroer,lg October 1985.

50. william T. Groce, Investigator, REAC, in a letter to Dr. Joseph A. walker, southeastern
Sector Supervisor, REAC 19 December 1990.

51. The Animal Welfare Institute, AW Quarteily,v.39,n.4. Winter 1990-91..

62. In March, 1994, administrative law judge Dorothea Baker ruled there was insufficient
evidence to support USDA's charges of animal cruelty against CBSC (for allegedly embalm-
ing live cats). Her decision was based on "expert" testimony regarding the videotaped
evidence provided by PETA. The tape was viewed by veterinarians representing USDA ind
CBSC. of the usDA's two veterinarians, Judge Baker said: "Dr. Dienhart had no experience
inembalmingand no experience in euthanasia of animals withcarbon monoxide.... Although
[they] were veterinarians, their training and experience were not of the persuasiveness of the
Respondent'shighlytrained and competentexpertwitnesses, who held a high degree of skill,
experience, and knowledge relating to embalming."

63. Affidavit of William Groce, Regulatory Enforcement, dated 18 Janu ary 1991., in reference
to a?3 October 1990 interview with Al Wise.

64.Harry Zook, USDA-APHIS Application for License or Annual Report, 5 September 1989.



Chapter 8

Washington State Research Animal Dealers

by Ruth Fox

With only a few USDAJicensed research animal dealers, Washing-
ton state is a minor player in the business of procuring dogs and cats for
laboratory use. But investigations into the dealers and their practices reveal
all the basic elements of high drama: theft, greed, deceptiorl and heartbreak.

The Pet Connection

In 1985, Don Johnson rescued Sosha, a young German shepherd/
Doberman mix, from an abusive home. Johnson quickly became attached to
the dog. But his extended hours away from home, coupled with his
landlord's objection to the new housemate, convinced him to find Sosha a
new home. He had her spayed and placed a classified ad.

His ad in the Journal America, a daily newspaper that covers Seattle's
eastside suburbs, ran for three weeks before Johnson found someone who
sounded good enough for Sosha. Don and Judee Peters, a genial retired
couple, came to Johnson's home, where they played with Sosha for 45

minutes and described the idyllic life she would have as their companion on
a ranch. Johnson took the couple's mailing address and elicited a promise
that he could visit as often as he wished. Just before they drove off with
Sosha, Johnson hugged and kissed the dog. He told Don Peters that he had
feared Sosha might end up in the hands of people who sell animals for
research.

When Johnson's letters to the couple's post office address went
unanswered and he was unable to obtain their phone number, he became
suspicious. Nearly a year later, his worst fears were realized. Johnson's
parents came across an article in PAWS NEWS that described the couple and
the methods they used to procure dogs. Don and Judee Peters, doing
business as The Pet Connection, were USDA Class B research animal dealers.

Johnson immediately called PAWS. Using documents obtained
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under the state's Public Disclosure Law, PAWS was able to determine that
the Peters sold Sosha to the University of Washington about a week after
they took her from Johnson. She had been killed in an experiment.

"When I called the UW to find out what happened to Sosha," Johnson
said, "they couldn't have been more callous or uninterested in helping me.
When I asked why they didn't suspect Sosha was somebody's pet when they
saw her recent spay surgery, they said that where the dogs come from is not
their concern."

By pursuing leads from classified ads in back issues of local newspa-
pers PAWS was able to locate other individuals who had been deceived by
Peters. PAWS obtained statements from seven of them and prepared
extensive documentation, including proof of identification and holding
period violations, for submission to the USDA, but the agency took no action.

With the assistance of PAWS, Johnson filed suit against the Peters. By
the time the case was heard, their dealer registration had lapsed and they had
left the area. In Decemb er, 1990, aSnohomish County, Washington, Superior
Court ordered the couple to payJohnson$L,000 for makingfalse statements,
$1,000 for breach of contract and $8,000 for causing him severe anxiety and
emotional distress. A lien in the amount of $10,000 was attached to the
couple's property.

Said ]ohnson: "I will never forget saying goodbye to Sosha. This can't
bringherback, butmaybe itwill serve as a deterrent to heartless people who
wouldn't otherwise hesitate to do this kind of thing." The court ruling has
been hailed by animal advocates because it takes into account factors above
and beyond the animal's marketplace value in assessing damages.

Sunnydell Kennels

Sequim, Washingtory located on the Evergreen State's Olympic
Peninsula, is a haven for retirees and a favorite spot of gun enthusiasts who
flock to the area to shoot and Chuck Dryke's Sunnydell Shooting Grounds.
The "Entering Sequim" sign alongside the highway also proclaims the town
as Home of Matt Dryke. Chuck Dryke's son, Matt, holds world records and
the 1984 Olympic Gold Medal in skeet shooting. To get to Sunnydell
shooting grounds you turn onto Dryke Road. The Shooting Grounds are just
down the road from Sunnydell Kennels, where Chuck Dryke kept his
research dogs. Since at least 1978 Chuck Dryke was a Class B USDA research
animal dealer. The Bob Hope International Heart Institute in Seattle was his
sole customer. In 1986 it paid Dryke $18,000 for 223 dogs.

For miles around, Dryke was known as a problem solver when it
came to dogs. You could take him litters of pups after you'd picked out the
good hunting prospects. You could take him strays or family pets. He'd take
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them all. It was understood that he'd train some as gun dogs, and the others
he'd place as companions: notably, companions for senior citizens. Dryke's
research connection was not generally known.

In early 1987 a rash of dog disappearances occurred around normally
quiet Sequim. On March 31, Darcel Batchelor's nine-month-old pup Sis
disappeared #ter Darcel's cousin, Bud, and his pals had stopped by. Just the
day before, Darcel had picked up Bud and a friend, who were hitchhiking,
and the men asked Darcel to stop at Sunnydell so they could get some money
from Dryke. They explained that he paid them for bringing him dogs. Bud
even joked to Darcel that she shouldn't be surprised if one day her dogs
disappeared.

That same evening, the Batchelors'neighbors, Shannon and Donna
McCreary, returned home to find Buddy, their laid back black labrador,
missing.

By midday on April l, the Batchelors had made several phone calls
to family and friends, one of whom contacted Sunnydell. During the fourth
telephone conversation with Sunnydell, Dryke's companion Rosemary
Knotek finally said, "We've found your dog." Sis was dropped off at the
Batchelors'home that afternoon by a Sunnydell employee.

On April 2, aneighbor of the Batchelors and the McCrearys saw the
McCrearys' Lost ad for Buddy and called the Batchelor home to tell them of
Buddy's disappearance. Darcel's mother, Becky, called Chuck Dryke and
asked if she could come look for the McCreary's dog. Dryke said no. But that
night, Becky Batchelor and Shannon McCreary drove to Sunnydell. As
somebody watched from the Dryke home, they found Buddy in a kennel and
took him home.

Within a week's time, PAWS received four calls from Sequim area
residents about Chuck Dryke. The November,l986 issue of PAWS NEWS
that had alerted Don ]ohnson's parents to the Peters' research sales also
listed Chuck Dryke as a research animal dealer. WhenJudy Nikodym of the
Clallam County Humane Society heard about the disappearances that week,
she took the magazine to the local sheriff's office. Detective Steve Snover
called PAWS for information. He later told PAWS that three men had been
involved in the incidents he investigated. One man had admitted to taking
two dogs in the nearby towns of Agnew and Port Angeles. In Port Angeles,
he had untied a dog from in front of a furniture store after becoming
frustrated with his inability to catch a different dog he had been chasing
around town. He sold both dogs to Dryke.

Under questioning by Detective Snover and later, PAWS, Dryke
admitted to having paid area youths for dogs but denied knowing they were
stolen.
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Chuck Dryke was no stranger to Judy Nikodym. Ever since she had
been director of the Clallam County Humane Society, Dryke had been
adopting large numbers of dogs. In 1985 he adopted at least 147 dogs from
the shelter, paying $20 rather than the customary $30 fee. The standard
neutering deposit was also waived for Dryke. Each time Dryke adopted a
dog he signed a form stipulating that the dog would not be used for research.
On a few occasions, the shelter delivered dogs to Sunnydell.

Although one shelter employee said it was understood the dogs were
being sold for research, Nikodym said she was unaware of this fact. In
January 1987 , alter aPAWS investigation of Dryke had received widespread
media coverage, Nikodym informed Dryke he could no longer adopt dogs
from the shelter. In the coming months, at least six dogs were adopted by
Dryke employees. Nikodym later noted that dogs had started disappearing
from area yards around the time she cut Dryke off.

The Hope Heart Institute failed to take any definitive action in
response to information about Dryke's methods of acquiring dogs.

In May 1988, Dryke admitted to USDA investigators that "he had not
been keeping proper records and that he may not have been holding over
dogs for five business days before selling them." He also admitted "he had
never really discussed setting up programs of disease control and preven-
tion, euthanasia and adequate veterinary care" with the person he had listed
as his consulting veterinarian.

InOctober 1988, Mark Dulin, the Area Veterinarian in Charge for the
USDA, reconunended that Dryke be prosecuted for violations of the Anima1
Welfare Act, including failure to maintain required records, failure to
observe the mandatory holding time of five business days before selling
dogs for research, failure to perform needed repairs to the kennel facility,
and failure to establish a program of veterinary care. USDA investigator
Mike McCann wrote: "[Dryke's] policy of buying stray dogs from local
youths; keeping no records of the purchases; and not holding the dogs as

required was unwise at best, in addition to being in violation of the Animal
Welfare Act." Because Dryke had not kept the mandatory acquisition
records on the dogs he received, and had even disposed of some records in
between USDA visits, possible avenues of further investigation and pros-
ecution were blocked.

Although he received an official warning notice from the USDA,
Dryke was never prosecuted.

Dryke first voluntarily switched to an A dealer's license, "to get you
guys off my back," as he told PAWS, and started to establish his own
breeding colony. A short time later it was reported that he was planning to
resume sales of random source dogs. But, before long, his name stopped
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aPpearing on the USDA list of research dealers. There is no official indication
that he is now involved in selling dogs for research.

Iackson

-

Kathryn Holl's nine-month-old, 42-pound, neutered poodle/Af-
ghan mix, Jacksory disappeared while tied to a post outside a Port Angeles
store in March, 1987. rt was almost a year before Holl learned what had
happened to Jackson.

"We looked forJacksonintensively for eightweeks and as eachweek
slipped by I became more and more desperate. The search became an
obsession for me. I cried many times. Throughout it all, I blamed myself. If
only I had been a better pet owner he wouldn't be gone. It never occurred
to me thathe had been stolen and sold to a research animal dealerfor a lousy
$25," Holl said later.

In January 1988, while volunteering at the Clallam County Humane
society, Holl had a chance encounter with PAWS director Mitchell Fox, who
was in the area to confirm some details about the Dryke investigation. Fox
had learned from local law enforcement officials about Bud Batchelor's
report thathis friend Adam Clarkhad untied a black, curly-haired dogfrom
a post outside the 8th Street Furniture Store in Port Angeles in March and had
sold the dog to Dryke. when Holl describedJackson's disappearance to Fox,
he told her of the theft admission. A review of the records at Hope Heart
Institute revealed that Dryke sold the facility a blackfuzzy male mixed breed
on March 25, just four days after Jackson disappeared. Hope Heart Institute
logged the dog in as a 4S-pound poodle. The dog was killed in an experiment
onJuly 2L,1987.

Holl pursued the matter with law enforcement officials, and charges
were filed against the theft suspect, Adam Clark, who was then living in
California. The case was never brought to trial.

Said Holl, "Did Jackson grieve for my loss as I did for his? I believe
he did, and that's a painful thought I won't ever forget. He didn't deserve
to die in a research lab, and I didn't deserve to go through all the mental
anguish we felt for the past year. Maybe over time, I won't feel the pain I do
now, but I'll never forget Jackson."

The Pet Theft Bill

working with PAWS, washington state senator and animal advocate
Ray Moore introduced a dramatic bill in January L988. senate Bill 6390
prohibited selling dogs and cats from shelters for research and outlawed the
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sale of all random-source dogs and cats in the state. The bill was killed in
committee after heavy lobbying from the University of Washington and
other animal consumption-oriented interests, including the Cattlemen's
Association. However, Senate Agriculture Committee Chair Scott Barr
found the testimony of Kathryn Holl, Don Johnson and other residents
compelling. After meeting with them between legislative sessions, he

vowed to introduce a more limited bill in 1989.

The bill, Senate Bill 5827, made stealing or fraudulently obtaining
pets for research a Class C felony, punishable by five years in jail or a $10,000
fine. The bill also requires research facilities to maintain a file, including a

photo and certification of the animal's origin, on each dog or cat obtained by
them. These files are open for public inspection. The bill, co-sPonsored by
Senator Moore, won the unanimous approval of the state legislature and was
signed into law in the Spring of \989. Documentation and testimony about
incidents involving the Peters and Chuck Dryke played a crucial role in the
bill's passage.

The Aftermath

Washington research facilities continue to obtain cats and dogs from
animal dealers in and outside the state (see H.D. Cowary Marvin and Joye
Dart and Dave Knight in "Currently Licensed Class B Dealers Selling
Random Source Dogs and Cats for Research"). Although the recordkeeping
requirements under Senate BLLL5827 provide some recourse for owners of
missingpets, there remains little oversight of researchanimal dealingby the
USDA or law enforcement agencies.

Said PAWS's Mitchell Fox: "Rumors of misdealings by research

animal dealers in Washington state persist. We have no reason to believe
these allegations are false. Dealers have plenty of room to maneuver, and,
with no agency actively and conscientiously monitoring them on a local
level, little threat of being caught and punished. It seems that as one

unscrupulous dealer closes down, another comes in to take his place. I think
it would be a mistake for pet owners and others concerned about animals to
think they or their pets can breathe easier."



Chapter 9

The Mexico Connection: The Supply of Feline
Dissection Specimens to American Companies

by Jason Black

The investigation began when the office of the World Society
for the Protection of Animals (WSPA) in Boston received an emo-
tional letter describing what had become "a city without cats."
Shortly thereafter, WSPA learned of a report about a truck carrying
2,000 preserved cat specimens in Mexicali, about ten miles from the
U.S. border, allegedly bound for biological supply houses in the
United States.

As a result, WSPA conducted an investigation to uncover the
roots of this terrible trade, under the auspices of its international Pet
Respect campaign. An expert team from WSPA and the Massachu-
setts SPCA was dispatched in March, '1,994, to carry out an under-
cover investigation in the Mexican states of Baja California and
Sinaloa.

The findings suggested that Mexico has become a primary
source of dissection animals to American biological supply compa-
nies. In the process, cats, many of whom are acquired through theft
and deception, are killed inhumanely by drowning. several cities in
Mexico have experienced sharp reductions in locil cat populations.

One of the American companies identified during this inves-
tigation was Fisher Education Material Division (EMD) of Illinois.
Boxes clearly labelled with the Fisher catalogue number for cat
specimens were videotaped by the WSPA team. Fisher acquires its
cats from Southwestern Scientific in Tuscon, Arizona. According to
Fisher EMD, " all cat specimens [from Mexico] are obtained utilizing
humane and socially accepted procedures." An Associated Press
report published after wsPA's investigation stated that an official
from Southwestern Scientific denied that the cats are mistreated. But
WSPA's investigation provided evidence to the contrary.
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The Biological Supply Industry

In the U.S., there are a number of biological supply companies
that together supply preserved animals for dissection to almost
every school in the country. According to data analyzed by the
Humane Society of the United States, more than six million animals
are killed each year to provide dissection "specimens" for high
schools and colleges. Of these, an estimated 20,000 to 50,000 are cats.
The huge traffic in these animals fuels a multi-million dollar indus-
try.

Biological supply companies are regulated by the Anima1
Welfare Act, which is intended to prevent theft of animals for use in
laboratories. This is the only Federal law that provides any protec-
tion for live animals destined for dissection.

Despite the increasing availability of humane alternatives to
dissection, including films, videos, and computer assisted models,
the biological supply industry continues to thrive, with some comPa-
nies processing as many as 3,000 orders for specimens a day.

Prelude to the Investigation

According to reports obtained by WSPA, a ramshackle build-
ing in Mexicali containing wood and wire cages housed 55 live cats
and the bodies of 247 dead cats. The reports indicated that some of
these animals were wrapped in plastic bags, while others were
strapped on a bench in the process of being preserved.

Local authorities had raided the premises and detained three
men - Carlos Salcido Lopez, Gregorio Butimia, who admitted killing
the cats, and Marco Antonio Lopez Garcia, the owner of the vehicle
apparently used to transport the animals.

Lopez Garcia produced a document authorizing him to collect
cats on behalf of Preparation of Animal Material for Scholarly Study
(PARMEESA), a biological supply company located in Los Mochis,
Sinaloa.

On January 30, 1994, Mexicali police were alerted to suspi-
cious looking individuals moving plastic bags from a pickup to a

truck. They discovered that the truck contained the bodies of 2,000
preserved cats in plastic bags. They also discovered that the permit
issued in the name of Lopez Garcia only provided for the sale and
transport of 1,000 cats to PARMEESA in Sinaloa, not the 2,000 found.
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The WSPA Undercover Investigation

On March 12,1994, the team visited the ramshackle Mexicali facility
and observed the remains of equipment used to process the cats before they
were sent to Sinaloa. A strong smell of formaldehyde pervaded the com-
pound.

WSPA staff spoke with several residents living near the facility, who
confirmed on videotape many of the details provided by driver Lopez
Garcia and his nephew. One man said thatworkers transported hundreds of
cats in cages to the facility, and that two pick-up trucks regularly transferred
the plastic bags containingthe preserved cats to a large truck thatwas unable
to negotiate the narrow dirt road outside the compound.

Another woman told the WSPA team that one of the men approached
her house and placed a noose over her cat's neck while the cat was lying in
her front yard. she said she ran outside screaming at the mar; and that he
then released the cat from the noose. She reported that he asked if she would
sell the cat to him for US $1. She refused, taking her cat into the house.

The WSPA team then visited PARMEESA's facility in Sinaloa, where
they saw numerous boxes stacked on wooden pallets, apparently ready for
dispatch. An address label was affixed to each box bearing the name of Fisher
EMD and its mailing address. The boxes were clearly marked in spanish:
"Preserved Cats, Made in Mexico." The labels indicated that each box
contained four packs referenced as catalogue no. SL806S. There appeared to
be20boxesoneachpalle! and the animalswere separated by sex. Tenpallets
were observed, for a total of over 1,600 cats. The current Fisher EMD
catalogue distributed in the USA identifies this catalogue number as"Large
Cat 18, Double 941..20.'

Using a guise, the team spoke with employees and established that
PARMEESA had been operating for approximately 20 years, providing
specimens to biological supply houses in the united states. PARMEESA
employees referred the team to an American manager, with whom they
agreed to meet.

According to the WSPA team, the manager was initially suspicious,
but he soon relaxed and stated that he worked for an American company in
Arizona. when the team suggested they might be interested in obtaining
specimens directly from the company in Los Mochis, the manager claimed
PARMEESA was under exclusive contract to provide southwestern scien-
tific with biological specimens.

Early the next morning, the team returned to pARMEESA and
recorded a short videotape of the operation. Later that day, WSPA staff met
with officials of the Secretariat of Agriculture and Hydraulic Resources
(SAHR) at Obregon, where PARMEESA obtains permits to transport pre-
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served cats into the U.S. WSPA staff members then visited a SAHR check

point where they confirmed that PARMEESA transports the cats by means

of t6-*heel traiier-trucks as often as three times a week. The vehicles carry
the specimens from Los Mochis to Southwestern Scientific's facility in
Arizona.

Acquisition and Euthanasia of Specimen Cats in Mexicali

wsPA staff visited the home of Lopez Garcia, and, in his absence,

spoke with family members. They were told that Garcia had worked for
PARMEESA for about eight years. Garcia allegedly employed six men who
operated from two trucki. Visiting local areas with a loud speaker attached

to one of the vehicles, they offered to pay US $1for any unwanted cat. The

menworked seven days a week, and each truck usually collected 30 to 40 cats

a day. These trucks then transported the animals to the Mexicali facility.

The wsPA team made arrangements to meet with Garcia, and

recorded an interview with him on hidden camera. He confirmed that he

worked for PARMEESA, and alleged that the comPany was a subsidiary of
Southwestern Scientific.

Garcia claimed that when he found a cat on the street, he made an

effort to identify the owner. He said he offered US $1.00 for each cat. He

claimed that he did not take any cat who was not purchased, but asserted that

many cats onthe street did nothave owners and could be legitimately taken.

when asked how the cats were killed, he said therewere anumber of
ways it could be done but that he preferred drowning. He explained that

approximately ten cats were Placed in a cloth bag. The bags were submerged

tw-o at a time in a 200-liter metal drum filled with water' According to Lopez

Garcia, the drowning process "took a few minutes."

The following day, wsPA staff met Jose Molina orozco, the sub-

Director of the Directorate of Public Security andwere permitted to view the

files on the case. He assured WSPA that any report of illegal killing of cats

would be vigorously pursued by his officers, and appropriate action would
be taken. He confirmed that he had received complaints about missing and

stolen cats in recent months.

with information obtained from police files, wsPA staff identified
and located the person who killed the cats in Mexicali, Carlos Salcido Lopez.

Lopeztold the wsPA team that he had been in charge of killing the

cats-estimated at about L,000-and corroborated the information from
Lopez Garcia. He said local childrenwould bring many cats to the trucks' He

agreed that a large percentage of these cats were probably owned.

According to Salcido Lopez, the animals were removed from the



Abotte: Substandard housing at an Iowa Class B
dealer's facility

Left: A1986 photograph
ofaClassBdealer's
premises(Bos Beren)

Right: A dealer's truck at a
trade day (Bos Bercn)



Right, and belout: Cats in a
ramshackle Mexicali, Mexican
warehouse; they are intended
for sale to biological supply
companies in the United States
to be used in school dissections.
(wsPA)

Bottom: A crate of frightened
cats at the Mexicali facility
(wsPA)



Right: Astarving victim of the
random source dealer trade,
rescued from a Tennessee
dealer's facility (Boa Barrn)

Rlghf: One of 29 dogs confis-
cated from Jack Stowers's
kennel and relinquished to
the Indianapolis Humane
Society (lHS)

Left: Kitten with an
infected eye at a
USDA-licensed dealer
facility (PETA)

Left: An overcrowded
kitten enclosure at a
dealer's facility (PETA)
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Top lrftt Smokey was stolen from his Minnesota
home, sold by a buncher to Donald Hippert for
$12, and then sold to a laboratory. He was
rescued before being used in an experiment, but
he was seriously ill, and his recovery took many
weeks.
Top right: Rex was stolen and sold to Class B
dealer Donald Hippert, who sold him to a
laboratory. When Rex's owner, EIla Erie,
discovered where he was, a laboratory em-
ployee kied to make her pay to get him back.
Left: Sheba was taken from inside a barn on her
family's farm and sold to Donald Hippert, who
sold her to the Mayo Institute. Sheba was lucky
enough to be rescued prior to her use in an
experiment.
Below: Sign in front of Class B dealer Donald
Hippert's facility. Dodge County, Minnesota
officials gave Hippert permission to house the
county's stray animals.



Top left: Karyl Parks and her dog Danny, who
was stolen and sold for research. Danny was
recovered before he was experimented on.

[.D. Branv)

Top nght: Wiggles and Bear were acquired
through deceit by a man responding to a
"free to good home" ad. USDA-licensed
dealer Barbara Ruggiero sold Bear to Cedars-
Sinai Medial Center, where he was killed in a
heart attack experiment. Wiggles was
recovered one day prior to his shipment to a
research facility. (NonrueN FlrNr)
Rlglzf; Class B dealer Barbara Ruggiero and
her business partnel, Frederick Spero, after
their adoption scam was uncovered. (Lasr
Cnarucr ron ANruars)

Below: At left, Al "the Catman" Wise, who
sold cats to Carolina Biological Supply,
attempts to run down anABC-TV reporter
who requested an interview. At right, Wise
rams an ABC-TV van with his bulldozer.



Abooeleft: A dog being loaded onto a Class B dealer's truck (HSUS/GnnrrewNs)

Aboae right: A box of dog collars, some with identification tags still attached, at a

licensed dealer's facility (PETA)

Belou.t: Sosha, age 5 months, with Theresa Johnson, age 10. Posing as a retired
couple eager to find a dog to live with them on their ranch, Class B dealers Don
and Judee Peters adopted Sosha through a " free to good home" ad. A week later,

they sold her to the University of Washington, where she was killed in an

experiment.



Abooe left: A shepherd languishing in the back of a dealer's truck. Canton, Texas
trade day,1966
Aboae right: Dealer kicking dog. Rome, Georgia dog auction, 1965
Below: An emaciated hound with her puppies. Canton, Texas trade day,Dec.6,
1965 (MenvarrH Veuculr, Tur Tytr.n Sran, Tvr-rn, Trx.ls)



Aboae: A dealer's truck loaded
with animals destined for
laboratories. Ripley, Mississippi
trade day, Feb.1966

Left: Two saleable dogs in the
trunk of car. Canton, Texas
trade day

Left: Class B dealer William
Hargrove in front of his three-
tiered transport truck. His
employees are sorting through
burlap bags full of kittens.
Ripley, Mississippi trade day



Abctt,e:Offal on the floor of pen at a dog clealer's kennel, tl-re ttr.rly source of
foocl proviclecl
Eclozu: Dogclvirrgof chorc'irauclstarvationatMissouri dealer'sfacilitv1966



Top left: A bird supplier grabs a young parrot by the head and pulls it from a nest
in Salta Forestal, Argentina (Cunnrv/EIA)
Top right: A felled tree whose hollow trunk was once a parrot family's home.
During the 1980s, 100,000 quebracho trees were chopped down for removal of
parrot chicks (Cunnrv/EIA)
Center right: This parrot chick has been over-fed and is dying. (Cunnrv/EIA).
Bottom left: Ablue-fronted Amazon parrot chick is force-fed a mixture of maize
and water in Argentina. (Cunnrv/EIA).
Bottom right: Choked to death due to rough force-feeding, this parrot chick joins
others in dealer's trash can.



Abozte: Blue-fronted Amazon parrot
chicks who were force-fed and nearly
choked to death, then shaken
violently to clear their lungs. For the
moment, they have survived. (EIA)

Rlght; A black cap unable to free itself
from the powerful glue of the
limestick, a cruel trapping device
commonly used in the trade
(G. MecNrN)

Below: Typical overcrowded han-
dling of wild-caught birds (EIA)



Abooe: Up to 2000 finches may
be packed in these crates in a
dealer's premises in Senegal.
(ErA)

Left: Frightened African grey
parrots in a Senegalese
dealer's aviary. African grey
parrots make up 65% of
Senegal's bird exports, yet this
species does not occur in the
wild in Senegal. (Cunnrv/EIA)

Aboae: Amadou Diallo, Senegal's biggest bird exporter.
In 1990, he earned several million dollars for his sales of
African grey parrots.



Abozte: Chatachuk Sunday Market in Bangkok, November 1988. In the
stall are three CITES Appendix I species (Ara militaris, Ara macao,
Probiscer atenimus), u.tdii* speciei on Appendix II. (IFAW/David and Atex
Dawson)

Right: Abird dying in an exporter's
premises in Buenos Aires (Cunnrt/ElA)



Left: Trapped in a mist net for the exotic
wild-caught bird trade

Right: lllegally captured Amazon
parrots for sale on the street in Mexico
(Lnroa Tvnrn/AWI)

Belozo: Hyacinth macaws can be sold for at least $10,000
each. (Cunnrv/EIA)
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Abooe: Transported birds found dead on arrival and con{iscated by U.S.
Customs officers (U.S. Cusrovs Srnvrcr)
Below:These parrots, hidden in a car and wrapped in newspapers, had
suffocated before being found by Customs officers. (U.S. Cusrovs Srnvrcr)



Top: Turtles piled on top of
each other in a shipping box,
destined for the pet trade
Aboae: Turtles in an over-
crowded enclosure at a Belgian
zoo

Left: Anendangered stuffed sea

turtle (USFWS, DIvrsroN or Lew

ENroncrnrNr)



Abooe: A rattlesnake handler
in Victoria, Texas shows off in
front of the crowd. Mishan-
dling is extremely stressful
(snakes evolved to travel
parallel to the ground, not
perpendicular) and can cause
muscular and circulatory
problems. Rattlesnakes are
popular in trade, both as food
and as pets. (Mrrr Knrcrn)

Right: Wild-caught adult red-
eared sliders. These turtles,
not nafurally social, are
crowded around the periph-
ery of the pen. They are
housed in a dry pery even
though the red-eared slider is
a water-loving species.



Abooe: Ababy baboon dying in an illegal trap. His mother was killed
by the kapper because she was unacceptable to the laboratory animal
dealer. (Cunnrv/EIA)
Below: 29 squirrel monkeys with their tails tied together, shipped
from Bolivia to Japan via Lima, Madrid, and London. Six of the
monkeys were dead soon after arrival. Iberia Airlines, an IAIA
member airline, was fined €400 for causing unnecessary suffering
(JouN Bnooxraruo/ElA)



Aboae: An in{ant casualty of the commercial primate trade (USDI/FWS)
Belora: A monkey for sale at Pramuka Market, Jakarta (IPPL)



Left:Thomas, one of the infant
orangutans smuggled internation-
ally by dealer Matthew Block, died
from internal injuries caused by
being shipped upside-down in a
cramped crate. Intensive nursing
care failed to save him. (DrenNr
Tevlon-Sruowr/IPPL)
Abotse: Animal dealer Matthew
Block tries to cover his face as
Miami TV films him.
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Aboue: A chimpanzee confined at a USDA-licensed Class B dealer's
faciliry. eETA)
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barrel after being drowned and placed on their backs on wooden boards.
The bodies were secured with two rubber straps, and wooden blocks were
placed in the cats' mouths to keep them open. An incision was made in each
cat's trachea, and a special needle was inserted into a jugular vein. A mixfure
of phenol, glycerin and formaldehyde was then pumped into the body.

Finally, the cats were sealed in plastic bags, and carried in a pick-up
truck to the transfer point where they were loaded into another truck that
took them to Sinaloa. During the interview,Lopez produced some of his
equipment, includingthree metal syringes, scalpels, pliers, plastic bags, and
a tin of red liquid latex.

Additional Evidence From Southern Mexico

WSPA obtained further confirmation of the trade in cats involving
PARMEESA from Mrs. Blanca Perea Escobar, Councilwoman of Ecology in
the State of Oaxaca, who, acting on an anonymous complaint, found a
clandestine cat-killing operation in Tehuantepec, Oaxaca. She initiated a
formal complaint with the municipal authorities who investigated and
found Faustino Bartilote with 500 preserved cats on his premises. Bartilote
admitted that the animals were being consigned to PARMEESA. Since
Bartilote had no permit to operate, the authorities immediately closed down
his facility and placed Bartilote in jail. The Excelsior newspaper of March L0
indicates that Escobar is continuing to press the issue of the inhumane killing
of the animals.

When news of this investigation was first reported in The Boston
Globe, an executive from Fisher EMD in Illinois acknowledged the company
makes no effort to determine how the cats are procured or killed. "I only
have the word of the people we deal with," he said.

However, a subsequent news item in the Tucson Citizen quotes a
spokesperson from Fisher EMD as saying, "If that is how the cats we obtain
are being collected and killed, we will no longer do business with Southwest-
ern Scientific.... They say they collect and process cats in a humane way, and
there is a humane way to euthanize animals. But drowning animals is not
humane and not acceptable." Because of these reports, Fisher EMD states
that it will ask its suppliers, including Southwestern, to "veriflr how [the]
cats are killed."

Second Intestigation Prompts New Legislation in Mexico

One year after WSPA exposed the cat-killing operation in Mexicali,
the Mexican government made it a violation of federal law to kill a domestic
animal, unless the animal is suffering as a result of an accident, disease,



214 . THE ANTMAL DEALERS

physical incapacity or extreme age, or if the animal Poses a threat to human
health.

Mexico passed the law after WSPA raided another cat-killing facility
in Matamoros, just across the border from Brownsville, Texas.

Through an elaborate undercover oPeration by WSPA, the owners
of the Matamoros operatiory the Centro de Preparacion Zoologica para
Investigacion (CPZI), believed they would be supplying cats to an indepen-
dent entrepreneur, who wanted to purchase the animals directly, circum-
venting the U.S. biological supply companies.

On the morning of the raid, an undercover camera crew posing as

perspective buyers had entere d CPZI and recorded the cat-killing Process
with a miniature video camera concealed in a pair of eyeglasses. During the
raid, the owners tried to deny that they were killing cats, claiming they had
stopped doing so inJuly,1994. While inside CPZI, the WSPA operative and

camera crew saw L5 barrels full of embalmed cats and frogs, and another ten
dead cats on the embalming tables. Eventually,CPZl's owners admitted on
videotape that they had a contract to supply thousands of cats to a U.S.

biological supply company. As the filmed confrontation continued, the
CPZI owners finally agreed to stop killing cats.

At the end of the raid, the WSPA team operative found a lone

survivor of the killing operation: a small, female kitten, hiding behind
barrels full of dead animals. The kitten was weak and hungry. In all
likelihood, she witnessed how the other cats, and perhaps her own mother,
had been killed. In the end, her small size saved her from a similar fate. She

received veterinary care and was soon adopted by a member of the camera
crew. CPZI's permit to trade in cats was revoked, and the Mexican Attorney
General initiated legal action against the company's owners.

WSPA is currently working with members of the U.S. Congress to
add a provision to the Animal Welfare Act that would prohibit the importa-
tion of animals into the U.S who were not legally obtained or humanely
euthanized.



Chapter 1.0

Keeping C omp anion Animals
Out of the Hands of Dealers

Theft of pet dogs and cats is a crime under state laws, and, arthough
the Animal welfare Act does not apply to pet theft, usDA regulatioirs
prohibit the sale of stolen animals to research facilities.l They also prohibit
individuals from obtaining dogs or cats for sale to research-by use of false
pretenses, misrepresentation or deception.2 unfortunately, this has not
stopped dealers from selling illegally obtained animals. in cases where
missing animals have been found at a dealer's facility, the dealer generally
denies knowing the animals were stolen, blaming his suppliers and
downplaying his own legal responsibility to obtain complete d-ocumenta-
tion on the source of each animal. A dealer is not required to scrutinize or
cross-examine those supplying him with dogs and cats: his responsibility
under the Animal welfare Act is fulfilled the very moment he wiites down
a name/ address, vehicle license plate number, driver's license number, or,
if the supplier is a dealer, a USDA license number.

However, as usDA's own Animal welfare TaskForce findings from
L990 revealed, a street address and vehicle license number on a dealer's
acquisition form don't necessarily correspond with a real individual. Within
the recordkeeping neverland of incomplete, incorrect and false information,
identification of stolen and missing animals can and does become obscured,
rendering tracebacks of sources nearly impossible.

Many states have passed legislation making theft of a dog or cat a
felony. In L989, washington state passed a law prohibiting the sale of a stolen
or fraudulently acquired animal to a research facility. The legislation pro-
vides for a penalty of up to five years in jail and/or a fine of up to $t0,oob. lt
also requires research facilities to maintain a file on each dog or cat that must
include a certificate of ownership, a photograph, and a description of the
animal.

1n1994, a dog owner won $8,000 in damages after filing a civil lawsuit
against a Class B dealer who had engineered a false adoption of the owner's
dog and then sold the dog to a university for research [see Johnson and peters



216 . Tnr ANIval Drtlrns

case in "washington state Animal Dealers"). The court held that the false

adoption constituted theft by misrePresentation.

Detering Theft of Your Dog and Cat Tags, Tattoos and Microchips

Theft of companion animals will continue as long as USDA continues

licensing random sburce dealers and research facilities continue buying
animals from them. Although no dog or cat is really safe as long as a market
for random source animals exists, there are some things you can do to reduce

the chances of your dog or cat ending up in the hands of a dealer.

Typically, dealers look for healthy, friendly dogs and cats. Hounds,
Labradoi Retrievers, Beagles, Doberman Pinschers, German Shepherds and

Dalmatians are particularly in demandbecause of their size andphysiology.
Mixed-breed dogs are also desirable. As one Class B dealer put it, "Don't
believe what you read about labs only wanting thoroughbred dogs. They

want mongreis because they're more even-tempered."'Virtually any me-

dium to laige-sized dog is valuable in the commercial trade.

Your goal should be to make theft of an animal as risky andcompli-
cated ar poriible. Since theft is often a crime of opportunity, limiting
oppo.tonities for access to an animal is the single most important preventive

action an owner can take. Keep dogs and cats inside. Never leave an animal

unattended even for a few minutes. It is risky and irresponsible to leave an

animal in a car alone, tied to a parking meter or even in the back yard when
you are away from home.

Identification of your dog or cat is important: make sure your animal
is always wearing a collar with an ID tag bearing your name and telephone

numbei. Rabies viccination and county license tags are also effective forms

of identification; serial numbers can be traced back to the owner's records

through the animal clinic or animal control facility that issued the tags. Keep

a clear, color photograph of your animal.

Because collars and tags are easily removed, it's prudent to use some

form of permanent identification on your animal. A tattoo is an effective

means of identification, providingboth traceability and proof of ownership'
The standard procedure is to tattoo the owner's social security number_onto

an animal's inner thigh or belly. However, several points must be considered

when using tattoos: ihey fade, are alterable, and can sometimes be difficult
to locate without shaving the animal's inner thigh. Moreover, unless the

animal's serial number isiegistered with a reputable national registry with
a computerized database, such as the National Dog Registry, it cannot be

tracedback to the owner. Attempts at locating the owner of any tattooed
animal can be hindered by the fact that there is no centralized national data

bank on tattooed animals; in addition to NDR, there are at least ten other
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tattoo registries operating on various levels.

Tattoos are not without risk. While some thieves have been known
to release tattooed dogsunharmed atthe side of highways orinwoods, there
are also reports of thieves simply killing tattooed dogs. After conducting an
investigation of dog dealers in Missouri, David Garcia of the Missouri
Humane Society concluded, " Any dog that bears a tattoo (which means it is
traceable) is killed or abandoned by either the buncher or the dealer."
Garcia's finding is supported in part by statements made by a former
employee of a midwest dog dealer, who revealed in a television interview
that tattooed dogs were routinely shot and their collars burned (see: "Inside
the Dog Dealing Business: Dogs, Dollars, and Deceit").

Some thieves reportedly cut out or scrape off a dog's tattoo. "Labs
regularly report purchasing dogs and cats with missing ears," says Bette
Rapoport of the National Dog Registry. Dog thieves resort to "lopping off an
ear to keep from being caught in possession of stolen property." For this
reason, tattooing an animal's ear is not advisable.'

A few research laboratories examine animals for tattoos and will
attempt to contact a registry if a tattoo is found. A tattooed German
Wirehaired Pointer stolen in Quebec in1979 was found eight months later
at Yale University by a researcher who recognized the dog's Canadian
kennel club tattoo. The dog, sold to Yale by Class B dealer Rosaire Paradis of
Vermont (USDA license # 13-8-001 in1990), was returned to his owner by
order of USDA.

Awareness about animal identification and registries has been in-
creasing in the research community, thanks to efforts by organizations such
as the National Dog Registry, which has tried to overcome the reluctance of
laboratory personnel to report tattooed animals.

During the 1991 meeting of the American Association for Laboratory
Animal Science, discussions revealed that ignorance aboutwhom to contact,
fear of negative publicity and job loss, distrust of animal protection groups
and previous negative experiences with_registries hindered laboratory
workers from reporting a tattooed animal.'

The latest innovation in animal identification, the microchip ID, has
been lauded as a hi-tech, virtually indestructible form of identification. It is
highly effective as a means of establishing the identity (and owner) of an
animal, but offers no deterrence against theft and is useless unless an
electronic scanner is used to retrieve the encoded information.

The microchip-about the size of a grain of rice-is encoded with
information aboutthe animal's identity and is injected into the skinbetween
the animal's shoulder blades. Information can be accessed by passing a
hand-held electronic scanner over the animal's back; information is then
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displayed on a small screen in the scanner.

Three types of microchips are currently in use in the U.S.: AVID
(American Veterinary ldentification Devices), Destron IDI and Ttovanf
Infopet. In June L995, the Amercian Kennel Club launched its nationwide
Companion Animal Recovery Program, which promotes identification of
animals with a Destron microchip marketed under the name "HomeA gain."
The National Dog Registry also registers microchips. Until recently, micro-
chips couldberead only by scanners marketedby the same comPany selling
the microchip. But 1n1996, AVID and HomeAgain developed a universal
scanner capable of reading all pet identification microchips sold in the U.S.

The scanner, called the Universal Pocket Reader EX, is distributed to animal
shelters free of charge.

A few research facilities reportedly scan incoming animals for micro-
chip ID's. The University of Minnesota (UM), Twin Cities Campus, utilizes
both the InfoPet and Destron systems; the Destron scanner has the added
feature of signalling the presence of non-Destron microchips but does not
read them. It is UM's policy not to use any animals identified by either
microchips or tattoos in any research programs until the animal's status is
verified.o'' In1995, the University began phasing out all acquisition of dogs
and cats from Class B dealers. The University now has a policy against
purchasing animals from Class B dealers.s

The National Dog Registry

ln \965, David Timrud notified an animal shelter near Princeton,
New Jersey that his dog had been stolen from his backyard. The shelter
advised him to checkwith dog dealers inPennsylvania on the possibility that
one of them purchased his missing dog. Not only did the dealers Timrud
contacted deny him the opportunity to search for his dog, they told him that
even if he found his dog, he could never prove the dog was his.'

Timrud was moved to action. He testified in the 1965 congressional
hearings in support of proposed federal legislation to ban the theft of dogs
for sale to research (the Animal Welfare Act). Soon after, he founded the
National Dog Registry (NDR).

NDR registers an animal's tattoo or microchip number for a one-time
fee of $35. Tattoo clinics sponsored by animal shelters, animal rescue grouPs/
and research institutions offer a discounted fee of $25. The registration lasts
for the owner's lifetime and will protect all of the registrant's animals who
have been tattooed or microchip implanted. Registration enables NDR to
notify an owner when an animal bearing the NDR-registered number has

been found. The Registry maintains a hotline for lost and found pets 24 hours
a day,365 days a year.
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Over the past three decades, NDR has absorbed records kept by
registries that have gone out of business, thus ensuring the traceback of non-
NDR registered animals. 1n1992, an American Staffordshire Terrier bearing
a tattoo registered with a non-NDR agency was identified at a research
facility while she was being shaved for a surgical procedure. The research
facility contacted NDR and requested a traceback of the dog's tattoo number.
NDR traced the number through several regional registries and found a
match within state department agricultural files some 350 miles away from
the research faciliry. The dog's owners reported that she had been missing
for three months."

Animals are tattooed and microchipped by veterinarians, handlers,
groomers and trainers, or through the auspices of animal shelters, kennel
clubs, breed rescue groups, animal clinics and research institutions. When
done properly, a tattoo etched onto an animal's inner hind leg usually takes
between three and five minutes to apply. If an owner wishes, NDR witl
register a tattoo other than a Social Security number. However, because of
the danger of duplicatiorl owners should think carefully before using other
numbers to permanently identify animals.

In1989, NDR began working with research institutions to train their
personnelhow to tattoo animals and organize community tattoo clinics. The
first clinic sponsored jointly by NDR and the University of Missouri took
place in 1989. Since that time the University of Missouri has held clinics twice
a year. The Southeast New Mexico American Association of Laboratory
Animal Science, the lAlhite Sands Research Center of New Mexico and the
veterans Administration Medical Center of Albuquerque have also held
tattoo clinics under NDR's auspices.

For more information on tattoos, microchipping and registration,
contact: National Dog Registry,227 Stebbins Road, Carmel, NY 90512.
Telephone: 1-800-NDR-DOGS, 1.-800-637 -3647 .

Protecting Companion Animals:
Changing Human and Animal Behavior

Keeping aWatchful Eye: Unsupervised animals are easy targets for
thieves who take advantage of an animal owner's false sense of security and
subsequent lack of vigilance. Increased vigilance in the form of a neighbor-
hood watch program can benefit animals as well as people. Strange vehicles,
people or activity can be monitored and reported to local authorities.

Again, the most effective step you can take to protect your compan-
ion animal from theft is to not leave him or her unsupervised. Close
supervision works in all but the worst-case scenarios where dogs are stolen
from within locked houses or grabbed from an owner while walking on a
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leash. Cases of dogs being stolen from inside houses were reported in
Arkansas in 1989.11 Virginia theft statistics maintained by Action 8L docu-
mented thefts occurring from within homes inal98?report: "As nearly as

we can estimate, 150-200 cats have been stolen in the last month from inside
homes, cars, patios... mostly during daylight hours." Action 81 received
individual reports describing animals being stolen from a crate in an owner's
bedroom, a dog stolen through a broken window and a dog snatched from
within a screened porch that had been sliced open."

Reducing the Urge to Roam: Neutering male animals helps curb the
urge to roam that is associated with the search for mates. Wandering dogs
are easy targets. The use of females in heat to attract male dogs is a well-
known trick employed by thieves. A neutered male's response to a female in
heat is certainly decreased, if not completely eliminated.

An Animal Disappears: General Guidelines

A missing animal requires immediate action. Search your neighbor-
hood and surrounding areas promptly. Ask neighbors to keep an eye out for
your animal. Take the following steps as soon as you notice your animal is
gone:

.Call and visit shelters: Call the local animal shelter or pound (and
those within L00 miles of your home) and file a missing animal report.
Provide shelter personnel with a complete description of the missing animal
and, if possible, a photograph. Don't rely on the telephone - visit the shelter
every two days to look for your animal.

.Contact all veterinary hospitals in the area in case your animal was
injured and taken to a veterinarian for treatment.

.Talk to people: Neighbors and other people familiar with the
immediate area are good sources of information and should be consulted:
newspaper carriers, postal carriers, garbage collectors, gas meter readers,
joggers.

. Advertise. Newspapers and radio stations sometimesrun "lostpet"
announcements at no charge. Offering a reward is acceptable. If the reward
exceeds what a dealer would offer, a thief may return your animal rather
than sell him or her. Posting flyers around the neighborhood for several
blocks and in other public places such as grocery stores, pet supply stores,
libraries, and animal hospitals is also an effective way to publicize your
animal's disappearance. Include a description of the animal and your
telephone number in the announcement. You can also post a notice on the
World Wide Web. USDA recently made its new Animal Care site on the Web
available for advertising missing or found pets. The page lists cats and dogs
by state and can display pictures of the animals scanned fromphotographs.
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The Animal Care site addres s: hftp: / / www.aphis.usda.gov/reac.
rContact the laboratory animal departments of all local universities

and teaching hospitals. Give them a description of your animal take a
photograph of your animal to the facility and ask to have it posted.

Animals have been found months and sometimes years after disap-
pearing. Given the intricate geogtaphical network of dealers and bunchers,
some animals end up thousands of miles away from their homes after
changing hands a number of times. In a well-known New York case, a
tattooed EnglishSetter takenfromhis owner's kennel in 1-983 was recovered
from a research laboratory in Rochester in October, L985, three years after he
had disappeared." The dog, registered with Tattoo-A-Pet, was identified by
a laboratory worker who contacted USDA. You may be able to trace your
animal by contacting research/ medical facilities directly.

If theft is suspected or confirmed, either by eyewitness accounts or
evidence of human tampering, file a "stolen property" report with local law
enforcement agencies. Alternatively, you can file a "missing property"
report if you believe your animal merely wandered away from the yard.
Contact local animal protection organizations and the nearest USDA-APHIS-
AC Regional Office (see Appendix B). They can provide you with a list of
research facilities and dealers in your area.

If thereis reason to suspectyouranimal is at a dealer's facility, contact
your local police department or sheriff's office for assistance. USDA regula-
tions authorize law enforcement officers to conduct inspections of a dealer's
premises, animals, and records if there is probable cause to suspect a missing
animal is on the premises.'n

By law, a dealer must allow a police search of his premises. An owner
cannot enter a dealer's premises to look for a missing animal without
permission unless accompanied by a police officer on an official search. In a
few cases, dealers have voluntarily allowed owners to look for missing
animals on their premises.

Adoption Scams: Another Form of Theft

Numerous cases of false adoptions by dealers and bunchers have
been publicized in recent years and have brought attention to this particu-
larly insidious form of theft. Never advertise a dog or cat as "free to a good
home." Such an ad is an open invitation to bunchers or laboratory animal
dealers pretending to want to adopt a dog or a cat. Releasing an animal to
someone, no questions asked, should not be done under any circumstance.
Many owners have been devastated to discover the companion animals they
gave away died in experimental laboratories. Only in rare cases have
animals been retrieved.
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Joy Cloninger of Lewiston, Idaho, was one of the lucky ones. She

advertised one of her German Shorthaired Pointers for adoption and was
delightedwhenamanwho claimedhehad two children, a ranch, and awife
who was home all day, called to adopt her dog. Once at her home, he
convinced her to give him not one, but two dogs-the dog advertised, and
her companion, another German Shorthaired Pointer.

Days later, Joy learned from a friend that the " adopter" was a

buncher. She attempted to track down her dogs at the address the buncher
had given, but they were not among the 20 or so dogs tied in his front yard.
Eventually, after making several inquiries, she discovered that her dogs
were on the West Coast. A few days later, her dogs mysteriously reappeared
at her house, in poor physical condition, but alive.

Adoption scams have been uncovered in Kansas as well as in Mis-
souri, Oregon, California, and Washington. According to Kansas Humane
Society preseident Ellen Querner, bunchers " obtain the animals, free, through
deception and make runs to Missouri on a two-week basis and sell the dogs
to dealers.""

If you must place an animal in another home, screen potential
adopters carefully. If you advertise in a newspaper, state that you will charge
an adoption fee. Write down the adopter's automobile license number,
driver's license number, address and telephone number. Always visit an
adopter's home before releasing an animal. Most importantly, don't be
afraid to say "no" if you have any reservations about a potential adopter.
Remember,yotr animal friend's fufure is in your hands.
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Chapter LL

The Primate Trade

by Jessica Speart

Lufthansa Flight 779began its journey in Jakarta, Indonesia with
22 crates containing 1L0 crab-eating macaques loaded into cargo. Weigh-
ing less than twenty pounds apiece, the small Southeast Asian monkeys
are much in demand as subjects for biomedical research throughout the
world. The first leg of the journey took them to Singapore and then on
to Frankfurt, Germany where they were transferred to Lufthansa Flight
462. On August 20, 1992, Flight 462landed at Miami International
Airport. But as the ground crew unloaded cargo, it was obvious that
something had gone terribly wrong. No sound could be heard inside the
crates. A11 110 macaques were dead. The autopsy report noted severe
hemorrhaging in the nose and lungs with probable cause of death listed
as irreversible shock, possibly due to heat stroke or asphyxiation.
Wrapped in double layers of red plastic and labeled'medical waste,' all
the bodies were burned and the crates destroyed. It was almost as if the
incident had never taken place.

The 102 Pygmy slow lorises were discovered inside the men's rest
room at Chiang Kai-Shek International Airport in Taiwan. Contained in
individual plastic bags, four of the palm-sized nocturnal primates were
already dead. Although the Pygmy loris is an endangered species, there
was no air waybill, health or export certificate to be found. Taiwanese
Customs officers assumed the lorises had been part of an aborted
smuggling attempt and had been flown in from Vietnam- Less than 48

hours later, having received no food or water, the 98 remaining lorises
were packed inside cages and sent back. No one ever thought to notify
Vietnamese officials of the fragile shipment that now sat unattended at
Ho Chi Minh Airport for nearly 24 hours before its discovery. Only
seven of the Pyg-y lorises survived the ordeal.

One of these shipments was legal. The other was part of the
escalating illegal trade in wildlife. But when it comes to the primate
trade, many times it's hard to tell the difference. Both tend to be secretive
businesses involving suffering and death on a scale that has been consis-
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tently underestimated. After years of filling the voracious demands of
laboratories, circuses, entertainers, private collectors and zoos, many pri-
mate species are closer to extinction than ever.

The Legal Trade

The primate trade can be traced back thousands of years.
Mesopotamians used monkey bones in the manufacture of drugs, and
Egyptians trained baboons to harvest figs. A popular trade item at the height
of the Roman Empire, monkeys laterbecame a fashion statement during the
days of the French monarchy when they were used as living decorations on
women's wigs. In this cenfury, primates have been highly valued for use in
research and testing. During the 1950s, more than L.5 million monkeys were
imported by researchers each year in the race to develop a polio vaccine.'
The United States alone imported 200,000 primates annually.' The numbers
have dropped siglificantly in recent years. In 1989, world trade in primates
numbered 54,694,3 of whom ninety-nine percent were wild_caught.a The
United States topped the list of consumers, importing18,562'of the 51,000u
primates used each year for research, followed by Japan and Great Britain.T
The United States received more than 39 different species of primates, but
crab-eating macaques were by far the largest number imported.s Based on
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) figures for the first seven months of
\994,theU.S. again led the way, importing 13,603 monkeys.e With research
labs demanding a continuous supply of primates, there is big money to be
made in the monkey business. I

The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of
Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) was negotiated and ratifi edin1973 to regulate
trade in threatened or endangered species. Species are listed under one of
three appendices depending on the degree of protection provided. Appen-
dix I is comprised of species threatened with extinction and in which
commercial trade is banned. Appendix II lists species that may be threat-
ened with extinction unless trade is strictly controlled. Appendix III gives
nations the option of listing native species that are already protected within
their own borders. It is intended to help CITES members gain cooperation
from other nations in enforcing their own wildlife trade regulations. All
non-humanprimates are listed as eitherAppendix I orAppendix II. Accord-
ing to CITES, international trade now numbers 40,000 primates a year for use
in biomedical research.lo

Rhesus Monkeys

In the 1950s, the rhesus macaque was the monkey of choice for
biomedical research due mainly to its physiological and immunological
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similarity to humans.' Found in northern and central India, the Himalayas,
Bangladeslr, Burma, Indonesia and Afghanistan, rhesus monkeys once
populated India in large numbers. An estimated L0 to 20 million lived there
at one time.' More than 100,000 rhesus were exported from India to Europe
and the United States each year throughout the 1950s, mainly for polio,
malaria and rabies research.' By 1959, the rhesus population of northern
India had seriously declined. According to conservative estimates, one in
four monkeys died during capture or in transit for every one who reached
a lab alive. That alone would account for the loss of six million rhesus
monkeys in the wild.a In1973, the export quota was 30,000 monkeys, then
selling at prices of $250 to $450 each.' Still, by 1976, lndia feared the
population had declined by as much as 80 to 90 percent, to below 200,000
monkeys, a fraction of its former self.o The export quota was reduced to
20,000 ayear.'

1n1977, the International Primate Protection League (IPPL) learned
that the U.S. military was using rhesus monkeys in radiation experiments. In
one study, monkeys were trained by electric shock to run on treadmills for
six hours at a time before being subjected to fatal doses of radiation.
Returned to the treadmill, they were forced to continue running until
incapacitated by internal bleeding, vomiting, diarrhea and finally, death.
The purpose was to see how well American soldiers would be able to fight
after exposure to a neutron bomb. According to figures given by the
National Academy of Sciences, 93 percent of rhesus monkeys exported to the
U.S. were killed in similar experiments during their first year of arrival.8

This news hit India like a neutron bomb. A 1955 agreement between
India and the U.S. prohibited the use of exported monkeys for military
studies.e Armed with this information, Indian Prime Minister Morarji Desai
banned all export of rhesus monkeys from India beginning March 31-,1978.
The ban quickly became a bone of contention between the two countries as

multi-national drug firms put intense pressure on the Indian government to
lift the ban. But India held firm, and the ban remains in place to this day.

In March 1977, eight months before India's ban took effect, U.S.-
based MOL Enterprises signed an exclusive contract with Bangladesh for the
export of71.,500r[resus monkeys over a ten-year period.'o Claiming to have
done a survey of Bangladeshi monkeys to justify such a high export figure,
MOL also arranged to import an unspecified number of endangered gib-
bons. In return, MOL agreed to give Bangladesh $81.50 per monkey and to
establish breeding farms." The Bangladeshi monkeys ended up costing
MOL an estimated $200 a piece. At the time, rhesus monkeys were selling
for more than $L000 each in the U.S.12

It was soon discovered that not only had MOL never bothered to
conduct a survey, but that Bangladesh's population of rhesus monkeys



couldn't possibly support such an inflated trade.13 U.S. State Department
papers at the time reveal concem that large numbers of rhesus monkeys
were being smuggled out of India into Bangladesh to satisfy the demand.'n
In1978, U.S. primatologist Dr. Ken Green discovered that the Bangladeshi
rhesus population was so scarce he requested the U.S. Interior Department
to categoriz_g the monkeys as "threatened" under the U.S. Endangered
Species Act." Then IPPL revealed that a number of monkeys shipped to the
U.S. had been sold to the Armed Forces Radiobiology Research Institute in
order to test the effects of atomic weapons and neutron radiation. The
contract with MOL specifically banned such use. AWI and IPPL appealed
to Bangladesh Ambassador Husain to intervene. In January 1979, after just
1,500 monkeys had been exported, Bangladesh canceled the contract, alleg-
ing that MOL had not only violated the agreement by selling.monkeys to the
U.S. military, but had also failed to set up breeding farms.'o

Frantic to continue the flow of rhesus monkeys for research, Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan's White House science advisor, Dr. George Keyworth,
stepped into the fray. Anemergency meetingwas called with the Bangladesh
ambassador to the U.S. in an effort to stop the ban from taking effect. Former
Senator Bob Packwood, then chairman of the U.S. Senate Commerce Com-
mittee, added his weight by writing a strong letter to the Bangladesh
goverrunent asking that the MOL contract be resumed. He stated that his
office would inform potential private investors of Bangladesh's failure to
honor the contract, jeopardizing future investment in the country. Finally,
Senator Howard Baker's office contacted the State Department, adding yet
another voice to the rising protest. When Bangladesh refused to budge, the
U.S. government threatened to invoke the Hickenlooper Amendment, cut-
ting off all foreign aid to the nation for mistreating a U.S. firm. Aid was never
revoked, and, with a ban in effect in both India and Bangladesh, the supply
of rhesus monkeys to the U.S. was virtually extinguished.

Crab-Eating Macaques

The U.S. soon began using crab-eating macaques not only for bio-
medical research but also in chemical and nuclear warfare testing. In1977,
the U.S. imported 10,585 macaques from Malaysia along with another L8,000
in197 8.1 But in June L 984, Malaysia f ollowed the lead of India and Bangladesh
by placing a ban on export of monkeys. With the market tightening up, the
Philippines moved in to fill the gap, soon becoming the number one exporter
of macaques in Asia. Little publicized was the fact that as early as 1975, the
Institute of Laboratory Animal Resources had identified the Philippine
population of crab-eating macaques as being in danger of extinction should
the massive trade continue.'But the demand for crab-eating macaques was
on the rise. In the first ten months of 1979, the Philippines sent 4,000 of the
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monkeys to the U.S. alone.3 Shortly after, the Philippines raised the quota to
L5,000 macaques.4

IPPL used the Freedom of Information Act to obtain documents from
the US Defnese Department that showed the extent to which Philippine
monkeys were being used in studies of potential biological warfare agents.
In one experiment, monkeys were placed in aerosol gas chambers into which
disease agents were pumped through a series of tubes. The monkeys would
fall sick, dying within hours or days.

By March 1985, the Philippines had "rediscovered" that macaques
were listed on Appendix II of CITES, and the export quota was dropped to
12,000.s ln1989,the export number was reduced to L0,000 macaques a year."
Although the Philippines had never taken a census of its monkey popula-
tion, 83,439 crab-eating macaques were exPorted during the years 198L to
1988.? By 1990, the excessive shipments that had been allowed under the
Marcos regime were curtailed. The Philippine Department of Environment
and Natural Resources announced that by 1994, wild caught-monkeys
would no longer be exported. They would be replaced with captive-bred
macaques.

Indonesia was also supplying the wild-caught macaque trade, ex-

porting an average of 15,000 lrouilly.' While both Indonesia and the
Philippines set quotas specifying the number of wild-caught animals to be

shipped out each year, neither goverrunent took into account the suffering
and high mortality rates in capture, holding and shipment when setting the
quotas. Nor did they include the enormous number of macaques captured
to supply the growing number of breeding Programs.

|ourney to the Lab

A monkey's journey from capture in the jungle to a research lab is
brutal at best, with each stage contributing to a wastage of wildlife in vast
numbers. Though capture methods vary, often a grouP of trappers will
locate a tree in which a colony of monkeys are asleep, ar1d, in the darkness
of night, surround it with large nets. In the morning, with no escape possible,
the monkeys descend to be captured. Grabbed by their tails, those who fight
back may have their teeth bashed in with stones. Trappers may cram as many
as fifteen of the animals together in a small cage. Those who are considered
too old, damaged or small for research are clubbed to death or sold onto meat
markets. Indonesian exporter C.V. Primaco revealed that of all the animals
trapped usually only 25 percent are considered suitable to be sentonto a lab.1

Once in cages, the monkeys are held until a sufficient number have been

caught to warrant a journey to the holding station. Exporter Chuck Darsano
estimates that7L percent of Indonesian monkeys die from stress, malnour-
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ishment, exposure or neglect before they are even exported.2

Unfortunately, the suffering doesn't end once the monkeys are
loaded for export. In Septemb er 1979,485 monkeys out of a shipment of 625
died en route from Indonesia to the State Bacteriological Institute in Swe-
den.3 Packed in tiny crates, they suffocated to deathl The dead monkeys,
who werefound wi[htheir eyes lrangingoutof their sockets, had reporteily
bitten off their own tongues. Curiously, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
statistics make no distinction between monkeys who arrive dead and those
who arrive alive. In August 1992,110 monkeys who arrived in Miami dead
were entered into FWS's computer as "live." Only hunting trophies and
wildlife products are entered into the computer system as "dead." It is just
one of the ways in which mortality rates in the legal trade are kept a well-
hidden secret.

Even those animals who survive capture and shipping aren't guaran-
teed better treatment once they reach their destination. On March'1,,1989,
LACSA Airlines left four plywood crates filled with monkeys unattended
overnight atlFK International Airport. Crammed into small cages inwhich
they were unable to stand, and with no food or water, the monkeys were in
near freezing temperatures for twelve hours. Eight of them died.a In a
similar incident at JFK, several crates of monkeys were left unattended and
unprotected from freezing temperatures while awaiting shipment.s

With this amount of mortality, and as the largest consumer of
primates, U.S. labs have begun turning to "rerycled" primates. Referred to
as a "monkey supermarket," the Primate Supply Information Clearing
House (frSIC) provides a replacement service for surplus primates held by
U.S. research facilities. ['SIC also provides body parts, bones and blood
along with dead animals. While such service has helped take some of the
pressure off species caught in the wild, it also means some captive primates
may be passed from one nightmarish experiment to another, with little relief
other than that brought by death, if an institution's IACUC agrees to an
exception to the Improved Standards for Laboratory Animals Act's provi-
sion that an animal should not be used for more than one painful experiment.

Up until the late 1980s, the fact that wild-caught monkeys can be
hotbeds of deadly diseases was rarely considered. Exacerbated by over-
crowded shipping conditions and poor sanitation, the situation added up to
a disaster just waiting to erupt. In April 1989, an epidemic identified as
Simian Hemorrhagic Fever (SFIF) broke out at New Mexico State University's
Primate Research Lab in Alamagordo. A Centers for Disease Control (CDC)
investigation team quickly pinpointed its origin to a group of crab-eating
macaques thathad been imported fromthe Philippines to a primate dealer's
holding station in Florida before arriving in New Mexico. While over 400
monkeys died, this episode of SHF was just a harbinger of a far worse disease
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to come.6

In October 1989, a shipment of 100 crab-eating macaques from the
Philippineswas under quarantine at Hazelton ResearchProducts in Reston,
Virginia when some of the animals began to hemorrhage and die.7 Once
again, the CDC was called in. This time, what they found frightened them.
The disease resembled the deadly Ebola virus. First discovered in 1976 in
Zaire, where it killed approximately 500 people, Ebola broke out again in
Sudan in 1979. The virus has up to a 2'1.-day incubation period and kills
roughly 90 percent of its human victims. While studying tissue samples
from some of the monkeys who had died in Reston, scientists at the U.S.
Army Medical Research Institute for Infectious Diseases found that al-
though the filovirus looked like Ebola, it wasn't quite the same. Ebola is
contagious to those who come in close contact with its victims through blood
or other bodily fluids. This virus seemed to be spreading through the air,
since monkeys in separate areas became ill. The virus was dubbed Ebola
Reston, and the research facility in Virginia was quietly sealed. The surviv-
ing monkeys were killed, and the buildings were filled with toxic gas.

A short time later, a second shipment of monkeys held by an importer
in Pennsylvania came down with Ebola Reston.o Then, in January 1990, four
more shipments to Hazelton were found to contain monkeys dying of
filovirus infection.e In all, more than 500 monkeys were killed in an attempt
to stop the spread of the disease.'o In the meantime, a number of workers
who had handled the monkeys were tested. Seven of them were found to
carry antibodies to the disease. One of those infected was an employee of the
American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Animal Hostel at

JFK International Airport.

In March 1990, fearing that even more monkeys brought into the U.S.

might carry the virus, the New York State Health Department slapped
severe restrictions on all primate imports into the state. Up to this point, JFK
International Airport had been the entry point for 80 percent of the 16,000 to
20,000 research monkeys imported into the country each year.'1 In effect, a

ban was put on rhesus and African green monkeys and crab-eating macaques
unless they had been in quarantine for 60 days in their country of origin and
were tested for viral infection before export. In addition, imported monkeys
were required to remain in quarantine for another 60 days upon arrival and
be tested yet again for antibodies to the virus. Since few exporting countries
had either quarantine or testing facilities, the flow of monkeys for research
came to an abrupt halt.

Atthe sametime, CDC officials made surprise inspections of primate
importers'facilities. They discovered that Charles River Primates, Hazelton
Research Products and Worldwide Primates in Miami, the three dealers
responsible for handling more than 90 percent of U.S. monkey imports, were
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maintaining inadequate quarantine facilities.l' Their licenses were immedi-
ately revoked. CDC officials charged worldwide Primates with 46 viola-
tions, noting, "In some caging, the monkeys in the top tier were observed to
defecate,- urinate and drop other wastes through to the cage immediately
below."'3 with three-fouiths of all drug testin[ performeion crab-eating
macaques, researchers and drug manufacfurers were up in arms as they
pushed to re-open the trade.

Emergency measures remained in effect for sixteen months. Al-
though CDC eventually re-certified the importers, the cost of research
monkeys more than doubled. Crab-eating macaques jumped in price from
$400 in 1989 to between $1,500 and $1,600 in1991.14 And, while other states
slowly lifted their restrictions on primate imports, the New york State
requirements remain in effect to this day, almost entirely halting shipment
of monkeys into JFK Airport.

Chimpanzees

The legal primate trade also supplies the research industry with
chimpanzees. once abundant in 25 African countries, chimpanzees ianged
in the millions. Now they are extinct in four of those countries, with only
zaire, Gabon, ugand4 Rwanda and ranzania hosting significant numbers
today.' \Atrhile chimpanzee population estimates range from 100,000 to
L50,000, no one is really sure just how many are left, their numbers having
been decimated by habitat destruction and commercial exploitation.' Thai
their DNA is approximately 99 percent the same as man's has only helped
doom them.

rn1977, Merck sharp and Dohme Research Laboratories applied to
the U.s. Federal wildlife Permit office to import 125 wild-caught chimpan-
zees, at least one year of age, 100 of whom would be female.3 They were to
be L sed for hepatitis research and then moved to form a breeding colony at
the International center for Environmental safety at Alamagordo, New
Mexico. Listed on Appendix I of CITES, chimpanzees were also categorized
as "threatened" on the U.S. Endangered Species List. This meant that
authorized signatures would be required from both the importing and
exporting countries for trade to take place. The L25 chimps were to be
obtained by Franz Sitter, an Austrian expatriate animal dealer operating out
of Freetown, Sierra Leone.

_ Young chimpanzees are captured by killing their mothers along with
other group members who fight to protect the infants. It is estimated thit five
to ten chimps may be lost for each infant taken. To fill an order for L25 infants,
500 to 750 chimpanzees would most likely be killed in the process. In order
to fulfill the additional requirement that 100 of the chimps be female, the
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number of deaths could easily rise to as high as L,200.4 Because of Sierra

Leone's liberal export permit policy, the country's chimp PoPulation was

already on the deciine. Sierra Leone is bordered by Guinea and Liberia, both

of which had banned any export in chimps; however, the three countries'
borders are extremely porous. It was suspected that poachers were shooting
chimp groups in Liberia and Guinea and then smuggling the infants into
Sierri Leone. It was also believed that Sitter was responsible for much of the

decimation taking place.s Controversy over Merck sharp and Dohme's
request erupted in the U.S., and the export Permit application was eventu-
ally withdrawn.

In1982, in order to circumvent problems importing live chimps, the

Austrian pharmaceutical firm Immuno sought to establish a lab for hepatitis
research in Sierra Leone. FranzSitter was chosen as the man to be in charge

of establishing a breeding colony, which would provide a cheap and steady

supply of chimps. At the time, Sitter's facility was described in a Mail on

Si"aiy article is a place where a dozen chimpanzees, mostly babies and

juveniles"areapitifulsight. Lighthardlyenterstheirjailandtheysitin:lges
chained to the rifters. Tliey are strangely silent and sway neurotically. There

is no foliage - just fi1th."6

Immuno ordered 60 to 80 wild-caught chimps to kick off the plan.7

When international pressure caused the plan to fall through, Immuno
imported 20 chimps who had already been procured in Sierra Leone to its

facitity in Austria,'declaring them the company's private property.s Furious
at the apparent flouting of international regulations, CITES denounced

Immuno-'i actions and reprimanded Austria-a CITES signatory-for per-

mitting the chimps to enter the country.

The discovery of AIDS made chimpanzees even more valuable to the

research industry. Since the chimpanzee is the most biochemically and

genetically simitir species to us, researchers initially thought the animal

irould be a good model for AIDS research. But they soon discovered that

some chimpin eet injected with HIV did not keep the virus alive, and most

of those who did become infected had no observable response to it' Years

went by before there was any indication that any of the chimps would
develop full-blown AIDS. Theru in 1985, a 13-year-old chimp who was

infected with the virus in 1985 died after exhibiting AIDSJike symptoms.'
Even though no other chimps had developed AIDS, a number of researchers

continued pushing for the use of chimpanzees to test possible vaccines.

Chimpanzees had been listed as "threatened" in the U.S. Endangered

Species Act since 1976,bstthe additional trade pressure promPted Ptrya-
tologists to petition FWS to upgrade wild chimps to "endangered." That

*oJd -"ut permits would be required for all interstate movement of
chimpanzees. Fearing opposition from the biomedical comm""ity, IryS
made a compromise deiision. Chimpanzees outside the U.s. would be
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classified as "endangered," while the captive population in the u.s. would
retain their "threatened" stafus. In March of. 1990, wild chimps were
formally re-classified as "endangered."

There are about L,800 captive chimpanzees available for medical
research in the U.S., and nearly half of them are in the hands of one man - Dr.
Frederick Coulston, chairman of The coulstonFoundation (TCF).10 Coulston
and TCF have a troubling history of apparently negligent animal care,
including substandard living conditions and insufficient medical attention
resulting in questionable chimpanzee injuries, illnesses and deaths .rn1994,
the u.s. Department of Agriculture (usDA) filed a complaint against TCF,
charging the Foundation with violating the Animal welfare Act.11 The
charges stemmed from the deaths of several chimpanzees. In octob er L993,
three chimps died a grisly death after a heater malfunctioned, causing the
temperature in their enclosure to soar to 140 degrees. on December 19,1994,
a caretaker found four chimps either dead or dying in their cages. An
autopsy revealed that the chimps had gone without water for at least three
days. According to u.s Nears €tworldReport," Although the caretakers were
trained to test the animals' automatic waterers 

"'outf 
duy, they had in fact

simply been checking.^off that task on their daily logs without actually
performing the tasks."l' usDA's complaint also charge-d TCF with housing
3Tchimps inundersized cages.InJune L996,TCF ageea to settle the chargei
by paying a $40,000 fine."

Coulston has also been critized by his colleagues in the research
indlstry. A behavioral biologist who took part inTCF'siesting of a painkiller
for the drug manufacturer Glaxo Wellcome severed his ties with Coulston
after several chimpanzees died during caesarian sections performed during
the study. According to the biologist, the veterinarians Coulston hired t5
t{9r*t!e surgery had almost no experience with primates.la After touring
TCF in l99L,representatives from three NIH subsidiaries prepared u r"po.'[
raising what it called "major concerns" about veterinary staffing and expe-
rience and the "minimal number of animal care personnel" at tfie facility.ls

Despite the serious questions surrounding the care of animals at TCF,
Coulston is in the process of acquiring 100 moie chimpanzees from New
York University Medical Center's Laboratory for Experimental Medicine
(LEMSIP). TCF is also leasing 150 chimps, formerly used in space researcfu
from the u.s. Air Force.'o Legislation that would have giventhe Air Force
chimps to Coulston was defeated after protest from Dr. Jane Goodall and
other animal welfare advocates. Dr. Goodall also objected to the transfer of
the LEMSIP chimps to TCF, and asked New york university to require
Coulston to correct all Animal welfare Act violations at its New Mexico
facilities before glving TCF any control over the animals.lT Also opposed to
the plan was former LEMSIP director Dr. Jan Moor-Jankowski. In in August
1995 Ncu YorkTimes article, Dr. Moor-Jankowski stated that he was woriied
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not only about the fate of the chimps but also about what Coulston would do
with the $705,000 that was supposed to be used to care for the animals once
they were no longer useful as research subjects.ls Moor-]ankowski said that
he felt NYU's decision to give the chimps to Coulston was a form of
retribution for his having blown the whistle on animal mistreatment at
another NYU lab.1e Soon after announcing the transfer of the LEMSIP chimps
to TCF, it fired Moor-Jankowski. He has since filed a lawsuit against NYU
charging the university with unfair retaliation.

Ironically, on January 22,1997, an 11-year old chimp named Jello,
recently transferred to TCF from LEMSIP, died after being anesthetized.
According to an autopsy report, Jello's trachea was filled with food, which
means he had rececently been fed and most likely choked to death on his own
vomit.2o "The most dangerous thing that can done is to anesthetize an animal
or a person with food in his stomach because of the danger of vomiting and
suffocating," said In Defense of Animals president Dr. Elliot Katz. "The
circumstances surrounding Jello's death indicate egregious negligence and
irresponsibility.'

The Alternative

1n1992, an announcementby the Regional Primate Research Center
at the University of Washington caused scientists to believe they had found
a viable alternative to using chimpanzees. Preliminary testing at the Center
appeared to show that pig-tail macaques could be infected with the AIDS
virus. Indigenous to the forests of Indonesia and Malaysia, pig-tail macaques
are named for their short, curly tails. Unfortunately for the macaques,
scientists saw them as both cheap and abundant. Listed under Appendix II,
they are, in truth, "vulnerable," with wild populations slowly shrinking due
to habitat destruction and hunting. According to primatologist Ardith
Eudey, a buying spree erupted after the Center made its announcement. In
1992, tt:re number of pigtail macaques imported into the U.S. was 'L,198,

nearly twice as many as had been reported to CITES by Indonesia and a huge
increase from the 200 to 300 imported during the mid-1980s.' Shortly after
the announcement, the initial tests were proven wrong. Sales of the monkeys
immediately flattened.

By 1994, both Indonesia and the Philippines had announced they
would no longer export wild-caught monkeys, only captive-bred animals. It
was an announcement that many concerned with plummeting populations
of wild primates had been waiting to hear for years. But while the captive-
bred primate business takes the strain off wild populations, it also fosters the
view that monkeys are nothing more than renewable resources.

A number of countries are already involved in the captive- bred



236 . Ttrp ANna,q.l Drnuns

primate trade. Since L988, China has been a maior source of captive-bred
rhesus monkeys for both the U.S. and Europe. Barbados has the largest
monkey colony in the Northern Hemisphere, with a population of 8,000
green monkeys supplying a steady flow for research purposes.' The island
of Mauritius, with a population of 20,000 to35,000 crab-eating macaques/
exports both wild and captive-bred monkeys.' Mauritius still sets a quota on
the number of wild-caught monkeys that may be shipped out, but captive
breeding provides a way around this problem as well. Pregnant females and
femaleswithyoung are trapped, and theiroffspringare sold as captivebred.
Once the mothers stop breeding, they are sold as wild-caught.n

Both the Philippines and Indonesia supply U.S. importers with crab-
eating macaques who are officially claimed to be captive bred. But there are
many who question whether this is truly the case. One major primate
importer in the U.S. confided his suspicions that a number of the "captive-
bred" monkeys he receives are actually wild caught. A U.S. wildlife
inspector voiced the same concern to Shirley McGreal of IPPL. It is a
loophole that even Indonesia's Jakarta Post has reported on, maintaining
thatmany breedingfarms simply camouflage the fact that a large number of
monkeys are still being removed from the wild.'

Vietnam has become the newest export center for captive-bred
primates. It is there that the provincial government's "April 18th Company"
maintains the Monkey Island breeding center, where it raises rhesus mon-
keys and crab-eating and pig-tail macaques. Officials at the Ministry of
Forestry in Hanoi claim that all primates shipped from the breeding center
are captivebred, but an investigationby theU.S.-based Endangered Species
Project (ESP) turned up contradictory information. According to the ESP
investigators,50 percent of the monkeys shipped out are wild caught and
sent to Hong Kong where they are supplied with false papers.' From there
the monkeys travel as captive bred to Europe, Great Britain and the U.S.
According to an article in Vietnam Business rnagazine, monkeys on the
island are also used to produce brain wine and monkey balm-items used in
traditional Chinese medicine. Approximately 50 monkeys are killed every
three months for this use. One monkey brain produces about ten bottles of
wine. The skin, organs and bones are ground up as ingredients for'balm,' or
powder, which is dissolved in water and taken in liquid form by women who
have recently given birth or those who are weak.

The Environmental Investigation Agency (EIA) investigated another
Vietnamese captive breeding center n1994. After visiting the premises of
Nafobird outside Ho Chi Minh City, EIA came away equally concerned.
Though the Vietnamese govemment has banned the export of wild macaques,
the hunting of endangered primates and other rare animals continues to be
a problem. The gor.ernment passed wildlife legislation in1992 to curtail
illegal trade in endangered and threatened species, but to little avail. In
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March 1993, Prime Minister vo van Kiet issued a second decree calling for
increased law enforcement in an attempt to control the escalating trade.T
However, it is believed that the countqr's resources continue to be exploited.

The Trade

Primate smuggling has become a booming business. A 1990 CITES
report to the International Criminal Police Organization (Interpol) esti-
mated that 40,000 primates are traded illegally every year. Annual revenues
from the illicit trade in all endangered species is estimated to be in excess of
$5 billion.l

The shadowy, underground world of animal smuggling is domi-
nated by a network of increasingly powerful dealers and syndicates, often
the same people who traffic in drugs and weapons. wildlife is just one more
commodity in which to trade. The advantage is that it requires minimum
investment and low risk while reaping maximum rewards. Punishment for
violations rarely exceeds more than a fine. A lucrative and loathsome
business, it has become the second leading cause of species extinction,
surpassed only by the increasingly rapid destruction of habitat.

CITES was designed to regulate trade in wildlife species that could
withstand the pressures of commercial exploitation and at the same time
protect endangered species. unforfunately, there are many ways around
CITES regulations when the stakes are high enough. The wildlife trade
involves literally thousands of species and dozens of major importing and
exporting nafions. Add to this the hundreds of thousands of witdlife
shipments, along with the many avenues by which they can be moved
betweentheirpoints of originand theirfinal destinations, and itis easyto see
the kind of odds CITES is up against. Many countries only create more
problems by providing what would seem to be nonexistent enforcement. In
its twenty-odd years of existence, CITES has tried with mixed success to
monitor and deter illegalities. But the organization is only as strong as the
desire of its member nations to save their wildlife. In the end, it aflcomes
down to money, greed and corruption. And there appear to be a number of
very weak links in CITES fragile chain.

CITES documents authorizing wildlife trade are often stolen and
reused, even though dealers are required to cancel certificates once ship-
ments reach their final destination. Forgery is also commonplace. Species
originally listed on documents may be changed along with the number of
animals being shipped and their country of origin. often primates are
hidden inboxes that are marked as containing a different species altogether.
Terrified gibbons have been found stuffed inside snake crates seiled as
tightly as coffins. orangutans have easily passed from one country into
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another squeezed in crates labeled "birds." And, if all else fails, there is

always the oft-used method of bribing local officials. But CITES itself offers

whaf is perhaps the best loophole: a caPtive-born species exemption that
allows wild-caught animals to enter through the back door and leave by the

front as "captive bred."

The Singapore Connection

A major problem for many years has been the use of "laundry
countries." Wild animals are smuggled from their country of origin to a
country where they are provided with fake captive bred papers. singapore
was exposed as such a center as early as1975. Although it had virtually no
wildlife of its own, it exported protected primates from neighboring coun-

tries into the U.S. and Europe. During the 1960s and1970s, a steady stream

of siamangs was smuggled by way of coastal freighters plying the waters

between Thailand and Singapore. Gibbons were concealed in false Petrol
tanks under trucks to make the journey from Thailand via Malaysia. Smug-

glers rendezvoused with Indonesian fishing boats to collect orangutans who
were brought back to Singapore's shores. This route came to be known as
,,The Singipore Connection."l fllicit traffic flourished for years, taking its

toll on piimates legally protected under their own country's laws. Once

inside Singupo.e, dealers apparently had no problem obtaining health

certificateJ and export documents from government officials' Importing
countries acceptedthe shipments with little hesitation. Under the Wildlife
Reservation and Protection Act of 1955, Thailand declared all gibbons

protected. Since that time, there have been no officially sanctioned exports

of tfre primates. Yet in 1973, atleast 67 siamangs and 43 gibbons entered the

u.s. from singapore.' since gibbons are protected under Appendix I, such

trade was in direct violation of both CITES and the U.S' Lacey Act.

Originally passed in 1900, the Lacey Act is America's'long arm law'
and is ot e of the most effective trade laws ever set forth by a major wildlife-
consuming country. It makes importation of animals or animal products
taken or eiported in violation of another countqr's laws a federal crime. It
also prohiblts the import, exPort, transportatiory sale or purchase of any

endangered wildlife covered under the Endangered Species Act.

FWS finatly banned Singapore's $17 million wildlife trade with the

U.S. in September 1985. The ban virtually shut down the country's lucrative

$12 million tropical fish tfade.3 Faced with a huge loss of income, Singapore

finally capitul;ted and joined CITES, an action it had been stalling on for
years. Thoughnow a member, Singapore still maintains its reputation as a
i'laundry" country. As late as\993, Singapore's chairman of the National
Council on the Environment declared the country to be a major transship-
ment center for endangered wildlife smuggling.n
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Thailand
The Polish and Cambodian Connections

word spread of the lucrative trade and soon Thailand decided to
partake of the easy money to be made. Although the Thai government had
joined CITES in 1983, it never bothered to adopt enforcement measures.
This, along with aid from corrupt govemment officials, helped Thailand
become the hub of illegal wildlife trade. since it was seemingly penalty-free
even if uncovered by Thai officials, smuggling continued to grow in popu-
larity. rn1990, security guards at Don Muang Airport in Bangkok x-rayed
a suitcase on its way to Paris and discovered three tiny bodies moving inside.
Upon opening the luggage, the guards found three endangered gibuons
wrapped in towels and wedged into a cardboard box. Barely able to move
o_r breathe, the gibbons couldn't have survived the 13-hour flight to France.
Customs officials took no action against the passenger responsible for the
attempt.l

Endangered wildlife has also been found for sale at Chatuchak park
in Bangkok. A massive open-air fairground, chatuchak is a potpourri of
animals not only from Thailand but from Southeast Asian countries includ-
ing Burma,Laos, cambodia and vietnam. A major animal market, it was
fromhere thatprotected wildlife could be bought and smuggled around the
world in oil drums, plastic bags and briefcases, often suffocating in the
luggage compartments of airplanes. Two glaring loopholes in Thiiland's
1965 wildlife Protection Act were deemed responsible for allowing the
illegal trade to continue. First, animals imported from other countries were
not included in the law. And second, traders dealing in Thai-protected
species could only be arrested if they were caught in the middle of a
transaction.

Aside from gaining notoriety as a prime transshipment center,
Thailand also became known as home to the dealers who iontrolled the
trade. while a number of methods were used to smuggle wildlife, a conunon
one was to take animals across the Thai border into Vientiane, the capital of
Laos. unlike Thailand, Laos is not a member of CITES. once there, dealers
obtained documents from the Laotian goverrunent as to origin and then
shipped the animals back into Thailand and on to world mar[ets.,

one of these dealers was Preecha varavichit, owner of pimjai Birds
in Bangkok. Considered a crucial link in an international ring of animal
smugglers operating throughout southeast Asia, Europe and the IJ.s, preecha
was one of Thailand's biggest dealers. At the time, Preecha had paid Laotian
authorities $5,000 to operate an animal exporting business in the country.3
He ran a similar trade out of vietnam (then not a member of CITES), having
paid government authorities $L0,000 in order to operate there for two y"urrJ
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Whenconfronted with his actions, Preecha boasted to the Bangkok Post that
officials from the Forestry Department- the agency directly responsible for
curtailing the illegal wildlife trade in Thailand-supported his trade. He
was quoted as saying, "If government officials didn't give their cooperatiory
I would not be able to do business. Don't blame me alone. They work as a

team. If they take legal action against me,I will reveal everything."'

But itwasn't until IPPL received a mysterious package of documents
that the extent of Preecha's operation was revealed. Working in conjunction
with Swedish animal dealer Ingemar Forss, Preecha was shipping protected
wildlife from his fraudulent Laotian "Phoudou Zoo" by Laos Aviation's
morning flight to Don Muang airport in Bangkok.o From there, the ship-
ments would continue on to the next leg of their journey.

Wildlife traffickers rely on countries and zoos that knowingly coop-
erate in the illegal trade. In the past, a number of Eastern European zoos have
been more than willing partners. Such was the case with protected wildlife
that Preecha shipped out of Laos. Their destination was to zoos in Poland.
Lacking hard currency with which to buy animals, a number of Polish zoos
turned to laundering illegally caught wildlife. In return for supplying false
certificates, which claimed the animals were captive bred, the participating
zoos kept some of the animals for their own collections. This ruse became

known as "The Polish Connection." Poland's Wroclaw and Poznan zoos

were two such zoos that became involved in Preecha's scam in the 1980s,

providing facilities where endangered species could be "quarantined."
Freshly laundered, the animals then continued on to zoos in Western nations
in what appeared to be legal transactions. Among the animals shipped were
orangutans, endangered douc langurs, lorises and tapirs.'

However, in October 1982 Preecha was arrested in Laos for falsifying
government export documents. He received a three-year jail term and a

$150,000 fine, butwas pardoned and released after only three months due to
diplomatic intervention from Thailand.' The argument presented to Laotian
officials was that through the nature of his work, Preecha had contributed a

large amount of foreign exchange to Laos and therefore should not be

severely punished.

Thai dealers next moved their illegal wildlife trade into Cambodia.
The most enterprising of the lot was Khun Khampeng Ploentham of the
Bangkok Wildlife Company. Working in conjunction with German dealer
Marlies Slotta, owner of the animal trading firm Slotta Interzoo, Khampeng
sent a number of shipments of protected animals from Cambodia to zoos in
Eastern Europe.e

In order to legitimize his trade, Khampeng set up a phony zoo in
Cambodia that he named "Koh Khong Zoo." In essence, it became his own
private permit factory from which he issued captive born certificates signed
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by himself, as zoo director, on official-looking stationery. In september L988,
"Koh Khong Zoo" shipped two orangutans as "captive born" via Wroclaw
zoo inPoland to the soviet union. The orangutans were accompanied by
fraudulent export permits. one of the animals died, and the other is
currently housed at Russia's st. Petersburgzoo. Khampeng also shipped
twelve white-handed baby gibbons to wroclaw zoo. They arrived at ttreioo
in poor conditioru and eleven eventually died. The sole survivor was sent on
to Lesna Zoo rn Czechoslovakia.'o In February 1.989, two "captive-born"
orangutans were exported from "Koh Khong Zoo" to the Film Board of
Czechoslovakia where they were used to make a movie about the endan-
gered status of orangutans. Marlies slotta sent a telex to Khampeng to
con{irm their arrival, referring to the pair as "big red birds," the smugglers,
code name for the species."

\iVhile "Koh Khong Zoo" stationery did not include a street address
for correspondence, a post office box was listed in Phnom penh. IppL
contacted a Cambodian representative at the United Nations and learned
that not only was Koh Khong Province the scene of intense fighting at the
time, but that there were no zoos in Cambodia and certainly no "captive-
bred" orangutans. A massive letter writing and publicity campaign fbrced
the closure of the Polish Connection, and, in December 1989, poland joined
CITES. However, it is believed that both Khampeng and "Koh KhongZoo"
are still in operation.l2

By 1991., having officially recognized Thailand as the foremost laun-
dering center in Asia, CITES called for a worldwide embargo on all wildlife
trade with the country. Finally, in 1992, Thailand passed legislation to
enforce CITES regulations. By 1993, new laws designed to protect foreign
countries'endangered species helped slow the trade. Animal dealers were
now forced to furn to other Indochinese countries, such as vietnam, for re-
export of illegal wildlife. But according to Thai sources, much of the
country's indigenous protected wildlife can still be found for sale every
weekend at Chatuchak Park.l3

The Trade in Orangutans

Although a CITES signatory, Indonesia has long been recogni zed as
a major center for illegal trade in endangered wildlife. But it is pramuka
Market in the capital city of Jakarta where trade in vanishing species
flourishes. Here among the storefronts and stalls, a smuggler may find
whatever he desires. Gibbons with large, frightened eyes peer oui from
inside cardboard boxes as customers from Taiwan, Europe, China and the
Middle East openly haggle over their illicit sale. For the right price, export
permits that will whisk any species out of the country are easily procured.
Butthe hottestitems in demand amongthose who scour Pramuka's treasure
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trove of wildlife are the orangutans.

Found only on the islands of Borneo and Sumatra, orangutans
number between 20,000 to 30,000 in the wild, down from 70,000 only ten
years ago.' Their population continues to decline by several hundred each

year due to commercial exploitation and habitat loss. Protected by Indone-
sian law since 1931, orangutans are also listed on Appendix I of CITES.

Neither of these protections have succeeded in stopping the trade. Tottering
on the verge of extinction has only made orangutans all the more valuable
onaboomingblackmarketthathas grownfrom a trickle to a torrent overthe
past 20 years. The voracious demand of entertainers, private collectors and
foreign zoos, along with destruction of the species' forest home, have all
contributed to what appears to be the last stand of orangutans in the wild.

Orangutan mothers must be killed to capture their babies, and the
mortality rate of young orphans is high. It is estimated that for every
smuggled baby that survives and arrives at its final destination, five or six

have died. While a hunter gets $200 for a baby, the middleman can sell it for
$1,000 inJakarta. From there, orangutans range in price from $5,000 if sold
to a family in Taiwan, to $30,000 if purchased by a foreign circus or zoo.
When the final destination is the U.S., the price can soar to as much as

$50,000.2 Even dead orangutans garner a profit. A thriving trade exists in
Kalimantary Borneo, where souvenir shops sell orangutan skulls to foreign
tourists for $70 apiece. Skulls that have been decorated with tattoo-like
markings can fetch up to $200 each.3 Employees of the Forestry Office, the
goverrunent agency in charge of inspecting local shops for illegal wildlife
items, tend to ignore the trade. The result is that orangutans are under siege
in a battle for their very existence.

Money is what fuels the animal trade. Add to that the desire to obtain
the ultimate wildlife status symbol, and the demand on a sPecies can be

overwhelming. Taiwan was once a frequent destination for smuggled
orangutans. It was there that the popular TV show "The NaughtyFamlly,"
which had a young orangutan as its star, fueled an orangutan fad. The show
prompted a craze among the nouveau riche to keep orangutans as Pets, and
it is estimated that over L,000 of the animals were smuggled into Taiwan
from Borneo aboard logging and fishing boats.a It also meant that 5,000 to
7,000 orangutans died Io s"pply the pei trade in Taiwan alone.s Taiwan's
capital, Taipei, soon ended up with more orangutans per square mile than
in the animals' native habitat. A nearby zoo, which houses 40 of the
abandoned pets, has found itself with the largest collection in the world.
Before long, Taipei earned the nickname "Mad Monkey City.'u

Infant orangutans grow uP quickly, only to have their days as

pampered pets in private homes come to an abrupt end. One has only to visit
Snake Alley, Taiwan's infamous street bazaar, to discover how orangutans



Tsr Tuon . 243

discarded by once loving families are now kept. Exhibited in front of
Chinese medicine shops, juvenile orangs are frequently seated on stools,
held in placeby chains around their necks. Kept ai tourist attractions, they
are harassed by their owners and teased by pasiers-by until eventually they
are abandoned on street corners, having lost their appeal with age. Not
allowed by China to be a CITES member, Taiwan dia iiiue to stop tf,e hade
until 1989, when the country passed a wildlife Conservation Law. The law
required citizens to register all orangutans thatwere owned, but only about
300 of the primates were ever reported.' As for the rest, those who #ere not
sold to zoos, circuses or shops were abandoned, dumped in forests or
recycled on the black market.

I4lhile the orangutan Foundation has repatriated about two dozen
orangutans to Indonesia, a new problem has cropped ,p. A number of
discarded orangutans have been found to carry hepalitis B and tuberculosis
antibodies, ruling out any chance of their reiurn-to the wild. permanent
castoffs, homeless orangutans are being banished to a "shelter" in southern
Taiwan to spend the rest of their days in tiny cages, prisoners of a heartless

tttIaoe.

The Bangkok Six Case

The infamous "Bangkok six" case provides perhaps the best view
11lo the orangutan trade, revealing just how sophisticated organized wild-
life crime has become. It was on February 2o,lggo,at Don Mu-ang airport in
Bangkok, when cargo handlers first heard cries that sounded life those of
human babies coming from three small wooden crates labeled ,,Birds.,,

Having been off-loaded from Thai Airways flight 4'1.4 for singapore, they
were destined for the city of Belgrade in the former yugoslavla.-An X-ray
machine revealed that one of the boxes held two siamangi. Stuffed inside thl
other two crates were six baby orangutans. starving, wilh bloated stomachs
and covered with feces and vomit, the babies were pale and suffering from
dehydration, parasitic infection and pneumonia. Three had been sh"ipped
ypriq" down, two of whom were comatose. Eventually four of the i*ints
oleo-

The orangutans, dubbed "The Bangkok Six,,, were quickly taken
fro_m the airport to wildlife Fund rhailand, it which point shiiley McGreal
of IPPL was contacted. It was McGreal who not onllhelped breik the case
wide open but eventually pushed it to its conclusion. The first break came
when the Thai wildlife Department received a letter from vukosav Bojovic,
director_oJ the Belgrade zoo, requesting that the "monkeys" confislated
from a "Mr. Schafer" be sent to him immediately. ,,Mr. Schafer,, furned out
to be Kurt schafer, a well-known German animal dealer who had been
arrested twice previously in Australia for smuggling birds.2
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According to Schafer's information, along with that provided by
FWS and the German Wildlife Department, a Prime Player in organizing the

shipment was Matthew Block, a major Miami dealer and owner of World-
wide Primates. Working in conjunction with Kenny Dekker, an animal
dealer from the Netherlands who has since been convicted of bird smug-

gling, Block arranged the shipment through a Singapore middleman. The

original supplier of the animals was rumored to be a notorious Indonesian

exporter. Reputed to be the biggest and richest animal dealer in the country,
this dealer ii also the brother-in-law of a former Indonesian wildlife chief.

Taken by boat to Singapore, the animals were delivered to James Lee of
Honey Pets, who was later indicted in the U.S. in 1993. The first attempt to
move the animals came in November L989, when they were to be shipped
from Singapore directly to Moscow on Aeroflot. The crates were checked in
as cargo,-while paperwork for boxes actually containing birds was taken to

Primary Production (a branch of CITES) for approval. From there, shippers

took thl crates to the airline, where they switched them with identical boxes

containing the orangutans. But there was a hitch: The plane was fully
booked and the cargo was refused.

Atthatpoint, KurtSchaferwas called uponto organize the shipment.
Electingto take analternate route,Schafer checked the orangutans onaplane
to Thailand as his personal luggage. A favorite ploy of animal dealers,

checking wildlife as personal luggage avoids the problem of having toobtain
an air wayUitt, which would leave authorities with a paPer trail to follow.
From theie, Schafer and the orangutans were to board a flight for Yugosla-

via, where zoo director Bojovic planned to'launder' the animals by supply-
ing papers declaring them captive born. In return, Bojovicwould receive two
siamang gibbons. From Belgrade, the orangutans would be sent as cargo to

Prodintorg a state-run trading comPany in Moscow, where more phony

documenti would be exchanged to further confuse the orangutans' origin''

ln February l992,Blockwas indicted on two felony and two misde-

me€u1or counts.' 
-But 

by October of that year, Block and his lawyers had

managed to work out a plea bargain with an assistant U.S. attorney that
would have left him with only a small fine and no jail time. Before a hearing
could be held, IPPL managed to organize a massive letter writing campaign
in protest. Block's plea bargain was thrown out in December 1992, and, in
January 1,993, Block pled guilty to participation in a felony wildlife smu$;
g[ng cbnspiracy. In April of 1993,he was sentenced to ],3 months in federal

frisonand fined $30,000 forhis role inthe mostnotorious animal smlss_llnt
case in history. Free on bond while his case was being appealed, Block

continued running his business. His final appeal was denied in September

1995, and on October L8, he was incarcerated at the Jesup Correctional
Institute in Georgia.

A legend in the animal business, Block entered the exotic bird trade
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at the age of thirteen. By the time he was in high school, he was making close
to $L00,000 a year.s 1n1986, Bolivian autho;ities issued a warrant ior his
arrest, alleging that he tried to smuggle 300 monkeys out of the country.6
Block ran into more trouble following his 1993 conviction. The U.s. Depart-
ment of Agriculture moved to suspend his dealer's license, claiming that
primates athis holdingcompound ate spoiled food, were notprovided with
water as required and were housed in filth. Block settled the case inJanuary
1994by agreeing to pay a $L6,000 fine.' However, in August of the sam eyuui,
FWS permanently revoked Worldwide Primates' license to import and
export primates due to Block's conviction.s But according to shirley McGreal,
this will have little effect on Block's business. Having established a breeding
colony in the U.S., Block stockpiled hundreds of crab-eating macaques
before his conviction. FWS' revocation of worldwide's license does not bar
Blockfrom continuinganimal dealingas long as it does notinvolve animals
entering or leaving the U.S. In essence, this leaves Worldwide free to sell its
renewable supply of macaques to research labs within the U.S. Involved in
a captive breeding center in Indonesia as well, Block can continue conduct-
ing business as usual around the world.e

The other players in the "Bangkok Six" case remain unpunished. A
singapore court charged Kurt sch_afer with exporting orangutans without a
permit, but only fined him $1,200." Was the case of the Bangkok Six a lesson
to those who deal illegally in animals? It's difficult to know. In |une 1990,
just four months after con-fiscation of "The Bangkok Six," IPPL received a tip
that five more orangutans were on a Thai dealer's premises, four of whom
were to be shipped to an unknown destination as "personal baggage." In
May1993, a baby orangutanwas conliscated from afreighter travelingfrom
Thailand to Taiwan, and, in L994 another orangutan was seized off a
freighter in Hong Kong harbor, also heading toward Taiwan.11 With such
examples, there is no reason to believe that the orangutan pipeline should
not continue running smoothly. The discovery of "The Bangkok Six" was
probably a fluke. Just the tip of the iceberg, it popped to the surface for a
moment only to drop back dowrL leaving the world with a tantalizing
glimpse of how the illegal trade works and how unprepared governments
are to deal with it.

Illegal Trade in Africa
Walter Sensen

I4lhile much has been publicized about the illegat trade in Southeast
Asia, that is not the only area of the world rich in endangered wildlife. Africa
also offers animal dealers the opportunity to make easy money smuggling
primates.
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One of the first maior cases unfolded in January 1987, when three
young gorillas were flown out of Douala, Cameroon headed for Taiwan. The
first stopover on their joulney was Kinshasa,Zaire. There the gorillas were
to be transferred to UTA Airlines and flown to South Africa where they
would be loaded on a South African Airways flight bound for Taipei. But
trouble arose when it was discovered that two of the gorillas had died of
asphyxiation on the Douala-Kinshasa leg of the flight. The insurance com-
pany that had been contracted to cover the shipment called in Dr' Robert
Cooper, a veterinarian working in the African nation of Gabon. Since the
gorillas had been insured at $L50,000 a piece, the insurance company was
already facing a $300,000 loss and was anxious to avoid an additional
$150,000 claim.' Dr. Cooper was able to save the third gorilla.

As with so many others, this shipment might have gone undiscov-
ered if Dr. Cooper had not contacted IPPL. It was soon revealed that the three
gorillas hadbeen shipped illegally from Cameroon accompaniedby PaPers
identifying them as "monkeys." Banned from conunercial trade due to their
listing on Appendix I, lowland gorillas are in great demand by zoos and
collectors alike. Moreover, Cameroon is a member of CITES and forbids
their export. But it seems that at least one Cameroonian goverrunent official
protected the shipment, having received $25,000 from German animal
dealer Walter Sensen for a permit.' As residents of Cameroon, Sensen and
his sonBernd had beenrunningtheirwildlifebusiness out of the countryfor
several years. Working in conjunction with native poachers, Sensen was
able to offer a continual supply of both gorillas and chimpanzees to a number
of sources. When it came time to ship his "goods" o1Jt, government officials
in high places always made sure there weren't any problems.

With this information in hand, IPPL contacted the insurance com-
pany with proof that the gorilla shipment was illegal. Since contraband
cannot be cbvered, the coirpany reflsed to pay th; $300,000 claim.3 The
surviving gorilla continued on his journey to the Taipei Zoo where he lives
alone today.

As a result of the storm over the "CameroonThree" shipment, Sensen

and son were booted out of the country, only to resurface later in Equatorial
Guinea. There they managed to obtain a five-year goverrunent contract to
export wildlife, including gorillas and chimpanzees." During this time, IPPL
received information that West Germany had placed Sensen under a profes-
sional prohibition forbidding him to deal in wildlife, legally or illegally. In
September 1988, the CITES Secretariat put an embargo on all wildlife trading
with Equatorial Guinea due to its association with Sensen. Sensen continued
trading despite the embargo. He offered gorillas to a Swedish zoo director,
and sh'ipped u yo.,r,g female gorilla to Pata Mall in Thailand.5'6 Although a
member of CITES, Thailand didn't bother to confiscate the gorilla on her
arrival in the country. Altegedly, a young female gorilla had been shipped
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to Thailand via Moscow a few years earlier, also bound for pata Mall. she
arrived frozen to death.'

In December L988, Sensen booked a shipment of four baby chimpan-
zees on an Iberia Airlines flight from Equatorial Guinea to Madrid, where
they would be transshipped to Dubai via Istanbul. The young chimps were
packed in two 2x2 crates for the 36-hour journey. sensen arranged the
shipment in conjunction with an American in Madrid by the name of |ack
Kelly, whose stationery identified him as a "special Delegate of the president
of Equatorial Guinea." It was a clue that animals traveling this route were
most likely being sent as "diplomatic baggage," thus avoiding confiscation.8

In June 1989, it was discovered that sensen had shipped two gorillas
to the brand new Guadalajara zoo in Mexico for which his company,
"African Animal Export," was paid $130,000.e Aside from the fact that the
pair had entered Mexico as Sensen's "personal laggage," the Equatorial
Guinean export permit for the two gorillas was nearly ayear out of date.
Learning of the shipment, El occidental, a Guadalajara newspaper, reported
the incident, and a scandal evolved. The director of the Mexico City zoo
called the sale "a disgrace to Mexico," ar.d the mayor of Guadaiajara
announced that the zoo's trustees would be replaced.

Though all of these dealings were illegal, Sensen escaped punish-
ment for years because none of the shipments ever touched west German
soil. Animal dealers have been taking advantage of this loophole for years.
Countries without a "long arm law" like the Lacey Act are not responsible
for any wildlife crimes committed by their nationals on foreign soil. berman
authorities took no action against Sensen until animal advocates launched
several major campaigns in protest, and Sensen's activities could no longer
be ignored.

IPPL provided German goverrunent representatives with the infor-
mation it had gathered about Sensen's illegal activities. German officials
received a deluge of mail from IPPL members demanding that sensen be
stopped. Finally, in March 1990, Sensen was jailed in Nuremberg, Germany
on charges of violating the professional prohibition that had been placed on
him previously. His sentence was two years without parole.to once in jail,
sensen immediately appealed the length of his sentence, citing his 'precari-
ous' financial situation. After serving only three months, Sensen wal set free
by judge Dieter Grafe, who declared that not only had sensen shown regret
about his actions during his last 100 days of detention, but that he could not
be regarded as a tormentor of animals since he'is interested in the survival
of the animals.'11 Although sensen is apparently no longer involved in the
wildlife trade, his son Bernd carries on with his work, having taken over the
"African Animal Export" company in Equatorial Guinea.
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The Chimp Trade

Perhaps most lucrative is the illicit trade in chimpanzees. For the past
25 years, the capture of infant chimps in developing African countries has

proven to be a quick way to make hard cash. But with an estimated loss of
five to ten primates for every infant captured, it is a costly transaction for the

chimpanzee population.' While it is known that chimps exported through
Sierra Leone have usually been taken from Liberia and Guinea, other trade
routes exist as well. In 1"988, authorities uncovered the "Cuba Connection "
which involved shipping chimps from Angola to Cuba via Cubana Airlines.
From there they were re-exported to the Netherlands as "captive bred," only
to be re-exported again, with several shipped off to Japan.' Such circuitous
itineraries are the norm with illicit wildlife cargo - not only to obtain captive
bred papers, but also to avoid certain transit points where a shipment might
be intercepted, all the while creating a maze that is impossible for authorities
to foIlow.

Today, chimpanzees are flowing out of ports in Guinea at the rate of
six a week. Aerofl ot fl ight 420, which leaves B r azzav ille Airport in the Congo
Republic every Thursday, has been nicknamed "The Wildlife Express."'
Stopping atDouala and Malta Airports, its final destination is Russia, where
most of the animals are destined to be sold as merchandise in Moscow's
booming wild animal markets. It is believed that many wild-caught chimps
are intended for research labs in Russia and Eastern Europe.=

The first report of Aeroflot's involvement in the animal trade came on
December 8,1994, when an agitated young chimp was spotted in a plastic
bag outside the airporl inBrazzaville. Agents moved quickly to discover
that a Congolese man was intending to smuggle three chimPs on board the
weekly flight to Moscow. Even though the man carried no CITES documents

authorizing the export, airport police blocked all efforts to confiscate the

chimps. An international alert was broadcast by both CITES and IPPL as the
flight took off for Moscow via Cameroon and Malta. But authorities in
Cameroon were prevented from searching the plane - this time by Aeroflot
pilots. Continuing on to Malta, the plane was allowed once again to take off
without a search since Maltese law does not allow for the confiscation of
smuggled wildlife in transit. By the time Flight 420 reached Moscow, it was
discovered that the chimps had been off-loaded during one of the stops
along the way. However, two weeks later, Congolese authorities seized

three chimpanzees, three guenon monkeys, an African grey parrot and a
crate of ivory as they were being loaded onto Flight 420.' This is the only
known seizure, and it is not yet clear whether this means that there has been

a change of policy in Congolese law enforcement. With little to halt the trade,
The Wildlife Express continues its run every Thursday. The assumption that
Flight 420 is an airborne channel for Africa's dwindling supply of endan-
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gered species is fortified by reports of chimpanzees for sale at Moscow's
notorious bird market.o

The Middle East is exploding as the newest marketplace for both
chimps and lowland gorillas. A confidential source revealed to IPPL that
influential Saudis regularly send chimps smuggled out of Tanzania to Saudi
Arabia aboard private flights. No official CITES documents authorize their
export. In late 1993, nine wild-caught chimps were illegally shipped from
Tanzania to Riyadh, where they sold for 9100,000 apiece. Three young
chimps were also discovered for sale at the Jeddah Zoo. Meanwhile, pet
shops in Faifa, Taif, Riyadh and Jeddah advertise chimps along with other
protected species, helping feed a voracious appetite for exotic pets.7

Some suspect that Egyptian embassies in Africa are supplying false
papers and holding primates before shipping them to countries in the
Middle East. A recent smuggling incident involved a one-and-a-half year
old female eastern lowland gorilla and a nine-month old female chimp who
had been illegally transported fromzafue to Ethiopia before being confis-
cated at Kigali Airport in Rwanda. Implicated in the plot were an Egyptian
animal dealer and an employee of the Egyptian embassy in Rwanda.s

Circuses traveling through Africa have also been known to serve as
fronts for wildlife smuggling operations. wanted on charges of animal
trafficking in Uganda and Kenya is Akef, owner of the Egyptian Akef
Circus.' He is suspected of having smuggled between five and eleven
chimps out of Kenya during 1g9L The 

-Iigandan wildlife Department
recently confiscated four chimps from him while he was performing in that
country.'. Using the circus as a front, Akef sells smuggied chimp"s in the
Mideast for prices as high as $L00,000." Having traveled the African
continent with his circus for years, Akef went about his activities with little
interference due to his political connections within the Egyptian govern-
ment. Akef's uncle is the Minister of Tourism in Egypt, which has helped
provide him with-the protection of Egyptian ambassadors in countries
throughout Africa.ll

One area of the trade that appears to have been shut down, at least
temporarily, is the market for beach chimps. From the L970s into the early
1990s, spain and the Canary Islands were considered two of the safest
havens for trade in endangered species. spain in particular had become a
gateway for major European markets as well as a transit point for countries
in Asia. But the beaches and resorts of spain and the Canary Islands were
the final destination for hundreds of chimps who were used by itinerant
photographers each summer to attract tourists. At one time, more than 200
chimps hetped photographers ply their trade.13 Aged between a few months
and five years, the chimps were forced to work L6 hours a day, seven days
a week, attracting business along the beaches by day and in smoky bars at
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night. Squeezed into tight-fitting children's clothes, their feet squashed into
human shoes, they were often drugged with tranquilizers to keep them
docile. Their teeth were yanked out with pliers to prevent biting. Misbehav-
ior was punished with beatings or cigarette burns. Disoriented and dazed,
they were easy fodder for attracting attention. Having received no care or
maternal love, they reacted with pathetic tenderness toward anyone willing
to show them a moment's affection as a photo was shot, even as the constant
flash of the camera destroyed their eyes.la

But such a booming business demanded a constant supply of chimps.
\Alhen infants grew into unruly adolescents, they needed to be replaced. By
the time beach chimps reached fiveyears of age, they were atthe end of their
short, stressful working lives. Some were thrown off cliffs, others were
abandoned to starve in the hills, and many more had their throats slit or were
drowned.ts

To keep a steady supply flowing, baby chimps were regularly
smuggled into Spain from West Africa. In order to provide 20U infant
chimps, at least 1,000 adults were shot. The majority of the captured babies
died en route due to illness, malnutrition, dehydratiory poor transport
conditions or bullet wounds." By journey's end, ten chimps would have
died for each one who made it to Spain. Allegedly, a large number of these
chimps originated in Equatorial Guinea, where they were reportedly shipped
out on Iberia flights and military planes by none other than Walter Sensen
and son.

ln1986,Spain joined the European Economic Community and auto-
matically became a signatory of CITES. But Spanish authorities turned a
blind eye, and the trade continued. Although a few confiscations took place,
many times judges simply returned chimps to the photographers. In one
instance, the chimp rather than the photographer was incarcerated for four
days." Finally, in L 99L, a massive media campaign was launched. Radio, TV,
newspapers and magazines throughout Great Britain and Europe covered
the story. Not only was the abuse of the chimps publicized, but also the fact
that they posed a major health risk by carrying serious infections such as

tuberculosis and hepatitis that could easily be transmitted to tourists. Over
a number of years, the trade was slowly brought to a halt.

The trade in beach chimps was just one form of exploitation to be
found. In 1988, officials in Uganda discovered that an underground trade in
chimps had been flourishing for years. On September L0, 1988, five infant
chimps passed undetected through Entebbe International Airport bound for
Dubai in the United Arab Emirites (UAE).l' O.r October 16, authorities
seized another infant chimp headed for Dubai. In the process/ they uncov-
ered a chimp an'tzeeracket involving top customs and security officials." On
January 9,1989, authorities seized yet another shipment of infant chimps
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bound for Dubai.2o On Decembet 6,l989,two baby chimps were placed on
board a Uganda Airlines flight. Squeezed into a poorly ventilated wooden
box with no food or_water, the pair were seized in Sharijah in UAE and
returned to Uganda." Ugandan Chief Game Warden Moses Okua declared
that the chimps were being brought in illegally fuomZa:rre, where smugglers
were able to obtain false export documentation." But it was discovered that
infant chimps were being smuggled out of Uganda's own forests as well.

The trail of corruption in the Ugandan chimpanzee trade reached
even higher than customs and security officials. A major scandal erupted in
September 1990. It began when the notorious dealer Ingemar Forss, of Polish
Connection fame, struck a deal with Ugandan Deputy Minister of Tourism
and Wildlife, Dr. Wilson Nadiope. Allegedly, four chimps worth $400,000
on the world market would be exchanged for a pair of Siberian tigers from
the Moscow State Circus.- The four wild-born chimps were from among a
group at Entebbe Zoo who had been smuggled and confiscated once
before.2a

Carrying an export permit signed by Chief Game Warden Okua,
which claimed the four chimps had been zoo bred, Forss boarded an
Ethiopian Airlines ftight bound for Moscow.' The chimps were checked in
as personal luggage. Once the Entebbe 4 (as they would to become known)
reached Moscow, Victor Schulman, an American and owner of the Soviet
American Arts and Entertainment Company (SAAEC), took them off Forss'
hands. Having paid $34,000 in advance for the chimps, Schulman planned
to train them to perform in Sovincirk's "Circus on Ice."'o It wasn't until
Schulman had gathered the chimps and departed that officials discovered
the export documents had been falsified. Shortly after that, the Ugandan
Minister of Tourism and Wildlife, Samuel Sebagereka, publicly confirmed
that the Entebbe 4 were indeed wild-born infants who had been held at
Entebbe Zoo. lt was also confirmed that the tiger exchange was a fraud.
Though Russia is a member of CITES, the authorities there failed to confis-
cate the Entebbe 4 despite pressure from the CITES Secretariat to do so.

Soon after, both Schulman and the chimps fled the country and
eventually turned up in Italy. Local authorities confiscated the chimps in
Rome, only to have them returned to Schulman by a local judge. While the
Ugandan embassy was appealing the judge's decisioru the ice circus disap-
peared again, this time transporting the chimps out of Italy into Austria.
Though both Italy and Austria are members of CITET the circus passed
through each country's borders with no problem. Border guards never
bothered to ask Schulman for any legal documentation for the cargo he
carried.

Intent on capturing the chimps, CITES officials embarked on a wild
chase as they followed the ice circus truck from Austria into Hungary. The
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CITES Secretariat had forewarned Austrian and Hungarian frontier stations
about the chimps' possible arrival, but the truck made it across the borders
once again. The border stations along the Russian Frontier were alerted next
as Katalin Rodics of the CITES Management Authority in Hungary followed
in hot pursuit. Finally, Rodics intercepted the truck at the Russian border
and confiscated the chimps.

After illegally crossing the borders of at least six different countries
without ever having been checked for legal documentation, the four endan-
gered chimps were returned to Uganda one year after their export. On
October 15 ,1991.,Uganda became a member of CITES. As for Ingemar Forss,
no actionwas ever taken. Though a member of CITES, Sweden does not have
a long arm law. As long as the animals were not brought onto Swedish soil,
nothing could be done to punish Forss for his actions." Forss is still working
as an animal dealer in Scandinavia. FWS initiated an investigation into
Victor Shulman's role in the case, but no charges were ever filed.

The Illegal Trade Today

Uganda's smuggling problems didn't stop there. The country con-
tinues to be plagued by illegal wildlife trade. Bordered by Rwanda, Sudan,
Zaire, Tanzania and Kenya - countries all rich in wildlife - Uganda remains
a major transshipment point. Much of this is due to the fact that the country
offers well-built roads along with an international airport providing easy
access to Asia, Europe and the Middle East. It was for this very reason that
the U.S. chose Uganda as a base for its relief operation during Rwanda's
recentcivilwar, withEntebbe International Airport serving as its headquar-
ters.

In Septemb er 1994, y etanother major smuggling ring was uncovered
in Uganda, linking airport cargo handlers, customs officials, wildlife game
officers and Ugandan businessmen to the illegal trafficking of primates,
parrots and leopard skins. Their clients included UN relief workers support-
ing the Rwandan aid effort and foreign diplomats. The ring was discovered
when two American investigators from the Endangered Species Project
asked a cargo handler at Entebbe International Airport if he handled much
wildlife. Investigator Kathi Austin soon found herself surrounded by
airport workers who eagerly offered to sell her everything from chimpan-
zees to reptile skins. Believing the investigators to be UN relief workers, the
dealers revealed that chimps were being smuggled from Rwanda and Zaire
into Uganda where they were sedated and then shipped as airline cargo to
Dubai, Hong Kong or Japan. Austin also learned that chimps were loaded
onto trucks bound for Kenya, hidden inside crates filled with bananas.
Another dealer spoke of a trader who regularly flew chimps from Kigali,
Rwanda into Saudi Arabia via Uganda. However, the easiest way of all to
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smuggle was if a customer happened to lold a diplomatic passport or had
use Jflargo planes or military transport.'

The investigators revealed what they had learned to both Interpol
and Uganda's Criminal Investigations Department, and a sting was quickly
arranged. Only the Ugandan Game Department refused to participate.
Delivering the first of six promised baby chimps, two of the dealers were
arrested. Two more members of the group were arrested the following day,
but the ringleader managed to escape. As for the investigators who helped
uncover the smuggling ring, both women were called before U.S. military
officials in Entebbe. Accused of jeopardizing the Rwandan relief effort in
Uganda, the women were pressed to reveal which Ugandan officials they
might have embarrassed with the scandal. Informing them that they could
be "stepping on somebody's toes," U.S. officials asked the investigators to
leave the country, offering to transport them anywhere else they wanted to
go.'

\Atrhile it might have been hoped that this would bring a temporary
end to the smuggling in Uganda, that, unfortunately, is not the case. In
March 1995, four mountain gorillas were speared to death in the Bwindi
Impenetrable National Park. The black back male, nursing adult female and
two juveniles found slaughtered were part of a group of L8 animals under
habituation for scientific research. It is assumed they were kitled by
poachers during the capture of infant gorillas to be smuggled and sold.'
Shortly after the discovery, the Director of Uganda National Parks con-
firmed that two infants were missing."

But the killing didn t stop there. Recently, two more mountain
gorillas were found dead in Zaire's Virunga park, their bodies filled with
rounds of high-velocity ammunition. They are believed to have been shot by
armed refugees for their infants who were most likely sold to a private zoo
or collector. Though one infant mountain gorilla was later confiscated and
returned successfully to his family group, the fate of the other unfortunate
infants remains a mystery. What is known is that no mountain gorilla has
ever survived in captivity. With less than 520 mountain gorillas left on earth,
any loss to the gene pool is a disaster in the making."

How much smuggling of gorillas is actually going on today? While
it is fairly easy to keep track of the deaths of the few remaining mountain
gorillas, lowland gorillas are a different matter. They inhabit countries with
porous borders, and it is suspected that a number are smuggled out along
rivers without a trace, ending up in the Mideast and Asia in private
menageries like expensive works of art to be savored in private. For it is only
those few failed smuggling attempts that the world ever hears about.

In April L995, ten primates were confiscated at Manila Airport in the
Philippines. Squeezed tightly inside two wooden crates, the animals were
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loaded onto a Pakistan Airlines flight that originated in Karachi with a stop
in Bangkok before continuing on to Manila. The crates were declared to
contain "monkey trophies and six love birds." They were opened to reveal
a baby male gorilla, two endangered drill monkeys, two patas monkeys, four
vervet monkeys and a baboon. Two Pakistani nationals had checked the
animals in as "personal luggage." The only document the two men could
produce upon request by Philippine officials was one that had been issued
for trophies by the Ministry of Agricglture and Natural Resources, Wildlife
Management Unit in Kano, Nigeria.'

International efforts to halt illegal wildlife trade have not been
successful, not least because of the miserly sums dedicated to export and
import inspection. In most countries, inspection of wildlife shipments runs
from shoddy to non-existent. Even the U.S., which boasts the toughest
wildlife laws in the world, falls hopelessly short where inspection is con-
cerned. Due to a lack of manpower and scarcity of money, FWS inspectors
appear to be fighting a losing battle. With approximately 90,000 wildlife
shipments entering the country each year, the rate of inspection can vary
anywhere from twenty-five percent to five percent, and all the way down to
zero depending on the port of entry.s In19g2-93, convicted felonMatthew
Block imported some 50 shipments of primates into Miami without a single
one being checked by wildlife inspectors. With the majority of shipments
cleared on paper alone, one can only guess what is being smuggled through
our ports each and every day. The failure of Congress to appropriate funds
for adequate inspection is a tragedy for commercially exploited primates
and other wild creatures.'

The Latest Market

At present, of all the black holes pushing endangered species to-
wards extinction, there is none worse than that found in Vietnam. As other
countries in Southeast Asia tighten their borders against wildlife smuggling,
Vietnam has welcomed the trade with open arms, turning itself into the
largest endangered species market in the world. Foreign wildlife smuggled
across the borders of Laos and Cambodia flows into Cho Cau Mung market
inHo Chi Minh City evenas Vietnam's ownindigenous species are steadily
shipped out.1

The rise in the illegal trade can be traced back to 1988 as a direct result
of Vietnam's liberalized economic policies. Along with the growth in
tourism, an influx of foreign investment helped spur the already burgeoning
trade. To a country recovering from both a long war and an embargo, where
the annual per capita income is less than US $500, the prices offered by
wealthy Asian tourists and traders for protected wildlife must have seemed
too good to pass up. Before long, government-owned companies as well as
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private businesses were involved in the wildlife trade. During a three year
investigation that began in1990, the Endangered Species Project revealed
that the goverrunent company Naforimax openly traded in Appendix I
species such as rare douc langurs and gibbons along with Asian elephants
and leopards. Naforimax exported animals by boat and air to Singapore,
Taiwary Thailand, Japan, Hortg Kong and Eastern Europe. The company
provided a full service approach, even offering forged CITES export docu-
ments to expedite shipments.'

But where the trade has really taken root is in Ho Chi Minh City.
Consisting of 34 stalls, Cho Cau Mung market offers a wide variety of
wildlife that often spills out onto the street. The market has become a regular
stop for Taiwanese tourists, who can shop for both living and dead souve-
nirs. Cages filled with slow lorises sit under the hot sun. Squeezed tightly
together without any water, they will likely die within a few days. Further
down the row of stalls, one can find white-cheeked and black-crested
gibbons and rare douc langurs, all trapped behind bars like prisoners
awaiting their fate. But perhaps saddest of all are the 20 to 30 terrified
macaques that huddle together in a cage barely large enough to hold one of
them. They will most likely end up at one of the many local restaurants
where the favorite dish on the menu is monkey brains, popular with both
tourists and residents.3 A chef chops off the top of the macaque's skull while
the animal is still alive in order to provide gourmet customers with the
freshest of monkey brains. The macaques are often gagged so their screams
won't be heard in the dining room.n

Although the Vietnamese Ministry of Forestry passed a law in 1989
that banned the killing and trade of certain declining species, in1992 the
Ministry found it necessary to issue a second decree aimed at protecting
wildlife considered "rare and precious." But according to the Institute of
Ecology and Living Creature Resources under the Ministry of Science,
Technology and Environment, these laws have had little effect. As of 1994,
the number of species traded in Vietnam had climbedto70,60 of which are
officially proteited.s In addition, wildlife markets continue to provide
enterprising smugglers with an overwhelming abundance of goods. ESP
investigators interviewed a Taiwanese man at Cho Cau Mung market who
claimed to be involved in the lucrative business of smuggling monkeys from
Vietnam to Taiwan by boat. He told investigators he worked for a shipping
company and had managed to smuggle L50 monkeys in just three months
into the Taiwanese port of Kaohsiung, apparently with little problem from
customs. Busy wildlife trading posts along the Vietnamese/ Chinese border
pose an added problem. Gibbons, small Asian apes famous for their
spectacular acrobatics and melodious voices, are considered by many Chi-
nese to be China's rarest animals.6 They are in great demand not only for the
growing pet trade but also for their meat and bones, which are used as
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ingredients in traditional Chinese medicine.T't Vietnamese poachers have
been more than happy to comply by depleting their own forests in order to
fill China's rapacious requests.' By April 1994, Yietnam had joined the
growing rank of CITES members. But without adequate enforcement in
place, itremains to be seenif thiswillbe one moremembership inname only.

The demand for endangered wildlife rises with each new war that
takes place, each country that breaks apart, each trade barrier that falls, each
zoo that needs to be refilled and each species that creeps closer to extinction.
As long as there is a demand, the trade will continue uninterrupted, filling
animal dealers' pockets as it empties our planet of wildlife. As for endan-
gered primates, they have come to be viewed as a commodity as priceless as
gold. But unlike gold, their days appear to be numbered, and, once gone,
they will never be replaced.
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Chapter L2

The Bird Dealers

by Peter Knights

Introduction to the Bird Trade

A bird in flight has long been a symbol of freedom. From the tales of
Daedalus and Icarus in Greek legend to contemporary movies like "Birdy"
and"Brazil," people have sought to shed worldly constraints and to take to
the air with the birds. For equally as long, we have jealously clipped their
wings and confined them to cages for our amusement, depriving them of
their gift of flight. Caged wild birds are kept for their colorful plumage, their
song, their mimicry and wit, and their companionship. The reasons dlff.er,
but the results for the victims are the same. They are snatched from the wild
for a sentence of life imprisonment. Who can say what birds think or feel
about this, but as a human I like to walk and sometimes even run. If I were
a bird,I think that I would like to fly. It's what birds do.

Behind the capture and imprisonment of wild birds is an interna-
tional business worth millions of dollars annually to the key players. Some
aspects parallel slavery: The birds lose their freedom and are shipped across
the world, often in overcrowded and disease-ridden conditions. Complex
routes are used to launder smuggled birds into the "legal market" through
countries with lax or corrupt authorities, just as drug barons launder illegal
cash into legal credit through front companies.

This is a brief account of the widespread abuse that has characterized
the wild bird trade. These are my findings, experiences and impressions
from five years of investigation and research, from the bush or the forest in
the developing world and the exporters' holding premises, to the dealers'
premises in Asia, Europe and the United States, and finally to unwary pet
owners. Though their activities go largely unreported, and little is known
about many traders, I have tried to identify a few of the main dealers in some
of the key countries. Between them, these traders have been responsible for
life imprisonment or death sentences for literally millions of wild birds every
year over the past few decades. Some of these people and their customers
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are also responsible for the decimation of some of the world's mostbeautiful
and intelligent bird species. As one species has been depleted, the traders
have moved to the next. The profiteers cannot lose. The rarer a species
becomes, the higher the asking price.

The reality of the business I experienced bears little resemblance to
how the rule books state the bird trade should operate or how complacent
or sometimes corrupt government officials claim it operates. Instead, the
traders leave behind them a catalogue of abuse of laws designed to regulate
their business.

A Brief History

The first records of caged birds date from early Egyptian times.
References have also been found in ancient Greek and Roman literature.
Native peoples kept birds in Central and South America long before Colum-
bus - the world's first transatlantic bird dealer - took parrots back to Spain
as one of the wonders of the New World.' However, it was technological
advance that enabled the trade to expand into a truly global activity. The
conversion from sail to steam is said to have increased the volume of trade
substantially. until then, much of the business was localized or involved
species that bred readily in captivity, like canaries or budgerigars. Only zoos
or the wealthy could afford to import exotics from the wild. But faster, more
reliable transport meant dealers could plunder remote rainforests and make
species that previously had been unavailable affordable for ordinary
birdkeepers and pet owners. But it was not until the 1960s, when air
transport became widely available, that the trade really took off.2 Transport
time was reduced from days to hours, which meant there was less mortality,
making large commercial shipments more profitable. Recent refusal by
most airlines to transport wild birds destined for the pet trade is one of the
major factors contributing to a decrease in its current scale.

Increasing consumer affluence and more viable transportation meant
the numbers of wild birds in the pet trade probably peaked in the 1970s;
however, even now, the levels of trade are not recorded in many cases/ so
assessments of global trade can only be educated guesses. It is estimated that
during the early 1980s, approximately 15 million birds were taken annually
from the wild. It was not until the early 1990s that European and u.s. imports
declined markedly due to national legislation in importing and exporting
countries, airline embargoes and increased breeding in captivity for many
species. Levels of trade in the Asian market remain unrecorded in many
areas/ but it is highly unlikely that the market will have declined to the same
extent as those in the West. Indeed, with increasing Asian affluence and lax
enforcement of wildlife laws in some Asian countries, numbers of birds in
trade could be increasing greatly in this region.
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The Threat to Species

Compared to overall global bird populations and bird losses from
other factors, such as habitat destruction and use of pesticides, numbers of
birds involved in the trade may seem small. But it is the impact on individual
species highly prized in the trade, particularly slow-reproducing species like
the larger parrots, that has concerned conservationists. As such a species

becomes rarert the price on its head rises, increasing the hunting Pressure.
On the other hand, if a species is hunted for food, for example, rarity is more
likely to lead to substitution with another target species.

Spix's macaw (Cyanopsitta spixii) was a scarce species long before it
was in demand as a caged bird. However, once its rarity was realized, the
remaining population was systematically plundered to supply birdkeepers,
who were willing to pay small fortunes to add the species to their collections.
There are now 20-25Spix' s macaws known to be in captivity, most of whom
were obtained illegally by some of the world's most prominent birdparks
and private collectors. O^ly one Spix's macaw is known to survive in the
wild, and another was released in 1995 in hopes that the two will mate.
Although little publicized, this is perhaps the rarest species in the world. The
last individual has to be guarded day and night from poachers and has been
observed tryirg to mate with a macaw of another species. Meanwhile,
squabbling and egocentrism have blocked attempts to bring the remaining
captive birds into a collective captive-breeding program. The closely related
Lear's macaw (Anodoryhnchusleari) is not doing much better, with a known
population of around 1-1,8 in the wild and an unknown number in captivity.
The total population of the world's largest parrot, the bright blue hyacinth
macaw (Anodorynchushyacinthus),is thought to be in the low thousands. It
is believed there are more in captivity than in the wild. Captive-bred
hyacinth macaws are sold for up to $10,000 each.

The fate of the Moluccan cockatoo (Cacatua moluccensisis) illustrates
the devastating effect trade can have on a population in just a short period
of time. TJ ntil 197 0, this beautiful pale pink cockatoo with a salmon pink crest
occurred in relatively large numbers on Ambon and in Western Seram in the
Moluccan Islands of Indonesia. It was even described as "abundant" within
its limited range. In a 198L survey, none were found on Ambon or in the
Western part of Seram, whereas comparatively large numbers were seen in
Eastern Seram. Legal exports of Moluccan cockatoosin1984,1985 and 1986

were regis tered, ai 7,398, 7,525 and 7,360, respectively.' However, when
smuggling and loss occurring during trapping and transport are taken into
account, the actual number taken from the wild each year was probably
between 15,000 and 20,000. Even when the species was found to have
experienced a significant decline,Indonesianauthorities failed to take action
to restrict the trade. By 1985, the species had become extremely rare or even



266 . Tec Arovrr f)rar

extinct in virtually all its former habitats, with the exception of the virgin
rainforests in the Mansuela National Park, a supposedly protected area. In
1987, two British ornithologists, John Bowler and John Taylor, spotted
Moluccan cockatoos on only 54 occasions at Mansuela.n In all probibility,
these sightings represented less than 20 individual birds. The endangered
status of the species led the European Community to ban imports, but
Indonesian authorities ignored the ban. In fact, large capfure quotas were set
in 1988 (5,000) and 1989 (3,000).' According to official records, the annual
capture quota of 3,000 in 1989 was exceeded in U.S. imports alone by over
2,000 individuals. U.S. bird importers were buying up as many as they
could, conscious that the species would soon be listed as endangered, thus
protected from the trade. Flooding of the market even caused the price to
drop momentarily. At that time, these cockatoos were being offered for as
little as $150 each. Now they fetch $1,000 or more each. Finally, in late L989,
the species was listed on Appendix I of the Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), banning all international trade. The
species is now thought to be faced with "imminent extinction." In a1991.
survey, not a single Moluccan cockatoo was seen in the Mansuela Park area.6
A 1992 documentary film, "Bird Tra6fic," by the Royal Society for the
Protection of Birds, showed the merciless exploitation of these endangered
birds. Lumber companies deskoying habitat negotiate with villagers to
ensnare the birds on their roosts and ship them illegally to Singapore and
elsewhere in Asia.

What happened to another Indonesian species of parrot demon-
strates how quickly trade can be a threat to a population. The red-and-blue
lory (Eos histrio) was initially only threatened by habitat destruction, with
little intemational trade pressure. One subspecies was considered endan-
gered or critically endangered (less than 2,000). Another subspecies was
considered critically endangered or possibly extinct (between 0 and 1,000).?
ln 1990,Indonesia set a capture quota of L,000, and 140 were reportedly
exported. Between 1992and1993, an estimated 700 were removed from the
largest population, thought to number less than 2,000. More than 500 birds
may have been exported since April1992. In addition, some birds have been
seen in domestic trade and some are caught as by-catch from fruit bat
trapping. Researchers noted: "Islanders recognized that the capture of Red-
and-Blue Lories was illegal and acknowledged that the bird has been
trapped beyond the point where it is no longer worth the effort to try and
catch further specimens.... Most of the catching now is from the protected
forest... which is about the only forested region left in the islands."s The
report by the trade monitoring group TRAFFIC notes, "The Red-and-Blue
Lory is not listed in the 1992captwe quotas. However, at least seven CITES
export permits have been issued." 1994 CITES conference listed it on
Appendix I. T}:re 1994 Birds to Watch 2 (Birdlife International) predicts
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extinction from combined effects of illegal trade and habitat loss.

Sustainable Use of Parrots?

Habitat loss is still the most significant threat to bird species, but,
contrary to claims from dealers and proponents of "sustainable use," the
wild bird trade has added to this pressure. As habitat has been destroyed,
previously inaccessible populations have become available. Some conserva-
tionists (and all the bird traders) believe that it is possible to prevent habitat
loss by encouraging "sustainable use" of birds for trade. They argue that by
giving the birds an economic value,local people will protect the species and
the habitat so they can "harvest" the birds in perpetuity at a "sustainable
tate."

Provided you have no ethical problem with caging wild birds as pets,
"sustainable use" sounds like a great idea: Parrots are preserved forever,
and humans "harvest" them each year. However, parrots are not fields of
grair., and you only have to look around to see that very few of man's
commercial activities are conducted at a "sustainable rate." Fisheries
around the world, for example, have been managed and "sustainably used,"
oftento the point of commercial extinction. When elephants were "sustainably
used" for the ivory trade in the 1970s and 1980s, their numbers dropped from
1.5 million to 600,000. There are hundreds of examples of consumptive
commercialization leading to sharp decline. In a world primarily motivated
by short-term gain, major political and sociological changes would be
required before sustainability could have even a remote chance of success.
"Sustainable use" of parrots in commercial trade has never been demon-
strated to work.

Theoretically, it would be possible to create such a "sustainable"
system; however, technical, economic and sociological obstacles remain.
First, the level of scientific knowledge required to assess a sustainable take
is not available for any but the most abundant of species. In most cases we
don't know how many animals exist,let alone how removing individuals
will affect the population. Second, the take must actually be controlled and
Iimited. This chapter will show that control has not been a characteristic of
the wild bird trade at either the producer or consumer end. Protectingvast
areas of sparsellr populated range from poachers is often impossible. Pre-
venting smuggling and laundering is also difficult. It seems likely that even
a sincere attempt at sustainability would fall prey to poachers and smug-
glers. Third, the economic incentives have always been short-term, not long-
term. Fourth, local peoples have never received an adequate share of profits
from the trade to be able to #ford a long-term approach. They seldom have
rights over the "resource" - in this case the birds. If they don't take the birds
themselves this year, they reason, someone else will.



268 . Tnn ANU'.ur Drelrns

As long as the big bird dealers remain central to the trade system and
trade is driven by business interests, it seems unlikely these problems can be
solved. In other words, there are still many obstacles to "sustainable use" of
birds for the international pet trade, Iet alone use generating enough revenue
to replace logging, farming and other activities that cause habitat destruc-
tion. Non-consumptive use, such as ecotourism, offers much lower risks,
higher potential rewards and a definite incentive to save the species and its
habitat in the long term.

The Treatment of Individual Birds in Trade

Even if "sustainable use" was technically possible, the wild bird
trade would still raise ethical concerns. The trade supplies what is essen-
tially a luxury market. It is ironic that most wild bird purchasers would
doubtless describe themselves as "bird lovers." In some cases, they can be
passionately intimate with their birds, kissing and cuddling them and
generally doting on them. Yet, some have been only too willing to look the
other way when confronted with the cruelty of the wild bird trade. What
price in terms of the suffering of individual birds is acceptable to supply a
colorful pet?

The appalling conditions and cruelty en route to the consumer have
been well documented by environmental organizations, but the long-term
behavioral and physical problems that caged wild birds suffer have been less
publicized. One consequence of poor conditions in trade is excessive
mortality at all stages. A colleague of mine says that anyone purchasing a
wild bird should also receive the corpses of the birds who died to bring the
suwivor to the pet store. Perhaps it would make buyers think again.
Awareness among bird owners, at least in the U.S. and Europe, has im-
proved inrecent years, and many now condemn any continued take from the
wild for the pet trade, asserting that captive breeding is now feasible and
greatly to be preferred.

The Bird Sellers

No developed countries allow intemational pet trade in their native
wild birds. They simply consume other countries' wild birds! lnterestingly,
two champions of "making wildlife pay its own way" through consumptive
sustainable use, South Africa and Zimbabwe, do not allow trade in their own
native wild birds. They encourage captive breeding instead. When you look
at the prospect of monitoring and regulating the wild bird trade properly, it
soon becomes clear that it would cost more to enforce than it would generate
in revenue. The bird dealers know this and rely on lack of enforcement to
bend the rules.
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Although most countries prohibit commercial capture of their wild
birds for the pet trade, some continue to lose their wild birds to illegal trade,
which often operates from countries with weaker laws. The key countries in
the "legal" trade have changed as protective legislation has closed some
supplies in light of over-exploitation, corruption and cruelty. The dealers
themselves have often adapted to these temporary setbacks by moving to
neighboring countries with less restrictive laws. Their new homes are often
no more than "flags of convenience," with the birds continuing to be
poached from the original source. There is evidence of illegal cross-border
trafficking in birds from all major bird exporting countries.

Africa has long been a major source of birds for the trade. Though a
few species of parrots, including the African grey parrot and the Fischer's
lovebird, have been exported in large numbers, the vast majority of birds
exported are small, colorful songbirds, such as cordon bleu finches, Red
Bishops and wild canaries. Subsaharan Senegal in West Africa reports an
annual export rate of over one million birds, the highest number recorded in
the world. Some sources believe this is a drastic underestimate of the real
number exported.e The other francophone countries in the region - Guinea,
C6te d'Ivoire, Togo and Mali-have exported much smaller numbers, but
much of this business has been controlled by the Senegalese. Cameroon and
Zaire have allowed the export of African grey parrots. Botswana and
Madagascar have allowed a small-scale export of birds, while Tanzania in
East Africa is a large exporter, sending out in excess of 200,000 birds
annually, including many larger birds, such as flamingos, touracos and
cranes.

Most Latin American countries have now banned exports. For
example, Honduras and Bolivia were previously significant exporters, but
have now banned the trade. Only Argentina, Peru, Guyana, Surinam and
Nicaragua have set quotas for exports of wild birds, predominantly parrots.
Thousands of parrots from all over Latin America are also smuggled across
the Mexican-U.S. border or via the Caribbean to Europe.

China may now be the largest bird exporting country of all. It has
been sugg-ested that up to 3 million birds, mainly songbirds, are exported
each year." A recent report entitled "Sold for a Song" documents the trade
of millions of birds inlocal markets in Indonesia, HongKong andSingapore."
Hong Kong acts as a natural funnel for Chinese birds, and many dealers are
based there. Singapore has also been an important center, particularly for
"laundering" smuggled birds from all around the world. Indonesia has long
been the major exporter of cockatoos. They also have species that are unique
to one or two islands. Many of these vulnerable species are threatened by
habitat loss and systematic plundering for the trade.

Australia has many unique and colorful species that are particularly
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attractive to the pet industry. Despite a long-standing export ban on native
Australian species, many of these sPecies are very common in the caged-bird
industry. The fact that hundreds of thousands of these birds have been bred
in countries like Belgium and the Netherlands demonstrates that there is no
need to continue taking millions of them from the wild each year. The pet

market could be supplied from captive stocks alone.

The Bird Consumers

Aside from Asia, the European Union (EU) is the largest importer of
wild birds. According to pet trade sources, in the late_ 1980s, between one and
3 million birds were iirported into the EU each year." France is probably the
biggest consumer, importing large numbers of songbirds frorn West Africa.
Germany also has a large market, particularly for the more exPensive

parrots. The United Kingdom imPorted more than 185,000 birds a year in the

iate 1980s.1' Belgium and the Netherlands are imPortant buyers as well;
despite their small sizes, they have long-established birdkeeping traditions
and more than their share of international dealers. They act as transit
countries for distribution throughout Europe, the U.S. and Asia, and they
export tens of thousands of captive-bred and wild birds each year.

In 1984, official U.s. imports peaked at over 913,000 birds.ln with the

recent implementation of the Wild Bird Conservation Act of 1992, it remains

to be seen how many wild birds will continue to be imported. In addition to
declared u.s. trade, an estimated 50,000-150,000 birds per year are smuggled
across the Mexican border in car tires, hidden compartments or on foot by
couriers known in thieves' jargon as "mules'"

Although little information is available, Japan is thought to be a

considerable consumer. South Africa imports a large number of birds, but
many are re-exported. Some reports indicate increases in trade into devel-

oping countries as affluence grows.

How the Trade Operates

Although an endless stream of licenses, permits and other Papers
superficially legitimizes the wild bird business, dealers ignore international
conventions and break or sidestep national laws and local regulations.
Conditions for the birds are so bad that many of them don't survive. All to
bring a brightly colored finch or parrot to a cage in someone's living room.

When we follow the trail from bush to cage, we see just how many rules it
is possible to break.
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Trapping: and Nest Robbing

Inhumane treatment begins during the trapping process and persists
right through to the consumer. To obtain parrot chicks, some trappers fell
ancient hollow trees, destroying scarce nesting sites and threatening the
future of the species. Chicks sometimes die or are badly injured when the
nesting trees fall. In Argentina, we discovered that overmafure trees, often
more than L50 years old, are cut down with chain-saws to catch helpless
blue-fronted Amazon parrot chicks. Other nests are broken into and all the
offspring removed. This is the easiest method of catching birds. Scientists
estimate that up to 95% of nests raided are destroyed. Thus the trade is
destroying the habitat of the species with short-term profit logic. After a
desperate report from Argentine scientists and an Environmental Investiga-
tion Agency (EIA) documentary film publicizing the plight of the blue-
fronted Amazon around the world, the Argentine government suspended
international trade in this parrot for two years. Unfortunately, domestic
trade to supply pet parrots for the Argentine market has been allowed to
continue unchecked.

Liming

Trappers around the world catch birds with lime, a thick, glue-like
extract. The lime is wrapped onto sticks placed strategically among the top
branches of a tree as likely looking perches. A live "caller bird," or decoy, is
tied to a branch among the lime sticks. The decoy's job is to call to other birds
of the same species, luring them to the trap and leading them to believe it is
a safe place to perch. The trapper will often hide on a lower limb of the tree
with another "teaser" bird of the same species. The trapper tickles, squeezes
and prods the teaser bird, inducing it to call out in annoyance. The caller bird
replies, and passing birds are lured in, thinking there is a squabble over some
avian delicary. When they land on the convenient perches, they are in for a
shock. They soon become firmly stuck, and their frantic attempts to escape
only serve to gum up their wings with lime, preventing flight. Few birds
escape once they have landed on lime.

The trapper retrieves the lime sticks to the accompaniment of the
terrified calls of his prey. He pulls off as much of the lime as he can for re-
use, then lobs the disabled birds up to 50 feet down to the ground. There is
a crash and a thump as the bird plummets through the undergrowth and hits
the ground like a stone. The bird skulks off, if it can, and is later retrieved by
the trapper, its primaryfeathers crudely "clipped" with a machete or, if very
lucky, with scissors. The lime is removed from the bird either by ptucking
contaminated feathers or wiping with a wet cloth, sometimes using petrol as
a solvent. Plumage can be totally spoiled, and often the birds must be kept
by the trapper until the next moult.

This method of trapping is sometimes indiscriminate, and non-target
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species are often caught. EIA investigators observed liming on four occa-

sions; twice there was unwanted by-catch. Since they have no commercial
value, non-target species will undoubtedly be left to die or be eaten. If they
are released, they will have little chance of survival since their flight feathers
are usually damaged. In C6te d'Ivoire, EIA investigators filmed a Senegal

kingfisher falling victim to a lime trap set for African grey parrots. Accord-
ing to the trapper,older grey parrots are usually too intelligent to fall for lime
traps, having seen many of their brothers and sisters come to a sticky end.

Younger birds are more easily fooled. The kingfisher was merely a passerby
attracted to a convenient perch. Its wings soon became gummed by the lime,
and its attempts to escape glued it more firmly. Because its laugh-like, high-
pitched distress calls would disturb any parrot in the area, the trapper
tortuously pulled it from the lime by its other wing. Eventually it snapped
clear like a piece of elastic, and the trapper nonchalantly threw it to the
ground 30 feet below.

Nets and Entanglement

In Senegal, West Africa, EIA investigators filmed a trapper preparing
a decoy bird, a Senegal parrot, to lure other parrots into a net. A wire noose

was tied around the bird's leg. The other end was tied around a stick staked
to the ground. The distraught bird managed to escape momentarily by
frantically flapping his wings. The trapper quickly recovered the bird and
crudely hacked away his flight feathers with a blunt machete, drawing
blood. The trapper then retreated to a nearby hide where he could trigger his
clap-net. EIA investigators saw one bird crushed to death by the net's
wooden stake.

Ornithologist John Taylor described trapping methods in Indonesia:

The traps all involve the use of nylon fishing line' One
method is a series of small loops tied along a branch, usually in a roost
tree, or where birds are known to feed regularly. As the birds walk
up and down the branch their feet become entangled and so they are

ensnared. A second method is... far more basic. The nylon line is
simply wound loosely around a branch creating a haphazatdtangle,
again the birds easily become caught up.... The noose method is
particularly inhumane. One report states that L0 to 30% of cockatoos
caught are designated as 'non commercial' due to the loss of toes, feet
andlegs from trapping with nooses."

While any form of trapping involves a gteat deal of stress and some

risk of injury for wild birds, the least inhumane method of trapping birds is
with a "rrrist" net, often used by ornithologists when ringing birds. These
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long nets are strung between trees. Their mesh is so fine as to be literally
invisible to the birds. However, these are usually too expensive for trappeis
and are not appropriate for some types of birds and hibitats. when ihey
have been used for the bird trade, in some cases nontarget species have been
caught or birds have been left for hours or days struggiing in the nets,
sometimes dying of dehydration.l6

Breaking the Trapping Rules

Mostexporting countries requirebird trappers to be licensed, though
this seldom means that authorities have effective control over trappir,g. -t^

April of 1991, as we followed the journey from bush to pet ihop, w"
discovered a seized shipment of finches and parrots at Gouloumbbu in
senegal. The trapper's license had run out two years earlier. A day later, a
collector who had a current license was given the birds, and business went
on as usual. In senegal, trappers are licensed to trap for one exporter, who
is supposed to be responsible for the trapper's activities. In practice, they
will sell to any dealer, and we met a number of unlicensed trappers. The locil
official responsible for policing the trade told me he thouglit there were no
trappers in the nearby village. we had just filmed one trapping birds in an
adjacentfield; the trapperkepthis birds less than 100yards frbm the official's
office. we were also told of trapping expeditions to Gambia, a nation that
had long banned trapping of its native birds. other trappers told us some
species were protected.

"So you don't catch them?" I asked.

"Oh yes, we do. We just hide those birds," they responded.

Investigators in Tanzania have often found birds in the hands of
unlicensed trappers and even National Parks staff. Such trappers often flee
when challenged, abandoning the birds.

Breaking Local Regulations

After they have been trapped, the birds are usually assembred
together for collection or delivery to the exporter by a middleman or
"collector." In salta province, Argentina, we filmed 425 blue-fronted Ama-
zonparrots enroute to Buenos Aires beingcounted and placed into transport
cases by exporter and parrot collector Antonio Chacon. The local witdlife
official was unable to inspect the shipment, as he had no means of transport.
His records listed only 350 birds in the shipment. Investigation of a few other
local parrotcollectors revealed thatmorethan2,500birdshad already leftthe
area. The recorded total, however, was 1,600. The official was not surprised
to learn this, but what was he to do? The scam ruined any possibility of an
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assessment of the numbers of birds taken from the area and enabled the
exporter to dodge local taxes. Until recently, Argentina indiscriminately
designated all parrot species as Pests to justify the export trade. Local
officials listed some species as pests in provinces where they did not even
occur! Some of the species listed did not even occur in Argentina.

Keeping to Quotas

Intheory, quotas or limits onexports are setto avoid overexploitation
of species. However, because population, Population dynamics, reproduc-
tion rates, mortality in trade and numbers caught for illegal trade are

unknown, there is seldom any scientific basis for quotas. The fiSures chosen
are often set according to previous trade levels. To make matters worse/ even
these arbitrary and demand-driven limits are often exceeded. For example,
Senegal sets quotas for the number of birds of each species that may be

exported annually. The quotas are routinely ignored. In 1990 these quotas
were exceeded for L5 species. No actionwas takenby the authorities against
offenders. As the new officer in charge of monitoring the bird trade in
Senegal said at an international meeting, "We are at the mercy of the
exporters." " Senegal stopped releasing export figures after L990 to prevent
further embarrassment.

The same laxityinlaw enforcementhas characterized the Indonesian
bird trade. There, capture quotas, not export quotas, are set. Ostensibly this
would limit take from the wild, but in practice they are treated as export
quotas, and no allowances are made for all the birds that die in the trade
process. Again, quotas have not been enforced by Indonesian authorities. In
L989, Indonesian authorities set an annual capture quota of L,000 birds for
the Moluccan cockatoo. However ,5,073 were "legally" imported to the U.S.

alone." In L988, exports recorded by Indonesian authorities exceeded
capture quotas for 15 species by 112% to312%. In1990, exports exceeded
capture quotas for 12 species by 108% to 192%. In1991', exports exceeded
.uptr." quotas by 1056/, to 12i% for four species." These figures do not
include domestic consumption or smuggled birds. Quotas give an illusion
of control and management, but like any regulation, they are meaningless
unless strictly enforced.

Sharing the Pie: Dealer Quotas

Most bird-exporting countries, like Senegal and Tanzania, have
attempted to break monopolies in the trade. To distribute revenue from the
trade, they allocate quotas among a number of dealers. Allocation of quotas
can give a false impression of the true extent of monopolization within the
trade. In most exporting countries, there are less than a dozen active bird
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exPorters. Despite quotas intended to divide bird exports between Senegalese
dealers, three big exporters - Amadou Diallo, viv Anim and Boubou wade -
were responsible for over 80% of all the declared exports from Senegal in
1990. As we were told by disgruntled trappers, such market domination
gives those dealers much influence, enabling them to keep prices paid to
trappers down.

In many countries, traders sell quotas to each other. some authorized
exporters hardly ever see a bird; they merely trade their right to export. In
Tanzania, dealers control a number of export companies to increase their
quota. In the u.s., ten companies have routinely controlled more than 80%
of wild bird imports. some of these companies are conglomerates of the
same dealers, and others work together closely.

Circumventing the Health Regulations

A compulsory pre-export quarantine for wild birds is supposed to
prevent the transfer of avian diseases like Newcastle disease, potentially
deadly to poultry populations, and psittacosis, which can be passed on to
humans. Quarantines are usually carried out by the exporters themselves.
Inspections of quarantines are often conducted by private veterinarians and
countersigned by government officials who never actually inspect the birds
themselves. Exporters want to move birds through as fast as possible to
avoid mortality in their hands, reduce holding and feeding costs, and
increase cash flow.

An Amazon parrot shipment we followed in Argentina received a
health certificate atthe airportwithout anyone inspecting the birds,let alone
testing for disease. The Argentine goverrrment used to require all bird
exports to pass through a goveffrnent quarantine statiory but a spot-check
revealed that keys to the "secure" quarantine were in fact held by a trader.
of the 60,000 birds officially noted to be under quarantine, less than L70 were
actually there. while posing as potential buyers, we were told by a senegalese
dealer that we could obtain a health certificate for the birds even before we
selected them. The Kenyan Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals
(KSPCA) noted that some of the dead birds they found in a high mortality
shipment from Tanzania were so decomposed that they mtlst have died dayi
before the date on the accompanying "health certificite."20

The frequent occurrence of disease in imported wild birds shows that
pre-export regulations have been relatively ineffective. Diseases such as
salmonellosis and avian influenza continue to be exported in wild birds on
a regular basis. Although most importing countries have established
quarantines, quarantine periods are seldom long enough to prevent the
spread of psittacosis and certain other diseases
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Under these quarantines, birds are not suPPosed to be treated for
disease, as this may disguisethe Presence of diseases quarantine is designed
to detect. Sometimes birds are keated illegally with antibiotics, which
suppress both the disease and the immune system. When an unwary
cuitbmer buys a bird and doesn't continue treatment, the bird may succumb
to the disease. If the bird dies more than? hours after purchase, the seller

is usually not liable. Wild birds are a gamble: Customers may pay less for
a wild bird than for a captive-bred bird, but risk the bird dying from some

latent disease, parasites or stress.

Stealing From Your Neighbor

Bird dealers have little respect for the laws of neighboring countries
that have banned wild bird trade. In fact, it is hard to find a wild bird
exporting country not implicated in the laundering of wild birds from other
countries. Brazil,Bolivia and Paraguay all prohibit the export of wild birds,
but birds from these countries have been laundered into the international
market via Argentinian "legal" trade. We discovered one well-used route
through Bolivia into Argentina which, besides being used to smuggle
parroti, is now developing into the new route for cocaine for European and

U.S. markets.

Penetrating the Guyanan rainforest is not as easy as taking a boat

along the coast to the Orinoco Delta, where illegally trapped Venezuelan
birdJ can be purchased. In the pas! many of the birds exported by Guyanese
traders actually originated in Venezuela. Later, when the Delta erea was
trapped out of its valuable macaws, traders furned back to Guyana.

Not content with exporting millions of its own birds, Senegal also

trades the protected birds of Gambia. One Senegalese dealer told us on tape

that it was a mistake to think all the birds come from Senegal. They come

from all the surrounding countries. In facl, at one time, most of the profit
from Senegalese bird exports came from African grey Parrots (Psittacus

erithacus), i species that does not exist in the wild in Senegal. Besides

constituting international theft, Poaching directly undermines the conserva-

tion efforts of other countries.

CITES Efforts to Stop Overexploitation

The convention on Intemational Trade in Endangered species of
Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) was created n1973 to combat the increasing

threat of overexploitation of animals and plants in international trade. By

1997 , there were 129 parties to the CITES treaty. The wild bird trade is one

of the main businesses covered by CITES. Except for budgerigars and
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cockatiels, all of the world's 338 parrot species are listed on the CITES
Appendices or lists. Forty-five species are considered endangered and are
listed on CITES Appendix I, which prohibits international trade in these
species. One species, the ring-necked parakeet (Psittaculakrameri), is listed
on Appendix III, which means trade is monitored. The rest are all listed on
CITES Appendix II, which is for species that, though not yet endangered,
may become so unless trade is monitored and regulated. These species may
only be traded when an independent "Scientific Authority" in the country
of origin "has advised that such an export will not be detrimental to the
survival of that species."

Unforfunately, like so many other "controls" in the wild bird trade,
this requirement was often not worth the paper it was written on. Major
exporting countries that actually had the independent Scientific Authority
required under the treaty failed to carry out studies to assess the effects of
trade on wild bird populations, and trade was allowed to continue. At each
CITES meeting, more species were upgraded to Appendix I as a result of
overexploitatiory indicating that the system was failing. 1n1993, CITES
finally started a double-checking system on these "non-detriment" findings.
As a result, many species that were previously traded in large numbers are
being suspended from trade pending scientific studies.

CITES Resolves to Use Animals for Pets

More than fifteen years ago, CITES passed Resolution 1.5. Recogniz-
ing high mortality and the risk of overexploitation in the pet trade, the
Resolution urged "that exporting countries endeavor to restrict gradually
the collection of wild animals for the pet trade and that all contracting parties
encourage the breeding of animals for this purpose, with the objective of
eventually limiting the keeping of pets to those species which can be bred in
captivity." While many countries like India, Honduras and Bolivia have
banned the trade, other CITES parties, such as China, continue to supply
very large numbers of wild birds in a virtually unrestricted manner and with
no scientific information on the effects. For their part, most importing
countries have done very little to encourage captive breeding.

However, private aviculturists have takenup the challenge. Techni-
cally speaking, it is now possible to breed all species sold in the commercial
pet trade, and breeding for the trade has greatly expanded. In fac! the main
restraints on captive breeding are financial ones. Since competing against
low-priced imports of wild birds is difficult, the best way to encourage
commercial breeding is to end large-scale imports from the wild. When
Australia banned its wild exports in1960, breeders rapidly filled the de-
mand. Australian species are now bred in vast numbers. Budgerigars,
cockatiels, rosellas and Australian parakeets are amongst the most common
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pet birds, and they are all bred in captivity

Abusing the CITES System

Law enforcement is by far the biggest Problem facing CITES today.
There have been numerous direct contraventions of CITES regulations. By
the time all the facts of the cases have been established, the animals and
culprits involved are usually long gone, and many countries do not have
adequate legal systems or penalties to deal with them effectively. Traders in
Argentina photocopied genuine CITES certificates and used them to cover
illegal shipments of birds. Over a dozen phantom companies have been
uncovered in Argentina using their own brand of CITES certificates. An-
other cover used by traders is to change the species or the numbers on
original permits. Few perpetrators have ever been prosecuted, and it often
takes several years before the forgeries are discovered. Th"y can be quite
sophisticated, and the average customs officer charged with nominally
enforcing CITES has little chance of recognizing a good forgery. These
doctored permits continue to show up around the world.

It is impossible for most officials to identify the hundreds of different
species in trade. Of the 338 species of parrots, there are 27 species and many
subspecies of Amazon parrots, some of which are highly endangered and
most of which are protected. Some species are still legally traded. They are
all medium-sized parrots that are predominantly green with small patches
of other colors on them. Even for an expert equipped with identification
aids, which are often not available, it is very difficult to distinguish species
when the birds are craruned into dark shipping crates. As a result/ many
species are misidentified. Dealers even disguise birds further by removing
distinctive feathers or dyeing plumage.

Since it is virtually impossible to count birds when they are moving
around inside transport crates, numbers of birds are often underdeclared.
Exporters often ship extra birds to compensate for the inevitable mortalities
en route. Only a few countries provide official supervision of unpacking of
birds at quarantine stations, the only time accurate counts could be made.
Even when supervision does occur, inspectors are frequently bribed. A U.S.

Department of Agriculture official recently was found guilty of assisting
bird dealers in smuggling activities. In exchange for her help, dealers
provided her with exotic birds for her own collection. She was sentenced to
i8 months imprisonment in February 1gg4.7l

Illegally trapped birds can be laundered into the legal trade by
routing them through countries that will provide PaPers with no questions
asked. Argentina, Senegal, C6te d'Ivoire and Togo have been implicated in
laundering birds. Naive or corrupt officials often provide papers declaring
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wild birds as captive-bred specimens. In one scam, rare South American
wild birds were routed through Singapore to Malta and then to Europe. The
exporter claimed he was breeding the birds in Malta, although he had not
finished building his "breeding" center.

CITES enforcement by member countries has improved in recent
years, but the system still has great weaknesses that are readily exploited by
international smugglers. Despite pleas of the CITES Secretariat and non-
goverrunent organizations, CITES parties still do not give law enforcement
the priority it needs. For example, although there is a permanent CITES
committee on producing species identificationmanuals, thereis no commit-
tee on enforcement.

Avoiding Export and Import Duty

A favorite trick in the bird trade is to underdeclare the value of birds,
using a double-invoicing system. Traders save income tax and customs duty
and avoid surrendering hard currency. This reduces the revenue exporting
countries earn from the trade, concentrating it in the hands of a few dealers.
A dealer in Argentina, going by the name of Triantofilo, explained how the
double-invoice system works. He staples the real invoice inside the birds'
crate so it cannot be seen until the birds have been unpacked. Another,
lower-value invoice is shown to customs and the taxman. The blue-fronted
Amazon parrots we followed in Argentina were declared at $23 each.
Argentinian price lists value the birds at $70 to $1.00 each.

Anothertrickto avoid taxes is to arrangepartof the paymentforbirds
to a bank in another country. When I was undercover at the premises of one
Dutch dealer, I found myself acting as a translator for an exporter from
Ghana, who wanted his payment to be made to a bank account in London.
One of our Argentine "friends," Carlos Fraga, wanted his payments to be
made to a Uruguayan account in the name of a relative.

The Bird Traders

Having outlined some of the ways the trade works, it is now time to
introduce some of the main players-the modern day avian slave traders.
Despite their shared occupation, their characters vary greatly. Some of them
are simple men from a previous era: the old days of unrestricted wildlife
trade. Others are calculating, slick businessmen who may be involved in
other commercial activities and just see birds as a fast source of cash or even
as a cover for other activities, such as drug running. But fortunes can be both
made and lost in the bird trade, and many speculators come and go quickly.
Some bird traders generate a positively evil aura, while others appear
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relatively genial. Some are involved because they are themselves interested

in birdkeeping. To others, birds are merely Products. As the bird trade is

being cracked down on, some dealers are switching to trading reptiles,
which is still a free-for-all with little regulation and no airline embargoes to
slow down business. Some cynically acknowledge that they are involved in
a destructive business, but justify it by pointing out that the world is set to
self-destruct anyhow, so why shouldn't they make a quick buck in the

process? The attitude of one small-time importer sums up the rivalry: "Some

of them are the biggest crooks on this earth." Ma.y that I have met believe
it is other traders who are creating problems; if only they were all good
traders like them, things would be okay. However, this is not usually
consistent with their track records when they are available. Another favorite
justification for the trade is the claim that native peoples benefit from the

wild bird trade. But it is clear from our investigations that most traPpers are

employed seasonally and get paid just enough to keep them trapping rather

than improve their lot. The lion's share of the profits from the wild bird trade
are restricted to relatively few large traders.

Senegal

-

Senegal officially exported more than one million birds annually
until recent iirline embargoes cut this figure in half. The trade is dominated
by the world's largestbird dealer, Amadou Diallo, or "Diallo Pitch," as he is

known throughout Senegal ("Pitch" is the local word for small bird). Diallo,
who has beendescribed as the "father" of the Senegalese bird trade, started
in the bird business some 30 years ago. Diallo claims to have up to 200,000

birds on his premises on occasion. According to the dealers, many birds
shipped out of Senegal come from neighboring countries, yet all the species

ln trade are reportedly abundant in Senegal. Diallo has another bird
exporting operation in Mali and still another in Guinea-Bissau. As Amadou
has grown older, he has passed most of his business on to his son, Alassane.

In 1i90, Diallo received over 60% of the value of the Senegalese bird trade.

EIA investigators first met Amadou and Alassane Diallo in 1986

when they claimed to be exporting 800,000 birds a year, though the official
records showed only 229,980 birds exported. ln 1990, they officially ex-

ported more than 180% of their permitted quota. Profits from the bird
business have financed a small fishing fleet and a French green bean farming
business for the Diallos. Diallo has dealt with most of the large importers in
the U.S., exporting vast numbers of finches, such as brightblue cordon bleus,

red firefinches, cutthroat finches and weaver birds. He also sells glossy

starlings, doves and parrots. He openly admits that his birds come from a
number of countries outside Senegal. His biggest money earner, however,
is the African grey parrot. In 1990, Diallo grossed several million dollars
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from his sales of African greys. Overall, 65% of the estimated total value of
the Senegalese bird trade was derived from African grey parrots, one of the
most valuable species exported. All the birds were re-exports, and most of
these had been illegally trapped in countries with commercial export bans,
like Zaire or Ghana.

For many years, the African grey parrot (Psittacus erithacus) has been
the most popular of the larger parrots traded internationally. The bird's
popularity is largely due to its intelligence and mimicry ability. It is not very
colorful in comparison to other parrot species, being grey with only a flash
of red or maroon in its tail feathers. But the grey parrot is probably the most
intelligent species of bird. Communication studies carried out at the
University of Arizona have found levels of intelligence in a grey parrot
previously only thought to occur in chimpanzees and dolphins. Alex, the
grey parrotsubject of the experiments, expresseshimself inEnglishand says
"I'm sorry" when he makes a mistake. AIex has more than 71 labels for
objects, actions, colors, shapes and materials and is able to put together
phrases he knows to communicate his feelings. On an occasion when he was
sick, his teacher, Dr. Irene Pepperberg, took him to the veterinarian for an
overnight stay, and as she started to leave, he called out: "Come here. I love
you. I'm sorq/. Wanna goback."z

Being smart has not served the grey parrot well. On the contrary, it
has led to overexploitation and illegal trade to supply the pet industry. Grey
parrots seem to suffer more than their fair share of behavioral problems
resulting from captivity. Some never tame and are known as "growlers"
because of the low, rasping noise they emit when approached by humans.
Others pluck their own feathers out in boredom, loneliness or stress.

The sociable and intelligent grey parrot is often caged alone for years
on end. A sanctuary for unwanted parrots I visited in the Netherlands has
far more grey parrots than any other species. Most of these have been
abandoned because they never tamed or had pulled out their own feathers.

The African grey used to have a wide range throughout West and
Central Africa, but populations have been devastated throughout many
areas due to habitat loss and commercial exploitation. One scientist told me
he used to see 30 to 40 in flight together but now he sees only 2or 3 in one of
the species' main ranges. In other areas, the African grey has been wiped out
completely.

There are two subspecies of African grey in trade. The "red-tail"
subspecies (Psittacus erithacus erithacus) occurs from east C6te d'Ivoire across
West Afric ato Zaire. It is thought to be no longer present in Togo and much
of the rest of its former range. To the west of COte d'Ivoire as far as Guinea,
the less colorful Timneh ("maroon" or "black-tail") subspecies (Psittacus
erithacus timneh) is found. These are not as popular and fetch a much lower
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price on the international pet market. They are relatively easy to distinguish,
but traders have at times misidentified the subspecies to export red-tails
from Timneh range countries. Sometimes this fraud has been detected;
undoubtedly on other occasions it hasn't been. Shipments frequently
circumvent physical inspection, since officials only review permits and are
often unable to distinguish species. Even when they know the difference, it
can be hard for customs officers to make out whether the birds, huddled
inside dark and inaccessible crates, have red or maroon tails.

To complicate the issue of where parrots intrade are actually coming
from, the "red-tail" subspecies is further divided into two races: the "West
African," "Ghanaian" or "Otdinary" Breys, and the "Central African" or
"Cot'tgo" greys. As they tend to be larger and healthier, the Congos carry a
higher price than the West Africans, though some argue the latter are more
intelligent. West African red-tails are found from eastern C6te d'Ivoire to
Nigeria, and the Congos are found in Cameroory Congo, Central African
Republic andZaire.

Diallo dealt in both subspecies and both races, preferring the most
valuable Congos. As you may have noticed, the range of the grey parrot does
not reach as far as Senegal, but Senegal nevertheless established an export
quota of 8,000 grey parrots a year. Even this false quota was ignored and
exceeded by Diallo and the other dealers. In the late 1980s, the most common
route used by Amadou Diallo to smuggle Congo red-tails was from Zareto
Senegal. Since Zaire did not allow commercial exports of African greys at
that time, Diallo would purchase them from middlemen, smuggle them out
and buy "legal" permits from other countries to disguise the source. The
most expensive part of the transaction was said to be obtaining the paper-
work, but there were plenty of officials from various countries ready to
oblige. The story was that Amadou Diallo's son, Alassane, arrived in
countries with a suitcase full of cash and left with a suitcase full of permits.

The European Union Scientific Working Group, which reviews
quotas set on animal exports, noted that Senegal had no African grey parrots
and banned exports to the European Union (the U.S. had no legal structure
to refuse shipments at that time if an export permit had been issued by the
relevant authorities). A game of cat-and-mouse then ensued as the Diallos
and others bought permits from one country after the other that either did
not have red-tail grey parrots or only had very small populations-Guinea,
Sierra Leone, Mali, C6te d'Ivoire, Togo, Benin-and the EU closed them
down one after the other. It is strongly suspected that it made little difference
what the permits said; the birds were still coming illegally from Zaire.
Another West African dealer, Ndaw, explained to U.S. Fish and Wildlife
(USFWS) undercover agents that he used to drive from Senegal to Guinea to
purchase CITES export permits. Flowever, by 1991,, Ndaw was stating that
the Guinean CITES authorities had cracked down on granting permits
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because some of their shipments had been seized. Ndaw reverted to flying
to C6te d'Ivoire to get the permits because officials never looked at the birds
there.

With the European Union closing down their sources of paperr,r,ork
as fast as they could find new ones, the Diallos concentrated on supplying the
U.S. market. But U.S. Fish and Wildlife undercover agents were onto the
scam (see section on U.S. dealers). Though a number of U.S. importers have
been successfully prosecuted for their involvement in grey parrot smug-
gling, the Diallos escaped untouched. Senegalese authorities took no action
whatsoever against Diallo for smuggling or violating their national quotas.

In April 199'1.,I found little had changed in the way the Senegalese
trade operated since EIA's previous visit in 1986. The dealers were much
more suspicious of cameras after EIA exposed them in the international
media, and airline embargoes were encroaching upon their business, but
otherwise it was business as usual. I travelled all over the country with a
photographer but could find little active trapping. Finally, after driving
thousands of kilometers, we discovered most of the birds were being
trapped in the most remote and inaccessible region in the southeastern
corner of the country, close to the Malian border. The only road to this area
was so severely ridged and potholed that we were forced to abandon our
rental car for a 4-wheel-drive pickup and travel crammed together with 20
local people. Just like the birds, we were sandwiched in, and I got a feel of
what they must go through. Five of the other passengers were physically
sick due to the roughness of the journey, and as I was tightly wedged in and
couldn't move, one of them vomited down my back. On my other side, a
small child kept falling asleep on my arm, due to fatigue from the arduous
journey. It was the height of the dry season. The daytime temperature of LLO
degrees in the shade only fell to 95 degrees during the night. Birds would
finish their journey having been thrown around in boxes, dehydrated,
shaken, and covered with dust and the feces of their fellow captives. If they
received any water, it would be spilled in the first few minutes of the journey.
Up to 2000 birds would be crammed into one box. During this hellish
journey, we discussed why dealers did not fly the birds out rather than
putting them through the mangle of this journey. Since dealers claimed all
the birds were abundant, we wondered why they didn't trap them in more
accessible areas. The answer, I can only presume, is either the birds are not
as abundant and widespread as is claimed, or it is simply cheaper. In such
a remote area, the dealers pay little for the birds. It must be cheaper to lose
birds on the way than to pay for proper transport conditions or to collect
them from other regions.

When we arrived, caked in dust and shaken from the bumpy ride, we
met a man claiming to be one of Amadou Diallo's sons. He was certainly an
employee of theDiallos, as hewas drivingDiallo's distinctivevar; whichwe
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had been tailing across Senegal. This van had holes cut into the side to
increase ventilation for the birds. Easily recognizable, it is known along the
route, and we had been told at various stops along the way that it was a day
or so ahead of us. The driver was about to embark on his 400-mile journey
back to Dakar, which he made on a bi-weekly basis in the high season. He
would be taking some 10,000 birds. The boxes were stacked two high in the
back and on the roof of his van. We asked him, in a taped conversation, how
many birds he would need to pack in order for 100 to arrive alive in the
capital. "For 1,00 in Dakar, you need to take L50 and even then it is not
certairy" he replied. He was suggesting that in just one stage of the journey
to the pet shop, around a third of the birds might die. Earlier studies of how
birds fare on the dealers' premises found that more than 10% die at this stage
as they suffer the stress of captivity, come into contact with large numbers
of other birds and try to adjust from a wild to a captive diet.

There are ten other registered dealers in Senegal, all of whom are
supposed to be allocated part of the official quota. However, the dealers
ignore the overall quota and allocations, and trade is really concentrated in
a few hands. If official Senegalese statistics for 1990 are to be believed, the
three largest dealers were responsible for 81.7% of the exports; the next three
dealers shared 13.8%,leaving the remaining six dealers with only 4.5%
among them. Estimates of revenue for each dealer are even more skewed,
with the Diallos making close to 68% of the trade turnover-a clear
monopoly. The top four dealers received over 93% of the revenue between
them.

Another interesting character in Senegal is the expatriate French
Consul in Kaolack, L6on Masfrand. His company, Afrique Oc6ary is not one
of the top three bird exporters, but he also deals in wild primates for research.
His walled compound is located near the Gare RoutiEre in Kaolack, which is
close to Gambia, the tiny country thatcuts through the middle of Senegal on
either side of the River Gambia. Gambian officials have complained that the
protectedwildlife of Gambia, suchas Cape parrots, havebeensmuggled out
and exported from Senegal with ostensibly legal paperwork. In 1986, EIA
documented the smuggling of olive baboons from Gambia to Senegal in
Masfrand's own vehicle. EIA Director Dave Currey also discovered a large
pile of dead adult baboons. Presumably, they had been killed because they
were too large for the research industry. When interviewed on camera,
Masfrand explained his primate business. He sold the animals to the French
nuclear program. "A few medical facilities buy them as well, I'm not sure
what for, I think they cut them into little pieces!" he said, laughing. As a
child, Masfrand suffered from polio. He still walks with a stick and claims
his affliction justifies his illicit business activities in the name of medical
research.

When I met him in 1991., he was still in business, though he had
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reportedly tried to sell his enterPrise on several occasions. Even posing as

a prospective buyer,I had difficulty getting into his comPound. "We had
some problems with ecologists," he said, referring to EIA having put his
photograph in the newspapers with far from flattering commentary on his
dubious primate activities. While we were in his compound, which housed
some 10,000 birds, we saw a large aviaryhousing dozens of shorebirds,who
cannot be legally exported and are not kept as pets. We were told these were
kept "for their beauty alone." I also saw a shipment of glossy starlings
arriving from the bush destined for export. Since they peck at each other
when confined, many had beenblinded in one or both eyes. As so often, I was
struck by the beauty of the birds and the horror of their situation.

Ghana and COte d'Ivoire

In1992, Ghanaian authorities invited EIA to assist them in tracking
down parrot smugglers. The Chief Game and Wildlife Officer in Ghana had
been complaining for some time that grey parrots were being smuggled out
of Ghana in large numbers to be laundered into the international market
with false certificates of origin from C6te d'Ivoire, Togo and other nearby
countries. In response, CITES had arranged a brief survey of Ghanaian
parrot populations, with the intention of re-opening a legal parrot trade out
of Ghana, supposedly to replace the illegal trade. Ghana wanted a second
opinion from EIA on the proposed scheme to re-open the trade in addition
to help tracking down smuggling. The Ghanaian authorities wanted to re-
open the trade only if it could be properly managed. From experience in
tracking the ivory trade and wild bird trade in other countries, Dave Currey
and I believed that legalizing trade in Ghana could make smuggling even
easier and increase the pressure on parrot populations. If we could obtain
evidence of smuggling, we could persuade CITES authorities in importing
countries to close down the laundered trade from Ghana's neighbors.

Ghana, and perhaps Nigeria (where the parrotpopulationhas notyet
been surveyed), would appear to have the only significant remaining
populations of West African red-tails. Both countries prohibit commercial
exports, but recently Ghanaian birds have been flooding out illegally in the
thousands via C6te d'Ivoire, Togo and Benin. The United States and South
Africa have been the principal markets for these birds.

Ghana had closed down and re-opened the parrot trade several
times. Each time, overexploitation or illegal trade had led to resumption of
the ban. The ban was last put in place in 1987, and this time many of the
Ghanaian parrot dealers had moved to C6te d'Ivoire or other countries,
thinking the ban would be permanent. After consulting with the Ghanaian
Game and Wildlife Department, we decided to investigate the western
smuggling route to C6te d'Ivoire.
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The same team that had investigated the parrot trade in Argentina
was to work on the project: Dave Currey, cameraman Clive Lonsdale, and
myself. As before, Dave was responsible for still photographs, which would
later be used to illustrate magazine articles; Clive would cover our activities
on film to document the evidence. I was there with the expertise on the trade
and birds to bluff our way into the trade and to buy the other two enough
time to get their pictures.

We set off for Elubo on the Ivorian border. A short walk across the
border and a few casual inquiries as prospective buyers gave us several
leads. The hottest was to seek out the palm wine seller, Christian Mark, in
a nearby Ghanaian town. We were told he could get us parrots. After a brief
tour of the town, we tracked down Mark at his third professiory as a security
guard for the Ghanaian National Petroleum Company. We soon convinced
him we were genuinely interested in buying parrots to ship abroad, and,
while Clive secretly filmed him, he detailed the illegal trade from the area
and mentioned many familiar names. "So normally we've been smuggling
them out.... At times we give people about four to five hundred." Mark
wanted to be our Ghanaian agent and gave us the names of all the C6te
d'Ivoire dealers, saying, "They have been coming here each and every one
of them." He estimated that thousands of parrots may have been smuggled
out of Ghana each year either through C6te d'Ivoire or Togo.

He introduced us to his friend James who worked for Ghanaian
Game and Wildlife. James was even more ambitious than Mark. He told us
he wanted to be rich like Robert Maxwell (the recently deceased tycoon, who
had swindled money from his employees' pension fund). He told us about
the possible re-opening of the parrot trade. We asked him about the
proposed quota if exports were re-opened and if this would limit the amount
of birds exported under a legalized trade. James confirmed our worst fears.
"To every rule there is an exception," he said. "Once there is a permit system,
there must be a system for everything to go through.... If they lift the ban, it
will be easier." Although smuggling was a serious problem, people were
very wary inside Ghana. Most people knew it was illegal, and most people
took the threat of arrest seriously. To get permits, parrots had to be
smuggled to another country. With trade legalized and permits in circula-
tioru it would be virtually impossible to police the internal market. Permits
would be re-used or forged, and anyone could move parrots around the
country easily and then smuggle them across the borders for illegal export.
In many places, crossing the border only involves a 4O-yard canoe journey.
We did this 20 or more times and never saw a sign of a border patrol.

James was definitely the man to facilitate laundering illegal birds. He
promised to try to get a permit for some parrots from Accra, which we could
use to get our parrots out. He told us he would say the birds were pets who
had been caught years ago and that we could use the same permit many
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times. We returned to Accra to pass this information on to the authorities.
Already they were beginning to see what legalizing the parrot trade would
involve. Even their own staff members would be subject to temptation.

Mark and James told us that if we wanted to smuggle parrots, we
would need to make some contacts in Abidjan, capital of C6te d'Ivoire. Mark
told us they had been doing it for years and gave us the name of a shipping
agent in Abidjan, Jean Aman. To find him we had to scout around Abidjan
airport. It soon became clear that the smuggling of grey parrots was conunon
knowledge there. An employee of Air Afrique told us to come back the next
day: "They get the parrots from Ghana. Aman takes care of it."

In the meantime, we got settled in our hotel and set up what we later
dubbed the "Video Box." We invited the Abidjan bird dealers, one by one,
to our room to discuss their business activities as the video camera, which
Clive had nonchalantly left on the table, recorded. They left us in no doubt
as to what was happening. As Jean Aman emphasized on several occasions,
"The birds are from Ghana, but we take the permits here, no problem."
Although C6te d'Ivoire is thought to have a small population of red-tail
parrots, each of the traders we interviewed stated that all red-tails exported
from C6te d'Ivoire originated in Ghana. The business had been going on for
years, though now the goverrunent had come under pressure to curtail it.
They also told us the embargoes on carriage of wild birds by most airlines
have made smuggling much more difficult. At the time, only Air Afrique
would carry wild birds from Cdte d'Ivoire. This left only New York and
Johannesburg as possible destinations.

JeanAmanproved to be the keyfigure and kingpinof the operations,
the "Mr. Fixit" of smuggling. Genial and friendly, with a taste for extremely
bright-colored shirts, ]ean soon became our guide to the Abidjan bird scene.
He was a Ghanaian and worked for an Abidjan shipping company. He
confirmed what Mark had told us, that sultry, humorless Ali was the man
who brought the birds from Ghana. Jean described Ali's quarantine a s"bad"
and suggested that we house the birds somewhere else. He claimed we
could get the CITES permit from Guinea if we had problems in C6te d'Ivoire.
He knew a veterinarian who could give us a veterinary permit saying the
birds came from Guinea even though they would actually be from Ghana.

He also explained it was now much more difficult to get permits from
C6te d'Ivoire. The former director of Eaux et Forets (the wildlife depart-
ment) was not supposed to sign permits; nevertheless, he had done so,
allegedly for the highest bidder. The dealers claimed even the director's
secretary got into the act and had been forging signatures on permits. This
had finally been discovered and a new man, Aman's friend, Cisse Dramane
Habout, was now in charge. In additioru importing countries had pointed
out to C6te d'Ivoire that although it only had a small number of red-tailed
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parrots/ it was exporting thousands. So it was going to be much harder to get
permits. But where there's a will there's away, and Jean told us we should
visit Habout: "If we can't solve this problem, we shall invite him somewhere
else.... If he likes a little money, we shall give it to him, then he prepares the
certificate for you."

Jean Aman arranged an interview with Dramane, and after a
considerable wait outside his office, we were shown in and offered seats.

Jean clearly knew the man well. Dramane mentioned that pressure from
"ecologists" in the U.S. was a problem. We nodded,"Yes we've had prob-
lems with them, too." He explained trapping was not actually legal in C6te
d'Ivoire, so allowing exports was at odds with the law. The government was
reviewing the situation and trying to encourage exporters to become "breed-
ers," as this was the future for the business. I was almost encouraged by this
until Jean explained, "When we talk about breeding, it means that they must
be tamed." "Does this mean no trapping from the wild?" I asked. "No, you
can capture them.... We have plenty of birds here," answered Dramane. Jean
clarified, "We can keep the birds for one or two months, then on the CITES
[permit] it will be written they are captive-bred." Dramane reassured !s,"If
someone comes to us and says, 'I've got 500 parrots to ship that I've bred,'
we put'captive-bred."'Jean later told us the exporters already had bands
supposed to denote captive-bred birds for trappers to slip over the legs of
wild parrot chicks. Ghanaian exporter and confidence trickster Sam Quartey
later commented to us, "They only want to make the paperwork, just to get
official proof they are captive breeding."

Captive breeding is open to abuse by being used as a laundering
mechanism for wild birds, particularly when carried out in countries where
the species occur naturally in the wild. If it also involves individuals
experienced in smuggling and evasion of wildlife regulations, there is
considerable risk of abuse. Another Abidjan exporter, K.B. Freduah, was an
entrepreneur for whom birds were just another sideline business. We met
him in his office behind his African curio store. He had heard about the Wild
Bird Conservation Act in the U.S. and was already preparing to circumvent
the law. Rather than continuing to bring parrots from Ghana to export, he
was going to get into "captive breeding." He proudly showed us plans for
his "breeding" complex. He claimed that his friend, Dimitri (identified as
Dimitri Chaniotis, based in the U.S.), was planning to invest U.S. $1 million
in the scheme. K.B. thought he could be exporting captive-bred birds in
around six months, even though he had no experience in breeding and
though it often takes parrots several years in captivity before they have
settled enough to breed. Naturally, all his "breeding stock" would come
from Ghana.

Ghanaian authorities contacted me later to ask if I had any informa-
tion on Dimitri. Dimitri wanted to set up a captive breeding station for grey
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parrots in Ghana. His proposed partner was Petersen Nimako-Baatu the
man who had told us captive breeding was too expensive and impractical
when people could just go and trap chicks from the wild, slip a closed band
over their legs and declare them captive-bred. I was able to track down
Dimitri's record. He had been prosecuted in the United States for smuggling
ostrich eggs.

Jean Aman claimed to work with American importers Gators of
Miami, Pet Farms and Alex Perrinelle. Another friend of Jean's was Petersen
Nimako-Baah, also a Ghanaian exile. He had moved to Abidjan when the
tradewas closed downinGhana. He told us some peopleweremakingtheir
own false CITES papers (a shipment had been seized in New York with false
papers a few weeks before). Petersen claimed to have used permits from
Liberia andZaire to ship birds from Abidjan. Petersen was adamant that we
should not trust the other dealers, who would make lots of promises they
could not keep. He also said they packed their birds badly and shipped them
straight from the bush, not putting them through proper quarantine. He
complained he had been cheated by a South African partner, who had
claimed the birds Petersen sent to him were diseased and had died. Petersen
had gone to South Africa and found them still alive. In a similar case in
Belgium, a bird importer had stored dead birds in his freezer to cheat
exporters. He would pull them out, photograph them and pretend they had
died in later shipments. He used the dead birds time and time again.

There are countless stories of wild bird dealers cheating each other.
Another dealer, Mr. Kaba, was a rough-and-ready type of the old school of
animal dealers. He only tolerated our questioning because he badly needed
money, and we looked as if we might be an easy source. He alleged that a
Chicago-based bird dealer had not paid him for his last shipment. The dealer
told him all the birds had died. "There were some Americans who came, they
took 3,000 black-tails [Grey parrots] and 500 red-tails... [one of the dealers
was] from Chicago.... He owes me a lot of money... he didn't pay." Some-
times importers don't pay exporters because birds arrive with disease or in
bad condition; sometimes it's just to make a bigger profit. It is very difficult
for the exporters to get the money back, since they are rarely in a position to
take importers to court.

Kaba took us to a rundown shed that housed a motley selection of
birds. I pointed out a large rat hiding under one of the cages for Clive to film.
The 150 Ghanaian red-tailed grey parrots there looked nervous and sick.
Many were covered in excrement from the cages above. It was hard to believe
that if these cringing and wretched creatures survived, they could end up in
people's homes as pets. African greys make a unique sound when the are
scared. It is a " growl" rather than the squawks and whistles normally
associated with parrots. This growling intensified when we neared the
cages, and the resulting din remained unpleasantly loud during our stay. If
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I have one overriding memory of my visits to bird dealers' premises around
the world, it is the noise: the agitated and alarmed cries of hundreds,
sometimes thousands, of birdsconfined ina crowded and dustybuilding.In
the wild, these birds would be spread out over miles.

Kaba explained it was possible to pick up export permits for birds
from a number of countries, including Mali, Togo and Guinea. It did not
matter where the birds came from. You simply get the paperwork from the
cheapest or most convenient source.

Another dealer, Djibril Diallo (no relation to Amadou), told us how
he had been forced to move from country to country as the E.C. closed each
down for parrot exports. So far he had been from MaIi to Liberia, then
Guinea, Sierra Leone, back to Guinea, and finally to C6te d'Ivoire. It canbe
a very transient life for a wildlife dealer trying to stay one step ahead of the
law.

Ghanaian parrots were also shipped out through Togo, where a
Frenchman, Fouchard, runs the trade. This smuggling had eased due to
general strikes and political unrest in Togo. We were told that when it looked
as if the government might fall, Fouchard, who enjoys the protection of the
regime, left the country. Togo now says it wants to cooperate with interna-
tional conservation agreements and will stop all exports of grey parrots, but
Fouchard remains active. SamQuartey is said tobe the second largest dealer
out of Togo, though others claim he ships very little and specializes in
obtaining deposits and then not supplying any animals. Ghanaian birds are
generally collected in the town of Kumasi for shipment to Togo. Quartey
claims that he cEU:r move birds from Kumasi to Togo in four hours.

Sam Quartey was undoubtedly the most interesting character we
met in Ghana. He gave us vivid insight into how the West African animal
trade works. I first heard of Quartey a few weeks before leaving England for
Ghana. Purely by chance, we had received one of his price lists that he
circulated in England. He offered to sell red-tails (with permits from Benin)
and a variety of reptiles. We called him once we got to Ghana. We posed as
British traders, and he soon arranged to meet us. He gave us details of his
bank accounts in Germany and other countries and claimed to deal in
commodities like palm oil, vegetables, spices and minerals in addition to
wildlife. In short, if you want to buy something from Africa, Sam will sell it
to you.

He proudly explained his knowledge on manipulating the CITES
permit system. AlthoughQuartey wasnominallybased inGhana, he claimed
to use papers fromTogo,Benin,Zaire and Cameroonto exportparrots, often
using the name of other traders. He also claimed to export a wide variety of
live reptiles. Even though much of his work may have involved conning
deposits out of would- be importers, what was impressive about Sam was
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that he was right up-to-date on which countries he could get permits from,
which airlines would carry wild birds and which would not, and other
technical details of the business. If he did not have information at hand, he
would find it out quickly for us. Some of the other Ghanaian dealers alleged
Quartey seldom deals in animals, but that he acts like an agent and just
arranges the paperwork. One U.S. reptile dealer claimed to have forwarded
$6,000 to him for baby royal pythons and had not heard from him since.
Although he is not registered as a wildlife exporter, he is definitely known
to have been involved in at least one python shipment out of Ghana.

He told ushe had shipped birds by declaringthemcaptive-bred. He
had been getting his permits from Zaire and Cameroon and suggested
transporting the birds via Lagos in Nigeria to get around the airline bans. Of
Zaire, he said: "The permits are very expensive. There are only two people
who get permits, and one of them is the son of President Mobutu, who is a
very good friend of mine." Quartey invited me to go with him to Zaire.He
said we could make a boat trip up the river with some friends of his in the
military.I politely declined this tempting offer. He also claimed to have an
operation in Benin. This was confirmed by a receipt he dropped from Benin
CITES authorities. "I have been getting my CITES permits from Douala,
Cameroon, then Congo andZaire, and I have more than enough. They don't
give on a quota basis, you come and they give, you come and they Sre....
Now they want to introduce a quota inZaire." But this would not stop Sam.
"If I want to export thousands, it means I have to use the names of five
different people."

Sam was also involved in shipping live reptiles. He claimed that
while he was shipping Ghanaian parrots out on Togolese permits, he was
shipping Togolese reptiles on Ghanaian permits. He also explained how he
could ship rare andprotected Angolanpythonsby mixingthemup withthe
more colnrnon royal pythons. He summed up the situation: "The permit is
the business."

\Alhen asked about the possibility of Ghana re-opening trade, he was
dismissive: "If they are given a quota of 4,500 for all in a year, that's not
business." After we met with Sam several times, he was persuaded that we
were seriously interested and agreed to arrange for us to see a number of
illegally held parrots in Kumasi, Ghana. Meanwhile, we were arranging for
Ghanaian Security forces to follow us, and hopefully, seize the birds. For two
days we sat in our hotel room waiting for a call. Finally, Sam rang. It was all
arranged. We would leave for Kumasi in half an hour. We quickly called our
contact in the security forces, who I will call Simon. They would pick us uP
on the Kumasi road and tail us to the destination. At a given signal, they
would swoop and arrest everyone, including us.

Unfortunately, communication in Ghana does not always work as
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well as it might, and Simon was unable to pick up local backup in Kumasi.
Whilewe were cruising around town in our hired car with Quartey and his
colleagues, we tried to keep them talking to make sure they did not spot
Simon's car. It seems Quartey's agents wanted to try to disorientate us before
revealing the location of the hidden stash of illegal parrots they had as-
sembled. So we were taken around the back streets. Luck was with Quartey
that day. Wewere told to follow his colleague's taxi downaclosed-off street,
but the taxi became stuck while trying to negotiate the road repairs. The
whole crew had to get out to lift the car over the barrier, and we were forced
to go back the way we had come, passing Simon's car. Quartey had spotted
the car earlier, so he took an experimental route to test his pursuers. We
feigned confusion and concern. Finally, certain they were being trailed,
Quartey and his companion jumped out and disappeared into the crowd. He
sent a scout back to question us. Of all things, the scout accused us of being
Canadian customs officers. None of us had any doubt that Quartey had
intended to take us to see the poached parrots before trying to extract money
from us. He knew he couldn't complete the deal until he had. Quartey kept
alowprofilefor afew days, and whenwe called him, he still seemed unsure
of our role. The Ghanaian police later picked him up for questioning.
Although they were unable to locate his business records (he claims to have
premises in Togo and Benin), they did find a copy of a forged CITES permit
when they searched his house. The investigation continues.

Tanzania

-

In 1991, I was asked by the Wildlife Conservation Society of Tanzania
and the Tanzanian National Bank to look into the bird dealers' export
declarations. No individuals stand out as dominating the trade in Tanzania
as Amadou Diallo does in Senegal or Fouchard does in Togo. In L99L, there
were176 registered wildlife dealers, though only 73 were actively trading.
M*y of the companies are engaged in activities other than bird trade,
ranging from live reptile exports to electronics and mining. Virtually anyone
with an eye for a fast buck in Tanzania would request a bird export quota -
it could always be sold to another dealer. The quotas for Tanzania had been
set per dealer and without any effective limit on the number of dealers. Some
people operate more than one company in order to increase their quota. I
easily identified one man, ]acob Nyangi Nyakiban, who was Director of
three companies. As there are thought to be less than 20 bird-holding
premises in Tanzaria,lam certain many more were linked by silent partners
or relatives. Three companies were so indiscreet they used exactly the same
typed invoice layout, just changing the company name at the top. It was also
clear that dealers and officials often ignored the quota anyway. "Special
permits" to export even protected species were available at a price.
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Perhaps the biggest irony is that whenever the trade in Tanzania has

beencriticized, the immediate responseis that itis animportantindustry for
the country as it earns much-needed foreign currency. Under Tanzanian

law, tradeis ale supposed to declare all foreign currency to the National
Bank of Tanzania. Theymust depositthereceipts and thenare allowed some

of the hard currency back. I was asked by the Bank to look into currency
declarations they believed were being underdeclared. I sPent two weeks
wading through invoices and computerrecords and found it hard tobelieve
how blatant the abuse was. A two-tier fraud became clear. The dealers were
using a double invoice system: a real invoice for the customer, and a second,

phony one for the government. The second invoice grossly underdeclared
the value of the birds. For example, one comPany would declare a Greater
flamingo at $40 on its invoice, but its price list offered them at $250. Although
dealers offered discounts, some sPecies were declared at only 10% of their
real value. This was rePeated across-the-board, with the consequence that
the Tanzanian bird trade, which was probably worth well over $3 million a

year, was declared at around $750,000. In the second stage of this fraud,
traders kept most of the underdeclared money outside the country. O.Iy
$290,000 of the $750,000 ever got to the Tanzanian National Bank. The rest
was kept in foreign bank accounts.

I was able to ascertain this from comparing the declared invoices with
a large number of price lists from Tanzanian dealers that I had received by
fax or letter through my "front companies" in the U.K. and the U.S. (Faxes

have greatly facilitated the operation of bird dealers. They can instantly
transmit price lists, orders and copies of permits to each other, while they
used to have to rely on the vagaries of the postal system or coded messages

via telex). Even allowing for considerable discounts, the differences were
unbelievable.

Five dealers from Tanzania (and no one from the Wildlife Depart-
ment) turned up to discuss the wild bird trade at an international meeting
organized by the World Wildlife Fund. They came because airline embar-
gois had slowed business. Their representative, Zablon Masiaga, opened
ihe discussion by stating Tanzania had many protected species. He said that
although the dealers wanted to trade these protected species, their respect
for the law kept them from doing so and that it was unfair to criticize the
Tanzanian trade. EIA responded by asking Mr. Masiaga why, if he resPected

the law, did he advertise these protected species on his price lists? The
Tanzanian traders and other trade representatives around the room were
furious and stated we could not hold discussions if spurious allegations like
these were going to be made. Afterwards, some of the dealers encircled me,

angrily demanding to see the evidence. They were quickly silenced with a

copy of Masiaga's price list. I later saw him being severely scolded by the
other traders. He was not allowed to address the meeting again.
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Tanzania sells not only finches, parrots and starlings, but also virfu-
ally any other type of bird, inctuding flamingos, pelicans, storks and cranes.
There is some confusion over "protected species" in Tanzania. A number of
species are not listed on export quotas and are, therefore, presumed to be
protected from trade. However, as mentioned before, there appears to be
some sort of unofficial system for "special permits." These can be purchased
even for protected species. Enforcement agents around the world have been
confused as to whether permits are fraudulent or "special" -granted at the
apparent whim of officials.

The Tanzanian trade is rife with scandal, from exportation of species
that are supposed to be protected (e.g., Kori Bustards) to depletion of
endemic species (e.g., Fischer's lovebird (Agapornis fischeri)). This brightly
colored, small parrot has been traded in the tens of thousands annually,
making it one of the most heavily traded parrot species. ornithologists
report it has been wiped out over much of its former range. Trappers poach
the birds from protected areas,like the serengeti National Park. Although
Tanzania wished to continue exports of Fischer's lovebird, the significant
Trade Review of CITES suspended all trade as there was no scientific data to
justify such high levels of trade. Tanzanian authorities, however, wanted to
continue.

There have been numerous cases of extremely high mortality during
transport in wild bird shipments from Tanzania. Hundreds of birds are often
stuffed into completely inadequate crates and left unfed and unwatered on
a tarmac under the blazing African sun. In 1990,before it implemented an
embargo on wild bird shipments, Lufthansa transported 8,400 birds from
Tanzania via Kenya. over L00 crates were unloaded and left on the hot
tarmac. There was very little food and water, and many crates were over-
crowded; 1.,270birds died of starvation, dehydration or asphyxia. In August
of.1990, seven out of nine pelicans died on a KLM flight en route to the
Netherlands. In 1989, a KLM shipment routed through Amsterdam and
London to the u.s. was detained in London; 'L,209btds were found dead.
one British newspaper, not permitted by u.K. authorities to photograph the
dead birds, ran a photograph of a sticker used on some of the transport
crates. The sticker features a photograph of a flamingo with the captior; "[
enjoyed my stay at the KLM Animal Hotel." KLM finally agreed to suspend
shipping wild birds. In May 1991,, a shipment of 4,500 birds on Egyptian
Airlines arrived in Brussels, including bustards, storks, flamingos and
parrots. More than 1,300 of the birds were dead on arrival.

As if this was not enough, a large-scale abuse of CITES permits had
been detected in Tanzania. Twelve companies were named as being in-
volved in the scam. The Dutch authorities questioned some dubious per-
mits. In response, Tanzanian authorities reported permits as "stolen." In
other cases, "securit5/ stamps" on CITES permits were removed, then stuck
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onto fake permits. Such fake Permits may have been used to ship birds to

other countries where law enforcement officers are not so vigilant as the

Dutch.

Clearly, vested interests, altegedly reaching as far as the ministerial
level, have been at play in the Tanzanian bird trade. Only airline embargoes
have reduced the scale of the trade. A project funded by the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID) was supposed to be reforming the

trade. Afterconfirmingthatthetradewas out of control, the project setabout
establishing an improved management system. The scheme aimed to con-
vert the trade from a low-value, high-volume business to a low-volume,
high-value one. The project would have reduced the maximum numbers of
birds exported legally each year fuom278,900 to 18,700. By introducing a

strict minimum declared value system, it hoped to ensure an annual de-

clared value of $1.5 million instead of the $200,000 declared in previous
years. It was hoped that the lower volume would improve standards of care

for the birds and professionalism among the dealers. The lower quotas were
designed to prevent depletion of the species. This would seem like a very
good deal for Tanzania - the best of both worlds - less birds, more money.
Flowever, it was not a good deal for dealers who had been cheating and
defrauding the system, and although the government finally accepted the
planinprinciple-,-ithasyettoimplementit.Irrlgg[,anewpolicyonbirdtrade
was set in place.* It remains to be seen if this new policy will be implemented
and any meaningful restraint put on bird exports from Tanzania.

Argentina

-

Argentina has24species of parrots, mostly distributed in the north-
ern part of the country. Argentina used to be the largest supplier of wild-
caught parrots in the world, supplying up to L50,000 each year during the
past 15 years. Though Argentina did not allow the export of other types of
birds, parrots (the most valuable species to the pet trade) were arbitrarily
declared as " pests" in order to justify exports for the pet trade. The Tucuman
Amazon (Amazona tucumana\ parrot was still classified as a pest when it was
listed on CITES Appendix I in 1989. Its populationwas thought to number
less than 10,000. One parrot species, the monk Parakeet (My opsittamonachus),

does do significant damage to agriculture in Argentina, but U.S. importers
certainly do not need to bring them in from Argentina. Feral monk parakeets
already exist in several U.S. states, having escaped their cages. The European
Community even lists the U.S. as a country where the species occurs in the
wild. The parakeets caused some ploblems for agriculture and U.S. native
species.

You might ask yourself what country would allow the large-scale

importation of a declared pest species? The answer is virtually any country
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in the world, and this is an often forgotten aspect to wild bird importation.
In recent times, the export trade has greatly decreased due to reduced quotas
im_posed by the Argentinian wildlife authority, though some species may
still be overexploited for the domestic market, which continues unchecked
in some species.

In1991, EIA carried out an investigation that was used to make a
National Geographic film, "Dead on Arrival," which followed the Argentin-
iantrade from tree fellingto catch parrotchicks right to Buenos Aires airport.
EIA discovered some 20 dealers in Argentina. Three of them deserve special
mention- Antonio Chacon, Miguel Angel Lina and Carlos LazaroFraga.

Antonio Chacon, one of the major traders, is in his fifties and is a
jovial, short, balding man. He exports tothe EU, U.S., Taiwan, Japan, China,
south Africa, switzerland and Czechoslovakia and has invested profits
made from dealing birds into a large collection of rare protected parrots at
Corrientes Loropark. Chacon told us he picked this site, ten kilometers from
the Paraguayan border, because of local laws that are favorable to breeders.
A conservationist alleged Chacon had bribed local officials to draft a law
allowing him to carry out otherwise illegal activities. Whether or not this is
true, Chacon had presumably obtained "legal" paperwork for the very rare
and protected wild-caught birds in his collection, such as hyacinth, military
and Caninde macaws. His wife told us on film the birds had all come from
neighboring countries. These countries have all had export bans for a
number of years, and the species are protected under Appendix I of the
Convention on International Trade in Endangered species (CITES). yet
Argentinian authorities have taken no action against Chacon.

Of over 1,000 rare birds at his "breeding station," Chacon had bred
only 30birds of two species infouryears. His son, who runs the statiory could
not even identify some of the species in his care. Although Argentina has
now cut its export quotas for parrots significantly, Chacon recently repre-
sented his country at an international meeting on "sustainable use."

The EIA team met Chacon on three occasions. He cooperated, believ-
ing the team members were freelance journalists interested in making easy
money,on a lightweight story about his work with parrots. He desperately
wanted publicity for his parrot park to establish Corrientes as one of the
world's "best" collections. We gave him plenty of publicity all right, but not
the sort he was hoping for. We first met him after we had filmed hii collectors
gho\ing six parrots to death as they hurriedly force-fed them. we had just
finished filming some of the most horrific scenes documented in the wild
bird trade when Chacon appeared. I had to smile and chat with him so we
could arrange to meet up later and follow the shipment to the airport.
Hundreds of partially fledged chicks are collected together destined for
export in dirty and overcrowded conditions where disease can be devastat-
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ing. In one crate, I filmed the decomposing body of a chick, so long dead its
flesh had turned black. The chicks are fed by means of plastic ketchup
dispensers containing a thick maize-and-water mix.

As we watched one of the twice-daily feeds, I thought it would be a
fairly benign process. The chicks were hungry, and the collector we observed
had been in the business for many years. I have seen the delicacy of care that
some bird breeders lavish on baby parrots in the U.S. and Europe. To them,
every loss of a bird is a personal defeat. The contrast was striking. I witnessed
how the mechanics of a commercial business in wildlife work. Because there
are so many birds to feed, individual care gives way to callous practicality
in what amounts to a parrot production line. Henry Ford would have been
proud of the turnover, but shocked by the number of "rejects." Losses are just
a costof business. Oneby one, theparrotswere grabbed by the neckfromthe
shallow crates in which they were normally housed. While holding a chick
by the neck, the handler inserted thenozzle of a bottle filled with maize into
the chick's mouth and squeezed an amount roughly estimated to constitute
a full gizzard. Sometimes the judgment or aim of the nozzle was poor, and
the mixture would explode back out, spraying both the chick and the feeder.
At least ten birds choked as the food was pumped into their lungs instead of
their stomachs. This was obviously a regular occurrence, as the collector's
son would take these birds to the trash can and violently shake them to try
to clear the lungs. This violent "shaking" usually broke the birds' necks, and
the few birdswho survived the rescue attemptappearedtobe inshock. They
would probably die later from pneumonia due to lung contamination.

We watched Chacon count 425 Arnazona chicks into crates to be

transported more than 1,000 kilometers to the capital of Buenos Aires. They
were asked on several occasions to confirm this total, and Chacon did so on
camera, saying he had only taken 425 this year. We filmed the official
documents for this shipment, which stated that only 350 birds were in the
shipment. By doing this, Chacon was able to avoid a small tax on each bird.
Later, at Chacon's quarantine station in Buenos Aires, we saw what was left
of the shipment; many had already died and others looked precariously
close to death. Chacon's vet told the team that birds often came in and out of
quarantine at Chacon's holding premises. Chacon claimed that there was a
compulsory 30-day quarantine. We even accompanied Chacon to the airport
with his first consignment of birds. There he declared the value of the young
parrots at $23 each. Price lists from dealers offer the species between $70 and
$100 each. The crates in which the birds were shipped on the long journey to
Taiwan did not meet the international standards, and although they re-
ceived a health certificate, they were not inspected.

Another significant Argentinian trader, Miguel Lina, was allegedly
involved in a very large permit fraud. His fraudulent permits turned up in
a number of countries. Lina kaded under the name of Chrismau. Like Jean
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Aman in C6te d'Ivoire, he was actually a shipper, not.rn animal dealer, and
was regarded as something of an outsider by the other bird traders. We were
told that three other exporters-Pujol, Medone and Sartini-had problems
with customs due to their illegal trading and were banned from exporting.
They would, therefore, use Lina as their export mechanism or middleman.
He nominally bought the birds from these dealers and sold them to their
customers, takinghis cutfor shipping and using his close contacts at Buenos
Aires Ezeiza airport to get the animals out.

Lina said that of the 105 CITES permits issued to him in 1988, he had
only used 4L and had canceled the rest. However, many of the canceled
permits turned up later. Lina used them to export wildlife or wildlife
products to Holland, Germany, Spain, Portugal, ]apan, Italy, Singapore and
Switzerland. It is thought that 30% of Lina's permits for reptile skins and
parrots in 1988 were old ones that he had canceled and then used, thus
avoiding quotas and CITES control. False CITES certificates started appear-
ing all around the world. The system has now been changed so that all
"unused" permits must be refurned. Lina was implicated along with cus-
toms officials in illegal dealing fuomEzeiza International airport in Buenos
Aires. Senior customs officers, airline officials and Lina allegedly were
involved in avoiding tax and customs checks. They were allegedly able to
bring cargoes directly to the plane, avoiding all controls.

Carlos Lazaro Fraga is certainly a character. His main business
apparently was trying to obtain deposits from foreign exporters. Fraga's
company, "Libra S.A.i' also claims to sell firearms, cars, motorbikes and
leather goods, although he was registered as a bird exporter with the
Argentinian authorities. Fraga would circulate price lists featuring a number
of protected and rare species. One.of the species listed was a glaucous macaw
(Anodorynchus glaucus). The bird is thought to be extinct. The last known
specimen was seen in a zoo in 1913. The bird closely resembles the Lear's
macaw (Anodoryhnchus leai),which has fared little better, with a known wild
population of around LL8, according to the world's leading macaw expert,
Dr. Charles Murur. In the same family is a closely related species, the largest
of the parrots, the hyacinth macaw (Anodorynchus hyacinthr.ls), thought to
number less than 5,000 in the wild. Fraga's price list also offered hyacinths.

It is quite possible that a small, undiscovered glaucous macaw
population still exists in the wild. There are a number of aviculturists looking
for wild populations at present. Some would like to help conserve the birds
in the wild, while otherswould undoubtedly try to become the first to breed
the species in captivity.

The ultimate goal of many aviculturists is success with producing
numbers of difficult-to-breed and rare species. while this can increase the
numbers in captivity, attempts at reintroducing captive-bred specimens of
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the larger parrots have been unsuccessful. These attempts have been made
mainly by scientists using captive-bred birds. Not knowing what to feed on
or how to evade predators, the captive-bred specimens have usually not
behaved like their wild counterparts. They can also harbor diseases acquired
in captivity. Because of this and the cost of reintroduction programs, most
ornithologists believe maintaining wild populations should take priority
over removing birds for captive breeding efforts.

We sent a journalist working in Buenos Aires on the trail of Carlos
Fraga. Our contact tracked down the portly, bearded Fraga at one of his pet
shops in Rosario, Argentina. At his palatial home, which was packed with
military paraphernalia, our contact was shown a sabre bearing Fraga's name
"For Services to the S.I.D." S.I.D was the secret service responsible for the
"disappearances" of thousands of innocent people in Argentina. Fraga
showed him what he claimed was a photograph of one of the glaucous
macaws and explained the birds had sold quickly and had been shipped
using Fraga's ex-air-force airline pilot contacts.

A professor hired by bird traders to conduct a population survey in
Argentina told me not all bird traders were bad. Some were good, he
asserted, and when I asked which ones, he told me Ernesto Boikens was a

good example. My only knowledge of Boikens was from a report from Swiss
veterinarians.

In January 1989, Swiss officials seized one of Boikens' shipments of
blue-fronted Amazon parrots en route to Taiwan. The transport crate was L
m x .5 m x .4 m and was described as " stuffed" by the Swiss officials. Contrary
to regulations, Boikens had sealed the crate so the contents could not be
observed. Officials found that90% of the animals inside were chicks under
three months who were incapable of feeding themselves. Two were dead
and the rest invery poor condition. Swiss veterinarians were surprised any
of the birds survived the journey. Five days later, only five of those who had
survived the trip were still alive. This was a shipment by an allegedly " good"
exporter!

9E:r1
In1993, a new goverrunent in Guyana imposed a moratorium on

wildlife trade. The trade is not supposed to reopen until long-overdue
population surveys have been carried out and new wildlife legislation is
enacted.

Before this moratorium, Guyanawas the largest exporter of macaws,
the largest and slowest-reproducing parrot species. A number of sources
have stated large quantities of macaws exported from Guyana have been
taken illegally in neighboring countries, like Brazil and Venezuela. Some
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areas of the Orinoco Delta in Venezuela appear to have been severely
depleted of the larger macaws. Venezuelan authorities have seized ship-
ments of parrots in transit from Guyana on grounds that the birds actually
originated in Venezuela. Parrot smugglers from Guyana have even ex-
changed gunfire with Venezuelan authorities.

In October 1 991., an olficial dele gation from EIA and the Royal Society
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) was invited by Guyanese
authorities to "inspect" the bird trade. Of course, rather thanbeing allowed
to drop in on the dealers unannounced, the group was led on a "magical
mystery tour" of prearranged meetings. The sanitized official itinerary
would have meant spending four days flying over the rainforest and seeing
nothing of the real conditions for animals in trade. In the end, some members
of the party managed to slip away from the guided tour and discovered some
useful information. For example, they discovered parrots allegedly being
shipped illegally to Miami. One particular weekly flight was named. It
turned out this flight had never been targeted for detailed customs or
wildlife inspection. When U.S. Customs checked this flight, they found no
birds but did find traces of cocaine, indicating quantities of the drug had
been removed from the plane before inspection. This showed that the route
was certainly feasible.

EIA's Dave Currey got to meet some of the most prominent Guyanese
bird traders, including Lawrence Van Sertima. He is not Guyanese, though
he owns a large property in Guyana. When in Guyana, he carries a pistol at
his side. He warned Currey not to wander too far from the official itinerary
or it could be very dangerous. He said that both Currey and I were listed in
his electronic diary as "very bad people."

Kurt Herzog is Swiss and has lived in Guyana for a number of years.
He is a tall, burly man with dark hair and a moustache. I met him at a CITES
meeting in Switzerland in 1989 when he approached me, unaware of my
interest in the trade. He started complaining about fellow dealer and former
partner, Louis Martins. He told me about Martins poor treatment of birds
and alleged illegal activities. Herzog told Dave Currey his trappers had
discovered three pairs of "small blue macaws" in the interior. He believed
these to be a previously undiscovered wild population of either Spix's
macaw ftnown population in the wild: one) or Lear's macaw (known
population in the wild: 118). He had immediately offered his trappers an
outboard motor for capturing any or all of the birds. Luckily, his trappers
had left the birds alone, thinking they were too small to be valuable. Herzog
intended to capture, for profit, some of the rarest animals in the world,
knowing that at the time, Guyanan law would not prevent him from doing
so. By the same loophole, some traders kept large numbers of internationally
protected Scarlet macaws (Ara macao) in their holding premises ready for
illegal export.
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Ironically, one of the most vocal opponents of the trade in Guyana has
been former exporter and convicted smuggler, Jagdeshwar saddhu Latl. Lall
claims to have seenthe light, althoughitis widely alleged he is still up to his
old tricks. Lall was convicted of smuggling2T rare Black Palm Cockatoos
(Probosciger ateimus) from Papua New Guinea and other parrots from the
British virgin Islands into the u.S. He was also using forged health certifi-
cates. Two high-speed boats used for smuggling the birds were seized as
evidence. Repeatedly in trouble in the U.S. as well as in Guyana, Lall
established a private zoo on the Caribbean island of Grenada. He chose this
island because of its proximity to the Latin American mainland and because
at the time it was not a member of CITES and so had no laws or authorities
controlling the movement of endangered species. Until he was finally closed
down, he used the "zoo" as a holding station for wildlife trading. One
shipment of macaws went to Hungary on a British Airways flight. Many of
the birds later died of psittacosis. Indeed, when Lall's zoo was closed down,
many of the animals were found to be very sick, undernourished and
otherwise afflicted by the unconscionable treatment at the facility.

Lall was allegedly involved in a shipment of birds containing cocaine
that was sent to Beijing, China. Although such cases are oftenkept quiet for
enforcement purposes, drugs have frequently been found in wildlife ship-
ments, particularly in Miami. Dead parrots and live snakes have been found
containing drugs. Cocaine has been found disguised as a preservative
powder used to ship reptile skins, and bags of liquid cocaine have been
found in shipments of tropical fish.

Formerly trading as "]ungle Exp ort," :l-allemerged in 1992 under the
name of "Guyana Wildlife Trust" and later as "Friends of Wildlife." Describ-
ing the trade as " ctuel," "primitive and outdate d" and"immoral," Lall took
the Guyana goveffrnent to court for violating CITES and destroying the
nascent ecotourism industry in Guyana. According to Lall, pressure from
him led the new goverrunent to uncover "serious fraud in the Wildlife
Management Authority Office. Security stamps are missing [used to certify
genuine permits] and there is no regard for the national quota [supposed to
limit exports]." Lall stated: "The legal trade is just a cover-up for heavy
smuggling operations... I suppressed the voice of my very soul to stay in this
evil and cruel business for several years in the past. As an act of penance for
my part in this sinful trade,I pledge to publicly fight this gruesomebusiness
i. my counky for the rest of my life." Although there is evidence to support
many of Lall's allegations, some sources allege he only wants action against
the bird trade as revenge.

The United States

The U.S. has long been one of the most lucrative markets for illicit
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wildlife of all kinds. Wildlife imports are only permitted thlough designated
ports of entry, and the legal bird trade has concentrated itself primarily in
Miami and Los Angeles. Even though the EuroPean market is larger, the U.S.

was the biggest consumer of the rarer and more valuable larger parrots such
as macaws and cockatoos until the passage of the Wild Bird Conservation
Act in 1992.In an undercover operation extending over the past several
years, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) found many of the largest
"legal" dealers were involved in paperwork fraud. FWS also discovered an
organized smuggling operation that imported cockatoo eggs from Australia
and New Zealand.In addition, large numbers of protected species have
routinely been smuggled via the long-underpoliced Mexican border.

Wherever you go in the bird dealing world, "Gators of Miami" is a
well-known name. For 35 years it has been run by A.A. "Bwzz" Pare. Gators
is one of the largest importers of wild birds into the U.S. and consistently has

been at the top of tables of shipments with the highest mortality rates. Gators

has seven quarantine stations in Miami. Pare was one of the key players in
the systematic destruction of Moluccan Cockatoo (Cacatua moluccensis)

populations in the late 1980s, when dealers bought all they could in antici-
pation of the species becoming classified as endangered. Balding and
bespectacled, Pare looks innocent enough, but his quarantine mortality
records speak for themselves. In a newspaPer article,'* he claims, "We're
providing friendship and love to people at a reasonable price." According to
Pare, "fewer than 2.3%... [of the birds] died each year." His official records
for 1989 stated 9o/o were 

"ithet 
dead on arrival oi di"d in quarantine.'u He

goes on to claim: "If imports are cut off, it will be devastating. There are only
a handful of breeders, so you won't be able to buy birds."

OnDecember21.,L994,Parewas indicted by a Miami GrandJury for
violating the Lacey Act. Charges included:

. one count of conspiring to illegally smuggle African Grey
parrots into the U.S. and defraud the U.S. goverrunent by filing false
importation documents on L2 separate shipments of parrots;

' six counts of smuggling approximately 4,702 Alrican Grey
parrots; and

. two counts of making and submitting false records.tu

In a plea agreement reached in April 1997,Pare pleaded guilty and
agreed to pay $300,000 in restitytion, the largest sum ever imposed in a
fJderal wildlife smuggling case." Although Pare still faces up to $500,000 in
fines and L0 years in prison, sentencing guidelines will probably result in a
less severe penalty.

According to the indictment and public documents, Gators of Miami,
lnc. was the nation's largest importer of African grey Parrots from L988
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through L990, having imported approximatery 24% of all such birds. Be-
tween February 1988 and Augus t 1991,,Pare allegedly conspired to smuggle
approximately 1,4 shipments totalling 5,102"Conso" African grey parrots
who had been illegally taken from the wild in Zaire, where commercial trade
in this species has been completely banned. Pare reportedly paid $85 for
each bird and then resold them in the u.s. for between $600 and g1,000
apiece.tt

The African grey parrot is listed on Appendix II of the convention on
International rrade in Endangered species (CITES). The CITES export
documents accompanying the parrots claimed they originated in Guinei or
the C6te d'Ivoire. Neither country has wild populations of these birds.

willie Lawson has five registered quarantine stations under the
name of. "Bird Haven" in Miami. In the August 26,1991, issue of the Sun
newspaper, Lawson is quoted as s aytng, "I'm doing business according to all
the international, federal and state rules." However, although he has yet to
be charged, public documents indicate Lawson was involved in anothei case
in which Richard Furzer,^a major importer, made illegal imports of African
grey parrots from Zaire." Many of Lawson's shipments have been disas-
trous. 1n1990, Lawson had one shipment from Hong Kong in which all ?804
birds died in transit or in quarantine. Two shipments from peru suffered
over 40% mortality.3o Between 1985 and 1989, Laivson stipped,zM,180 birds,
with 15% dyirg in transit or in quarantine.

Mario Tabraue was based in Medley, Florida and imported wildlife
under the name "zoological Imports unlimited." when police raided his
house, they found an extensive collection of exotic wildlife. A1987 indict-
ment alleged thatTabraue headed up a drug smggglingringresponsible for
killing and dismembering a police informant." The ring was said to have
bribed Miami and Key west police and trafficked half a million pounds of
marijuana." It was said to hlve smuggled $95 million of marijuana and
cocaine. Tabraue was convicted in a drug racketeering scandal and forfeited
$75 million in assets, one of the largest criminal forfeitures in the southern
District of Florida.33 As well as running a bird import company and having
a number of exotic birds, he had two leopards and two cheetahs illegally in
his possessiorr.3n He was holding submachine guns both at his home-and at
his pet store.3s Although illegal witaute was foirnd when his premises were
raided, no charges were pressed. In l919,Tabraue's business still imported
2,328 parrots from Honduras in March and June; 24o/o of these were dead on
arrival or died inquarantine.'5These imports weremade afterMr. Tabraue's
conviction in February 1989 and prior to his sentencing.

Every year, tens of thousands of baby parrots, mainly Amazon parrot
species endemic to Mexico, are smuggled across the U.S.-Mexican border to
be sold directly through contacts, newspaper ads or in u.s. pet stores. In
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1989, Gregory B. Jones pled guilty to receiving Protected wildlife and
making false statements to a federal officer when he received 60 baby yellow-
naped Amazon parrots."He was sentenced to two years in prison and fined
$140,000. His son also pled guilty to a misdemeanor charge of transportation
inthe same case. The300 parrots involved, someof themcarryingNewcastle
disease, reportedly died later.3t Th"y had been smuggled into the U.S. from
Mexico concealed in vehicle panels.

However, this was by no means the end of Jones's career in the bird
business. Although he could no longer get a license for a quarantine station,
his wife, Phyllis, could. They continued to import large numbers of wild
birds with an appalling mortality record. Between 1985 and 1989, they
imported 45,234 birds, with21.% of them either dead on arrival or dying in
quarantine. One inJamous shipment was routed from Tanzania through
Amsterdam and London on KLM. Some 2,000 birds were dead on arrival in
London and many others died in quarantine.

South-African-born Richard Furzer has three quarantine stations in
Los Angeles. According to U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) quaran-
tine returns, he imported484,859 birds between L985 and1989, with an 18%

mortality rate during transit and quarantine. He regularly ships up to 30,000

birds in one shipment. In L989, he was the largest bird importer in the U.S.,
bringing in8?.,i1r9birds and losing 19% enroute or in quarantine.3e 1n1993,
Furzer pled guilty to five charges of smuggling more than $1 million worth
of African grey parrots from Zafue via Senegal, C6te d'Ivoire and Guinea.
From intercepted fax and telephone messages, it was clear to U.S. Fish and
Wildlife agents that Furzer was well aware of the illegal nature of the
transactions. He explained to anundercover agent that "they were smuggled
into Senegal and then they get the paperwork from Guinea." In February
1994, Fsrzer was sentenced to 1"8 months in prison and fined $75,000
dollars.no

Alex Perrinelle is a major U.S. bird importer. He operates six quaran-
tine stations, working with fellow dealer David Mohilef. According to
USDA quarantine records, between 1985 and 1989, Perrinelle shipped
372,227 birds, with an overall mortality of 19%.Ivorian bird dealers alleged
that Perrinelle has bought African grey parrots from C6te d'Ivoire dealers
who were smuggling parrots from Ghana. He has also shipped a large
number of grey parrots from Cameroon, where parrot populations are said
to have been decimated by over-trappi.g. I met him at the 1993 CITES
Transport Working Group in Dakar, Senegal, where he and Senegalese

traders ensured that attempts to reduce mortality by limiting shipment size
were blocked. He was very vocal in claiming the airline embargoes had
increased mortality due to longer routes. I stated there was no firm evidence
to show this. In fact, from U.S. data, as the numbers of birds being shipped
had decreased, so had the mortality. There was one notable exception-the
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largest death toll in one shipment I had ever heard of. Perrinelle was the
importer. Someone, probably the Indonesian bird dealers, possibly even the
goverrunent, had persuaded Garuda Indonesia Airlines to lift its voluntary
embargo on wild bird shipments. In March1991, Perrinelle imported 10,756
birds to his Los Angeles quarantine station. USDA quarantine forms showed
that 10,606 birds were dead on arrival, a99% mortality rate. Perrinelle told
me the mortality had been entirely the airline's fault - baggage handlers had
stacked mail bags on top of the birds, blocking ventilation. The birds were
either asphyxiated or roasted in their own heat. Since then, Garuda has
wisely reinstated the embargo on carriage of wild birds.

When confronted with such appalling mortality,bird dealers tend to
claim such "accidents" don't really count and most shipments are okay.
Unfortunately, these accidents happen only too often. Sometimes a van may
have a flat tire and birds are left in the scorching sun. Sometimes a highly
infectious disease is unwittingly introduced to a holding station crammed
with birds held in unsanitary conditions. Sometimes it's delays, sometimes
poor loading, sometimes lack of care en route. The U.S. and U.K. govern-
ments, EIA and other groups have suggested shipment sizes be limited to
reduce risk of such disasters. The trade has blocked all attempts to do this,
since it would affect profitability and volume of trade.

Perrinelle is a director of the Pet Industry Joint Advisory Council
(PIJAC), which collects over $1 million ayear to represent the pet industry
in its various battles, from puppy mills to wild bird imports. Although they
are presumably major contributors, bird dealers reflect badly on the whole
pet industry, which would do better to concentrate on supplying the public
with a far superior "prodttct," namely tame and healthy captive-bred birds.
The real money for the industry is in bird feed, cages and accessories, and
captive-bred birds. The wild bird trade is a money maker for only a few big
importers.

Importer Darrell Alexander spent six months in a Ghana jail after he
was arrested on June 6, 1988 while trying to leave the country with 1,500
African grey parrots. He was jailed for conspiracy to commit a crime,
committingacts detrimental tothewelfare of the sovereignpeople of Ghana,
attempted smuggling, corruption of a public officer and attempting to bribe
a public officer. While in jail, he complained he "lost 70 pounds to an
inadequate diet" and "suffered a great deal of stress"al - conditions pretty
similar to those facing wild birds trapped for the trade!

My colleague Ann Michels and I provided technical assistance in an
inspection of one shipment of birds into the U.S. The immediate concern to
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was that they make a correct identification
of the species and an accurate count of the individual birds. Of concern also
was compliance with humane transport regulations and USDA importation
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and quarantine requirements, esPecially as the birds were being tran-
shipped via New York. A large number of birds had previously been lost in
a shipment from Tanzania.

At around 6:00 a.m. we watched the shipment of 90 crates of birds
arrive at New York's John F. Kennedy Airport on Air Afrique. The shipment
included three consignments claimed to originate in C6te d'Ivoire, Cameroon
and Guinea. The dealer accompanied the shipment. The crated birds were
loaded on three pallets onto an open flat-bed truck. Approximately two-
thirds of the crates contained red-tailed African grey paffots (Psittacus

erithacus erithacus)and maroon-tailed African grey parots (Psittacus eithacus
timneh) - the rest were finches, softbills and zoo specimens, like owls, falcons
and kingfishers. The crates obviously violated transport standards-most
lacked sloping fronts to ensure adequate ventilation, none had suitable
water containers and some birds had drowned in the water pots. The
majority of parrots could not stand upright in their crates.

Because of dim lighting, the huddling behavior of the birds, and the
fact that some of the birds were still juveniles, proper identification was
nearly impossible. It made me realize the difficulty of the job for the few FWS
inspectors who are sparsely distributed and face thousands of wildlife
shipments each year. Identification of the species took over two hours.
Meanwhile, not all the crates were secure, and at least two finches escaped

as the shipment was being transported out of the cargo area, making
something of a mockery of subjecting the rest of the birds to quarantine to
prevent introduction of disease to the U.S.

The birds were then loaded onto a privately chartered DC-3. USDA
inspectors remarked that the shipment should have been accompanied by
USDA personnel to ensure that biosecurity was maintained. Instead, the
dealer accompanied the shipment. The flight arrived in Chicago four hours
later, and the crates were moved by conveyor belt to a truck. The birds
appeared very stressed by the rough unloading and the transfer from the
freezing, unheated interior of the plane to the warm, 8O-degree air tempera-
ture. Debris, including litter, food and droppings from the transport crates

blew out of the crates as the truck moved down the highway, againmaking
a mockery of biosecurity measures. The truck pulled up to the side door of
the quarantine station, and employees unloaded the cargo. The station was
a small warehouse. We attempted to enter the same side door, but were
stopped by USDA personnel - they said we could not bring any cameras into
the station because they were concerned about biosecurity. Eventually they
relented but said we would have to disinfect the cameras before leaving. This
seemed ludicrous given the other laxities.

Two ends of the crates containing finches were removed, and light
bamboo poles were used to push them out, scattering the finches from inside
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the boxes. once the birds were removed from the crates, it was impossible
to accurately count them. The birds were constantly in motion and would
cluster in the corners of the flights. Hours later, a second crate of finches was
unloaded into each flight - many of the birds had no perching space because
the flights were so crowded. By the end of the night, 24 hours after we had
met the birds in New York, many of these small birds had escaped through
holes in the wire mesh of the cages.

Three people began uncrating the African grey parrots, taking the
top board of the crate off and reaching inside to pull the parrots out by iheir
necks. It took hours to complete the unpacking. The crates had to be shaken
to wrest the unwilling, growling parrots from their grip on the wire. often
the parrots would clamp their beaks to the thick gloves of the unpackers,
who would shake the birds off and fling them into the corners of the cages.
Unlike the older birds, the baby parrots had little ability to release their grip
on the transport cages; this, along with poor capture and holding techniquei,
resulted in broken legs and torn ligaments. As these younger parrots were
unpacked and placed on perches, many thumped to the ground as they lost
their grip. one bird was completely unable to stand because of its injured
legs. Later, this same bird, taking its last breaths, choked to death on food that
was carelessly forced down its lungs.

Many of the parrots were too young to fly or feed themselves. The
dealer said that they would learn to eat by example from the others. But by
the end of the right, it was obvious that onty ,orri" purrots had successfully
found the soaked corn and were eating. some of the baby birds huddled
together tightly in the corners of the cages. others seemed to lose any
motivation to survive and just lay where they were. A severely ill bird sat on
a perch with its head under its wing; this was one we knew would soon be
picked uo bv usDA personnel and thrown into a plastic bag with other)r, ,,t2 J

losses.

The dealer discussed the banding of birds in quarantine to prevent
fraud. Though birds are required to be banded by the seventh day of
quarantine, he told us he waited until a few days before their release to band
them. He then removed the bands immediately after release from quaran-
tine. He claimed if birds were banded any sooner, there would be a possibil-
ity of a band catching on the wire flight cages. He also claimed some species,
such as cockatoos, reactviolently to beingbanded, sometimes chewingtheir
own legs off.

The more unusual imported birds, including softbills, waterfowl and
raptors, were then uncrated. The dealer personally dealt with the touracos,
a'bright blue colored pheasant-type bird; he yanked out all of their tail
feathers to prevent the birds breaking any of these blood feathers inside the
cages and becoming infected. These birds reacted violently to being caged,
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slipping off the perches and running directly into the sides of the enclosure.

Eventually, a white sheet was placed over their cages to calm them.

The most striking birds were tiny electric blue Pyg*y kingfishers;
only two of the original six birds survived long enough to be uncrated. After
being placed in the cage, one immediately fell into the food bowl of live
insects-. The bird was removed from the dish and propped up. The bird's
head fell forward until its bill stuck in the wire bottom of the cage; it
obviously wouldn't live long.

Although the dealer was happy that the overall mortality on arrival
was low, a crate stuffed with red finch-like seedcrackerc (Pirenestes ostrinus)

suffered very high mortality. As a FWS agent unloaded handfuls of birds
from the crate, I could see that close to half of them were dead. The remainder
continued to suffer significant mortalities throughout the night. I have two
overriding memories of that horrendous night. First was the unbelievable
dust and noise. I was lucky enough to wear a mask the entire night, as the air
was thick with fine dust from feathers and debris from the crates. Two
people that did not wear masks later contracted psittacosis and were
ieriously ill until treated with antibiotics. The constant noise of more than
10,000 terrified birds left my ears ringing throughout the next day.

"Operation Renegade"

The special operations unit of the U.s. Interior Department's Fish

and Wildlife Service (FWS) conducted a three- year "sting" resulting in
indictments of six men and a woman who allegedly smuggled hundreds of
cockatoo eggs worth over $1 million from Australia into the United States.

Rose-breasted cockatoos, red-tailed black cockatoos, Major Mitchell cocka-

toos, and slender-billed cockatoos hatched from the eggs were sold to
collectors. Australia strictly prohibits commercial exportation of all native
birds and their eggs.

"Operation Renegade" is a continuing investigation into the interna-
tional nature of the illicit trade in exotic birds. It has resulted in criminal
convictions, including that of Richard Futzer, whose guilty plea was men-

tioned earlier.

Another of the biggest smugglers of African grey parrots, Elias K.

Mantas, a/k/a Louie Mantas, was charged with conspiring to transport
seven shipments in violation of the Lacey Act. Mantas allegedly smuggled
the African Greys frornZaire, a country that strictly bans their export. He
conspired with two different African suPPliers, and FWS Special Operations
obtained copies of the telex traffic, revelations from which are reprinted
below.

In November 1988, Mantas telexed: 'THE BIRDS ARRIVED LAST
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NITE ON LH [Lufthansa]. THEY WERE STUCK IN FRANKFURT. THE
BIRDS CAME IN REAL GOOD. (4 DEAD) OUR FAUNA PEOPLE ARE
QUESTIONING THE PAPERS FROM U. AT THIS POINT I,TE DON'T
KNOW IF THEY WILL ACCEPT THEM. PLS HV SUSAN FROM ABIDIAN
CALL ME SO I CAN EXPLAIN IT TO HER."

In May L989, Mantas's African supplier telexed: 'I'VE JUST AR-
RIVED FROM ZAIRE AND BURUNDI TO SEE MY TEAM OVER THERE
AND SOLVE ALL PROBLEMS. NOW EVERYTHING IS OK.... I'LL BE
ABLE TO SEND BIRDS NOW I THINK THE NEXT SHIPMENT OF 1,,OOO

ZAIRE GREY WILL ABOUT ONE MONTH."
African grey parrots are listed by the Convention on International

Trade in Endangered species, and dealers need papers to make their birds
seem to be legal. In August, Mantas telexed: 'WHEN U SEND THE ZAIRE
GREY, PLS SEND ALL ORIGINAL CITES FROM IVORY COAST WITH
THE SHIPMENT. ALONG WITI{ T}IE RE EXPORT CITES FROM GUINEA. "
Later that month, Mantas telexed: "LET'S ONLY SEND 220 ZAIRE GREY
TO SEE HOW THEY ACCEPT THE CITES HERE."

In a September telex, Mantas told a supplier: 'OUR WILDLIFE
AUTHORITIES SAW THE LETTER AND THEY THINK SOMETHING IS
GOING ON THAT IS NOT CORRECT... AND THEY ARE CONCERNED
THAT THE BIRDS HAVE COME FROM ZAIRE AND PAPERS FROM I.
COAST AND SHIPPED FROM GUINEA. THE REASON FOR THEIR CON-
CERN IS THAT RECENTLY IN MIAMI OVER 11OO AFRICAN GREY
PARROTS \ATERE CONFISCATED BECAUSE OF THE SAME PROBLEM
(AS YOU REMEMBER I WAS TELLING YOU ABOUT IT 2 MONTHS AGO).
I DON'T UNDERSTAND WHY YOUR BROTHER SENT THAT LETTER
WITH THE SHIPMENT AND MADE REFERENCE TO'ZAIRE PARROTS.'
NOW IT SEEMS WE MAY HAVE PROBLEMS.'

Mantas's next telex in October stated: "FOR THE NEXT SHIPMENT
WE WOULD NEED 600-700 ZAIRE GREY....IF YOU SHIP FROM GUINEA
MAKE SURE YOU SEND A ORIGINAL CITES FORM I. COAST AS LAST
TIME. BUT PLEASE NO LETTERS THIS TIME.-43

Each count of violations of Title 18, United States Code, is docu-
mented for consideration by the judge.

Another major achievement of "Operation Renegade" was the 15-
count indictment of Tony silva, Gila Daoud (silva's mother), and two other
cohorts on charges of conspiracy to violate the provisions of the Convention
on International rrade in Endangered species, the Endangered species Acf
the Lacey Act and several foreign wildtife protective laws. The indictment
covered a six-and-a-half year period and the smuggling of many highly
endangered psittacine (parrot) species, as well as one count of smuggling
elephant ivory. According to FWS, many of the birds - which haa aflegealy
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been stuffed into plastic pipes to evade detection-died of suffocation.

In one case, the defendants smuggled L85 hyacinth macaws, valued
at over $L.3 million. Wild hyacinth macaws are only found in Bolivia, Btazil,
and Paraguay, arrdno more than 5,000 of the birds are thought to remain in
the wild. Capture for the pet trade is a major factor in the collapse of wild
populations. It is estimated that9}% of smuggled parrots die between their
point of capture and final destination.

Silva, a purported parrot conservationist, has written several books
and hundreds of articles on breeding rare parrots. For three years, Silva was
Curator of Birds at Loro Parque (Parrot Park) in the Spanish Canary Islands.
Meanwhile, his mother allegedly managed the family smuggling operation.

Silva pleaded guilty to the charges in February 7995-}{e was fined
$100,000 and sentenced to 82 months in prison without the possibility of
parole. The judge also ordered him to perform 200 hours of community
iervice during a 3-year supervised release Proglam subsequent to his prison
term. Gila Daoud was sentenced to 27 months in prison to be followed by a

one-year supervised release and 200 hours of community service.

To date, "Operation Renegade" has led to the convictions of 30

individuals on charges of parrot smuggling.a

Europe

A lot less information is available on the activities of European bird
traders than their U.S. counterparts. This is for a number of reasons. There
is no Freedom of Information Act in the European Community. Many
countries do not even collect rudimentary data on non-CITES species

imported or mortality levels in trade. There is no legislation like the U.S.

Lacey Act whereby U.S. nationals can be prosecuted for violating the
wildlife laws of other countries. Few European countries have put serious
efforts into investigating the illegal activities of bird traders. Sting opera-
tions, by f.ar the most effective way of infiltrating smuggling rings, are not
used. Most countries do not have special, dedicated enforcement agencies

like the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Division of Law Enforcement.

A notable exception is the Netherlands. There, the General Inspec-
tion Service of the Ministry of Agriculture has conducted a number of
detailed investigations into the illegal wild bird trade and has pioneered new
techniques, such as the use of DNA fingerprinting, to exPose false captive
breeding claims. I dubbed one such investigation "The Maltese Parrot." The
routes and ruses used in this operationresembled the twists and tums inthe
plot of the famous film concerning another Maltese bird. Two Dutch traders,

Jan Van der Gulik and Peter Koy, had been bringing a number of endangered
bird species into the Netherlands, declaring them as "captive-bred" in
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Malta. In fact, the Maltese breeding station was no more than a holding
facility. Malta was not a member of CITES at that time, and the birds,
originating in Paraguay and Papua New Guinea, among other places, were
sent to Singapore, then Malta, then into the Netherlands.

Conclusion

-

In this chapter I have discussed just a few of the abuses carried out by
some of the biggest international bird dealers. These are a few of ttre
individuals who have shaped the nature of the contemporary wild bird
trade. Many, Tany more abuses have undoubtedly gone unreported. Many
exporters and importers have not been mentioned due to lack of informa-
tion, the Europeans and Asians in particular. From my experience, the bird
dealers at both ends of the trade are adept at avoiding controls of all sorts.
There are strong financial incentives for them to do this, and regulation
attempts are always underfunded.

Recently, there have been attempts to reform rather than end the
commercial wild bird trade, to make it more "sustainable." The ostensible
justification for this is that the trade may be able to generate conservation
benefits 

.by 
giving incentives to conserve species and habitats. I am very

skeptical that a wild bird trade could achieve these goals or even b-e
effectively regulated and still be commercially profitable. Even if this were
possible, the conservation benefits would also have to outweigh the costs of
inhumane treatment, which I believe inevitable in the trade, whether it is
cruel_trapping methods or the longer-term cruelty of keeping a wild bird
caged.

In this sustainable dream, there is no room for the big dealers of the
world to take their cut. Their entrepreneurial role introduceJthe short-term
profit motive that leads to overexploitation, overcrowding and other cost-
cutting at the expense of the animals. Unfortunately, much of the effort to
reform the trade has involved negotiating with traders and accommodating
them rather than starting from a conservation perspective. I believe such an
approach is doomed to failure and will only perpetuate the problems and
cruelty, while generating no conservation benefits.

Europe, the United States, Australia, most of Africa and South and
Central America, and most Asian countries have all banned export of their
own wild birds for the pet trade. only a dozen or so countrieJ still have a
commercial trade. Hypocritically, the wealthy countries still continue to
import from some of the countries least able to regulate a wild bird trade. The
trade is highly profitable for a few individuals precisely because they cut
corners at every stage. For every rule there is an abuse, and such abuse is
widely practiced.
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Those who still advocate maintaining the wild bird trade at a "sus-
tainable" level should look more closely at the track record. The reality is that
traders are expert at avoiding any regulations, and there will never exist
proper resources to police such a far-flung business. We need to eliminate
demand for wild-caught birds as pets through education and enforceable
Iegislation and look to captive breeding to supply any birds for the pet trade.
The mass trade in wild-caught birds for the pet trade will always result in
unacceptable cruelty and has a built-in tendency to drive species towards
extinction.

On my last overseas trip to research the bird trade inGhanain1994,
I received two new perspectives on the trade. While attempting to film wild
African grey parrots (Psittacus erithacus) in a beautifulraffia palm swamp in
C6te d'Ivoire, a young man out hunting bush meat approached me. I
remarked there were markedly less parrots than I had seen in the swamp two
years before. He told me there were once clouds and clouds of parrots there
and that while some of the local villagers had wanted to set up a park in the
swamp to protect the parrots and receive tourists, some of the local boys had
trapped the birds heavily. When I asked the reason for the parrots' decline,
he dourly replied, "The whites like parrots."

Later in the trip, I was privileged to meet the President of Ghana,
Flight Lieutenant Gerry Rawlings. President Rawlings is a keen advocate of
environmental protection in Ghana, despite the financial pressures faced by
the country. He shared my misgivings towards the parrot trade. In addition
to his concern for Ghana's wild birds, he was concerned with how the trade
affected human beings. He appealed to people in the West who buy parrots
not to put trappers through the degradation of having to trap and abuse

animals because of their poverty.
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Chapter L4

The Shelf Life of Reptiles

by Clifford Warwick

Introduction

Picture a sea turtle swimming through the tropical waters of
Indonesia. Next, it is harpooned through its shell, then hauled on board
a boat, turned onto its back and left to the full heat of the day. Struggling
in fear at its vulnerability and in pain from its injuries, the creature
becomes one of up to two hundred that may be collected and stored thus
for two weeks as the trawler gathers its harvest. Dehydration, hyper-
thermia and capture-related damage will result in some deaths, but,
perhaps regrettably, many will survive to endure the next stage in their
story.

Arriving at the water's edge, pierced through their flippers and
bound withleather straps, the turtles -manyweighing200-300 pounds -
are thrown two to three meters from the boat to the beach below. The
giant reptiles are suspended on poles placed under their tethered limbs
and carried to the coastal markets. This arribada seems as close as
possible to testudinian hell. Upside-down they stay until buyers turn up
for their flesh, but not all at once! Meat is carved off the bone-and the
live animal-to the amount required. To kill the turtles would risk
having their carcasses deteriorate in the warm climate. Reptilian me-
tabolism being what it is, the effects of blood loss and general trauma are
slower, but no less stressful, and the animal "goes on living." Purchasers
wanting eggs or meat from inside the turtle wait as the plastron (its
underside) is cut away. The panicking reptile struggles yet more. Of
course, all is hopeless. When the plastron is removed, the internal
organs, including the beating heart and the turtle's own investment in
the future - its clutch of eggs - are exposed. Eggs are pulled out and yet
more muscle is sliced away, but things will not end here. There is still
more animal to sell, and the living turtle will offer testimony to the
freshness of its meat. Often, what remains is a gasping head attached to
a completely scooped-out shell. Death will probably come within the
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hour.

So ends their encounter with man.

Now, if you have not already done so, you might ask yourself
what all this has to do with international trade in reptiles as pets? It all
has to do with perceptions of suffering and injustice. As hard to believe
as it may be, the turtle story is a true one, and its misery is realized
thousands of times every year. In fact, this account understates the
extent of the suffering sustained by these animals. It would, of course,
be impossible to understand just what torment really occurs. Anyway,
unless you happen to be a turtle slaughterer yourself (in which case you
might just shrug your shoulders), or happen to be a government bureau-
crat (in which case you defend the practice immediately while stating
your neutrality), you will understandably frown somewhat, wince and
shake your head in dismay. If you actually witnessed the brutalities
themselves, you may feel stricken with grief or anger or both. But be
dispassionate? Almost certainly not.

The chances of causing a similar emotional response in a
reader by reciting the life of a caged reptile, especially if that animal
is a lizard or a snake, are typically rather slim. Apart from the sheer
blood and guts aspect with the sea turtle scenario, the routine brutal-
ity involved seems worse than anything normally thought associated
with the pet animal trade. But this perception is quite wrong.
Unfortunately, save for the occasional media expose depicting con-
signments of dead animals, the relatively benign appearance of the
exotic animal market is one of the greatest obstacles faced by those
trying to gain support for reptile protection. No doubt the pet
keepers would be as disturbed as others when hearing of the fate of
many marine chelonians. It may, though, be hard to convince the
same people that they are guilty of imposing comparable inhumani-
ties their own charges. Possibly unthinkable even! A reasonable
appreciation of reptilian biology and behavior, and of their special
sensitivity to abuse, might allow otherwise cold observers to develop
a chill in the spine should they witness and understand the suffering
inherent in the pet trade.

It would be rather simple to collate a tomb of statistics on
reptile trade. It would also be rather redundant. Such data can all too
easily detract from the most important focus - the individual. There-
fore, "numbers" will receive little attention here. The aims of this
chapter are to attempt to provide some insights into the market
system in which reptiles are forced and the way in which species and
ecology conservation are always compromised by trade. Also, an
attempt is made to refute the erroneous claims perpetuated by the
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live animal industry. Most importantly, this chapter will show why
the inhumanities reptiles endure in the pet industry warrant no less
sympathy than the tortured turtles of Indonesia.

National and international "controls": legitimizing fraud

If international legislation such as the Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) were actually enforced properly, a

great deal more protectionwould be #forded wildlife. As it stands, CITES
is arguably as much a millstone around the necks of wildlife protectionists
as it is a tool for wildlife protection.

Basically, under the current system, responsibility for protection is
up to wildlife organizations or concerned individuals which happen to
receive or stray onto a lead implying trade-related take of wildlife. Next,
research for confirmation must be started, locations established, field inves-
tigations made and reports written, produced and disseminated. Months or
years usually elapse between the time an issue is discovered and the time
you have the data to show there is a problem. Frequently, this is just the
beginning. Ahead lie the daunting tasks of making representations to
governments and their formal advisors. Often a proposal to protect wildlife
is received with a response such as, "Oh, not another one." Commonly,
evaluation of data is conducted by a panel of " experts" with little or no direct
experience in the subjects at stake.

After "careful consideration" of the proponent's hard-won material,
the "scientific" authority of the respective nation brushes aside the findings
and frequently requests more data. Then follows a few more months of
study and another report. A second proposal is made two years later at the
next conference of the parties; this proposal may well receive the same
treatment as the first. It seems most likely to happen where the trade is at its
biggest and where money is at stake! For poorly qualified government
officials, handing out wildlife trade licenses is much easier than reading
scientific reports. Thus, the whole system is weighted against the proposer
of protection and in favor of the trader. It might not be so bad if the other
legislative systems were more effective.

Even if a nation accepts the proposal, it may not be voted on for
inclusion in the appendices. Also, getting a species listed willin no way
ensure that it will receive tough protection. In many instances, it is a

protection on paper only. If placed on the premiere list, general trade is
prohibited, but it goes on anyway.

There is no government mechanism for routine monitoring of trade,
so it will again be up to the concerned group or individual to chase up the
whole matter when the violations start. With less than 5% of consignments
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being inspected through customs of the more ambitious nations, it is a near
certainty that dealers can say what they want on declaration forms with little
risk of the shipment even being inspected, let alone questioned. The
diversity of species in trade makes proper identification of legal and illegal
species difficult even for experienced individuals-border inspectors can
hardly be expected to carry out a thorough check. In most cases of proven
violations, local or central governments fail to take legal action, so the
species' inclusion in the legislation is far from satisfactory. Enforcement is
more a case of chance than anything else. Species put on secondary lists of
"regulated" trade fare no better, since, in reality, "regulated" tradeamounts
to free trade.

All this time, however, wildlife traders are in full swing, swallowing
up as much of nature as possible, knowing the government mechanisms for
wildlife conservation will be giving the real animal protectionists a hard
time. Often, by the time the conservationist's report is produced, the
situation has changed and the work is out-of-date, or the traders have
already decimated the species and ecologyand havemoved onto something
else-starting the whole dubious system once more.

At every stage, wildlife protection is dependent on conservation and
animal welfare groups and individuals. These sources are, of course,
primarily dependent on public donations for their work. Money and time
are often in short supply, but these groups must somehow stretch them-
selves still more to accomplish their goals. So, charities and well-meaning
individuals carry both the responsibility and costs for trade regulation that
should be borne by commerce and government, while animal dealers get a
completely free ride. Indeed, some years ago I interviewed a notorious
animal trader who told me that the best protection he had to guarantee his
continued dealing in illegal and endangered species was the U.K.'s Depart-
ment of the Environment. At the time, the statement seemed curious. It now
seems correct.

An illustrative example is offered by the case of the red-eared turtle,
or slider. Of course, as almost any American knows, the red-eared trade was
banned in the U.s. in 1975 following the discovery of turtle-related salmonel-
losis inhumans, estimated to affect270,000-plus people peryear. Although
import of turtles into the States was banned, export wasn't, even though
there is no scientific evidence to show that non-Americans are immune to the
consequences of Salmonella bacteria!

At this point a minor digression is warranted, because the human
health risks from the exotic pet trade are worth considering. Actually,
"foreigners" do suffer from the same "pet" associated diseases that Ameri-
cans suffer from. Several countries have instituted turtle import bans of their
own to safeguard human health.
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In the UK a rather peculiar situation emerged on the "Salmonella-in-
turtles" front. There are scientific reports of people developing turtle-
related salmonellosis, and one might think this would be enough for action
from a nation with such pride in its health service, but realists know better.
These realists, incidentally, include the government's own scientific advi-
sors at the Public Health Laboratory Service, who stated they were worried
about the threats to humans from turtles and wanted the trade banned.
Needless to say, the Department of Health (DoH) ignored, and continues to
ignore, the warnings. Perhaps the formal scientific recommendations were
too unequivocal for the British government's liking. It is difficult to know
precisely because, when pressed strongly, the DoH decided to call a halt to
correspondence by simply not answering it.

This subtle tactic was perhaps learned from the UK's Department of
the Environment, especially notorious for its incompetence in protecting any
form of life other than its work force-assuming they are alive! Finally,
recent evidence has shown that threats to human health are greater from
lizards and snakes than from furtles. This issue may yet prove to cause a few
political upsets,let alone many seriously upset digestive systems.

Digression over! Red-eared sliders have been a heavily traded
species of reptile in the pet market for decades-even since the U.S. ban.
Around 6-7 million are exported from the States annually to over 30

countries. The animals sold are actually babies, produced on ranches in the
southern U.S. from captive adults. For years, the system was presumed to
be closed-cycle, and thus self-sustaining.

In the early L980s, however, it was discovered that the adult breeder
stock was actually being supplemented continually from wild populations.
At this time, the collection of wild turtles was estimated at around 100,000

animals per year. Disfurbing news for various reasons, but particularly so
from a conservation standpoint, because the fact that the trade targets
adults-here, mainly females-means that humans are preying on the
species' most ecologically important group of individuals. Reports from
biologists, traders and hunters were clear: the species was now scarce in
many areas, very sczlrce in others, and'some populations were no longer
viable.

With concern about the slider's status gaining momentum, the
International Wildlife Coalition prepared a proposal, including numerous
opinions from experts, and submitted it to the Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS), the U.S.'s scienti.fic authority for CITES, in 1986. The case was
actually a strong one, but the proposal was rejected for lack of evidence,
despite the same evidence having been sufficiently credible for publication
in a scientific joumal. Two more years of unabated trade ensued while other
Ieads indicating existence of a large additional trade in the turtles as food for
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humans were followed. An Asian-American population on the u.s. west
coast and an export market to the Far East had been identified by, of all
people, u.s. Customs officials who were regularly seeing the shipments-
bound for the Orient to be boiled alive.

Another investigation was conducted by southeastern Louisiana
university, which studied several known exploited and non-exploited
populations and interviewed turtle ranchers about their production prac-
tices. The report confirmed earlier accounts of altered populationJ and
concluded that33% of ranch breeder stock was replaced annually with wild
individuals to compensate for losses. Poor housing, bacterial infections and
disease were suggested as major causes of mortalities, giving rise to the
collection of free-roaming animals. The 33% figurewas particularly worry-
ing because the previous estimate of 100,000 turtles coming from the wiid
each year was based on a10% supplementation from nature.

This implied that potentially 300,000 prime breeder turtles were
leaving nature for the dirty, crowded ponds of tlie farms. An obligatory "call
for comments" was announced by the U.s. Department of the Interiorin the
Federal Register, whereby all interested parties can record their views on the
worthiness of proposals. Two hundred and thirty-seven comments were
received. of these, 235, originating mainly from herpetologists, biologists
and conservationists, were in support of the red-ear receiving CITES stitus.
Many of the respondents presented yet more convincing accounts and data
showing the seriousness of the threat to the turtles. Just two individuals
wanted the proposal turned down, neither of whom offered any data to
support their positions. surely, all this new and respectable evidence,
substantial anecdotal material and general support would do the trick for the
second presentation in 1988.

This time the proposal was twofold: one in the U.K. and the other in
the u.s. Pessimism about having any luck with the u.K. authorities was on
target as always. An officer at the (then) Nature Conservancy Council in
Britain once told me that he had just a week to read 80 CITES proposals so
probably could not give the red-ear turtle issue much time. Not surprisingly,
the U.K. did not accept the red-ear case. Nice to know it received a iair
hearing! Things now rested with the American attempt.

After initial (perhaps artificial) enthusiasm from the Fish and wild-
life service, the proposal was rejected, and so never reached the conference
to receive a vote. why? It emerged that the FWS made a series of late
communications to individuals and organizations to seek "confirmation" of
the proposal's standing. This it received from its contacts, except for the
World-Wide Fund for Nature's "Traffic" office, which, after consultation
with colleagues in one Asian location, was unable to confirm the food trade
to that area. After much effort, the FWS had found one source that happened
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to possess no data to support the proposal, an insignificant item in anyone's
book, but quite sufficient for the Service to excuse its way out of adopting the
proposal. All along, FWS had given the impression that it would most likely
accept the proposal, which led to a false sense of security within the
conservation community. What's more, the International Wildlife Coalition
learned the proposal had been turned down only two days before the closure
date for submissions, far too late to contest FWS' position. One could smell
the fish in Fish and Wildlife.

The red-eared turtle example is by no means an anomaly. It is really
rather typical. The whole problem lies in the fact that, no matter what the
rhetoric, so-called conservation legislation has endemic to its operation the
presumption of trade, and any benefits of doubt are given to marketeers, not
wildlife. This is echoed in the jumped-up nonsense that is otherwise known
as "sustainable utilization" (S.U.). Clearly, the term here offers an impres-
sion that wildlife trade is never-ending and therefore presents no threat to
the structure and stability of the target species in its ecological system.
However, generally heard references to S.U. roughly regard it to mean the
take of a species in a manner compatible with its survival. Here " stJrvival"
implies a greatly reduced, and effectively severely harmed, population. In
practice, so long as a government bureaucrat is willing to believe that
enough individuals of a species are "out there somewhere" to reproduce,
things aren't all that bad! Wrong.

For a start, any human predation (wildlife collection in this case) from
outside a long-established ecological rhythm involving indigenous " rnan" is

already an extra stress on population status. Biological populations are

known for their delicate sensitivities and for their fluctuations in densities
and structure, as well as for the nafural controls that enable a population to
remain stable.

An outline of the diverse and interrelated factors that regulate
ecology wouldbe optimistic for this chapter, but acouple of examples might
at least convey the necessary message. Few people realize just how dramati-
cally even a minor disturbance can affect wildlife. For example, during a

study of lizard behavior in Costa Rica, it was noted that eye contact alone
between the iguanas and observers was sufficiently alarming to dissuade the
reptiles from returning to their normally prized arboreal perches for the
remaining several days of the research. Because these lizards develop social
structures and such a congregation site may be important to breeding
arrangements, itis conceivable thata seemingly minute eventcould alterthe
former organization in the population. If such a site was a favorite, perhaps
this is partly because it allows better avoidance of predators? In which case,

have members of the population been pressured into facing greater threats
of being killed? Certainly, these concerns lean toward fearing the worst, but
they are not unrealistic.
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It is becoming increasingly clear that the stability and genetic integ-
rity of a population canbe dependenton only one or two individuals among
several hundred. Consequently, it is simply not possible to even enter a
species' natural habitat, let alone remove a single individual, and have
reason to believe that no harm is being done.

Disturbingly, when asked to produce any scientific data whatsoever
to demonstrate that sustainable utilization, even as they see it, can work and
is reliable in the exotic pet trade, goverrunents consistently fail to do so. In
fact, both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.K.'s Department of the
Environment have been unable to cite a single successful exlmple. Worse,
this thoroughly shameful situation contrasts dramatically with the fact that
thousands of examples exist of S.U. not only failing to materialize, but
resulting in definite species and ecological damage. The sustainable utiliza-
tion principle just doesn't work. It is a cover for resource exhaustion in a
commercial world, and rather than save wildlife, S.U. merely saves it for
dealers.

C"ptt"" Ur""ahgt

Contrary to the claims and expectations of a naive few that "home-
grown" stocks would decrease pressures on natural populations, the trade
in wild-caught animals has actually increased since captive breeding has
become more successful. This is no surprise to those who are familiar with
the effects of trade on wildlife, but is, no doubt, an unpleasant discovery to
those who genuinely believed they could reduce harm.

Captive breeding reptiles to improve supply sustainability or help
conserve free-roaming populations has a variety of detrimental effects.
Producing animals in large numbers from a repeatable source should mean
that capture, handling, transport and like stresses from nature to captivity
are avoided, and direct pressure on natural populations is reduced. Despite
the superficial appeal of captive breeding, it falls flat on its face at every turn.
For a start, the "We do it for conservation" claim is a little overplayed,
because many dealers simply prefer the convenience and, at least initially,
perceive better health of commercially reared animals. Popularization of the
industry does more than extend the market in captive-bred animals. In-
creased trade activity refines routes for traffic generally in wild-caught
animals, as well as in illegal and endangered species. Wildlife trade is merely
masked by captive breeding, not replaced by it.

Often dealers state that animals are captive-bred either to hide the
fact that it is a species for which being wild-caught would constitute an
offense, or because a local authority refuses to permit any wild-caught
animals in its jurisdiction. In many cases, the legal obligation is on the
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claimants to prove the origin of their stock. Such testimony canbe checked
in several ways, including requesting detailed documentary evidence of a
generic tree or a genetic fingerprint examination. However, claims that
animals are captive-bred are rarely challenged and almost never tested-
and traders know it. So, what carries a captive-bred label may easily be wild-
caught.

Apart from making "off-the-shelf" animals even more readily avail-
able and less respected, captive breeding is bad for a variety of additional
reasons. Mass-production methods involve highly restrictive facilities.
Production practices also result in many developmental anomalies. Experi-
mental incubation techniques frequently lead to the birth of animals who are
afflicted with grotesque physical malformations. Often it is incidental - still
nasty if you happen to be the animal-but frequently it is a deliberate
creation of curiosities, and hybrids occur, commonly with pathetic results.
Individuals are not the only ones at risk either.

The diversityof crossbreeds, popular genetic linesand many of those
other results of "artificial selection" means that an enormous number of
"unnatural" reptiles are "out there." Both through intentional sales and
exchanges between private enthusiasts and formal zoological collections,
these animals have worked their way into probably many, if not all, estab-
lishments that are contemplating releasing animals back to nature. The
scientific and ethical credibility of speciesreintroductionPrograms has tobe
seriously questioned during the best of times, but more so when it is not at
all clear exactly what one could be releasing. Pet keepers who become bored
with their charges or just can't manage them anymore commonly dorlt even
think about such things.

And the "control" answer?

Predictably, what goverrunents are always looking for are comPro-
mises. This is the image that wildlife trade "agreements" (don't forget, the
utilized "resource" has no direct voice) want to foster. CITES and other
legislation can tap popular acceptance by appearing to be reasonable com-
promises between conunerce and nafure. Compromises generally suggest
that all parties will benefit fairly. Not in the wildlife market, though. Here,
"compromises" among governments, protectionists (quite a few acfually
trying to protect wildlife properly) and wildlife traders amount to no more
than the exploiters being offered less than they planned to take anyway. And
that's being generous, so to speak! Dictionaries the world over should clarify
the definition of "compromise" and state, "except where commercial exploi-
tation of nature occurs." Compromises comPromise wildlife.

Well, there is always the decent and correct thing. Banning all animal
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conunerce for the speculative markets would be a good start. Short of this,
what mechanism should appeal to governments, permit trade and offer
seemingly infinitely improved assurances for wildlife protection-wild-
caught or captive-bred? Simple, it is called the "reverse-" or "green-list"
principle. Under this system, absolutely no trade of any kind is permitted
until it has been proven safe.

First, this would mean that any commercial interest with a target
resource in mind would be required to apply to a central body for permission
to research trade viability-before there's even a hint of trade. No more
chasing around rumors and contacts to track but a fraction of trade.

Second, automatically a record is obtained on who is even contem-
plating doing what, and where. No more guesswork on who the "movers"
are behind a particular sector of the market.

Third, if research is allowed, dealers must fund, from their own
pockets, truly independent research into the status and potential exploitability
of a species or population. The investigators would be composed of proper
specialists, whose work, whatever their findings, then adds to our overall
knowledge of ecology-and often needs financial support anyway! No
more struggling to compile reports with little time and little money.

Fourth, a report stating that trade would be harmful would be the end
of the matter. Trade prospectors will have lost their investment. No different
from drilling for oil, or cirrying out product research in the high street. No
more trade!

Fifth, where trade is approved, itcan be predetermined and continu-
ously monitored by the inspectors. Should any doubts occur later, the
investigators can call a halt. No more cursing the lack of any scrutiny and
immediate "on the ground" action.

Sixth, if there are serious disputes - not that animal dealers are in any
way qualified to counter scientists-appeals can be made. Of course, the
inspectors' costs during such a contest (or if on any occasion government
fails to take the experts' reconunendations and the inspectors' wish to
appeal) should originate from administration resources. This way, the
"good gays" are not without the resources to act, and the bad guys are
dissuaded from making routine, deliberately troublesome appeals-it will
cost them either way. No more being given the run-around by government
departments.

Seventh, moneyfromtrade subscribers also could be used to provide
strict oversight of the "captive breeding" side of the business. All those
planning to trade would have to demonstrate conclusively that their stocks
are entirely captive-derived. No more slipping through the nets to freedom
for traders here.
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All this refinement in monitoring brings with it the mechanism for
actually doing something about animal welfare. At all Points and through
all procedures, animal health and weUare can be watched closely by sPecial-

ists who know what they are looking for. Welfare officers, like the inspecting
ecologists, can authorize immediate cessation of activities when concerrl
arises for both wild-caught and captive-bred animals.

As indicated earlier, the entire system would be paid for through
Iump-sum fees for initial viability studies, general levies on trade, and

importer/exporter and pet shop licenses. Because about half of all wildlife
trade may be illegal, the industry can hardly claim to be composed of
"honest, tax-paying citizens entitled to all this for ftee." No more charities
and decent folk picking up the burdens and bills for environmentally
destructive, inhumane, unethical and illegal businesses.

All these gains for simply saying, "Sotry, no trade until you show us

it's safe, and pay for the work " is hardly radical. None of this affects genuine
scientific (non-trade-related) wildlife research. If at any point a violation
occurs, a criminal investigation should be mandatory, and penalties that are

comparable to those involving serious drug-running should be imposed.

A few more misconceptions

Popular misconceptions about reptiles are historical problems that
seem to be slowly diminishing. However, through poor education or
downright charlatanism, animal dealers perpetuate misinterpretations,
mistakes and outright lies about their industry. Unfortunately, "A lie is half-
way round the world before the truth has got its boots on"! Misunderstand-
ings result in people comforting themselves with convenient excuses when
their consciences challenge them over their participation in the live-animal
market. Among the nonsense brought uP by the pet trade with tedious
inevitability are the following:

"Being caught from the wild is no different than being caught by a
predator."

There is a big difference between a reptile being captured by a human
and being taken by a natural predator. While humans can be considered
predators to a point, in fact, at the point of seizure, a Prey rePtile will be killed
quickly. The period from threat perception to death will be quite quick. A
trade-caught reptile will commonly be handled (often abusively), deposited
into a sack, box or other container, carted around for some time (even days),
stored in sheds under metal sheeting, face more handling and be transported
to and stored in different facilities-without food, water or shelter from
climatic extremes. This assumes the reptile has not languished for some time
already in a net or trap. That is just a sample.
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It is becoming increasingly clear from scientific analyses (and some
cofiunon sense) that even a single, gentle handling experience with a familiar
keeper can cause a serious stress response in reptiles. Now, try to compare
a nafural predator-prey capfure sequence with an animal collector's, which
must effectively seem like a lifetime in fear of safety to the caught animal.
Very often a lifetime is what it proves to be, because many deteriorate and
die "on-site."

"lt's a cruel world; alrte in captivity is better than one of predation
and deprivation in the wild."

The apparently gruesome, "cruel" attacks of predators on their prey
are not what they seem. For some years, data have been emerging that
outline biological systems in nature that actually block the prey's psycho-
logical stress and physical pain as the attack occurs. In captivity, this
mechanism is frequently compromised or rendered ineffective. The "con-
cerrf' for those reptiles being caught by predators is a little rich to swallow
when the same dealers advise placing a live rat or rabbit in with the python!

AIso, captivity stress is very different from stress in nature. Even if
one considers the scenario of a reptile facing a period of drought and
starvation in the wild, the animal is in an environment with which it has
evolved and is biologically equipped to cope. Being on home ground, the
animal has around it a diversity of normal mind- and behavior-occupying
stimuli that undoubtedly add an extremely important dimension to life
quality. In captivity, animals typically are bombarded with stressors,
including imposed drought and starvation through inadequate husbandry,
but have few or none of the essential psychological and behavioral "distrac-
tions" and safeguards integral to the natural world. Given the choice, would
a human die at home of nafural causes, or in a death camp of unnatural ones.
Anyway, you had the choice!

"Few reptiles die in shipping."

Perhaps surprisingly, this is not exactly inaccurate inasmuch as some
observers have concluded that the great majority of reptiles tend to arrive
alive after 24- to 48-hour shipping routes. Birds and mammals may com-
monly end up with 30-100% shipping mortalities for the same joumeys.

That said,50-100% mortalities from dehydratioru malnutrition, and
severe parasite infestations, as well as crushing injuries leading to internal
damage, blood-loss, and even the bones of animals piercing through their
shells from the extreme compression of being piled on top of each other,
amongmany otherthings, still arise duringstorage and transport and areby
no means rare. That comparatively more reptiles than some other animals
might survive particular journeys is, then, only part of the story.

However, the reason for this apparent resilience in reptiles is not that
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they enjoy foreign travel or that they are unaffected by the same traumas that
cause the downfall of so many other animals. It is because their low
metabolic rate results in the slow development of disease. Indeed, their
particular metabolism means that in some respects, due to the thermal
changes that are imposed during shipping, including the poorly regulated
cargo holds of aircraft, they face special stresses that likely will add to their
already considerable trauma burden. Follow a consignment of reptiles for
a few months after their arrival, and you will see their abnormal behavior
and watch their injuries fester and the diseases rampage through their
bodies. You will then see them die in droves. What is more, diseases in
captivity are almost invariably diseases of captivity. The multitude of latent
stresses will surface somewhere.

"Animals live longer in captivity than in nature."

People often say thatreptiles live longer incaptivity thanin the wild.
But this cannot honestly be said either. First, we don't know just how long
reptiles actually live in nature; very few studies have been made in this area.
Where they have been made, dataare very varied. For the red-eared turtle,
some studies suggest a life span of 15 years in the wild, others 75 years. Both
conceivably are correct because longevity may be "localized" to specific
ecologies. Second, the belief that reptiles live longer in captivity fails to take
account of the heavy mortalities from unnatural causes known in captivity.
A glance through the now many glossily illustrated pathology books and at
the horrendous morbidities contained therein should offer an appropriate
glimpse at the common end result of captivity.

"If reptiles were not content with captivity they would not breed,
feed or grow."

Not true. Plenty of evidence is freely available to show that reptiles
who are reproductively active," good" feeders, and "good" growers suffer
a catalogue of disease and trauma, regularly fatally so. Not only that, but
many diseases are directly related to the reproductive, feeding and growth
tendencies the animal managers so cherish.

"Reptiles do not notice their captivity anyway."

For some years, studies have been accumulating evidence of environ-
mental awareness in reptiles. A reptile's recognition of surroundings is not
really that different from any other animal's, including human's. Indeed,
reptiles demonstrate remarkable sensitivities towards alterations in their
world. Reptilian senses identify, for instance, even subtle chemical, seismic,
tactile and visual changes with great precision.

Sensory and psychological perception is not the only way that
reptiles notice they are not where they should be. Physical differences
between nature and captivity, such as amount and rhythm of temperature,
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light and humidity and environments that do not permit normal behaviors,
or environments lacking appropriate stimuli, among others, all present
stressors that are either psychologically or biologically noticed. For ex-
ample, studies have shown an enormous, highly naturalistic environment
will surely lead to more positive environmental and co-occupant interaction
and far greater health.

The problem, then, is that observers do not notice reptiles noticing
captivity.

"Reptiles do not need much space or diversity."

Range studies of reptiles in nature have made clear that these animals
are by no means inactive. In fact, not by a long way. Turtles, tortoises ,lizards
and snakes frequently wander distances measured in hundreds of meters or
kilometers per day. Another surprise is that the small species and baby
animals often are as active as large species and adults, and sometimes more
so. A reptile in a cage, no matter how spacious and environmentally diverse
the cage may be, will still notice it and will be adversely affected by it. So,
imagine then what the tiny tanks of pet keepers do, and fail to do, for their
prisoners trapped inside. Worse, many dealers promote the use of marga-
rine-tub-sized containers for convenience of storage - for life.

Reptile keepers need to ask themselves an important question:
Would they confine their dog, cat or child in the same restrictive cages as they
do reptiles? Sensible people will answer "No." For reptiles, though, the
cages are no better for them than they would be for the dog, cat or humary
and in some respects even worse.

"Pet-keeping encourages respect for animals and creates natural-
ists."

It does not take long to rcalize that this statement is troubled to the
point of absurdity. For this idea to have any sense of balance, it would
require proof that for the tens of millions of reptiles entering, suffering and
dying in the pet trade each year, a stabilizing team of productive (i.e. planet
protecting) naturalists emerges. These individuals would then need to
prove that they would not have become naturalists quite independent of
their pet-keeping days. The fact is that the numbers of people who could be
regarded as real "protectionists," who are actually doing something, are
small, and their numbers are hardly surging forward. So much so that a
sizeable proportion of effective activists working for ecology and animal
welfare actually know each other.

Anyway, if there was but a fraction of such new blood entering the
good guys' army, the work force would be so great that there should be no
conservation or welfare problems left to tackle. And we all know how
accurate that is.



THr Snrlr Lmr or Rerrrlrs . 329

Maybe some anthropologists might like to keep a few pygmy hu-
mans in their basements for "pets," in order to further studies or foster
respect! Even so, and with as much generosity as there is inaccuracy in the
issue, if it were all true, that still would not make it right.

The blind leading the blind

The exotic pet trade is littered with people who seem really not to care
at all about whether an animal lives or dies. A few who " strtdy" reptile
husbandry typically cite a "certain type" of information source. Often this
starts with "Well, whats-his-name round the corner said I should do this."
Those that do " read-tJp" practices nearly always refer to the constant stream
of dubious "How to keep reptiles" publications, mostly originatingfrom the
U.S. These not only frequently offer ill-informed and inaccurate information
that can actually cause long-term harm to captive reptiles, but also help
greatly to exacerbate trade by giving the false impression that these animals
can be kept in captivity with no ill effects. Authors of life-care publications,
along with other semi- or total proponents of trade, should first demonstrate
that their statements and husbandry "methods" live up to their optimistic
titles and claims.

A little knowledge is. . . well, normal

There are probably only a few hundred people in the world who can
conscientiously and honestly say that they have an understanding of reptil-
ian biology sufficient to allow them to guesstimate a fair number of impor-
tant animal needs. Only a very small number of these probably have a
sufficiently "holistic" appreciation of the diverse welfare factors that truly
are needed to attempt to safeguard an individual's state of mind and body.
What chance, then, does the average biologist, zookeeper or veterinarian
have of getting it right for reptiles? For example, few professionals such as
veterinarians and zoo animal keepers have sufficient knowledge and expe-
rience to enable them to recognize and interpret the oftenhighly subtle signs
of stress in reptiles.

As indicated earlier, scraping the barrel of knowledge is the typical
pet dealer, who commonly possesses no relevant qualifications or experi-
ence in animal husbandry and who tends to gather advice from other low-
grade sources of information within the trade and amateurs' groups. And
if this wasn't bad enough, these people are often the first source the animal
buyer furns to for "reliable" advice. Thus, private animal keepers buy this
information in both senses of the word, and frequently it is disastrous. In the
pet trade, typically the blind lead the blind all the way to the end.
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Another problem here is that those individuals who are responsible
for enforcing both conservation and welfare legislation frequently possess
an extremely limited amount of expertise. Indeed, almost without excep-
tion, official veterinary and other inspectors lack elementary, let alone
advanced, reptile species identification and husbandry skills. The way out
of this mess for goverrunent authorities is to issue licenses to pet dealers
anyway. Once more, trade benefits from doubt. :

Unwanted animals

Yet another disaster area is that of unwanted animals. Ask almost
any zookeeper, sanctuary worker, animal enthusiast or do-gooder you care
to, and you will hear him talk of the many requests he receives to take
onboard animals. Frequently, these caretakers are already stocked with cast-
out or escaped reptiles. Often keepers have tried the usual, and highly
doubtful, routes of advertising in the press or approaching a pet shop and
have gotten nowhere. A few very concerned individuals offer to fund their
pets' return to the wild. Once out of nature, though, an animal cannot go
back to the wild for risk of transmitting unnatural diseases and introducing
undesirable genetic lines, among other considerations. Desperation and
frustration often lead individuals to visit their local waterway, or whatever,
and dump the "nuisance." Prospects for the animal when let loose will
depend on many things, from climate to local persecution.

Unfortunately, if the animal survives, it becomes an additional threat
to indigenous wildlife. In some warm countries, deliberate and accidental
releases of unwanted reptiles have resulted in them breeding and infiltrating
the local wildlife. Animals removed from the native ecology cause prob-
lems, and their transportation to another may do the same.

Suffering in silence

Inhumanities permeate every aspect of the exotic pet trade so deeply
that it is necessary to discuss them separately so as to avoid repetition. For
this reason, reptile welfare has this section all to itself, but its associations
with subjects mentioned elsewhere will become clear.

What is it about reptiles (except giant testudines) that earn them the
cool reception of so many observers? A number of things. The traditional
"love-to-hate" approach, especially for snakes and crocodiles, Iong per-
ceived as slimy, aggressive and dangerous creatures, is a major culprit in
fashioning peoples'perceptions from an early age. However, misconcep-
tions about all these things are only part of the problem. We can probably
fast-forward somewhat inthisbook and assume thatreaders will notbelong
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to the category outlined above. That said, it is a fair bet that many will still
believe reptiles to be stoic, rather non-sentient animals who simply do not
need as much from life or suffer in the same ways as other animals. Big
mistake. Given human history, this is an understandable situatiory although
it really must go. Reptiles may be cold-blooded,bttyou don't have to be-
and here's why.

First, a few biological facts. In humans and very many non-human
mammals, eye contact and subtle changes in facial aspect are often the first
ports of call for an evaluation of one another's emotional state. An alert or
depressed dog or cat is spotted at ten paces. Reptiles, on the other hand, do
not possess the flexible facial muscles found in mammals, so they cannot
display the same clear expressions of feelings in the place humans are
accustomed to looking.

To the uninformed observer, ther; they can present no obvious and
"appealing" signs of distress. Few people would look "into the eyes" of a
lizard and see its misery. Humans are also accustomed to hearing responses,
or " vocalizations," such as whining in dogs and screeching in rats, or for that
matter, birds, which indicate emotional states. Almost all reptiles, though,
are " anatomi cally" non-vocal; they are more or less mute. Some will hiss (not
unlike a cat's hiss) when provoked, but an ill, hurt or chronically stressed
reptile commonly makes no sound. Its suffering will likely be done in
silence.

Indeed, a great many factors can be identified that warrant special
concern for reptile health and welfare in captivity. For instance, their
ectothermic biology (what people commonly think of as being "cold-
blooded") puts great constraints on their abilities to deal with changes in
environmental temperature. Furthermore, even a temporary alteration
beyond what the animal would naturally expect, or perhaps even differ-
ences out of the normal thermal context, could cause stress, disease and even
death. Also, keeping a reptile at a constant "perceived" appropriate tem-
perature, as routinely done in most areas of the pet store, can result in stress
and ill-health. Not only that, but stressed, compromised and sick animals
need to adjust their body temperatures to precise levels to attempt to
compensate for their challenges.

From body temperature one could turn to body strucfure. Snakes, for
example, have extremely delicate muscles and skeletons that can be easily
bruised or broken during handling, even after such seemingly non-harmful
acts as supporting a snake's weight at one place rather than distributing it
over at least two good points. The circulatory system of snakes is also
organized to cope with its largely horizontal lifestyle. Consequently, hold-
ing snakes vertically, as oftendoneby pet keepers, cancause severe displace-
ment of body fluids and become a serious problem. Many lizards have long
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tails which can become entangled during transport, pull on the animals'
spinal columns and lead to paralysis. General healing will also be affected
by temperature. This only hints at a minute number of examples of everyday
occurrences.

Many people assume that reptiles are relatively unintelligent when
compared with other animals, that their "instinctive" nature means they are
less affected by captivity. More mistakes. Not only have scientific evalua-
tions blownaway the notionthatreptiles are stupid, they haverevealed that
their mental states in captivity may be made worse by their "innateness,"
because they biologically "expect" the natural world for which they have
been very thoroughly programmed. Anyway, apart from the fact that
research has shown there is no more reason to suspect reptiles of being any
less sensitive than other animals, we now know there is a whole additional
area of psychological- and behavioral-based considerations, and that rep-
tiles are psychologically stressed and behaviorally compromised by captiv-
ity in ways comparable with their endothermic (warm-blooded) relatives.

None of this means that there are no signs of physical discomfort or
mental anguish, only that observers need alter their expectations of signals.
Some signs are obvious enough, others require specialist evaluation. Fortu-
nately, a few biologists have begun to research and write about reptilian
"sensitivities" and signs of problems. Emerging from this attention is an
expanding appreciation of, and, to some, surprise at, the "complexity" of
reptilian life and needs. This is making it increasingly obvious that no
specialists, not even the strongly welfare-oriented ones, c€u:t correctly state
they can keep captive reptiles alive and in good physical and mental
condition all at one time for very long. Anyone claiming otherwise will have
an impossible task proving their case.

With this unpopular truth comes an even more uncomfortable ques-
tion. How can anyone feel justified keeping animals for their own personal
fun and curiosity knowing the suffering to which they are party? With this
in mind, imagine what unqualified, inexperienced and often uncaring
individuals can do to sensitive, exotic animals when they get to them!

You may already be familiar with the pet trade system, but have you
really seen and "felt" the tormented life of an organism that just wasn't
where it should be, and understood why? If not, then tracking the most
important thing, the individual, on a real-life journey may go some way
towards achieving this understanding.

From a memory bank of innumerable individual reptiles' life histo-
ries, one needs to be very selective to offer just one example. The story of a
soft-shelled turtle called Gemima is one such example. I have chosen her not
for her individualism, nor because of her battle with captivity, but because
she is representative of so many.
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The Loss of Gemima

It is impossible to be exact, but Gemima was probably born between
July and September,1'98'J.. Some fairly precise guesswork can track her first
few months like this: After about 60 days of forming a body that was a near
perfect but diminutive, replica of her parents, the time was right and she
slowly broke through the plastic-like shell of her first home. Gemima
emerged to darkness. She was not alone. Moving rather scrappily around
her were about 175 others, most in various stages of hatching. Soon she and
therestof the clutchfelttheneed to scrabble to the surface,where theywould
make an often described run for the water. Things were not quite right, and
the surface seemed ever illusive. She was not in a turtles' nest. lnstead, it was
a plastic box half the size of a briefcase, situated in a small, dark room on a
turtle ranch in Louisiana. This environment was Gemima's first "taste" of
biological confusion.

Had Gemima been born a red-eared slider on the same ranch, she
mighthavebeenleft locked up in thebox for more thanayear, evenuntil she
used up all her inherited nutritional reserves and starved, because there can
be such a flood of sliders sometimes that one just can't shift'em! But she was
part of a smaller-scale market and would sell more quickly. Gemima and her
co-occupants could "find" themselves seeing artificial daylight after a few
weeks of fighting to escape. A number did not make it that far and live to see
the artificial light of that artificial day.

Through a system of handling, storage, packaging and transport,
perhaps several times over, Gemima finally arrived in a warehouse in
England following a long journey over land and in the air. Further transport
and handling preceded her eventual deposition into an aquarium crowded
with other turtles. Illness and deaths in Gemima's cagemates surfaced all the
time. A few weeks later the wholesaler received an order from a pet shop for
some "soft-shells," and Gemima entered the shipping system once more.
Within weeks of her deposition in yet another alien world, a human being
walked into the shop during the early suruner of 1982, handed over some
paper/ and strolled out with a life - her life. For her, the journey through the
hands of dealers was over. Now all she had to face was her buyer.

Informed speculation is over. We have arrived at the point where
Gemima's life story hereinafter is clear.

During their first week, Gemima's latest captors noticed patches of
what appeared to them to be eroded skin on her delicate (soft, of course) shell
and along her side. She was eating nothing. Inquiries with the pet shop in
the Midlands of England received a bored response and the advice that she
was shedding her skin. Her keepers insisted something was wrong, and
were then told that Gemima had probably "picked something up" in their
house. Both answers were incorrect. Skin shedding can look like this
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problem, but the disease had actually started long before Gemima reached

the private home.

She was taken to a local veterinarian. A little puzzled at what to do
with this flattish, gtey creature measuring just an inch in diameter, he
prescribed a vitamin injection (a very small one, of course) and all left.
Nothing changed, though, except that the affected areas of skin grew larger,
so, courtesy of her perceived predators (her "owners"), Gemima paid
another visit to another perceived predator for another examination. Rather
than go on experimenting, this clinician opted to make a telephone call for
a herpetologist's opinion. From here on, I was to become inextricably aware
of yet another case where establishment safeguards had failed the indi-
vidual.

Gemima was referred to me the same day. The veterinarian's
treatment had been a fair attempt in an uncertain situation, but the problem
here needed different attention. Nearly all soft-shells "look arrgry," and
many are notoriously "bad-tempered." She was very weak. Gemima,
though, was a feisty individual, and unlike many other turtles of her size and
age who tend to withdraw their heads into the relative safety of their shells,
she would slowly extend her long neck, press her head against a finger, oPen
her mouth and inflict what nip perhaps she thought would get rid of you and
then withdraw. Weighing in at about the same as a smallish coirL the amount
of damage she could do was rather limited.

Examination revealed her to be affected by malnutrition and a series
of lesions - her main symptoms - that had penetrated deep into her skin and
shell. In addition, she had numerous other injuries from trade-related
practices. For obvious reasons, the evaluation could not have recorded her
state of mind with similar clarity. Fungal infection was suspected as causing
the primary signs, and precautionary treatment was administered (labora-
tory analysis of a material specimen later confirmed the diagnosis).

New regimes of treatment, a special diet (administered via, sadly,
probably quite stressful forced-feeding) and husbandry brought improve-
ments in her condition within the week, and soon after she began feeding
voluntarily. Were it not for the rapid intervention she received, the malnu-
trition and illness would likely already have killed her. She was, though,
permanently scarred by the disease.

It was more than ayear until I next saw Gemima. Her keepers came
to me directly when they had been shocked at the sight of injuries early one
morning. She had clearly been attacked by something. Her limbs were badly
bitten and the tips of several toes missing, her neck showed a large bite-site
that had torn the skin and muscles and caused her to lose a lot of blood. Her
windpipe had narrowly been missed. Had it not, she almost certainly would
have died.



Tm Ssrr r I.mn OF REPTILES . 335

Feeling her to be lonely, her caretakers had bought a cagemate for her
from a different pet shop the previous day. The newcomer had set about
Gemima with all the natural aggressiveness of the species in adverse
situations. Captivity frequently results in hyperaggression in many animals
who just can't cope with the unnatural lives they endure. sedated, sutured,
smartened-up and to some extent soothed, Gemima went "home.,, Her
associate was separated, because the keepers did not have enough space to
construct an enclosure large enough to permit them the seclusion and
independence they would have needed if they were to cohabit well. By this
time she had grown somewhat, but could stiil nestle in the palm of a hand.
shewas asfiery as ever and,like mostsoft-shells, could administerwhatone
might take to be a piercing stare of disgust at everything-and everyone-
she saw.

Her keepers enthusiastically recounted her dietary preferences, dis-
likes, quirks, moods, and general characteristics that they knew would
enable them to pick her from a thousand others in a second. Many incidents
I recognized as actually very distressing aspects of psychological and
physical trauma hidden from Gemima's "owners" by misinterpretation of
the signs. Other impressions, though, were clearly " on the mirk.', Some
seemed very special indeed, in the few times when Gemima was not
obviously "depressed," frightened or aggressive.

one such example involved Gemima quickly surfacing from her
poof bitinggently any finger that pointed straightather, then diving under
the floating bark, all the time keeping a watchful eye on her keeper. over and
over again it would be repeated until finally she had had enough. "she is a
bit of a mischievous puppy sometimes," they recalled. Gemima appeared to
be "playing." Accounts like this can provoke a storm of criticismJutamirrg
"anthropomorphism" for the picfure of Gemima her captors had created.
However, many scientists today working in proper "critical anthropomor-
phism" would not be so dismissive. Behaviors compatible with definitions
of play have indeed been observed in several speciis of reptile, so there is
some ground to believe this "subjective" impression.

During a few weeks in summer, Gemima could be transferred to an
outdoor enclosure with an inch or two of mud for her to bury into, as
recorunended to her keepers. As they often stated, when Gemima was
outside she was a different animal. Her repeated sores and abrasions caused
by poor fixtures in her cage healed, her behavior calmed, her investigation
of the environment increased, and there was all that sediment to dig aiound
in and search out food. Inevitably, though, climate and supervision needs
would refurn her inside. Gemima would again enter her "sulks" for months.

Gemima had to cope with several more injuries and diseases over the
next two years. Most of these were managed through telephone consulta-
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tions between myself and her veterinarian. Some needed direct care and
were major battles for both Gemima and those treating her. On a few
occasions, Gemima nearly lost her life.

The next winter brought with it the most difficult time of all. I
received a call saying that she was in a bad way. The symptoms sounded
worrying, and I made the usual arrangement for them to visit their local
veterinarian, where down-the-line consultations could be arranged. How-
ever, a gut feeling had brought me to call on Gemima and her keepers to see

things for myself; I was nearby at the time. On top of a cabinet in a little-used
exit hall cluttered with household junk stood a small glass aquarium barely
three feet long. An externally placed water filtration mechanism had spared
Gemima the stronger disturbance of a noisy internal one; the lighting and
heating systems were all "standard" designs. A few pieces of imitation
pond-weed floated around, and a large piece of cork bark positioned half-in
and half-out of the water. In the corner of the tank, stretched out across the

bark, gasping periodically and sporadically twitching, lay Gemima.

Shewas exhibitingsome of the obvious and some of the highly subtle
behaviors that one learns, after seeing so many cases, are indicative of
imminent death - short of the rare revival successes. The "off-the-peg" life-
support system in which she was confined was one of the things that was

killing her.

Where was the enclosure I had devised for her years before, which
offered at least some facilities with "turtle appeal" within her keepers'
budgets? When Gemima's keepers moved, the purpose-buiIt, but still
obviously "compromise-sty1e," housing didn't fit. It was broken up and
discarded. The latest tank was given to them by a friend whose collection of
fish had died. It was free and fitted their house better, but, quite apart from
being ridiculously small, it contained not even the sediment that they knew
she readily used in her previous facilities. They were hoping at some stage

in the future to build another, much better environment for Gemima, and
really meant it.

Antibiotics were administered and a constantly warm environment
was recommended, among other plans. This was what all the veterinary and
textbook advice suggested at the time. She was still strong, albeit occasion-

ally, but progressively breathing more heavily. I advised an environment
with far.greater diversity in order to offer some potentially important
general stimuli. Beingvery cold outside, all thatwas available was to lether
loose on the floor of the house with a heat source positioned nearby. With
this change in conditions, Gemima began a search of her surroundings. This
was a better sign-her interest in life was"1)p." However, it became clear
that Gemima was desperately seeking cooler areas in the lounge. Certain
treatments require particular temperafures. Warmth could not be main-
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tained like this, so she was immediately intercepted and placed back in the
heated area. She still had the strength to administer a bite, this time hard, on
the hand of one of her keepers.

As the day progressed, matters became worse. Gemima weakened
still more, and her breathing grew heavier. We clung to the hope that the
antibiotics, sometimes very effective, would pull her from all this. Secretly,
though, I was contemplating suggesting euthanasia by injection, as more
and more she appeared to be tired of it all, and one cannot help but think of
the future she would face anyway. As this thought was being nurtured
increasingly strongly, Gemima became tensed, then collapsed, although her
muscles were still twitching a little. The "angry-looking" stare she had
blasted us with so many times before would turn out to be the last apparently
conscious and coordinated act of her life. No life signs existed beyond the
hour.

Perhaps as always, itisnot possible to describe the grief thatabsorbed
those present. Nor when she is remembered. Surprisingly, her last captors
seemed to really love her; they just couldn't find it in their own characters to
put themselves in her position and understand life as she might see it.

I requested a completely independent postmortem. As the phrase,
"Oh, the poor animal" was released several times inthe room, itbecame clear
that Gemima really was forced into a very hopeless situation. A massive
peritonitis, inflamed organs and an inconceivably sore throat overshad-
owed all else. She had probably endured great pain for a long time in this,
the last of her illnesses.

Several things might have caused her downfall, and we could not be
really sure which. The water filter had acted as a breeding station for
harmful strains of bacteria, bacteria that presented an atypical challenge to
her immune system - an immune system probably already compromised by
the multitude of captivity-stresses.

Indeed, the development of the disease likely attacked her in ways
she was biologically ill-equipped to deal with or able to relieve herself from.
The relative humaneness of the natural world was not here to help protect
her from the extreme physical and psychological insults of captivity.

Some years later, it emerged that reptiles may on occasion voluntar-
ily lower their temperature when an infection occurs. Distress from the
illness might cause the animal to try to "shut down" biologically, which may
permit some relief from painful and stressful symptoms. Such "disease-
associated voluntary hypothermia" seems a serious occurrence, though,
happening when all else has failed. Thus, if this was what Gemima's strategy
had actually beery theneven ourlast-ditchendeavors to save her mighthave
added to her suffering and accelerated her death. That said, Gemima's
dreadful condition on necropsy strongly suggested that she was unsaveable.
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Whatever, captivity thwarted her natural protective biology and
behavioral strategies at almost every turn.

Perhaps one irnportant difference does exist between Gemima's
story and the average pet trade victim. Her caretakers were unlike the
majority in that these people clearly grieved as a result of this entirely
human-made disaster. This contrasts dramatically, drastically even, with
very many people who may dispose of an animal carcass down the lavatory
or via a cardboard box in the garden and then console themselves by going
out and buying yet another animal, starting the whole tragic tale once more.
Gemima's "farn7ly" had been party to a chapter of horror that became
increasingly distressing the more it was reflected upon. There would be no
repetitions of this situation for her last captors. A most valuable lesson had
been learned, but at such a cost.

I requested Gemima's body and later buried her in my own garden.
She was about four years of. age, one foot long, nose to tail, and about two
pounds in weight. She may have lived 30 or more years in nature and
developed into a large, majestic creature, in many ways not dissimilar from
her relatives, the sea turtles. The main point is that she hadn't really lived at
all in captivity.

Conclusions

A decree issued by the Italian government in October 1996 specifi-
cally bans the keeping of snakes, alligators and crocodiles as household pets.
Other wild animals are also included in the decree, which states that they can
no longer be purchased by private individuals. Although the motivation for
this actionis protection of the publicfrompotentially dangerous animals, its
effects are expected to be beneficial to the animals by preventing their
exploitation by the commercial trade. Humane societies have long argued
against the purchase of exotic pets. Laws like the new Italian decree could go
a long way in preventing the needless suffering and death of these animals.
Yet far more needs to be done to make clear the scale and severity of species
and environmental disruption and animal suffering inherent in the exotic
pet market, and far less excused. Such educational work requires that the
story be told like it is.

The United States Department of the Interior has recognized the
necessity of regulating the transport of these sensitive beings. On June 6,

1997 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service published a proposal to amend
regulations pertaining to the humane and healthful transport of wild mam-
mals and birds into the U.S. under the 1981 Lacey Act Amendments. The
proposed rule extends the transport regulations to include reptiles and
amphibians. "The Service possesses substantial evidence showing that
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current practices of some shippers for transporting reptiles and amphibians
are detrimental to the animals," stated FWS in its proposal. If adopied in its
current form, the rule will require shippers to comply with regulations
governing veterinary certification, temperature range, enclosure strucfure
and size and proper handling.

The burdens of detecting, studying, lobbying for protection, moni-
toring and enforcing issues in the reptile and amphibian trade, as well as for
husbandry advice, re-homing, care of unwanted animals and many other
factors, have rested with animal welfare charities, zoos and others. Certainly
the pet industry has been shown to be sufficiently untrustworthy to -unugl
any of these important aspects, but that it should evade the costs involved -all the costs, including the hidden "clean-up" bills for the many disasters-
is a fault of government.

when one considers the "chance" aspect of whether or not exploita-
tion even gets discovered, the over-stretched resources ofcharities inlnves-
tigating the matter, the often outrageous up-hill struggle with ignorant
bureaucrats and their arrogant rejections, coupled with tlie r,eur r"io back-
up monitoring and enforcement, it becomes apparent that the trade in
reptiles and amphibians is simply notbeingcontrolled by governmentatall.

Burdens of proof, at every stage, should rest squarely with dealers,
and the benefit of any doubt should be overwhelmingly on the side of
wildlife and the individual animals. In effect, there are far less safeguards for
live animals in the "curiosity" market and for the members of the public who
everrtually buy the survivors than there are for inanimate domeitic goods.
It should always be up to the proponents to prove their practices are safe.
Anything less than this is unscientific, unethical and ineicusable.

, we must urge goverrunents to continue to expand their protection of
amphibians and reptiles especially in light of the unprecedented decline in
their numbers throughout the world.

Dedicated to the Gemimas of this world and the millions eaen more unfortunate
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Appendix A

List of Cunently Licensed Class B Dealers
Supplying Dogs and Cats for Research

N.r rrrt' l iccrrsc # ('itv
Alabama
Marlin Pesnell
Lem Miller

Arkansas
C.C. Baird (Martin Creek Kennels)

Connecticut
Glenn Lawton (Ieam Associates)

Illinois
Bill and Peggy Woodward

Indiana
Gene Clark (Salt Creek Kerurel)
Alvie Fields
Mark and ]ohn Lynch pBL Kennel)
David Wilson (Wilsonls Small Animal Farm)

Iowa
Kenneth Bige
Dick Gamer (Country Canines)
Donna Zieman (D-N Kennels)

Kansas
Charles Brink (Brink Kennel)

Kentucky
Clifford Ball (Laurel Fork Kennels)
Douglas Grubb (Skyline Kennels)
M.E. Northcutt (Goodwill Kennels)
Wayne Pierce (Bill Chain Kennels)
Dennis Silcox (Regenry Research Enterprises)

#77-8-108 Williford

#1GB-003 Dayville

#33-B-259 MulberryGrove

#6+B-0M
#64-B-053

Arab
Estillfork

#32-B{35
#32-8-008
#32-B-045
#32-8-001

Trafalgar
Portland
Reelsville
Vincennes

#42-8411
#42-8431
#42-8.481

Clear Lake
Osceola
Luana

#48-8-086 Paola

#67-B1W ElKork
#67-B-702 London
#61-8-001 Cynthiana
#61-8-0103 Garrison
#61-8-105 Lexington
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Michigan
Fred Hodgins (Hodgins Kennel, Inc.) #34-8-002
Intemational Animal Exchange #3+8404
Mary Ulrich (Cheri-Hill Kennel & Supply) #3+8-006
Roberta & fames Woudenberg (R & R Research) #3+8401

Miruresota
Kenneth Schroeder #41,-B-017 Wells

Massachusetts
Charles River laboratories, Inc.

Missouri
Kent and Debbie Embry
Danny Schachtele(Middlefork Kennels)

Nebraska

fean Packer

North Carolina
Max Gravitt (Baux Ml Beagle Farm)
Bob Perry (S.E. Lab Animal Farm, Inc.)
Barbara Phillips (Pearcroft Cattery)

]ohn Wise
Eva Wise (Hillside Kennel)

Ohio
Andy Ball (Kiser Lake Kennels)

Oklahoma
Henry Lee Cooper (C&C Kennels)

Oregon
Betty Davis

Teruressee

Johnnie Hargove (Bio Research Supply)

#14-8-0L3 Wilmington

Howell
Femdale
Stanwood
Howard City

#43-B-2U Clarksburg
#43-B-032 Salisbury

#47-B-011, Wood River

#55-8433
#55-8.476
#55-8-106
#55-8-101
#55-B-081

Germantown
Raleigh
Beaufort
Dunn
Four Oaks

#31-8-001 St. Paris

#73-8-130 Wewoka

#92-8-783 Azalea

Pennsvlvania
Buckshire Corporation #23-B-ffi2
Forest Ridge Stable & Kennel #n-84026
Hazelton Research Products, Inc. #23-8-053

Mike Kredovski (Bio-Medical Association, Inc.) #?3-B-0016

EugenePeachey #23-8-013

Bruce Rotz #2i'B-004

Perkasie
Paradise
Denver
Friedensburg
Huntingdon
Shippensburg

#53-B-719 Medina
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Texas
Larry Wells (fexas Kennels)

Washington
H.D. Cowan (Showline Beagles)
Marvin andloye Dart

WestVirginia
MonaHill
RobertSeekman

Wisconsin
Walter and Hildegard Peuschel

#7+B-N2 Rockdale

#91-8{06
#91-B-O45

Renton
Eatonville

#5rLB{02
#54&019

Huntington
Omega

#35-B-008 Mequon





Appendix B

USD A- APHI S - AC H e a d q u art er s

and Regional Offices

Headouarters Office

USDA-APHI$AC

4700 River Road, Unit 84

Riverdale, MD 20737 -1234

(301)7344981.

Eastern Region-Alabama, Corurecticut, Delaware, District
of Columbia, Florida,. Georgia, Kentucky, Illinois, Indiana, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigary Minnesota, Mississippi, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsyl-
vania, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, U.S.
Virgin Islands,Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin

USDA-APHI9AC

2568-A Riva Road, Suite 302

Annapolis, MD 21401

Telephone: (a10) 571,-8692

Central Region-Arkansas, Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Mis-
souri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas

USDA-APHIS-AC

P.O. Box 6258

Fort Worth Federal Center, Bldg. #11

Fort Worttu TX76115

Telephone : (817) 885-6923
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Western Region-Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado
Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Wash
irgto.u Wyoming

USDA-APHI$AC

9580 Micron Avenue, Suite ]
Sacramento, CA95827

Telephone : (916) 857 -6205



Appendix C

Glossary of Terms

Administrative hearing: Most USDA enforcement proceedings are
carried out in administrative hearings. Hearings are formal in nafu re
and presided over by anadministrative law judge who hears sworn
testimony subject to cross-examination and reviews exhibits re-
ceived in evidence. Individuals charged with violating the Animal
Welfare Act can appear pro se (representing themselves) or be
represented by an attorney. They can specifically admit, deny, or
explain each allegation, or set forth any defense in their answer.
Failure to respond to USDA charges constitutes an admission of
guilt.

Alleged violation: A violation of Animal Welfare Act regulations or
standards that has been documented as existing, as on an inspection,
but has not been legally concluded.

Animal Welfare Ach Adopted in 1966 as the Laboratory Animal
Welfare Act (Public Law 89-5t14) to regulate dealers who handle dogs
and cats, as well as laboratories that use dogs, cats, hamsters, guinea
pigs, rabbits, and nonhuman primates in research. Amended in
L970, when the name was changed to "Animal Welfare Act." Further
amended in1976,1985 and 1990.

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Senrice (APHIS): An agenry
within the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) that is respon-
sible for developing and implementing regulations to enforce the
Animal Welfare Act. Within APHI$ *1s Animal Care (AC) program
has direct responsibility to administer and enforce the Animal
Welfare Act, including licensing, regishation, inspection and inves-
tigation of complaints. Investigative and Enforcement Services (IES)
performs investigative and enforcement functions for all APHIS
programs. IES investigates violations of Animal Care regulations
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and reviews and processes violation cases referred for formal
administative action.

Buncher: Anindividual who engages inthe unlicensed and unregu-
lated acquisition of dogs and cats from random sources for resale to
USDAJicensed dealers or other bunchers. Typically, dealers pay a
buncher between $5 and $35 per animal.

Carier: The operator of any airline, motor freight line, ground
freight transport, railroad or shipping line that is engaged in the
business of transporting any animals for hire. Intermediate handlers
provide services for animals betweenconsignor and carrier and from
carrier to consignee.In1996, there were 725 regsstered carrier sites
and 417 intermediate handler sites.

CFR: Code of Federal Regulations

Class A licensee: Anyone meeting the definition of "dealer" who
sells animals bred and raised on his or her own premises in a closed
or stable colony and buys animals for the sole purpose of maintaining
or enhancing the breeding colony. The vast majority of these licens-
ees supply animals for the pet trade. In1996, there were 2,976 Class
A licensees (with a total of 3,043 sites).

Class B licensee: Anyone meeting the definition of "dealer" who
buys and resells animals not raised or bred on the dealer's own
premises. Class B licenses are required for brokers and operators of
auction sales. [n L995, there were ].,099 Class B licensees (with a total
of.1.,222 sites). According to USDA, there are currently less than 40
Class B dealers who supply dogs and cats for research.

Complaint: Informs an alleged violator of the AWA about the
charges brought against him or her.

Compliance: Indicates that a facility meets all of the regulatory
requirements set forth in the AWA regulations and standards.

Consent Decision: A settlement agreement made by an individual
charged with violating the AWA to pay a civil penalty, in which he
or she neither admits nor denies the charges brought against him or
her.



Grmqapv or Tnpus .35'l

Dealer: Any person who, for profit, buys, sells or negotiates the
purchase or sale of any dog or other animal, whether alive or dead,
for research, testing, experimentation, exhibition or for use as a pe!
or any dog for hunting, security, or breeding purposes.

Dog Exercise Program: The L985 Improved Standards for Labora-
tory Animals amendment to the Animal Welfare Act required the
Secretary of Agriculture to promulgate standards for the exercise of
dogs under the care and custody of licensed dealers and registered
research facilities.

Enforcemenh Actions taken to ensure compliance with Animal
Welfare Act regulations and standards, including developing al-
leged violation cases and taking action in the form of Letters of
Warning, warning tickets (not issued until1987), stipulations, ad-
ministrative complaints, hearings, trials, and other legal procedures
or methods necessary to achieve compliance.

Exhibitors: Any individuals exhibiting animals including operators
of animal acts, carnivals, circuses, public zoos, roadside zoos, marine
mammal displays and educational exhibits. A licensed exhibitor
(Class C licensee) either obtains or sells animals in commerce or
exhibits them for profit. A registered exhibitor does not buy, sell or
transport animals and does not accept compensation. In 1996, there
were 2,073licensed exhibitors (with a total of 2,422 sites) and 25
registered exhibitors (with a total of 3L sites).

Inspection: After a license is granted, APHIS performs inspections to
ensure compliance with the Animal Welfare Act. Compliance inspec-
tions are unannounced. APHIS will also perform an inspection in
response to complaints from the public about a facility. If the
inspector observes that a facility is not in full compliance with
Animal Welfare Act standards and regulations, he or she will give the
facility owner a deadline for correcting the deficiencies. The inspec-
tor will return to reinspect the facility. If conditions remain uncor-
rected, the inspector carefully documents them for possible enforce-
ment action. A prelicensing inspection is an announced inspection
made after application for licensure to ascertain compliance with the
regulations before the facility receives a license.
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Licensing: Individuals who sell l) regulated animals for research or
teaching, 2) wild or exotic animals in retail channels for exhibition, or
for pets, or 3) domestic pet animals at the wholesale level must be
licensed by USDA. The sale for research purposes of any dog or cat
not born and raised on the premises requires a license. An individual
who sells fewer than 25 dogs and/or cats per year which were born
and raised on his or her premises, for research, teaching or testing
purposes or to any research facility is not required to obtain a license.

Office of the General Counsel (OGC): USDA's Office of the General
Counsel reviews case reports and documentation of apparent viola-
tions submitted by the IES staff and determines if there is a legally
sound basis to pursue enforcement action. OGC prosecutes cases on
behalf of APHIS.

Pet Theft Act Amendment to the AWA: Passed by Congress as part
of theFood, Agriculture, ConservationandTradeAct of 1990, the Pet
Theft Act sets forth specific holding periods for animals in public or
private pounds or shelters and requires certification that the holding
period has been met.

Random source dogs and cats: Dogs and cats obtained from pounds,
shelters, auctions, sales, or from any person who did not breed or
raise them on his or her premises.

Research facility: Any school (other than elementary or secondary),
institutiory organization, or person that uses or intends to use live
animals in research, tests, or experiments, and that; 1) purchases or
transports live animals in commerce or, 2) receives funds under a
grant, award, loan, or contractfrom a department, agency or instru-
mentality of the United States for the purpose of carryring out
research, tests or experiments. All research facilities are required to
comply with the AWA's regulations. Although Federal research
facilities are not registered or inspected under the AWA, they are
responsible for maintaining compliance with the AWA's regulations
and standards. The AWA requires that non-Federal research facili-
ties receive at least one unannounced inspection per year to deter-
mine compliance. In 1996, there were 2,506 registered research
facility sites.

Site: A physical location where animals are used, housed, or held by



Gr.osqrnv or Trnvs e 35i

a licensed or registered facility; a site can be a room, building,
outdoor run area or similar facility.

Specific pathogen free: An organism rendered devoid of a specific
disease-causing bacterium, virus, or other microorganism.

Stipulation: Instituted by APHIS in1992, the stipulation procedure
offers an alleged violator the opportunity to waive a formal admin-
istrative hearing and accept assessment of a civil penalty, license
suspension, or a combination thereof in its place. If the offer is not
accepted, the case is referred to the Office of the General Counsel for
prosecution through administrative procedures.

Traceback: A method of auditing sales and/or purchase records to
determine the chain of acquisition (origin and ownership) of an
animal. It is useful in uncovering incorrect or fraudulent record-
keeping, which is sometimes used to obscure improper acquisition
methods and sources.

Violation: Any area or item that is alleged as not being in compliance
with Animal Welfare Act regulations or standards.

(Primary source: USDA-APHIS "Animal Welfare Enforcement, Fis-
cal Year 1996")
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Appendix I

Excerpts from U.S. Department of Agiculture
Animal Welfare Act Regulations

Gooerning Licensed Dealers and Exhibitors

TITLE 9 CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS

CHAPIER 1

9 CFR Ch. | (1994 Edition)
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, USDA

SUBCHAPTER A - ANIMAL WELFARE

PART 2 - REGULATIONS Subpar, O1r"""r,",
$ 2.1 Requirements and application.

(a)(1) Any person operating or desiring to operate as a dealer, exhibitor, or
operator of an auction sale, except persons who are exempted from the licensing
requirements under paragraph (a)(3) of this section, must have a valid license. A
person must be 18 years of age or older to obtain a license, A person seeking a license
shall apply on a form which will be furnished by the APHIS, REAC Sector Supervi-
sor in the State in which that person operates or intends to operate. The applicant
shall provide the information requested on the application form, including a valid
mailing address through which the licensee or applicant can be reached at all times,
and a valid premises address where animals, animal facilities, equipment, and
records may be inspected for compliance. The applicant shall file the completed
application form with the APHIS, REAC Sector Supervisor.

(2) If an applicant for a license or license renewal operates in more than one State,
he or she shall apply in the State in which he or she has his or her principal place of
business. All premises, facilities, or sites where such person operates or keeps
animals shall be indicated on the application form or on a separate sheet attached to
it. The completed application form, along with the application fee indicated in
paragraph (d) of this sectiory and the annual license fee indicated in table 1, or 2 of
S 2.6 shall be filed with the APHIS, REAC Sector Supervisor.

(3) The following persons are exempt from the licensing requirements under
section 2 or section 3 of the Act:

(i) Retail pet stores which sell nondangerous, pet-type animals, such as dogs, cats,
birds, rabbits, hamsters, guinea pigs, gophers, domestic ferrets, chinchilla, rats, and
mice, for pets, at retail only: Provided, That, Anyone wholesaling any animals,
selling any animals for research or exhibition, or selling any wild, exotic, or nonpet
animals retail, must have a license;

(li) e.y person who sells or negotiates the sale or purchase of any animal except
wild or exotic animals, dogs, or cats, and who derives no more than $500 gross
income from the sale of such animals to a research facility, an exhibitor, a dealer, or
a pet store during any calendaryear and is nototherwise required to obtain a license;

(iii) Any person who maintains a total of three (3) or fewer breeding female dogs
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and/or cats and who sells only the offspring of these dogs or cats, which were born
and raised on his or her premises, for pets or exhibition, and is not otherwise
required to obtain a license;

(iv) Any person who sells fewer than 25 dogs and/or cats per year which were
bom and raised on his or her premises, for research, teaching, or testing purposes or
to any research facility and is not otherwise required to obtain a license. The sale of
any dog or cat not bom and raised on the premises for research pu{poses requires
a licensei

(v) Any person who arranges for transportation or transports animals solely for
the purpose of breeding, exhibiting in purebred shows, boarding (not in association
with commercial transportation), grooming, or medical treatment, and is not
otherwise required to obtain a license;

(vi) Any person who buys, sells, transports, or negotiates the sale, purchase, or
transportation of any animals used only for the purposes of food or fiber (including
fur);

(vii) Any person who breeds and raises domestic pet animals for direct retail sales
to another person for the buyer's own use and who buys no animals for resale and
who sells no animals to a research facility, an exhibitor, a dealer, or a pet store (e.g.,
a purebred dog or cat fancier) and is not otherwise required to obtain a license;

(viii) Any personwhobuys animals solely forhis or her ownuse orenjoymentand
does not sell or exhibit animals, or is not otherwise required to obtain a license;

(b) any person who sells fewer than 25 dogs or cats per year for research or
teaching purposes and who is not otherwise required to obtain a license may obtain
a voluntary license, provided the animals were bom and raised on his or her
premises. A voluntary licensee shall comply with the requirements for dealers set
forth in this part and the Specifications for the Humane Handling, Care, Treatment,
and Transportation of Dogs and Cats set forth in part 3 of this subchapter and shall
agree inwriting on a form furnished by APHIS to comply with all the requirements
of the Act and this subchapter. Voluntary licenses will not be issued to any other
persons. To obtain a voluntary license the applicant shall submit to the APHI$
REAC Sector Supervisor the application fee of $10 plus an annual license fee. The
class of license issued and the fee for a voluntary license shall be that of a Class "A"
Iicensee (breeder). Voluntary licenses will not be issued to any other persons or for
any other class of license.

(c) No person shall have more than one license.

(d) Alicensewillbeissued toanyapplicant, exceptasprovided ing 92.10and2.11,
when the applicant:

(1) Has met the requirements of this section and of g g 2.2 and 2.3; and
(2) Has paid the application fee of $L0 and the annual license fee indicated in g 2.6

to the APHIS, REAC Sector Supervisor and the payment has cleared normal banking
procedures.

(e)(f) On or before the expiration date of the license, a licensee who wishes a
renewal shall submit to the APHIS, REAC Sector Supervisor a completed applica-
tion form and the application fee of $10, plus the annual license fee indicated in g 2.6
by certified check, cashier's check, personal check, or money order. A voluntary
licensee who wishes a renewal shall also submit the $10 application fee plus an
annual license fee. An applicant whose check is returned by the bank will be charged
a fee of $15 for each retumed check. One returned check will be deemed nonpayment
of fees and will result in denial of license. Payment of fees must then be made by
certified check, cashier's check, or money order. An applicant will not be licensed
until his or her payment has cleared normal banking procedures.
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(2) The $10 application fee must also be paid if an apPlicant is applying for a
changed class of license. The applicant may pay such fees by certified check,
cashier's check, personal check, or money order. An applicant whose check is
retumed by a bank will be charged a fee of $15 for each returned check and will be
required to pay all subsequent fees by certified check, money otder, or cashier's
check. A license will not be issued until payment has cleared normal banking
procedures.

(f) The failure of any person to comply with any provision of the Act, or any of the
provisions of the regulations or standards in this subchapter, shall constitute
grounds for denial of a license; or for its suspension or revocation by the Secretary,
as provided in the Act. 

s#
Subpart D - Attending Veterinarian and Adequate Veterinary Care

S 2.40 Attending veterinarian and adequate veterinary care (dealers and exhibi-
tors).

(a) Each dealer or exhibitor shall have an attending veterinarian who shall provide
adequate veterinary care to its animals in compliance with this section.

(L) Each dealer and exhibitor shall employ an attending veterinarian under formal
arrangements. In the case of a part-time attending veterinarian or consultant
arrangements, the formal arrangements shall include a written program of veteri-
nary care and regularly scheduled visits to the premises of the dealer or exhibitor;
and

(2) Each dealer and exhibitor shall assure that the attending veterinarian has
appropriate authority to ensure the provision of adequate veterinary care and to
oversee the adequacy of other aspects of animal care and use.

(b) Each dealer or exhibitor shall establish and maintain programs of adequate
veterinary care that include:

(1)The availabilityof appropriate facilities, personnel, equipment, and services to
comply with the provisions of this subchapter;

(2) The use of appropriate methods to prevent control, diagnose, and treat
diseases and injuries, and the availability of emergenry, weekend, and holiday care;

(3) Daily observation of all animals to assess their health and well-being Pro-
vided, however, That daily observation of animals may be accomplished by some-
one other than the attendingveterinarian; and Provided, further, That a mechanism
of direct and frequent communication is required so that timely and accurate
inJormation on problems of animal health, behavior, and well-being is conveyed to
the attending veterinarian;

(4) Adequate guidance to personnel involved in the care and use of animals
regarding handling, immobilization, anesthesia, analgesia, tranquilizatiorL and
euthanasia; and

(5) Adequate pre-procedural and post-procedural care in accordance with estab-
lished veterinary medical and nursing procedures.

Subpart E - Identification of Animals

5 2.50 Time and method of identification.
(a) A class "A" dealer (breeder) shall identify all live dogs and cats on the premises

as follows:
(1) All live dogs and cats held on the premises, purchased, or otherwise acquired,

sold or otherwise disposed of, or removed from the premises for delivery to a

research facility or exhibitor or to another dealer, or for sale, through an auction sale
or to any person for use as a pet, shall be identified by an official tag of the type
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described in $ 2.51 affixed to the animal's neck by means of a collar made of material
generally considered acceptable to pet owners as a means of identifying their pet
dogs or cats, or shall be identified by a distinctive and legible tattoo marking
acceptable to and approved by the Administrator.

(2) Live puppies or kittens, less than 15 weeks of age, shall be identified by:
(i) An official tag as described in S 2.51;

(ii) A distinctive and legible tattoo marking approved by the Administrator; or
(iii) A plastic-type collar acceptable to the Administrator which has legibly placed

thereon the information required for an official tag pursuant to S 2.51.

(b) A class "B" dealer shall identify all live dogs and cats under his or her control
or on his or her premises as follows:

(1) When live dogs or cats are held, purchased, or otherwise acquired, they shall
be immediately identified:

(i) By affixing to the animal's neck an official tag as set forth in g 2.51 by means of
a collar made of material generally acceptable to pet owners as a means of identify-
ing their pet dogs or cats; or

(ii) By a distinctive and legible tattoo marking approved by the Administrator.
(2) If any live dog or cat is already identified by an official tag or tattoo which has

been applied by another dealer or exhibitor, the dealer or exhibitor who purchases
or otherwise acquires the animal may continue identifying the dog or cat by the
previous identification number, or may replace the previous tag with his own
official tag or approved tattoo. In either case, the class B dealer or class C exhibitor
shall correctly list all old and new official tag numbers or tattoos in his or her records
of purchasewhich shallbe maintained in accordancewith g g 2.75 and 2.77. Any new
official tag or tattoo number shall be used on all records of any subsequent sales by
the dealer or exhibitor, of any dog or cat.

(3) Live puppies or kittens less than 1.6 weeks of age, shall be identified by:
(i) An official tag as described in S 2.51;

(ii) A distinctive and legible tattoo marking approved by the Administrator; or
(iii) A plastic-type collar acceptable to the Administrator which has legibly placed

thereon the information required for an official tag pursuant to S 2.51.

(4) When any dealer has made a reasonable effort to affix an official tag to a cat,
as set forth in paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section, and has been unable to do so, or
when the cat exhibits serious distress from the attachment of a collar and tag, the
dealer shall attach the collar and tag to the door of the primary enclosure containing
the cat and take measures adequate to maintain the identity of the cat in relation to
the tag. Each primary enclosure shall contain no more than one weaned cat without
an affixed collar and official tag, unless the cats are identified by a distinctive and
legible tattoo or plastic-type collar approved by the Administrator.

(c) Aclass"C" exhibitor shall identify all live dogs and cats underhisorhercontrol
or on his or her premises, whether held, purchased, or otherwise acquired:

(1) As set forth in paragraph O)(1) or (b)(3) of this section, or
(2) By identifying each dog or cat with:
(i) An official USDA sequentially numbered tag that is kept on the door of the

animal's cage or run;
(ii) A record book containing each animal's tag number, a written description of

each animal, the data required by 92.75(a), and a clear photograph of each animal;
and

(iii) A duplicate tag that accompanies each dog or cat whenever it leaves the
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comPound or Premises.
(d) Unweaned puppies or kittens need not be individually identified as required

by paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section while they are maintained as a litter with
their dam in the same primary enclosure, provided the dam has been individually
identified.

(e)(1) All animals, except dogs and cats, delivered for transportation, transpo,rted,
purchased, sold, or otherwise acquired or disposed of by any dealer or exhibitor
ihall be ldentified by the dealer or exhibitor at the time of delivery for transPortation,
purchase, sale, acquisition or disposal, as provided for in this paragraph and in
records maintained as required in S S 2.75 and2.77.

(2) When one or more animals, other than dogs or cats, are confined in a primary
enclosure, the animal(s) shall be identified by:

(i) A labet attached to the primary enclosure which shall bear a description of the
animals in the primary enclosure, including:

(A) The number of animals;

(B) The species of the animals;

(C) Any distinctive physical features of the animals; and

(D) Any identifying marks, tattoos, or tags attached to the animals;

(ii) Marking the primary enclosure with a painted or stenciled number which shall
be recorded in the records of the dealer or exhibitor together with:

(A) A description of the animal(s);

(B) The species of the animal(s); and
(C) Any distinctive physical features of the animal(s); or
(iii) A tag or tattoo applied to each animal in the primary enclosure by the dealer

or exhibitoi which individually identifies each animal by description or number.

(3) When any animal, other than a dog or cat, is not confined in a primary
enclosure, it shall be identified on a record, as required by S 2.75, which shall
accompany the animal at the time it is delivered for transportation, transported,
purchised, or sold, and shall be kept and maintained by the dealer or exhibitor as

part of his or her records.

Subpart F - Stolen Animals

S 2.60 Prohibition on the purchase, sale, use, or transportation of stolen animals.
No person shall buy, sell, exhibit, use for research, transPort, or offer for transpor-
tation, any stolen animal.

Subpart G - Records

S 2.75 Records: Dealers and exhibitors.
(a)(1) Each dealer, other than operators of auction sales and brokers to whom

animals are consigned, and each exhibitor shall make, keep, and maintain records
or forms which fully and correctly disclose the following information conceming
each dog or cat purihased or otherwise acquired, owned, held, or otherwise in his
or her possession or under his or her control, or which is transported, euthanized,
sold, oi otherwise disposed of by that dealer or exhibitor. The records shall include
any offspring bom of any animal while in his or her possession or under his or her
control.

(i) The name and address of the person from whom a dog or cat was purchased
or otherwise acquired whether or not the person is required to be licensed or
registered under the Ac!

(ii) The USDA license or registration number of the person if he or she is licensed
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or registered under the Acf
(iii) The vehicle license number and state, and the driver's license number and

state of the person, if he or she is not licensed or registered under the Ac!
(iv) The name and address of the person to whom a dog or cat was sold or given

and that person's license or registration number if he or she is licensed or registered
under the Act;

(v) The date a dog or cat was acquired or disposed of, including by euthanasia;
(vr) The official USDA tag number or tattoo assigned to a dog or cat under g g 2.50

and2.54;
(vii) A description of each dog or cat which shall include:
(A) The species and breed or type;
(B) The sex;

(C) The date of birth or approximate age; and
(D) The color and any distinctive markings;
(viii) The method of transportation including the name of the initial carrier or

intermediatehandleror, if aprivatelyownedvehicle is used to transporta dogorca!
the name of the owner of the privately owned vehicle;

(ix) The date and method of dispositionof a dogorcat, e.g., sale, death, euthanasia,
or donation.

!2) Record of Dogs and Cats on Hand (VS Form 18-5) and Record of Disposition
of Dogs and Cats (VS Form L8-6) are forms which may be used by dealers and
exhibitors to make, keep; and maintainthe informationrequiredbypaiagraph (a)(1)
of this section.

(3) The USDA Interstate and International Certificate of Health Examination for
Small Animals (VSForm L8-1) maybe used by dealers andexhibitorsto make, keep,
and maintain the information required by paragraph (a)(1) of this section and g 2.79.

_ 
(4) One copy of the record containing the information required by paragraph (a) (1 )

of this section shall accompany each shipment of any dog or cit purcliased br
otherwise acquired bya dealer or exhibitor. One copy of the record cbntaining the
information required by paragraph (a)(1) of this section shall accompany each
shipment of any dog or cat sold or otherwise disposed of by a dealer oiexhibitor:
Provided, however, that, except as provided in section 2.133(b) of this part for
dealers, information that indicates the source and date of acquisition of a dog or cat
need not appear on the copy of the record accompanying the shipment. One copy of
the record containing the information required by parigraph (aX1) of this seifion
shall be retained by the dealer or exhibitor.

(b)(1) Every dealer other than operators of auction sales and brokers to whom
animals are consigned, and exhibitor shall make, keep, and maintain records or
forms -which fully and correctly disclose the following information conceming
animals other than dogs and cats, purchased or otherwise acquired, owned, held-,
leased, or otherwise in his or her possession or under his or hei control, or which is
transported, sold, euthanized, or otherwise disposed ofby that dealer or exhibitor.
The records shall include any offspring bom of any animal while in his or her
possession or under his or her control.

(i) The name and address of the person from whom the animals were purchased
or otherwise acquired;

(ii) The USDA license or registration number of the person if he or she is licensed
or registered under the Act;

(iii) The vehicle license number and state, and the driver's license number and
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state of the person, i{ he or she is not licensed or registered under the Act;

(iv) The name and address of the person to whom an animal was sold or Siven;
(v) The date of purchase, acquisitiory sale, or disposal of the animal(s);

(vi) The species of the animal(s); and

(vii) The number of animals in the shipment.
(2) Record of Animals on Hand (other than dogs and cats) (VS Form 18-19) and

Record of Acquisition, Disposition, or Transport of Animals (other than dogs and
cats)

(VS Form 18-20) are forms which may be used by dealers and exhibitors to keep
and maintain the information required by paragraph @)(1) of this section concern-
ing animals other than dogs and cats except as provided in S 2.79.

(3) One copy of the record containing the information required by paragraph
(b)(1) of this section shall accompany each shipment of any animal(s) other than a
dog or cat purchased or otherwise acquired by a dealer or exhibitor. One copy of the
record containing the information required by paragraph (b)(1) of this section shall
accompany each shipment of any animal other than a dog or cat sold or otherwise
disposed of by a dealer or exhibitor; Provided, however, That information which
indicates the source and date of acquisition of any animal other than a dog or cat
need not appear on the copy of the record accompanying the shipment. The dealer
or exhibitor shall retain one copy of the record containing the information required
by paragraph

@)(f) of this section.

Subpart H - Compliance With Standards and Holding Period

S 2.101 Holding period.
(a) Any live dog or cat acquired by a dealer or exhibitor shall be held by him or her,

under his or her supervision and control, for a period of not less than 5 full days, not
including the day of acquisition, after acquiring the animal, excluding time in
transit: Provided, however:

(FOOTNOTE) \s\An operator of an auction sale is not considered to have
acquired a dog or cat which is sold through the auction sale.

(1) That any live dog or cat acquired by a dealer or exhibitor from any private or
contract animal pound or shelter shall be held by that dealer or exhibitor under his
orher supervision and control for a period ofnot less than 10 full days, not including
the day of acquisitiory after acquiring the animal, excluding time in transiU

(2) Live dogs or cats which have completed a S-day holding period with another
dealer or exhibitor, or a 10-day holding period with another dealer or exhibitor if
obtained from a private or contract shelter or pound, may be sold or otherwise
disposed of by subsequent dealers or exhibitors after a minimum holding period of
24 hours by each subsequent dealer or exhibitor excluding time in transi!

(3) Any dog or cat suffering from disease, emaciation, or injury may be destroyed
by euthanasia prior to the completion of the holding period required by this section;
and

( ) Any live dog or cat, 120 days of age or less, that was obtained from the person
that bred and raised such dog or cat, may be exempted from the 5-day holding
requirement and may be disposed of by dealers or exhibitors after a minimum
holding period of 24 hours, excluding time in transit. Each subsequent dealer or
exhibitor must also hold each such dog or cat for a 24-hour period excluding time in
transit.
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(b) During the period in which any dog or cat is being held as required by this
section, the dog or cat shall be unloaded from any means of conveyance in which it
was received, for food, water, and rest, and shall be handled, cared for, and treated
in accordance with the standards set forth in part 3, subpart A, of this subchapter and
s 2.131.

S 2.126 Access and inspection of records and property.
(a) Each dealer, exhibitor, intermediate handler, or carrier, shall, during business

hours, allow APHIS officials:
(1) To enter its place of business;
(2) To examine records required to be kept by the Act and the regulations in this

parl;
(3) To make copies of the records;
(4) To inspect and photograph the facilities, property and animals, as the ApHIS

officials consider necessary to enforce the provisions of the Act, the regulations and
the standards in this subchapter; and

(5) To document, by the taking of photographs and other means, conditions and
areas of noncompliance.

(b)The use of aroom, table, or otherfacilities necessaryforthe properexamination
of the records and inspection of the property or animals shall beixtended to APHIS
officials by the dealer, exhibitor, intermediate handler or carrier.

S 2.128 Inspection for missing animals. Each dealer, exhibitor, intermediate
handler and carrier shall allow, upon request and during business hours, police or
officers of other law enforcement agencies with general law enforcement authority
(not those agencies whose duties are limited to enforcement of local animal regula-
tions) to enter his or her place of business to inspect animals and records for the
purpose of seeking animals that are missing, under the following conditions:

(a) The police or other law officer shall fumish to the dealer, exhibitor, interme-
diate handler or carrier a written description of the missing animal and the name and
address of its owner before making a search.

- (b)-The police or other law officer shall abide by all security measures required by
the dealer, exhibitor, intermediate handler or carrier to prevent the spread of
disease, including the use of sterile clothing, footwear, and masks where iequired,
or to prevent the escape of an animal.

g 2.129 Confiscation and destruction of animals.
(a) If an animal being held by a dealer, exhibitor, intermediate handler, or by a

cgrrier is found by an APHIS official to be suffering as a result of the failure of ihe
dealer, exhibitor, intermediate handler, or carrier to comply with any provision of
the regulations or the standards set forth in this subchapter,'the ApHlsbfficiat shall
make a reasonable effort to notify the dealer, exhibitor, intermediate handler, or
carrier of the condition of the animal(s) and request that the condition be corrected
arrd that adequate care be given to alleviate the inimal's suffering or distress, or that
the animal(s) be destroyed by euthanasia. In the event that the dealer, exhibitor,
intermediate handler, or carrier refuses to comply with this request, the ApHIS
official may confiscate the animal(s) for care, treatment, or disposil as indicated in
paragraph (b) of this sectiorl if, in the opinion of the Administrator, the circum-
stances indicate the animal's health is in danger.

(b) In the event that the APHIS official is unable to locate or notify the dealer,
exhibitor, intermediate handler, or carrier as required in this section, the ApHIS
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official shall contact a local police or other law officer to accompany him to the
premises and shall provide for adequate care when necessary to alleviate the
animal's suffering. If in the opinion of the Adminishator, the condition of the
animal(s) cannot be corrected by this temporary care, the APHIS official shall
confiscate the animals.

(c) Confiscated animals may be placed, by sale or donation, with other licensees
or registrants which comply with the standards and regulations and can provide
proper care, orthey may be euthanized. The dealer, exhibitor, intermediate handler,
or carrier from whom the animals were conJiscated shall bear all costs incurred in
performing the placement or euthanasia activities authorized by this section.

5 2.132 Procurement of random source dogs and cats, dealers.
(a) A class "8" dealer may obtain live random source dogs and cats only from:
(1) Other dealers who are licensed under the Act and in accordance with the

regulations inpart2;
(2) State, county, or city owned and operated animal pounds or shelters; and
(3) A legal entity organized and operated under the laws of the State in which it

is located as ananimalpound or shelter, such as a humane shelter or contractpound.
(b) A class "B" dealer shall not obtain live random source dogs and cats from

individuals who have not bred and raised the dogs and cats on their own premises.
(c) Live nonrandom source dogs and cats may be obtained from persons who have

bred and raised the dogs and cats on their own premises, such as hobby breeders.
(d) No person shall obtain live random source dogs or cats by use of false

pretenses, misrepresentation, or deception.
(e) A.y dealer, exhibitor, research facility, carrier, or intermediate handler who

also operates a private or contract animal pound or shelter shall comply with the
following:

(1) The animal pound or shelter shall be located on premises that are physically
separated from the licensed or registered facility. The animal housing facility of the
pound or shelter shall not be adjacent to the licensed or registered facility.

(2) Accurate and complete records shall be separately maintained by the licensee
or registrant and by the pound or shelter. The records shall be in accordance with g

$ 2.75 and 2.76, unless the animals are lost or stray. If the animals are lost or stray,
the pound or shelter records shall provide:

(i) An accurate description of the animal;
(ii) How, where, from whom, and when the dog or cat was obtained;
(iii) How long the dog or cat was held by the pound or shelter before being

transferred to the dealer; and
(iv) The date the dog or cat was transferred to the dealer.
(3) Any dealer who obtains or acquires a live random source dog or cat from a

private orcontract pound or shelter, including a pound or shelterhe or she operates,
shall hold the dog or cat for a period of at least 10 full days, not including the day of
acquisitiory excluding time in transit, after acquiring the animal, and otherwise in
accordance with S 2.101.

S 2.133. Certification for Random Source Dogs and Cats
(a) Each of the entities listed in paragraphs (a)(1) through
(a)(3) of this section that acquire any live dog or cat shall, before selling or

providing the live dog or cat to a dealer, hold and care for the dog or cat for a period
of not less than 5 full days after acquiring the animal, not including the date of



374 . Tsr ANrrnrel DraLpns

acquisition and excluding time in transit. This holding period shall include at Ieast
one Saturday. The provisions of this paragraph apply to:

(1) Each pound or shelter owned and operated by a State, county/ or city;
(2) Eachprivate pound or shelterestablishedfor the purpose of caringfor animals,

such as a humane society, or other organization that is under contract with a State,
county, or city, that opeiates as a porind or shelter, and that releases animals on a
voluntary basis; and

(3) Each research facility licensed by USDA as a dealer.

(b) A dealer shall not sell, provide, or make available to any person a live random
source dog or cat unless the dealer provides the recipient of the dog or cat with
certification that contains the following information:

(1) The name, address, USDA license number, and signature of the dealer;

(2) The name, address, USDA license or registration number, if such numbet
exists, and signature of the recipient of the dog or caf

(3) A description of each dog or cat being sold, provided, or made available that
shall include:

(i) The species and breed or type (for mixed breeds, estimate the two dominant
breeds or types);

(ii) The sex;

(iii) The date of birth or, if unknown, then the approximate age;

(iv) The color and any distinctive markings; and
(v) The Official USDA-approved identification number of the animal. However,

if the certification is attached to a certificate provided by a prior dealer which
contains the required description, then only the official identification numbers are
required;

(4) The name and address of the person, pound, or shelter from which the dog or
cat was acquired by the dealer, and an assurance that the person, pound, or shelter
was notified that the cat or dog might be used for research or educational purposes;

(5) The date the dealer acquired the dog or cat from the person, pound, or shelter
referred to in paragraph (bX4) of this section; and

(6) If the dealer acquired the dogor catfroma pound or shelter, a signed statement
by the pound or shelter that it met the requirements of paragraph (a) of this section.
This statement must at least describe the animals by their official USDA identifica-
tion numbers. It may be incorporated within the certification if the dealer makes the
certification at the time that the animals are acquired from the pound or shelter or
it may be made separately and attached to the certification later. If made separately,
it must include the same information describing each animal as is required in the
certification. A photocopy of the statement will be regarded as a duplicate original.

(c) The original certification required under paragraph (b) of this section shall
accompany the shipment of a live dogor catto be sold, provided, or otherwise made
available by the dealer.

(d) A dealer who acquires a live dog or cat from another dealer must obtain from
that dealerthecertificationrequiredby paragraph (b) of this section and mustattach
thatcertification (includinganypreviouslyattached certification) to the certification
which he or she provides pursuant to paragraph (b) of this section (a photocopy of
the original certification will be deemed a duplicate original if the dealer does not
dispose of all of the dogs or cats in a single transaction).

(e) A dealer who completes, provides, or receives a certification required under
paragraph (b) of this section shall keep, maintain, and make available for APHIS
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inspection a copy of the certification for at least 1. year following disposition.
(Q A research facility which acquires any live random source dog or cat from a

dealer must obtain the certification required under paragraph (b) of this section and
shall keep, maintairu and make available for APHIS inspection the original for at
least 3 years following disposition.

(g) In instances where a research facility transfers ownership of a live random
source dog or cat acquired from a dealer to another research facility, a copy of the
certificationrequiredbyparagraph (b) of this sectionmustaccompany the dogorcat
transferred. The research facility to which the dog or cat is transferred shall keep,
maintain, and make available for APHIS inspection the copy of the certification for
at least 3 years following disposition. 

****

Note:for acomplete copy of the AnimalWelfare ActRegulations, contact
the Animal and Plant Health lnspection Sentice's publications ffice at
(301) 734-7255. Or, on theWorldWideWeb, go to

http : / / www. aphis. us da. gov f rcac/ aware gs.html





Appendix ]

Animal Welfare Act
as amended

(7 U.S.C. SS 2131 et. seq.)

Section 1. (a) This Act may be cited as the "Animal Welfare Act".
(b) The Congress finds that animals and activities which are regulated under this

Act are either in interstate or foreign commerce or substantially affect such com-
merce or the free flow thereof, and that regulation of animals and activities as

provided in this Act is necessary to prevent and eliminate burdens upon such
commerce and to effectively regulate such commerce, in order-

(1) to insure that animals intended for use in research facilities or for exhibition
purposes or for use as pets are provided humane care and treatment;

(2) to assure thehumane treatment of animals duringtransportationincommerce;
and

(3) to protect the owners of animals from the theft of their animals by preventing
the sale or use of animals which have been stolen. The Congress further finds that
it is essential to regulate, as provided in this Act, the transportation, purchase, sale,
housing, care, handling, and treatment of animals by carriers or by persons or
organizations engaged in using them for research or experimental purposes or for
exhibition purposes or holding them for sale as pets or for any such purpose or use.
The Congress further finds that-

(1) the use of animals is instrumental in certain research and education for
advancing knowledge of cures and treatment for diseases and injuries which afflict
both humans and animals;

(2) methods of testing that do not use animals are being and continue to be
developed which are faster, less expensive, and more accurate than traditional
animal experiments for some purposes and further opportunities exist for the
development of these methods of testing;

(3) measures which eliminate or minimize the unnecessary duplication of experi-
ments on animals can result in more productive use of Federal funds; and

(4) measures which help meet the public concem for laboratory animal care and
treatment are important in assuring that research will continue to progress.

(7 U.S.C. S 2131) (P.L.89-5M, $ 1, Aug. 24,1966,80 Stat. 350; P.L. 91.-579, $ 2, Dec.
24,1970,84 Stat. 1560; renumbered and amended by P.L.94-279, $ 2, Apr. 22,1975,
90 Stat. 417)

Section 2. \ /hen used in this Act-
(a) The term "Person" includes any individual, partnership, firm, joint stock

company, corporation. association, trust, estate, or other legal entity;



380 . Tr+r Arrrrv.ql. DEA.r.sRs

(b) The term "secretary" means the Secretary of Agriculture of the United States
or his representative who shall be an employee of the United States Department of
Agriculture;

(c) The term "commerce" means trade, traffic, transportation, or other commerce

(1) betweena place in aState and anyplace outside of suchState, orbetweenpoints
within the same State but through any place outside thereof, or within any territory,
possessiory or the District of Columbia;

(2) which affects trade, traffic, transportation, or other commerce described in
paragraph (1),

(d) The term "state" means a State of the United States, the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, or
any other territory or possession of the United States;

(e) The term "research facility" means any school (except an elementary or
secondary school), institution, organizatiory or Person that uses or intends to use
live animals in research, tests, or experiments, and that

(1) purchases or transports live animals in commerce, or (2) receives funds under
a grant, award,loan, or contract from a department, agency, or instrumentality of
the United States for the purpose of carrying out research, tests, or experiments:
Provided, That the Secretary may exemPt, by regulation, any such school, institu-
tion, organization, or person that does not use or intend to use live dogs or cats,
except those schools, institutions, organizations, or persons, which use substantial
numbers (as determined by the Secretary) or live animals the principal function of
which schools, institutions, organizations, or Persons, is biomedical research or
testing, when in the judgment of the Secretary, any such exemption does not vitiate
the purpose of this Act;

(f) The term " dealer" means any person who, in commerce, for compensation or
profit, delivers for transportation, or transports, excePt as a carrier, buys, or sells, or
negotiates the purchase or sale ol (1) any dog or other animal whether alive or dead
for research, teaching, exhibition, or use as a pet, or (2) any dog for hunting, security,
or breeding purposes, except that this term does not include

(i) a retait pet store except such store which sells any animals to a research facility,
an exhibitor, or a dealer; or

(ii) any person who does not sell, or negotiate the purchase or sale or any wild
animal, dog, or cat and who derives no more than $500 gross income from the sale
of other animals during any calendar year;

(g) Thu term "animal" means any live or dead dog, cat, monkey (nonhuman
primate mammal), guinea pig, hamster, rabbit, or such other warm-blooded animal,
is the Secretary may determine is being used, or is intended for use, for research,
testing, experimentatiorL or exhibition purPoses or as a pet; but such term excludes
horses not used for research purposes and other farm animals, such as, but not
limited to livestock or poultry, used or intended for use as food or fiber, or livestock
or poultry used or intended for improving animal nutrition, breeding, management
or production efficiency, or for improving the quality of food or fibei. With respect
to a dog the term means all dogs including those used for hunting, security, or
breeding purposes;

(h) The term "exhibitor" means any person (public or private) exhibiting any
animals, which were purchased in commerce or the intended distribution of which
affects commerce, or will affect commerce, to the public for compensation, as

determined by the Secretary, and such term includes camivals, circuses, and zoos
exhibiting such animals whether operated for profit or not; but such term excludes
retail pet stores, organizations sponsoring and all persons participating in State and
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lountry fair!, livestock shows, rodeos, purebred dog and cat shows, and iny other
fairs or exhibitions intended to advance agricultural arts and sciences, as may be
determined by the Secretary;

(i) The term "intermediate handler" means any person including a department,
aggncy, or instrumentality of the United States oi of any State or loial govemment
(other than a dealer, research facility, exhibitor, any person excluded from the
definition of a dealer, research facility, or exhibitor, an operator of an auction sale,
or a carrier) who is engaged in any business in which he receives custody of animals
in connection with their transportation in commerce; and

0 The term "carrier" means the operator of any airline, railroad, motor carrier,
shipping line, or_other enterprise, which is engaged in the business or transporting
any animals for hire.

ft) The term "Federal agency" means an Executive agency as such term is defined
in section 105 of ritle 5, United states Code, and with respect to any research facility
means the agencyfromwhichthe research facility means the agency fromwhichth-e
research facility receives a Federal award for the conduct of research, experimenta-
tion, or testing, involving the use of animalsi

(l) The term "Federal award for the conduct of researcfu experimentatiory or
testing,involving the use of animals" means any mechanism (including a $an!
award, loan, contract, or cooperative agreement) under which Federal funds are
provided to support the conduct of such research;

(m) The term "quorum" means a majority of the Committee members;
(n) The term " Committee" means the Institutional Animal Committee established

under section 13(b); and
(o) The term "fgderal research tacility" means each department, agency, or

instrumentality of the united states which uses live animals for research of experi-
mentation.

(7 U.S.C. 52132) (P.L.89-5M, g 2, Aug. 24.7966,80 Stat. 350; P.L. 97-579, g 3, Dec.
24, 197 0, 84 Stat. 1560; P.L. 94-27 9 Sg 3, 4, Apr. 22, 797 6, 90 Stat. 417, 418 ; P.L. 99 -198,
Title XVII, $ 77 56 (a), Dec. 23, 7985,, 99 Stat. 1550)

Section 3. The Secretary shall issue licenses to dealers and exhibitors upon
application_ therefor ih such form and manner as he may prescribe and upon
payment of such fee established pursuant to section 23 of this Act: Provided, That
no such license shall be issued until the dealer or exhibitor shall have demonstrated
thathis facilities comply with the standards promulgated by the Secretary pursuant
to section 13 of this Act Provided, however, That any retail pet store or other person
who derives less than a substantial portion of his income (as determinedby the
Se-cretary) fr9ry the breeding and raising of dogs or cats on his own premisei and
se-lls any such dog or cat to a dealer or research facility shall notbe requlred to obtain
a license as a dealer or exhibitor under this Act. The-secretary is further authorized
to license, as dealers or exhibitors personswho do notqualify as dealers or exhibitors
within the meaning of this Act upon such persons complying with the requirements
specifiedabove and agreeing, inwriting, to comply with all [herequirernents of this
Act and the regulations promulgated by the Secretary hereunder-.

(7 U.S.C. S 2133) (P.L.89-544, g 3, Aug. 24,1966,80 Stat. 351; P.L. 91.-579, S 4 Dec.
24,7970,84 Stat. 1561)

Section 4. No dealer or exhibitor shall sell or offer to sell or transport or offer for
transportation, in commerce, to any research facility or for exhibition or for use as
a pet any animal, orbuy, sell, offer to buy or sell, transport oroffer for transportation,
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in commerce, to or from another dealer or exhibitor under this Act any animal,
unless and until such dealer or exhibitor shall have obtained a license from the
Secretary and such licenseshall not have been amended or revoked.

(7 U.S.C. S 2134) (P.L.89-5M, $ 4, Aug. 24.7966,80 Stat. 351; P.L. 91.-579, $ 5, Dec.
24,1970,84 Stat. 155L;P.L.94-279, $ 5, Apr. 22,1976,90 Stat, 418)

Section 5. No dealer or exhibitor shall sell or dispose of any dog or cat within a

period of 5 business days after the acquisition of such animal or within such other
period as way be specified by the Secretary: Provided, that operators of auction sales
subject to section 12 of this Act shall not be required to comply with the provisions
of this section.

(7 U.S.C. S 2135) (P.L.89-544, $ 5, Aug. 24,1966,80 Stat. 351; P.L. 91.'579. $ 5, Dec.
24,7970,84 Stat. 1561)

Section 6. Every research facility, every intermediate handler, every carrier, and
every exhibitor not licensed under section 3 of this Act shall register with the
Secretary in accordance with such rules and regulations as he may prescribe.

(7 U.S.C. S 2136) (P.L.89-5M, $ 6, Aug. 24,1966,80 Stat. 351; P.L. 91.-579, S Z Dec.
24,1970,84 Stat. 1561.;P.L.94-279, $ 6, Apr. 22,1976,90 Stat.418)

Section 7. It shall be unlawful for any research facility to purchase any dog or cat
from any person except an operator of an auction sale subject to section L2 of this Act
or a person holding a valid license as a dealer or exhibitor issued by the Secretary
pursuant to this Act unless such person is exempted from obtaining such license
under section 3 of this Act.

(7 U.S.C. Sz13n (P.L.89-544, $ 7, Aug. 24,1966,80 Stat. 351; P.L. 91'-579. S 8, Dec.
24, 1970. 84 Stat. 1561.)

Section 8. No department, agency, or instrumentality of the United States which
uses animals for research or experimentation or exhibition shall purchase or
otherwise acquire any dog or cat for such purposes from any Person except an
operator of anauction sale subjectto section 12 of this Actora personholdinga valid
liiense as a dealer or exhibitor issued by the Secretary pursuant to this Act unless
such person is exempted from obtaining such license under section 3 of this Act.

(7U.S.C.S2138)(P.L.89-54J,,$8,Aug.24,1966,80Stat.351;P.L.9't-579, S9,Dec.
24,1970,84 Stat. 1562)

Section 9. When construing or enforcing the provisions of this Act, the act,
omission, or failure of any person acting for or employed by a research facility, a

dealer, or an exhibitor or a person licensed as a dealer or an exhibitor pursuant to the
second sentence of section 3, or an operator of an auction sale subject to section 12

of this Act, or an intermediate handler or a carrier, within the scope of his employ-
ment or office, shall be deemed the act, omissiorL or failure of such research facility,
dealer, exhibitor, licensee, operator of an auction sale, intermediate handler, or
carrier, as well of such person.

(7 U.S.C. S 2139) (P.L. 89-544, $ 9, Aug. 24,1965,805tat. 351; P.L. 91'-579, $ 10, Dec.
24,1970,84 Stat. 1562;P.L.94-279, $ 7, Apr. 22,1976,90 Stat.418)

Section 10. Dealers and exhibitors shall make and retain for such reasonable
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period of time as the Secretary may prescribe, such records with respect to the
purchase, sale, transportation, identificatior; and previous ownership of animals as
the Secretary may prescribe. Research facilities shall make and retain such records
only with respect to the purchase, sale, transportation, identification, and previous
ownership of live dogs and cats. At the request of the Secretary, any regulatory
agency of the Federal Govemment which requires records to be maintained by
intermediate handlers and carriers with respect to the transportation, receiving,
handling, and delivery of animals on forms prescribed by the agency, shall require
there to be included in such forms, and intermediate handlers and carriers shall
include in such forms, such information as the Secretary may require for the effective
administration of this Act. Such information shall be retained for such reasonable
period of time as the Secretary may prescribe. If regulatory agencies of the Federal
Govemment do not prescribe requirements for any such forms, intermediate
handlers and carriers shall make and retain for such reasonable period as the
Secretary may prescribe such records with respect to the transportation, receiving
handling, and delivery of animals as the Secretary may prescribe. Suchrecords shall
be made available at all reasonable times for inspection and copying by the
Secretary.

(7U.S.C. S 2140) (P.L.89-544,S 10, Aug.24,1966,80Stat.351;P.L.91.-579,91L,Dec.
24,7970,84 Stat. 7562;P.L.94-279, $ 8, Apr. 22,1976,90 Stat.418)

Section 11. AII animals delivered for transportatiory transported, purchased, or
sold, in commerce, by a dealer or exhibitor shall be marked or identified atsuch time
and in such humane manner as the Secretary may prescribe: Provided, That only live
dogs and cats need be so marked or identified by a research facility.

(7 U.S.C. S 2141) (P.L.89-5414,$71,, Au1.24,1966,80 Stat.35L;P.L.97-579, $ 12, Dec.
24.1970,84 Stat, 7562;P.L.94-279, $ 5. Apr. 22,1976,90 Stat. 418)

Section 12. The Secretary is authorized to promulgate humane standards and
recordkeeping requitements goveming the purchase, handling, or sale of animals,
in commerce, by dealers, research facilities, and exhibitors at auction sales and by the
operators of such auction sales. The Secretary is also authorized to require the
licensingof operators of auction saleswhere any dogs or cats are sold, incommerce,
trader such conditions as he may prescribe, and upon payment of such fee as
prescribed by the Secretary under section 23 of this Act.

(7U.S.C. 521.42) (P.L.89-544 S 72, Ang.24,1966,80Stat.351;P.L.9L-579,51"3, Dec.
24,1970,84 Stat. 1562;P.L.94-279, $ 5, Apr. 22,7976,90 Stat. 418,)

Section 13. (a)(1) The Secretary shall promulgate standards to govern the humane
handling, care, treatment, and transportation of animals by dealers, research facili-
ties, and exhibitors.

(2) The standards described in paragraph (1) shall include minimum require-
ments-

(A) for handling, housing, feeding, watering, sanitation, ventilatiory shelter from
extremes of weather and temperatures, adequate veterinary care, and separationby
species where the Secretary finds necessary for humane handling, care, or treatment
of animals; and

(B) for exercise of dogs, as determined by an attending veterinarian in accordance
with the general standards promulgated by the Secretary, and for a physical
environment adequate to promote the psychological well-being of primates.

(3) In addition to the requirements under paragraph (2), the standards described
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in paragraph (1) shall, with respect ot animals in research facilities, include require-
ments-

(A) for animal care, treatment, and practices inexperimentalprocedures to ensure
that animal pain and distress are minimized, including adeqtate veterinary care
with the appropriate use of anesthetic, analgesic or tranquilizing drugs, or eufhana-
sia;

(B) that the principal investigator considers altematives to any procedure likely
to produce pain or distress in an experimental animali

(C) in any practice which could cause pain to animals-
(i) that a doctor of veterinary medicine is consulted in the planning of such

procedures;

(ii) for the use of tranquilizers, analgesics, and anesthetics;
(iii) for presurgical and postsurgical care by laboratory workers in accordance

with established veterinary medical and nursing procedures;
(iv) against the use of paralytics without anesthesia; and
(v) that the withholding of tranquilizers, anesthesia, analgesia, or euthanasia

when scientifically necessary shall continue for only the neceslary period of time;
(D) that no animal is used in more than one major operative experimenta from

which it is allowed to recover except in cases of -
(i) scientific necessity; or
(ii) other special circumstances as determined by the Secretary; and
(E) that exceptions to such standards may be made only when specified by

research p_rotocol and that any such exception shall be detailid and explained in h
report outlined under paragraph (4 and filed with the Institutional Animal Com-
mittee.

(4) The Secretary shall also promulgate standards to govern the transportation in
commerce to govern the transportation in conunerce, and the handling, care, and
treatment in connection therewith, by intermediate handlers, air carrieis, or other
carriers, of animals consigned by a dealer, research facility, exhibitor, operator of an
auctionsale, or other pe_rson, or any department, agency, or instrumentality of the
United states or of any state or local government, fbr transportation in co[unerce.
The secretary shall have authority to promulgate such rulei and regulations as he
determines necessary to assure humane treatment of animals in the course of their
transportation in commerce including requirements such as those with respect to
containers, feed, water, rest, ventilation, temperafure, and handling.

(5) In promulgating and enforcing standards established pursuant to this section,
the secretary-is authorized and directed to consult expirts, including outside
consultants where indicated.

(6)(.4') Nothing in this Act-
(i) except as provided in paragraph (4 of this subsection, shall be construed as

a-uthorizing the Secretary to promulgate rules, regulations, or orders with regard to
design, outline_s, guidelines or performance of actual research or experimentalion by
a research facility as determined by such research facility;

.^.(ii) except as provided in subparagraphs (A) and (C)(ii) through (v) of paragraph
(3) and paragraph- (4 of this subsectiory shall be construed is authorizirig the
secretaryto promulgaterules, regulations, ororderswithregard to the perforniance
of actual research or_experimentation by a research facilityls determined by such
research facility; and

(iii) shall authorize the Secretary, during inspectiory to interrupt the conduct of
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actual research or experimentation.
(B) No rule, regulation, order, or part of this Act shall be conskued to require a

research facility to disclose publicly or to the Institutional Animal Committee
during its inspection, trade secrets or commercial or financial information which is
privileged or confidential.

fl)(a) The Secretary shall require each research research facility to show upon
inspectiory and to report at least annually, that the provisions of this Act are being
followed and that professionally acceptable standards goveming the care, treat-
ment, and use of animals are being followed by the research facility during actual
research or experimentation.

(B) In complying with subparagraph (A), such research facilities shall provide-
(i) information on procedures likely to produce pain or distress in any animal and

assurances demonstrating that the principal investigator considered altematives to
those procedures;

(ii) assurances satisfactory to the Secretary that such facility is adhering to the
standards described in this section; and

(iii) an explanation for any deviation from the standards promulgated under this
section.

(8) Paragraph (1) shall not prohibit any State (or a political subdivision of such
State) from promulgating standards in addition to those standards promulgated by
the Secretary under paragraph (1).

@)(f) The Secretary shall require that each research facility establish at least one
Committee. Each Committee shallbe appointedby the chief executive officerof each
such research facility and shall be composed of not fewer than three members. Such
members shall possess sufficient ability to assess animal care, treatmenf and
practices in experimental research as determined by the needs of the research facility
and shall represent society's concerns regarding thewelfare of animal subjects used
at such facility. Of the members of the Committee-

(A) at least one member shall be a doctor of veterinary medicine;
(B) at least one member-
(i) shall not be affiliated in any way with such facility other than as a member of

the Committee-
(ii) shall not be a member of the immediate family of a person who is affiliated with

such facility; and
(iii) is intended to provide representation for generaly community interests in the

proper care and treatment of animals; and
(C) in those cases where the Committee consists of more than three members, not

more than three members shall be from the same administrative unit of such facility.
(2) A quorum shall be required for all formal actions of the Committee, including

inspections under paragraph (3).

(3) The Committee shall inspect at least semiannually all animal study areas and
animal facilities of such research facility and review as part of the inspection-

(A) practices involving pain to animals, and
(B) the condition of animals, to ensure compliance with the provisions of this Act

to minimize pain and distress to animals. Exceptions to the requirement of inspec-
tion of such study areas may be made by the Secretary if animals are sfudied in their
natural environment and the study area is prohibitive to easy access.

(a)(A) The Committee shall file an inspection certification report of each inspec-
tion at the research facility. Such report shall -
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(i) be signed by a majority of the Committee members involved in the inspection;

(ii) include reports of any violation of the standards promulgated, or assurances
required, by the Secretary, including any deficient conditions of animal care or
treatment, any deviations of research practices from originally approved proposals
that adversely affect animal welfare, any notification to the facility regarding such
conditions and any corrections made thereafter;

(iii) include any minority views of the Committee; and

(iv) include any other information pertinent to the activities of the Committee.
(B) Such report shall remain on file for at least 3 years at the research facility and

shall be available for inspection by the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
and any funding Federal agency.

(C) In order to give the research facility an opportunity to correct any deficiencies
or deviations discovered by reason of paragraph (3), the Committee shall notify the
administrative representative of the research facility of any deficiencies or devia-
tions from the provisions of this Act. If, after notification and an opportunity for
correction, such deficiencies or deviations remain uncorrected, the Committee shall
notify (in writing) the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service and the funding
Federal Agency of such deficiencies or deviations.

(5) The inspection results shall be available to Department of Agriculture inspec-
tors for review during inspections. Deparhnent of Agriculture inspectors shall
forward any Committee inspection records which include reports of uncorrected
deficiencies or deviations to the Animal and Plant Health inspection Sewice and any
funding Federal agency of the project with respect to which such uncorrected
deficiencies and deviations occurred.

(c) In the case of Federal research facilities, a Federal Committee shall be estab-
lished and shall have the same composition and responsibilities provided in
subsection (b) of this section, except that the Federal Committee shall report
deficiencies or deviations to the head of the Federal agenry conducting the research
rather than to the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service. The head of the
Federal agency conducting the research shall be tesponsible for-

(1) all corrective action to be taken at the facility; and
(2) the granting of all exceptions to inspection protocol.
(d) Each research facility shall provide for the training of scientists, animal

technicians, and other personnel involved with animal care and treatment in such
facility as required by the Secretary. Such training shall include instruction on-

(1) the humane practice of animal maintenance and experimentation;
(2) research or testing methods that minimize or eliminate the use of animals or

limit animal pain or distress;
(3) utilization of the information service at the National Agricultural Library,

established under subsection (e) of this section; and
(4) methods whereby deficiencies in animal care and treatment should be re-

ported.
(e) The Secretary shall establish an information service at the National Agricul-

tural Library. Such service shall, in cooperation with the National Library of
Medicine, provide information-

(1) pertinent to employee training;
(2) which could prevent unintended duplication of animal experimentation as

determined by the needs of the research facility; and

(3) on improved methods of animal experimentation, including methods which
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could-
(A) reduce or replace animal usei and
(B) minimize pain and dishess to animals, such as anesthetic and analgesic

procedures.
(f)1(See footnote on last page) In any case in which a Federal agency funding a

research project determines that conditions of animal care, treatment, or practice in
a particular project have not been in compliance with standards promulgated under
this Act, despite notification by the Secretary or such Federal agency to the research
facility and an opportunity for correction, such agency shall suspend or revoke
Federal support of the project. Any research facility losing Federal support as a
result of actions taken under the preceding sentence shall have the right of appeal
as provided in sections 701 through 706 of Title 5, United States Code.

(f)2 No dogs or cats, or additional kinds or classes of animals designated by
regulation of the Secretary, shall be delivered by *y dealer, research facility,
exhibitor, operator of an auction sale, or department, agency, or instrumentality of
tile United States or of any State or local govemment/ to any intermediate handler
or carrier for transportation in commerce or received by any such handler or carrier
for such transportationfromany suchpersory department, agency, or instrumental-
ity, unless the animal is accompanied by a certificate issued by a veterinarian
licensed to practice veterinary medicine, certifying that he inspected the animal on
a specified date, which shall not be more than L0 days before such delivery, and,
when so inspected, the animal appeared free of any infectious disease or physical
abnormality which would endanger the animal or animals or other animals or
endanger public health: Provided, however, That the Secretary may by regulation
provide exceptions to this certification requirement, under such conditions as he
may prescribe in the regulations, for animals shipped to research facilities for
purposes of research, testing or experimentation requiring animals not eligible for
such certification. Such certificates received by the intermediate handlers and the
carriers shall be retained by them, as provided by regulations of the Secretary, in
accordance with section 10 of this Act.

(S) No dogs or cats, or additional kinds or classes of animals designated by
regulation of the Secretary, shall be delivered by any person to any intermediate
handler or calrier for transportation in corunerce except to registered research
facilities if they are less than such age as the Secretary may by regulation prescribe.
The Secretary shall designate additional kinds and classes of animals and may
prescribe different ages for particular kinds or classes of dogs, cats, or designated
animals, for the purposes of this section, when he determines that such action is
necessary or adequate to assure their humane treatment in connection with their
transportation in commerce.

(h) No intermediate handler or carrier involved in the transportation of any
animal in commerce shall participate in any arrangement or engage in any practice
under which the cost of such animal or the cost of the transportation of such animal
is to be paid and collected upon delivery of the animal to the consignee, unless the
consignor guarantees in writing the payment of transportation charges for any
animal not claimed within a period of 48 hours after notice to the consignee of arrival
of the animal, including, where necessary, both the retum transportation charges
and an amount sufficient to reimburse the carrier for all out-of-pocket expenses
incurred for the care, feeding, and storage of such animals.

(7U.S.C.21.43) (P.L.89-544, $13, Aug.24,1966,805TAT.352; P.L.91,-579,914,Dec.
24, 797 0, Ustat- 7562 P -L94-279, 55 9, 70, April 22, 197 6, 90 Stat- 478;P.L. 99-198, Title
XVII, S 1752, Dec 23, 1985, 99 Stat- 7645)
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Section 14. Any department, agency or instrumentality of the United States
having laboratory animal facilities shall comply with the standards and other
requirements promulgated by the Secretary for a research facility under section 13
(a), (f), (g), and (h). Any department, agency, or instrumentality of the United States
exhibiting animals shall comply with the standards promulgated by the Secretary
under section 13 (a), (f), (g), and (h).

(7U.S.C. 21.44) (P.L.89-544, $14, Aug. 24,1966,80 Stat. 352;P.L-9'1.-579, S 15, Dec.
24, 197 0, 84 Stat. 1563 ; P -L 9 4-27 9, $ 19, Aprll 22, 197 6, 90 Stat. 423 ; P.L. 99-1 98, Title
X\trI, S 1758, Dec. 23,7985,99 Stat. 1650)

Section 15. (a) The Secretary shall consult and cooperate with other Federal
departments, agencies, or instrumentalities concemed with the welfare of animals
used for researcfu experimentation or exhibition, or administration of stafutes
regulating the transportation in commerce or handling in connection therewith of
any animals when establishing standards pursuant to section 13 and in carrying out
the purposes of this Act. TheSecretary shall consult with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services prior to issuance of regulations. Before promulgating any standard
goveming the air transportation and handling in connection therewith, of animals,
the Secretary shall consult with the Secretary of Transportation who shall have the
authority to disapproveany such standard if henotifies theSecretary, within3O days
after such consultation, that changes in its provisions are necessary in the interest of
flight safety. The Interstate Commerce Commission, the Secretary of Transporta-
tion, and the Federal Maritime Commission, to the extent of their respective lawful
authorities, shall take such action as is appropriate to implement any standard
established by the Secretary with respect to a person subject to regulation by it.

(b) The Secretary is authorized to cooperate with the officials of the various States
or political subdivisions thereof in carrying out the purposes of this Act and of any
State, local, or municipal legislation or ordinance on the same subject.

(7U.S.C. 2145) (P.L.89-5M, $ 15, Aug. 24,1966,80Stat.352;P.L.91.-579, $ 16, Dec.
24,1970,84 Stat. 1553; P.L. 94-279, $ 11, Apri\22,1976,909tat.419;P.L.98-443 S 9(i)
Oct.4,1984,98 Stat. 1708; P.L-99-798,T1r1e XVII, 57757,Dec.23,1985,99 Stat. 1650).

Section 15.

(a) The Secretary shall make such investigations or inspections as he deems
necessary to determinewhether any dealer, exhibitor, intermediate handler, carrier,
research facility, or operator of an auction sale subject to section 12 of this Act, has
violated or is violating any provision of this Actor anyregulationor standard issued
thereunder, and for such purposes, the Secretary shall, at all reasonable times, have
access to the places of business and the facilities, animals, and those records required
to kept pursuant to section 10 of any such dealer, exhibitor, intermediate handler,
carrier, research facility, operator of an auction sale. The Secretary shall inspect each
research facility at least once each year and, in the case of deficiencies or deviations
from the standards promulgated under this Act, shall conduct such follow-up
inspections as may be necessary until all deficiencies or deviations from such
standards are corrected. The Secretary shall promulgate such rules and regulations
as he deems necessary to permit inspectors to conJiscate or destroy in a humane
manner any animal found to be suffering as a result of a failure to comply with any
provision of this Act or any regulation or standard issued thereunder if (1) such
animal is held by a dealer, (2) such animal is held by an exhibitor, (3) such animal is
held by a researchfacility and is no longer required by such research facility to carry
out the research, test or experiment for which such animal has been utilized, (4) such
animal is held by an operator of an auction sale, or (5) such animal is held by an
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intermediate handler or a carrier.
(b) Any person who forcibly assaults, resists, opposes, impedes, intimidates, or

interferes with any person while engaged in or on account of the performance of his
official duties under this Act shall be fined not more than $5,000, or imprisoned not
more than 3 years, or both. Whoever, in the commission of such acts, uses a deadly
or dangerous weapon shall be fined not more than $L0,000, or imprisoned not more
than 10 years, or both. I4lhoever kills any person while engaged in or on account of
the performance of his official duties under this Act shall be punished as provided
under sections 1.111 and 111,4ofTitle 18, United States Code.

(c)For theefficientadministrationand enforcementof this Actand theregulations
and standards promulgated under this Act, the provisions

(including penalties) of sections 6, 8, 9, and 10 of the Act entitled "An Act to create
a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for other
purposes/" (15 U.S.C. 46, and 48-50; 38 Stat.727-723, as amended) (except paragraph
(c) through (h) of section 5 and the last paragraph of section 9, and the provisions of
Title IIof the"OrganizedCrimeControlActof1970" (18U.S.C.60001 et. seq.,62Stat
856), are made applicable to the jurisdictiory powers, and duties of the Secretary in
administering and enforcing the provisions of this Act and to any person, firm, or
corporation with respect to whom such authority is exercised. The Secretary may
prosecute any inquiry necessary to his duties underthisActin anypartof theUnited
States, including any territory/ orpossession thereof, the Districtof Columbia, or the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. The powers conferred by said sections 9 and 10 of
the Actof September26,1914, as amended, onthe districtcourts of the UnitedStates
may be exercised for the purposes of this Act by any district court of the United
States. The United States district courts, the District Court of Guam, the District
Court to the Virgin Islands, the highest court of American Samoa, and the United
States courts of the other territories, are vested with jurisdiction specifically to
enforce, and topreventand restrainviolations of thisAct, and shall have jurisdiction
in all other kinds of cases arising under this Act, except as provided in section 19(c)
of this Act.

(7U.S.C.2745) (P.L.89-544, $ 16, Aug. 24,1966,80Stat.352;P.L-91,-579,817,Dec.
24,1970,84 Stat. 1563;P.L94-279,972, Apnl22,1976,909tat.420;P.L.99-198, Title
XVII, S 1753, Dec. 23,1985,995ta1.7649)

Section 17. The Secretary shall promulgate rules and regulations requiring
dealers, exhibitors, research facilities, and operators of auction sales subject to
section L2 of this Act to permit inspection of their animals and records at reasonable
hours upon request by legally constituted law enforcement agencies in search of lost
animals.

(7U.S.C.21.4n F.L.89-5M, $ 17, Aug. 24,1966,809tat.352;P.L.9'L-579, $ L8, Dec.
24,1970,84 Stat. 1564)

Section 18. Repealed. Pub. L. 97579.Similar provisions incorporated in section 13
by P.L. 9'1.-579, SS 19, Dec. 24,1970,84 Stat.

(7 U.5.C.2748)

Section 19. (a) If the Secretary has reason to believe that any person licensed as a
dealer, exhibitor, or operator of an auction sale subject to section 12 of this Act, has
violated or is violating any provision of this Act, or any of the rules or regulations
or standards promulgated by the Secretary hereunder, he may suspend such
person's license temporarily, but not to exceed 27 days, and after notice and
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opportunityfor hearing, may suspend for such additional period as he may specify,
or revoke such license, if such violation is determined to have occurred.

(b) Any dealer, exhibitor, research facility, intermediate tion sale subject to section
12 of this Act, that violates any provision of this Act or any rule, regulatiory or
standard promulgated by the Secretary thereunder, may be assessed a civil penalty
by the Secretary of not more than $2,500 for each such violation, and the Secretary
may also make an order that such person shall cease and desist from continuing such
violation. Each violation and each day during which a violation continues shall be
a separate offense. No penalty shall be assessed or cease and desist order issued
unless such person is given notice and opportunity for a hearing with respect to the
alleged violation, and the order of the Secretary assessing a penalty and making a
cease and desist order shall be final and conclusive unless the #fected person files
an appeal from the Secretary's order with the appropriate United States Court of
Appeals. The Secretary shall give due consideration to the appropriateness of the
penalty with respect to the size of the business of the person involved, the gravity
of the violatioru the person's good faith, and the history of previous violations. Any
such civil penalty may be compromised by the Secretary. Upon any failure to pay
the penalty assessed by a final order under this sectiory the Secretary shall request
the Attomey General to institute a civil action in a district court of the United States
or other United States court for any district in which such person is found or resides
or transacts business, to collect the penalfy, and such court shall havejurisdiction to
hear and decide any such action. Any person who knowingly fails to obey a cease
and desist order made by the Secretary under this section shall be subject to a civil
penalty of $1,500 for each offense, and each day duringwhich suchfailurecontinues
shall be deemed a separate offense.

(") Aoy dealer, exhibitor, research facility, intermediate handler, carrier, or
operator of an auction sale subject to section 12 of this Act, aggrieved by a final order
of the Secretary issued pursuant to this section may, within 60 days after entry of
such an order, seek review of such order in the appropriate United States Court of
Appeals in accordance with the provisions of section 234L, 2343 through 2350 of Title
28, United States Code, and suchcourt shall have exclusive jurisdiction to enjoin, set
aside, suspend (in whole or in part), or to determine the validity of the Secretary's
order.

(d) Any dealer, exhibitor, or operator of an auction sale subject to section 12 of this
Act, who knowingly violates any provision of this Act shall, on conviction thereof,
be subject to imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or a fine of not more than $2,500,
or both. Prosecution of such violations shall, to the maximum extent practicable, be
brought initially before United States magistrates as provided in section 636 of Title
28, United States Code, and sections 3401 and 3402 of Title 18, United States Code,
and, with the consent of the Attorney General, may be conducted, at both trial and
upon appeal to district court, by attomeys of the United States Department of
Agriculfure.

(7U.S.C. 2149) (P.L-89-5M,519, Au9.24,1966,8}Stat.352; P.L.97-579, g 20, Dec.
24,1970,U9tat.15(A;P.L.9+279,$13, April22,1976,909tat.420;P.L.99-198, Title
XVII, S ].755, Dec. 23,7985,99 Stat. 1650)

Section20. Repealed. Similarprovisions incorporated insection19byP.L.94-279,
$ 14, April 22, 1976, 90 Stat. 427.

(7 U.S.C. S 21s0)

Section 21. The Secretary is authorized to promulgate such rules, regulations, and
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(7 U.S.C. 2151XP.L. 89-5M, $ 21, Aug. 24,1965,80 Stat. 353)

Section 22. If any provision of this Act or the application of any such provision to
any person or circumstances shall be held invalid, the remainder of this Act and the
application of any such provision to persons or circumstances other than those as to
which it is held invalid shall not be affected thereby.

(7 U.S.C. 2152) (P .L. 89-54, $ 22, Aug. 24, 7956,80 Stat. 353)

Section23. The Secretary shall charge, assess, and cause tobe collected reasonable
fees for licenses issued, Such fees shall be adjusted on an equitable basis taking into
consideration the type and nafure of the operations to be licensed and shall be
deposited and covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. There are hereby
authorized to be appropriated such funds as Congress may from time to time
provide: Provided, That there is authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary of
Agriculture for enJorcement by the Department of Agriculture of the provisions of
section 26 of this Act an amount not to exceed $100,000 for the transition quarter
endingSeptembefi0,7976,, andnotto exceed$400,000for eachfiscalyearthereafter.

(7 U.S.C. 2153) (P.L- 89-5414, $23, Aug.24,7956, 80 Stat. 353;P.L.94-279, $ L8, April
22,7976,90 Stat.423)
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Section 25. Not later than March of each year the Secretary shall submit to the
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives a compre-

Section 24. The regulations referred to in section 10 and section 13 shall be
prescribed by the Secretary as soon as reasonable but not later than 6 months,from
the date of enactment of this Act. Additions and amendments thereto may be
prescribed from time to time as may be necessary ot advisable. Compliance by
dealers with the provisions of this Actand such regulations shallcommence 90 days
after the promulgation of such regulations. Compliance by research facilities with
the provisions of this Act and such regulations shall commence,6 months #ter the
promulgation of such regulations (August 24, 1955), except that the Secretary may
grant extensions of time to research facilities which do not comply with the
standards prescribed by the Secretary pursuant to section 13 of this Act provided
that the Secretary determines that there is evidence that the research facilities will
meet such standards within a reasonable time. Notwithstanding the other provi-
sions of this section, compliance by intermediate handlers, and carriers, and other
persons with those provisions of this Act, as amended by the Animal Welfare Act
Amendments o17976, andlhose regulations promulgated thereunder, which relate
to actions of intermediate handlers and carriers, shall commence 90 days after
promulgation of regulations under section 13 of this Act, as amended, with respect
io intermediatehandlers andcarriers, and suchregulations shallbe promulgated no
later than 9 months after April 22, 1976; and compliance by dealers, exhibitors,
operators of auction sales and research facilities with other provisions of this Act, as

so amended, and the regulations thereunder, shall commence uPon the expiration
of 90 days after April 22,1976: Provided, however, That compliance by all persons
with paragraphs (0, (g), and (h) of section 13 and with section 26 of this Act, as so
amended, shall commence upon the expiration of said 90-day period. In all other
respects, said amendments shall become effective upon April 22,7976.

(7U.5.C.2754) (P.L.89-5414, $24, Au9.24,1955,80Stat.353;P.L.94-279, $ 15, April
22,1976,90 Stat.421)
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hensive and detailed written report with respect to-
(1) the identification of all research facilities, exhibitors, and other persons and

establishments licensed by the Secretary under section 3 and section L2 of this AcU
(2) the nature and place of all investigations and inspections conducted by the

Secretary under section16of this Act, and all reports receivedbytheSecretaryunder
section 13 of this AcU

(3) recommendations for legislation to improve the administration of this Act or
any provision thereof; and

(4) recommendations and conclusions concerning the aircraft environment as it
relates to the carriage of live animals in air transportation.This report as well as any
supporting documents, data, or findings shall not be released to any other persons,
non-Federal agencies, or organizations unless and until it has been made public by
an appropriate committee of the Senate or the House of Representatives.

(7U.S.C.2155) (P.L.89-5M,S25,asaddedbyP.L.91-579,922,Dec.24,1970,845tat.
1565; P.L. 94-279, $ 16, April 22,7976,90 Stat.421)

Section 26. (a) It shall be unlawful for any person to knowingly sponsor or exhibit
an animal in any animal fighting venture to which any animal was moved in
interstate or foreign corunerce.

(b) It shall be unlawful for any person to knowingly sell, buy, transport, or deliver
to another person or receive from another person for purposes of transportatiory in
interstate or foreign commerce, any dog or other animal for purposes of having the
dog or other animal participate in an animal fighting venture.

(c) It shall be unlawful for any person to knowingly use the mail service of the
United States Postal Service or any interstate instrumentality for purposes of
promoting or in any other manner furthering an animal fighting venture except as
performed outside the limits of the States of the United States.

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a), (b), or (c) of this section, the
activities prohibited by such subsections shall be unlawful with respect to fighting
ventures involvinglivebirds only if thefightis to take place in aStatewhere itwould
be in violation of the laws thereof.

(e) Any person who violates subsection (a), (b), or (c) shall be fined not more than
$5,000 or imprisoned for not more than 1. year, or both, for each such violation.

(f) The Secretary or any other person authorized by him shall make such investi-
gations as the Secretary deems necessary to determine whether any person has
violated or is violating any provision of this sectiory and the Secretary may obtain
the assistance of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Department of the Trea-
sury, or other law enforcement agencies of the United States, and State and local
govemmental agencies, in the conduct of such investigations, under cooperative
agreements with such agencies. A warrant to search for and seize any animal which
there is probable cause to believe was involved in any violation of this section may
be issuedby anyjudge ofthe United States or ofa State courtofrecord orby a United
States magistrate within the district wherein the animal sought is located. Any
United States marshal or any person authorized under this section to conduct
investigations may apply for and execute any such warrant, and any animal seized
under such a warrant shall be held by the United States marshal or other authorized
person pending disposition thereof by the court in accordance with this subsection.
Necessary care including veterinary treatment shall be provided while the animals
are so held in custody. Any animal involved in any violation of this section shall be
liable to be proceeded against and forfeited to the United States at any time on
complaint filed in any United States district court or other court of the United States
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for any jurisdiction in which the animal is found and upon a judgment of forfeiture
shall be disposed of by sale for lawful purposes or by other humane means/ as the
court may direct. Costs incurred by the United States for care of animals seized and
forfeited under this section shall be recoverable from the owner of the animals if he
appears in such forfeiture proceeding or in a separate civil action brought in the
jurisdiction in which the owner is found, resides, or transacts business.

(g) for purposes of this section-
(1) the term "animal fighting venture" means any event which involves a fight

between at least two animals and is conducted for purposes of sport, wagering, or
entertainment except that the term "animal fighting venture" shall not be deemed
to include any activity the primary purpose of which involves the use of one or more
animals in hunting another animal or animals, such as waterfowl, bird, raccoory or
fox hunting;

(2) the term "interstate or foreign commerce" means-
(A) any movement between any place in a State to any place in another State or

between places in the same State through another State; or (B) any movement from
a foreign country into any State;

(3) the term "interstate instrumentality" means telegraph, telephone, radio, or
television operating in interstate or foreign commerce;

(4) the term "State" means any State of the United States, the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and any territory or possession of the United
States;

(5) the term "animal" means any live bird, or any live dog or other mammal,
except man; and

(6) the conduct by any person of any activity prohibited by this section shall not
render such person subject to the other sections of this Act as a dealer, exhibitor, or
otherwise.

(h)(f) fhe provisions of this section shall not supersede or otherwise invalidate
any such State, local, or municipal legislation or ordinance relating to animal
fighting ventures except in case of a direct and irreconcilable conflict between any
requirements thereunder and this section or any rule, regulation, or standard
hereunder.

(7 U.S.C. 2156)(P.L- 89-5M, $ z6(a)-(n)(r), as added by P.L- 94-279, $ 77, Aptil22,
1976,905rat.421)Note:P.L.94-279 also amended 39 U.S.C.3001(a)onmaterial that
may not be mailed.

Section 27. (a) lt shall be unlawful for any member of an Institutional Animal
Committee to release any con-fidential information of the research facility including
any information that concems or relates to-

(1) the trade secrets, processes, operations, style of work, or apparatus; or
(2) the identity, confidential statistical data, amount or source of any income,

profits, losses, or expenditures, of the research facility.
(b) It shall be unlawful for any member of such Committee-
(1) to use or attempt to use to his advantages; or
(2) to reveal to any other persory any information which is entitled to protection

as confidential information under subsection (a) of this section.
(c) A violation of subsection (a) or (b) of this section is punishable by-
(1) removal from such Committee; and
(2)(A) a fine of not more than $1,000 and imprisonment of not more that I year; or
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(B) if such violation is willful, a fine of not more than $10,000 and imprisonment
of not more than 3 years.

(d) Any persory including any research facility, injured in its business or property
by reason of a violation of this section may recover all actual and consequential
damages sustained by such person and the cost of the suit including a reasonable
attomey's fee.

(e) Nothing in this section shall be construed to affect any other rights of a person
injured in its business or property by reason of a violation of this section. Subsection
(d) shall not be construed to limit the exercise of any such rights arising out of or
relating to a violation of subsections (a) and (b) of this section.

(7 U.S.C. nsn e.L.89-W,527, as added by P.L.99-798, Title XVII, S 1754, Dec.
23, 7985, 99 Srat. 1,(A9)

Section 28. Protection of Pets

(a) Holding Period. -
(1) Requirement.- In the case of each dog or cat acquired by an entity described in

paragraph (2), such entity shall hold and care for such dog or cat for a period of not
less than five days to enable such dog or cat to be recovered by its original owner or
adopted by other individuals before such entity sells such dog or cat to a dealer.

(2) Entities Described. An entity subject to paragraph (1) is-

(A) each State, county, or city owned and operated pound or shelter;
(B) each private entity established for the purpose of caring for animals, such as

a humane society, or other organization that is under contract with a State, county,
or city that operates as a pound or shelter and that releases animals on a voluntary
basis; and

(C) each research facility licensed by the Department of Agriculture.
(b) Certification. -
(1) In General - A dealer may not sell, provide, or make available to any

individual or entity a random source dog or cat unless such dealer provides the
recipient with a valid certification that meets the requirements of paragraph (2) and
indicates compliance with subsection (a).

(2) Requirements. - A valid certification shall contain
(A) the name, address, and Department of Agriculture license or registration

number (if such number exists) of the dealer;
(B) the name, address, and Department of Agriculture license or registration

number (if such number exists), and the sigrrafure of the recipient of the dog or cat,

(C) a description of the dog or cat being provided that shall include -
(i) the species and breed or type of such;

(ii) the sex of suchi
(iii) the date of birth (if known) of suctu
(iv) the color and any distinctive marking of such- and
(v) any other information that the Secretary by regulation shall determine to be

appropriate;
(D) the name and address of the persory pound, or shelter from which the dog or

cat was purchased or otherwise acquired by the dealer, and an assurance that such
person, pound, or sheltet was notified that such dog or cat may be used for research
or education (E) the date of the purchase or acquisition referred to in subparagraph
(D);
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(F) a statement by the pound or shelter (if the dealer acquired the dog or cat from
such) that it satisfied the requirements of subsection (a) and

(G) any other inJormation that the Secretary of Agriculture by regulation shall
determine appropriate.

(3) Records, - The original certification required under paragraph (1) shall
accompany the shipment o[ a dog or cat to be sold, provided, or otherwise made
available liy the deiler, and shall be kept and maintained by the research facility
for a period of at least one year for enforcement PurPoses. The dealer shall retain
one cbpy of the certification provided under this paragraph for a period of at
least one year for enforcement purposes.

(4) Transfers. - In instances where one research facility transfers animals to
another research facility, a copy of the certificate must accomPany such transfer.

(5) Modification. - Certification requirements may be modified to reflect
technological advances in identification techniques, such as microchip technol-
ogy, if the Secretary determines that adequate information such as described in
thi-s section, will bd collected, transferred, and maintained through such technol-
ow.

(c) Enforcement. -
(1) In General - Dealers who fail to act according to the requirements of this

section or who include false information in the certification required under
subsection (b) shall be subject to the penalties provided for under section 19.

(2) Subsequent Violations Any dealer who violates this section more than one
time shall be subject to a fine of $5,000 per dog or cat acquired or sold in viola-
tion of this section.

(3) Permanent Revocations.-Any dealer who violates this section three or more
times shall have such dealer's license permanently revoked.

(d) Regulation. - Not later than 180 days after the date of enactment of this
section, the Secretary shall promulgate regulations to carry out this section.

Section 29. Authority to Apply for Injunctions. -
(a) Request. - Uy'henever the Secretary has reason to believe that any dealer,

carrier, eihibitor, or intermediate handler is dealing in stolen animals, or is
placing the health of any animal in serious danger in violation of this Act or the
iegulations or standards promulgated thereunder, the Secretary shall notify the
Attomey General who miy apply to the United States district court in which
such dealer, carrier, exhibitor, or intermediate handler resides or conducts
business for a temporary restraining order or injunction to prevent any such
person from operating in violation of this Act or the regulations and standards
prescribed undet this Act.

(b) Issuance. The court shall, upon a proper showing issue a temporary
restraining order or injunction under subsection (a) without bond. Such injunc-
tion or order shall remain in effect until a complaint pursuant to section 19 is
issued and dismissed by the Secretary or until an order to cease and desist made
thereon by the Secretary has become final and effective or is set aside on appel-_
late review. Attomeys of the Department of Agriculture may, with the approval
of the Attorney General, appear in the United States district court representing
the Secretary in any action brought under this section.



Appendix K
Note: the following statements in support of H.R.
3398, the Pet Safety and Protection Act, were submit-
ted to the U.S. House of Representatives Subcommit-
tee on Livestock, Dairy and Poultry following the
subcommittee's August 1,1996 hearing on the bill.
Even though the statements were submitted within
the ten-day comment period set by the subcommit-
tee, they were excluded from the hearing record.
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SOCIETY FOR ANIMAL PROTEGTIVE LEGISLATION
p. O. Box 3719

Georgetown Station
Washington, D.C. 2OOO7

(2O2) 337-233,

Augrrst 9, 1996

Steve Gunderson, Chair.man
House Subcommittee on Livestock, Dairy and poultry
l30l Longworth House Office Building
Washin$on, DC 20S15

Dear IVII. Chairman:

The society for Animal protective Legislation appreciates the opportunity
to submit the following statement and attachments for ihe record of the August 

"

1, 1996 hearing on H.R. 3398 and H.R. BB9B.

- we are wliting in support of H.R. 839g, the pet safety and protection Act
of 1996. The notebook prepaled by the Anima] Welfare Insjitute and submitted
at the hearing provides extensive documentation regarding the sale ofpet dogs
and cats to random source, Class B dealers who seu animils for experimentation.
The notebook also outlines the many failures of random source clealers to complywith the Animal lvelfare Act. The society berieves that H.R. B3gg offers a sound
solution that will stop pets fi.om being sold for experimentation. red.uce usDA,s
regulatory burden. and permit research on dogs and cats to continue.

The legislation was carefrrlly drafted to ensure that it would not pose an
impediment to the acquisition of dogs and cats for research purposes. In response
to statements made by advocates of random source d.ea]ers, we wish to poini out
their failure to identisz how the legislation would prevent them fi.om acquiring
anim als for exp erimentation.

The holdouts in the researth industry who stilr use random source dealers
-seem intent on attempting to paint us as radical extremists. This is simply not
the case. we are not anti-vivisectionist. we do not have a secret agenda to stop
the use of dogs and cats in research. The society for Animal protective
Legislation supports the position of the Animal Welfare Institute regarrting the
use of animals in research; a copy of the position statement is attached. The
decision by so many individuals conducting research on dogs and cats not to use



random source dealers reveals how mainstream our position is.

Our review of USDA inspection reports of dea-Iers who seII dogs and cats for
research reveals widespread failure to comply with existing larv. Therefore we

were curious regarding the random source dealers whom opponents of the

legislation rely on to supply them dogs and cats. Following the hearing we

requested the names of the USDA licensed Class B dealers who supply Wayne

State University and the Rush Arthritis and Orthopedic Institute/Rush Medical
College/university of Illinois. Despite discussions with numerous individuals at
both research facilities, they have yet to provide us with a single nelme.

A few animal experimenters stated that they will not be able to purchase

the large or older dogs that they need without Class B dealers. This is hard for us

to understand since random source dealers are simply middlemen. The
researchers should be able to go directly to the source of the anima-ls--providing it
is a legal source--rather than through Class B dealers . These middlemen, who

significantly mark up the price of the animals, typically fail to comply with many

of the minimum requilements under the Animal Welfare Act, and have been

proven to trade in stolen and fraudulently obtained animals.

Breeders, licensed by USDA as Class A dealers, are currently supplying
approximately half of the dogs and cats used in research. We contacted a number
of these companies, and they stated they wiJl gladly increase the numbers of
animals they breed in response to demand. As long as institutions turn to random

source dealers as a cheap source of animals and don't ask questions about where

the animals they get come ftom, breeders will not move to increase their
inventory. The breeders are carefuIly watching the legislation ia anticipation of a

demand for more animals.

We understand that a number of Institutional Animal Cale and Use

Committees (bodies mandated by federal law to oversee the use of animals for
experimentation at each research facility) are adopting policies not to conduct
business with random source dealers. Class A dealers are already showing an
increase in the number of dogs and cats they sell, and they are expanding their
facilities in response. The breeders do not foresee a problem malring large dogs

available in the future. They also have older dogs, ex-breeders, that are sold for
research once they are no longer used for breeding.

Under the proposed legislation, the research industry does have a number
of other sources for dogs and cats in addition to Class A dealers. One such option
is public pounds. Millions of animals are eutheniz-ed in public pounds each year,
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and approximately half of these animals, who have been turned in by their
owners, will be available for research purposes. A significant n,mber of these
animals are older, and many of the dogs turned in to pounds are large-framed.

One exa-ple of a facility that does not use Class B dealers is the
university of california at san Diego. In 1gg0 the university purchased
approximately 325 dogs and cats for research purposes from the county animal
control department. That same ye€u, the county received more than 10,000
animals that were brought in by their owners.

under H.R. 3398, there should be no additional expenses or additional
recordkeeping for public pounds that supply dogs and cats for experimentation.
The responsibfities for pounds will be to: 1) hold the animals for 5 d.ays (this is
already requiled under existing law), 2) slainfain data regarding the owner who
turns in an animal to the pound (this, too, is already required under existing law),
and 3) not provide stray animals for research purposes. pounds which supply
animals for research pruposes must provide notice that this is the case. Pounds
will be registered by USDA, which will permit them access to confirm that the
above requilements are being met. we ar.e pleased that Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture Dunn testified that the agency supports these requir.ements.

Research facfities can also breed dogs and cats themselves, and
inttividuals can donate animals for experimental purposes, a common practice in
veterinary schools.

STRE NGTHE NED E N FO RC EME NT O F EXISTI NG I.A!V WTLL
NOT SOLVE THE PROBLEM OF PET THEF'T

Preventing the theft of pet dogs and cats for sale to laboratories was one of
the major concerns prompting passage of the federal Animal welfar.e Act in
1966. Decades after the Act was passed, evidence that stolen pets were still being
sold to laboratories prompted Congress to amend the original legislation with th;
intent of closing Ioopholes that allowed unscrupulous rand.om source dealers to
continue funnelling stolen pets into the research trade. In 1g88, Senator Wendell
Ford introduced the Pet Theft Act, which would have prohibited Class B dealers
from obtaining animals from sources other than municipal pounds or individuals
who had bred and raised the animals on their own premises. This legislation was
vigorously opposed by the research industry, which claimed it would cut offthe
supply of animals available for research. As a result, a weakened. version of
Senator Ford's bill was finally passed in 1990. The amend.ment added a five-day
holding period for pounds selling animals to class B dealers and set forth
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certi-fication requiremeuts for sales of dogs and cats by dealers. In response to the
failure of even this amendment to solve the problem, USDA has made every effort
through its own rulemaking process to ensure that stolen and fraudulently
obtained dogs and cats ale not entering the research trade. These efforts continue
to be inadequate despite strengthened regulations and increased enfolcement
actions at taxpayer expense.

For example, in 198? USDA proposed to strengthen its regrrlations
governing the acquisition ofrandom source dogs and cats by Class B dealers. At
the time, USDA acknowledged that theft of pets for sale to research was a
recurring problem. In its proposed rules, the agency stated: "In the past few years
there have been several instances oflicensed dealers obtaining dogs and cats by
fraudulent means and apparently knowingly purchasing stolen anima]5." lil5s
Senator Fords bill, the proposed rules would have Limited the sources of dog and
cats for Class B dealers to municipally owned and operated pounds and to people

who had bred and raised the animals on their own property. One of the loopholes
the rules were intended to close was the sale of dogs and cats at auctions and
trade days. The proposed rules stated: "The Depaltment has also noted an
increase in licensed dealers buying dogs and cats at flea markets or trade-day
type sales. These animals are purchased from anyone and are usually purchased

one, two or three dogs or cats at a time .... The net effect of the above types of
activity is to encourage animal theft for profit."

The proposed rules were also designed to eliminate what USDA called
"the indiscriminate impoundment of lost' animals by contract pound operators
who are also licensed dea]ers." WeII aware of the conllict of interest inherent in
such anangements, USDA stated it had received an increasing numbe.- of
complaints that contract pound operators who also held Class B licenses had
been 'overzealous'in impounding cats and dogs and that the impounded animals
were not always stray or lost. The proposed rule would have prevented pound
operators with Class B licenses from "intermingling animals xnfl sslling those
dogs and cats that must be held ... for the requisite holding period pending
iden"fication and return to their owner, with those that have completed the
requisite holding period and may be sold to research facilities."

USDA's proposed rules were met vrith strong opposition from the research
industry, which claimed, once again, that the new provisions would severely limit
the availability of animals for research. The industry also algued that the
proposed rules would exceed USDAs statutory authority. As a result, USDA
removed the provision restriiting the sources of tlogs and cats for Class B dealers
to pounds and individuals who bred and raised the animals themselves. It did,
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however, enact a provision prohibiting the acquisition ofrandom source dogs and
cats by use offalse pretenses, misrepresentation or deception. Contrary to the
assertions of the research industry, this provision has not solved the problem of
pets being sold to laboratories. Since its implementation in 1989, there have been
numerous documented cases of Class B dealers selling stolen and fl'audulently
obtained pets to laboratories.

One of the ways in which USDA attempts to ensure that stolen pets are not
being sold to laboratories is by requiring dealers to keep accurate records
regarding the acquisition ofrandom source dogs and cats. Despite increased
frequency ofinspections and tracebacks ofsources listed. on dealer records,
inaccurate and fraudulent recordkeeping by Class B dealers continues to be a
serious problem. usDA has stated that the percentage of inaccurate or
fraud.ulent dealer records (based on random tracebacks) is lpproximately b0
percent. However great the incidence of inaccurate or falsified records, the
number of animals involved in each documented case of fraudulent or inaccurate
records is significant: in January 1g96, USDA charged one Indiana dealer with
falsely claiming to have acquired a total of Bbz dogs from a pound. that usDA
investigators discovered was nonexistent. In 19g4, another dealer i:r Indiana
failed to record the required information for approximately 1,162 dogs and cats
acquired fi'om random sources, and between lgg0 and l9g 1, a dealer in Iowa
failed to record the required information for the acquisition of at least 1,600 dogs
and cats.

During its 1993 Random source Dog Traceback project (report attached),
usDA discovered that many dealers were illegally purchasing animals fi.om
unlicensed dealers. These unregulatable individuals, otherwise k.,own as
bunchers, provide ]icensed dealers with a great opportunity to "launder', iJlegally
acquired dogs and cats. An unlicensed dealer in Missouri, who has allegedly been
selling animals to dealers for 20 years, admitted selling animals from various
sources to an Arkansas dealer and giving the dealer false names to list in his
acquisition records (affi.davit attached). This individual admittefl ge ssiling
animals to at least two other licensed dealers on a regular.basis. It is simply not
possible for USDA to keep track of the ssmings and goings of all of the unlicensed
individuals who are 5elling animals to Class B dealers. Thus, there is no way to
ensure that the anima-ls these individuals are selling have been acquired
legitimately. Since they are interested in acquiring as many animals as possible,
dealers frequently "turn a llinfl syg" to the activities of their suppliers. within
the last several yeus, there have been a number of instances of bunchers sfsnling
pets and then selling them to licensed dealers. Just last year in ohio, a buncher
stole Karyl Parks' dog, Danny, from her truck and ssld him to a class B dealer in
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Indiana, who in turn sold him [s a laboratory. Parks was lucky enough to recover
Danny before he was e:iperimented on- (See attached photo).

USDA's 1993 traceback effort remains the most extensive and thorough
checkirg ofrandom source dealer's acquisition records. Records were tracked
from the B dealers to the original owners of the animals, and affidavits were
taken from individuals who supplied animals to the random source dealers. A
large sample of each dealer's records were checked.

USDAs current approach to tracebacks can only be described as shoddy.
The traceback is only done on a couple of animals at each dealer's faciJity, even
though a number of dealers provide more than 800 animals a year to research. Of
the few animals that are traced back, the check only goes one step back in the
acquisition process, though many animals are traded &om one individual to
another and another. Thus the traceback is unlikely to extend back to the
original owner of each animal. A number of Class B dealers buy only from other
Class B dealers. In this case, the check confirms that one Class B dealer sold an
animat to another Class B dealer--and the traceback goes no further!

The traceback is conducted by telephone, rather than by affrdavit, making
it easy to provide fraudulent information. Further, because so few records are
checked at each dealer's premises, it wiII be virtually impossible to identify
bunchers. Dealers are adept at finding loopholes in USDA's attempts to seek
compliance with the Animal Welfare Act; the current traceback effort is frrll of
them.

Efforts by USDA to bring Class B dealers into compliance with both
recordkeeping requirements and ninimsla standards of animal cale have been
grossly inadequate. Many dealers have long histories of violating the Animal
Welfare Act. When fiually assessed, fines are typically so low as to be considered
merely as the cost of doing business. Enforcement actions against dealers who are
violating the Act can take up to three years or longer, and the dealers are allowed
to remain in business throughout the administrative process. In 1991, USDA
referred a case to its Of6ce of General Counsel (OGC) because the individual
involved, a Class B dealer in Indiana, had failed to maintain accurate
acquisition records and was suspected ofoperating a facility that had not been
registered. The case was with OGC for alms5f three years before any action was
taken. During this time, the tlealer refused a USDA inspector access to his
faeility on 29 separate occasions. On the few occasions when the inspector was
able to conduct inspections, he documented continuing recordkeeping and animal
care violations. Finally, in June 1994, USDA fiIed a complaint against the
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dealer. A hearing on the charges did not take place until May 19g6, nearly two
years later. A decision is not expected until this fall. This dealer, againsg whom
there is an outstanding arrest warrant for rriolation of a state cruelty to animals
statute, is still in business. He supplies animals to other Cliss B dealers and
directly to research facilities.

In the few instances that USDA has been able to suspend or permanently
revoke a dealer's license, family members or employees have stepped in to cany
on with the business, simply obtaining their own class B licenses. Typically, the
violations continue under the new licensee's mzulagement. In other cases, the
dealers are able to stay in business under other people's licenses. One California
dealer who had been charged with obtaining animals under false pretenses
simply moved her business to another town and continued operating und.er a
friend's USDA Iicense number.

The history of complete disregard for the provisions of Animal Welfare Act
by dealer after dealer makes clear the need for a profound change in the law
governing the acquisition ofdogs and cats for resealch. As long as random source
dealers are licensed to sell animals, family pets will continue ending up in
laboratories.

Sincerely

Cathy Uss
Senior Researth Associate



ANIMAL
WELFARE
INSTITUTE
POLICY
on the use
of Vertebrate Animals
for Experimentation
and Testing

Abstract: Animals should be used for
€xperimentation only l) when there is no known
feasible alternative;21 alter review of a carefully
designed experiment based on knowledge of
existing literature on the subject; 3) using the
smallest possible number of animals 4) of the most
suitable species, 5) maintained in an optimum
environment, 6) under the care of trained,
sympathetic personnel, and 7) preventing pain,
fear, and anxiety by judicious experimental design
and generous use of anesthetic, analgesic and
tranquilizing drugs. 8) Endangered species should
not be used; 9) threatened species should only be
used for experiments conforming with
requirements for human experimentation.

Animals should not be subjected to any pain,
fear or anxiety which can be avoided. This means:

l) If other equally effective methods of
experimentation or testing are known to be
available they should be used in preference to any
experiment likely to cause pain or fear to an
animal.

2) If the experiment or test can be conducted
on a fully anesthetized animal it should be, and, if
injury is caused, the animal should be destroyed
without regaining consciousness, OR;

3) lf il is imperative that the animal survive the
injury inflicted, sufficient pain.relieving drugs must
be administered to prevent each animal from
feeling pain.

4) Nursing care must.be provided to all animals
following surgery or other inlurious interventions.

5) Competent staff should be available at all
times, day and night, weekends and holidays to
care for experimental animals. They must make
rounds for the purpose of ascertaining the state of
the animals'health and well-being. They must be
authorized to dispense pain.relieving or tranquil-
izing drugs or, where specified, to phone the investr-
gator or director for such authorization with regard
to specific animals at any time.

6) Before undertaking any experiment involving
animals, the experimental design must be revieweC
by a committee including a senior scientist in the
discipline involved, a veterinarian familiar with the
treatment, care and managem€nt of the species of
animal involved, and a person primarily concerned
with the welfare of animals. Purpose of the review
is to ensure l) that it is not feasible to substitute
for the use of animals, 2) that the least possible
distress and injury is caused,3) that excessive
numbers of animals are not used, and 4) that
appropriate anesthetics, analgesics and tranquil-
izers are employed if needed. In those special cir-
cumstances in which the investigator feels his re.
search would be marred by general anesthesia or
use of narcotic alkaloids, this should be given
special scrutiny by the review committee, and, if
necessary, by a further impartial authority. The
committee must also ensure that no experiment is
undertaken by a person untrained in the methods
to be employed and that the kind of animals
selected are the ones most likely to develop the
new knowledge or test result being sought.

lf a disagreement between the investigator and



the institutional committee cannot be resolved, and
the design of the experiment is questioned either
l) on the basis of inadequate preparation and
review of the literature and sound scientific
conception, or 2) on the basis of the humane
considerations listed above, the proposal should be

submitted to an objective committee or arbitrator
who is not associated with the institution and a

decision taken based on evidence requested or
submitted to the committee or arbitrator.

7) No endangered species should be used for
experimental purposes. Threatened species should
only be used under constraints which prevent risk
of death or serious injury as required in human
exp€rimentation. Capture and transportation of
wildlife for laboratory use must be subject to
regulation and inspection both nationally and
internationally.

8) The great majority of experimental animals
are bred for the purpose. This is the preferred
method of acquiring animals. They should be rarsed
in facilities whose standards of housing and care
are equal to those described in this statement for
animals under experiment. Dogs and cats, for use
in experiments under fullinesthesia {rom which
they are not allowed to recover but pass directly
into death, may be obtained from among animals
already condemned to death in pounds because no
homes can be Iound for them. This simply
constitutes a change in the place where euthanasia
is conducted. Transportation and handling of these
and all other animals must be humane, providing
the same high standards of sanitation, ventilation
and temperature control as for animal quarters.
Transportation should be conducted by the most
rapid means feasible. The size of the cage must
permit normal postural adiustments for any animal.

9) Euthanasia must be considered a major
responsibility. Animals should be killed by
anesthetic overdose and their inability to recover
ensured by surgical means. No animal should be
discarded without holding it long enough after
death to observe rigor mortis.

Housing of experimental animals must be so
constructed and maintained as to provide (or the
activities natural to the species. Enclosures or
cages must be sufficiently large and well
constructed to permit burrowing, climbing,
perching, swinging, walking, stretching, rolling, or
other normal actions ordinarily seen in the species
when not confined. Any exceptions to such basic
rules for housing for purposes of a particular
experiment must be considered as part of the

experimental design and reviewed as outlined
above.

If funds are not available for housing any
particular species comfortably, providing a diet
which will maintain optimum health, providing
veterinary and nursing care following surgical or
other adverse experimental intervention and
providing high standards of sanitation, ventilation
and temperature control at all times, the
experimentation should not be undertaken.

Well trained staff who like animals and
sympathize with their feelings are essential. They
must be observant and make their observations
known to the director of the laboratory or other
person with authority to act in all cases. For
example, moribund animals should be euthanized.
Suffering animals should be, depending on the
situation and the nature of the work, euthanized.
anesthetized, sedated or otherwise treated to
prevent suffering.

Experimental animals, sacrificed for human
benefit, should be provided optimum living
conditions before, during, and after their use. This
is a minimum repayment for their services-the
only one which can be made.

Painful animal experiments should not be
conducted for any frivolous or non-essential
purposet therefore, new products should be tested
to the greatest extent possible using substitutes for
living, conscious vertebrates; and where knotun
substances are being evaluated, safe and painless
human testing should be substituted. as, for
example, in the way that new soaps, creams, and
other cosmetics are tested by leading
manufacturers. Where obviously harmful effects
can be predicted by the chemical or physical
properties of a new product, for example a strong
acid, it should be automatically given a warning
label without requiring further animal testing.

All institutions that use research or test animals
should make an active effort to develop means of
replacing animals wherever possible. Funds saved
by adoption of substitute methods should be
applied to improving the quality of food, care, and
housing for animals used.

Tests of products in different countries should
be coordinated to eliminate useless duplication.
Experiments or tests should not be carelessly
repeated merely because it is easier to use animals
than to search the literature or because a
competitor will not release his test data.
Duplication of an experiment or test should be
undertaken only for a genuine scientific reason.



Appendix L: Newspaper Editorials in Support
of the Laboratory AnimalWelfare Act

,SAN,ANTTNIE. TEXAS

A Constructive Force in the Community

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 15, 1966 PAGE 40

Proteeting Pets
R

ECENT letters lrom readers, on
this page, have drawn attention
to the ill treatment and abandon-

dogs, cats, primates, r'abbits, hamsters
and guinea pigs would come under the
protection of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture.

It provides humane standards with
respect to housing, feeding, watering,
sanitation, ventilation, shelter f rom
extremes of weather and temperature,
separation by species antl veterinary
care.

Supplying laboratories with'anflmds
for testing is now a big business.

Some shocking pictorial evidence of
ill treatment has been collected by
the Humane Society of the United
States and the Society for Animal Pro-
tective Legislation, Washington, D.C.

Reform is sure to eome if t h e
American public is made aware of the
need.

ment of pets.

The work of the local Humane So-
ciety is handicapped by lack of funds
and the fact that the organization is
not even ta:<-exemPt.

It is encouraging, therefore, to see
that efforts on the national level are
gaining ground.

The Senate Commerce Committee--
has approved Sen. Magnuson's bill to
requirC the humane care and housing
of animals inside laboratorics as well
as on dealers' premises, and in trans-
it.

The bill is much stronger than the
House-approved version of the Poage
bill, HR 13881.

In the Senate version of HR 13881,



@tytfuos[,tu$ton ffort
AI{ IITDEPENDEMI NEWSPAPER MONDAY, JUNE 13, 1966

Anima,l Protection
The Senate Commerce Committee has, ln a

humane way, taken thc bull by thc horns so to
speak rnd put thc brand of ltc approval on a tolid,
seneible bill to protect rese8rch animale from need'
le$, wanton cruelty: Itt bill, introduced by Sena'

tor lfiagnuson rnd measurably rhengthened by
Senator Monroney'r amendment, ir markedly ru'
perior to thc animal care measure passed by the
Horrse. Src hope that thc Senata will give lt
rpeedy endorsement and that tlhe House will accede

to tts wisc humaneness.
the Senate Commerce Committee bill would re'

quire laboratorier, animal dealerr and persons

transportlng ani'nals to be used in scientifrc re'
searcb to obaerve certain elementary standards
to be set by the Secretary of Agriculture for the
haldling of these creatures bdore tlrey ere used
tor experlmentation. fire standards would be de
signed to deter the stealing of pets for sale to lab'
oratories and to require giving them decent shel'
ter, ventilation, sanitation, food and water. The
legislation would not limit or effect actual usc of
the animals for scientific experimentation in any
way.

There is not a syllable in this bill that cau be
said to impair or impede rpsearch. It ir not antt'
vivisectionist, or antimedioal or antiscientiflc or
antianyttring save senselesr ueglect and brutality.
It amounts to no more than e simple expressiou
of humanity.



Thsha, shortly after her rescue from a Pennsylaania Class B dealer
who had failed to maintain accurate records on her and prooide her

with needed aeterinary care.
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