DIRECTORS’ MEETING
MONDAY, JUNE 15, 2009
COUNTY-CITY BUILDING
ROOM 113, 11:00 A.M.

I.

CITY CLERK

II.

CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE MAYOR & DIRECTORS TO COUNCIL
MAYOR
1. NEWS RELEASE. Mayor presents May Award of Excellence to Barbara Martinez.
2. NEWS RELEASE. Public invited to celebrate Lincoln activist, Delores Lintel’s contributions.
3. NEWS RELEASE. Development Services Center clears first hurdle. City making progress on a
“One Stop” business center.
4. NEWS RELEASE. Mayor announces family Friday night swims at Woods Pool.
DIRECTORS
FINANCE
1. Audit Advisory Board’s report of findings including: a transmittal memo from the Board, the
outside auditor’s report, the City’s responses, and additional comments from the Community
Health Endowment and the Office of Risk Management.
CITY LIBRARIES
1. Annual report, fiscal year 2007-2008.
PUBLIC WORKS AND UTILITIES/ENGINEERING
1. ADVISORY. Northwest Chambers; Northwest Columbine - Northwest Dahlia residential
rehabilitation. Project #701807.
WEED AUTHORITY
1. Combined Weed Program City of Lincoln. May 2009 monthly report.

III. COUNCIL RFI’S & CITIZENS CORRESPONDENCE TO INDIVIDUAL COUNCIL
MEMBERS
JON CAMP
1. Email from H. Arnold Wassenberg regarding budget.
2a. Request to Bruce Dart, Health Department Director, on pitbull/dangerous animal issue, asking
for recommendations with copy of Ledy VanKavage email and article.
2b. “All Bark and Fiscal Bite - Are Breed-Discriminatory Laws Effective:” article by Ledy
VanKavage.

JONATHAN COOK
1. Request to Greg MacLean, Public Works & Utilities Director - RE: West Van Dorn, 27th &
Hwy 2, and 40th & Hwy 2 (RFI#135 - 06/03/09)
IV. CORRESPONDENCE FROM CITIZENS TO COUNCIL
1a. Ledy VanKavage, Best Friends Animal Society, email on ABA article on cost of breed
discriminatory laws.
1b. “All Bark and Fiscal Bite - are “Breed-Discriminatory Laws Effective” article.
2. Article “Breed Discriminatory Legislation is not a Reasonable Response to Negligent Owners”
faxed to Council office.
3. Correspondence from LIBA regarding Lincoln South Expressway.
4. Email from Bill Tharrington, Ferrellgas Account Manager, making possible suggestions for
utilization of Federal grant money.
5. Correspondence from Barbara Huff on Breed Specific Legislation. (This information packet by
Karen Palmer was delivered to each Council member on 06/10/09)
6. Media Release. Community Health Endowment (CHE) announces annual awards.
V. ADJOURNMENT
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CITY OF LINCOLN
NEBRASKA

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
555 South 10th Street, Lincoln, NE 68508, 441-7511, fax 441-7120
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: June 8, 2009
FOR MORE INFORMATION: Dave Norris, Citizen Information Center, 441-7547

MAYOR PRESENTS MAY AWARD OF EXCELLENCE
Mayor Chris Beutler today presented the Mayor's Award of Excellence for October to Barbara Martinez of the
Lincoln-Lancaster County Health Department. The monthly award recognizes City employees who
consistently provide exemplary service and work that demonstrates personal commitment to the City. The
award was presented at the beginning of today's City Council meeting.
Martinez is a Senior Public Health Nurse in the Community Health Services Division and has worked for the
City since 1985. Community Health Services Manager Andrea Mason nominated her in the categories of
productivity and customer relations for her dedication to the health and well-being of clients. Mason said
Martinez works tirelessly with a large number of low-income patients who have serious medical conditions,
no health insurance and no support systems.
Mason said Martinez is kind, patient, soft-spoken, open and a good listener. She uses her knowledge of
community resources to give clients all available options, while empowering them as often as possible. She
also makes sure staff members are covering all Public Health Clinic programs and regularly fills in on other
programs when needed, often with short notice. Mason said Martinez's emphasis on helping others fits well
with the overall purpose of the Public Health Clinic – assuring health and well-being among the most
vulnerable in our community.
The other categories in which employees can be nominated are loss prevention, safety and valor.
Consideration also may be given to nominations that demonstrate self-initiated accomplishments or those
completed outside of the nominee's job description.
All City employees are eligible for the Mayor's Award of Excellence except for elected and appointed
officials. Individuals or teams can be nominated by supervisors, peers, subordinates and the general public.
Nomination forms are available on the City Web site at lincoln.ne.gov (keyword: personnel) or from
department heads, employee bulletin boards or the Personnel Department, which oversees the awards
program.
All nominations are reviewed by the Mayor's Award of Excellence Committee, which includes a
representative with each union and a non-union representative appointed by the Mayor. Award winners receive
a $100 U.S. savings bond, a day off with pay and a plaque. Monthly winners are eligible to receive the annual
award, which comes with a $500 U.S. savings bond, two days off with pay and a plaque.
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CITY OF LINCOLN
NEBRASKA

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
555 South 10th Street, Lincoln, NE 68508, 441-7511, fax 441-7120
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: June 9, 2009
FOR MORE INFORMATION: Shawn Ryba, NeighborWorks, 434-5490
Stacey Roach, Parks and Recreation, 441-3084

PUBLIC INVITED TO CELEBRATE
LINCOLN ACTIVIST'S CONTRIBUTIONS
Mayor Chris Beutler invites the public to join him in honoring Delores Lintel with the unveiling of a marker
in Lintel Park recognizing her contributions to Lincoln. The ceremony will be held at 1:30 p.m. Wednesday,
June 10 at Lintel Park, 21st and Holdrege streets.
In 1968, Delores Lintel and a group of dedicated women began a grass-roots effort to become actively
involved in resolving problems affecting their community, lives and well-being. The result was the Clinton
Neighborhood Organization and soon after, many more organized neighborhood groups were formed. Mrs.
Lintel has been a consistent voice for Lincoln citizens for more than four decades and continues to be actively
involved in the community.
In the 1960's, the City planned to build a major roadway, the Northeast Radial, that would connect downtown
and northeast Lincoln. The route of the proposed roadway extended through several established residential
areas. Much of the land had been acquired for the project when the initiative was defeated by voter
referendum, in large part due to the organization and citizen activism of neighborhood residents. A plan was
developed to reuse the acquired properties for residential, commercial and park purposes. As a part of the
Radial Reuse Plan, Lintel Park was developed and dedicated in 1987 and named in recognition of Delores
Lintel. The park is the western anchor of the John Dietrich Trail that follows the route of the former Northeast
Radial Project.
Delores recently received the Dorothy Richardson Award for Resident Leadership from NeighborWorks
America. The award was given in recognition of outstanding contributions by dedicated community leaders.
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CITY OF LINCOLN
NEBRASKA

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
555 South 10th Street, Lincoln, NE 68508, 441-7511, fax 441-7120
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: June 9, 2009
FOR MORE INFORMATION: Fred Hoke, Building and Safety, 441-7521
Rick Hoppe, Mayor's Chief of Staff, 441-7511

Development Services Center Clears First Hurdle
City making progress on a “One Stop” business center
The City-County Public Building Commission (PBC) today approved two items that will help move forward
the City's planning process for the proposed Development Services Center (DSC).
“The DSC is a profound change in the way we do business at City Hall and is critical to Lincoln's
development future. The DSC does not just play lip service to customer service and new efficiencies. This
actually does something about it. That's why I am extremely appreciative of the Public Building
Commission's support in moving the concept of the Development Services Center forward,” said Mayor Chris
Beutler after today's hearing.
The Commission approved two items concerning the proposed Development Services Center (DSC) during its
meeting. First, the Commission authorized Sinclair Hille Architects to move forward with the design plans for
the second floor of the City-County Building and the proposed layout of the DSC. The design will allow for a
single location of the four major City departments that work with development projects: Urban Development,
Planning, Public Works and Utilities and the Building and Safety Departments.
“Having a single point of entry into the system is key to a quicker action, so builders can get to work rather
than navigating through City departments located all over the city. Permitting for improvement projects will
be streamlined, a great benefit to those committed to improving their homes and their neighborhoods. The
DSC will also help develop the teamwork and cultural change we need to make City Hall even more
responsive to the people who create jobs,” Beutler said.
In addition, the Commission authorized the preparation of a Request for Proposal for architectural services for
the design of the third floor of the City-County Building. The Personnel Department and the Mayor's Office
will join the City Attorney's Office on the third floor, allowing the Development Services Center to be located
entirely on the second floor. The third floor is currently being constructed to house the City Attorney's office.
The City Attorney's office is being moved from its current location due to increased space needs by the Court
system.

- more -

Development Services Center
June 9, 2009
Page Two
Mayor Beutler expressed his gratitude to the members of the Public Building Commission for their support of
the project. “I have been working for nearly two years with City Directors, staff, and the private sector to bring
forward a DSC concept to the public,” said Mayor Beutler. “The PBC's assistance in providing initial design
will help us as we refine the center's costs and allow us to present an even more complete proposal for public
comment during the city's budget deliberations.”
The Development Services Center is one of the most important City government events to occur in promoting
development and job creation in the last 25 years. “The DSC will put Lincoln in great position to speed growth
and job creation when the national recession ends,” Beutler said.
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CITY OF LINCOLN
NEBRASKA

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
555 South 10th Street, Lincoln, NE 68508, 441-7511, fax 441-7120
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: June 10, 2009
FOR MORE INFORMATION: Lynn Johnson, Parks and Recreation, 441-8265
Sandy Myers, Parks and Recreation, 441-8261

MAYOR ANNOUNCES FAMILY FRIDAY NIGHT SWIMS AT WOODS
Mayor Chris Beutler today announced a new program to encourage families to participate in water recreation
activities on Friday nights at Woods Pool.
Through the $5 Family Night Swim program, families can swim at Woods Pool, 3200 “J” St., from 6 to 8 p.m.
on eight Friday nights this summer for a $5 admission fee. The $5 Family Night Swims begin on Friday, June
12 and continues through Friday, August 14. The evenings of Friday, June 19 and Friday, July 31 will not be
included in the Family Night Swim program due to previously scheduled swim meets at Woods Pool.
“Swimming and water recreation activities can be fun and healthful for families,” said Mayor Beutler. “We
recognize that current economic conditions may limit some families' ability to participate in swimming. We
hope that many families will take advantage of the $5 Family Night Swims at Woods Pool this summer.”
Woods Pool is one of ten outdoor pools operated by the Parks and Recreation Department. Information
regarding pool hours, admission fees, swim and diving league, and swim lessons are available at
www.parks.lincoln.ne.gov or by calling 441-7960.http://www.parks.lincoln.ne.gov,
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Annual Report
Lincoln City Libraries
September 1, 2007 – August 31, 2008
Lincoln City Libraries
136 So. 14th Street
Lincoln, NE 68508
www.lincolnlibraries.org
402-441-8500
Population of Legal Service Area: 261,742
Public Service Hours Per Week: 470
Number of Facilities: 8
Number of bookmobiles: 1
HEADQUARTERS:

Bennett Martin Public Library
136 So. 14th Street
Circulation: 600,017
Public Service Hours Per Week: 54
Monday – Saturday
10 a.m. – 6 p.m.
Sunday
12 p.m. – 6 p.m.

BRANCH LIBRARIES:

Arnold Heights Branch
3815 NW 54th Street
Circulation: 14,436
Public Service Hours Per Week: 28
Monday
2 p.m. – 8 p.m.
Tuesday - Wednesday 2 p.m. – 6 p.m.
Thursday
2 p.m. – 8 p.m.
Friday - Saturday
2 p.m. – 6 p.m.
Sunday
Closed
Bess Dodson Walt Branch
6701 So. 14th Street
Circulation: 599,624
Public Service Hours Per Week: 64
Monday – Thursday
10 a.m. – 8 p.m.
Friday – Saturday
10 a.m. – 6 p.m.
Sunday
12 p.m. – 8 p.m.
Bethany Branch
1810 No. Cotner Blvd.
Circulation: 89,678
Public Service Hours Per Week: 48
Monday – Saturday
10 a.m. – 6 p.m.
Sunday
Closed

Charles H. Gere Branch
2400 So. 56th Street
Circulation: 1,017,750
Public Service Hours Per Week: 64
Monday – Thursday
10 a.m. – 8 p.m.
Friday – Saturday
10 a.m. – 6 p.m.
Sunday
12 p.m. – 8 p.m.
Loren Corey Eiseley Branch
1530 Superior Street
Circulation: 526,910
Public Service Hours Per Week: 64
Monday – Thursday
10 a.m. – 8 p.m.
Friday – Saturday
10 a.m. – 6 p.m.
Sunday
12 p.m. – 8 p.m.
South Branch
2675 South Street
Circulation: 125,411
Public Service Hours Per Week: 64
Monday – Thursday
10 a.m. – 8 p.m.
Friday - Saturday
10 a.m. – 6 p.m.
Sunday
12 p.m. – 8 p.m.
Victor E. Anderson Branch
3635 Touzalin Avenue
Circulation: 183,564
Public Service Hours Per Week: 64
Monday – Thursday
10 a.m. – 8 p.m.
Friday – Saturday
10 a.m. – 6 p.m.
Sunday
12 p.m. – 8 p.m.
Bookmobile
Circulation: 24,948
Public Service Hours Per Week: 20
Tuesday – Saturday various city and county sites

REVENUE:
Local Government Revenue: This includes all local government funds designated by the community and
available for expenditure by the public library. Does not include the value of any contributed or in-kind services
or the value of any gifts and donations, library fines, fees, or grants.
City of Lincoln:
$6,423,458
Lancaster County:
$ 626,115
Keno & Interest Earned:
$ 506,385
Total Local Revenue:
$7,555,958
State Revenue: These are funds distributed to public libraries by Nebraska state government for expenditure by
the public libraries. This does not include federal money distributed by the state.
State Aid:
$53,955
Continuing Education/Training Grant: $5,330
Other State Government Revenue:
$11,534
Total State Government Revenue
$70,819
Federal Government Revenue: This includes all federal government funds including federal money
distributed by the Nebraska Library Commission as Library Improvement grants.
Library Improvement Grant
$41,400
Total Federal Government Revenue
$41,400
Other Revenue: This is all operating revenue other than that reported under local, state, and federal
operating revenue including monetary gifts and donations received, interest, library fines, fees for library
services, and grants. Does not include the value of any contributed or in-kind services or the value of any nonmonetary gifts and donations.
Other Revenue
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUE

$790,855
$8,459,032

Capital Revenue: Revenue to be used for major capital expenditures.
Local Government Capital
TOTAL CAPITAL REVENUE

$563,300
$563,300

OPERATING EXPENDITURES
Operating Expenditures: current and recurrent costs necessary to support library services.
Salaries and Benefits:
Collection Materials:
Facility
Utilities
Office supplies
Postage
Telephone
Insurance
Contracts-for-services
Electronic access
Continuing Education
Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES

$5,546,991
$1,250,855
$ 64,609
$ 286,125
$96,424
$29,973
$22,101
$62,525
$290,965
$299,844
$7,612
$230,642
$8,188,666

TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

$44,971

LIBRARY HOLDINGS
Number Held
Previous year
Added
Withdrawn
Current year

Books (print)
802,577
54,057
88,023
768,611

E-Books Audio Video
12,427 61,454 49,723
3,457
5,916
7,358
0
5,245
5,392
15,884 62,125 51,689

LIBRARY SERVICES
Number of registered borrowers: 207,545
Annual library visits: 1,601,180
Annual reference transactions: 395,094
Number of Internet computers available to the public: 97
Annual uses of public Internet computers: 298,746
Number of children’s programs: 1,746
Children's program attendance: 76,824
Number of adult programs: 322
Adult program attendance: 2,254
Circulation of adult materials: 1,682,060
Circulation of children's materials: 1,500,276
Circulation total: 3,182,338
Total lost materials: 15,793
Total library materials loaned to other libraries: 3,247
Total library materials borrowed from other libraries: 7,747
Number of online public access computers: 68
Total paid employees: 117 full time equivalents
Total number of volunteers: 1,009

Data
Bases
45
6
5
46

Mag
Sub
1,831
14
32
1,813

Misc
Total
47,251
975,308
1,401
72,209
12,762_____ 111,459_____
35,890
936,058

June 8, 2009

Northwest Chambers; Northwest Columbine - Northwest Dahlia
Residential Rehabilitation
Project #701807
Dobson Brothers Construction will be replacing broken and settled pavement for the Engineering
Services Division of the Public Works and Utilities Department as part of its 2009 Residential
Rehabilitation.
The proposed construction will take approximately a week barring weather or unforeseen conditions.
Northwest Chambers will be closed, but local traffic will be allowed for the home owners.
The City of Lincoln realizes this project may temporarily inconvenience you. Some residences may be
kept out of their driveways while the pavement is being replaced. You may park on Northwest
Chambers at night as long as your vehicles are moved in the morning so that the contractor can work.
This project is being built with no extra cost to you and is funded from the wheel tax/gas tax.
If you have any problems or questions during this street repair, please contact me and we will try to
resolve the issue.

Steven R. Faust
Pavement Management Coordinator
City of Lincoln, Engineering Services
531 Westgate Boulevard, Suite 100
Lincoln, NE 68528
Phone:441-8413
Fax: 441-6576
sfaust@lincoln.ne.gov

701807 Adv SRF tdq.wpd

Combined Weed Program
City of Lincoln
May 2009 Monthly Report
Inspection Activity
A total of 980 inspections on 980 sites
were made this year and 720
inspections were done during the
month.

Noxious Weeds









Made 437 inspections on 364 sites on
2,045 acres.
Found 320 violations on 286 acres.
- 244 musk thistle
- 26 leafy spurge
- 50 phragmites
Found no violations on 59 sites.
Sent 20 notices, 155 letters, and made
68 personal contacts.
Landowners control 32 sites.
Inspectors controlled 11 sites.
Control is pending on 262 sites.

.

Weed Abatement










May Activities
6
7
8
18

INSPECTION SUMMARY
543 Inspections of 423 sites
Direct
contact
2%

Published
3%

None
24%



21
22
26

Meeting w/ FSA
Sheldon Power Plant
Streambed Ownership Task
Force
Begin City Weed Abatement
inspections
LPWMA Mtng
Douglas Goering
Staff Meeting
Budget Hearing

Planned June Activities
Notice
39%

Letter
33%

Made 543 inspections on 423 sites
on 227 acres.
A total of 273 complaints have been
received 264 sites.
Found 310 violations on 114 acres.
Found no violations on 116 sites.
Sent 186 notices, 156 letters,
published 10 notifications, made 8
personal contacts.
Landowners cut 31 sites.
Forced cutting contracts have let for
30 sites.
Cutting is pending on 276 sites.

11
25

Management Team meeting
LPWMA Meeting

Tammy J. Grammer
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jon Camp
Wednesday, June 10, 2009 8:19 AM
Tammy J. Grammer
FW: Budget

________________________________________
From: H. Arnold Wassenberg [HWASSENBERG@neb.rr.com]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 4:08 PM
To: Jon Camp
Subject: RE: Budget
Why is it that whenever government spends the same amount on a program as last year it is
called a budget cut and jobs and services must be slashed to do the same business as they did
last year?
I just can't get it. Can't we just talk about increases and decreases (if ever) in spending
and not about budgets? It would be a lot less confusing for everyone.
Thank you for your time,
H. Arnold Wassenberg
8101 Dundee Dr.
Lincoln, NE 68510
402‐489‐4645 work #

1

Tammy J. Grammer
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jon Camp
Wednesday, June 10, 2009 8:20 AM
Bruce D. Dart
Tammy J. Grammer
FW: ABA Article on cost of breed discriminatory laws
breed article.pdf

Importance:

High

Bruce:
A number of emails are being received on the pitbull/dangerous animal issue. I will forward these to you. Would you
please make some recommendations to John Spatz and me, as well as our colleagues, on possible ways to address this
issue? Perhaps you can provide comments at next Monday's Directors' Meeting.
Thank you,
Jon

TAMMY: Please copy for Directors' Agenda
From: Ledy Vankavage [ledyv@bestfriends.org]
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 4:00 PM
To: Doug Emery; Jon Camp; Jonathan A. Cook; John Spatz; Eugene W. Carroll; Adam A. Hornung; Jayne L. Snyder;
Tammy J. Grammer; cbeutler@lincoln.ne.gov; John V. Hendry
Subject: ABA Article on cost of breed discriminatory laws

June 8, 2009
Dear Mayor and Council Members:
Best Friends opposes canine profiling. The problem of dangerous dogs is not remedied by the quick fix of
breed-discriminatory laws. All dogs can bite. Studies of pre and post breed ban dog bite rates in the United
Kingdom and Spain concluded that their pit bull breed ban had no affect whatsoever on reducing dog bites.
Indeed, Hiawatha, Iowa repealed their pit bull ban because of identification problems and expense. Now that
DNA testing is available to determine the breed of a dog, breed discriminatory laws have gotten very expensive
for counties to enforce.
Click here to calculate the cost of a breed specific law for Lincoln Nebraska
http://www.guerrillaeconomics.biz/bestfriends/
Moreover, in its study of human fatalities resulting from dog bites, the CDC did not support the breed specific
approach. The CDC noted many other factors beyond a dogs breed may affect a dog’s tendency toward
aggression – things such as reproductive status, heredity, sex, early experience, and socialization and training.
These concerns seem well-founded given that more than 70% of all dog bite cases involve unsterilized male
dogs, and an unneutered male dog is 2.6 times more likely to bite than a neutered dog. In 2006, 97% of all dog
related human fatalities in the United States involved unsterilized canines.
Another insidious problem seen with canine profiling is the potential for abuse. The result is selective
enforcement that sometimes is triggered simply by the ethnic background of the owner.
1

Breed discriminatory laws cause unintended hardship to responsible owners of entirely friendly, properly
supervised and well-socialized dogs that happen to fall within the regulated breed category. Although these dog
owners have done nothing to endanger the public, they may be forced by the municipality to either give up their
dogs or move out of their home. The pets that are given up are killed.
The most harmful consequence of breed-discriminatory laws is their tendency to compromise rather than
enhance public safety. Resources are shifted away from routine, effective enforcement of laws that have the
best change of making our communities safer: leash laws, dog license laws, spay/neuter laws and animal
fighting laws.

Rather than breed-discriminatory restrictions, animal control laws should allow animal control wardens or law
enforcement officers to declare any dog to be “dangerous” regardless of its breed if it attacks a person or
companion animal without justification and causes physical injury or death, or behaves in a manner which a
reasonable person would believe poses a serious and unjustified imminent threat of serious physical injury or
death to one or more persons or companion animals. Any dog that is found to be “dangerous” should be
required to be:
1.
2.

3.
4.
5.

Spayed or Neutered. Studies have shown that more than 70% of bite cases come from animals that are
not neutered. If a dog is found to be “dangerous”, it should be mandated that it be spayed or neutered.
Micro chipped. If a dog is found to be “dangerous” it should be required to be micro chipped so there
is a permanent identification of the dog. Dogs of some breeds are easy to confuse, especially if the
owner has multiple dogs of the same breed.
Muzzled. All “dangerous dogs” should be required to be muzzled when in a public place, and walked by
a person at least 18 years of age.
Restrict Tethering. 25% of all fatal dog attacks involve tethered dogs. Most dog fighters chain their
animals.
Prevent Reckless Owners from owning dogs. Tacoma, Washington and St. Paul Minnesota prevent
reckless owners from owing dogs in their cities. This effectively targets irresponsible recidivists who
encourage dogs to be aggressive and just acquire another once one is taken from them.

As former Chair of the American Bar Association’s Animal Law Committee’s Dangerous Dog Subcommittee, I
have enclosed an article for you and the city council members that appeared in the American Bar Associations
Government Publication. The ABA is coming out with a book on Dangerous Dog Laws next month. I am more
than willing to work with your city attorney to draft a fair and comprehensive ordinance to protect the public
from reckless owners and dangerous dogs. Since I am employed by Best Friends there is no charge for my
services. I hope to hear from you soon. Thank you so much for your consideration.

Ledy VanKavage, Esq.
Senior Legislative Analyst
Best Friends Animal Society
PO Box 313, Maryville, IL 62062
ledyv@bestfriends.org
618-345-8086
618-345-6542 FAX
435-689-1969 CELL
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Tammy J. Grammer
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jon Camp
Wednesday, June 10, 2009 8:23 AM
Bruce D. Dart
Tammy J. Grammer
FW: Lincoln, Nebraska's Possible Consideration of a Breed-Specific Ordinance

Another email.
________________________________________
From: Elizabeth Pensgard [bpensgard@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 10:37 AM
To: Doug Emery; John Spatz; Jon Camp; Jonathan A. Cook; Eugene W. Carroll; Adam A. Hornung;
Jayne L. Snyder
Subject: Re: Lincoln, Nebraska's Possible Consideration of a Breed‐Specific Ordinance
UNITED RESPONSIBLE DOG OWNER GROUPS, INC.
Established Oct 15, 1989
Incorporated Washington & Illinois
P.O. Box 1406 Newport, WA 99156
Web Site http://www.povn.com/urdog E‐mail US urdog@povn.com Blog http://urdog.wordpress.com
E‐mail List http://groups.yahoo.com/group/urdog
Cherie Graves, WA, Chair, (509) 447‐2821 Elizabeth Pensgard, Acting Chair, Executive
Secretary, IL Director bpensgard@yahoo.com Judy Chevalier, Executive Assistant to the Chair
chevalierbts@yahoo.com
June 9, 2009
To:
Councilman Doug Emery, Chair
Councilman John Spatz, Vice Chair
Councilman Jon Camp
Councilman Jonathan Cook
Councilman Eugene Carroll
Councilman Adam Hornung
Councilwoman Jayne Snyder

Dear Chairman Emery, Vice‐Chairman Spatz, and Esteemed Members of the Lincoln City Council:
It was of great concern to hear that Lincoln may be considering a breed‐specific ordinance
for "pit bulls," particularly as "pit bull" is not a breed recognized by any breed registry
like the AKC, UKC, or ADBA. The slang term "pit bull" can refer and has referred to many
different breeds of dog. Based on the standard the media uses to define "pit bull," one
could argue that any medium‐ or large‐sized breed could technically be called a "pit bull."
As such, statistics on "pit bulls" (like those from the CDC) are quite inaccurate making it
appear as if the "pit bull" "breed" is inherently vicious or more dangerous. However, if
actual breed determinations were made for attacking dogs instead of simply labeling them "pit
bulls," no one breed would emerge as more statistically likely to bite/attack/kill. Indeed,
in a course taught by the National Animal Control Association, a national organization that
trains Animal Control officers, Dr. Daniel Estep instructs that "One breed is not more
likely to bite than another breed."
1

Additionally, breed‐specific ordinances often come with many complications and following are
just a few of them:
* Breed‐specific laws are ineffective and expensive to enforce.
Colorado decided against a breed ban last September because,

For instance, Brighton,

"several municipalities in the area instituted pit‐bull bans with no reduction in vicious
animal complaints and with a significant increase in the number of hours worked by animal
control staff. In addition, costs associated with enforcing breed specific bans on domestic
animals escalate if the owner opts for trial, with DNA testing of the dogs posing a potential
fiscal liability for the city" (http://www.metrowestfyi.com/story_display.php?sid=10535).
In the end, Brighton decided simply to enforce the laws they already had in place.
* Making proper breed determinations is a considerable problem with any breed‐specific
provision, particularly with mixed breeds or breeds that have the same appearance and
characteristics of the restricted breeds. It is difficult even for experts to properly
determine breed at times, especially with mixed breeds, which is why such bans/restrictions
have been found to be a violation of due process afforded every American citizen under the
14th amendment.
* There is no scientific proof that any one breed is more inherently dangerous or vicious
than another, only that some breeds are more popular at the time or that irresponsible owners
may be disproportionately attracted to some breeds. Since it has not been proven that any
one breed is inherently dangerous or vicious, there is no rational basis for restricting any
one breed in any way, and doing so would be an equal protection violation under the 14th
amendment to the Constitution.
Those proposing breed‐specific legislation (BSL) use public safety as the reason for pushing
breed bans/restrictions, at the same time, ironically, failing to prove that the public is in
danger. That's because they can't prove that any one breed, or even an amassing of breeds,
represents a danger. There is no such thing ‐‐ at least via empirical scientific data ‐‐ as
an inherently vicious breed or breeds. There is, however, hysteria and a media propagating
that hysteria, that labels almost every attacking, biting, or killing dog a "pit bull,"
though, as already noted, there is no such breed.
Also, the claim that "pit bulls" are more dangerous than the average canine is just another
variant of the locking‐jaws/more‐powerful‐jaws urban mythology of the "pit bull," which is
wholly false. In 2005 Dr. Brady Barr in a show for National Geographic called "Dangerous
Encounters" conducted bite‐force tests for several kinds of animals from crocodiles and Great
White sharks to snapping turtles and hyenas. Also included in the tests were three breeds of
dog: the German Shepherd, the Rottweiler, and the American Pit Bull Terrier (APBT). [And
while the APBT is an actual breed, I should make it clear that we still don't know if this is
the breed to which the media and others are referring when they use the slang term "pit bull"
to describe bites/attacks; though APBTs are almost always one of the breeds named when "pit
bull" bans are passed.] Of the three, the American Pit Bull Terrier had the least amount of
bite force, which was found to be well below the average dog's 320‐pound bite pressure.
Dogs of any breed can do extensive damage in the rare instances when they attack simply
because of their frenzied state. For example, in 2005 a woman in France became the first
successful recipient of facial transplantation after her dog, a Labrador, mauled her face
unrecognizable (http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/europe/article727761.ece). Yet
France did not ban Labradors, nor did any of its regions. Because the mauling involved a
Labrador and not the 'usual suspects' the media likes to report on like Rottweilers or the
dogs they call "pit bulls," we would probably not even have known about the Labrador mauling
its owner had the victim not been a breakthrough in medical science. Dogs of any breed can
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bite or attack, which is why legislation must focus on the irresponsible behavior of people,
not on a dog or even breeds of dog that have no comprehension of human law.
Ultimately, banning or restricting specific breeds leaves the public with only a false sense
of security since any breed can bite or attack. The CDC concluded the same:
"Breed‐specific legislation does not address the fact that a dog of any breed can become
dangerous... From a scientific point of view, we are unaware of any formal evaluation of the
effectiveness of breed‐specific legislation in preventing fatal or nonfatal dog bites. An
alternative to breed‐specific legislation is to regulate individual dogs and owners on the
basis of their behavior" (http://www.cdc.gov/ncipc/duip/dogbreeds.pdf).
An enforced leash law and a non‐breed‐specific dog law which place the responsibility on the
owner are more than adequate to police irresponsible dog owners.
For your further consideration, I have herein included United Responsible Dog Owner Groups'
Position Statement on Breed‐Specific Legislation and Model Dog Owner Regulations. If you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at bpensgard@yahoo.com .
Thank you very much for your time.
Respectfully,

Elizabeth Pensgard
Acting Chair, Executive Secretary, and Illinois Director, United Responsible Dog Owner
Groups, Inc.
Director, Responsible Dog Owners Group of Illinois, Inc.
http://www.povn.com/urdog
http://urdog.wordpress.com
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/UAOA
http://www.unitedanimalownersalliance.com
http://groups.yahoo.com/group/URDOG

UNITED RESPONSIBLE DOG OWNER GROUPS, INC.
Established Oct 15, 1989
Incorporated Washington & Illinois
P.O. Box 1406 Newport, WA 99156
Web Site http://www.povn.com/urdog E‐mail US urdog@povn.com Blog http://urdog.wordpress.com
E‐mail List http://groups.yahoo.com/group/urdog
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Cherie Graves, WA, Chair, (509) 447‐2821 Elizabeth Pensgard, Acting Chair, Executive
Secretary, IL Director bpensgard@yahoo.com Judy Chevalier, Executive Assistant to the Chair
chevalierbts@yahoo.com

POSITION STATEMENT ON BREED SPECIFIC LEGISLATION
Responsible Dog Owners of the Western States, now United Responsible Dog Owner Groups
(URDOG), was formed October 15, 1989 to protect the rights, and interests of dog owners.
URDOG opposes breed specific legislation (BSL) on legal, and moral grounds, and upon the
Rules of Reason that all laws must meet. Our position is that every dog owner is
responsible for protecting the public from his/her dog.
Our research shows that in the majority of severe or fatal dog attacks there had been
numerous, previous reports made to Animal Control that were not acted upon. Our research
further shows that as shocking, and traumatic as severe or fatal dog attacks are, they are
relatively uncommon occurrences in comparison to other causes of severe injury, or
fatalities in the United States, given that the vast majority of Americans are dog owners.
The likelihood of any pure‐bred, registered dog being involved in a fatal attack upon a
human being is infinitesimal.
MORALITY
‐BSL is based upon the urban myth of the "pit bull", which is not a recognized breed of dog.
Under the guise of banning "pit bulls" any breed may be thus identified. There are at least
seventy‐five actual breeds, plus any mixed breed now either banned from ownership, or
restricted in ownership in the United States. That is about 1/5 of all recognized breeds.
‐BSL is inflammatory, and is based upon unproven beliefs, not
‐BSL is under inclusive in that it only recognizes a threat to
or mixed breeds of dogs.
‐BSL is over inclusive, as dogs are as varied within their
our ethnicity.
‐BSL by stipulating, and naming specific breeds as being
unnamed breeds as being safe by exclusion.

facts.
society from certain

breeds,

breed, as are human beings within

dangerous indemnifies all of the

‐BSL creates a false sense of public safety.
‐BSL does not address the irresponsible dog owner.
‐BSL punishes the law abiding dog owner.
‐BSL orders the death of dogs based solely upon their physical
‐BSL assumes that human beings are inferior to, and incapable
of specific breeds, or appearance.

appearance.
of properly maintaining dogs

LEGALITY
‐BSL has been ruled unconstitutional in Court venues across the United States on grounds
ranging from vagueness, to an infringement of property rights, to equal treatment, equal
protection.

4

‐Dogs have been the domesticated traditional property of human beings for well over thirty‐
five thousand years. This tradition gives legal standing to dog owners based upon the IX
Amendment of the Bill of Rights in the Constitution of the United States of America.
‐BSL violates the rights granted under the IV Amendment to the
‐BSL violates the rights granted under the V Amendment of the
‐BSL violates the rights granted under VI Amendment to the
‐BSL violates the rights granted under VIII

Bill of Rights.

Bill of Rights.

Amendment to the

‐BSL violates the rights granted under XIV Amendment to the

Bill of Rights.

Bill of Rights.

Bill of Rights.

‐BSL creates a whole new criminal class, the dog owner.
‐BSL sets a legal precedent that unchallenged empowers the enacting body to add any, or all
other dog breeds, or even domestic species of animals to the prohibition on ownership.
Zuniga v. San Mateo Dept. of Health Services (1990) 218 Cal. App. 3d 1521, 267 Cal.
Rptr. 2d 755. The court found there was not sufficient evidence to prove Pit Bulls have an
inherent nature of being dangerous.
Carter v. Metro North Assocs. (1998) 255 A.D. 2d 251; 680 N.Y.S.2d 299 A New York
appellate court determined that the alleged propensities of Pit Bull Terriers to behave more
viciously than other breeds had not been authoritatively established.
American Canine Foundation litigated the city of Huntsville Alabama in 2002 in a case
that was heard by the Alabama Supreme Court. Huntsville v. Four Pit Bull Puppies (Ala. 08‐
30‐02), No.1010459, unreported. The court affirmed a trial court decision that American Pit
Bull Terriers were not dangerous.
On July 16th 2003 ACF brought forth a constitutional challenge against Ohio's state law
O.R.C. 955:11 that declares the Pit Bull vicious. The case was heard in the Toledo Municipal
Court. The court found the American Pit Bull Terrier was not dangerous, and granted Pit
Bull owners due process. Tellings v State of Ohio CRB02‐15267
In August 2004 a case American Canine Foundation assisted in was heard by the Ohio
Supreme Court. State v. Cowan 103 Ohio St. 3d 144 , 2004 ‐ Ohio ‐ 4777 The court found ORC
955:22 violative of the right to be heard as applied to ORC955:11 which declared a specific
breed of dog vicious in Ohio. The decision struck down Ohio's breed specific legislation at
the state level. Ohio was the only state to have this type of legislation at the state
level.

TITLE 42 > CHAPTER 21 > SUBCHAPTER I > § 1983 § 1983. Civil action for deprivation of rights
. Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, of
any State or Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes to be subjected, any
citizen of the United States or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the
deprivation of any rights, privileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and laws,
shall be liable to the party injured in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper
proceeding for redress, except that in any action brought against a judicial officer for an
act or omission taken in such officer's judicial capacity, injunctive relief shall not be
granted unless a declaratory decree was violated or declaratory relief was unavailable. For
the purposes of this section, any Act of Congress applicable exclusively to the District of
Columbia shall be considered to be a statute of the District of Columbia.
TITLE 42 > CHAPTER 21 > SUBCHAPTER I > § 1982
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§ 1982. Property rights of citizens
All citizens of the United States shall have the same
right, in every
State and Territory, as is enjoyed by white citizens thereof to inherit, purchase, lease,
sell, hold, and convey real and personal property.
RULE OF REASON
a.. Laws must be reasonable.
b.. It is not reasonable to write animal behaviors, legal punishments, and criminal labels
for animals into statutes that are enacted to structure human society.
c.. Animals must not be criminalized under laws that are intended to protect human rights,
and to control human behaviors.
d.. It is unreasonable to write animal behavior into laws that no animal has the capacity
to understand, answer to, or to function under.
e.. It is unreasonable to mete out criminal labels to animals, i.e. dangerous, or
potentially dangerous. It is unreasonable to prescribe punishments to animals under our
laws.
f.. It is unreasonable to remove the human owner from blame, or culpability for the
actions of his/her animal(s).
g.. It is unreasonable to assume that every dog of a given breed, or physical appearance
will behave in exactly the same manner.
h.. It is unreasonable to assume that every owner of every dog of a given breed, or
physical appearance is irresponsible, negligent, or careless with his/her animal(s).
i.. Human error, carelessness, or negligence is the underlying factor behind every dog
attack.
j.. Given the actual figures of severe dog attacks, or fatalities related to dog attacks
per capita in the United States of America, dogs are not the threat to human life that the
sensationalistic media, and urban myth would portray.

UNITED RESPONSIBLE DOG OWNER GROUPS, INC.
Established Oct 15, 1989
Incorporated Washington & Illinois
P.O. Box 1406 Newport, WA 99156
Web Site http://www.povn.com/urdog E‐mail US urdog@povn.com Blog http://urdog.wordpress.com
E‐mail List http://groups.yahoo.com/group/urdog
Cherie Graves, WA, Chair, (509) 447‐2821 Elizabeth Pensgard, Acting Chair, Executive
Secretary, IL Director bpensgard@yahoo.com Judy Chevalier, Executive Assistant to the Chair
chevalierbts@yahoo.com
MODEL DOG OWNER REGULATIONS

DOG OWNER'S RIGHTS

1. Dogs are Personal Property
(a) The (city) (county) (state) of _____________ recognizes that dogs are valuable personal
property.
(b) No city, county or state authority shall restrict, or prohibit the ownership of dogs by
breed, by size, by weight, or by intact status.
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(c) No breed specific ordinances enacted in _________ shall stand.
(d) The (city) (county) (state) of _____________ recognizes the right of the people to own
any breed of dog in a responsible manner.
(e) It is the right of the dog owner to make informed medical choices concerning spay,
neuter, or microchipping of his/her dog.
(f) Dogs are valuable property that shall be taxed by the city, or county against their
assessed value, or the annual cost of care and/or maintenance, which ever is applicable.

DOG OWNER RESPONSIBILITIES

2. Containment
(a) All dogs shall be securely contained to their owners premises. The dog owner shall
protect the public from his/her dogs. The assumption of liability is upon the dog owner.
(b) All dogs shall be securely leashed when off of the owners premises, and under the of a
supervision of a person who is physically capable of controlling the dog.
(c) Parents who allow their child to lead a dog in public access areas, assume all liability
for any accident, harm, or injury caused.
(d) Dog owners who allow a child to lead their dog in public access areas, assume all
liability for any accident, harm, or injury caused.
(e) Owners walking their dog(s) in public areas are required to pick up, and properly dispose
of stool waste deposited from their dog(s).
(f) Owners of dogs found at large by animal control authorities must produce documentation,
upon demand, of the dog's immunizations as required by the state.
(g) Nothing in this section shall apply to dog owners whose dogs are off lead for training
purposes in public areas designated for dog training classes.
(h) It is the responsibility of the owner to be able to prove identification of his/her
animal through any appropriate, non injurious means of his/her choice.
3. Standard of care
(a) It is the responsibility of each dog owner to provide for their dog(s)for the entirety of
the dog(s) ownership. If the owner is unable to provide for the dog, it is the owner's
responsibility to;
1.) Find the dog a new owner.
2.) Pay for euthanasia by a licensed veterinarian.
3.) Pay a local animal shelter to provide for the dog until a new owner can be found.
(b) Nurture
1.) Nutrition on a regular daily basis, and clean potable water readily available.
3.) Containment to the owners premises
4.) Training
5.) Immunizations as required by state law, and veterinary medical treatment as necessary for
maintenance of health
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(c) Failure to meet any of the standards of care are violations. The owner(s) shall be
charged with either/or negligence, criminal negligence, or cruelty to animals depending upon
the severity of the situation.
1.) If found guilty the Court shall fine the owner, and/or order or jail time commensurate
with the harm done to the animal.
2.) The Court may remove the animal from the custody of the owner.
3.) The Court shall cause the property of dog owners who have been found guilty, to be posted
with warning signs that are clearly visible on all perimeters that state, "IRRESPONSIBLE
ANIMAL OWNER".
4.) The signs may be removed after five years with no violations.
4. Noise Nuisance
(a) It is the responsibility of the owner to prevent his/her dog from causing a noise
nuisance by barking. Incessant barking indicates lack of care.
1.) Owners may be ticketed for noise nuisance, and fined.
2.) This section does not apply to dogs barking to alert their owners.
5. Dogs At Large
(a) Any owner who allows his/ her dog to run at large shall be fined one hundred dollars
($100.00) for the first violation
(b) The second violation shall incur a fine of two hundred dollars ($200.00)
(c) The third violation shall incur a fine of four hundred dollars ($400.00)
(d) The fourth violation by the owner shall cause the dog to be confiscated by the Animal
Control Authorities and, after evaluation of temperament by qualified personnel, either
placed into a responsible home, or humanely euthanized.
(e) Nothing in this section shall pertain to owners hunting with dogs.
6. Owner Liability
(a) A dog owner will be charged with negligence for any property damage, or harm, or injury
done by his/her dog when the dog was at large, off of the owners premises, and out of the
owners immediate control. If the dog's owner is found guilty in a Court of law, then he/she
shall be held liable. This liability shall include remuneration, fines, and/or jail time, at
the Court's discretion, and depending upon the severity of the damage, harm, or injury done
by the dog.
(b) A dog owner shall be charged with negligent homicide, whose dog kills a person when
accidentally at large, off the owners premises, and out of the immediate control of the
owner. The dog shall be confiscated by the authorities, and humanely euthanized, and tested
for rabies at the cost to the owner.
(c) Any dog owner who has been repeatedly cited for dog at large whose dog while at large,
inflicts severe bodily injury upon a person shall be charged with attempted manslaughter.
(d) Any dog owner who has been repeatedly cited for dog at large whose dog while at large,
causes the death of a person shall be charged with manslaughter.
(e) A dog owner shall be charged with reckless endangerment, whose dog injures a person, or
causes an accident while at large, off the owners premises, or out of the immediate control
of the owner. The dog shall be removed from the owners custody, and be evaluated on
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temperament by qualified personnel, and either be placed in a responsible home, or humanely
euthanized.
(f) A dog owner shall be charged with aggravated nuisance should his/her dog menace a person
when at large. The owner shall be fined five hundred dollars ($500.00) and placed on
probation for six months, during which time if any violations occur he/she shall lose custody
of the dog. The dog shall be evaluated by qualified personnel, and either be placed in a
responsible home, or humanely euthanized.
(g) A dog owner shall pay remuneration, and fines, if found guilty of negligence in a Court
of law, when his/her dog being at large, and out of the owner's control, trespasses upon
another's property, and injures, or kills an animal, or animals belonging to that person(s)
whose animal(s) were contained to their property. The dog owner shall be placed on strict
probation for the period of one(1) year, during which time should any further violations
occur, the dog shall be removed from the custody of the owner. The dog shall be evaluated by
qualified personnel, and either placed into a responsible home, or humanely euthanized.
(h) Any dog owner, by whose violations has caused his/her dog to be removed from his/her
custody, shall not be allowed by the Court to own another dog for a period of ten (10) years.
(i) No dog owner will be held liable if the dog bites, injures, or kills an intruder, a
burglar, a trespasser, or anyone who threatens the owner, or his/her safety while on, or off
of the owner's premises while the dog is under control of the owner.
(j) Any person who is bitten as a result of having teased, or tormented a dog that is
contained to it's owners premises, or who is bitten while teasing, or tormenting a dog that
is contained to the owner's premises shall have no legal recourse for damages.
(k) Any parent whose child is bitten, or mauled by a dog, due to the parent's inattendance
to his/her child shall be charged with reckless endangerment of a child.
(l) Any parent whose child dies as a result of a dog mauling, due to the parents
inattendance, shall be charged with negligent homicide.
7. Dog Abandonment
(a) Any person who is found guilty of abandoning a dog, or dogs by dumping it/them alongside
any thoroughfare, or by moving away and leaving the dog, or dogs shall be subject to a one
thousand dollar fine ($1,000.00)per dog, and three months jail time, or a one thousand dollar
($1,000.00) per dog fine, and community service not to exceed six months, per dog abandoned,
at the discretion of the Court.
8. False Reporting
(a) Any person who makes a false, or malicious report to Animal Control shall be charged with
a gross misdemeanor.
9. Criminal Activity
(a) Any person who uses a dog as a weapon during the commission of a crime against a human
being shall be charged with a class A felony.
(b) Any person who is not under threat of injury or death, or a member of law enforcement,
who orders a dog to attack a person with the intention of causing great bodily harm, or death
shall be charged with a Class A felony.
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(c) A dog owner shall be charged with aggravated nuisance, and animal cruelty if he/she is
found facing off dogs in any public area with the purpose of simulating a dog fight, or
promoting a dog fight, or planning a dog fight, and fined five hundred dollars ($500.00). The
dog owner shall be placed on strict probation for the period of one (1) year during which
time if any violations occur, the dog owner shall be fined one thousand ($1000.00), and
he/she shall lose custody of the dog, and any other dogs occupying the premises of the
violator. The dog(s) shall be evaluated by qualified personnel, and either be placed in a
responsible home, or be humanely euthanized.
(d) Any person who causes an animal harm, injury, or damage for the purpose of training, or
engaging in dog fighting shall be charged with a Class A felony. This does not include any
legal surgery such as earcropping, tail docking, or dew‐claw removal performed by a licensed
veterinarian.
*********************************
This e‐mail and any attachments transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for
the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed and is not intended to be
forwarded or cross posted in whole or part, without written permission from the United
Responsible Dog Owner Groups, Inc. and Responsible Dog Owners Group of Illinois, Inc. If you
have received this e‐mail in error please notify the sender and delete the original message.
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Tammy J. Grammer
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jon Camp
Wednesday, June 10, 2009 8:24 AM
Bruce D. Dart
Tammy J. Grammer
FW: Pit Bull Issue

From: Shanna Davis [sdavis@nickads.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2009 11:16 AM
To: Jon Camp
Subject: Pit Bull Issue

Dear Councilman,
I saw your video online concerning the pit bull issues that are being discussed in the city of LIncoln, Nebraska. I
commend you for being careful about the decision that is made and I encourage you as well as the other council
members to continue to do so.
I ask that you please do not impose a breed specific ban. If you feel that changes need to be made those changes
need to encompass any and all breeds and be aimed at the irresponsible owners.
I also encourage you to contact Best Friends Animal Society for help in considering the choices you make.
They can give you information that will help you make a fair decision.
I don't know if you've seen this yet but Best Friends recently released a study they had done on the costs of
enforcing breed specific legislation. This study basically shows communities what breed specific legislation
could cost to enforce based upon their current Animal Control costs. This was done so communities could use
this as a tool in making their decisions. You might want to take a look. Just put in your state and town and it
will bring up the figures.
http://www.guerrillaeconomics.biz/bestfriends/
The person of contact at Best Friends who can help you with information is
John Polis
435-644-2001, ext. 4858
johnp@bestfriends.org
Also check out this webpage and article:
http://www.savingamericasdog.com/
And this is a recent article from Best Friends that was related to the economic calculator.

The High Costs of Breed Discriminatory Legislation
May 29, 2009 : 3:58 PM
Study shows breed bans not only unfair, but expensive to enforce
By Sandy Miller, Best Friends staff writer
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It’s happening in cities across the country, and it usually begins with a dog attacking someone. If the dog is,
say, a Labrador retriever or a springer spaniel, chances are people will hear little, if anything about it. If the
dog is suspected to be a “pit bull”— even if it’s not—the media can’t get enough of the story. “If it bleeds, it
leads” is a common mantra among most mainstream media organizations. They know their newspaper readers
and television news viewers will eat it right up.
Studies Show Breed Bans Don’t Work
City leaders, anxious to pacify voters in their communities and quell fears, often enact laws banning pit bulls,
and other breeds of dogs, from their communities. The problem is breed bans don’t do anything to keep their
communities safer.
“We’ve had studies that show these laws don’t work,” says Ledy VanKavage, Esq., senior legislative analyst for
Best Friends Animal Society. “The problem is the reckless owners, not the dogs.”
Julie Castle, Best Friends director of Community Programs and Services, agrees.
“What these laws create is a false sense of security,” Castle says. “People think they’re going to be safe from
vicious dogs. What they need to do is focus on irresponsible owners.”
Taxpayers Pay for Breed Bans
But there’s another element to add to the mix—the costs to taxpayers to enforce these laws. And now, thanks to
a groundbreaking study commissioned by Best Friends and funded by the National Canine Research Council,
local lawmakers can find out just what those costs would be in their own cities, counties and states with a
simple click of a mouse.
The study, “The Fiscal Impact of Breed Discriminatory Legislation in the United States,” conducted by the New
York City-based John Dunham and Associates, shows it would cost governmental entities more than $450
million to enforce a nationwide ban on pit bulls. That number includes the costs of enforcement, kenneling,
veterinary care, euthanasia and disposal, litigation and DNA testing.
There are an estimated 72.1 million dogs in the U.S. of which approximately 5 million—or 6.9 percent—are pit
bulls or pit bull mixes. Pit bull is a generic name for American pit bull terriers, American Staffordshire terriers,
Staffordshire bull terriers and their mixes.
Tool Calculates Cost of Breed Ban in Your Community
The online calculator allows anyone to estimate by city, county or state the costs for implementing and
enforcing a breed-specific law.
“It’s great we now have a tool that calculates these costs,” VanKavage says. “These laws are knee-jerk
reactions that don’t work and are fiscally irresponsible. They cost taxpayers an arm and a leg, especially in a
recession with unemployment soaring.”
The website page also contains information about how the study was conducted, facts about breed bans and
their ineffectiveness, and talking points to help guide people while speaking with local lawmakers.
“It puts activism in the hands of the public and gives them the tools necessary to fight breed bans in their own
communities,” Castle says.
[/b]Costs Vary Depending Upon Population[/b]
The costs of breed bans vary depending on the population of a community. For instance, take New York City, a
city of more than eight million people. According to the study, there are an estimated 1,532,100 dogs in the city,
of which 106,460 are pit bull-type dogs. A pit bull ban would cost New York City taxpayers a total of
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$12,895,950 annually, which includes $7,063,560 for enforcement, $2,446,590 for kenneling and veterinary
care, $2,245,570 for euthanizing and disposal, $191,590 for litigation costs and $948,640 for DNA testing.
Compare those costs to those of Abbeville, Alabama, a small southern city with about 3,000 residents.
According to the study, there are an estimated 840 dogs in the city, of which 60 are pit bull-type dogs. A breed
ban would cost the town’s taxpayers $4,360 each year. That might not sound like a lot, but it is for small towns
like Abbeville.
“The costs are significant,” says Dunham, who conducted the study. “Small towns don’t have the infrastructure
to handle it.”
Dunham, whose firm has done economic analyses on all kinds of things, says what surprised him most while
doing this study is how little data there is out there on pets.
“It shocked me that the facts are so scarce,” Dunham says. “Usually, I have too much data. In this case, I had
very little to work with.”
Yet, Dunham says, cities are enacting everything from pooper scooper laws to breed bans and “basing it on
nothing because they have no information.”
Better Way to Manage Dangerous Dogs
VanKavage hopes the study will convince government officials that there are much better ways to keep their
communities safe than enacting breed bans, such as ordinances that focus on responsible pet ownership and
work to prevent dog bites before they happen.
“Breed-discriminatory laws break the human-animal bond,” VanKavage says. “It’s un-American to go into
someone’s house and take their pets away. And you can’t get to No More Homeless Pets by killing them.”

Sincerely,
Shanna Davis
Grand Junction, CO
Best Friends Community Animal Assistant Volunteer
Pit Bull Owner/Advocate
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Tammy J. Grammer

Subject:
Attachments:

Ledy Vankavage [ledyv@bestfriends.org]
Monday, June 08, 2009 4:00 PM
Doug Emery; Jon Camp; Jonathan A. Cook; John Spatz; Eugene W. Carroll; Adam A.
Hornung; Jayne L. Snyder; Tammy J. Grammer; cbeutler@lincoln.ne.gov; John V. Hendry
ABA Article on cost of breed discriminatory laws
breed article.pdf

Importance:

High

From:
Sent:
To:

June 8, 2009
Dear Mayor and Council Members:
Best Friends opposes canine profiling. The problem of dangerous dogs is not remedied by the quick fix of
breed-discriminatory laws. All dogs can bite. Studies of pre and post breed ban dog bite rates in the United
Kingdom and Spain concluded that their pit bull breed ban had no affect whatsoever on reducing dog bites.
Indeed, Hiawatha, Iowa repealed their pit bull ban because of identification problems and expense. Now that
DNA testing is available to determine the breed of a dog, breed discriminatory laws have gotten very expensive
for counties to enforce.
Click here to calculate the cost of a breed specific law for Lincoln Nebraska
http://www.guerrillaeconomics.biz/bestfriends/
Moreover, in its study of human fatalities resulting from dog bites, the CDC did not support the breed specific
approach. The CDC noted many other factors beyond a dogs breed may affect a dog’s tendency toward
aggression – things such as reproductive status, heredity, sex, early experience, and socialization and training.
These concerns seem well-founded given that more than 70% of all dog bite cases involve unsterilized male
dogs, and an unneutered male dog is 2.6 times more likely to bite than a neutered dog. In 2006, 97% of all dog
related human fatalities in the United States involved unsterilized canines.
Another insidious problem seen with canine profiling is the potential for abuse. The result is selective
enforcement that sometimes is triggered simply by the ethnic background of the owner.
Breed discriminatory laws cause unintended hardship to responsible owners of entirely friendly, properly
supervised and well-socialized dogs that happen to fall within the regulated breed category. Although these dog
owners have done nothing to endanger the public, they may be forced by the municipality to either give up their
dogs or move out of their home. The pets that are given up are killed.
The most harmful consequence of breed-discriminatory laws is their tendency to compromise rather than
enhance public safety. Resources are shifted away from routine, effective enforcement of laws that have the
best change of making our communities safer: leash laws, dog license laws, spay/neuter laws and animal
fighting laws.

Rather than breed-discriminatory restrictions, animal control laws should allow animal control wardens or law
enforcement officers to declare any dog to be “dangerous” regardless of its breed if it attacks a person or
companion animal without justification and causes physical injury or death, or behaves in a manner which a
reasonable person would believe poses a serious and unjustified imminent threat of serious physical injury or
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death to one or more persons or companion animals. Any dog that is found to be “dangerous” should be
required to be:
1.
2.

3.
4.
5.

Spayed or Neutered. Studies have shown that more than 70% of bite cases come from animals that are
not neutered. If a dog is found to be “dangerous”, it should be mandated that it be spayed or neutered.
Micro chipped. If a dog is found to be “dangerous” it should be required to be micro chipped so there
is a permanent identification of the dog. Dogs of some breeds are easy to confuse, especially if the
owner has multiple dogs of the same breed.
Muzzled. All “dangerous dogs” should be required to be muzzled when in a public place, and walked by
a person at least 18 years of age.
Restrict Tethering. 25% of all fatal dog attacks involve tethered dogs. Most dog fighters chain their
animals.
Prevent Reckless Owners from owning dogs. Tacoma, Washington and St. Paul Minnesota prevent
reckless owners from owing dogs in their cities. This effectively targets irresponsible recidivists who
encourage dogs to be aggressive and just acquire another once one is taken from them.

As former Chair of the American Bar Association’s Animal Law Committee’s Dangerous Dog Subcommittee, I
have enclosed an article for you and the city council members that appeared in the American Bar Associations
Government Publication. The ABA is coming out with a book on Dangerous Dog Laws next month. I am more
than willing to work with your city attorney to draft a fair and comprehensive ordinance to protect the public
from reckless owners and dangerous dogs. Since I am employed by Best Friends there is no charge for my
services. I hope to hear from you soon. Thank you so much for your consideration.

Ledy VanKavage, Esq.
Senior Legislative Analyst
Best Friends Animal Society
PO Box 313, Maryville, IL 62062
ledyv@bestfriends.org
618-345-8086
618-345-6542 FAX
435-689-1969 CELL
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Tammy J. Grammer
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tharrington, Bill [BillTharrington@ferrellgas.com]
Tuesday, June 09, 2009 1:14 PM
Mayor; Doug Emery; Jon Camp; Jonathan A. Cook; John Spatz; Eugene W. Carroll; Adam A.
Hornung; Jayne L. Snyder; Tammy J. Grammer; mmmeyer@lincoln.ne.gov
City of Lincolns has $2,401,000.00 available in Federal Grant Money

City of Lincoln:
Mayor - Chris Beutler
City Council - Doug Emery, Jon Camp, Jonathan Cook, John Spatz, Eugene Carroll, Adam Hornung,

Jayne Snyder, Tammy Grammer, Mary Meyer
Part of the recent legislation to boost our economy has included funds to the Department of Energy to increase efficiency
in areas of transportation and power usage. Of those funds 2.7 Billion are being awarded through formula grants. Of that
money the City of Lincoln, Nebraska has the potential to use $2,401,000.00. The grant deadline is June 25, 2009 to
request these funds. The request has to be specific in nature, but details can be filled in at a later time.
You can use these funds to purchase a variety of items that would have had to come from your general funds, so this can
be a great use to the City of Lincoln.
.
My company, Ferrellgas, has already helped several municipalities purchase propane powered vehicles and the
infrastructure to support this in order to take advantage of these available funds. If you need new City Vehicles for Police,
or City Maintenance, even School Buses this is a great way to go about addressing that need without having to use
general funds.
I would enjoy the opportunity to meet with you this week to discuss this further. Please take a look at the website covering
this grant, and I will reach out to you this week to see if we can schedule an appointment. Time is of the essence with this
grant, and to have these funds secured for your use. In addition to this grant there are other funds available to help you
achieve these same means. Thanks for your time and I look forward to meeting with you to utilize these funds available to
you.
http://www.eecbg.energy.gov/grantalloc.html

Bill Tharrington

Bill Tharrington
Account Manager

Ferrellgas
4415 NE 14th Street
Des Moines, Iowa 50316
Cell (319) 560-8111
billtharrington@ferrellgas.com
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ADDENDUM
TO
DIRECTORS’ AGENDA
MONDAY, JUNE 15, 2009
I.

CITY CLERK - None

II.

CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE MAYOR & DIRECTORS TO COUNCIL MAYOR 1.

NEWS ADVISORY - RE: Mayor Beutler’s Public Schedule Week of June 13
through June 19, 2009 - Schedule subject to change.

DIRECTORS - None

III.

COUNCIL RFI’S & CITIZENS CORRESPONDENCE TO INDIVIDUAL
COUNCIL MEMBERS - None

IV.

CORRESPONDENCE FROM CITIZENS TO COUNCIL - None

daadd061509/tjg

CITY OF LINCOLN
NEBRASKA

DATE: June 12, 2009
FOR MORE INFORMATION: Diane Gonzolas, Citizen Information Center, 441-7831

Mayor Beutler's Public Schedule
Week of June 13 through June 19, 2009
Schedule subject to change
Sunday, June 14
• U.S. Army mock swearing-in of future soldiers ceremony, remarks and throwing out the ceremonial first
pitch - 5:45 p.m., Haymarket Park (prior to the Lincoln Saltdogs vs. Sioux Falls game)
Wednesday, June 17
• City-County Planning Commission meeting, presenting award of appreciation plaque to Gene Carroll - 1
p.m., Council Chambers, County-City Building, 555 S. 10th St.
Thursday, June 18
• KFOR Morning Show - 7:45 a.m.
• Capital City Footprint Association's 80th Annual Convention, remarks - 9 a.m., Embassy Suites, 1040
“P” St.
•

Lincoln Chamber of Commerce Economic Development Forum, remarks - 11:45 a.m., Cornhusker
Marriott Hotel, 333 S. 13th St.

