














      
 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES FOR THE JUDGES APPROVAL PROCESS 
 
     Each of the three national judges groups will prepare their independent proposals for the revamping of 
the judges approval process to be exchanged with each other.  The first stage will be an outline covering 
the major areas to be incorporated.  Obviously, the thinking of each national judges group will include the 
views expressed by their members through the years as well as their experienced Board members.  This 
would identify the major areas of agreement from which to work out the details.  In this day and age of 
computers, phone, fax and e-mail, there would be a minimum requirement for face to face meetings.  The 
major areas of agreement between the three judges groups and the Delegates Report would, in all 
likelihood, be 80% to 85%.   
 
     In the final stage, the representative from the three judges groups could meet much as committee 
members representing the U.S. Senate and Congress do to iron out differences when writing legislation.  
Unlike Congress, however, there would be an understanding from the start that each national judges group 
would be able to include their independent position(s) which was not agreed to by the other two judges 
groups.   
 
     The final report would be submitted through the AKC staff to the AKC Board.  The staff would make 
no changes, but would comment on each major area of the finished white paper as well as commenting on 
all areas of the report as well as the differing positions.  The staff’s comments would make clear to the 
Board the points they agreed with as well as the ones they differed on. 
 
     Obviously, the AKC Board has final authority on this matter, but would it not make things a lot easier 
for each Board member to vote on a document that clearly showed the areas in which there was complete 
agreement on or the very small percentage of areas there was a difference of opinion given?   Now that the 
Delegates Report has been submitted, the three national judges groups would, of course, consider it and 
representatives of the original Delegates Committee could sit in on the final compromise session.  Anyone 
with methodology analysis experience should realize that while offering everyone the opportunity for input 
seems fair, you nonetheless have created an administrative overload in attempting to meaningfully analyze 
the input from over 3000 individuals.    
 
     We believe it is in the best interest of the AKC, and the sport in general, if we take advantage of the 
filtering process and the vast experience within the three national judges groups.  The AKC Board, in our 
opinion, should not be literally working on the details; rather, they should act as the final approval 
authority on procedures submitted to them usually referred to as “finished staff work”.    
 
     Note.  These procedures were submitted years ago prior to the conclusion of the Delegates Report.  We 
were told by three different staff officials that it was not proper for the AKC to go out seeking the advice of 
the three national judges groups.  We never could figure out the rationale of this decision, and we wonder 
to this day if our proposal was ever forwarded to the AKC Board for their decision.   
 
     After all the extensive coordination, the final product would be submitted to the Delegate Body (in 
accordance with the bylaws) for what should be a super majority vote of approval.   
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