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WITH DEEPEST SYMPATHY...
Our sincerest condolenses to BCOA member, 
Trunita Miller (MO) for the loss of her mother.

The lifeblood of any club is its volunteers. The purpose of this sur-
vey is to gather information on the skills and talents of the general 
membership -- those who have the time and energy to volunteer 
now, those who would like to volunteer in the future, and those 
who are interested in learning about a particular skill or activity so 
they may also volunteer in the future.  If you would like to partici-
pate in this survey, please take a few minutes to check those skills 
that apply to you. While the survey covers many skills, it is by no 
means complete and will always be a “work in progress.

You will find survey FAQs on page 3 with the actual survey on 
pages 4 & 5 of this Bulletin Board. 

BCOA VOLUNTEER SURVEY

Puppy breath is in the air!

CONGRATULATIONS...
to Libby Getty (OR) on her marriage. She is now
Mrs. Libby Cox!
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SUBSCRIPTION INFORMATION 
The Bulletin Board Newsletter is published in conjunction 
with membership in the Basenji Club of America, Inc.  Dues 
are $25 for single members; $35 for family memberships.  All 
applications for membership require the signature of two BCOA 
members in good standing.  Send membership inquiries to 
Janet Ketz, 34025 West River Rd., Wilmington, IL 60481.
Phone 815-476-5418. E-mail jlketz@aol.com

DATES OF PUBLICATION
January & February; April & May; July & October; October & 
November

SUBMISSION INFORMATION
All submissions are requested by the 15th of the month preceding 
issue.  
Send to:
Melody Falcone
Bulletin Board Editor/Publisher
PO Box 552, Louisville, NE  68037
(402) 234-2826 
melarbasenjis@gmail.com

USE OF MATERIAL
Written material in this newsletter may be reprinted for nonprofit 
use provided credit is given to the author and the BCOA Bulletin 
Board; however, articles, photographs, cartoons and original 
artwork bearing the copyright symbol (©) may only be reprinted 
with author/photographer/artist’s written permission.  

In accordance with the By-Laws any member in good standing 
may send comments on applicants for membership to the BCOA 
Secretary within a period of fourteen days following the date 
of the newsletter publication.  Comments will be sent to these 
person(s) for reply, and all comments and replies will then be sent 
to the Board.  * Indicates a junior membership.  Please consider 
the date of publication of this newsletter to be 
January 15, 2012  

SUBMITTING EXPENSES TO BCOA TREASURER
Please note per BCOA Ballot 2004 – 48, published in January 
2005 Bulletin Board:  “BCOA members incurring expenses 
covering BCOA budgeted items during the fiscal year shall 
submit invoices to the Treasurer on or before March 1st of 
the next year to be eligible for reimbursement.  Expenditures 
incurred by members that are not covered by the Budget shall 
require Board approval.  These bills shall be submitted to the 
Treasurer on or before February 1st of the next year.  Committee 
Chairs shall be responsible for notifying committee members to 
submit receipts for expenses within this time frame.”
“The link to the reimbursement form is on the Members page on 
Basenji.org”

ADDRESS & EMAIL CHANGES
Send to:
Linda Daves Siekert
6800 N Montezuma Dr.
Tucson, AZ 85718-2432
E-mail treasurer@basenji.org

BCOA BULLETIN
To place ads or submit articled for the BCOA Bulletin, 
contact Connie Camp, Bulletin Editor; 
bulletineditor@basenji.org

SUNSHINE COMMITTEE
If you know of a BIRTH, ILLNESS or DEATH
pertaining to a member’s IMMEDIATE family, please notify 
Peg Grundman if you want a card sent from the BCOA 
mgrund1035@aol.com 352-854-7144

Basenji Club of America, Inc.
NATIONAL SPECIALTY CALENDAR
All dates & Judges pending AKC approval

2013 – July 12 – July 17 Auburn WA
Specialty Chair: Brenda Phillips • ciarasmom@yahoo.com
Judges: Regular Classes -  Judy Webb
Sweepstakes: Andrew Sawler

2014 – Sept 23 - Sept 28  Gray Summit, MO
Specialty Chair: Jon Curby • jcurby@offa.com
Judges: Regular Classes -  Mr. Russell Hendren
Sweepstakes: NA

SPECIALTY EVENT CALENDAR
DATES & CORRESPONDING BID DATES
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MEMBERSHIP APPLICATIONS
Mary Ellen Chaffin
16141 Cleveland St. Unit 601
Redmond, WA 98052
404-401-4567 mechaffin@gmail.com
Katie Campbell, Brenda Phillips

Connie Fry
PO Box 875
Roscoe , IL 61073

Kimberly D. Byrd
2931B Three Bridge Road
Powhatan, Virginia 23139-5002

Tullia Upton 
28984 Blaze Dr. 
Corvallis, Oregon 97330

ADDRESS CHANGES

BCOA VOLUNTEER SURVEY FAQs
1.  If I fill out this survey do I HAVE to volunteer?  
No!  Even if you are contacted by a committee 
chair for a volunteer position based on your survey 
results, you are under no obligation to volunteer.  
We understand that circumstances change and 
time is a precious commodity!  

2.  So why bother filling out this survey?  The 
survey results will be entered into the new BCOA 
Volunteer Database.  This will enable current and 
future chairs to search for potential volunteers 
with specific skill sets.  

3.  What if there’s something I’d be willing to 
help with, but I’ve never done it before (like ring 
steward, etc.)  Go ahead and check the appropri-
ate box(es).  Once your survey is received, you’ll 
be contacted regarding whether you are currently 
available to volunteer or if you are willing to help, 
but need a little on the job training.

4.  If I volunteer for a committee, does that mean I 
will get to be on it?  It depends.  Some committees 
are currently at capacity.  However, just knowing 
that you are interested in a certain committee gives 
the chairperson someone to contact in case a new 
position opens.  

5.  I’ve already volunteered to help with things, 
but no one has ever contacted me.  Hopefully the 
new database will help us keep from “losing” 
volunteers!  BCOA has never had a centralized 
volunteer clearing house.  Sometimes, there may 
not be a position available for all of our potential 
volunteers.  However, the new database will allow 
us to send out quarterly updates.  These updates 
will allow us to touch base with all current and 
potential volunteers to ensure that no one falls 
through the cracks!  

If you ever have questions regarding BCOA vol-
unteerism, please contact Heather Ervin, BCOA 
Volunteer Coordinator, at bcoavolunteer@gmail.
com.  You can email your survey to the same 
email address or if you’d rather send via USPS, 
please mail to:

Heather Ervin
316 S. Stanford
Kirksville, MO 63501

ADDRESS CHANGES

Danielle Johnston
11770 Target Court
Woodbridge, VA 22192
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BCOA VOLUNTEER SURVEY
PERSONAL INFORMATION

Last Name (as printed in BCOA Roster) ____________________________________________________________

First Name and Middle Initial ________________________________________________________________

Email Address ____________________________________________________________________________

Phone Number ____________________________________________________________________________

Preferred Method of Contact _________________________________________________________________

SKILLS PERTAINING TO
GENERAL ACTIVITIES  (Check all that apply)

q Graphic Artwork (design, layout, work on publications, etc.)

q Web Design and/or Management
q Advertising (develop promotional materials, ad copy, etc.)

q Mailing lists (prepare, maintain)

q Public Relations (prepare notices, announcements)

q Other (please specify)

COMPUTER/SOFTWARE SKILLS

q MS Word
q MS Excel
q MS Access
q MS PowerPoint
q Adobe Photoshop
q Adobe Illustrator
q Adobe Photoshop Elements
q Adobe InDesign
q Other (please specify)

SKILLS RELATED TO NATIONAL 
SPECIALTY ACTIVITIES (Check all that apply)

q Auction (cataloging & collecting items, set up, sales)

q Banquet (planning, set up)

q Booth Rental (attracting vendors to sell mer-
chandise)
q Database Entry (manipulation of data – i.e. 
entries, mailing lists, catalogs)
q Emergency Response Coordinator (develop, 
implement Emergency Disaster Plan)
q Eye Clinics (assist, organize)
Fund Raising (develop promotional materials, mar-
keting, handle sales)
q General Accounting (specialty treasurer – 
maintains financial records, budget)
q Grounds Maintenance (setups, cleanup, equip-
ment)
q Health Clinics (assist with forms, blood 
draws, schedule appointments)
q Hospitality (organizing food, beverages for 
attendees)
q Judges’ Hospitality (escort judges to/from 
event, lunches)
q Merchandising (ordering, selling & distribut-
ing specialty merchandise)
q Specialty Store (assist in organizing club 
member merchandise sales)
q Trophies (ordering, organizing, display)
q Ring Steward – Conformation
q Ring Steward – Obedience
q Ring Steward – Rally
q Ring Steward – Agility
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BCOA VOLUNTEER SURVEY (continued)
q Show Secretary for African Stock Exhibition
q Agility Ring Set Up
q Agility Trial Secretary
q Field Trial  - Chair
q Field Trial  - Secretary
q Field Trial  - Clerk
q Field Trial  - Huntmaster
q Field Trial – Inspection
q Field Trial – Paddock
q Field Trial – Lure Operator
q LGRA/NOTRA – Meet Secretary
q LGRA/NOTRA – Score Keeper
q LGRA/NOTRA – Course Setup
q LGRA/NOTRA – Box Operator
q LGRA/NOTRA – Foul Judge
q LGRA/NOTRA – Line Judge
Other (please specify)

LIST OF CURRENT COMMITTEES 
(check any in which you are interested)

q African Stock Project
q American Kennel Club Delegate
q AKC Gazette Columnist
q AKC Legislative Liaison
q Archives Action Committee
q Breeder Referral
q Breeder Education
q Breed Standard
q By-Laws and Corporate Documents
q Editorial Advisory Committee
q Events Coordinator & Affiliate Club Liaison
q Fund Raising Committee
q Health & Research Committee
q Judges Education
q Junior Liaison
q Legal Review & Liaison
q Lure Coursing

q National Specialty Oversight Committee
q Native Stock and Studbook
q Outreach/Public Education
q Pedigree Research
q Performance Events
q Rescue
q Social Media
q Specialty Judges Selection Committee
q Specialty Judge Tallier
q Sunshine Committee
q Junior Showmanship Tallier
q Membership Ballot Tallier
q Obedience Tallier
q Performance Honor Roll Tallier
q Stud Dog & Brood Bitch Honor Roll Tallier
q Videographer
q Volunteer Coordinator
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BCOA BALLOTS • October 2012
BALLOT 2012-85  APPROVED 
SUBJECT:  BCOA BY-LAWS - ARTICLE IV THE CLUB YEAR,  VOTING, NOMINATIONS, ELECTIONS.
Postmarked: August 13, 2012  Effective:  August 23, 2012

Circulated at the request of the President.
Please send your vote on an addition to By-Laws revision as written below.  (green sections)

ADDITIONAL REVISIONS TO ARTICLE IV, Section 3 and Section 4 as submitted by the By-laws and Corporate Documents 
Committee. 8-9-2012

NOTE: Text highlighted in RED has already been approved by Ballot 2012-70.  This text is shown to maintain continuity for 
the additional revisions. Text in highlighted in GREEN reflects the additional recommended revisions to ARTICLE IV, Section 
3 and Section 4. 

ARTICLE IV - THE CLUB YEAR, VOTING, NOMINATIONS, ELECTIONS.
SECTION 3. ANNUAL ELECTION OF BOARD AND OFFICERS.
a)  When paper ballots are cast, the Board will engage, on or before September 1, an outside firm to serve as Inspector of Election 
and to count the ballots. In order to be valid, paper ballots must be postmarked prior to October 15 and received by the Inspector of 
Election no later than October 21, even if the 21st is not a mail delivery day. The election must be certified prior to October 30 (See 
Section 4 d of this Article).  
b)  When electronic ballots are cast using an independent third-part e-voting service, the e-voting service will constitute the Inspector 
of Elections.  All electronic ballots must be cast prior to October 15, and the election must be certified prior to October 30. 
c)  The person receiving the largest number of votes for each position will be declared elected. If any elected candidate is unable to 
serve or resigns, the resignation or vacancy will be considered effective as of January 1 of the term for which the Board member or 
officer was elected, and the vacancy will be filled by a majority vote of the Board as constituted on and after January 1 of that term in 
the manner provided by Article Ill, Section 4.

SECTION 4. NOMINATIONS AND BALLOTS.
(a)  On or before June 1, the Nominating Committee shall will nominate from among the eligible members of the Club one candidate 
for each office and for each other position on the Board of Directors and shall will procure their verbal or written acceptance. The 
Committee shall also will obtain a resume of not more than 250 words of each nominee. so chosen. The Committee shall will con-
sider geographic representation of the membership on the Board to the extent that it is practicable practical to do so. The Committee 
shall then submits its slate of candidates and their resumes to be received by the Secretary not later than on or before July 8. The list, 
including the full name and state of residence of each candidate, shall must be published in the BCOA Bulletin Board  Newsletter on 
or before July 15, so that additional nominations may be made by members if they so desire. If a vacancy on the slate of candidates 
presented by the committee occurs prior to the ballot being circulated to the membership, the Board may reconvene the Nominating 
Committee to fill that vacancy.

APPROVE: Beaudoin, Camp-Comment[I approve the revision as-is and the final product.  I’d prefer the struck out text in ‘c’ below 
be removed as the process is already specified elsewhere in the by-laws (as shown in the last words of ‘c’).  The extra is ‘wordy’ and 
already covered.  The person receiving the largest number of votes for each position will be declared elected. If any elected candidate 
is unable to serve or resigns, the resignation or vacancy will be considered effective as of January 1 of the term for which the Board 
member or officer was elected, and the vacancy will be filled by a majority vote of the Board as constituted on and after January 1 of 
that term in the manner as provided by Article III, Section 4. ], Campeau, Greenlee,  J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Siekert-Comment: [I am 
thankful for this “revision”  of the revision; makes much more sense for the incoming Board to fill any future elected vacancies than 
for the outgoing Board to do it.], Straub, Work.

BALLOT 2012-86 APPROVED  SUBJECT: NEW MEMBERS 
Postmarked: August 8, 2012  Effective: August 18, 2012

Circulated in accordance with the BCOA By-Laws.
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BCOA BALLOTS • October 2012 (continued)
The following persons have applied for membership in BCOA, and their names, along with a call for comments, were published in the 
July 2012 Bulletin Board Newsletter. No comments have been received. Please mark your vote on admitting them to membership in 
BCOA. 

Sarah Smith-Falkner, Jeffery Falker and Isaac Smith [WA]

APPROVE: Beaudoin, Camp-[Comment: Welcome!], Campeau, Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Siekert, Straub, Work.

BALLOT 2012-87  APPROVED  SUBJECT: DATE CHANGE FOR 2015 NATIONAL SPECIALTY 
Postmarked: August 13, 2012  Effective: August 23, 2012

Circulated at the request of the President.
Please send your vote on the change of the 2015 National Specialty dates to October 26-November 1, 2015, due to schedule conflicts.  
The location is the Eisenhower Hotel and Conference Center in Gettysburg, PA.
 
APPROVE:  Beaudoin, Camp, Campeau, Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Straub, Work. 

Withheld: Siekert-(comment: I am uncomfortable approving the BFofGP of having to change their regional specialty dates, even 
though the BFofGP club was kind enough to switch and were appreciative of the three year warning (Thank you BFofGP for being 
team players!). I know the 2015 Host group worked hard to find a better alternative and I fully understand their predicament but feel 
the original, Board approved dates of October 12 - 18th, should have been adhered to by the Board of Directors vs. asking a different 
club to bear the burden of accommodation.)

BALLOT 2012-88 APPROVED  SUBJECT: INSPECTOR OF ELECTIONS 
Postmarked: August 13, 2012  Effective: August 23, 2012 
 
Circulated in accordance with the By-Laws.
Please send your vote on approving Richard W. Schmidt, CPA (Maryland Heights, MO) as Inspector of Elections for the Annual Elec-
tion of BCOA Board of Directors and Officers for 2013. Mr. Schmidt asks $115 for his services. 
 
APPROVE: Beaudoin, Camp, Campeau, Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Straub, Siekert, Work. 

BALLOT 2012-89  APPROVED  SUBJECT: LIFETIME MEMBERSHIP 
 Postmarked: August 13, 2012  Effective: August 23, 2012 
 
Circulated for records based on previously approved BOD poll.
Please send your vote to nominate Anne Graves [TX] for BCOA Lifetime Membership.   Mrs. Graves offered devoted and effective 
service as a long-time member and Officer of the BCOA. The club desires to show our appreciation and affection for Anne’s outstand-
ing service to both BCOA and the Basenji.
 
APPROVE:  Beaudoin, Camp, Campeau, Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Siekert-[Comment: a very worthy nomination, so glad I 
was able to be a part of it.], Straub, Work.
 
BALLOT 2012-90  APPROVED  SUBJECT: 2013 NATIONAL SPECIALTY  AND ALL BREED AGILITY JUDGE
Postmarked: August 23, 2012  Effective: September 2, 2012 

Circulated at the request of the President.
Please send your vote to approve Carol Mount (NJ) to judge all AKC Agility classes offered at the Basenji Club of America National 
Specialty and All-Breed Agility trial Monday July 15th, 2013 at Argus Ranch, Auburn WA.  Mrs. Mount’s compensation includes 
round trip airfare provided by BCOA2013, other actual travel expense reimbursement, lodging, meals, and $1/run judging fee in the 
all-breed trial.  Mrs. Mount charges no per run fee for Basenjis entered in the trial. 
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APPROVE: Beaudoin-Comment: Kudos to Brenda for the donation of the frequent flyer miles to afford a quality out-of-area agility 
judge at a reasonable price, Camp, Campeau, Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Straub, Siekert, Work.

BALLOT 2012-91 APPROVED  SUBJECT: 2013 NATIONAL SPECIALTY  OBEDIENCE AND RALLY JUDGE
Postmarked: August 23, 2012  Effective: September 2, 2012 

Circulated at the request of the President.
Please send your vote to approve Mary Jane Shervias (WA) to judge all AKC Obedience and Rally Classes offered at the Basenji Club 
of America National Specialty Trial Sunday July 14th, 2013 at Argus Ranch in Auburn WA.  Mrs. Shervais’ compensation includes 
round trip airfare provided by BCOA2013, other actual travel expense reimbursement, lodging, meals, and $150 judging fee.

APPROVE: Beaudoin, Camp, Campeau, Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Straub, Siekert, Work.

BALLOT 2012-92  APPROVED  SUBJECT: NEW MEMBERS 
Postmarked: August 30, 2012  Effective: September 9, 2012

Circulated in accordance with the BCOA By-Laws.
The following persons have applied for membership in BCOA, and their names, along with a call for comments, were published in the 
August, 2012 Bulletin Board Newsletter. No comments have been received. Please mark your vote on admitting them to membership 
in BCOA. 
Lori Clough (ME), Julie & Margaret Dugan (DE), John Gaidos & Ainsley Halemanu (HI), Tacie Hetrick (MI), Faye & Dean Makishi-
ma (IN), Steve & Randee Mathers (IL), Shannon & Sean Pratt (OH), Cynthia Stehl (OR).
APPROVE: Beaudoin, Camp-Comment: [Welcome!], Campeau, Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Siekert, Straub, Work.

BALLOT 2012-93 APPROVED SUBJECT: 2013 NATIONAL SPECIALTY AFRICAN STOCK ExHIBITION JUDGE
Postmarked  August 30, 2012 Effective  September 09, 2012

Circulated at the request of the President.
Please send your vote for Donna Lubbe (OR) to judge all classes of the 2013 Africans Stock Exhibition African Stock.  Ms. Lubbe 
asks compensation of up to one nights lodging and meals for the duration of your assignment.  We offer her lunch the day of the ASE, 
a banquet ticket and free seminars during the 2013 National Specialty.

APPROVE: Beaudoin, Camp, Campeau, Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Siekert, Straub, Work.

BALLOT 2012-94 APPROVED SUBJECT: MEMBER PETITION RESPONSE FOR PUBLICATION OF THE LACY/  
    BEAUCHAT ARTICLE
Postmarked  August 30, 2012 Effective  September 09, 2012

Circulated in response to a petition submitted by Katherine Scott, M.D. and signed by 50 BCOA members in good standing.  An 
article written by Robert C. Lacy, Ph.D. and Carol A. Beuchat, Ph.D. was submitted to the Editor of The Bulletin.  After consulting the 
Editorial Advisory Committee, the decision to print this article was rejected.

Please send your vote to print in its entirety the rebuttal article written by Drs. Lacy and Beuchat in the next issue of The Bulletin that 
was submitted in response to Jo Thompson, Ph.D.’s article that was included in The Jan/Feb/Mar issue of the 2012 Bulletin.

APPROVE: Beaudoin-Comment: [I believe the EAC was correct in their original actions, particularly due to the unusual method of 
submission which clouded the Copyright issues.  In my opinion, this article is a reasonable clarification and extension of some points 
in the Thompson article and while I dearly wish it was about 2 pages shorter (a redaction which the authors are apparently not will-
ing/able to do at this time) and just a smidgen softer in tone in places, I do agree it  should be published.  There is certainly room for 
continuing debate, but I feel, as was suggested by a member of the EAC, that the “Letter to the Editor” would be an appropriate arena 
for those so inclined.], Campeau- Comment: [The article by Dr. Thompson and the article in question by Dr’s. Lacey and Beauchat are 

BCOA BALLOTS • October 2012 (continued)
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both valuable for the education of breeders and basenji owners. The more articles like this, the better.  However, the article in question 
was submitted by a third party, not the authors.  This brings up copyright issues that the Editorial Advisory Committee rightly ques-
tioned.  I would still prefer to have something from the authors permitting its use in the Bulletin.  Its important to get written permis-
sion to publish articles if they are not authored by the person submitting the article. It prevents copyright infringement.], Greenlee-
Comments:  [Both the Bulletin editor’s referral of this article to the EAC and the objections raised by the EAC were reasonable and 
understandable since  the article in question was not submitted for publication by its authors, but by a third party.  Given the intensity 
of interest in the subject matter addressed both in Dr. Thompson’s article and in the article written by Drs. Lacy and Beauchat, I cer-
tainly think the latter should be published (lengthy though it may be), since it now seems that Lacy and Beauchat did wish that it be 
published in the Bulletin, but for some reason sent it elsewhere.  I share with other Board members a hope that further articles on this 
subject and related topics not become an endless debate.], J. Jones, Ketz, Siekert-Comments:  [As outlined in the Editorial Advisory 
Standing Committee purpose/duties/responsibilities when an editor is considering a decision to either severely edit or refuse to print 
a submission that does not comply with Publication Policy, the Editorial Advisory Committee (EAC) may be consulted.  The EAC 
will then act as a consulting body only and advise the Editor regarding said concern.  The Editor, under the jurisdiction of the Board, 
reserves the right to reasonably edit and/or refuse to print any material submitted.
 
Background: The Lacy/Beuchat article was submitted simultaneously via email, by BCOA member A, to three basenji publication edi-
tors within the US (The BULLETIN, The BASENJI and The Modern Basenji).  Authors Dr. Lacy and Dr. Beuchat were openly cc’d 
on said email, having full knowledge to which their article was being submitted thereby giving implied consent for publication to all 
three magazines.
 
Issues to consider: Article Compliance; Article Copyright; Article Submission and Article Length. 
 
Article Compliance:  Was the Lacy/Beuchat article in compliance, in whole or part, with BCOA Publication Policy?
 
BCOA Publication Policy: 
PUBLICATION CONTENT: [Ref. 2006-23]
 
The BCOA BULLETIN Editor, Roster Editor and Specialty Catalog Editor will not accept any advertisement or display that, in the 
opinion of the Editor, together with the Editorial Advisory Committee:
1. Makes unsubstantiated claims, or contains false or misleading information;
2. Is not in keeping with (or is unrelated to) the purposes and goals of the BCOA, as stated in its current Articles of Incorporation and 
Bylaws (for example, displays relating to non-Basenji breeds);
3. Makes reference to illegal or objectionable products or activities;
4. Contains fraudulent, deceptive or offensive material, including material that misrepresents, ridicules, or attacks any individual or 
group on the basis of age, color, national origin, race, religion, sex, sexual orientation or handicap.
 
1) The Lacy/Beuchat article does not make unsubstantiated claims, or contain false or misleading information. Dr. Lacy is considered 
the foremost population geneticist in the world; there is no question he has the expertise to address population/founder effect ques-
tions. 
2) The Lacy/Beuchat article does keep with the purpose and goals of the BCOA; the article is not only relevant to possible issues 
BCOA members may face with the Native Stock project/imports; said article is in direct response to an article authored by Jo Thomp-
son, Ph.D. in the first quarter 2012 BCOA BULLETIN and Modern Basenji. 
3) The Lacy/Beuchat article does not make references to illegal or objectionable products or activities. 
4) The Lacy/Beuchat article does not contain fraudulent, deceptive or offensive material, or material that misrepresents, ridicules, or 
attacks any individual or group on the basis of age, color, national origin, race, religion, sex, sexual orientation or handicap.
 
Article Copyright: Were there copyright issues at time of submission?  If yes, was due process done by the Editor, or any EAC 
member who voted to reject said article, to determine if there was in fact a copyright issue or just the premise of one?  Are questions 
regarding copyright reason enough to reject an article for publication if due process is not done and/or shown to be a non-issue?  When 
the article was submitted for publication it had not been published in print or online.  As stated, the article was submitted simultane-
ously via email, by BCOA member A, to three basenji publication editors within the US (The BULLETIN, The BASENJI and The 
Modern Basenji).  Drs. Lacy/Beuchat were openly cc’d on the submission email and had full knowledge to whom the article was being 
submitted thereby giving implied consent to having said article published by each publication.  Since neither author assigned copy-

BCOA BALLOTS • October 2012 (continued)
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right, via a signed contract, to any one magazine, they retain ownership to their article and can submit it for publication to whomever 
they desire, whenever they desire.  
 
Article Submission: Are third party submissions a legitimate reason to consider rejection of submitted material?  There is nothing in 
the BCOA publication policy that requires submissions must come directly from the author(s) and/or submissions are only accept-
able if authored by BCOA members.  Having BCOA member A submit the article for publication vs. having it come directly from the 
authors should have no bearing on the legitimacy of the authors and/or article content.  
 
Article Length: Would the membership benefit from a condensed version of the article, if offered, either as a standalone piece or writ-
ten as a “Letter to the Editor”? I queried Dr. Beuchat about their desire for the article to be published in its entirety. Her reply was: 
“Bob and I felt very strongly that it was important that breeders, most of whom would probably not be well-versed in the principles 
of population genetics, be given sufficient background information and explanation to understand why we differed with Thompson’s 
conclusions; we did not think a shorter article could serve the purpose. We wrote that article as a professional courtesy, because we felt 
it was essential that the basenji people have correct information.” 
 
Conclusion: The Lacy/Beuchat article fully complies with the content requirements set forth in the BCOA Policy Manual.  There are 
no conceivable copyright issues inhibiting it from being printed in its entirety - then or now. How an article is submitted has no bear-
ing on the merits of its contents, or on its length; direct contact with the authors would have easily addressed any questions/concerns. 
The article should take less than 3 pages to print.  In conclusion, the requirements for reasonable rejection were not met, therefore the 
Lacy/Beuchat article was inappropriately rejected by the majority of the EAC and thusly, the BULLETIN Editor, at a potential loss to 
BCOA BULLETIN readers.  This errant omission needs to be rectified by full publication of the submitted article therefore I approve 
the petition request for its full publication.  Additional Comments: I voiced my concerns when the current members of the EAC were 
Balloted (Ballot 2012-28).  Had the rejection of this article not been brought to the attention of the BCOA Board of Directors by way 
of a member initiated petition, the membership might never have known an article of this caliber existed.  Since all BCOA publica-
tion editors are ultimately under the jurisdiction of the BCOA Board of Directors, and in light of this specific issue and how it was 
addressed, I would ask: whenever material is to be potentially rejected for publication, said Editor immediately share with the sitting 
Board of Directors a copy of the piece in question and the specific reasons for its rejection.  I would also ask anyone submitting an 
article, questionable or otherwise, be afforded the courtesy of contact regarding receipt of said submission and/or final outcome (under 
consideration, soon to be published, rejected, etc.) It is unacceptable to me for the EAC to advise an Editor to cease all communication 
with any person submitting material.],  Straub-Comment:[I appreciate the Editorial Advisory Committee’s position on the article and 
understand their reasoning. However, I am of the opinion that the referenced authors’ would like to further elucidate in order to make 
their points clear. As this does not appear to be about personal name calling and finger pointing but rather education, I would prefer 
that we provide the membership with the information.  I would not be in favor of continual constructive conflict in a public forum, 
though, and would not anticipate seeing a “rebuttal to the rebuttal” requested. I would not want to see this devolve into an ongoing 
debate. I think the information in the article is interesting to share without being derogatory.], Work.

DISAPPROVE: Pooley-Comments: [This petition risks unintended consequences. While I realize I am the minority on this issue, I 
have to side with the original decisions made by the Bulletin Editor and the Editorial Advisory Committee.  The BCOA gives the club 
editors latitude for what is and isn’t edited or published.  Further, editors utilize the experience of the Editorial Advisory Committee 
when they feel help with such a decision is warranted. Overriding an editor and a standing committee sets a dangerous precedent and 
lends the thought that maybe these positions are no longer necessary.] 

Abstain: Camp-Comment: [As Editor, abstaining is appropriate as I submitted the item for review but I disapprove publication of this 
submission in the unedited form.  The subject topic is a good topic, worthy of printing. I felt the submission was of a tone that needed 
review (written with a negative/pointed tilt as other BOD members have stated).  Any subject (regardless of the fact it opposes a topic) 
can be written in a manner that all sides appreciate the writing even if they have a difference of opinion.  It was written by third parties 
who are not members, submitted by a member – no permission or ‘request to print’ provided by the author(s) which should have been 
provided by the submitter.  I submitted it to Review because of the above with a couple of other minor points that I also addressed.  
The submission responded to previous submission that did not have a negative tilt.  While I am a member of review – every (3) com-
ment I made to the committee said “I defer to your decision” and did not vote as part of this committee on this issue. The Review com-
mittee’s recommendation was to ‘not’ publish for a number of reasons.  The SAME information can be provided without the negative 
tone.  Note: Published data is evaluated on a daily basis by many readers/reviewers and opinions are formed and published.  While the 
data is independently reviewed and published, the authors may all disagree privately or in small circles, they do not publish “the writer 
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is wrong”.  I disagree with publishing this in its current form in favor of improving the tone].

BALLOT 2012-95 APPROVED  SUBJECT: LOGO ARTWORK UPDATE ExPENSES 
Postmarked: September 16, 2012  Effective: September 26, 2012 

Circulated at the request of the President.
Please send your vote to approve artist Kelly Bloor [PA] to update/clean up both the b/w and color  versions of the BCOA Logo and 
to supply the club with CD’s and files with these logos’ in all formats--gif, jpg, etc. for a  cost of $ 40 per hour for up to a maximum 5 
hours of work.

APPROVE: Beaudoin, Camp, Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Siekert-Comments: (The BCOA Logo has been on the Board’s “to do” 
list since 2011, if not earlier. While I am rarely keen to spend club money, the current BCOA Board has been unable to find anyone 
within the membership willing to help create a cleaned up version of our existing logo in a variety of usable formats and colors; there-
fore the Board has decided to employ an outside artist. The cost per hour is reasonable, a time limit set so as not to incur a substantial 
bill, therefore in order to get the logo off the “to do” list and into the hands of the Fundraising committee I approve this non budgeted 
expenditure.),  Straub, Work.

Recuse: Campeau.

BALLOT 2012-96  APPROVED  SUBJECT: EVENTS COORDINATOR AND LIAISON COMMITTEE CHAIR
Postmarked: September 16, 2012  Effective: September 26, 2012

Circulated at the request of the President. 
Please send your vote to approve Libby (Getty) Cox [OR] as the Events Coordinator & Liaison Committee chair, following the resig-
nation of MaryK Quinnett [WA].

APPROVE: Beaudoin, Camp, Campeau, Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Siekert, Straub, Work.

BALLOT 2012-97 APPROVED SUBJECT: SOCIAL MEDIA COMMITTEE PURPOSE AND DESCRIPTION UPDATES
Postmarked: September 19, 2012 Effective: September 29, 2012

Circulated at the request of the President. 
Please send your vote to update the Social Media Committee Purpose and Description. The committee will be adding the use of You-
Tube to our social media activities.

Purpose: Coordinate BCOA’s use of social media on Facebook and YouTube to a) connect the public with BCOA and support the ef-
forts of the Public Education and Health & Research committees and b) reinforce BCOA communications to its membership via social 
media. 
Responsibilities: 
• Coordinate with the Public Education and Health & Research committees to identify and provide meaningful content to the 
 public (particularly current and potential basenji owners) which supports their education and outreach-focused committee 
 goals 
• Coordinate with BCOA webmaster, committee chairs, publication editors, national specialty host groups, and affiliate clubs to 
 communicate content of interest to the public and BCOA membership participating in social media 
• Reinforce BCOA’s communication to its membership from BCOA committees, publication editors, national specialty host 
 groups, board of directors and officers on social media. 
• Serve as the “Page Owner” of the BCOA page on Facebook through sharing of appropriate and relevant content, interacting 
 with the page participants, and moderating social content when necessary to remain consistent with the stated “Page Rules”. 
• Serve as the “Page Owner” for the BCOA YouTube channel through sharing of appropriate and relevant content, interacting  
 with the participants, and moderating social content when necessary.
• Serve as a resource or consultant for social media activities for BCOA national specialty host groups as needed. 
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APPROVE: Beaudoin, Camp, Campeau-Comments: [This committee has done a great job on all the new social media.  It has in-
creased the access the public has to the club and assised communication among the members.], Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, 
Siekert, Straub-Comment:[I love this idea!  Great job for Clay and Susan on our kudos from AKC - it’s this type of thinking that 
makes such a great impression.], Work.

BALLOT 2012-98 APPROVED  SUBJECT: BHE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Postmarked: September 26, 2012  Effective: October 6, 2012

Circulated at the request of the President.
Please send your vote to approve the Basenji Health Endowment Officers and Board of Directors, effective immediately with term to 
serve through next ballot, tentatively scheduled for national specialty in July of 2013:

President:  Carrie Jones 
Vice President: Beth Straub
Secretary:  Janet Ketz
Treasurer:  Laura Mae Hesse

Directors:
Sandy Beaudoin
Midge Greenlee
Jackie Jones
Mia Lowbeer
Kirsten Sigrist
Laurie Stargell
Michael Work

APPROVE:  Beaudoin, Camp, Campeau, Greenlee, J. Jones, Ketz, Pooley, Work.
No Record of Vote: Straub, Siekert.

BALLOT 2012-99 DISAPPROVE SUBJECT: NATIVE STOCK PROCEDURE CHANGE (3+ RATING FOR BOD 
     REVIEW/MEMBERSHIP VOTE)
Postmarked: September 28, 2012  Effective: Oct 8, 2012

Please send your vote to approve the following paragraph to Step 7 of the Native Stock Committee’s proposed changes.
•  Any dog receiving an averaged rating “Good (3)” or above from the three (3) evaluators will be submitted to the general member-
ship for voting after the BCOA Board reviews their application for completeness.

APPROVE: 
Siekert- [Comments: Preface to ballots 2012-99 through 104: I am concerned that these ballots have been called prematurely.  The 
Board has not discussed concerns with the Native Stock Committee regarding the committee’s proposals, nor made any Board sugges-
tions to the NSC to modify the NSC proposals.
 
In polling membership, Importers and Evaluators, while also taking into consideration the Board’s original request/suggestions regard-
ing revamping the current procedures, the Native Stock Committee (NSC) worked hard to create a process representative of everyone 
without making the procedures insurmountable or a cake walk. 
 
Ever since Native imports have been considered for AKC registration back in the early 1990s, membership has wanted more input in 
which specific dogs are accepted/registered.  
 
Back then, the Board gave themselves full authority, which upset BCOA membership. This discontent prompted the creation of the 
2007/2008 NSC to devise, in part, a process for Native imports to be stringently evaluated by three independent, but highly experi-
enced people, never imagining this created process would, in effect, negate these hands on evaluations by a Board disapproving any 
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dogs with ratings of good or better; unfortunately the 2012 Board did vote to disapprove two dogs who had evaluations individually, 
and on average, of good or better; this showed the NSC and the membership the fallacy once again of allowing the Board sole author-
ity. 
 
Having pre-approved experienced and oftentimes long term basenji breeder opinions overruled by the Board has not only upset BCOA 
membership but those evaluators who are also members.  To address this the NSC proposed a compromise - those dogs who average 
good or better go directly to membership for vote after review from the Board. 
 
The NSC created the procedures currently in place which the 2008 Board accepted, and subsequently sent to go to the AKC for review 
and acceptance. This means the NSC created the very procedure which gave the Board the sole authority to decide which dogs go to 
membership; this authority did not derive from the BCOA By-laws.  The 2012 Board tasked the NSC to address issues that partially 
arose from membership concerns from the Board overruling evaluations. The NSC proposed modifications are within the scope of the 
NSC task, and in no way go against BCOA By-laws.
 
While the AKC wants the Board to be a part of the process, they have never mandated the Board must BE the process; allowing the 
Board to overrule hands on evaluations equates to the Board having sole authority in ending the process.  Since there is nothing to stop 
any member of the Board from making written recommendations via their ballot vote on how they feel the membership should vote, 
creating in essence a fourth (or thirteenth if you count each recommendation separately) evaluation for the membership to consider 
before voting, the Board can maintain being an integral part of the process, while still honoring the intention of the evaluation process 
the NSC originally created in 2008.
 
If this ballot is disapproved and the Board continues to be allowed to trump/overrule the three hands on evaluators, I would ask the 
NSC and/or Board discontinue evaluations completely, sending all imports who’s paperwork is in order directly to the Board for final 
say; since this is what we are currently doing, we might as well be honest about it.  There is no rhyme or reason to waste importers 
time and money, nor the evaluator’s time, effort and expertise if we plan to invalidate their evaluations and disapprove an import who 
rates good or better. 
 
Averaging has always been a part of the original 2008 procedures sent to the AKC.  Evaluating dogs, much like judging dogs is very 
subjective, opinions predicated on inherent bias for or against specific personal criteria. Averaging scores helps to alleviate the subjec-
tive nature of the process.  There is only one situation I know of where an inflated rating of 5 (Excellent) could push an average rating 
to Good when combined with two ratings of 2 (Fair).  Any potential for inflation can be easily addressed by also requiring that two of 
the three evaluation ratings must be 3 (Good) or better. 
 
It’s the rare show dog that wins under every single judge but some expect this of native dogs; if every breed judge we showed under 
has to find our dog deserving, we would have very few breed champions. Averaging just makes sense when dealing with human na-
ture’s likes and dislikes. ]

Work-[Comment: It seems as though this club and its board have fallen to simply functioning as single-caused Pro-African Stock 
Project and an Anti-African Stock Project factions; in fact I am afraid that our membership will vote-in future boards based only on 
this issue. This is unfortunate, because we have plenty of other things to deal with. However, while I do not feel that the BCOA should 
focus simply on the Native stock debate, it seems that it is an important topic, especially given how our club just voted so overwhelm-
ingly to support the project. Therefore, I am voting now in support of what the committee and the majority of the club want: I approve 
these ballots.] 

DISAPPROVE:  
Beaudoin- [Comment :  Let’s be perfectly honest here.  What we are really talking about are “chances.”  This format allows the pos-
sibility that a dog with a 2 rating (FAIR chance of being a Basenji) by a knowledgeable evaluator will be allowed through without 
Board vote.  Note that the evaluators just see the dog.  They do not see place of origin or get or any other comments or materials that 
the Board is privy to.  Personally, I would like to think any dog being admitted to the stud book was graded by ALL that saw him/her 
to have at least a GOOD (3) chance of really being a Basenji. If the Board is going to even consider abdicating its responsibility the 
numbers will have to be higher and averaging will have to go.]
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Camp- [Comment: Disapprove in it’s current language.  It is the committee’s responsibility to review any application for complete-
ness.  Even if all 5’s, the board should still approve prior to membership vote.  As unpalatable as some find it, even if the candidate 
achieves all 5’s, the board should see all as a formality.]

Campeau-[Comments:  This ballot addresses 2 issues.  The first is whether or not the evaluator’s scores should be averaged or not.  
The second is whether the BOD needs to approve the applicant before it is presented to the membership, or the BOD needs only to ap-
prove the paperwork before it is presented to the membership.  I am hoping that that the new guidelines for evaluator, and new evalu-
ation form address some of the confusion the evaluators experienced.  If the evaluators understand the goals of the BCOA and the 
purpose of the evaluation, and if the evaluation is confidential, then I feel the evaluators can do a better job and feel more comfortable 
evaluating the dogs as basenjis.  If that is the case, then I can accept averaging as long as at least two of the scores are a 3 or better, 
and there is no score less than a 2.  I feel strongly that the BOD should vote on the applicants before they are presented to the member-
ship.  Although being a board member does not make you an instant expert on basenjis, enough members must support a person and 
their opinions to get that person elected as a member of the board of directors.  I would not like to see acceptance of native dogs to the 
stud books turned into an “American Idol-type of thing”—a media affair and popularity contest.  It is too important for that.]

Greenlee-[Comment: This would deny the BCOA Board  any involvement with applicants other than seeing that their paperwork is in 
order--a major change in the process approved by the AKC when AKC agreed to open the Stud Book for inclusion of imports.  It is the 
Board that is ultimately responsible for the integrity and welfare of the breed.  Applicants deemed acceptable by the evaluators have 
always been, and should continue to be, subject to Board approval before being sent to the membership for a vote.  I also do not like 
an “averaged” vote.  To be submitted to the Board, a dog should be rated “3” or higher by at least 2 of the evaluators.]

J. Jones- [Comment: I am going to have to disapprove all these ballots due to the dissention going on about them.  I can only project 
that if there is this much dissention in the board that it would flow down to the membership with the same results.  I think more discus-
sion and analysis is needed on these issues.]

Ketz

Pooley- [Comments - The BOCA Bylaws do not allow anyone or any committee to limit the authority of elected Board members. All 
native stock applications must be reviewed by elected Board members for approval. This was the original intention when AKC and 
BCOA opened dialogue to reopen the AKC Studbook.
Further, eliminate averaging of Evaluator scores. Each dog should be able to stand on the merits of each Evaluator’s score and should 
receive an acceptable score to advance to the next stage of the process.

Straub- [Comment: I disagree of both averaging and removing the board as a step toward approval in the studbook.  I don’t believe we 
can remove that piece without removing a fundamentally important step in the process, nor do I believe any board should be a ‘lame 
duck’ in such an important process.  The points brought from the board earlier this year was to give the membership better ability to 
manage their approval in such important choices, not to exclude the board.]

BALLOT 2012-100 DISAPPROVED SUBJECT: NATIVE STOCK PROCEDURE UPDATE (< 3 RATING/BOD 
     REVIEW AND VOTE REqUIRED)
Postmarked September 28, 2012  Effective: October 8, 2012

Please send your vote to approve the following paragraph to Step 7 of the Native Stock Committee’s proposed changes.
Any dog receiving an averaged rating between “Fair (2)” but less than “Good (3)” will be submitted to the BCOA Board for review of 
the application and their vote on sending it on or not sending it on for membership voting. The Board should explain the reasoning for 
their decision. Dogs in this group approved by the Board will be submitted to the general membership for voting. Dogs in the group 
who are not approved by the Board will not be submitted to the general membership for voting. 
APPROVE:
Siekert-[Comments: see 2012-99 comments re: averaging.] 

 Work-[Comment: It seems as though this club and its board have fallen to simply functioning as single-caused Pro-African Stock 
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Project and an Anti-African Stock Project factions; in fact I am afraid that our membership will vote-in future boards based only on 
this issue. This is unfortunate, because we have plenty of other things to deal with. However, while I do not feel that the BCOA should 
focus simply on the Native stock debate, it seems that it is an important topic, especially given how our club just voted so overwhelm-
ingly to support the project. Therefore, I am voting now in support of what the committee and the majority of the club want: I approve 
these ballots.] 

DISAPPROVE:  
Beaudoin-[Comment for publication:  My decision on the previous ballot would basically void the numbers proposed here.] 
Camp- [Comment: Disapprove in current language.  I can accept averaging provided the final product to equal 3 or higher. I don’t see 
any provision for partial individual scores (one evaluator states 3.5, another states 2.25, etc.) and think that whole numbers should be 
expected from evaluators.  Explanations would come in the form of comments accompanying BOD votes and alone, that should be 
self-explanatory when published.  
Re: Averaging – the what-if’s…
a.      If averaging is the acceptable process, there should be some clear indication of how fractional average end results are handled.  
(If 3, 3, 2 – the average is less 2.667 but if rounded up = 3… if not rounded is <  3… makes a difference to the person ‘on the bubble’ 
between one status and another)
b.      If there is great disparity between 3 scores (scored 1, 3, 5) I feel the candidate should be immediately re-evaluated (as soon as 
practical) by different evaluators with identical submission information in order to be included with the same candidate collection if 
possible or if not, the following submittal.]

Campeau- [Comments: As in Ballot 99, I am not in favor of reducing the BOD’s responsibility in the acceptance process to simply 
checking and approving the paperwork.  That is well taken care of by the Committee Chair.  The BOD should vote on each dog before 
it is presented to the membership.]
Greenlee- [Comment: Disapprove, because of objection to averaged ratings.  Those dogs who do not have at least 2 ratings of “3” or 
higher should be sent to the Board for review and for Board vote on sending the dog on, or not sending it on, to the membership for 
vote.  The Board will provide its reasons for its decision to send or not to send the dog to the membership for vote.]
 J. Jones – [Comment:I am going to have to disapprove all these ballots due to the dissention going on about them.  I can only project 
that if there is this much dissention in the board that it would flow down to the membership with the same results.  I think more discus-
sion and analysis is needed on these issues.]
Ketz
Pooley- [Comments - The BOCA Bylaws do not allow anyone or any committee to limit the authority of elected Board members. All 
native stock applications must be reviewed by elected Board members for approval. This was the original intention when AKC and 
BCOA opened dialogue to reopen the AKC Studbook.
Further, eliminate averaging of Evaluator scores. Each dog should be able to stand on the merits of each Evaluator’s score and should 
receive an acceptable score to advance to the next stage of the process.]
Straub- [Comment: while I can certainly see asking the board to provide their reasoning. I don’t feel I can approve this piece without 
approving the piece above - they’re connected.]  

BALLOT 2012-101 DISSAPROVED SUBJECT: NATIVE STOCK PROCEDURE CHANGE (LESS THAN 2 RATING)
Postmarked: September 28, 2012  Effective: October 8, 2012

Please send your vote to approve the following paragraph to Step 7 of the Native Stock Committee’s proposed changes.
•   Any dog receiving an averaged rating of less than “Fair (2)” from the three (3) evaluators will not proceed to the BCOA Board for 
review and will not be on the membership ballot. 
APPROVE:
Siekert-[Comments: see 2012-99 comments re: averaging.  This specific statement is not found in the current procedures but is im-
plied; the NSC added this statement to be more specific.] 

Work-[Comment: It seems as though this club and its board have fallen to simply functioning as single-caused Pro-African Stock 
Project and an Anti-African Stock Project factions; in fact I am afraid that our membership will vote-in future boards based only on 
this issue. This is unfortunate, because we have plenty of other things to deal with. However, while I do not feel that the BCOA should 
focus simply on the Native stock debate, it seems that it is an important topic, especially given how our club just voted so overwhelm-

BCOA BALLOTS • October 2012 (continued)



Bulletin Board Newsletter • October 15, 2012

Page 16

ingly to support the project. Therefore, I am voting now in support of what the committee and the majority of the club want: I approve 
these ballots.] 

DISAPPROVE:  
Beaudoin-[Comment for publication.  The Board should see the application.  No dog should be denied access to the  second level of 
evaluation which includes all documentation.]
Camp- [Comment: Averaging and how rounding is handled makes the difference as stated above. I am not excited about averaging and 
scores or 2, 2, 1 = 1.667 which, if rounded up = 2 and included for consideration.  If not rounded the result is < 2 and the dog is not 
considered.  This will make a huge difference to the applicant who is ‘on the bubble’ between considered/not considered.   The round-
ing of averaged numbers needs clarification to minimize on confusion as the process is used.  I would like to know whether any dog 
fitting this is eligible for re-application process.  This situation needs to be covered in the process.]
Campeau-[Comment:  See comments from Ballot 99.  Any dog with an averaged score of less than Fair (2) should not progress in the 
acceptance process.], 
Greenlee- [Comment: Disapprove, because of objection to averaged ratings.  Those dogs who do not have at least 2 ratings of “2” or 
higher should be sent to the Board for review and Board vote on sending the dog, or not sending it on, to the membership for vote.  
The Board will provide its reasons for its decisions.  I think all dogs applying deserve to at least have a Board review of their applica-
tion.] 
J. Jones- [Comment: I am going to have to disapprove all these ballots due to the dissention going on about them.  I can only project 
that if there is this much dissention in the board that it would flow down to the membership with the same results.  I think more discus-
sion and analysis is needed on these issues.]
Ketz
Pooley-[Comment: I do not approve of averaging scores. This particular process is already being used; the only change in this revision 
is to add the word “averaged”.]
Straub- [Comment: In all honesty, I could see approving this, but since there are so many pieces both before and after this snippet with 
which I do not agree, I feel at this point, that we should look at this more holistically in order to put together a complete picture.]

BALLOT 2012-102 APPROVED SUBJECT: NATIVE STOCK PROCEDURE CHANGE 
    (INDIVIDUAL APPLICANT VOTING)
Postmarked: September 28, 2012 Effective: October 8, 2012

Please send your vote to approve the following paragraph to Step 7 of the Native Stock Committee’s proposed changes.
• Each qualifying applicant will be voted on individually by the general membership. 
Per BCOA Ballot 2012-01 #4 The President will cast a ballot only in the case of a tie.

APPROVE: C. Jones

APPROVE:
Campeau-[Comments:  I understand the membership’s frustration with voting on groups of dogs, when they would like to approve 
of some and disapprove of others.  It seems that the majority of members I have spoken with feel this way, so as a representative of 
the membership, I’ll approve this ballot.   However, please keep in mind the original reason why the dogs were voted for in groups.  
Geographic isolation is the only thing that keeps the native basenjis a “pure” breed.  There are other dogs that may have migrated into 
the villages with visitors, workers, etc.  It was not as difficult to import dogs to Africa in the past is it is now.  Dogs, on their own, can 
travel long distances.  The natives do not control the breeding of the village dogs.  So if some of the dogs in a village do not look like 
basenjis, then those non-basenji genes could be in any of the other dogs/basenjis in the village.  If you cross 2 purebreds, then cross 
back to one breed for 1 or 2 more generations, some of the offspring will look very much like that one breed.  But it will not be a pure-
bred.  Please consider this as you vote.  Expanding the gene pool without protecting its purity is not something I can condone.]
Ketz
Straub- [Comment: I prefer that the membership not feel that it’s an “all in” situation - I always hated feeling like I had to throw the 
baby out with the bathwater, I like the “line item” veto, although I would prefer that we do make it clear by some kind of grouping, 
which dogs came from which specific areas (same village, not necessarily same group of importers) so that a decision can be made as 
to whether or not they feel that as a whole a dog comes from a homozygous grouping or heteozygous grouping.] 
Siekert -[Comments: I cannot tell you how many times I have heard or read about a member voting to disapprove all of the dogs on a 
ballot because of one dog they did not like. This is not how the process should work. Membership should be allowed the same cour-
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tesy the Board has to vote on each dog as an individual.  Phenotypic variety is expected in native populations and is not indicative of 
impurity therefore voting as a group is short sighted and unnecessary.] 
Work-[Comment: It seems as though this club and its board have fallen to simply functioning as single-caused Pro-African Stock 
Project and an Anti-African Stock Project factions; in fact I am afraid that our membership will vote-in future boards based only on 
this issue. This is unfortunate, because we have plenty of other things to deal with. However, while I do not feel that the BCOA should 
focus simply on the Native stock debate, it seems that it is an important topic, especially given how our club just voted so overwhelm-
ingly to support the project. Therefore, I am voting now in support of what the committee and the majority of the club want: I approve 
these ballots.] 

DISAPPROVE: 
Beaudoin-[Comment: I feel very strongly that the dogs should be voted for by group, providing that group is tightened to small locali-
ties, i.e. same village, not same general area.  It is extremely difficult for me to even imagine how one dog from a small village can not 
be a Basenji but another from the same village (even same litter for all we know) be qualified for the stud book.  Also, for the sake of 
less confusion the adopted area pre-fixes should be dropped from the ballots.]
Camp- [Comment: I may be reading this incorrectly but I am reading this to potentially no indication of requiring Board Approval.  
It does not specify either way, I will disapprove with the language as-is.  It is not clear and is open to interpretation.  I will approve 
provided  “…with BOD approval of any/all candidates” (or reasonably friendly amendment to this).]
Greenlee- [Comment: I agree with allowing the dogs to be voted on individually but they must be identified as to village or specific 
area of origin, and would like to see the adopted area prefixes dropped, as they don’t always seem to be accurate as to place of origin.  
I do think it’s possible to have one specimen from a village look good while another might be of such poor quality that it should not be 
accepted, even if it appears to be a Basenji.  If, however, #2 does not look like a Basenji, a “no” vote for both would be best.]
J. Jones- [Comment: I am going to have to disapprove all these ballots due to the dissention going on about them.  I can only project 
that if there is this much dissention in the board that it would flow down to the membership with the same results.  I think more discus-
sion and analysis is needed on these issues.]
Pooley-[Comment: Dogs should be grouped by area collected, i.e. village, instead of by any prefix name chosen by individual import-
ers.]

BALLOT 2012-103 DISAPPROVE SUBJECT: NATIVE STOCK EVALUATORS GUIDE REVISIONS 
Postmarked: September 28, 2012  Effective: October 8, 2012

Please send your ballot to approve the below proposed Native Stock Committee revisions to the Guide for Native Stock Evaluators as 
well as the (attached) Evaluator Form.
GUIDE FOR NATIVE STOCK EVALUATORS
Excellent (5): Applicant is of sufficient quality for the show ring and should be able to obtain a championship easily. Applicant dis-
plays typical features of the breed with some exceptional features and would be very desirable for breeding. 
Very Good (4): Applicant may have obvious faults but overall there is no doubt the applicant is a Basenji. The individual might not be 
very competitive in the show ring but would not look entirely out of place. It would be difficult for the applicant to get majors toward 
a championship but may get single points. Applicant displays typical features of the breed and would be desirable for breeding. 
Good (3): Applicant may have a number of obvious faults but overall there is no doubt the applicant is a Basenji. While the individual 
would not be competitive in the show ring it has something to offer the breed and could be useful in breeding. Fault examples might 
be the applicant is over or under size, has the wrong proportions, unusual coloration and/or have a very loose tail curl.
Fair (2): Applicant is a Basenji but of lesser quality than the three previous ratings. The applicant might have multiple faults but still 
has something to offer the breed so might be useful in breeding. For example, the applicant could have a superior front assembly, out-
standing movement, proper bone or exemplary head as well as the desired genetic diversity. 
Poor (1): Dog might be a Basenji but is of such poor quality it should not be used for breeding and therefore should not be registered 
with the AKC. 
Unacceptable (0): Applicant bears no resemblance to a Basenji. 
APPROVE:
Camp-[Comment: Approve the ballot as is.  It does outline reasonable qualifications as-is and does not appear to exclude the BOD 
from consideration unless I’ve missed it among the mass of information presented.  The show ring analogy fits because people see 
show dogs most frequently and can use it as a gauge.  If the dog show analogy is written out in a future version, I’ll be glad to consider 
it.]
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 Siekert -[Comment:  see 2012-99 comments re: averaging.  Two-thirds of the evaluators are AKC judges.  Per the AKC Beginner’s 
Guide to Dog Shows “Dog shows (conformation events) are intended to evaluate breeding stock .... The dog’s conformation (overall 
appearance and structure), an indication of the dog’s ability to produce quality puppies, is judged.”  The AKC assesses breeding stock 
via the show ring which is predicated on the breed standard. Grading a dog on how it conforms to the show ring IS conforming to the 
breed standard and conforming to the ideology of the AKC who governs the BCOA.  Those evaluators who responded to the NSC 
questionnaire indicated the evaluation categories were well understood by them and were not in need of major change. 
 
While the original AKC petition document, accepted by the 2008 Board and the AKC, currently in use has ALWAYS informed the 
Evaluators that any dog receiving a rating of fair or above will go to the Board, the only change to this existing statement is an update 
which reflects recent proposals, I wonder if an Evaluator might grade the import more negatively knowing only certain grades will be 
going to the membership, the Board or both.  Perhaps the NSC should consider removing this statement from the Guide so as to not 
create any kind of biases against any one import. ] 

Work-[Comment: It seems as though this club and its board have fallen to simply functioning as single-caused Pro-African Stock 
Project and an Anti-African Stock Project factions; in fact I am afraid that our membership will vote-in future boards based only on 
this issue. This is unfortunate, because we have plenty of other things to deal with. However, while I do not feel that the BCOA should 
focus simply on the Native stock debate, it seems that it is an important topic, especially given how our club just voted so overwhelm-
ingly to support the project. Therefore, I am voting now in support of what the committee and the majority of the club want: I approve 
these ballots.] 

DISAPPROVE:  
Beaudoin- [Comment:  Disapprove based on the two paragraphs in the guide which refer to averaging and which give the evaluators 
the ramifications of their decisions.  With regard to averaging, there needs to be more specific restrictions if it is to be used at all. With 
regard to what various scores will mean to the outcome for the dog, why do the evaluators need to know that?  It could seriously influ-
ence them if they are wavering between two scores.  As far as the scoring system itself, I really would like to see less referral to the 
show ring and faulting, but would not disapprove the document on that basis alone.] 
Campeau- [Comment:  This is good work by the committee, and a definite move in the right direction.  It will be a big help to the 
evaluators.  However, I can not approve the Guidelines as printed because I do not approve of eliminating the BOD vote on the appli-
cants.  In the Guidelines as attached, it notes that dogs receiving an average score of 3 or better will go directly to the membership for 
vote, and only the dogs scoring an average of between 2 and 3 will be voted on by the BOD.
Greenlee- [Comment: Would like to see this changed to less of a “show dog” criteria and more of a does it meet the standard/is it a 
Basenji judgement.  And this also contains (in the Guide for Evaluators) the same provisions for by-passing a Board vote as described 
in Ballot 2012-99--again, a major (and unacceptable) change in the AKC procedures.]
 
J. Jones- [Comment: I am going to have to disapprove all these ballots due to the dissention going on about them.  I can only project 
that if there is this much dissention in the board that it would flow down to the membership with the same results.  I think more discus-
sion and analysis is needed on these issues.]
Ketz
Pooley- [Comment: The Evaluator Guide now contains language is bias to the evaluation process. I was very surprised to see it added 
to this document.  This wording:  “Dogs receiving an average rating of Good (3) or above will be presented to the membership for 
voting. Dogs receiving between Fair (2) but under Good (3) will be presented to the BCOA Board for further consideration as to their 
suitability for membership voting. An average rating of under Fair (2) will not proceed” is completely irrelevant and should never 
serve as a guide for how evaluators score dogs.  This wording should be struck from the Guide. Further, the Evaluator Guide and 
Evaluation form should be revised to establish a grading system that reflects merits in individual elements of the basenji standard. 
The BCOA Constitution states: “Section 2 (c) To urge members and breeders to accept the Standard of the breed as approved by the 
American Kennel Club as the only Standard of excellence by which Basenjis shall be judged.” The Breed Standard gives Evaluators 
better direction and more latitude.]
Straub- [Comment: I can certainly see where the committee put a lot of work into this - I think there’s a lot to be agreed with here, but 
there are still some items that i think need to be changed.]

BALLOT 2012-104  APPROVED  SUBJECT: NATIVE STOCK PROCEDURE CHANGES
Postmarked: September 28, 2012  Effective: October 8, 2012
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 Please send your vote to approve the following changes to the Native Stock Procedures submitted by the Native Stock Committee.
1.      Change the date of submission of applications from December to March.
2.      Evaluator category Long-time Basenji Breeder:  Add “has bred 7 or more litters with at least 5 AKC CH from those litters”
3.      Native Stock Committee will be responsible for sending forms to Evaluators selected by applicants.
4.      Change wording to require Evaluators to grade dogs independently to avoid “grading by committee” situations.
5.      Evaluators will send their completed forms directly to the Native Stock Committee.
6.      At the completion of the Evaluator process for each dog, the Native Stock Committee will notify each applicant of the Evalua-
tor’s scores.
7.      Reapplication process as redefined.
“If a dog fails to make it to the membership ballot, its application may be repeated one additional time as long as the Studbook is open 
to BCOA approved native stock. 
•        Note:  Reapplication can  be  made  with  the  same evaluations  or with  three  brand  new evaluations but cannot  be a mix of 
previous and new evaluations.
•        Note: If the dog has produced progeny, but the dog is now deceased, you may still reapply with the existing evaluations and 
photos.  All criteria must be met.”
8.      Photo submission:  To allow up to 4 additional photos and an optional short video of the dog.
9.      By-Laws & Documents Committee shall modify the documents to meet standard procedural language.  The Steps outlined in 
final versions shall be arranged in the proper sequence order.

APPROVE:  
Beaudoin-[Comment:  #2.  I have known several breeders who breed strictly for their own consumption, meaning they may breed only 
every 5 years or so, but actively participate in shows, clubs, events etc.  These people are quite knowledgeable but would not meet the 
litter number criteria.  That being said, I obviously would not disapprove the whole ballot on that one item.]
Camp-[Comment: Approve as-is.  I am glad to see that the committee provides a stamped self-addressed envelope to each evaluator.  
For housekeeping purposes, I would encourage a required return-by date included with the evaluator’s package as a deadline for docu-
mentation to be received.  Note also that there are competent, qualified basenji people that do not necessarily fit the “bred 7 or more 
litters with at least 5 champions…” and that alone will not prevent me from approving this tho I’d appreciate the committee consider-
ing others (outside that criteria)  on a case-by-case basis.]  
Campeau 
Greenlee-[Comment: Good ideas and improvements to the process.  The requirements re breeders (number of litters etc.) might be a 
bit too stringent.]
Ketz
Pooley-[Comment: good suggestions by the Native Stock Committee]
Siekert-[Comment: I debated about disapproving this Ballot for the very fact that number 9 was NOT a part of the NSC proposals 
which are currently being balloted but was added arbitrarily by a Board member when the ballot was created.  I will approve this 
ballot to validate all of the hard work done by the NSC based on their direct polling of members, Evaluators and Importers; however 
I ask the By-law & Documents Committee confer with the NSC on all changes they propose since change always has the potential to 
inadvertently affect content. ] 
Work-[Comment: It seems as though this club and its board have fallen to simply functioning as single-caused Pro-African Stock 
Project and an Anti-African Stock Project factions; in fact I am afraid that our membership will vote-in future boards based only on 
this issue. This is unfortunate, because we have plenty of other things to deal with. However, while I do not feel that the BCOA should 
focus simply on the Native stock debate, it seems that it is an important topic, especially given how our club just voted so overwhelm-
ingly to support the project. Therefore, I am voting now in support of what the committee and the majority of the club want: I approve 
these ballots.] 

DISAPPROVE:
J. Jones- [Comment: I am going to have to disapprove all these ballots due to the dissention going on about them.  I can only project 
that if there is this much dissention in the board that it would flow down to the membership with the same results.  I think more discus-
sion and analysis is needed on these issues.]
Straub-[Comment: I think that in spirit this is in the right place, but semantically we need to make some changes.]
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