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ity of the program featuring 
the perspectives of producers, 
processors, academics – one 
coming all the way from the 
United Kingdom – retailers and 
ag advocates.

But there was one presenta-
tion that knocked my socks off 
– Elizabeth S. Rumley, Esq., and 
her “Statutory aspects of animal 
confinement.” OK, the title 
alone sounds like it would cure 
insomnia, but the information 
Ms. Rumley laid out in such a 
cogent, logical way was the best 
presentation I’ve heard of the 
state-by-state strategy – and its 
evolution – of animal activists 
to mess with the marketplace to 
such a degree that such things 
as the UEP-HSUS “compro-
mise” are inevitable. Inevitable, 
is perhaps too strong a word, 
but not surprising if only be-
cause of the incredible expense 
producers and retailers are 
confronted with in dealing with 
multiple production mandates 
in multiple states. This is my 
conclusion, not Ms. Rumley’s, 
an astute attorney who simply 
put the facts out there and let 
us do the math.

Ms. Rumley works for the 
National Ag Law Center, or as 
one of the attendees described 
the center, “the best kept secret 
in the industry.” I confess – 
and I’m embarrassed to say 
this – I was unaware of it. Just 
go toww.nationalaglawcenter.
org, and check out the mass of 
information available, not just 
on animal welfare, but over 
50 separate “reading rooms,” 
on everything from country 
of origin labeling to biotech to 

the GIPSA rule to check off pro-
grams to climate change and 
the Clean Water Act, well, you 
name it’s there. The amount of 
information and the documen-
tation is absolutely astound-
ing. I defy you to find an issue 
important to ag not covered in 
astounding detail.

Why am I raving about 
something as arcane as the Na-
tional Ag Law Center? First, it 
shouldn’t be arcane; it should 
be a go-to source on ag is-
sues. I’m guessing there are 
companies, associations and 
advocacy groups paying agen-
cies and other components 
of the cottage industry that is 
“celebrate agriculture” a whole 
bucket of money for the same 
information you can get by 
clicking away on the Center’s 
website. Second, and actually 
more importantly, the Center 
is in economic trouble since its 
federal funding was lost. What 
I’m saying here is that if we 
don’t rally, we could lose this 
just-found gem.

The Center is existing on 
grant money, and may have a 
grand plan for self-sufficiency, 
but I’m guessing not.

What I’m asking is that you 
take the time to go to the Cen-
ter’s website and check it out. 
Then ask yourself: “Can we 
afford to lose this?”  
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TAX COURT RULING 
ON INDIANA DOG 

BREEDER CASE
On June 2, 2009, state rev-

enue and attorney general’s 
officials visited the Garwoods 
and demanded immediate pay-
ment of approximately $142,000 
from each woman for unpaid 
sales taxes, interest and pen-
alties from their puppy sales. 
When the women couldn’t pay 
immediately, Indiana State Po-
lice and HSUS seized 240 dogs 
on behalf of the state. The next 
day the state sold the dogs, es-
timated to be worth $72,000, to 
the HSUS for $300.

On August 19, the Indiana 
Tax Court filed an opinion in 
the case of Virginia Garwood, 
et al. v. Indiana Dept. of State 
Revenue. In the 19-page opin-
ion, Judge Martha Wentworth 
ruled that the Department of 
Revenue and state attorney 
general exceeded their author-
ity by using jeopardy tax assess-
ments to seize the dogs from the 
Harrison County property of 
Virginia and Kristin Garwood.

Wentworth ruled that the 
advertisement of dogs for sale 
in local newspapers, the breed-
ing and sale of dogs, the failure 
to register as a retail merchant, 
the failure to prepare and file 
sales tax returns, and the fail-
ure to report income earned 
from the retail sales of animals 
on their individual income tax 
returns did not constitute a lit-
mus test for properly issuing a 
jeopardy assessment. Taken as 
a whole, these actions suggest 
that the Garwoods were not 


