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Municipal Government Com-
mittee recommended that the 
bill be held for further study. 
The legislature adjourned with-
out taking further action on 
this bill. 

Rhode Island — Like HB 
7198, House Bill 7630 also 
seeks to roll back some of the 
state’s protections against lo-
cal breed-specific legislation by 
specifically allowing the City of 
Warwick to enact ordinances to 
require the spaying/neutering 
of “pit bulls” and Staffordshire 
Bull Terriers. AKC GR issued a 
legislative alert opposing HB 
7630 and wrote the committee 
urging opposition to the bill. 
The bill was considered on 
March 20, by the House Munici-
pal Government Committee, 
which recommended that the 
bill be held for further study.  
The bill did not advance this 
session.  

Rhode Island — House Bill 
8205 seeks to limit all Rhode 
Island dog owners from own-
ing or harboring any dog six 
months of age and older that has 
not been spayed or neutered. To 
be excepted from the manda-
tory spay/neuter requirement, 
individuals would be required 
to purchase an annual “intact” 
dog permit costing $100 per 
dog. AKC GR issued a legisla-
tive alert, wrote a letter in op-
position to the bill, and worked 
with resident dog breeders and 
owners to oppose the bill.  The 
House Health, Education, and 
Welfare Committee held the 
bill for further study.  A special 
legislative commission was cre-

ated to further look at this issue, 
and AKC GR will be closely 
following this commission and 
any recommendations that may 
be proposed.

South Dakota – Senate Bill 
75 prohibits local governments 
from enacting, maintaining, or 
enforcing breed-specific laws. 
AKC GR sent letters and issued 
Legislative Alerts in support 
of this measure. The bill was 
signed by Governor Daugaard 
on March 13, 2014.

Tennessee – House Bill 621 
/ Senate Bill 865, which carried 
over from the 2013 session, 
would have enacted vague 
and unreasonable definitions 
of “dangerous” and “vicious” 
dogs and required owners of 
dogs so designated to carry spe-
cial insurance. AKC GR issued 
legislative alerts and letters of 
opposition. HB 621 was taken 
off notice in committee in 2013 
and withdrawn in 2014.

Tennessee – House Bill 2385 
/ Senate Bill 2468 sought to de-
lete a provision that terminates 
the Commercial Breeder Act on 
June 30, 2014. SB 2468 failed in 
the Senate Energy, Agriculture 
and Natural Resources Com-
mittee, and therefore the Ten-
nessee Commercial Breeder 
Act will end on June 30. The 
Act, which went into effect 
January 1, 2010, cost taxpayers 
more than $1 million to regulate 
approximately 20 commercial 
breeders. Dog breeders and 
owners will continue to be sub-
ject to Tennessee’s animal cru-
elty laws which make it a crime 

to fail to provide food, water, 
care or shelter for an animal or 
to transport or confine an ani-
mal in a cruel manner. AKC GR 
issued several legislative and 
informational alerts on the bills.

Utah – House Bill 97 prohib-
its municipalities from adopt-
ing or enforcing any breed-spe-
cific rule, regulation, policy or 
ordinance. It further states that 
any current breed-specific rule 
or policy in the state is void. 
AKC GR sent letters and Leg-
islative Alerts in support of the 
measure. The bill was signed 
by the Governor and goes into 
effect on January 1, 2015.

Vermont – Under original 
Vermont law, when some-
one was charged with animal 
cruelty, a prosecutor was per-
mitted to bring an additional 
civil proceeding to determine 
whether the defendant should 
continue to own animals; and 
was required to prove by “clear 
and convincing evidence” that 
the defendant should not. How-
ever, as introduced, Senate Bill 
237 would have mandated a 
civil proceeding and would 
have lowered the burden of 
proof to a “preponderance of 
the evidence.” The bill did not 
provide for a right to appeal 
before property rights were ex-
tinguished, and did not protect 
the rights of non-possessory 
co-owners to be permitted to 
take possession of the dogs 
should the defendant be or-
dered to forfeit ownership. In 
light of several high-profile cas-
es where animals were seized 
after defendants were charged 


