
2016 The 79th Annual Beagle Advisory Committee Meeting 

The teleconference meeting was called to order at 10:00am on Wednesday, June 22nd.  

Mel Stewart called role.   All members were present. 

Mel then introduced the AKC staff in attendance.  They included Jim Odle and Robert Oliver, AKF Field 
staff, Lisa King, Karen Reuter, and Dawn Salpeck Performance Events Operations Staff and Doug 
Ljungren, V.P. of Sports & Events.  

Mel Stewart and Doug Ljungren welcomed and thanked the committee members. 

The sport trends were reviewed. 

 

Mel Stewart:  Per the agenda, item one, last year this committee asked AKC to send a letter to each club 
which was to be read at their trials.  Judges are accepting assignments and do not show up or call.  That 
becomes an issue for the club because they are trying to find replacement judges on the spot. It’s not 
fair to the fellow beaglers because that is why we asked that each club advertise their judges.  What I 
would like to ask is if the letter is helping regarding the judges. 

Wayne Heckley:  Per the Large Pack Trials, I have never heard the letter read once.  If there was a letter 
put in there, I never heard it.   

Mel Stewart: The letter was placed in the event package. 

Robert Miller: I have never heard it read either.  

Format 2014 

Trials 

2014 

Entries 

2015 

Trials 

2015 

Entries 

Change 
in 

Trials 

Change 
in 

Entries 

Brace 281 13,003 272 11,687 -9 -1,316 

Gun Dog Brace 68 6,682 69 6,742 +1 +60  

Large Pack 67 5,442 58 5,162 -9 -280 

Small Pack 11 373 10 324 -1 -49 

Small Pack Option 285 24,840 281 24,718  -4 -122 

Two Couple Pack 64 5,076 68 4,760  +4 -316 

Total 776 55,416 758 53,393 -18  -2,023 
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Jim Campbell :  Since the letter has been issued, they are reading it at the trials in the Deep South. 

Bob Kimber: As a field trial secretary I want to pass along something that may help. I knew this was 
coming as a member of the BAC. I found it at the bottom of the packet. Might it help if the letter was on 
top or somewhere towards the front.   

Mel Stewart: Good idea and we will take your comment into consideration 

Doug Ljungren:  We can look into doing that.  These things are packed by computers, it’s not an 
individual putting all of these papers together.   

Mel Stewart: Ok the second item, on the agenda. I received several letters from this committee as well 
as comments from the beaglers themselves when I am around the trials and I am sure the field reps hear 
the same about putting the Grand Field Champion title as an option on the agenda to be voted on this 
year.  Most feedback I’ve heard is it was not clearly defined last year.  So this year we put it out in 
writing to each one of you as to how it would work.  Are there any questions on this item? I do want to 
stress this would be an option clubs or federation. 

Wayne Heckley: I thought it was defined just fine last year and we voted it down. I am probably in favor 
of that anyway but I still think if we were going to do it, a much cleaner way of doing this is just 
acknowledging when a hound has finished the current requirements twice and call it a double field 
champion.  The field champion only class competing against all age class will lower the entries of each 
one of them, and they are low enough.  If you introduced a double field champion, you would slightly 
increase the entries in the all-age classes which would be a good thing.  The current way I would vote it 
down again.   

Doug Ljungren:  Isn’t there a gentleman’s agreement in the beagle sports that you don’t run your field 
champion in the open class?  

Mel Stewart: There has been for years. 

Wayne Heckley:  I don’t think in large pack it is the bugaboo that it is in other formats.  We have had 
many FC’s that run.  I just think it’s a much cleaner way of doing it, it says what it really is, it’s a double 
field champion, triple field champion.  All things being equal, I would leave it as it is.   

Doug Ljungren: We can do that if that is what the majority wants. 

Jessica Anderson: Wayne, you mentioned that you see more field champions running in large pack 
events, however, it does not sound common in the SPO world in the regular classes.   

Wayne Heckley:   I think it would become more common if we offered a double field champion. I 
certainly think it would open up an avenue that people would be more incline to do it.  That would 
increase entries and would make the competition for being a field champion that much more difficult.  
The thinking is that you have to be the best, and that is a good thing. 

Jessica Anderson:  So my understanding is that you mentioned its more common in large pack and a 
bugaboo in the SPO gun dog is that correct? 
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Wayne Heckley:  Yes, that is correct 

Jessica Anderson:  Ok thank you. So it would increase large pack participation but it may make for some 
politics in the SPO gun dog world.   

Mel Stewart:  There is one thing that hasn’t been mentioned. A lot of clubs run currently field champion 
only trials.  Jim Campbell I know he is familiar with the large one they have every year in the deep south, 
a huge trial, only field champions. There are several around the country like this.  What we are looking 
at is give those people a chance to do what they want, to run a field champion against a field champion.  
Now there are people that do not want to run their field champion, so what this proposal does is offer 
an option. 

Jim Campbell:  In deep south we would like to have a field champion only trial and give the title of a 
grand champion. That would help promote the people to bring their field champions and run in that 
field champion only trial.  You would give your hound a chance to participate and become a grand 
champion.  It would elevate a notch and at the same time I think you would get better participation.  
People would compete with their field champion at the field champion only trial if it’s an option.   

Russ Arend:  Last year I voted against this, not because I thought there was something wrong with it but 
because I just did not understand it.  You have clarified all of that. As far as representing the Brace 
people, anything we can do that will increase entries is a positive thing. I think we need to look at it and 
try to do it.  I would say at first probably the brace people are not going to get into it but I think some 
will experiment, especially those at the federation over a year or two and when they see what is going 
on and that gives another shot in the arm to our sport.  I like the fact that this is an option, that way if 
someone does not want to do it, you just don’t have to do it.  I think it’s our job to help all the venues 
and it might not affect all of them the same.  I will vote for this because it will help some places and it 
might even help ours in the long run.   

Robert Miller:  I know some of you have a different thing going on then what we do. I am in traditional 
brace, there are only six field champion only trials nationwide. I have a suggestion, of course I am not 
running into the problem some are.  He read the following suggestion: 

I think after a dog earns his field champion title, the dog should be allowed to continue running licensed 
trials until he gets two more first place wins and 50 more points, at which time he would become a 
grand field champion. That would be a total of five first place and 170 points. This is a very simple 
procedure that should work in any format. The advantages would be no special trials or classes needed 
to be run, it would increase the entries at the licensed trials which is very important in traditional brace, 
there is a continued use for your field champion and there would be more trials available to make this 
title since they are licensed trials and not just trials for champions only. There are currently six 
traditional brace trials nationwide for field champions this is not enough trials to realistically finish a 
grand field champion in my area.  In 2015 there was 690 licensed trials without counting two couple 
pack.  If there was one field champion in each class across the board it would gain 2,760 entries a year at 
$20.00 per entry fee that would increase by $55,200 dollars for the Beagle clubs.  I think this would be a 
step in the right direction.  
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Mel Stewart:  Your suggestion has been looked at and voted on in the past.   

Jim Campbell:  I understand what the gentlemen is saying but let’s think like the beaglers. He is not 
going to participate if you keep running that field champion in a licensed trial because he knows he is at 
a disadvantage and this might hurt our entries. If you move that to an option trial where the field 
champion competes, the field champion becomes a grand champion you would get better participation 
in your local trials.  That is the way we see it in the deep south.  Let’s try the optional trial and if it does 
not work then the BAC committee can come back and fix it, tweak as we go.   

Bryan Bush:  I am going to agree with Wayne. In the Midwest we don’t have field champion only trials.  
To get through the process and to get your two wins and 90 points basically that is not going to happen 
in the Midwest but we do have guys that run field champions through the year to try to win the Midwest 
high hound of the year points or to try to get the Better Beagling high hound of the year points and 
Purina point trials for the prestige of winning that.  So to change things to a field champion only class or 
trial I don’t think is the right way to do it.  If we were to do it, I think my suggestion would be the same 
as last year, double the points that you have to get with the wins.  Just because a field champion runs in 
the trial doesn’t mean that a field champion is going to win that trial. Guys know that and it makes them 
try and get their dogs to where they need to be so they can beat that field champion in the trials.   

Mel Stewart:  Why would the Midwest want to deny the deep south or the UBGF or some of those that 
want to run it?  If the Midwest does not like it, they don’t have to do it.   

Bryan Bush: My suggestion is field champions can still run in the regular trial.  I understand these guys 
want to do it a different way.  

John Edwards:  Would this be a four class event or would it be males and females?   

Mel Stewart: It will be handled just like regular trials.  In the book there is a rule that when entries close 
if there is fewer than six, the field trial committee can combine by gender or size. That rule would apply 
here.  

Rick McDonald:  I voted against last year because it was not clear.  I think the AKC has done a good job 
of clarifying and fixing some of the things that I did not understand.  I would be in favor of it this year.  

Mel Stewart:  This would not have any effect on your two existing trials either so you can still have those 
two trials. This would be an addition if the club chooses to hold a FC only trial. If there is no more 
discussion, we will now take a vote: 

Jessica Anderson  Yes 
Max Hewitt  Yes 
Bob Kimber  Yes 
Jim Campbell  Yes 
Robert Miller  Yes 
John Edwards  Yes 
Russ Arend  Yes 
Wayne Heckley  No 
John Stuckwisch Yes 
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John Cable  No 
Rick McDonald  Yes  
Bryan Bush  No 
Ray Ann Cole  Yes 
 
Yes 10, No 3   
 
Motion Passed. 

Doug Ljungren: I want to say that Jim Campbell’s comment is a good one.  These things are never set in 
stone.  It’s hard to get everything correct, right away.  If there is some fine tuning that needs to be done, 
then we can do that.   

Mel Stewart: Doug is exactly right, even when we started the nationals we have had to adjust them.  We 
will look at it in the future and see where we stand on it.   

The Grand Field Champion proposal as approved: 

The BAC voted in favor of creating a Grand Field Champion title, the following Rules shall apply.  The 
description of the GFC title will appear in Chapter 9, new Section 7.    

1. A dog that has previously been recorded as an AKC Field Champion shall be eligible to earn the 
Grand Field Champion (GFC) prefix title.   
 

2. Placements and points toward the Grand Field Champion title shall be awarded at licensed trials 
where the class is open to Field Champions only (FC only classes).   

 
3. To earn a GFC title, a dog must be awarded a minimum of two first places and 90 points from FC 

only classes.   
 

4. Points shall be calculated in the same manner as used to earn the FC title. That is: 
• First place = One point for every starter in the class 
• Second place = ½ point for every starter in the class 
• Third place = 1/3 point for every starter in the class 
• Fourth place = ¼ point for every starter in the class 

 
5. A club or Federation, at their option, may offer FC classes at their regular licensed field trial.  These 

classes may be offered in addition to the regular classes.   
 

6. A club or Federation, at their option, may offer one stand-alone FC only trial per calendar year.  The 
FC only trial may be offered in addition to the club’s two regular field trials.  If a clubs chooses to 
offer a FC only field trial, the regular event application fee shall apply. 

 
7. All Rules applying to Beagle Field Trials shall also apply to FC only classes or trials unless otherwise 

specified in this Section. 
 

8. The GFC title shall appear on a dog’s pedigree in addition to the FC title.  The GFC title will appear 
in front of the FC title on a dog’s pedigree.    
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Mel Stewart: The 3rd agenda item to discuss is Licensing the Derby Stakes and Futurities. For the sake of 
clarity, let’s break these down because they are in two different age groups. Let’s start with Licensed 
Derby Stakes.  We will open the floor for discussion on that. 

Wayne Heckley:  I don’t think we should be licensing a derby or a futurity because the points would 
count becoming a field champion.  It’s obviously much easier to win a trial against young dogs then all- 
age dogs.  This would greatly water down the meaning of a field champion. Trialers would be pushing 
their young dogs hard to get easy wins in a derby before they had to deal with accomplished all age 
hounds.  I don’t think that serves anybody.   

Russ Arend:   I would like to make a motion to adopt the proposal that was sent out by Bob Kimber.   

Mel Stewart:  Has everybody received the proposal from Bob Kimber?  I think we should take the Derby 
trial and futurity and discuss separate. I think everybody runs Derby events, so let’s discuss Derby events 
and then we can move on. 

Jim Campbell:  I don’t have a problem with the motion.  His motion is to take the gentleman’s’ proposal 
of making the derby trial a licensed trial.  Am I correct?  

Mel Stewart:  Yes 

John Stuckwisch:  I have a question, this motion is for the federations stakes trial only, not just the 
qualifying trial?  

Mel Stewart:  Yes Bob’s proposal is that way 

Bob Kimber:  The reason I put the two together it would give all the other federations/formats that are 
only running derbies the option of also competing with futurities, I think they might actually want to do 
that at some time. It’s very important to us because we have been doing it since beginning of time. The 
futurities are little older dogs than the derbies.  It would seem to make sense for us to do it. We are 
trying to keep these federations alive.   

Mel Stewart:   I am looking at the figures from the six traditional brace federations futurities. The 
numbers that were provided to me were 335 entries in those six federations.   The reason I separated 
those was to tell you in reality it’s hard to justify a new class that accommodates such a small entry.   

Wayne Heckley:   My issue is the creditability of the field champion title. Experienced dogs are much 
harder to beat then young dogs, no matter how many there are.  I don’t think field champions should be 
built in derby trials.    

Jim Campbell:  We have the option now of running a derby in a licensed trial, if he is that good. But to 
create a licensed stake for derbies, I think we will water the field champion down.  I think we have 
opened a can of worms here, if you leave it the way it is. If you have a derby that is good enough to win 
a licensed trial you have the right to enter the dog in a licensed trial.   
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 Mel Stewart: On Bob’s proposal it states that a dog only can have two wins as a derby, all the points 
would count.  That would be like 67% of the requirements to meet a field champion.  Maybe we need to 
reduce the points/wins.  

Jessica Anderson:  It sounds to me that one element of our sport is in trouble, their attendance is low 
and they have a problem supporting themselves.  If this is good for one part of our sport, I think we 
should consider supporting it.  I know there is always politics, but honestly if it’s a big help to a part of 
our sport that is suffering, we should extend extra courtesy to make the sport survive. I was thinking 
more along the lines that we should keep all the elements going as much as possible.  I think it’s better 
to stand together.   

Russ Arend: 20 years ago licensed trial points were not a major problem in our sport. Maybe it isn’t in 
your venue but it is in ours now.  Today in our sport almost any dog that finishes needs to have five wins 
to accumulate enough points to finish. We now have six federations. Because entries are so small it’s 
not worth it for someone at this time to enter their dog and travel a long way to go to a federation that 
does not give licensed points.  Points have become so important. Every survey we have taken at every 
federation, the one thing they say that we can do to turn it around is give points at the federation for 
derbies.  I agree with that 100%.    Since we placed the agenda in the book, three of those federations 
that have dropped out contacted us and said if you can get licensed points for derby stakes we will re-
create our association and get back involved.    What Jessica says is true.  This is critical to us.   

Mel Stewart:   This is a good point, and we do need to look at it like that.   

Bryan Bush: The AKC field champion is the most prestigious of all the registries.  Watering down a field 
champion title to help other formats in my opinion is not the way to do it.  I am going to agree with 
Wayne. 

Doug Ljungren:  I would like to go back to Jessica’s comments because I think that is a balanced way to 
look at it. There is a component of the sport that is in trouble and they need help. Wayne’s comments 
are valid also.  It may be a matter of degree so to speak.  Maybe Bob’s proposal goes too far toward 
giving credit toward the FC title. Perhaps there is a balancing point to accomplish what the traditional 
brace wants without lessoning the competition too much.  In the Pointing breed world there is a derby 
stake and a dog can earn up to 20% of its field champion points from the derby stake.  That is the 
balancing point they are comfortable with. Maybe it’s a matter of degree.   

Wayne Heckley:  I don’t think we should water it down because it will impact the whole sport. It has to 
be prize; a challenge people want. The dog is not just an ordinary dog, it’s a special dog, and if we lose 
that we lose everything.  I think it’s a big mistake. 

Raye Ann Cole:  Can I get a clarification on something? I am not looking at the original proposal, the way 
I understand it is that this would only be licensing federations stake derby events, this would not be 
licensing a local clubs derby trial. Is that a correct statement?  

Mel Stewart:  Yes, that is Bob’s proposal 
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Raye Ann Cole: Licensing a federation derby stake is a lot different than licensing the average local 
derby trial. 

Mel Stewart:   That is true.   

Raye Ann Cole: Can I also clarify what is the exact proposal on the point distribution?  

Mel Stewart:  Mel read the proposal. 

Bob Miller:  Just listening now there seems to be a lot of confusion. What I take out of this is that we 
don’t have to run this trial if we don’t want to.  There are so many questions that would have to be 
resolved. 

Russ Arend:   I would like to comment on what Bob said. I met with Board of Directors at four 
federations and each one of them wants this. This is critical 

Jim Campbell:   In my federation nobody wants this.  They are totally against giving derby points, what 
they did say was we already have the right to run a derby in a licensed trial.  But if it is to help the rest of 
the federations, can you table until the next time? Maybe try to work it out where we can compromise 
to agree on it? I don’t want to vote against you and see you die, when I can be a life support to you.  I 
can go along with the 40 points but the way it’s written, I cannot support that.  I would like to be some 
help to you.   

Doug Ljungren:   What Jim is getting at is the balancing point. How much does this count towards a field 
champion?  Some might say they are not comfortable with anything that might reduce the FC 
requirements.  On the other hand, if you realize there is a segment of the sport that desperately needs 
help, maybe you are willing to compromise to some degree.    

Mel Stewart:   Let’s back up and look at 33% to start with, and see how this works, one win would count 
and you could accumulate 40 points.  What is the comment back on that? 

Doug Ljungren: I have one comment.  Jim’s earlier comment regarding fine tuning is a good one. You 
can fine tune these things as you go along, however, it’s a heck of a lot easier to fine tune by loosening 
then by tightening.  Start conservative, and then later on loosen if that is what is desired. 

Bob Kimber:   We need to have something here that will work.  I would not have a problem amending 
the proposal where 40 points and one win would count towards the FC title.   

Jessica Anderson:   Can a motion be made to amend the current motion on the floor? 

Mel Stewart: Bob are you willing to change it? 

Bob Kimber:  I am. 

Russ Arend: I will accept anything. 

Jim Campbell:   Why not do the derby with 40 points and one win to start with?  I want to do what is 
best for the beaglers.   
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Mel Stewart:  Bob back to you and Russ. Do you have any comments with one win with 40 points to 
start?  

Bob Kimber:   That would be fine.  We would have an understanding that this proposal could be 
modified.  If Russ wants to go ahead and make motion I am pleased with it.  

Russ Arend:   I would make a motion to go along with that. 

John Edwards: I second that  

Mel Stewart:  We have a motion on the floor. We are only talking about federation derby stakes.  We 
are talking about 33% of the requirement to be a field champion which is one win and 40 points. You 
have to get the rest of it at all age licensed trials. You can continue running your derby but the points 
won’t count toward the FC title.  Is that all understandable? And it’s all an option to the federations.   

Mel Stewart:  If there is no other comment, I will call your name and a yes vote means we will go 
forward with the proposal as it was changed: 

Jessica Anderson Yes 
Max Hewitt  Yes 
Bob Kimber  Yes 
Jim Campbell  Yes 
Robert Miller  Yes 
John Edwards  Yes 
Russ Arend  Yes 
Wayne Heckley  No 
John Stuckwisch Yes 
John Cable  No 
Rick McDonald  Yes 
Bryan Bush  No 
Ray Ann Cole  Yes 
 
Yes 10, No 3 
 

Mel Stewart:  Motion passed.    

New Business: 

Bryan Bush: Read a letter from a constituent regarding the official measuring procedure currently in 
place.   

Mel Stewart: If an official measuring is taking place, once the judges lock the stand, anyone can see it if 
they want to.  They have that right now.   

Meeting adjourned 11:35 
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