July 16, 2012
VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Docket No. APHIS-2011-0003
Regulatory Analysis and Development
PPD, APHIS, Station 3A-03.8
4700 River Road Unit 118
Riverdale, MD 20737-1238.
Re: Comments on Docket No. APHIS-2011-0003, Proposed Rule
Gentlemen:
This comment is based on my personal experience and addresses the stated rational for the
proposed Rule:
“APHIS is proposing to revise its definition of “retail pet store” to close a loophole that has in
some cases threatened the health of pets sold sight unseen over the Internet and via phone- and
mail-based businesses. Under the current definition of “retail pet store,” which was developed
over 40 years ago and predates the Internet, some breeders selling pets are taking advantage of a
loophole that improperly exempts them from meeting the basic requirements of the Animal
Welfare Act (AWA). The proposed rule will close this loophole, ensuring that animals sold over
the Internet and via phone- and mail-based businesses are better monitored for their overall
health and humane treatment.”
Forty-five years ago in the summer of 1967, between my junior and senior years of college I had
been unable to locate a Rottweiler puppy in Northern California. In those times, the Rottweiler
was still a rare breed in the United States. I had hoped to have the puppy settled in when the fall
semester began and able to start obedience classes some time during my school year. I turned to
an Illinois breeder who advertised in the dog magazines that were sold to the public from
newsstands. After an exchange of letters only, the puppy was shipped from O’Hare to San
Francisco on July 17, 1967.
Long distance, sight-unseen sales were common and customary contemporaneous with
enactment of the Animal Welfare Act and adoption of its regulations. To state otherwise is not
true. To further illustrate this historic reality, I attach the following exhibits from the August,
1968 issue of Dog World, a popular dog magazine still in publication.
Exhibit 1 – Dog World, August, 1968 cover, listing feature articles including “Inquiries from
Propects” by renowned Keeshond breeder, Virginia Ruttkay, a knowledgeable, regular
columnist.
Exhibit 2 – Dog World, August, 1968, pages 104 and 112 with Mrs. Ruttkay’s article on pages
from the breeder display ads portion of the magazine, running from page 41 to page 117 in this
issue. In hindsight, this article shows the time consuming work of breeders in responding to

inquiries ranging from serious requests for a specific puppy to general questions from the public.
At that time, the only communications methods for individuals were letters, hand or typewritten,
or expensive long distance phone calls.
Exhibit 3 – Dog World, August 1968, pages 118 and 145, the first and last pages respectively of
the Classified Advertisement section.
Exhibit 4 – Dog World, August 1968, page 59, the Rottweiler page. In the upper right-hand
corner was the ad from Rodsden from which I had bought my puppy the previous year. They
were known to be reputable without need for inspection of the two different family homes or
those of other breeders they worked with at different times over the years.
Exhibit 5 – copy of the manila envelope attached to my puppy’s shipping crate, dated 7/17/67.
I had never then, or later visited Illinois or any of the premises where my puppy had been. This
was not unusual in that time when AWA was new and communications tools almost primitive
compared to the technological advances since that enable breeders and buyers to exchange far
more information inexpensively and quickly to facilitate long distance transactions.
It has always been possible to “drop ship” merchandise from remote locations unknown to the
retail buyer -- historically by print advertising whether in hard copy or now facilitated by internet
communication, publication or use of e-commerce tools. A buyer using search and investigative
features of the internet today can far more easily determine facts today than when AWA was
enacted.
Accordingly, the stated need to “revise the definition of “retail pet store” to close a loophole that
has in some cases threatened the health of pets sold sight unseen over the Internet and via phoneand mail-based businesses” would be rulemaking based on false premises – whether
disingenuous lack of research or intentional deception instigated for other purposes. The public
expects and will demand that a regulatory agency exercise its discretion based on substantiated
facts, particularly when attempting to regulate a multi-sectored market where buyers themselves
expect and demand adaptation of emerging technologies to facilitate both inquiries and
transactions.
Thus, I respectfully ask rejection of this proposed rule.
Very truly yours,

SHARON ANITA COLEMAN
300 El Bonito Way
Millbrae, California 94030
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