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 Sent via Federal eRulemaking Portal 

 http://www.regulations.gov  

 

August 14, 2012 

 

 

The Honorable Tom Vilsack 

Secretary, United States Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Avenue, SW 

Washington, DC 20250 

 

Re: Docket ID: APHIS-2011-0003; Animal Welfare; Retail Pet Stores and Licensing 

Exemptions 

 

Dear Secretary Vilsack: 

 

On behalf of the International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW) and its 2 million 

supporters, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the USDA-APHIS proposed 

rulemaking, published May 16, 2012 in the Federal Register, which aims to bring the 

retail sale of more pet animals (in particular, domestic canines) under Animal Welfare 

Act (AWA) jurisdiction.
1
  

 

Founded in 1969, IFAW saves animals in crisis around the world. With projects in more 

than 40 countries, IFAW rescues individual animals from cruelty and advocates for the 

protection of wildlife and habitats. In the U.S., ensuring that domestic dogs live in 

healthy and humane conditions remains an IFAW priority. Examples of this priority in 

action include: providing veterinary care to dogs living in disadvantaged communities; 

directly assisting in operations to rescue imperiled dogs; and advocating at the state and 

federal level for improved policies to address and discontinue substandard dog breeding 

facilities that emphasize profit rather than welfare, otherwise and more commonly known 

as “puppy mills”.
2
   

 

IFAW respectfully submits the following comments in general support of the USDA-

APHIS proposed rule to revise the definition of “retail pet store” and related regulations 

to bring more pet dogs sold by puppy mills under AWA protection, with the caveat that 

three key areas require clarification and/or improvement. Upon adequate address of 

these areas, listed in section II of this document, USDA-APHIS will have made a 

meaningful step in the right direction toward addressing thousands of animals in urgent 

need of protection. 

 

 

                                                 
1  77 FR 28799-28805, Docket No. APHIS-2011-0003 (May 16, 2012).  
2 In 2011, IFAW assisted in operations to rescue more than 525 dogs in the U.S. from appalling conditions where dogs 

where found living in extremely unsanitary conditions, without adequate veterinary care, food, water and socialization.  

http://www.regulations.gov/
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please do not hesitate to contact me 

at 202.536.1904 to discuss further.  

 

  

 

Best,  

 

 

_____________________ 

Jeffrey Flocken, DC Office Director 

 

 

___________________________________________________________  
IFAW - International Fund for Animal Welfare 
1350 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 1220 - Washington, DC  20036 
tel. 1.202.536.1904    email. jflocken@ifaw.org  
 

Saving Animals in Crisis Around the World   www.ifaw.org 

 

https://mailbox.ifaw.org/exchweb/bin/redir.asp?URL=http://www.ifaw.org/
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I. IFAW Generally Supports the Proposed Rule because It Will Help Close 

      An AWA Loophole that Allows Puppy Mills to Thrive. 

 

A. The current “retail pet store” exemption requires revision to curtail large-scale 

breeding practices that contradict the dictates of humane treatment and care 

provided in the AWA. 

 

The AWA requires certain commercial breeders—namely, those who sell wholesale— to 

be licensed and routinely inspected by USDA-APHIS and exists, in part, to “insure that 

animals intended for use  . . .  as pets are provided humane care and treatment”.
3
 The Act 

governs application of minimum care standards for these animals by a host of parties, 

including but not limited to dealers. However, for decades, USDA-APHIS has interpreted 

the Act to exempt “retail pet stores” from these requirements. 

 

To this day, the exemption fosters a massive loophole that not only allows but encourages 

many unscrupulous profiteers, some with well over 500 breeding dogs
4
, to sell to 

customers via methods like newspaper ads or the Internet , without any regulatory 

oversight. As admitted by USDA-APHIS since 2009
5
, this allowance flies in the face of 

the AWA “humane treatment and care” dictate because it ignores the fact that not only 

are there are an estimated 4,000 large-scale breeding facilities in the U.S. producing more 

than half a million puppies per year, these animals are forced to live—or, more 

appropriately, survive
6
—in dramatically substandard conditions.  

 

Investigations of these facilities by the USDA Office of the Inspector General and non-

profit organizations have illustrated that dogs living in starvation, filth, and irrecoverable 

bodily and mental harm is more the norm than the exception.
7
“The breeders, negatively 

referred to as ‘puppy mills,’ have stirred the interest of the public, Congress, animal rights 

                                                 
3 7 U.S.C. §2131§2133, §2134 (January 3, 2007). See also Congressional Statement of Policy, 7 U.S.C. §2131, 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsycs/pkg/USCODE-2009-title7/html/USCODE-2009-title7-chap54.htm  
4 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of Inspector General, Animal Health Inspection Service Animal Care 

Program, Inspections of Problematic Dealers, Audit Report 33002-4-SF, at 19 (May, 2010) (description of dealer 

inspection findings from an Oklahoma facility with 525 dogs), available at http://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/33002-4-

SF.pdf .  
5 Id., at 37 (“In April 2009, APHIS publically acknowledged that not requiring Internet breeders to be licensed and 

inspected is a ‘massive loophole’.”)  
6 Not all of these dogs survive. For example, See Id, at 13 (noting a finding of “five dead dogs and other starving dogs 

that had resorted to cannibalism”). 
7 Id., at 2, 10-54; Franklin D. McMillan, DVM, DACVIM, The Harmful Effects of Puppy Mills on Breeding Dogs and 

Their Puppies, available at http://www.animalsheltering.org/training-events/expo/expo-2012-speaker-portal/form-

uploads/Harm-of-Puppy-Mills-Animal-Care-Expo-2012.pdf (referencing Mental Health of Dogs Formerly Used as 

“Breeding Stock” in Commercial Breeding Establishments (Applied Animal Behavior Science Vol 135:96-94, 2011). 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsycs/pkg/USCODE-2009-title7/html/USCODE-2009-title7-chap54.htm
http://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/33002-4-SF.pdf
http://www.usda.gov/oig/webdocs/33002-4-SF.pdf
http://www.animalsheltering.org/training-events/expo/expo-2012-speaker-portal/form-uploads/Harm-of-Puppy-Mills-Animal-Care-Expo-2012.pdf
http://www.animalsheltering.org/training-events/expo/expo-2012-speaker-portal/form-uploads/Harm-of-Puppy-Mills-Animal-Care-Expo-2012.pdf
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groups, and others,”8 and are selling most if not all of these puppies directly to customers, 

sight unseen.
9
  

 

By revising the current “retail pet store” definition to include large-scale breeding 

facilities that sell sight-unseen, the proposed rule will stymie the ability of puppy mills to 

enjoy full exploitation of the both the animal and the consumer. In turn, this will allow 

USDA-APHIS to uphold the humane treatment and care standards of the AWA
10

.  
- 

B. The proposed rule would finally allow USDA-APHIS to deter puppy mills from 

Internet exploitation.  
 

In 1971, USDA-APHIS defined “retail pet store” to apply to outlets where pets were only 

sold to local consumers and thus subject to “a degree of self-regulation and oversight by 

persons who purchase animals from the retailers’ homes”.11 

 

However, the advent of the Internet in the early 1990s drastically challenged the application 

of this definition. “ . . . [T]he definition was broadly interpreted to include Internet breeders 

because they also sell directly to consumers. However, these breeders are no longer limited to 

local consumers but can sell and transport animals nationwide . . . there is no degree of self-

regulation and oversight because consumers do not have access to their facilities.” 12 

 

Internet marketplaces have become a major platform for commercial breeders to sell their 

puppies directly to the public, sight unseen and without regulation.
.13

 In minutes, 

consumers can view multiple advertisements for puppies at once
14

. The numbers are 

staggering. According to the American Pet Products Manufactures Association, 150,000 

dogs were bought online annually as far back as 2006.
15

 Given consumer demand and the 

continually soaring growth of the Internet, today’s numbers are likely to be far higher.
16

  

                                                 
8 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of Inspector General, Animal Health Inspection Service Animal Care 

Program, Supra note 4, at 1; Katherine C. Tushaus, Don’t Buy the Doggy in the Window: Ending the Cycle That 

Perpetuates Commercial Breeding with Regulation of the Retail Pet Industry, 14 Drake J. Agric. L. 501, 502 (2009) 

(“Puppy mills have been created to meet the demand of the pet industry and have resulted in horrifying deviations from 

proper care and treatment of the animals. . . these animals are bred and raised in deplorable conditions, which can lead 

to health and behavioral problems for the pets.”) 
9 Id  (concluding that many large scale commercial breeders were avoiding regulations by selling animals directly to 

consumers over the Internet and shipping them to buyers, sight unseen).  See also Adam J. Fumarola, With Best Friends 

Like Us Who Needs Enemies? The Phenomenon of the Puppy Mill, the Failure of Legal Regimes to Manage it, and the 

Positive Prospects of Animal Rights, 6 Buff. Envtl. L.J. 253, 282 (1999). (puppies and customers pay the price). 
10 See USDA APHIS Animal Care July 2012 Questions and Answers: Proposed Rule—Retail Pet Sales, 

http://www.aphis.usda.gov/publications/animal_welfare/2012/retail_pets_faq.pdf (USDA-APHIS emphasis on goal of 

ensuring “no dog . . . will be sold at retail without either public or APHIS oversight, except those exempt).  
11

 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of Inspector General, Animal Health Inspection Service Animal Care 

Program, Supra, note 4, at 36 (citing Doris Day Animal League v. Veneman, 315 F.3d 297 (D.C. Cir. 203)   
12

 Id. 
13 Voris, HC, et al., Characterization of Advertisements for Puppies Sold Online: Determinants of Cost and a 

Comparison with Parent Club Breeders, 2010 available at http://etd.ohiolink.edu/send-

pdf.cgi/Voris%20Hillary%20Claire.pdf?osu1275920726 (“The Internet is a large and growing source for puppies. 

Currently, breeders who sell puppies online directly to consumers are not subject to any type of regulation. As this 

industry grows, some type of oversight will be important . . .”). 
14 Id., at ii.  
15 Greg Hunter, Pia Malbran, Sick Puppies Dog Some Online Purchasers, CNN (Sept. 13, 2006), available at 

http://edition.cnn.com/2006/US/05/11/online.puppies/index.html.  
16 As of this writing, there are no studies examining the Internet in this manner have been published. See also, Voris, at 

2 (“Unfortunately, no studies have looked specifically at the Internet as a source for puppies.”) 

http://www.aphis.usda.gov/publications/animal_welfare/2012/retail_pets_faq.pdf
http://etd.ohiolink.edu/send-pdf.cgi/Voris%20Hillary%20Claire.pdf?osu1275920726
http://etd.ohiolink.edu/send-pdf.cgi/Voris%20Hillary%20Claire.pdf?osu1275920726
http://edition.cnn.com/2006/US/05/11/online.puppies/index.html
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To this day, commercial sale of dogs over the Internet remains unregulated and 

exploited.
17

 In fact, “[m]any puppy mills directly sell the dogs they breed to consumers 

through . . .  the Internet, often posing as small, family breeders.”
18

 Many consumers 

have complained about the deaths and myriad health problems suffered by Internet-

purchased puppies.
19

 

 

By requiring all large-scale breeding facilities—including the vast majority of puppy 

mills that sell via the Internet— to comply with AWA licensing requirements if they do 

not allow potential buyers to first observe dogs available for sale prior to purchasing 

them, USDA-APHIS will make a critical step toward regulating the massive and all too 

often exploitative profit-making schemes of commercial breeders who sell puppies over 

the Internet.  

 

C.  By exempting small hobby breeders from USDA oversight, the proposed rule 

would address actors that present the greatest risk for noncompliance.  

 

In its proposed rule, USDA-APHIS stated a goal to “concentrate resources on those 

facilities that present the greatest risk of noncompliance”.
20

” Realizing the vast difference 

between a reputable breeder and a high risk “puppy mill,” IFAW applauds this stated 

goal.
21

 

 

The proposed rule likewise realizes the vast difference between the two categories, by 

explicitly noting that “small hobby breeders of dogs…can still be exempt from licensing 

requirements”
22

 and purposely increasing the number of female breeding dogs (from 

three to four) that hobby breeders can own and still be exempt. 

 

                                                 
17  No state laws address sale of dogs over the Internet. See Report of the Committee on Legal Issues Pertaining to 

Animals of the Association of the Bar of the City of New York Regarding the Recommendations to Amend the Animal 

Welfare Act, 9 ANIMAL L., 345, 348 (2003) (States do not address the “direct sale” loophole, but some do address 

basic standards for commercial breeders. Nevertheless, “regulation that is inconsistent on a state-by-state basis allows 

commercial breeders to forum shop, enabling them to dodge states that have regulations which make their type of 

operation illegal.”) See also Katherine C. Tushaus, Don’t Buy the Doggy in the Window: Ending the Cycle That 

Perpetuates Commercial Breeding with Regulation of the Retail Pet Industry, 14 Drake J. Agric. L. 501, 504 (2009).  
18Tashaus, at 504.  
19 .S. Department of Agriculture, Office of Inspector General, Animal Health Inspection Service Animal Care Program, 

Supra note 4, at 37. See also Robert H. Teuscher, Better Business Bureau of Missouri, The Puppy Mill Industry of 

Missouri: A Study of the Buyers, Sellers, Breeders and Enforcement of the Laws, at 1-2 (March 2010), available at  

http://stlouis.bbb.org/Storage/142/Documents/Puppy%20Mills%20study.pdf. (“A total of 352 complaints and reports 

against dog breeders and sellers have been filed with the three Missouri BBBs in the past three years . . . Of those who 

complained after they had bought a puppy, more than a third said their puppies were ill when they purchased them or 

became ill soon thereafter, and that several of them had died. Many of the buyers spent thousands of dollars on 

veterinarian fees that weren’t reimbursed by the seller.”) 
20 64 Fed. Reg., 38, 546 (July 19, 1999)  
21 See Samantha Mortlock, Standing on New Ground: Under-enforcement of Animal Protection Laws Causes 

Competitive Injury to Complying Entities, 32 VT. L. REV. 273,274 (2007) (reputable breeders should not have to 

defend themselves against the puppy mill stigma, nor should they have to be forced to compete with puppy mills for 

consumer interest in their animals.) 
22 APHIS, Animal Care Factsheet, Questions and Answers: Proposed Rule—Retail Pet Sales, at 1 (July, 2012), 

available at: http://www.cfa.org/documents/legislative/APHISFactSheet.pdf.  

http://stlouis.bbb.org/Storage/142/Documents/Puppy%20Mills%20study.pdf
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Like any other business, large-scale profits are typically subject to government oversight. 

High volume breeders should be no exception. By mass producing puppies in egregiously 

substandard conditions, puppy mills focus solely on maximizing profit. In contrast, 

reputable “hobby” breeders adhere to strict health and welfare quality standards for each 

of their animals, are applauded by the American Veterinary Medical Association
23

, and 

do not function as businesses trying to make a profit, a fact emphasized by IRS guidance 

documents that differentiate small “hobbies” from larger for-profit activities.
24

  

 

Since small hobby breeders do not present a high AWA risk, the proposed rule rightly 

exempts them from USDA oversight and would focus the agency’s resources on actors 

with the greatest risk of noncompliance. 

 

II. IFAW Believes There are Three Areas Where the Proposed Rule Should be 

 Amended to Become More Effective and Enforceable. 

  

A. The USDA’s proposed definition of “retail pet store” should require that the  

                 potential buyer be afforded reasonable access to the breeding operation. 

 

The proposed rule takes a strong step forward in addressing humane treatment and care 

for many dogs currently unregulated. However, in order to concretely fulfill USDA-

APHIS goal of ensuring that no dog…will be sold at retail without either public or 

APHIS oversight,”
25

 and prevent further exploitation by unscrupulous breeders, 

modification of the proposed definition of “retail pet store” is necessary. IFAW proposes 

a slight amendment to the proposed definition that incorporates the words in bold below: 

 

“Retail pet store means a place of business or residence that each buyer physically 

enters in order to personally observe the animals available for sale, with 

reasonable access to the breeding operation, prior to purchase and/or to take 

custody of the animals after purchase.” 

 

If potential buyers are not allowed reasonable access to the breeding facilities and 

animals kept at the facilities, and, instead, are only allowed access to the animal(s) they 

are interested in purchasing, then puppy mills could circumvent federal oversight by 

simply: (i) making one or two choice animals available for observation; (ii) allowing the 

customer to personally observe these few animals anywhere the breeder considers a 

“place of business”, such as a parking lot or other location that allows a face-to-face 

transaction; and/or (iii) meeting the customer somewhere on the property where the 

breeding operation is contained without allowing access to its conditions.  

 

These are not creative scenarios. It is widely known by those who have studied the puppy 

mill problem and those who have seen it first-hand that “[c]onditions of neglect have 

been left widely unnoticed by the general public, as puppy mill breeders are unlikely to 

                                                 
23 See AVMA, What you should know about selecting adog. Available at: 

http://www.avma.org/animal_health/brochures/selecting/dog/selecting_dog_brochure  
24 IRS, IS Your Hobby a For-Profit Endeavor? http://www.irs.gov/newsroom/article/0,,id=186056,00.html  
25 APHIS, Supra note 22, at 2.  

http://www.irs.gov/newsroom/article/0,,id=186056,00.html
http://www.irs.gov/newsroom/article/0,,id=186056,00.html
http://www.avma.org/animal_health/brochures/selecting/dog/selecting_dog_brochure
http://www.irs.gov/newsroom/article/0,,id=186056,00.html


 7 

allow customers a chance to see their property.”
26

 Realizing the need to hide gravely 

substandard conditions, many puppy mills purposely go out of their way to refuse 

reasonable access to their breeding operations.  

 

For example, a recent study of Missouri puppy mills, conducted by the Better Business 

Bureau (BBB), led the agency to warn consumers that puppy mill operators “will ask 

prospective buyers to view the puppy in a parking lot, away from the kennel. Consumers 

won't be able to tell how the puppy is supposed to behave in its natural environment.”
27

 

The BBB study also provides a telling example of an impatient dachshund puppy breeder 

who required a face-to-face meeting to be conducted at a public parking lot. The breeder 

did not provide the potential consumer the opportunity to view the breeding operation 

and even seemed off-put by any suggestion that the consumer might want to be more 

informed or consider alternatives. “When the shopper told the breeder that she wanted to 

check with other sources, the breeder angrily told her she had wasted his time, slammed 

the door of his station wagon and drove away.”
28

  

 

Amending the proposed rule to afford potential consumers reasonable access to the 

breeding facility and animals apart from just the dog(s) available for observation will 

allow USDA-APHIS to more effectively fulfill its stated goal of providing either public 

or federal oversight of high-volume breeders. In turn, this slight but critical amendment 

will allow consumers to make more fully informed buying decisions because they will be 

able to view substandard conditions under which the other animals are maintained. 

Without reasonable access to the breeding operation, unscrupulous breeders will, as a 

common business practice, continue to find ways to skirt oversight.  

  

B. Government-directed funding of USDA-APHIS, Animal Care must be 

strengthened and personnel must be increased to ensure adequate enforcement 

of the proposed rule.  

 

Providing increased funding to the Animal Care program of USDA-APHIS will be 

essential toward adequately enforcing the new rule. USDA-APHIS predicts an estimated 

“1,500 dog breeders who are not currently subject to the AWA regulations” would now 

                                                 
26 Tushaus, Supra note 8, at 505. See also: Town of Ellington, Wisconsin, Buyer Beware, available at 

http://townofellington.org/constable/puppy-mills (“Are the puppies being sold at a public place like a flea market, dog 

auction, yard sale, swap meet or pet store, or out of the back of a pickup truck, car, or van?”, posting of warnings 

devised by the Wisconsin Puppy Mill Project); See also Onell R. Soto Puppy sting nets 362 animals: Smugglers often 

sell dogs with phony paperwork, Union-Tribune  (Dec. 21, 2005), available at 

http://legacy.utsandiego.com/news/metro/20051221-9999-7m21puppy1.html. (Note: this article does not discuss puppy 

mills and is cited here only due to its inclusion of a general warning by the San Diego SPCA concerning the sale of 

dogs in parking lots: “Beware of sellers who want to meet in parking lots or street corners.”) 
27 Elaine Roxane Winter, Puppy Mills Continue to Plague Missouri, Better Business Bureau Consumer News and 

Opinion (March 22, 2010), available at http://www.bbb.org/us/post/puppy-mills-continue-to-plague-missouri-1937. See 

also (Missouri is a perfect example of the far-reaching the implications of puppy mills hiding their operations from 

public oversight. The state is often considered to have one of the largest puppy mill problems in the U.S., with an 

intricate network of high-volume breeders and middleman brokers. For example, the study notes that “puppy broker, 

Hunte Corp., which reportedly buys and sells about 90,000 puppies per year, is located in the southwest corner of the 

state.)” 
28 Id.,at 3.  

http://townofellington.org/constable/puppy-mills
http://legacy.utsandiego.com/news/metro/20051221-9999-7m21puppy1.html
http://www.bbb.org/us/post/puppy-mills-continue-to-plague-missouri-1937
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fall under federal oversight as a result of the proposed rule.
29

 Given the widespread 

implications of Internet sales, as discussed above, and the fact that neither federal nor 

public oversight of this massive marketplace has ever been addressed, this number will 

likely be far higher and government-directed funding will be ever more critical.  

In Fiscal Year 2008, USDA-APHIS received an appropriation of $874 million through the 

Consolidated Appropriations Act, with Animal Care receiving $21 million30. Upon passage 

of the new rule, IFAW strongly supports increased appropriations dedicated to Animal Care 

to reflect the expanded number of facilities that will require oversight.  

 

Tied with funding, but perhaps equally if not more important toward adequate 

enforcement of the new rule, lies the need for additional USDA-APHIS personnel.  At 

present, “the agency lacks a sufficient number of personnel to inspect the thousands of 

facilities scattered across the country that are covered by the Animal Welfare Act . . .  the 

ability to avoid being officially charged with non-compliance makes the rules set forth by 

the USDA less of a threat to breeders who refuse to follow the standards of the Animal 

Welfare Act.”
31

  In Fiscal Year 2008, USDA-APHIS employed just 99 inspectors to 

conduct inspections of all licensed and registered facilities covered under the AWA, 

including but certainly not limited to large-scale dog breeding facilities
32

. During that 

time, 15,722 inspections of licensed and registered facilities where conducted, including 

4,604 licensed breeders.
33

 To ensure even adequate enforcement of the proposed rule, 

increasing the number of personnel trained to inspect breeding facilities will be 

imperative.  

 

C. The proposed rule should explicitly exempt non-profit animal rescue groups. 

 

In discussing its ramifications, most notably in a recently-published fact sheet, USDA-

APHIS has stated an assurance that the proposed rule “would have no effect on State, 

county, or city owned and operated pounds and shelters, or humane societies and other 

organizations that contract with those jurisdictions . . . and would not need to obtain a 

license”.
34

 While this is somewhat reassuring, to avoid confusion, IFAW asks the agency 

to incorporate this assurance—as well as the assurance that non-profit animal rescue 

groups will also not be affected— within the final rule. 

 

                                                 
29 USDA APHIS Regulatory Impact Analysis & Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis, Proposed Rule APHIS-2011-

0003 (April 2012), at ii, available at 

http://naiaonline.org/uploads/Main_Upload_Directory/UsdaRegulatoryImpactAnalysis.pdf.  
30

 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of Inspector General, Animal Health Inspection Service Animal Care 

Program, Supra note 4, at 5. 
31 Report of the Committee on Legal Issues Pertaining to Animals of the Association of the Bar of the City of New 

York Regarding the Recommendations to Amend the Animal Welfare Act, 9 ANIMAL L., 345, 347 (2003). 
32

 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office of Inspector General, Animal Health Inspection Service Animal Care 

Program, Supra note 4, at 5. 
33

 Id., at 4-5.   
34 USDA APHIS Animal Care July 2012 Questions and Answers: Proposed Rule–Retail Pet Sales 

http://www.aphis.usda.gov/publications/animal_welfare/2012/retail_pets_faq.pdf  

http://naiaonline.org/uploads/Main_Upload_Directory/UsdaRegulatoryImpactAnalysis.pdf
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The AWA has never applied to animal rescue groups, shelters and like because these 

entities do not operate for commercial profit
35

. In fact, these entities not only consistently 

work to re-home abandoned, seized, or relinquished animals, they have, and will continue 

to, take on the enormous challenge of caring for thousands of dogs rescued from puppy 

mills. Many breed rescue groups specifically work to ensure animal shelters are not 

overwhelmed. To ensure these laudable efforts are not deterred, IFAW strongly 

encourages USDA-APHIS to state an explicit exemption for non-profit shelters and 

rescue groups. 

 

 

III. CONCLUSION 

 

IFAW commends USDA-APHIS for its proposed commitment toward more effectively 

addressing the retail sale of pet animals under the AWA. Upon adequate address of the 

areas put forth in part II of this document, the agency will be taking a strong step in the 

right direction toward closing a massive AWA loophole that has left thousands of dogs 

lacking in basic humane treatment and care. 

 

                                                 
35 To qualify as a non-profit, a legitimate, non-profit rescue must operate transparently. For example, many go out of 

their way to include their Employer Identification Number (EIN) EIN on their Internet web pages to assure the public 

that they qualify as legal non-profits.  

 


