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Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the Dog Law Act 225 that was issued on December
16, 2006, of which I have several disagreements. The regulatory proposals
in general are very difficult and costly to enforce, extremely onerous, and
not feasible when put in to practice.

The new proposal only permits a licensed kennel to buy from another licensed
kennel. This is fraud for the following reasons:

1. Unless the kennel has purchased, sold, or transferred more than 26
dogs in a calendar year to the individual, it is impossible for the kennel
to know if the individual is required to have a Pennsylvania kennel license.

2. It is unlawful for the department to regulate and inspect kennels
outside of Pennsylvania. .

3. The Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture Dog Law Enforcement Bureau
already requires the name, address, acquisition date, disposition date, type
of sale, breed, sex, color, whelping date, and identification number be
recorded for each and every dog sold, transferred, adopted, or given away.
If the Department wishes to enforce the law, they already have all
information needed.

The proposals referencing to housing and social interaction of dogs of
different sizes are contrary to good husbandry, socializing and training
practices. Moreover, there is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for
the amended space and exercise requirements.

The current proposal claims to be a general list of ideas to improve the
breeding environment for dogs, which are neither substantiated by science
nor attributed as accepted canine husbandry practices. A better idea would
be for Pennsylvania to adopt USDA type standards.

I sincerely request that this proposal be withdrawn.

Yours Sincerely, \ i^ry^e^i^ ///, JL rrr\.rv\JL)vvw$j'r^&%%^/^^^W^^

Dice Valley Kennel
771 Zimmerman Road
Mifflinburg, PA 17844
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Dear Ms. Bender: i i U i U

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender:

My name is Donald Kraly and I reside at 164 Penns Woods Lane, Loysville, Pa. I am a
member and Field Trial Secretary of several Beagle Clubs in this area. I have owned and raised
Beagles since my teens and have participated in running them in field trials for the last thirty-six
years. As a responsible dog owner I am very concerned about the proposed amendments to the
Pennsylvania Dog Law Regulations.

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law
regulations issued on December 16,2006. I believe inhumane and substandard kennel conditions
should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most of the proposed regulatory changes are needed,
or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are impractical, excessively
burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and /or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

Examples of problems with the proposal are the following:

The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show
breeding households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with regulations, and which
there is no reason to regulate.

The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the
proposal are not enumerated or limited.

There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to
good husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The proposal that outdoor facilities, including runs and exercise areas shall be kept free of grass is
ludicrous. This proposal would in effect mean dogs could not be trained in grassy areas, dogs could
not be used for hunting or field trials since they are run in grassy areas.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also
associate myself with the more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of
Dogs Clubs and The Harrisburg Kennel Club.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately
enforced. If, after implementing its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau
finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the
existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose changes based on them. The
current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment for dogs
that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured, and no
basis in science or accepted canine husbandry practices. Clearly these proposal were the ideas of
individuals with apparently a lack of common sense. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender: ' I'OU; 'j.M^-Min

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* Tne definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

fa ,\rlW)3
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I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely, KJ - —

/S'C/3

, : ; , • » ! < • ' • ' ^ ' • - -



2559 " pcrnVAl
Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement " "
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture 17 FED • > Pn 2 I 8
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408 ;>

• Dear Ms. Bender: • \MM :MMM

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely, ______

i m v}
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I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely, \ .

y ô <" .i^f '

V .
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Dear Ms. Bender: f 3; W

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing* would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

i4>n
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Dear Ms. Bender: C ;

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

5^1&.-W^ ^ VU&A
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender i :

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

*""""*' - ^ 6 _ f ^ ^
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Dear Ms. Bender: i ^ :

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender: n

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender: nv ; ^ ^ j

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely, L, - „ _ , , * ^
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Dear Ms. Bender: • ' . • l M ^ : 0 ; V ; . • • ' • • • :::-<l

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

W*> JTJ"^

^ / ; , / j / ^ /Y'^y
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Dear Ms. Bender u I u

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

^ ^ y^<Lj ^y^- /9f / ^ ^
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Dear Ms. Bender icV U

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

6 ^ 7 &a,^,f</^ /$p / , f ^ j%
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Dear Ms. Bender: • [•jATW Uj:;:: ';:'';̂ 0M

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender ' s

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

/tsatM
/A
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

^%7y.^c^;^/^f
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

„ (--'L. C_-

Sincerely,

7*/
{ . < • • • •
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Dear Ms. Bender: i

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender: i iv

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely, f
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Dear Ms. Bender • . • u — - ' H ^ V ^ C ^ O H

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels. ,

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

- -J J 0 f LJ -•—3
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Dear Ms. Bender: U

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

UW^y? / / ^ /%, /f^AP
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Dear Ms. Bender: i ; : ; j

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances- Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

< -

Sincerely,

-.:^W6:^ V W W 5
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Dear Ms. Bender: • K/rW 0O'-;;.-l':;iOH

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

1 /<%&3rX- f W /
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Attn: Ms. Mary Bender
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture 3 / FE5 6 K: Z ! /
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408 « I ;

Dear Ms. Bender: 1

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender r Vi U ( f

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

Itn l-idioe/'hior< &±
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Dear Ms. Bender: • ' H:::'/;L.-fM) ̂  -if* W

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender: H r

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards. r

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

i-itjCMUJQ, K:.c



2559
Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement ! ' ' - -
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture c ; ~" n. u
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408 „ ( ,

Dear Ms. Bender: $%$ \\::r^:'y

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

J^jer> - !
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender i: : I

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

. < , \ .' ./ A-, si \i
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

TV:^—-^ir /ewc--
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

/ , / 7 6
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Dear Ms. Bender i v

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

J . ' . (••••
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* TTie definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Benden • • liM'Ot'MW

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely, / /
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Dear Ms. Bender: • ' I£V;LW U.^.;^J.-N

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

/7
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

/T
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Dear Ms. Bender: » v ; ; ;

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

i



2559
Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement ,
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender H i i H:B ~o I'H >:: I I
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
2301 North Cameron Street « r
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408 '''^v'^y-^^11

Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

iL/V^/CU
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.
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Dear Ms. Bender: i ; fj

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.
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Dear Ms. Bender: ^ s

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

^-G^^c/
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

. • ? • i'C*
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely, n
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.
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Dear Ms. Bender: i UH ; I

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender:

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,
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Dear Ms. Bender: Ĥ :.̂  :

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely,

^ " ' ^-^W^_X^
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Dear Ms. Bender: HrVlLr l-U^A '̂̂ U:-;

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

//6'fW
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Attn: Ms. Mary Bender
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture 1
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Dear Ms. Bender.

I am writing to comment on the proposed amendments to the Pennsylvania dog law regulations issued on December 16,
2006. I believe that inhumane and substandard kennel conditions should not be tolerated, but I do not agree that most
of the proposed regulatory changes are needed, or would necessarily have a beneficial outcome if adopted. Many are
impractical, excessively burdensome and costly, unenforceable, and/or will not improve the quality of life for the dogs in
these kennels.

* The definition of "temporary housing" would require thousands of small residential hobby and show breeding
households to become licensed which could not possibly comply with the regulations, and which there is no reason to
regulate.

* The obligations of owners of "temporary housing" which are made subject to inspection by the proposal are not
enumerated or limited.

* There is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

* The regulations will require wholesale renovation, if not rebuilding, of many kennels already built in compliance
with current federal and/or state standards. There is no scientific foundation for the arbitrary, rigid engineering
standards specified.

* Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises but are covered by the
Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior to those required by the proposed new standards,
would be unable to comply with the rigid commercial kennel standards.

* The record keeping requirements with respect to exercise, cleaning, and other aspects of kennel management are
excessively burdensome and serve no useful purpose, as it would be impossible to verify their accuracy in all but the
most egregious circumstances. Such egregious circumstances already violate existing regulations.

* The proposals pertaining to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socialization and training practices.

The above is far from a complete list of the deficiencies with the proposed regulations. I also associate myself with the
more detailed comments on this proposal by the Pennsylvania Federation of Dog Clubs.

The Bureau has tacitly conceded that its current regulations have not been adequately enforced. If, after implementing
its recently announced enhanced enforcement program, the Bureau finds it is still unable to prevent inhumane treatment
of dogs because of specific deficiencies in the existing regulations, it should cite these specific deficiencies and propose
changes based on them. The current proposal appears to be merely a laundry list of ideas for improving the environment
for dogs that has no connection to specific instances in which the welfare of dogs could not be secured and no basis in
science or accepted canine husbandry practices. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

6^./^'^4,,/4%'
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement OTTO if RM!! AJnPv
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender . ' . #BW«nZ"'
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

Re: Doc. No. 06-2452

Dear Ms. Bender:

My name is Lois Albright of 146 Manor Road, Centre Hall, PA. I purchased my first dog,
a Keeshond, in 1980, and have trained and shown in Conformation, Obedience and Agility
over the past 26 years. I am a member of the Mt. Nittany Dog Training Club, and
participate in obedience training classes at our club site.

I purchased my dog directly from a reputable breeder, not from a pet shop, shelter, or
rescue because I wanted to know that my dog would have a good temperament and be
healthy. I wanted to know that my dog had been exposed to different situations and was
prepared to live her life as a family pet and as a conformation and performance dog. By
purchasing directly from a responsible breeder, I was able to see the conditions in which
the dog was raised. My breeder raises her dogs in the house and works hard to provide the
puppies with attention that builds confidence.

I credit my dog's good temperament to the love and attention my breeder gave her puppies,
and to the breeder's knowledge of Keeshond pedigrees. Most importantly to me, this
included constant exposure to everyday life noises, sights and sounds.

1. My puppy was taken outside to potty on grass regularly. This was important to me
and helped my puppy with the housebreaking process.

2. My puppy was socialized with other dogs and is comfortable in our neighborhood
setting, and at training classes and other dog performance events.

3. In a home situation my puppy was exposed to television, radio, dish washer,
clothes washer, dryer, vacuum cleaner, and many other noises that occur regularly
in my home.

Smaller breeders and dog owners who maintain their dogs in their own residential premises
but are covered by the Pennsylvania dog law, who provide care and conditions far superior
to those required by the proposed new standards, would be unable to comply with the rigid
commercial kennel standards. I urge that this proposal be withdrawn.

Sincerely yours,

Lois Albright
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Ms. Mary Bender
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

Re. Doc. No. 06-2452

Dear Ms. Bender,
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It has been brought to my attention the newly proposed amendments to the PA
dog law regulations. As the owner of^aX several) companion dog (s), I am writing to
express my concerns and opposition to the proposed changes.

I purchased my dog directly from a reputable breeder, not a pet shop or large-
scale commercial kennel, because I wanted the best chance at getting a healthy dog with a
good temperament. I wanted to know that my puppy had been exposed to a variety of
normal household situations and was prepared to live the life of a family companion. By
buying directly from a breeder, I was able to see the conditions in which my puppy was

The proposed changes, particularly those applying to "Kennels- Primary
Enclosures", are of particular concern to me. It is my understanding that in these
proposed changes, if a cumulative total of 26 dogs are housed at "the Establishment"
during a calendar year, then licensed breeders will be required to* have housing facilities
that comply with the specifications outlined in the proposed changes. Small scale
breeders who fall into the class 1 designation, would no longer be able to maintain, breed,
whelp or raise their dogs within their homes. These breeders, who strive to produce dogs
which are true to breed type, of good temperament, and, inasmuch as possible, free from
genetic disorders, would be forced to either restrict their numbers or build facilities to
meet the standards.

I credit my dog's good temperament to thoughtful breeding and to the love and
attention that my breeder gave my puppy. Most importantly, this included exposure to
everyday sights and sounds, such as:

1) My puppy was taken outside to potty on grass regularly. This is of importance to
me, as it helped with the housebreaking process.

2) In a home situation, my puppy was exposed to different surfaces and noises such
as kitchen appliances, television and other noises that occur in my home.

3) My puppy was given opportunity to interact with other dogs, helping with social
skills needed to meet other dogs we come in contact with!

While I applaud the efforts to improve the living conditions for the dogs and puppies
being raised in commercial facilities, I find it a great disservice to the reputable breeder,
who standards far surpass in many ways, what these proposed amendments mandate. I,
for one, want the choice to buy from a small scale, reputable breeder, and oppose these
amendments.

Sincerely,

L. Lebo
Ridgeview Drive

Marysville, PA 17053
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Re. Doc. No. 06-2452 Proposed Changes to the Dog Law HOIL" uW;l«;dU)\

Dear Ms. Bender,

It has been brought to my attention the newly proposed amendments to the PA
dog law regulations. As the owner of ( a / several ) companion dog (s), I am writing to
express my concerns and opposition to the proposed changes.

I purchased my dog directly from a reputable breeder, not a pet shop or large-
scale commercial kennel, because I wanted the best chance at getting a healthy dog with a
good temperament. I wanted to know that my puppy had been exposed to a variety of
normal household situations and was prepared to live the life of a family companion. By
buying directly from a breeder, I was able to see the conditions in which my puppy was

The proposed changes, particularly those applying to "Kennels- Primary
Enclosures", are of particular concern to me. It is my understanding that in these
proposed changes, if a cumulative total of 26 dogs are housed at "the Establishment"
during a calendar year, then licensed breeders will be required to have housing facilities
that comply with the specifications outlined in the proposed changes. Small scale
breeders who fall into the class 1 designation, would no longer be able to maintain, breed,
whelp or raise their dogs within their homes. These breeders, who strive to produce dogs
which are true to breed type, of good temperament, and, inasmuch as possible, free from
genetic disorders, would be forced to either restrict their numbers or build facilities to
meet the standards.

I credit my dog's good temperament to thoughtful breeding and to the love and
attention that my breeder gave my puppy. Most importantly, this included exposure to
everyday sights and sounds, such as:

1) My puppy was taken outside to potty on grass regularly. This is of importance to
me, as it helped with the housebreaking process.

2) In a home situation, my puppy was exposed to different surfaces and noises such
as kitchen appliances, television and other noises that occur in my home.

3) My puppy was given opportunity to interact with other dogs, helping with social
skills needed to meet other dogs we come in contact with.

While I applaud the efforts to improve the living conditions for the dogs and puppies
being raised in commercial facilities, I find it a great disservice to the reputable breeder,
who standards far surpass in many ways, what these proposed amendments mandate. I,
for one, want the choice to buy from a small scale, reputable breeder, and oppose these
amendments.

Sincerely,

; r , Xzf )--' ..^cve^
^ . -
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Ms. Mary Bender
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture j ~;
2301 North Cameron Street
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Re. Doc. No. 06-2452

Dear Ms. Bender, . ' ft:Vi;..WUJUK!Jri

The breeder of my sheltie has brought to my attention the newly proposed dog law. As a person
who cares very deeply about my beloved sheltie, I would like to express my concerns about these
proposed changes.

I purchased my dog directly from a reputable breeder, not from a pet shop, shelter, or rescue
because I wanted to know that my dog would have a good temperament and be healthy. Shelties have a
reputation as being shy and noise sensitive. I wanted to know that my dog had been exposed to different
situations and was prepared to live the life as a family pet. By purchasing directly from a breeder I was
able to see the conditions the dog was raised in. My breeder raises her dogs in the house and works
hard to provide the puppies with attention that builds confidence. I know this because my puppy was
content from the day I brought him home and has been a valuable new member of the family.

Upon reading your proposed changes I am primarily concerned about the "Kennels-Primary
Enclosures" portion of this proposal. It is my understanding that in these proposed changes, if a
cumulative total of 26 dogs are housed at "the Establishment" during a calendar year, then licensed
breeders will have to build housing quarters to meet the specifications outlined in these proposed
changes.

I credit my dog's good temperament to the love and attention my breeder gave her puppies.
Most importantly to me, this included constant exposure to everyday life noises, sights and sounds

1. My puppy was taken outside to potty on grass regularly. This was important to me and helped
my puppy with the housebreaking process

2. My puppy was socialized with other dogs and is comfortable in our neighborhood setting where
he sees, meets, and plays with other dogs of various breeds daily.

3. In a home situation my puppy was exposed to television, radio, dish washer, clothes washer,
drier, coffee machines, and many many other noises that occur regularly in my home.

While I applaud the efforts to improve the living conditions for those poor dogs who live in puppy
mills, I feel it would be a greater service to those dogs to not allow "for profit" breeding to occur in the
first place.

Sincerely,

-r;% ci'iWreis
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Re. Doc. No. 06-2452 r '

Dear Ms. Bender, " ""'"'" '*~"

It has been brought to my attention the newly proposed amendments to the PA
dog law regulations. As the owner of ( a / several) companion dog (s), I am writing to
express my concerns and opposition to the proposed changes.

I purchased my dog directly from a reputable breeder, not a pet shop or large-
scale commercial kennel, because I wanted the best chance at getting a healthy dog with a
good temperament. I wanted to know that my puppy had been exposed to a variety of
normal household situations and was prepared to live the life of a family companion. By
buying directly from a breeder, I was able to see the conditions in which my puppy was

The proposed changes, particularly those applying to "Kennels- Primary
Enclosures", are of particular concern to me. It is my understanding that in these proposed
changes, if a cumulative total of 26 dogs are housed at "the Establishment" during a
calendar year, then licensed breeders will be required to have housing facilities that
comply with the specifications outlined in the proposed changes. Small scale breeders
who fall into the class 1 designation, would no longer be able to maintain, breed, whelp
or raise their dogs within their homes. These breeders, who strive to produce dogs which
are true to breed type, of good temperament, and, inasmuch as possible, free from genetic
disorders, would be forced to either restrict their numbers or build facilities to meet the
standards.

I credit my dog's good temperament to thoughtful breeding and to the love and
attention that my breeder gave my puppy. Most importantly, this included exposure to
everyday sights and sounds, such as:

1) My puppy was taken outside to potty on grass regularly. This is of importance to
me, as it helped with the housebreaking process.

2) In a home situation, my puppy was exposed to different surfaces and noises such
as kitchen appliances, television and other noises that occur in my home.

3) My puppy was given opportunity to interact with other dogs, helping with social
skills needed to meet other dogs we come in contact with.

While I applaud the efforts to improve the living conditions for the dogs and puppies
being raised in commercial facilities, I find it a great disservice to the reputable breeder,
who standards far surpass in many ways, what these proposed amendments mandate. I,
for one, want the choice to buy from a small scale, reputable breeder, and oppose these
amendments.

Sincerely,
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture MM
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender i l
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

January 22, 2007

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing to express a few concerns that I have with regard to the proposed
Dog Law Act 225, which was issued on December 16, 2006.

I appreciate that fact that the bureau has helped to improve the dog laws in the
past several years. However, the current proposed regulation changes have
appeared to be intentionally burdensome and go far beyond mere rulemaking.
The proposals add completely new categories and definition. These changes must
be addressed through the legislative process.

The proposed changes require the kennel owner to record every time a water
bowl or food pan is washed, every time the primary and secondary pen
enclosures are cleaned, and the feeding and watering dates and times, etc. All
these burdensome and excessive requirements will require a substantial increase in
manpower with many hours dedicated to filling out written bureaucratic reports
and divert the small business owner's time away from caring for their animals.

The Departments direction and intentions are neither attributed as accepted
canine husbandry practices nor substantiated by science. The Department should
base their changes on education to improve the industry. I request that this
pjoposalbew[|hdrawn.

Yours sincerely.

Spring Brook Kennels
Rdi Box 354 State Rd
Shamokin, PA 17872
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Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

January 24, 2007

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing to express a few concerns that I have with regard to the proposed Dog Law Act
225, which was issued on December 16, 2006.

I appreciate that fact that the bureau has helped to improve the dog laws in the past several
years. However, the current proposed regulation changes have appeared to be intentionally
burdensome and go far beyond mere rulemaking.
The proposals add completely new categories and definition. These changes must be
addressed through the legislative process.

The proposed changes require the kennel owner to record every time a water bowl or food
pan is washed, every time the primary and secondary pen enclosures are cleaned, and the
feeding and watering dates and times, etc. All these burdensome and excessive requirements
will require a substantial increase in manpower with many hours dedicated to filling out
written bureaucratic reports and divert the small business owner's time away from caring
for their animals.

The Departments direction and intentions are neither attributed as accepted canine
husbandry practices nor substantiated by science. The Department should base their
changes on education to improve the industry. I request that this proposal be withdrawn.

Yours sincerely,

Christ K. Stoltzfus
351 East Eby Road
Leola, PA 17540
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Attn: Ms. Mary Bender . mMREGlUfORY -
2301 North CameronStreet . " RM0Q##N

Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

January 18, 2007

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing to express a few concerns that I have with regard to the proposed Dog Law Act
225, which was issued on December 16, 2006.

I appreciate that fact that the bureau has helped to improve the dog laws in the past several
years. However, the current proposed regulation changes have appeared to be intentionally
burdensome and go far beyond mere rulemaking.
The proposals add completely new categories and definition. These changes must be
addressed through the legislative process.

The proposed changes require the kennel owner to record every time a water bowl or food
pan is washed, every time the primary and secondary pen enclosures are cleaned, and the
feeding and watering dates and times, etc. All these burdensome and excessive requirements
will require a substantial increase in manpower with many hours dedicated to filling out
written bureaucratic reports and divert the small business owner's time away from caring
for their animals.

The Departments direction and intentions are neither attributed as accepted canine
husbandry practices nor substantiated by science. The Department should base their
changes on education to improve the industry. I request that this proposal be withdrawn.

Yours sincerely,

Paula M Hutchinson
329 Redwell Road
New Holland, PA 17557
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the proposed amendments to the Dog Law Act 225
which was issued on December 16, 2006.

With a full understanding that the bureau is trying to improve substandard kennel
conditions, I am not in agreement that most of the changes are necessary.

The proposed record keeping would require me to write down the date and time I
washed each food and water bowl, every time a pen is cleaned; each individual
outside run is cleaned, etc. It would be better for me to have my general daily
procedures that I routinely follow, in writing. This is similar to how the USDA
regulations are worded.

The proposed changes would also require the demolition of Pennsylvania's licensed
and inspected kennels. Yet, there is no scientific basis for the change. In addition,
the average cost to rebuild kennel will be between $30,000.00 and $500,000.00 each.

I sincerely urge that this proposal be withdrawn, as the beneficial outcome will be in
question if the proposal is adopted.

Yours truly,
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement _ _ _ _ , ^ _ _ , ^ ,
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture IIDUtNi.itf41 Mcuumium
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender ' . REIfCillSWN
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

January 12, 2007

Dear Ms. Bender,

1 am writing to express a few concerns that I have with regard to the proposed
Dog Law Act 225, which was issued on December 16, 2006.

1 appreciate that fact that the bureau has helped to improve the dog laws in the
past several years. However, the current proposed regulation changes have
appeared to be intentionally burdensome and go far beyond mere rulemaking.
The proposals add completely new categories and definition. These changes must
be addressed through the legislative process.

The proposed changes require the kennel owner to record every time a water
bowl or food pan is washed, every time the primary and secondary pen
enclosures are cleaned, and the feeding and watering dates and times, etc. All
these burdensome and excessive requirements will require a substantial increase in
manpower with many hours dedicated to filling out written bureaucratic reports
and divert the small business owner's time away from caring for their animals.

The Departments direction and intentions are neither attributed as accepted
canine husbandry practices nor substantiated by science. The Department should
base their changes on education to improve the industry. I request that this
proposal be withdrawn.

Yours sincerely,

rcuuci Y&J-uv-K,

Paul Hoover
246 Kurtz Road
Ephrata, PA 17522
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the proposed amendments to the Dog Law Act 225
which was issued on December 16,2006.

With a full understanding that the bureau is trying to improve substandard kennel
conditions, I am not in agreement that most of the changes are necessary.

The proposed record keeping would require me to write down the date and time I
washed each food and water bowl, every time a pen is cleaned; each individual
outside run is cleaned, etc. It would be better for me to have my general daily
procedures that I routinely follow, in writing. This is similar to how the USDA
regulations are worded.

The proposed changes would also require the demolition of Pennsylvania's licensed
and inspected kennels. Yet, there is no scientific basis for the change. In addition,
the average cost to rebuild kennel will be between $30,000.00 and $500,000.00 each.

I sincerely urge that this proposal be withdrawn, as the beneficial outcome will be in
question if the proposal is adopted.

Yours truly,
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2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

January 26, 2007

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing to express a few concerns that I have with regard to the proposed Dog Law Act
225, which was issued on December 16, 2006.

I appreciate that fact that the bureau has helped to improve the dog laws in the past several
years. However, the current proposed regulation changes have appeared to be intentionally
burdensome and go far beyond mere rulemaking. The proposals add completely new
categories and definition. These changes must be addressed through the legislative process.

The proposed changes require the kennel owner to record every time a water bowl or food
pan is washed, every time the primary and secondary pen enclosures are cleaned, and the
feeding and watering dates and times, etc. All these burdensome and excessive requirements
will require a substantial increase in manpower with many hours dedicated to filling out
written bureaucratic reports and divert the small business owner's time away from caring for
their animals.

The Departments direction and intentions are neither attributed as accepted canine
husbandry practices nor substantiated by science. The Department should base their
changes on education to improve the industry. I request that this proposal be withdrawn.

Yours sincerely,

Steven Stoltzfus
81 Lesher Rd
Newburg, PA 17240
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2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

January 26, 2007

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing to express a few concerns that I have with regard to the proposed Dog Law Act
225, which was issued on December 16, 2006.

I appreciate that fact that the bureau has helped to improve the dog laws in the past several
years. However, the current proposed regulation changes have appeared to be intentionally
burdensome and go far beyond mere rulemaking. The proposals add completely new
categories and definition. These changes must be addressed through the legislative process.

The proposed changes require the kennel owner to record every time a water bowl or food
pan is washed, every time the primary and secondary pen enclosures are cleaned, and the
feeding and watering dates and times, etc. All these burdensome and excessive requirements
will require a substantial increase in manpower with many hours dedicated to filling out
written bureaucratic reports and divert the small business owner's time away from caring for
their animals.

The Departments direction and intentions are neither attributed as accepted canine
husbandry practices nor substantiated by science. The Department should base their
changes on education to improve the industry. I request that this proposal be withdrawn.

Yours sincerely,

'frern, tf.

Ben Stoltzfus
333 Shaffertown Rd.
Madisonburg, PA 16852
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the proposed amendments to the Dog Law Act 225
which was issued on December 16, 2006.

With a full understanding that the bureau is trying to improve substandard kennel
conditions, I am not in agreement that most of the changes are necessary.

The proposed record keeping would require me to write down the date and time I
washed each food and water bowl, every time a pen is cleaned; each individual
outside run is cleaned, etc. It would be better for me to have my general daily
procedures that I routinely follow, in writing. This is similar to how the USDA
regulations are worded.

The proposed changes would also require the demolition of Pennsylvania's
licensed and inspected kennels. Yet, there is no scientific basis for the change.
In addition, the average cost to rebuild kennel will be between $30,000.00 and
$500,000.00 each.

I sincerely urge that this proposal be withdrawn, as the beneficial outcome will be
in question if the proposal is adopted.

Yours truly,
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the proposed amendments to the Dog Law Act 225
which was issued on December 16, 2006.

With a full understanding that the bureau is trying to improve substandard kennel
conditions, I am not in agreement that most of the changes are necessary.

The proposed record keeping would require me to write down the date and time I
washed each food and water bowl, every time a pen is cleaned; each individual
outside run is cleaned, etc. It would be better for me to have my general daily
procedures that I routinely follow, in writing. This is similar to how the USDA
regulations are worded.

The proposed changes would also require the demolition of Pennsylvania's
licensed and inspected kennels. Yet, there is no scientific basis for the change.
In addition, the average cost to rebuild kennel will be between $30,000.00 and
$500,000.00 each.

I sincerely urge that this proposal be withdrawn, as the beneficial outcome will be
in question if the proposal is adopted.

Yours truly,



Meadow View Kennel 2559 RFOFW^D
I I L. . . - V - ^ " S-v.,,-.. E « 3...-*,,- I - ' - '

3017 Irishtown Rd
Ronks,PA 17572 287 FEB -6 PM 2=

January 23,2007

mm
Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the proposed amendments to the Dog Law Act 225
which was issued on December 16,2006.

With a full understanding that the bureau is trying to improve substandard kennel
conditions, I am not in agreement that most of the changes are necessary.

The proposed record keeping would require me to write dowji the date and time I
washed each food and water bowl, every time a pen is cleaned; each individual
outside run is cleaned, etc. It would be better for me to have my general daily
procedures that I routinely follow, in writing. This is similar to how the USD A
regulations are worded.

The proposed changes would also require the demolition of Pennsylvania's licensed
and inspected kennels. Yet, there is no scientific basis for the change. In addition,
the average cost to rebuild kennel will be between $30,000.00 and $500,000.00 each.

I sincerely urge that this proposal be withdrawn, as the beneficial outcome will be in
question if the proposal is adopted.

Yours truly,
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the proposed amendments to the Dog Law Act 225
which was issued on December 16, 2006.

With a full understanding that the bureau is trying to improve substandard kennel
conditions, I am not in agreement that most of the changes are necessary.

The proposed record keeping would require me to write dow.n the date and time I
washed each food and water bowl, every time a pen is cleaned; each individual
outside run is cleaned, etc. It would be better for me to have my general daily
procedures that I routinely follow, in writing. This is similar to how the USDA
regulations are worded.

The proposed changes would also require the demolition of Pennsylvania's
licensed and inspected kennels. Yet, there is no scientific basis for the change.
In addition, the average cost to rebuild kennel will be between $30,000.00 and
$500,000.00 each.

I sincerely urge that this proposal be withdrawn, as the beneficial outcome will be
in question if the proposal is adopted.

Yours truly,
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the proposed amendments to the Dog Law Act
225 which was issued on December 16, 2006.

With a full understanding that the bureau is trying to improve substandard
kennel conditions, I am not in agreement that most .of the changes are
necessary.

The proposed record keeping would require me to write down the date and
time I washed each food and water bowl, every time a pen is cleaned; each
individual outside run is cleaned, etc. It would be better for me to have my
general daily procedures that I routinely follow, in writing. This is similar to
how the USDA regulations are worded.

The proposed changes would also require the demolition of Pennsylvania's
licensed and inspected kennels. Yet, there is no scientific basis for the
change. In addition, the average cost to rebuild kennel will be between
$30,000.00 and $500,000.00 each.

I sincerely urge that this proposal be withdrawn, as the beneficial outcome
will be in question if the proposal is adopted.

Yours truly, 4ru 6W
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture f^ ;:: J : I; ;
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender f £ :E' [)> 7.r7'hJ

2301 North Cameron Street

Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408

January 22, 2007

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing to express a few concerns that I have with regard to the proposed
Dog Law Act 225, which was issued on December 16, 2006.

I appreciate that fact that the bureau has helped to improve the dog laws in the
past several years. However, the current proposed regulation changes have
appeared to be intentionally burdensome and go far beyond mere rulemaking.
The proposals add completely new categories and definition. These changes must
be addressed through the legislative process.

The proposed changes require the kennel owner to record every time a water
bowl or food pan is washed, every time the primary and secondary pen
enclosures are cleaned, and the feeding and watering dates and times, etc. All
these burdensome and excessive requirements will require a substantial increase in
manpower with many hours dedicated to filling out written bureaucratic reports
and divert the small business owner's time away from caring for their animals.

The Departments direction and intentions are neither attributed as accepted
canine husbandry practices nor substantiated by science. The Department should
base their changes on education to improve the industry. I request that this
proposal be withdrawn.

Yours sincerely, & * & X W / ^ %

Speicher's Kennels
271 Summers Rd
Millersburg, PA 17061
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement * \L,A '\ i V LA.J
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender 207 FES -6 PM 2= %6
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408 Rirorwwf

January 19, 2007

Dear Ms. Bender, .

I am writing in response to the Dog Law Act 225 that was issued on December
16, 2006, of which I have several disagreements. The regulatory proposals
in general are very difficult and costly to enforce, extremely onerous, and
not feasible when put in to practice.

The new proposal only permits a licensed kennel to buy from another licensed
kennel. This is fraud for the following reasons:

1. Unless the kennel has purchased, sold, or transferred more than 26
dogs in a calendar year to the individual, it is impossible for the kennel
to know if the individual is required to have a Pennsylvania kennel license.

2. It is unlawful for the department to regulate and inspect kennels
outside of Pennsylvania.

3. The Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture Dog Law Enforcement Bureau
already requires the name, address, acquisition date, disposition date, type
of sale, breed, sex, color, whelping date, and identification number be
recorded for each and every dog sold, transferred, adopted, or given away.
If the Department wishes to enforce the law, they already have all
information needed.

The proposals referencing to housing and social interaction of dogs of
different sizes are contrary to good husbandry, socializing and training
practices. Moreover, there is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for
the amended space and exercise requirements.

The current proposal claims to be a general list of ideas to improve the
breeding environment for dogs, which are neither substantiated by science
nor attributed as accepted canine husbandry practices. A better idea would
be for Pennsylvania to adopt USDA type standards.

I sincerely request that this proposal be withdrawn.

Yours Sincerely, .

David Hutchinson
32 9 Redwell Road
New Holland, PA 17557
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement I iLWL_i V u , /
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender wn pro-6 pM t MS
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January 27, 2007 % ' # UUM%i%UN

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the Dog Law Act 225 that was issued on December
16, 2006, of which I have several disagreements. The regulatory proposals
in general are very difficult and. costly to enforce, extremely onerous, and
not feasible when put in to practice.

The new proposal only permits a licensed kennel to buy from another licensed
kennel. This is fraud for the following reasons:

1. Unless the kennel has purchased, sold, or transferred more than 2 6
dogs in a calendar year to the individual, it is impossible for the kennel
to know if the individual is required to have a Pennsylvania kennel license.

2. It is unlawful for the department to regulate and inspect kennels
outside of Pennsylvania.

3. The Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture Dog Law Enforcement Bureau
already requires the name, address, acquisition date, disposition date, type
of sale, breed, sex, color, whelping date, and identification number be
recorded for each and every dog sold, transferred, adopted, or given away.
If the Department wishes to enforce the law, they already have all
information needed.

The proposals referencing to housing and social interaction of dogs of
different sizes are contrary to good husbandry, socializing and training
practices. Moreover, there is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for
the amended space and exercise requirements.

The current proposal claims to be a general list of ideas to improve the
breeding environment for dogs, which are neither substantiated by science
nor attributed as accepted canine husbandry practices. A better idea would
be for Pennsylvania to adopt USDA type standards.

I sincerely request that this proposal be withdrawn.

Yours Sincerely,

WdA ^ 6^VK^^0^/
U 0

E Z Puppies
2223 Main St
Narvon, PA 17555
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement ili—V^L--s V L.,.:—/
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture
Attn:Ms.MaryBender 207FE8'6 PH 2 ^ 5
2301 North Cameron Street

Hamsburg, PA 17110-9408 INrfPPNlBIl RR%IATORY

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the Dog Law Act 225 that was issued on December 16, 2006, of which I have
several disagreements. The regulatory proposals in general are very difficult and costly to enforce, extremely
onerous, and not feasible when put in to practice.

The new proposal only permits a licensed kennel to buy from another licensed kennel. This is fraud for the
following reasons:

1. Unless the kennel has purchased, sold, or transferred more than 26 dogs in a calendar year to the
individual, it is impossible for the kennel to know if the individual is required to have a Pennsylvania kennel
license.

2. It is unlawful for the department to regulate and inspect kennels outside of Pennsylvania.

3. The Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture Dog Law Enforcement Bureau already requires the
name, address, acquisition date, disposition date, type of sale, breed, sex, color, whelping date, and
identification number be recorded for each and every dog sold, transferred, adopted, or given away. If the
Department wishes to enforce the law, they already have all information needed.

The proposals referencing to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to good
husbandry, socializing and training practices. Moreover, there is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis
for the amended space and exercise requirements.

The current proposal claims to be a general list of ideas to improve the breeding environment for dogs,
which are neither substantiated by science nor attributed as accepted canine husbandry practices. A better
idea would be for Pennsylvania to adopt USDA type standards.

I sincerely request that this proposal be withdrawn.

Yours Sincerely,

Deer Hollow Kennel
185 Truce Rd
New Providence, PA 17560
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture ,.n L pw o- LiS
Attru Ms. Mary Bender %3f f^ - o ^ ' ^
2301 North Cameron Street

Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408 INOcPtNLtW

January 19,2007

Dear Ms. Bender,
I am writing in response to the Dog Law Act 225 that was issued on December 16, 2006, of which Ihave
several disagreements. The regulatory proposals in general are very difficult and costly to enforce,
extremely onerous, and not feasible when put in to practice.

The new proposal only permits a licensed kennel to buy from another licensed kennel. This is fraud for
the following reasons:

1. Unless the kennel has purchased, sold, or transferred more than 26 dogs in a calendar year to
the individual, it is impossible for the kennel to know if the individual is required to have a
Pennsylvania kennel license.

2. It is unlawful for the department to regulate and inspect kennels outside of Pennsylvania.

3. The Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture Dog Law Enforcement Bureau already requires
the name, address, acquisition date, disposition date, type of sale, breed, sex, color, whelping
date, and identification number be recorded for each and every dog sold, transferred, adopted,
or given away. If the Department wishes to enforce the law, they already have all information
needed.

The proposals referencing to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to
good husbandry, socializing and training practices. Moreover, there is no scientific or accepted
husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

The current proposal claims to be a general list of ideas to improve the breeding environment for dogs,
which are neither substantiated by science nor attributed as accepted canine husbandry practices. A
better idea would be for Pennsylvania to adopt USDA type standards.

I sincerely request that this proposal be withdrawn.

Yours Sincerely,

Daniel F Stoltzfus
255 School Lane Rd
Gap, PA 17527
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January 19, 2007

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the Dog Law Act 225 that was issued on December 16, 2006, of which I
have several disagreements. The regulatory proposals in general are very difficult and costly to enforce,
extremely onerous, and not feasible when put in to practice.

The new proposal only permits a licensed kennel to buy from another licensed kennel. This is fraud for
the following reasons:

1. Unless the kennel has purchased, sold, or transferred more than 26 dogs in a calendar year to the
individual, it is impossible for the kennel to know if the individual is required to have a
Pennsylvania kennel license.

2. It is unlawful for the department to regulate and inspect kennels outside of Pennsylvania.

3. The Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture Dog Law Enforcement Bureau already requires the
name, address, acquisition date, disposition date, type of sale, breed, sex, color, whelping date,
and identification number be recorded for each and every dog sold, transferred, adopted, or given
away. If the Department wishes to enforce the law, they already have all information needed.

The proposals referencing to housing and social interaction of dogs of different sizes are contrary to
good husbandry, socializing and training practices. Moreover, there is no scientific or accepted
husbandry basis for the amended space and exercise requirements.

The current proposal claims to be a general list of ideas to improve the breeding environment for dogs,
which are neither substantiated by science nor attributed as accepted canine husbandry practices. A
better idea would be for Pennsylvania to adopt USDA type standards.

I sincerely request that this proposal be withdrawn.

Yours Sincerely,

Christ B Lapp
3019 Irishtown Road
Ronks, PA 17572
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Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement
Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture ,,..,.„ ,..,..-,, , r,,, ̂  ,v,
Attn: Ms. Mary Bender '•• ;/ :c': ""° ''[ L" 'L '•
2301 North Cameron Street
Harrisburg, PA 17110-9408 JHOH :';'-:T;"- :\\UMJM

January 31, 2007

Dear Ms. Bender,

I am writing in response to the Dog Law Act 225 that was issued on December
16, 2006, of which I have several disagreements. The regulatory proposals
in general are very difficult and costly to enforce, extremely onerous, and
not feasible when put in to practice. .

The new proposal only permits a licensed kennel to buy from another licensed
kennel. This is fraud for the following reasons:

1. Unless the kennel has purchased, sold, or transferred more than 26
dogs in a calendar year to the individual, it is impossible for the kennel
to know if the individual is required to have a Pennsylvania kennel license.

2. It is unlawful for the department to regulate and inspect kennels
outside of Pennsylvania.

3. The Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture Dog Law Enforcement Bureau
already requires the name, address, acquisition date, disposition date, type
of sale, breed, sex, color, whelping date, and identification number be
recorded for each and every dog sold, transferred, adopted, or given away.
If the Department wishes to enforce the law, they already have all
information needed.

The proposals referencing to housing and social interaction of dogs of
different sizes are contrary to good husbandry, socializing and training
practices. Moreover, there is no scientific or accepted husbandry basis for
the amended space and exercise requirements.

The current proposal claims to be a general list of ideas to improve the
breeding environment for dogs, which are neither substantiated by science
nor attributed as accepted canine husbandry practices. A better idea would
be for Pennsylvania to adopt USDA type standards.

I sincerely request that this proposal be withdrawn.

Yours Sincerely, \Jf[{/) %W%Z&2W

Dice Valley Kennel
771 Zimmerman Road
Mifflinburg, PA 17844


