
 

 

 

APPENDIX 



A.  First Proposal submitted by a Workgroup member at the October 24th DAI 
Workgroup meeting 

 
1)  Adopt either the ZAA or Florida list for Class 1 animals and limit facilities able to keep     
these animals.  Having a USDA and VDGIF license is NOT enough to maintain these class 1 
animals.   Facilities allowed to keep class 1 animals would be limited to the following: 

• AZA or ZAA accredited facilities. 
• Allow local jurisdictions (city council or board of supervisors) to authorize                                      

facilities not AZA or ZAA accredited to possess such animals providing the     
following requirements are met.  

o Liability insurance 
o Written safety plan including escape protocol 
o Trained staff with appropriate tranquilizing and lethal equipment on site 
o An enclosure for each class 1 animal that meets ZAA or AZA standards for that 

species  (USDA gives min space and animal care guidelines AZA and ZAA  have 
enclosure containment standards such as height, overhangs,  gauge of wire etc.) 

 2) Add primates to the list of animals requiring a USDA and VDGIF permit. 

             If a facility or individual does not meet the requirements of both licenses they will   
             not be permitted to obtain primates. 
 
 3) Create a venomous snake registry similar to Virginia's dangerous dog registry. 
 
             This would allow local jurisdiction the information needed for first responders. 
 
4) Require all applicants to submit copies USDA inspections with application renewal. 
 
             This would allow VDGIF to monitor patterns of noncompliance. 
 
5) Require copy of insurance to be sent to VDGIF as part of the renewal application. 
  
6) Increase fines and penalties for non-compliance to existing and new regulations. 
 
7) Look at increasing existing permit fees as well as fees for the venomous snake registry (if 
established) 
 
Funding necessary to enforce any new regulation is critical especially in this economy. 
Implementation of the recommendations above would not require as much new funds because it 
is using AZA and ZAA’s accreditation process and enclosure standards which are already in 
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place. Hopefully, with an increase in permit fees and the fees associated with a venomous snake 
registry, VDGIF could hire more staff to oversee any new changes. 
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B.  Second Proposal submitted by a Workgroup member during the November 13th 
DAI Workgroup meeting 

 
If the Workgroup decides there is a need to strengthen current regulations for any of the VDGIF 
restricted animals, the following is a more detailed recommendation to allow local jurisdictions 
(city council or board of supervisors) to authorize facilities not AZA or ZAA accredited to 
possess such animals providing the following requirements are met.  These proposed 
requirements are in addition to the current regulations. 
 
The following is a list of the only animals affected by this proposal (ZAA Class 1 list): 
 
Baboons    Elephants   Leopards 
Bears     Gavials   Lions 
Black caimans    Gelada baboons  Orangutans 
Cape buffalos    Gibbons   Rhinoceros 
Chimpanzees    Gorillas   Siamangs 
Cougars, panthers   Hippopotamuses  Snow leopards 
Crocodiles (except dwarf & Congo) Jaguars   Tigers 
Drills and mandrills   Komodo dragons  Hybrids of the above 
 
FACILITY REQUIREMENTS 
 

1) Minimum $100,000 liability coverage, certificate of insurance provided to VDGIF each 
year. 

2) Written safety plan including escape protocol kept on site. 
3) Written succession plan for the placement of animals if a facility can no longer care for 

them. 
4) Training/experience- an individual at the facility shall demonstrate no less than one (1) 

year of substantial practical experience (to consist of no less than 1,000 hours) in the 
care, feeding, handling and husbandry of the species for which the facility is adding, or 
other species, within the same biological family which are substantially similar in size, 
characteristics, behavior, habits, care and nutritional requirements of the species for 
which the facility is adding.   

 
For the purposes of demonstrating compliance, applicants shall submit documentation of such 
experience, including: 
      a) A description of the specific experience acquired.   
      b) The dates and times the experience was obtained and the specific location(s)          
           where acquired. 
      c) References  from no less than two (2) individuals, no more than one of which may be  
           a relative of the applicant, having personal knowledge of the applicant’s stated  
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           experience.                                                                                   
5) Have appropriate tranquilizing and lethal equipment on site. 
6) A fence of not less than eight (8) feet in height, constructed of not less than 11 ½-gauge 

chain link, or equivalent, shall be present around the premises or areas of the facility 
wherein Class 1 animals are housed or exercised outdoors; to prevent escape from the 
property of any wildlife that may escape the primary cages and to deter unwanted entry 
by the public. 

 
STRUCTURAL CAGE REQUIREMENTS 
 

(A)  Group I-Chimpanzees (over 50 pounds), gorillas, orangutans. 
 

1. Outdoor facilities- Cage construction materials shall consist of steel bars, two-inch 
galvanized pipe, six-gauge chain link, masonry block or their strength equivalent. 

2. Indoor facilities & potential escape routes shall be equipped with steel bars, two-inch 
galvanized pipe, six-gauge chain link or equivalent in rooms where the wildlife is 
maintained. 

 
(B) Group II-Chimpanzees (up to 50 pounds), drills, mandrills, baboons, jaguars, tigers,  

        lions, cougars, leopards, snow leopards and bears. 
 

1. Outdoor facilities- Cage construction materials shall consist of not less than nine-
gauge chain link or equivalent. 

2. Indoor facilities & potential escape routes shall be equipped with wire or grating of                              
                     not less than nine-gauge or equivalent. 
 

(C) Group III- Rhinoceros, elephants, hippopotamus, cape buffalos. 
 

Indoor and outdoor facilities- Construction materials shall consist of steel bars, masonry 
block or equivalent. 

 
(D)  Group IV-Crocodiles, gavials, caimans, komodo dragons. 

 
Outdoor facilities- Bounded by a fence at least five (5) feet in height or not less than 11 
½-gauge chain link or equivalent. 

 
(E) Group V-Gibbons, Siamangs 

 
1. Outdoor facilities-Construction material shall consist of not less than 11 ½-gauge 

chain link or equivalent. 
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2. Indoor facilities & potential escape routes shall be equipped with wire or grating of 
not less than 11 ½ gauge chain link or equivalent. 

 
Chimpanzees, Gorillas, Orangutans, Gibbons and Siamangs can be kept on island exhibits, wet 
moats shall be used that are no less than 24 feet wide, with 50 percent of the water having a 
depth twice the height of the tallest animal. 
 
Lions and Tigers that are kept in uncovered outdoor exhibits shall have vertical jump walls at 
least 14 feet high, plus a two-foot, 45 degree, inward angle overhang, or vertical jump walls at 
least 16 feet high, without an overhang.  The inward angle fencing shall be made of the same 
material as the vertical fencing.   
 
             Leopards, jaguars, snow leopards and cougars shall not be kept in uncovered enclosures. 
 
Any alternative enclosure design must be approved in writing by VDGIF. 
 
All cages or enclosures of Class 1 animals except cape buffalos, elephants, hippopotamus, 
rhinoceros or outdoor reptile enclosures shall be equipped with a safety entrance.  A safety 
entrance is defined as a protected, secure area that can be entered by a keeper that prevents 
animal escape and safeguards the keeper, or a device that can be activated by a keeper that 
prevents animal escape and safeguards entry.  Such entrances shall include: A double-door 
mechanism, interconnecting cages, a lock-down area, or other comparable devices, that will 
prevent escape and safeguard the keeper.  Safety entrances shall be constructed of materials that 
are of equivalent strength as that prescribed for cage construction for that particular species. 
 
These are the minimum standards to keep these Class 1 animals.  AZA and ZAA accredited 
facilities have met these standards in their accreditation process.  All other facilities will have an 
inspection visit by VDGIF to ensure that each of these minimum standards are met for each type 
of Class 1 animal requested prior to authorizing a facility to hold them. 
 
These regulations apply to permanent housing in the Commonwealth of Virginia.  They shall not 
apply to: 
 

1)  Federal, State or local government facilities or agents holding an animal for an official 
purpose. 

2) Licensed veterinary establishments temporarily holding an animal for the purpose of 
providing veterinary treatment. 

3) Circuses, defined as Class C licensees under the Animal Welfare Act, that are 
temporarily in the State, and that offer scheduled performances by live animals. 

4) A person temporarily transporting an animal through the state if the transit time is not 
more than 24 hours, the animal is not exhibited, and the animals is maintained at all times 
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in a species-appropriate cage or other travel container such that there is no opportunity 
for physical contact with any member of the public. 
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C.  Third Proposal submitted by a Workgroup member at the November 13th DAI 
Workgroup meeting in response to the Second Proposal (sent in advance of the 

meeting by email) 
 
In agreement with the first two proposals, with the following exceptions: 
 
FACILITY REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. Outdoor facilities:  Lions and Tigers.  The previous proposal stipulates vertical walls of 
14 foot height with 2 foot overhang or 16 feet high walls w/o overhang.  The revised 
USDA regulations require 9 gauge chain link 12 foot high walls with 3 or 4 ft chain link 
overhang or 16 foot high walls. Many USDA facilities have already complied with these 
new regulations. The state requirements should be consistent with the USDA standards 
which are already in place.  

2. The USDA also currently requires an 8 foot perimeter fence at least 3 foot from primary 
enclosures housing Class 1 animals. 

3. An addendum to outdoor enclosures to address the recent incident at the AZA accredited 
Pittsburgh Zoo: Public access walkways above Class 1 animals are prohibited. 

4. The ZAA also has current standards regarding public contact with Class 1 animals which 
should be discussed and considered in regard to revised VDGIF regulation. 
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D.  Fourth Proposal Submitted by Non-human Primate Sucommittee 

Fourth Proposal – Non-human Primate Ownership Criteria developed by the NHP 
Subcommittee  1 
 
Basic elements of Non-human Primate (NHP) ownership criteria: 

• Animal must be permitted by VDGIF 
o Endangered NHP will not be permitted as pets 
o No NHP listed in Administrative Code 4VAC15-30-40. will be permitted as a pet 

• VDGIF allowed to set permit fees 
• Owner must have a written disaster plan 
• Animal must be contained on private property and not taken off premises unless it is for 

animal healthcare reasons; penalty for noncompliance 
• Animal must not be exhibited in the home or in a business* 
• Owner must notify local law enforcement within one-hour of becoming aware of an 

escape or immediately upon becoming aware of an escape if it is suspected that the 
animal is off the property  

• Owner must have adequate housing to include a double door system of enclosure if the 
animal is kept outside 

• Penalties for escape due to inadequate enclosures and willfully ignoring directive to 
contain on property unless taken off for animal healthcare needs 

• Owner must have proof of insurance** 
• Owner must have adequate transportation enclosures  
• Permit information and disaster plan shared with local animal control 

 

 

1 A Committee formed at the October 24th Workgroup meeting (October 24) to consider the inclusion of additional non-human 
primates (NHPs) into the VDGIF restricted species list.  Over the course of two conference calls and one in-person meeting (it 
should be noted that not all committee members were able to attend the calls and the meeting, partially due to technical 
difficulties that were encountered with the second conference call) held at 9:00 prior to the start of the November 13th Workgroup 
meeting, the Committee discussed several issues and ideas for the inclusion of additional NHPs to the VDGIF restricted list.  
While consensus was never formally tested in the Committee meetings, there was broad agreement that some level of additional 
oversight of NHP ownership is needed. There was not agreement around proposal for NHPs during the committee deliberations.  
A majority of Committee members supported a potential set of criteria for ownership however, some stakeholders did not support 
this approach and advocated for no ownership of primates within Virginia.  The Committee agreed to forward the proposed 
criteria to the larger Workgroup for discussion, which was not put forth for a consensus vote by the entire Workgroup.   
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E.  DAI Workgroup Meeting agenda  -- September 19, 2012 
 
Facilitated by the UVa IEN (IEN) 

Wednesday, September 19th, 2012 
10:00 AM – 4:00 PM; VHDA Virginia Housing Center, 4224 Cox Road, Glen Allen, VA  23060 

 
9:45  Welcome and registration  

 
10:00 Welcome and Charge 

David Whitehurst, Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries  

• Welcomes the group, background and charge, Coordinating Team overview 

10:10 Welcome, Introductions, Overview, and Guidelines 
Christine Gyovai and Kristina Weaver, UVa IEN  

• Introductions, protocols, meeting guidelines, agenda review and logistics 

11:15 IEN Interview Summary and Public Comment summary presentation  

• With Christine Gyovai and Kristina Weaver of IEN 

• Questions 

12:15 Lunch  (provided) 

12:45 
 

Circle Discussions 

• Small group discussions 

• Questions 

2:15 Break  

2:30 Background of Dangerous Animals Regulation and Policy in Virginia 
Dr. Dan Kovich, Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services  

• Questions  

3:00 Background information for charge  

• Review charge to group  

• Other state regulations and definitions 

25

Kristin
Typewritten Text



• Consider committee formation 

• Workgroup information needs 
Next Steps  

• Media Relations  

• Preview of next meeting and meeting schedule; locations 

• Public meeting mid-late October  

• Public comments (also see www.virginiaanimals.net)  

• Evaluations and next steps  

4:00 Adjourn 
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F.  DAI Workgroup Meeting Summary – September 19, 2012 
VHDA Virginia Housing Center, Glen Allen, VA 

September 19, 2012 -- 10:00 am – 4:00 pm 
 

Facilitated by the Institute for Environmental Negotiation, University of Virginia 

Executive Summary 

Thirty members of the Dangerous Animals Initiative Workgroup gathered at the VHDA Virginia 
Housing Center in Glen Allen, VA, on September 19, 2012, for the first in a series of meetings 
regarding public safety and potentially dangerous animals in Virginia.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to share with the Workgroup: the background of the Initiative, introduce the CT and 
the Charge of the Workgroup, distribute relevant research gathered including current state and 
federal regulations of potentially dangerous animals, and discuss first steps of the Dangerous 
Animal Initiative (DAI).  Below is a brief summary of the meeting, followed by additional 
meeting details and a list of attendees.  

Following the welcome and introductions, Workgroup members were presented with a summary 
of key findings from approximately thirty interviews with stakeholders conducted by IEN over 
the past summer. Recurring themes from the interviews included a need for additional clarity on 
current state and federal regulations, highlighting the potential need for an increase in regulations 
or policies, having a scientifically-grounded process, and support for engaging stakeholders in an 
effort to develop recommendations around public safety and potentially dangerous animals, 
among other ideas and concerns.  

After the lunch break, Workgroup members broke into three smaller groups and shared their 
experience in working with animals, and reflected on what was important to them about their 
work with animals.  Several experiences and thoughts were shared among the smaller groups 
(animal owners and facility representatives, government agency representatives, and non-
governmental organizations and others) while the larger group was listening, with reflections 
from the larger group following.  Immediately following the small group exercise, Dr. Dan 
Kovich from the Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS) gave a 
presentation on existing federal and state regulations and policies of dangerous animals.   

The last segment of the meeting was dedicated toward determining the information needs and 
next steps of the Workgroup.  Workgroup members requested further research on several 
informational needs including:  more information on the permitting process by USDA, 
reflections on the animal regulations in Florida, further information on zoonotic diseases, and 
other ideas.  The Workgroup will meet again on October 3rd, from 10 AM until 4 PM at the 
Virginia Science Museum; additional information is on the www.virginiaanimals.net website.  
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Meeting Introduction 

Thirty members of the Dangerous Animals Initiate (DAI) Workgroup gathered at the VHDA 
Virginia Housing Center in Glen Allen, VA on September 19, 2012 for the first meeting in a 
series regarding public safety and potentially dangerous animals in Virginia.  The Workgroup is 
comprised of a group of stakeholders that represent various interests including pet industry 
groups, business owners, local government organizations, state agency representatives, federal 
agency representatives, zoos, animal care and welfare groups, nonprofit organizations, and 
others.  The purpose of the meeting was to share with the Workgroup:  the background of the 
Initiative, introduce the CT and the Charge of the Workgroup, distribute relevant research 
gathered including current state and federal regulations of potentially dangerous animals, and 
discuss first steps of the Dangerous Animal Initiative. 

David Whitehurst, Director of the Bureau of Wildlife Resources for the Department of Game and 
Inland Fisheries (VDGIF), welcomed members of the Workgroup as well as the general public 
that were in attendance.  Mr. Whitehurst then spoke about the background of the Initiative and 
the creation of the CT and the Workgroup.  In response to the 2011 Ohio incident in which more 
than 50 dangerous exotic animals were released from captivity, Governor McDonnell asked the 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) to review Virginia’s policies and regulations 
on dangerous exotic animals and look at potential next steps.  VDGIF contracted with IEN to 
help develop and facilitate a process to engage stakeholders to develop recommendations around 
public safety and potentially dangerous animals.  A CT was formed to help plan the stakeholder 
engagement process and next steps including representatives from VDACS, VDGIF, U.S. Dept. 
of Agriculture, Virginia Dept. of Health, Virginia Association of Counties, the Virginia 
Municipal League and the governor’s office.  A Workgroup was formed to develop 
recommendations around public safety and potentially dangerous animals during the fall of 2012.  

Mr. Whitehurst noted that this process offered an unprecedented opportunity to develop 
recommendations, and he encouraged Workgroup members to listen for understanding with one 
another over the course of the Workgroup deliberation process.  Mr. Whitehurst also offered that 
the CT would be participating in an ex officio capacity—abstaining from any decision making of 
the group—but offering information as needed by the Workgroup.   

Meeting Overview and Guidelines 

Christine Gyovai and Kristina Weaver, facilitators from IEN then discussed the meeting 
guidelines, reviewed the agenda for the meeting, and introduced protocols for the Workgroup as 
well.  Additionally, the facilitators noted the background and role for IEN in this process.  The 
role of the UVA IEN—an organization with over 30 years of experience with facilitation, 
mediation, negotiation, and consensus building—is to facilitate and help coordinate the process 
in a manner that allows for optimal participation by all Workgroup members.  Facilitators noted 
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that IEN would act as a resource for the Workgroup, and that the scope and direction of each of 
the following meetings would be determined in large part on the recommendations, interests, and 
concerns expressed by Workgroup members and the CT, per the Workgroup charge.  Over the 
course of these meetings, IEN will help to assemble and distribute relevant background 
information if needed.  Finally, facilitators also offered the hope that Workgroup members listen 
carefully to each other’s perspectives as this initiative offers an unparalleled opportunity to 
develop recommendations on an issue with many diverse interests. 

Afterwards, facilitators reviewed the Protocols and Guidelines for the DAI Workgroup 
(including media guidelines; the document is attached), which the CT developed. The following 
is the Charge of the DAI Workgroup:     

The Dangerous Animal Initiative (DAI) Workgroup is convened to consider the issue of 
public safety in relation to possession of potentially dangerous animals.  The charge of the group 
is: 

1. Define the term ‘dangerous.’  Which animals are potentially dangerous? 
2. Determine if there is a need to place additional conditions and/or restrictions on the 

possession of dangerous animals. 
a. If yes, identify the limitations, conditions and restrictions 
b. If yes, identify resources necessary to implement additional conditions and/or 

restrictions (personnel, training, equipment, facilities, etc.). 
c. If no, identify the consequences of not placing additional conditions and/or 

restrictions on the possession of potentially dangerous animals:  what are the 
legal responsibilities of person(s)/organization(s) in the possession of dangerous 
animal(s): 

1. Notification of public safety threat if animal(s) is/are at-large, 
2. Who has responsibility for damages, injuries or loss of life, and 
3. Who is responsible for the capture and/or disposition of animal(s). 

Other Charge considerations: 

• Please note:  The CT has determined that from historical perspective that 
domesticated animals, including hybrids of dogs and cats, will not be considered. 

• Consider existing state and federal regulations and policies around additional 
potential restrictions. 

• Consider how the response to emergencies regarding potentially dangerous 
animals should be managed and coordinated. 

Facilitators reviewed Workgroup participation guidelines as outlined on the Protocols document 
(attached), which included: 
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• Workgroup members are encouraged to have an alternate member represent his/her 
interests or organization as only as the alternate is fully informed of the process and any 
updates on the progress of the initiative. 

• Some Federal and State agency representatives that are in the CT will participate in 
discussions and share information; however, they will not participate in consensus testing 
or decision making.  They will participate as ex officio members 

• All meetings will be open to the public.  Comments by observers may be offered during 
public meetings or during specified periods.  Comments may also be submitted online at 
the DAI website:  www.virginiaanimals.net and during a public meeting held in October.  

Facilitators also discussed how decisions of the Workgroup would be made using consensus-
decision making, which is detailed in the attached protocols document.  A test for consensus 
decision was made around the time the Workgroup would have lunch.   

At the end of this part of the meeting, the Workgroup discussed the possibility of signing a 
Declaration of Cooperation or Memorandum of Agreement to go along with the final report of 
the group, which will be drafted by IEN in December.  However, a few members expressed 
concern with signing such a document.  One person simply said signing such a document is not 
necessary; another member said that signing such a document and attaching it to the final 
document might lead to increased confusion:  citizens may assume that a signature at the end of 
the report means that the signee agrees WITH ALL recommendations/conclusions in the final 
report.  Facilitators clarified that signatures could be for specific goals and decisions made.  
After the meeting, the CT determined that a signed version of the final report was not needed. 

IEN Interview Summary and Public Comment Summary Presentation 

Afterwards, Christine Gyovai of IEN gave a presentation on the interviews IEN conducted with 
thirty stakeholders during the summer of 2012.  The purpose of the interviews was to better 
understand the hopes, concerns, thoughts, and other general information stakeholders had 
regarding current state and federal regulations and policies involving dangerous animals.  
Interview highlighted included: 

Summary of comments from the interviews: 

• Need for clarity around existing federal and state regulations. 
o There is substantial confusion over which federal or state agencies manage which 

animals. 
o Authority to act is unclear:  clarity is needed in terms of who is responsible during 

an animal incident like in one in 2011 in Ohio. 
o What is the scope of the potential regulations and recommendations? 

• Many believed that not all animals within a common name category are dangerous. 
• Several interviewees expressed offers for help with education and outreach.  
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• Defining dangerous animals should be scientifically grounded. 
• Many expressed strong affection to their animals and concern for welfare of animals. 
• Most were eager for a process like this one with multiple interests.  There could be many 

potential areas for agreement, as well as many issues with highly divergent ideas.  
• Several other comments and ideas were offered during the interviews. 

Following the presentation, Ms. Gyovai referred Workgroup members to a Background 
document IEN developed with input from the CT which lists current federal, state and local 
ordinances dealing with dangerous animals (which is available on the www.virginiaanimals.net 
website).  The document contains all of the ordinances dealing with dangerous animals in 
Virginia as listed online on Municode.  The document was created as a resource for the 
Workgroup. However, questions and requests for updated information regarding animal 
regulations should be requested directly from localities as a few members of the Workgroup 
cautioned that the list was not exhaustive. A Workgroup participant pointed out that some 
localities do not update their information on Municode regularly because of budget limitations 
(localities must pay to update their information on Municode). 

Other questions and concerns were raised by Workgroup members after the presentation and 
review of the Background document.  One concern dealt with the dropping of the term ‘exotic’ 
in the name of the initiative (the name of the initiative initially included the term “dangerous and 
exotic animals”).  The CT decided at a previous meeting to drop the word “exotic” because many 
believed that exotic and dangerous animals may mean two different things for many people.  
Additionally, the CT believed that dealing with both terms would be difficult and may prove too 
much for the Workgroup.  A Workgroup member noted that under state and federal definitions, 
exotic animals could include virtually any animal.  In other words, the scope covered by the term 
‘exotic’ was too board, and the CT determined that it would be beneficial to have a more focused 
scope for the Workgroup’s deliberations.   

Another Workgroup member commented on the need to account for varying degrees of 
dangerous:  to distinguish between dangerous and demonstratively dangerous.  One other 
member agreed with this, and also added that the term “dangerous” is too broad and it would be 
difficult to label which animals are dangerous given that nearly any animal may be considered 
dangerous.  Another Workgroup member added that they would like to see more first responders 
represented in the Workgroup.  Mr. Whitehurst responded by saying that if the Workgroup 
decided to develop recommendations around a potential emergency response plan, similar to the 
Ohio incident, then perhaps a separate but related process would be convened with additional 
first responders.  After the presentations, the Workgroup had lunch and then reconvened for 
smaller group discussions.  

Small Circle Discussions 
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After the lunch break, Workgroup members broke into three smaller groups and shared their 
experience in working with animals and reflections on what was important to them about their 
work.  Several experiences and thoughts were shared among the smaller groups (animal owners 
and facility representatives, government agency representatives, and non-governmental 
organizations and other) and discussed their responses while the larger group was listening.   

After the smaller group shared their experiences, the larger group then commented on the major 
themes they heard during the discussion.   

The following is a summary of the highlights and themes identified by the larger group: 

1. Circle group 1, representing facilities, owners, and private zoos: 
a. Personal Connections to animals and compassion 
b. Dedication to working with animals  
c. Long term – lifestyle:  relationship to animals was described as a lifestyle 
d. Healing power:  therapeutic effects of bonding with an animal 
e. Deep concern for the wellbeing of animals 
f. Animals not see as objects, but as personal companions and even members of the 

family 
g. Deep bond with their animals 
h. Strong mission to educate the community including conservation  
i. Qualified:  everyone seemed to be the epitome of a responsible owner 
j. Way of life—not just ‘work’ 
k. Positive! 

 
2. Circle group 2, representing state, federal, and local governmental organizations: 

a. Public safety as a chief concern 
b. Compassion for public health and animals 
c. Dedication to the safety of the public and animals, reflecting a balanced 

professionalism 
d. Non-stereotypical responses—compassionate and personal 
e. Concern for animal welfare and care standards 
f. Consideration for the impacts of policies/regulations and abuse 
g. Funding and taxation:  representatives must adjust their desire to address a 

problem with their ability to fund a solution.   
h. Cooperative—not adversarial 
i. Limited resources:  many localities do not have sufficient funds to address these 

problems. 
 
 

3. Circle group 3, representing Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO’s) and others 
a. Compassion for animals and concerns for well-being and welfare of animals  
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b. Experience:  many have had to deal with irresponsible owners, and cope with the 
burden this may lead to—with owners managing animals beyond their capacity  

c. Compassion for owners as well 
d. Description of different uses of animals—companion, food, entertainment, etc. 

and associated ethics 
e. Concern with possible drain on available resources and outcomes for displaced 

animals 
f. Challenge of placing animals needing a new home—who to turn to? Resources 

for placement? What to do in the case of a seriously injured animal? 
g. Public policy, public health:  dealing with both as a highly complex issue 
h. Budgeting needs for rehabilitation training 

Background of Dangerous Animals Regulation and Policy in Virginia 

After a short break, Dr. Dan Kovich from the Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services (VDACS) gave a presentation on existing federal, state, and local regulations for 
dangerous animals in Virginia.  The full powerpoint (and a similar background webinar from 
Aug. 29) presented by Dr. Kovich can be found at the DAI website:  www.virginiaanimals.net.   

The following is a summary of the presentation: 

• The presentation reviewed the following: 
o Federal laws and regulations concerning animal ownership, commerce and care. 
o Virginia’s body of animal law and regulations, and their relationship to potentially 

dangerous animals. 
o The authority of Virginia’s local governments to restrict or prohibit animal 

ownership 
• The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture 

(USDA) are the two main federal agencies with oversight of potentially dangerous 
animals. 

• Two primary state agencies with authority over potentially dangerous animals are the 
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) and the Virginia 
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS). 

• According to VDACS, animals fall into one of four categories: 
o Agricultural animals 
o Companion animals 
o Game species 
o Research animals 

Workgroup members asked a series of questions following the presentation.  One member asked 
about permitting for a companion animal.  According to VDACS, most animals will count as a 
companion animal because the regulation does not define what a companion is—only what it is 
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not.  Another member asked what enforcement power the USDA APHIS (Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service) office has if a licensee demonstrates incompliance.  A representative 
of USDA APHIS responded that generally the first step is to send a letter to a license holder for 
the need to come into compliance, and if noncompliance continues after repeated violations then 
the owner could be prosecuted or have animal(s) confiscated.  Another Workgroup member 
asked if VDGIF looks for an owner’s USDA violations when reviewing their application for a 
license.  According to a VDGIF representative, VDGIF does not review USDA records, but they 
do annual inspections and get tips and complaints regularly about noncompliant animal owners.  
Another participant commented that stronger communication needs to take place between state 
and federal agencies. 

 

Information Needs and Next Steps 

The last segment of the meeting was dedicated toward determining the information needs of the 
Workgroup.  Workgroup members requested further research on several informational needs 
including:  

• More information on the permitting process by USDA. 
o Number of USDA license holders, dealers, distributors that have exotic animals.  

• A presentation reflecting on the animal regulations in Florida from VDGIF.  
o A participant noted the need for the Workgroup to keep in mind that the landscape 

and needs in FL are very different than in VA. 
• Further information on zoonotic diseases, including a possible presentation. 

o Consider how to manage the risk, who is handling various animals, and what is 
his or her level of knowledge in different situations.   

• Consider looking at dangerous animal policies in TN as well. 
• Data on dangerous animal attacks on humans resulting in injury and/or death. 

o However, also keep in mind that many figures may be based on newspaper reports 
and thus may be less accurate. 

• Total number of permittees with VDGIF. 
o Also a copy of the license application through VDGIF. 

Facilitators gave information about ways the public could comment including on the website or 
meeting with facilitators, and offered any opportunity for any clarifying questions from the 
public (there were none).  The Workgroup will meet again on October 3rd, from 10 am until 4 pm 
in the Discovery Room at the Virginia Science Museum.  Directions are available at the 
website: www.virginiaanimals.net.  Questions may be sent to IEN at animals@virginia.edu. 
Workgroup meeting participants and facilitation team attendees from Sept. 19 are listed below, 
with the DAI Workgroup protocols below that as an Appendix.   
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Dangerous Animal Initiative Workgroup members in attendance  

Andrew Wyatt, US Association of Reptile Keepers (US ARK) 
Barbara Heffernan, Busch Gardens 
Dan Kovich, Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS)(ex officio) 
David Whitehurst, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) (ex officio) and  

alternate Ed Steinkoenig of VDGIF 
Deborah Broughton, Animal Control Officer, Dinwiddie County 
Doris Hackworth, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (USDA  

APHIS) (ex officio) 
Doris Pruett, Animal Kingdom of Virginia 
Earit Powell, Fairfax County – Animal Services Division 
Eric Mogensen, Virginia Safari Park & Reston Zoological Park 
James Lavender, Dr. Lavender’s Animals 
Jared Watts, Saving All Virginia’s Exotic Species (SAVES) 
Jim Andelin, Metro Richmond Zoo 
Joseph Lerch, Virginia Municipal League (VML) 
Julie Murphy, Virginia Department of Health (VDH) (ex officio) 
Julie Strauss, Feld Entertainment / Ringling Brothers 
Kathy Strouse, Virginia Animal Control Association (VACA) 
Kelly Gottschalk, Virginia Veterinary Medical Association (VVMA) 
Larry Land, Virginia Association of Counties (VACo) 
Larry Mendoza, Virginia Herpetological Society (VHS) 
Lindsay Reames, Virginia Farm Bureau (VFB) 
Michael Maddox, Pet Industry Joint Advisory Council (PIJAC) 
Nicole Paquette, Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) 
Peggy Rice, American Primate Haven 
Peter Brewer, Zoological Association of America (ZAA) 
Roger Sweeney, Virginia Zoo 
Robin Lentz, Mill Mountain Zoo 
Robin Starr, Richmond SPCA (and Laura Donahue of HSUS as an alternate for the second part 
of the meeting) 
Sharon Adams, Virginia Alliance For Animal Shelters (VAAS) 
Steve Olson, Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) 
Virginia Kilmer, Virginia Federation of Humane Societies (VFHS) 
 
IEN Facilitation Team included Christine Gyovai, Kristina Weaver, Pete Guzman, and Kristin 
Ferriter.  
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APPENDIX 
Virginia Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) 

   
Protocols and Guidelines for the DAI Workgroup 

Developed by the DAI Coordinating Team 
September 30, 2012 

 
Purpose & Scope 
of Process 

The Dangerous Animal Initiative (DAI) Workgroup is convened to consider the 
issue of public safety in relation to possession of potentially dangerous 
animals.  The charge of the group is: 

1.     Define the term “dangerous.”  Which animals are potentially dangerous?  

• Consider varying levels of risk, such as public vs. household, potential 
health concerns under the definition of “dangerous.” 

2.     Determine if there is a need to place additional conditions and/or 
restrictions on the possession of dangerous animals. 

A. If yes, identify the limitations, conditions and restrictions. 

B.  If yes, identify resources necessary to implement additional 
conditions and/or restrictions (personnel, training, equipment, facilities, 
etc.). 

C.  If no, identify the consequences of not placing additional conditions 
and/or restrictions on the possession of potentially dangerous animals: 
what are the legal responsibilities of person(s)/organization(s) in 
possession of dangerous animal(s): 

1.  Notification of public safety threat if animal(s) is/are at-large, 

2.  Who has responsibility for damages, injuries or loss of life, 
and 

3.  Who is responsible for the capture and/or disposition of 
animal(s).  

Charge considerations: 

• Please note: The CT has determined that from historical perspective 
that domesticated animals, including hybrids of dogs and cats, will not 
be considered.  

• Consider existing state and federal regulations and policies around 
additional potential restrictions. 

• Consider how the response to emergencies regarding potentially 
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dangerous animals should be managed and coordinated. 
 

Participation Workgroup Membership: See attached list of members.  

Alternates: Informed alternates may participate in discussion and consensus 
decisions only in the absence of the official Workgroup member. We ask 
Workgroup members keep alternates up-to-date with the progress of the 
Workgroup and, if alternates attend, they come fully prepared to participate in 
the decision making of the Workgroup. One of the best ways to ensure this is to 
ask an alternate to attend each meeting as an observer, even those for which the 
invited participant is available, if an absence is anticipated. If this is not 
possible, then please make sure alternates are receive all meeting summaries 
and are fully briefed throughout the process. 

Ex Officio Members: Some Federal and State agency representatives will 
serve as ex officio members. They may participate fully in the discussions and 
will share information about issues, constraints, and possible impediments to 
implementation.  They are expected to be candid in their views. They will not 
participate in consensus testing or decision making as part of the consensus 
building process.  

Observers, Other Interested Parties:  Meetings are open to observers.  
Comments by observers may be offered during public meetings or during 
specified periods. Observer comments may also be submitted via comment 
section of the Dangerous Animal Initiative website: www.virginiaanimals.net    

Media: Meetings will be open to the media. Participants may speak about their 
own views to the media, but should not represent the views of the Workgroup 
in conversations with the media (see below for additional details).   

Public Access:  Information about the Workgroup will be made available to the 
public on the Virginia Dangerous Animals Initiative 
website: www.virginiaanimals.net  

Roles and 
Responsibilities 

All Workgroup members shall have equal voice and status. Ex officio members 
will participate fully in discussion but abstain from consensus decision-making.  

Participant responsibilities to constituents:  Members agree to obtain 
guidance from their constituents and communities so that they can accurately 
represent the views and interests of their constituents and communities.  They 
will communicate information learned at meetings and will present Workgroup 
decisions to their constituents for consideration and potential endorsement 
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before and after Workgroup meetings.  

Media Contact: Workgroup members who speak outside of the meetings will 
speak for themselves and express their own views (including with the media).  
They will not represent an official Workgroup point of view.  The CT and 
facilitators may describe the group process and share materials with the media 
as directed by the group.  

David Whitehurst of VDGIF is the official media contact for the Workgroup.  
Media inquiries may be directed to him at  
804-367-0940. 

Sharing 
Information 
During and 
After Meetings/ 
and 

Meeting 
Guidelines 

• Members are encouraged to discuss issues raised during the meetings 
with their constituents without attributing positions and attitudes to 
specific people.   

• Members are encouraged to be open and candid in their views. 

• Members are encouraged to speak with focus and brevity so that 
everyone may have an opportunity to speak. 

• Cell phones will either be turned off or calls taken outside the meeting 
room. 

• Please spell out acronyms initially. 

• Members will speak respectfully, with one person speaking at a time.  

• Others guidelines may as added by the Workgroup. 

Decision-making Consensus:  The Workgroup will make key decisions by consensus, which is 
defined in the following terms:  

1. While consensus may entail compromise, a participant who consents to 
a proposal does not compromise interests or core values of fundamental 
importance to him/herself or his/her constituents. If you are concerned 
that a proposal is asking you to compromise a fundamental interest or 
value – and you will thus be unable to actively support it outside of the 
meeting – it is important that you speak up so that your interests may be 
fully understood and addressed. 

2. A participant who consents will actively work to support the proposal. 

3. A participant who consents will support all of the proposal, and not just 
the parts s/he likes best. 
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Additionally, the Workgroup will test for consensus by using the following 
method: 

• Raising three fingers will indicate full support. 

• Raising two fingers will indicate support with some questions and 
concerns. 

• A “one finger” position by one or more participants indicates that 
consensus has not been reached and more discussion is potentially 
needed.  

Timetable The Workgroup will meet four - five times: 

* Wed. September 19 (10 AM – 4 PM), VHDA Virginia Housing Center 

* Wed. October 3, (10 AM – 4 PM), Virginia Science Museum 

* Wed. October 24, (10 AM – 3 PM), VHDA Virginia Housing Center  

• 4 – 6 PM Public Meeting following the Workgroup meeting.  

* TBD: Friday, Nov. 9 or Tues. Nov. 13 (10 AM – 4 PM), Virginia Housing 
Center 

* Possibly Wed. November 28 (10 AM – 4 PM) if needed, VDGIF offices  

Report A Final Report will be drafted by IEN with the recommendations of the 
Workgroup, noting areas of agreement as well as any areas of non-agreement.  
Meeting summaries will be drafted after each of the Workgroup meetings and 
will be sent by email to the Workgroup, and may be found on the 
website: www.virginiaanimals.net.  Questions may be sent to IEN 
at animals@virginia.edu.  

 

Dangerous Animal Initiative Workgroup members 
  
Andrew Wyatt, US Association of Reptile Keepers (US ARK) 
Barbara Heffernan, Busch Gardens  
Chris Blalock, Sheriff, Virginia Sheriffs' Association (VSA) 
Dan Kovich, Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS) (ex officio) 
David Whitehurst, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) (ex officio) and  

alternate Ed Steinkoenig of VDGIF 
Deborah Broughton, Animal Control Officer, Dinwiddie County 
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Doris Hackworth, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (USDA 
APHIS) (ex officio) 
Doris Pruett, Animal Kingdom of Virginia 
Earit Powell, Fairfax County - Animal Services Division 
Eric Mogensen, Virginia Safari Park & Reston Zoological Park 
James Lavender, Dr. Lavender's Animals 
Jared Watts, Saving All Virginia's Exotic Species (SAVES) 
Jim Andelin, Metro Richmond Zoo 
Joseph Lerch, Virginia Municipal League (VML) 
Julie Murphy, Virginia Department of Health (VDH) (ex officio) 
Julie Strauss, Feld Entertainment / Ringling Brothers 
Kathy Strouse, Virginia Animal Control Association (VACA) 
Kelly Gottschalk, Virginia Veterinary Medical Association (VVMA) 
Larry Land, Virginia Association of Counties (VACo) 
Larry Mendoza, Virginia Herpetological Society (VHS) 
Lindsay Reames, Virginia Farm Bureau (VFB) 
Michael Maddox, Pet Industry Joint Advisory Council (PIJAC) 
Nicole Paquette, Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) 
Peggy Rice, American Primate Haven 
Peter Brewer, Zoological Association of America (ZAA) 
Roger Sweeney, Virginia Zoo  
Robin Lentz, Mill Mountain Zoo 
Robin Starr, Richmond SPCA 
Scott Stahl, Stahl Exotic Animal Veterinary Services 
Sharon Adams, Virginia Alliance For Animal Shelters (VAAS) 
Steve Olson, Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) 
Susan Jewell, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (ex officio) 
Virginia Kilmer, Virginia Federation of Humane Societies (VFHS) 
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G.  DAI Workgroup Meeting Evaluations – September 19, 2012 
 

1. What were most valuable elements of the meeting? 
 

a. Hearing directly from people who represent the wildlife/zoological community and 
industry in order to understand their perspective 

b. Well defined processes and consensus building goal. 
c. Bringing everyone together 
d. Contacts 
e. Shared information between various stakeholders 
f. Discussion on laws and USDA oversight 
g. 1) demonstration of commitment/passion for animals; 2) circle groups to promote 

comfort among members 
h. Straightforward discussion 
i. Hopes: intros; in depth law and agency review 
j. Various concerns – regulations regarding animal welfare 
k. Consensus building approach is very useful 
l. Learning member composition and learning general goals of Workgroup 
m. Brining such a diverse group with different interests in the same topic 
n. (blank) 
o. Good dialogue and valuable exchange with different interests 
p. Having professional facilitators 
q. Variety of perspectives 
r. Hearing all stakeholder concerns. It helps to hear and discuss the issues with 

stakeholders. 
 

2. What were the least valuable elements of the meeting? 
 

a. Well done – all of it was valuable. 
b. Afternoon discussions tended to be less focused. 
c. Got off on too many unrelated tangents 
d. Storytelling without real facts 
e. Length 
f. Breakout sessions; might have been good to discuss actual position on issue 
g. (blank) 
h. See #2 (kf – perhaps they meant “see #4”?) 
i. (blank) 
j. None 
k. N/A 
l. N/A 
m. None noted 
n. Small inner circle group; repeat of Webinar presentation 
o. N/A 
p. (blank) 
q. Sometimes we got off topic, and still seems many are still very polarized 
r. For me, it was the Webinar. I was not able to see it, but the summary was helpful 
 
 

3. What ideas, resources or partnerships have been the most helpful to you? 
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a. The change to connect with agencies and other parties that make up the animal 
community 

b. Inclusion of government agencies /representatives 
c. (blank) 
d. (blank) 
e. All 
f. (blank) 
g. Mainly openness among members  - respect displayed; really haven’t gotten that deep in 

issues yet 
h. Good group with productive exchange 
i. (blank) 
j. Info regarding Workgroup – different viewpoints 
k. All seems beneficial 
l. N/A 
m. Working with people from the exotic trade. 
n. (blank) 
o. Powerpoints were helpful 
p. Dr. Kovich seems to have an excellent grasp of regulations, statistics, etc. 
q. Just chatting and spreading info with fellow keepers. 
r. It’s been great networking with other people who share common interests 
 

4. What next steps would be the most helpful for the Workgroup and the overall effort? 
 

a. Narrow our focus and identify specific goals that are achievable as quickly as possible 
b. Reach clearly defined scope of Workgroup activity (i.e. what species are pertinent – 

however defined). 
c. (blank) 
d. Follow listed protocols and processes to determine how and if we should proceed 
e. More info zoonotic diseases; more info various other state regulations confronting 

problem; statistics on dangerous animal encounters, injuries, deaths 
f. (blank) 
g. To focus on criteria for determining potentially dangerous 
h. Focus and narrow scope 
i. Begin to establish definitions – rough outlines 
j. (blank) 
k. Continue as planned 
l. (blank) 
m. Bring all their cards to the table 
n. Set actual goals to accomplish 
o. More discussion of VA regulations and examination of other state regulations 
p. Decide which animals we are talking about; Decide if these animals are a public safety 

risk; Ask the people who own these animals how they mitigate the risk; Develop ideas to 
mitigate the risk for citizens of the commonwealth 

q. Clarifying most parties hopes 
r. Get more data, information on the various issues.  Disease, injuries, etc. 
 

5. Are there other people, organizations, or resources that should be involved?  If so, who? 
 

a. 1) Fire and rescue; 2) Charlotte Robinson, DVM – speaks on zoonotic diseases and 
emergency preparedness for animals 

b. (blank) 
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c. (blank) 
d. (blank) 
e. Research organization 
f. Additional humane groups, law enforcement, and first responders 
g. Maybe, if we got into emergency response 
h. Research community – houses and transport potentially dangerous animals 
i. (blank) 
j. Feline Conservation Federation – Lynn Culver, director 
k. More first responders 
l. (blank) 
m. Not at this point 
n. Public safety officials that will be responding to these animals “getting out” 
o. (blank) 
p. (blank) 
q. Lisa Barlow – WRI (biggest rehab group in SE), Nathan Wilcox – Wilcox Tropicals (one 

of VA’s biggest importers), Eric Crabtree – VIPER (biggest reptile rehab in VA). 
r. More private keepers. Also what about the snake handling churches? 
 

6. What ideas do you have, or what needs do you see for the next steps at the Workgroup? 
 

a. 1) Focus on local ordinances rather than state regulations first since it is more specific if 
in place; 2) Focus on emergency responses to “dangerous animals” 

b. While the introductory meeting was very beneficial, in terms of evaluating potential 
legislation/policy actions, need to narrow focus of discussion. 

c. Get to task; 1) determine what we consider dangerous animals; 2) look at the laws in 
place; 3) determine what facilities should hold these animals; 4) set parameters 

d. Florida regulations 
e. Define dangerous animals – more specific list 
f. (blank) 
g. (blank) 
h. Definition of dangerous animals and criteria 
i. (blank) 
j. Will email concerns or ideas 
k. Continue as planned 
l. More specific meeting session goals – make sure discussions are not abstract and 

philosophically driven – and make clear that animal ownership – as a threshold matter – 
is lawful 

m. Compiling lists and areas of regulations already in place 
n. Focused discussion on what the actual issues are 
o. (blank) 
p. See no. 4 
q. None yet 
r. (blank) 
 

7. What other comments or ideas would you like to share about the facility, food, or meeting? 
 

a. Good, good, and good! 
b. I found the facilities highly functional, and would hope that future meetings can also be 

held in locations that are easily accessible and with adequate parking. 
c. (blank) 
d. All was fine. 
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e. Great 
f. (blank) 
g. Nice facility 
h. Very appropriate 
i. More vegetarian 
j. Thank you – format informative 
k. N/A 
l. More healthy food options 
m. Excellent mediation 
n. Nice facility and meeting space 
o. Great facility 
p. Need water available and longer bathroom breaks 
q. More actual work, some breaks ran long 
r. Food was great.  Facility is great. 
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H.  DAI Workgroup Meeting agenda – October 3, 2012 
 
Facilitated by IEN 

Wednesday, October 3rd, 2012 
10:00 AM – 4:00 PM; Discovery Room, Science Museum of VA, 2500 West Broad St., 
Richmond 

 
9:45  Welcome and registration  
 

10:00 Welcome and review of Sept. 19 meeting 
Christine Gyovai and Kristina Weaver, UVa IEN  

• Welcome, recap of background documents and Sept. 19 meeting 

10:20 Examining risk and considering “dangerous” 

• What levels of risk are under consideration, including different levels of risk   
• Consider risk to the household, a first responder, the public (outside of the 

household), disease between species, disease risk to humans, invasives 
10:25 - Risk assessment presentation  

With Dr. Dan Kovich of VDACS 

10:35 - Diseases of concern presentation  

With Dr. Julie Murphy of VDH 

• Questions  

11:00 Break  

11:15 Considering Risk and Potential Animals 

• Developing clear criteria for potential risk  
o For example, number of people facing potential risk 
o Consider likelihood of the risk 
o Consider situations that risk may be encountered  
o How does this risk criteria relate to the definition of dangerous? 

• Brainstorming: Which animals pose a significant risk based on the risk criteria 
developed by the Workgroup? 

o How are different animals evaluated based on the levels of risk 
discussed? 

o Consider different situations that may apply (first responders, public 
safety, etc.); potentially different categories.  
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12:30 Lunch  (provided) 

1:00 Risk and animals – Considering the Charge 

• Continue discussion around which animals may be considered utilizing risk 
criteria and questions above 

• Developing a draft definition of dangerous based on risk criteria and a draft list 
of animals  

2:15 Break   

2:30 Federal and State regulations around potentially dangerous animals 

• What are the gaps and needs in federal and state regulations? 

• What is not covered under existing regulations? 

3:15 Reflections from other states 

• Reflections from Ed Steinkoenig of VDGIF around Florida’s regulations  

• Other state and locality regulations considerations 
o Information needed by the Workgroup; next steps 

• Questions and discussion 

3:40 Next Steps  

• Media Relations  

• Preview of next meeting and meeting schedule; locations 

• Public meeting, Oct. 24 from 4:00 – 6:00 PM (Virginia Housing Center) 
o Workgroup meeting from 10 AM – 3 PM; Nov. mtg. dates 

• Public comments (also see www.virginiaanimals.net)  

• Evaluations and next steps  
 

4:00 Adjourn 
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I.  DAI  Workgroup Meeting Summary – October 3, 2012 
 Virginia Science Museum, Richmond, VA 

October 3rd, 2012 -- 10:00 am – 4:00 pm 
 

Facilitated by the Institute for Environmental Negotiation, University of Virginia 

Executive Summary 

Twenty-nine members of the Dangerous Animals Initiative Workgroup gathered at the Virginia 
Science Museum in Richmond, VA on October 3rd, 2012, for the second in a series of meetings 
regarding public safety and potentially dangerous animals in Virginia.  The purpose of the 
meeting was to move forward with the Workgroup charge in examining the elements of public 
safety risk presented by potentially dangerous animals and reviewing the effectiveness of current 
federal and state regulations in mitigating that risk.  Below is a brief summary of the meeting, 
followed by additional details and a list of participants.  

Workgroup members reviewed progress from the previous Workgroup meeting on September 
19th, and received two presentations concerning potential public risk.  The first presentation, 
given by Dr. Dan Kovich from the Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
(VDACS), was an overview of risk analysis and assessment.  The second presentation, given by 
Dr. Julie Murphy from the Virginia Health Department (VDH), provided details on zoonotic 
diseases that are common between humans and animals.  Dr. Murphy’s focus was the diseases 
that are of greatest consequence from a public health perspective.    

The Workgroup was divided in two smaller groups to discuss criteria for risk, specifically what 
situations lead to greatest threat to public safety from potentially dangerous animals.  Recurring 
themes from both groups were the possibility of animal escape, threat to first responders, illness 
and injury resulting from working with these animals, and lack of education or resources.   

After the lunch break, Workgroup members discussed whether animals could be categorized as 
“dangerous” based on the high consequence situation of animal escape.  Before listing specific 
species, the Workgroup decided more information was required and they needed a better 
definition of “dangerous,” as related to the Workgroup charge.  A representative committee of 
Workgroup members was formed which will examine existing definitions of dangerous and lists 
of species used by professional organizations, industry, and other state and federal agencies.  
This committee will meet by phone or in person two to three times and report back to the 
Workgroup at the next meeting on Oct. 24 with their input.  

The last segment of the meeting focused on existing federal and state regulations around 
potentially dangerous animals, with information shared by VDGIF and USDA representatives.  
The Workgroup will meet again on October 24th, from 10 AM until 3 PM at the VHDA Housing 

47



Center, followed by a public meeting from 4 PM until 6 PM.  Additional information is on 
the www.virginiaanimals.net website.  

 

Meeting Introduction 

Twenty-nine members of the Dangerous Animals Initiate (DAI) Stakeholder Workgroup 
gathered at the Virginia Science Museum in Richmond, VA on October 3rd, 2012, for the second 
meeting in a series regarding public safety and potentially dangerous animals in Virginia.   
 
Christine Gyovai and Kristina Weaver, (facilitators from IEN), began with a review of the 
previous meeting on September 19th, 2012.  Ms. Gyovai described the charge to the Workgroup 
given by the Governor’s officer to the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) to 
examine public safety as it relates to dangerous animal ownership.  She described the interviews 
IEN conducted over the summer and the formation of the CT and the current Workgroup.  
According to evaluations and feedback from the previous Workgroup session, members felt that 
there was an elevated level of understanding fostered by small group discussions and a desire to 
proceed forward with the Workgroup charge. 
 
The facilitators provided further review of the September 19th meeting and described the charge 
of the Workgroup, the communications protocol document, and had copies available of a 
summary of public comments, received from Delegate Chris Peace’s office as well as an online 
survey conducted by IEN.  Kristina Weaver reviewed meeting guidelines and the definition of 
consensus as it related to Workgroup decisions (which may be found at the end of the Sept. 19 
meeting summary).   
 
David Whitehurst, Director of the Bureau of Wildlife Resources for VDGIF, welcomed members 
of the Workgroup as well as the general public that were in attendance.  Mr. Whitehurst 
described the progress that was made at the last meeting as well as the challenge that lay ahead 
for the Workgroup in reviewing state policies.  Mr. Whitehurst acknowledged that one member 
of the Workgroup, Eric Mogensen of the Virginia Safari Park & Reston Zoological Park, 
voluntarily resigned from the Workgroup.  Mr. Whitehurst also emphasized the diversity of 
interests represented and the range of valuable perspectives represented on the Workgroup, and 
encouraged full participation from Workgroup members in the process.  
 
The facilitators discussed the upcoming public meeting that will be held on October 24th from 4 
pm to 6 pm at the VHDA Virginia Housing Center in Glen Allen, VA following the next 
scheduled Workgroup meeting.  The facilitators requested that, if able, Workgroup members stay 
to attend the public meeting and hear their concerns.  Mr. Whitehurst noted that media will likely 
be present at the public meeting as well. 
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Finally, the Workgroup decided that the first meeting in November will be held on Tuesday, 
November 13th.  The facilitators stressed that any Workgroup members that could not attend 
should send alternate representation on that date.  
 
 
Examining Risk and Considering “Dangerous” 
The facilitators highlighted the charge of the Workgroup to examine dangerous animals in the 
context of their impact on public safety.  There are different ideas about what types of risks these 
animals pose to the public, and in what situations risk is most likely encountered.  One tool to 
evaluate risk is the use of a risk assessment.  
 
Dr. Dan Kovich, of the Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS), 
presented a classic model of risk analysis to refine this concept for the Workgroup.  Dr. Kovich 
described a systematic and comprehensive approach that takes into account what certain risk 
factors are, how likely they are to occur, and the severity of their occurrence.  Dr. Kovich 
stressed that this approach does not take public perception into account when assigning risk.  He 
also used a risk assessment matrix to further define levels of risk depending on the probability 
and severity of their occurrence.  The presentation can be viewed in Appendix S.
 
Dr. Julie Murphy, of the Virginia Department of Health (VDH), presented a briefing on zoonotic 
diseases, from a previous request of the Workgroup. Dr. Murphy acknowledged that there are 
many zoonotic diseases, but focused her presentation on the diseases that are more commonly 
reported to public health authorities that may be associated with an exotic animal and the 
zoonotic diseases that often result in more serious infections. These particular zoonotic diseases 
are of public health importance and require either a response or intervention. Exotic animals may 
be carriers of diseases such as Salmonella, psittacosis, tuberculosis, rabies, and B virus. 
Tuberculosis (TB) is a human disease which can be contracted after prolonged exposure to air 
space contaminated with the infected bacteria.  The exotic animals that Dr. Murphy discussed in 
relation to TB were elephants and non-human primates and she emphasized the role prolonged 
shared airspace plays in the transmission of disease.Dr. Murphy stated that although reported 
human cases of B virus are historically rare and human cases of rabies are uncommon, when 
they do occur, they are usually fatal.  The presentation can be viewed in Appendix T. 

 
Dr. Murphy then fielded a number of questions from Workgroup members, mostly related to 
actual statistics of disease occurrence in Virginia. Dr. Murphy acknowledged that while many 
individual human cases of Salmonella are reported to public health authorities each year, what 
we know about risk factors for Salmonella infection in people come mostly from information 
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obtained from outbreaks of salmonellosis in people.  While outbreaks of Salmonella in people 
have been related to exotic animals, most outbreaks of Salmonella appear to be related to 
contaminated food.  Dr. Murphy acknowledged that there have not been many reported human 
cases of B virus attributed to macaque monkeys, and the most well documented cases have been 
in people working with these monkeys in a laboratory setting. She also mentioned that while the 
likelihood of any one macaque shedding B virus in its saliva is low, the case fatality associated 
with B virus infection in people is high.  She cautioned that although many of these diseases can 
be prevented through proper husbandry, handling and hygienic protocols, that importation and 
illegal sale or acquisition of exotic animals contributes to the spread of zoonotic disease. It is 
also difficult to test exotic animals for some diseases because the tests are not standardized for 
every species. 
 
 
Considering Risk and Potential Animals 
The Workgroup was divided into two smaller groups to examine the risk of dangerous animals as 
it relates to public safety.  The groups were asked to discuss what constitutes risk in these cases 
and what situations lead to greatest threat to public safety.  Dr. Kovich reminded the group that 
in a classic risk analysis method, all potential risks are considered, not just the historical basis for 
risk.  The groups brainstormed risk and then reported on their top three to five criteria as risk 
considerations to public safety. These are listed below: 
 
Group 1: 

1. Escape of animals and their threat to public at large and also to first responders. 
2. Exposure to animals, including injury, illness, and impact to resources (natural, 

financial). 
3. Lack of information at facility level (accreditation). 
4. Lack of resources for public and owners (education, training, insurance). 
5. Limited screening process for ownership (i.e. mental/financial stability). 
6. Lack of information for first responders (i.e. list of animal locations/inventory). 

 
Group 2: 

1. Escape of animals, including considerations of population density, propensity of animal 
to exhibit aggressive behavior, severity of consequences if animal attacks, ability to 
damage property. 

2. Lack of standards or knowledge about Safe Capture Protocols in the event of animal 
escape (for both first responders and health care professionals). 

3. Inherent characteristics of animals, including non-escape related danger, disease, distress, 
and different forms of injury. 

50



4. Uniqueness of these particular animals, including lack of knowledge about their location, 
how to relate to them, when and how they become dangerous, and violations of a “social 
contract” between citizens. 

5. Risk to native systems. 
6. Nature of laws and regulations, from both an over- and under-regulation perspective and 

the unintended consequences of each extreme. 
 

Risk and Animals – Considering the Charge 
The facilitators synthesized the group discussions into six major categories where dangerous 
animals present a risk to public safety: 

• Threat to public at large if animals escape 
• Safe Capture and threat to first responders 
• Inherent characteristics of all animals 
• Uniqueness of potentially dangerous animals 
• Laws and regulations that may not fully address the need 
• Impact on resources (natural – especially invasive species, financial) 

 
Since animal escape seemed to be the greatest risk to public safety, facilitators focused the 
discussion about which animals in particular would create situations of highest consequence if 
they escape.  The Workgroup, in a brainstorming session, developed a diverse list of animals that 
could pose great public risk if escaped, which may be found at the end of the meeting summary.  
Some Workgroup members felt that using a risk matrix to consider varying levels of risk would 
help to inform the term “dangerous,” as it relates to the first part of the Workgroup charge.  
Other members of the Workgroup thought that in an unknown or stressful situation, any animal, 
could pose a risk to public safety or first responders, and that a specific list of animals was not as 
useful to determining risk.   
 
As discussion developed, the Workgroup decided that before listing certain species of 
“dangerous animals,” they should attempt to define the term “dangerous.”  Some members 
requested more facts and statistics of animal attacks or injuries to analyze the actual threat, 
instead of the perceived threat of these animals.  Others suggested researching definitions of 
“dangerous” used by professional organizations, state and federal agencies, and other state 
legislation.  In general, there were requests to redirect the process to compare existing lists and 
regulations prior to designating certain animals as “dangerous.” 
 
As a result of this discussion, IEN recommended the possible formation of a representative 
committee of Workgroup members to identify further gaps and data needs, work on the 
definition of dangerous, examine actual incidents and statistics, and review existing animal lists 
from other sources.  Workgroup members agreed on this proposal and volunteers formed a 
committee to further examine this information. 
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Federal and State Regulations around Potentially Dangerous Animals 
Mr. Whitehurst described the current VDGIF list of prohibited animals, and how it relates only 
to the impact on native wildlife, not human safety.  In Virginia, individuals may not have 
animals on the prohibited list without a VDGIF permit, and they must provide an appropriate 
reason (i.e. educational programs) to receive the permit.  The list is updated annually and non-
complaint related inspections are conducted annually for permit holders.  He invited Workgroup 
members to examine a potential “loophole” in the VDGIF regulations that allows anyone with a 
USDA exhibitors license to keep animals that are on the prohibited list.   
 
Dr. Doris Hackworth, of USDA Animal Care, explained some limitations of the USDA and 
federal regulations and provided additional information after a request.  The Animal Welfare Act 
only covers mammals and makes no provisions for licensing or inspections of reptiles, 
amphibians, or birds.  Inspections of facilities are regular, but less frequent if licensees show 
compliance. USDA licenses are not as easy to obtain as they were in the past, as an effort is 
made to only license bona fide exhibitors.  Although enforcement activities have been recently 
enhanced, the USDA still has limited resources to prosecute known offenders.  
 
Reflections from Other States 
In response to a Workgroup request, Ed Steinkoenig and Jim Husband, of VDGIF, presented 
their reflections from an agency visit to Florida earlier in the summer.  Florida has an effective 
permitting system and list of classes for various animals, but is expensive to enforce.  There were 
concerns that such an extensive system would be difficult to resource and enforce within the 
current VDGIF budget.  Florida’s system is also focused on regulating port of entry 
requirements.   
Several questions followed regarding the Florida system.  Finally, Mr. Whitehurst suggested that 
if any Workgroup members have information requests regarding regulations on other states, to 
please share it with VDGIF.  The presentation can be viewed in Appendix LL. 
 
Next Steps  
Workgroup members were reminded of the media relations policy and that Mr. Whitehurst is the 
official spokesperson for media inquiries for the group.  The next Workgroup meeting will be 
held on October 24th, 2012 from 10 am to 3 pm at the VHDA Virginia Housing Center, with the 
public meeting following from 4 pm to 6 pm at the same location.   
 
The representative committee was asked to look at information objectively in identifying further 
gaps and data needs within existing regulations.  Committee members will coordinate via 
conference call, with help facilitating by IEN.  
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Dangerous Animal Initiative Workgroup members present at October 3rd Meeting 

* indicates member of volunteer committee  
  
Andrew Wyatt, US Association of Reptile Keepers (US ARK) * 
Bambi Osborne, Pet Industry Joint Advisory Council (PIJAC), alternate for Michael Maddox  
Barbara Heffernan, Busch Gardens * 
Bill Jurgelski, Lost World Ranch, alternate for Doris Pruett 
Chris Blalock, Sheriff, Virginia Sheriffs' Association (VSA) 
Dan Kovich, Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS) (ex officio) 
David Whitehurst, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) (ex officio) and     
     Ed Steinkoenig as an alternate for VDGIF 
Deborah Broughton, Animal Control Officer, Dinwiddie County 
Doris Hackworth, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (USDA  
    APHIS) (ex officio) 
Earit Powell, Fairfax County - Animal Services Division 
James Lavender, Dr. Lavender's Animals 
Jared Watts, Saving All Virginia's Exotic Species (SAVES) * 
Jim Andelin, Metro Richmond Zoo * 
Kimberly Pollard, Virginia Municipal League (VML), alternate for Joe Lerch 
Julie Murphy, Virginia Department of Health (VDH) (ex officio) 
Julie Strauss, Feld Entertainment / Ringling Brothers * 
Kelly Gottschalk, Virginia Veterinary Medical Association (VVMA) * 
Larry Land, Virginia Association of Counties (VACo) 
Larry Mendoza, Virginia Herpetological Society (VHS) 
Lindsay Reames, Virginia Farm Bureau (VFB) 
Nicole Paquette, Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) * 
Peggy Rice, American Primate Haven 
Peter Brewer, Zoological Association of America (ZAA) * 
Roger Sweeney, Virginia Zoo  
Robin Lentz, Mill Mountain Zoo * 
Robin Starr, Richmond SPCA * Laura Donahue served as an alternate for Robin Starr for part 
of the meeting  
Sharon Adams, Virginia Alliance For Animal Shelters (VAAS) * (also served as an alternate for 
Kathy Strouse) 
Steve Olson, Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) * 
Virginia Kilmer, Virginia Federation of Humane Societies (VFHS)  
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Draft List of Animals discussed during Workgroup  

Which animals could pose the greatest risk to public safety if they escape? 
• Known predator (+) 
• Larger primates, gorillas, chimps, orangutans (++) 
• Large cats (+) 
• Bears (+) 
• Wolves (++) 
• Any animal that’s out of control can be a human threat (++) 
• Medium primates – macaque, siam, mandrill 
• Small primates – new world, capuchins, squirrel monkey, pro-simians – more likely to run rather 

than attack 
• Large hoof stock (antelope) 
• Anything capable of damaging a car, gouged or killed  
• Alligator/Crocodiles 
• Venomous reptiles  
• Constrictor snakes 
• Wart hogs 
• Arachnids (tarantulas) 
• Large birds (cassowary, ostriches) – ratites 
• Venomous marine invertebrates/marine fish 
• Elephants (+) 
• Rhinos 
• Hyenas 
• Medium sized cats (bobcats, lynx) 
• Komodo dragons 
• Class I animals (also includes hybrids) – industry wide term, variation between states  
• Hand raised animals / human imprinted 

 
Which animals could pose the greatest consequence if they escape? 

• Big cats 
• Large primates - apes 
• Predators – looking for situation to be dominant 
• Bears  
• Wolves 
• Elephants 
• Venomous amphibians 
• Venomous crustaceans  
• Need to look at species, not general animal groups 

 
The situation where the animal is encountered might be the important: 

• Escaped 
• Involved in accident 
• Released intentionally/unintentionally  
• Abandonment  
• Unknown situation – in terms of knowing exactly which animals are in that location 
• Natural disaster 
• Age of animal 
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J.  DAI Workgroup Meeting Evaluations – October 3, 2012 
 
1: What were most valuable elements of the meeting? 
 

(A) Info sharing from all slides 
(B) n/a 
(C) Starting to define definitions and forming committees 
(D) 2 speakers & handouts 
(E) Good, open discussion / -everyone was given a chance to speak 
(F) n/a 
(G) Dr. Murphy’s presentation 
(H) Straight forward and honest discussion / -presentation by VDA and VHD 
(I) Professional facilitation 
(J) n/a 
(K) The breaking up in small groups was a great way to exchange ideas 

 
 
2: What were the least valuable elements of the meeting? 
 

(A) None 
(B) n/a 
(C) n/a 
(D) Making a list of “dangerous animals” 
(E) Nothing really, it’s a learning process 
(F) n/a 
(G) Listing of what animals are dangerous 
(H) All helpful 
(I) We are not getting to the heart if things fast enough. Some groups are operating from a 

position of fear (I think). If we could make this safer?? Ie: Are we all agreed on there 
won’t be a ban on all ownership of any animals? 

(J) Listing “dangerous animals” 
(K) The risk assessment was not the best way to define dangerous, this is why the 

conversation broke down 
 
3: What ideas, resources or partnerships have been the most helpful to you? 
 

(A) All 
(B) n/a 
(C) Small group sessions work well 
(D) Being in a meeting with those who represent various organizations and interests 
(E) Handouts 
(F) Input from state agencies 
(G) n/a 
(H) More in common than not 
(I) n/a 
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(J) n/a 
(K) n/a 

 
4: What next steps would be the most helpful for the Workgroup and the overall effort? 
 

(A) Forming a solid plan  
(B) n/a 
(C) Defining definitions – Dangerous Animals & Defining lists of animals 
(D) Look at our legislation that is in place now, how can we improve 
(E) A full, hard copy of current VA regulations 
(F) Need to really focus on loopholes; adding additional public safety provision to laws 
(G) Real focus on plugging gaps, making regulations more robust, communication among 

federal, state, and local enforcement authorities 
(H) Focus on regulation of dangerous animals 
(I) n/a 
(J) Move toward consensus that licensed people have the right to own and exhibit within the 

law 
(K)  We need more data and statistics on incidents, injuries, and mortality reports as they 

relate to VA 
 
5: Are there other people, organization or resources that should be involved? If so, why? 
 

(A) N/A 
(B) n/a 
(C) More first responders being involved / -Drug protocols and dangers – safety storage 
(D) n/a 
(E) n/a 
(F) More humane groups/- child welfare groups / -general public safety groups 
(G) Virginia Aquarium 
(H) n/a 
(I) n/a 
(J) US Zoological Assoc. (More than just ZAA and AZA) / - also best practices in animal 

care at field exhibitions 
(K) I think we have a good representation 

 
6: What ideas do you have or needs do you see for the Workgroups’s next steps? 
 

(A) N/A 
(B) Look at Class 1 Animal List / -See current laws regarding these / -Closing the loopholes 

regarding these animals 
(C) Definitions /- Loopholes in Legislation 
(D) More statistics – slide or powerpoint very useful when giving info 
(E) See above 
(F) List of types of animals currently in state / -copy of application 
(G) What is the requirement for a physician to report an injury or exposure to a patient? 
(H) More focus 
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(I) n/a 
(J) n/a 
(K) I think we need to refocus on how to move forward, there is too much “what if” scenarios 

 
7: What other comments of ideas would you like to share about the facility, food, or 
meeting? 
 

(A) n/a 
(B) n/a 
(C) Excellent all 
(D) Excellent lunch / - Terrible chairs 
(E) Good, productive meetings 
(F) n/a 
(G) Freezing  
(H) Great facility, food and beverage 
(I) n/a 
(J) Excellent 
(K) Room was freezing 
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K.  DAI Workgroup Meeting Agenda – October 24, 2012 
 
Facilitated by the UVa IEN  
10:00 AM – 4:00 PM; VHDA Virginia Housing Center, 4224 Cox Road, Glen Allen, VA  23060 

Tuesday, November 13th, 2012 

Format: 
• Build in time for small groups / pull out this tool when the group gets bogged down 
• Be clear in the beginning about difference between taking the temperature of the room 

and consensus taste. Maybe introduce a straw poll technique (raise your hands if...) 
that will be faster / less confusing 

• Continue to push people to come up with specific alternatives where they object. Focus 
on listening for the intention behind a recommendation 

Content Ideas: 

• After notes are written up, go back and identify the top 3 areas of major concern, and 
the top 3 areas of "low hanging fruit" - maybe break into three groups, each tasked with 
looking at one of each?? 

• There were a lot of specific recommendations that came up in the morning last 
time.  Compile those onto a one pager -- go through some of the ideas using straw poll 
to see if some of them might already be very close to consensus as a 
recommendation? 

 
 
10:00 Welcome and Introductions 

10:20 Non-Human Primate (NHP) Committee report back 

• Presentation on the issues and ideas of the NHP Committee 

• Discussion and potential next steps from the Workgroup and NHP committee 

• Other updates and reflections from Oct. 24 meeting 
o One pager of top issues and ideas from Oct. 24 

• Small group introduction 

11:00 Small Group Discussions around priority issue areas from Oct. 24 meeting 

• 11:40 rotation 

• 11:55 rotation 

• 12:10 report out from each small group 
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12:10 
 

Report out from Small Group Discussion  

• Report out, questions and initial discussion 

• 5 min. per group and questions 

12:30 Lunch Break 

1:00 Large group discussion and prioritization 

• Discussion and questions from small group discussion ideas 

• Focus on low-hanging fruit 

• Testing for consensus on potential recommendations 

2:15 Break  

2:30 Large Group discussion continued 

• Questions and discussion 

• Testing for consensus on potential recommendations 
o Quick small group discussion if needed 

• Next steps and information needs before the next Workgroup meeting 
o Committee formation? 

3:40 
 
 

Next Steps 
• Next Workgroup Meeting: Wed. Nov. 28th 

o Potential Nov. 28 meeting – location (VDGIF?) 
• Public comments (also see www.virginiaanimals.net)  

• Evaluations and next steps 

4:00 Adjourn 
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L.  DAI Workgroup Meeting Summary– October 24, 2012 
VHDA Virginia Housing Center, Glen Allen, VA 

October 24th, 2012, 10:00 am – 3:00 pm 
 

Facilitated by the Institute for Environmental Negotiation, University of Virginia 

Executive Summary 

Twenty-nine members of the Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) Workgroup gathered at the 
VHDA Virginia Housing Authority Center in Glen Allen, VA on October 24th, 2012 for the third 
in a series of meetings regarding public safety and potentially dangerous animals in Virginia.  
Several members of the public attended the meeting as well as observers.  The group discussed 
suggestions made by a Committee that formed at the previous Workgroup meeting (Oct. 3) 
around potential issues and ideas for the Workgroup.  Below is a brief summary of the meeting, 
followed by more detailed notes and next steps.  

During the meeting, Workgroup members focused discussions on the issues identified by the 
Committee, including a detailed proposal, which was discussed and endorsed at a Committee 
meeting prior to the Workgroup meeting. A copy of the proposal may be found on page 4 of this 
meeting summary.  The issues and ideas identified and discussed by the Committee included: 

• Permits for animal owners 
• Nonregulated animals 
• Communication between USDA, VDGIF, and localities 
• Training and education for first responders 
• Financial resources for increased potential regulation 
• Addressing potential animal escape 
• Succession planning for animals that an owner is no longer able to care for  

 
After extensive discussion, Workgroup members came to consensus around two 
recommendations based on the Committee proposal.  The first recommendation included 
adding these specific animals to the Deparment of Game and Inland Fisheries 
restricted species list:  
 

1. Baboons   8. Chimpanzees 
2. Cape Buffalos   9.  Drills 
3. Elephants   10.  Mandrills 
4. Gibbons   11. Gelada Baboons 
5. Hippopotamuses  12. Gorillas 
6. Orangutans   13. Komodo Dragons 
7. Siamangs   14. Rhinoceroses  
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The second recommendation is for exhibitors to submit a certificate of insurance with 
renewal applications to the VDGIF (additional details are below).   

These recommendations were shared with the public during a Public Meeting that followed the 
Workgroup meeting from 4:00 – 6:00 pm, where ideas and comments are reflected in a separate 
meeting summary.  Lastly, a subcommittee formed to look at ideas around non-human primates 
(NHP) and potential Workgroup considerations, and will bring ideas to the next Workgroup 
meeting. The DAI Workgroup will meet again on Tuesday, November 13th from 10:00 until 4:00 
at the VHDA Virginia Housing Center. 

Meeting Introduction 

Twenty-nine members of the Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) Workgroup gathered at the 
VHDA Virginia Housing Center in Glen Allen, VA on October 24th, 2012, for the third in a 
series of meetings regarding public safety and potentially dangerous animals in Virginia.  The 
group discussed suggestions made by a Committee that formed at the previous Workgroup 
meeting on Oct. 3rd around potential issues, ideas and recommendations for the Workgroup.   

Christine Gyovai, a member of the facilitation team from IEN), greeted the Workgroup and 
members of the public who were in attendance.  After reviewing the agenda for the meeting and 
previously established meeting guidelines for participation, Ms. Gyovai reviewed highlights of 
the previous Workgroup meeting and progress made by the group.  Kristina Weaver, another 
member of the facilitation team, reviewed the consensus decision-making process the 
Workgroup is utilizing in its deliberations.  The Workgroup agreed that consensus would 
indicate the following regarding proposals under consideration: support the proposal without 
compromising fundamental values, and that individuals would work actively to support all 
elements of the decision—not just the parts an individual liked best.  

Additionally, the Workgroup has agreed to use the following method while testing for consensus: 

• Showing three fingers would indicate full support for consensus. 
• Showing two fingers would indicate support with some questions and concerns. 
• Showing one finger would indicate too many questions and concerns, and the proposal 

cannot be support. 

Afterwards, the facilitators thanked Workgroup members for their continued willingness to listen 
for new ideas and encouraged continued listening and understanding.  

Information Needs 

The Committee and Workgroup had expressed a need for more information around VDGIF 
Exhibitor permit-holders, the VDGIF permit application, and information about USDA federal 
license-holders.  In response to this, two members of the DAI CT presented information to the 
Workgroup.  Ed Steinkoenig from the VDGIF previously shared by email a document containing 
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a list of current permitted exhibitors and animals in Virginia (with business information shared 
only). Websites were also shared with the list of VDGIF of restricted species, which may be 
found at this link: http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?000+reg+4VAC15-30-40.  A link 
to the VDGIF Exhibitor permit application was also shared at the meeting, which may be found 
at this website: www.VDGIF.virginia.gov/forms/PERM/PERM-026.pdf 

Dr. Doris Hackworth from the United States Department of Agriculture – Animal and Plant 
Inspection Service (USDA–APHIS) gave Workgroup members a step by step tutorial of how to 
access and navigate through the ACIS (Animal Care Information System) search tool, which 
may be found at: http://www.aphis.usda.gov/. This web based system allows the public access to 
inspection reports and other information pertaining to USDA licensees. 

Committee proposal discussion 

A Committee formed at the previous Workgroup meeting on October 3rd to look at potential gaps 
and loopholes in current regulations and to develop recommendations for the Workgroup to 
consider.  Over the course of two conference calls and one meeting (held before the Workgroup 
meeting began), the Committee identified several issues as well as gaps and loopholes in current 
regulations of animals, and proposed several ideas for moving forward. The following is a 
summary of the issues identified by the Committee, synthesized by IEN after two conference 
calls the group held. 

Permits: 
• Issue: There is a need to examine the existing permit application form to see if it might 

be possible to make it more robust. 
• Ideas:  1) Include requirement that owners provide a written incident/disaster 

management plan. 
2) Ensure that requirements for proof of educational facility are adequate. 
3) Include demonstration of proof of insurance as part of the application. 
4) Include a copy of the USDA inspection when applying for a Virginia permit. 
5) Look into the public contact provision in the application. 
6) Address the lack of penalties for not having a permit. 

 
Nonregulated Animals: 

• Issue: Some animals of concern are not currently regulated. These include, but may not 
be limited to, nonhuman primates and non-native venomous snakes. 

• Idea: The Committee recommends that the Workgroup develop a list of animals of 
concern, using existing lists as a starting point (e.g. AZA, ZAA, Florida, VDGIF lists), 
and then determine who should own these animals and under what conditions.  

 
Communication: 

• Issue: There is a need for improved information sharing among USDA, VDGIF, and 
localities. 
 

Training & Education: 
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• Issue: There is a need to develop an education system to train first responders in incident 
response. 

 
Resources: 

• Issue: There is a need to allocate more financial resources to VDGIF and to localities 
(e.g. local animal control).  
 

• Idea:  Introduce permit fees to offset costs of implementing regulation or responding to  
              incidents. 
 
Animal Escape: 

• Issue: One of the most serious threats to public safety involves the threat of animal 
escape. 

• Ideas: 1) Look into whether the regulations include a consequence / punishment for 
owners if an animal does escape?  

2) Develop general containment standards. 
 
Placing Animals: 

• Issue: What should be done if and when owners are forced to or chose to give up their 
animals because of regulatory changes? 

• Idea: Examine whether there are any precedents, perhaps in the exhibitor industry. 
 

Committee Proposal 

In response to information needs identified by the group, a document was compiled examining 
the ZAA (Zoological Association of America) and Florida list of class 1 animals, as well as the 
AZA (Association of Zoos and Aquariums) accreditation requirements (which may be found in 
the appendix).  Using these issues and ideas as a starting point, one member of the Committee 
submitted a proposal for the Committee and Workgroup to consider prior to the Workgroup 
meeting.  The Committee proposal may be found below.   

1. Adopt either the ZAA or Florida list for Class 1 animals and limit facilities able to keep 
these animals 

a. Having a USDA license and VDGIF permit is NOT enough to maintain these 
Class 1 animals.  Facilities allowed to keep Class 1 animals would be limited to 
the following: 

i. AZA or ZAA accredited facilities 
ii. Allow local jurisdictions (city council or board of supervisors) to 

authorize facilities not AZA or ZAA accredited to possess such animals 
provided the following requirements are met: 

1. Liability insurance 
2. Written safety plan including escape protocol 
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3. Trained staff with appropriate tranquilizing and lethal equipment 
on site. 

4. An enclosure for each Class 1 animal that meets ZAA or AZA 
standards for the species. 

2. Add primates to the list of animals requiring a USDA license and VDGIF permit 
a. If a facility or individual does not meet the requirements of both agencies they 

will not be permitted to obtain primates. 
3. Create a venomous snake registry similar to Virginia’s dangerous dog registry 

a. This would allow local jurisdiction the information needed for first responders. 
4. Require all applicants to submit copies of USDA inspections with application renewal 

a. This would allow VDGIF to monitor patterns of noncompliance. 
5. Require copy of insurance to be sent to VDGIF as part of the renewal application. 
6. Increase fines and penalties for noncompliance to existing and new regulations. 
7. Look at increasing existing permit fees as well as fees for the venomous snake registry 

(if established). 
a. Funding necessary to enforce any new regulation is critical especially in this 

economy. Implementation of the recommendations above would not require as 
much new funds because it is using AZA and ZAA’s accreditation process and 
enclosure standards which are already in place. Hopefully, with an increase in 
permit fees and the fees associated with a venomous snake registry, VDGIF 
could hire more staff to oversee any new changes. 

As noted above, the Committee met at 9:00 prior to the Workgroup meeting to discuss this 
proposal. Several questions, issues and suggested changes arose during the Committee 
discussion.  However, the Committee reached consensus on the idea of putting forth the proposal 
as a starting point for Workgroup deliberations, acknowledging that certain areas would require 
modification. The notes from the 9:00 Committee meeting follow:  

Committee Concerns about the Proposal: 
• Concern that increasing permit fees for venomous snakes would place too great a burden 

on owners. 
• Privacy concerns associated with a snake registry regarding private information (such as 

street addresses) being shared. 
• Concern about participation of localities and the knowledge (or lack of) localities might 

have about potentially dangerous animals. 
• Concern about the requirements of accreditation. 
• Concern about a potential increase of costs.   

o One Workgroup member warned that increasing regulations may prove to be too 
costly for animal owners to continue to own different animals, or conversely for 
state or federal agencies to oversee or enforce regulations.  The participant noted 
that new regulations in Ohio have not been fully funded and difficulties are 
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currently arising as a result. 
 

Committee Ideas to Amend the Proposal: 
• Increase fines and penalties. 
• Increase permit fees for venomous snakes only in the penalty phase. 
• Expand VDGIF duty in code. 
• Find a mechanism to protect private information if an animal registry is used.  Others 

noted a need for first responders to know where animals are.  
• Develop training guidelines for animal owners and permitted facilities.  

o Documentation regarding level of level of training is needed for permitted 
facilities and animal owners.  

o Training guidelines are needed.  There is also a need for a “train the trainer” 
group of people (in Florida, the onus is on animal owner to obtain training and 
experience). 

• USDA should do additional inspections where there are ongoing violations.  
• There is a need for increased communication and coordination between state and federal 

agencies.  
• Add as many primates a possible in a restricted species list 
• Have a public 1-800 number for members of the public to call to report violations.  
• The snake registry is needed for: 

o Information to localities; 
o Compliance with local law; 
o However, protection of private information is needed. 
o The Dangerous Dog Registry could be a model, but there are concerns with this 

model as well.  
 

Other Ideas or Concerns in Committee: 
• What is in place is not sufficient regarding inspections/citations and enforcement 

regarding violations. 
• Some Committee members felt the need to estimate the actual threat level of as they felt 

it was difficult to gauge risks around nonregulated individuals. 
• Others felt that there is a strong need to look to the future, but not to the past (looking 

prospectively not retrospectively).  
• Ideas regarding Class 1 animals: 

o Step 1: Expansion of VDGIF duty in code; 
o Step 2: Additional permitting; and 
o Narrow Class 1 animals further. 

• Local jurisdiction authority is needed, but concerns were expressed about leaving options 
open for localities consideration or interpretation.  
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• Animal Control Officer duties will occur at local level, and a framework is needed for 
cooperation. 

• ADA service animal definition now excludes monkeys. 
• Look at guidelines that are already in place thru ZAA, AZA (but not training).  Look at 

Wildlife Rehabilitation guidelines.  
• The first priority should be to determine the classification of animals.  

 
 
 

Workgroup Discussion of the Proposal 

Following the Committee’s consensus decision, the proposal was shared with the entire 
Workgroup. One member of the Workgroup had, in advance of the meeting, shared a letter with 
the rest of the Committee detailing concerns with the proposal during the large Workgroup 
discussion of the proposal. On October 24 this letter was shared with the full Workgroup. The 
following is a brief summary of the concerns identified by the Workgroup member (the full 
email may be found in Appendix I at the end of the summary): 

• Many of these recommendations already are in place, and the proposal in a sense is 
“reinventing the wheel.” 

• Changing agency policies by outside private organizations may lead to greater confusion 
of agency authority, responsibility, and standards.   

• Small family-owned facilities may be unfairly impacted by increased legislative 
requirements.  

o The financial burden of increased permit costs and accreditation fees may force 
them to close. 

• Public safety may be better addressed by investing resources for first responder training. 
• Another issue to examine is the trade and sale of animals to individuals without the 

proper licenses/permits.  

After this letter was shared, the Workgroup continued to discuss the Committee proposal and to 
identify core concerns, ideas for amending the proposal, and questions, which are be found 
below. 

Workgroup Concerns with the Proposal: 

• Concerns were expressed over the local government approval process suggested in the 
proposal (under recommendation 1 of the proposal). 

o This could be used as a platform for the general public to openly disparage an 
animal owner. 
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o Also, concern over the lack of expertise found at the local government level.  A 
group such as the Workgroup should establish standards and make determinations 
rather than localities in general.   

o Committee members suggested that a new position, created within VDGIF, could 
help assist with facilities and local government coordination. 

o A Workgroup member expressed concern about any proposal that might diminish 
locality power.  

o A special use permit could be considered or a certification form for compliance. 
o There has been a precedent for localities to allow businesses to conduct a specific 

operation.  A state requirement could be established with all localities aware of it.  
• Concern about private sector accreditation.    
• Concern over the inclusion of venomous snakes as breed-specific legislation. 
• Protecting private information, such as addresses, was expressed as a need by a few 

Workgroup members (particularly around the venomous snake registry).   
• Concern about how education fits in to VDGIF permits and USDA licenses (which focus 

on breeding and exhibiting, but are not animal specific) was expressed by Workgroup 
members as well.  

• Concern about the implications of an insurance requirement, both in terms of cost and in 
terms of ability to acquire insurance (i.e. what will happen to owners not able to acquire 
insurance).  

Ideas Regarding Additions or Changes to the Proposal: 

• The proposal lacks a plan regarding succession, particularly for Class 1 animals.  
Contingency plans are needed if an individual can no longer care for an animal in the 
future.  

• Committee members suggested that a new position which could be created within 
VDGIF to help assist with facilities and local government coordination (also noted 
above). 

• Identifying financial resources for the state is strongly needed for any new 
recommendations.  

o There is a need to identify resources for implementation in order to have a chance 
for Workgroup recommendations to be successful. 

o Permit fees should be raised to generate more funding and resources. 
• Workgroup members suggested that there needed to be a stronger focus on public safety 

in the proposal.  
• Require animal owners or permitted facilities to meet AZA/ZAA 

requirements/standards by: 
o AZA/ZAA accreditation process, or 
o Meeting AZA/ ZAA standards, review by VDGIF, or approved by localities. 

• Include a grandfather clause for current animal owners.  
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• Equipment requirements are needed to transport animals and additional exhibition; 
standards should be established. 

• The creation of a registry for all potentially dangerous animals should be created for first 
responders.  

• Add “no direct public contact” to recommendation #1 of the Committee proposal. 

Other specific ideas, thoughts and issues expressed by the Workgroup included: 

State and Federal Agencies Issues and Ideas: 

• USDA does not issue licenses for animal ownership.  
• Do VDGIF permit applications state that there is a prohibition of direct public contact 

with animal displays?   
• What does VDGIF currently require and check for as part of the permit renewal process? 
• It is important to note the difference between code and regulation with regard to VDGIF 

permits and potential changes.  Currently a permit is required for wildlife ownership for 
research or exhibiting.   

• Categories for implementing change at the state level might include legislative or 
suggestions for improvement/ administrative changes. 

• As recommendations are made by the Workgroup, there is a need to categorize the type 
of action that is needed to realize the recommendation including: 

o Adding Animals – could require legislation or another type of action; 
o VDGIF does not allow pet ownership of specific animals currently; and  
o Does VDGIF need to review its authority? 

Potential Exemptions:  

• There could be exceptions for legitimate sanctuaries for primate ownership (who do not 
intend to exhibit).   

• A Workgroup member stated that no one should be exempted from regulations. 

Accreditation and Transportation Issues and Ideas: 

• AZA and ZAA, as well as USDA, have many comprehensive requirements regarding 
transportation and care. 

• Requirements should be added around equipment to move animals for transportation and 
exhibition.  The US Zoological Association maintains standards for portable containers as 
well as a public-proof barrier fence, and the Workgroup should examine this.   

• AZA doesn’t have enclosure standards (ZAA has a more comprehensive standards). 
o Creating standards closes the gaps and promotes compliance. 
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Other Ideas, Issues, and Concerns: 

• Some Workgroup members felt that that proposal had too many specifics.  Others stated 
that the proposal needed to be more specific.  

• Strong concerns were expressed about the possibility of an incident similar to the one that 
happened in Ohio taking place in Virginia, and the need for stronger regulations.  

• Others expressed wanting to know what the real public safety concerns are in Virginia.   
• Some noted that the requirements related to Class 1 animals did not seem unnecessarily 

restrictive in the proposal.  
• A Workgroup member felt that it was important for the public to be able to interact with 

animals.  
• One participant noted an idea to start from the restricted species list, which does restrict 

ownership, and add to it.   
• Regarding potential loopholes or gaps, there are additional animal housing requirements 

that are needed. There is also a need for coordination and information sharing. 

 
Consensus Recommendations  

Additions to VDGIF Restricted Species List: 

After a lunch break, the Workgroup continued deliberations on the proposal, including specific 
areas of the proposal where shared ideas were held.  

After substantial discussion, the Workgroup tested for consensus on the first recommendation in 
the proposal—adding the list of animals that are on the Zoological Association of America’s 
(ZAA) list of Class 1 animals.  The Workgroup decided by consensus to include the following 
animals into the current VDGIF list of restricted species: 

1. Baboons   8. Chimpanzees 
2. Cape Buffalos  9.  Drills 
3. Elephants   10.  Mandrills 
4. Gibbons   11. Gelada Baboons 
5. Hippopotamuses  12. Gorillas 
6. Orangutans   13. Komodo Dragons 
7. Siamangs   14. Rhinoceroses  

In response to a question from the Workgroup, members of the Workgroup expressed that these 
ideas were to strengthen existing regulations, and that the focus is not to be a “de facto ban” for 
various animals, but to close loopholes in existing regulations as well as strengthen policies. 
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Insurance for Exhibitors: 

After the first decision was reached, Workgroup tested for consensus on another element of the 
proposal – the recommendation number five which would require animal owners to submit a 
certificate of insurance to VDGIF as part of the renewal application process for an exhibitor’s 
permit.   

As part of this test for consensus, one member of the Workgroup had questions that did not allow 
them to support the proposal as they felt existing insurance requirements were sufficient (specific 
consensus-testing results are below). However, other Workgroup members felt that the current 
requirements were not strong enough and that submitting a certificate of insurance was needed as 
part of the permit renewal process.  Some Workgroup members established that a precedent has 
been set in related situations of needed to submit a certificate of insurance.  After additional 
discussion, a new test for consensus was conducted, and the Workgroup adopted the 
recommendation for permit-holders to submit a certificate of insurance when reapplying 
for an exhibitor permit from VDGIF.  

The result of the 2nd test for consensus was:   

• Twenty-two 3’s (three fingers indicating full support, etc.) 
• One 2 
• One 1 

After further deliberation, the Workgroup decided to test for consensus on recommendation 
number five once again and the result of the test was: 

• Twenty-two 3’s 
• Two 2’s 

Although Workgroup members did have questions and concerns remaining, there was still 
support for the recommendation to submit a certificate of insurance when reapplying for an 
exhibitor permit from VDGIF.  Additional questions and concerns around recommendation 5 
from the Committee proposal included:   

• Lack of details regarding liability insurance requirements.  
o A few Workgroup members felt that a minimum insurance requirement should be 

set.  A suggestion of establishing carrying an insurance policy of $100,000 was 
discussed as a possibility by Workgroup members, as well as the possibility of a 
surety bond.  The Workgroup said that this item would need additional discussion. 
$200,000 was suggested as an amount that has been adopted in other states.  
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o Another member said that there may be an issue with the availability of liability 
insurance for animal owners as it can be difficult to acquire. Farm insurance is 
easier to acquire.  

o The amount of the liability insurance is needed information.  It should be clarified 
if the is for class 1, 2 or 3 animals (as outlined in ZAA and Florida animal lists). 

Non-Human Primate Committee Formation 

The Workgroup then began to discuss other areas of the proposal including recommendation 
number two of the proposal:  including other non-human primates to the list of VDGIF 
restricted species.  Several Workgroup members shared questions and concerns with adding all 
non-human primates to the list; other members said they needed additional information in order 
make a well-informed decision.  

Questions and concerns from the Workgroup regarding the proposal to add all NHP to the 
current VDGIF restricted species list included: 

• Lack of clarity about what it means to add them to the list (potential outcomes; clarity 
needed on conditions of ownership).  

• Support for holding VDGIF permits but not necessarily USDA license for Class II 
animals (from the list of ZAA Class II animals). 

• Issues could affect the research community. 
• Monkeys are attractive to humans and ownership is somewhat common. 
• Some Workgroup members felt that many NHP do pose a public safety risk.  

Given the number of remaining questions and concerns, the Workgroup chose to move forward 
by creating a NHP subcommittee to examine the matter further.  Workgroup members agreed 
that the subcommittee should be composed of members with expertise regarding non-human 
primates, first responders, and medical professionals.  The charge of the subcommittee will be to 
look at non-human primates and see if any should be added to the list of currently regulated 
animals in Virginia, or determine if there is an alternative mechanism for monitoring these 
animals or determining conditions for ownership.  The following members agreed to be on the 
NHP subcommittee, with Julie Murphy helping to coordinate the subcommittee:   

• Peggy Rice 
• Jared Watts 
• Roger Sweeney 
• Virginia Kilmer 
• Doris Hackworth 
• Robin Lentz 
• Deborah Broughton 
• Kelly Gottschalk 
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• Peter Brewer 
• Julie Murphy 
• Nicole Paquette 

Overall Level of Support for the Committee Proposal 

In order to determine where additional areas of consensus might be, a Workgroup member 
requested to see how much support Workgroup members had regarding other areas of the 
Committee proposal (partially to determine whether a fifth Workgroup meeting may be needed).    
To gauge Workgroup member’s response to a straw poll test on the remaining recommendations 
from the Committee proposal (found on pages 4-5), draft votes were taken.  Some Workgroup 
members expressed concerns regarding the straw poll stating that adequate time wasn’t provided 
for discussing the areas of the proposals.  As the test was not a true test for consensus, but rather 
a “temperature-taking” to determine the level of support for the other proposal areas, the straw 
poll was continued.  The following are the results of the voting process: 

• Recommendation 1, second half:  nine 3’s, two 8’s, and seven 1’s. 
• Recommendation 3:  nine 3’s, six 2’s, and eight 1’s. 
• Recommendation 4:  seventeen 3’s, two 2’s, and three 1’s. 
• Recommendation 6:  twelve 3’s, two 2’s, and six 1’s. 
• Recommendation 7:  nine 3’s, seven 2’s, and five 1’s. 

After reviewing the results, the facilitation team noted that significant deliberations would likely 
be needed, and the Workgroup noted that a fifth Workgroup meeting would be likely. The 
Workgroup did not elect to form another committee (other than the NHP subcommittee the had 
already formed) to continue to examine issues, but for each Workgroup member to consult their 
constituent group regarding the ideas of the Workgroup and to look at ideas for moving forward.  

Additional Areas for Consideration   

• Concerns over the costs of additional regulations and the scope of them. 
• Concerns around how the local government component might work and examination of 

the ZAA and AZA requirements for accreditation (around recommendation 1.b. of the 
Committee proposal).   

• Considering potential data needs – there is still a need for this.  
• Agency representatives are needed to determine implications of the proposal. 
• Key questions included: 

o Do we need more requirements for all animals on the list? 
o Do we need to determine if more requirements are needed for some animals? 
o Or no requirements? 
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Other concerns and ideas that were identified by members and captured on an “out of the box” 
flipchart included:  

• Consider drugs at facilities. 
• Addressing the problem of non-licensed owners.  

o One member suggested allowing for a public campaign with a 1-800 number for 
reporting animal incidents or emergencies.  

• Considering the issue of education and training for first responders and other essential 
personnel, and many offers for providing education and training from Workgroup 
members.  

Next Steps 

The next meeting for the Workgroup will be held at the VHDA Virginia Housing Center in Glen 
Allen on Tuesday, November 13th from 10:00 am – 4:00 pm, and a fifth meeting of the 
Workgroup will likely be held in Richmond, VA on Wed. Nov. 28th from 10:00 – 4:00 pm. Julie 
Murphy will coordinate the NHP subcommittee conference calls.  

No comments were offered from the public during the meeting, but a public meeting followed 
the Workgroup meeting from 4:00 -6:00 pm (and a separate meeting summary was drafted from 
that meeting).   

For any questions or concerns about the Workgroup or the Dangerous Animals Initiative, please 
email animals@virginia.net.   
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Dangerous Animal Initiative Workgroup members in attendance  

Anne Anderson, Virginia Alliance For Animal Shelters (VAAS) 
Andrew Wyatt, US Association of Reptile Keepers (US ARK) 
Barbara Heffernan, Busch Gardens 
Chris Blalock, Sheriff, Virginia Sheriffs’ Association (VSA) 
Dan Kovich, Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS)(ex officio) 
David Whitehurst, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) (ex officio) (and  
    Ed Steinkoenig as an alternate) 
David Perry, Virginia Herpetological Society (VHS) 
Deborah Broughton, Animal Control Officer, Dinwiddie County 
Doris Hackworth, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (USDA  
   APHIS) (ex officio) 
Doris Pruett, Animal Kingdom of Virginia 
Earit Powell, Fairfax County – Animal Services Division 
James Lavender, Dr. Lavender’s Animals 
Jared Watts, Saving All Virginia’s Exotic Species (SAVES) 
Jim Andelin, Metro Richmond Zoo 
Julie Murphy, Virginia Department of Health (VDH) (ex officio) 
Julie Strauss, Feld Entertainment / Ringling Brothers 
Kathy Strouse, Virginia Animal Control Association (VACA) 
Kelly Gottschalk, Virginia Veterinary Medical Association (VVMA) 
Larry Land, Virginia Association of Counties (VACo) 
Lindsay Reames, Virginia Farm Bureau (VFB) 
Michael Maddox, Pet Industry Joint Advisory Council (PIJAC) 
Nicole Paquette, Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) 
Peggy Rice, American Primate Haven 
Peter Brewer, Zoological Association of America (ZAA) 
Roger Sweeney, Virginia Zoo 
Robin Lentz, Mill Mountain Zoo 
Robin Starr, Richmond SPCA (and Laura Donahue of HSUS as an alternate for the second part 
of the meeting) 
Steve Olson, Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) 
Virginia Kilmer, Virginia Federation of Humane Societies (VFHS) 
 
IEN Facilitation Team included Christine Gyovai, Kristina Weaver, and Pete Guzman  
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APPENDIX I -- Email from a Workgroup member regarding the Committee email 

Although I appreciate the opportunity to participate in the DAI workshop it does seem as if we 
are attempting to "reinvent the wheel". 
 
The USDA and VAGDIF have a history of effective regulation of exotic, or dangerous animals, 
in Virginia. If there is a need to change their current regulations and standards then this should be 
amended by these agencies. The USDA already has adequate standards in place for enclosure 
guidelines i.e. height overhangs gauge of wire etc. and these are reviewed at inspection. Liability 
insurance is a current VAVDGIF permit requirement. All facility information as to number and 
species of animals held, inspection reports etc. is available to VAVDGIF on the USDA website. 
Was the DAI workshop initiated to review shortcoming of these agencies or to delegate 
regulation to private organizations such as the ZAA or AZA or perhaps the Humane Society as 
Ohio has done??  Involvement of private organizations in regulation will only create more 
confusion re agency responsibility of standards, regulation, and enforcement and will in no way 
promote public safety. The owners of class 1(dangerous animals) in Virginia are proven to be 
responsible individuals. There are no documented incidents to warrant change in legislation. 
Ownership of these animals is not undertaken lightly. It is a personal commitment to the animals 
and the community that we serve. Animal care is 24/7.There are no vacations. Compliance 
requires personal sacrifice and expense. Contingency plans and proper equipment are a factor of 
responsible ownership.  As legislative requirements increase I have a concern that many of the 
small family owned facilities such as mine will be forced to close due to the financial burden of 
increased permit cost, accreditation fees required by AZA or ZAA, and penalties imposed by 
numerous regulatory agencies at their discretion. If public safety is really the issue then money 
would be better spent to provide training for local response teams in the event of an incident. 
Insurance requirements and imposed fees only provide a false sense of security and in no way 
protects the public. Some people ask, "Why would anyone want to own these animals" and feel 
they should remain "in the wild".  There is currently a post on facebook of two local young men 
who just returned from a hunt in Africa. They are posed with their trophy kills, two large male 
African lions.  Is this the wild they would rather relegate these animals to?  My animals are 
healthier happier and more content than many humans in this country. The population 
in the wild is quickly becoming decimated. If we are to maintain these animals for future 
generations then private ownership is essential. Are the accredited large zoos in our country able 
to support a gene base necessary for survival of these species in the future? 
 
The DAI was formed in response to the Ohio incident and concern re public safety.  I am 
concerned that the outcome will only serve to penalize current facilities who are operating 
according to the USDA and VAVDGIF standards. Perhaps we should address the issue of 
animals that are being sold or traded to individuals who are not licensed and operating according 
to government standards. 
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APPENDIX II 
 

ZAA Categories of Captive Wildlife Compared to Florida’s Species of Concern List 

Sources:  ZAA - http://zaa.org/accreditation/zaa-standards 
 Florida - http://florida.eregulations.us/florida-gateway/rule.html?id=68A-6.002  
 

CLASS I Species 
ZAA Florida 

Should be maintained in facilities - not by private 
owners 

Pose significant danger to people, requires 
permit 

Baboons (genus Papio) Baboons (genus Papaio) 
Bears (family Ursidae) Bears (family Ursidae) 
Black caimans (Melanosuchus niger) Black caimans (Melanosuchus niger) 
Cape buffalos (Syncerus caffer caffer) Cape buffalos (Syncerus caffer caffer) 
Chimpanzees (genus Pan) Cheetahs (Acinonyx jabatus) 
Cougars, panthers (Puma concolor) Chimpanzees (genus Pan) 
Crocodiles (except dwarf and Congo) (family 
Crocodilidae) 

Cougars, panthers (Puma concolor) 

Drills and mandrills (genus Mandrillus) Crocodiles (except dwarf and Congo) (family 
Crocodylidae) 

Elephants (family Elephantidae) Drills and mandrills (genus Mandrillus) 
Gavials (family Gavialidae) Elephants (family Elephantidae) 
Gelada baboons (genus Theropithecus) Gavials (family Gavialidae) 
Gibbons (genus Hylobates) Gelada baboons (genus Theropithecus) 
Gorillas (genus Gorilla) Gibbons and Siamangs (family Hylobatidae) 
Hippopotamuses (family Hippopotamidae) Gorillas (genus Gorilla) 
Jaguars (Panthera onca) Hippopotamuses (family Hippopotamidae) 
Komodo dragons (Varanus komodoensis) Hyenas and Aardwolf (family Hyaenidae) 
Leopards (Panthera pardus) Jaguars (Panthera onca) 
Lions (Panthera leo) Komodo dragons (Varanus komodoensis) 
Orangutans (genus Pongo) Leopards (Panthera pardus) 
Rhinoceros (family Rhinocerotidae) Lions (Panthera leo) 
Siamangs (genus Symphalangus) Orangutans (genus Pongo) 
Snow leopards (Panthera uncia) Rhinoceros (family Rhinocerotidae) 
Tigers (Panthera tigris) Snow leopards (Panthera uncia) 
  Tigers (Panthera tigris) 
  

CLASS II Species 
ZAA Florida 
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(no definition listed) Can still pose a danger to people, requires 
permit 

African golden cats (Profelis aurata) African golden cats (Profelis aurata) 
African hunting dogs (Lycaon pictus) African hunting dogs (Lycaon pictus) 
Alligators, caimans (except American alligator) (family 
Alligatoridae) 

Alligators, caimans (family Alligatoridae) 

American badgers (Taxides taxus) American badgers (Taxides taxus) 
Asiatic jackals (Canis aureus) Binturongs (Arctictis binturong) 
Bearded sakis (genus Chiropotes) Bobcats (Lynx rufus) 
Binturongs (Arctictis binturong) Caracals (Caracal caracal) 
Black-backed jackals (Canis mesomelas) Cassowary (Casuarius spp.) 
Bobcats (Lynx rufus) Clouded leopards (Neofelis nebulosa) 
Caracals (Caracal caracal) Douc langurs (genus Pygathrix) 
Cassowary (Casuarius spp.) Dwarf crocodiles (Osteolaemus tetraspis) 
Celebes black apes (genus Macaca) European and Canadian lynx (Lynx lynx) 
Cheetahs (Acinonyx jabatus) Fishing cats (Prionailurus viverrina) 
Clouded leopards (Neofelis nebulosa) Giraffe and Okapi (family Giraffidae) 
Coyotes (Canis latrans) Guenons (genus Ceropithecus) 
Douc langurs (genus Pygathrix) Guereza monkeys (genus Colobus) 
Dwarf crocodiles (Osteolaemus tetraspis) Honey badgers (Mellivora capensis) 
European and Canadian lynx (Lynx lynx) Howler monkeys (genus Alouatta) 
Fishing cats (Prionailurus viverrina) Idris (genus Indri) 
Gray wolves (Canis lupus) (including hybrids) Indian dholes (Cuon alpinus) 
Guenons (genus Ceropithecus) Langurs (genus Presbytis) 
Guereza monkeys (genus Colobus) Macaques and Celebes black apes (genus 

Macaca) 
Honey badgers (Mellivora capensis) Mangabeys (genus Cercocebus) 
Howler monkeys (genus Alouatta) Ocelots (Leopardus pardalis) 
Hyenas (all species) (family Hyaenidae) Old World badgers (Meles meles) 
Indian dholes (Cuon alpinus) Ostrich (Struthio camelus) 
Indris (genus Indri) Patas monkeys (genus Erythrocebus) 
Langurs (genus Presbytis) Proboscis monkeys (genus Nasalis) 
Macaques (genus Macaca) Sakis (genus Chiropotes and Pithecea) 
Mangabeys (genus Cercocebus) Servals (Leptailurus serval) 
Ocelots (Leopardus pardalis) Snub-nosed langurs (genus Phinopithecus) 
Old World badgers (Meles meles) Tapir (family Tapiridae) 
Ostrich (Struthio camelus) Temminck's golden cats (Profelis temmincki) 
Proboscis monkeys (genus Nasalis) Uakaris (genus Cacajao) 
Red wolves (Canis niger) (including hybrids) Vervet, Grivet or Green monkeys (genus 

Chlorocebus) 
Servals (Leptailurus serval) Wild cattle; forest, woodland and aridland 

antelope; and similar species of *non-native 
hoofstock (family Bovidae) 

Side-striped jackals (Canis adustus) Wolverines (Gulo gulo) 
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Snub-nosed langurs (genus Rhinopithecus) Wolves, coyotes, jackals (family Canidae) 
Temminck's golden cats (Profelis temmincki)   
Uakaris (genus Cacajao)   
Wolverines (Gulo gulo)   
  

CLASS III Species 
ZAA Florida 

All other wildlife not listed herein.  Class III wildlife are all species not listed as 
Class I or Class II; and not among those 

species that are specifically listed as not 
requiring a permit for personal possession in 

rule 68A-6.0022, FAC. 
 
 
AZA Accreditation Standards and Related Policies: 

11.5. Dangerous Animals 
11.5.1. Institutions maintaining venomous animals must have appropriate antivenin readily available, 
and its location must be known by all staff members working in those areas. An individual 
must be responsible for inventory, disposal/replacement, and storage of antivenin. 
Explanation: It is the responsibility of the institution to verify that appropriate antivenins 
are available locally for all venomous species maintained at their institution, and for 
which antivenin is produced. Institutions may rely on the antivenin supply of local 
hospitals and treatment facilities, but it is also the institution’s responsibility to guarantee 
that these inventories are maintained adequately. Such arrangements must be 
documented. 

11.5.2. All areas housing venomous animals, or animals which pose a serious threat of catastrophic 
injury and/or death (e.g. large carnivores, large reptiles, medium to large primates, large 
hoofstock, killer whales, sharks, venomous animals, and others, etc.) must be equipped with 
appropriate alarm systems, and/or have protocols and procedures in place which will notify 
staff in the event of a bite injury, attack, or escape from the enclosure. These systems and/or 
protocols and procedures must be routinely checked to insure proper functionality, and 
periodic drills must be conducted to insure that appropriate staff members are notified. (See 
11.2.5 and 11.7.4 for other required drills.) 
 
11.5.3. Institutions maintaining potentially dangerous animals (e.g. large carnivores, large reptiles, 
medium to large primates, large hoofstock, killer whales, sharks, venomous animals, and 
others, etc.) must have appropriate safety procedures in place to prevent attacks and injuries 
by these animals. Appropriate response procedures must also be in place to deal with an 
attack resulting in an injury. These procedures must be practiced routinely per the 
emergency drill requirements contained in these standards. Whenever injuries result from 
these incidents, a written account outlining the cause of the incident, how the injury was 
handled, and a description of any resulting changes to either the safety procedures or the 
physical facility must be prepared and maintained for five years from the date of the incident. 
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M.  DAI Workgroup Meeting Evaluations – October 24, 2012 
 
1. What were most valuable elements of the meeting? 
 

A) n/a 
B) Framework memo presented by Jim Andelin – Class animal definition 
C) Open discussion of exactly which animals pose risk. 
D) Making progress with two consensus votes – and finding out where the concerns are. 
E) Finally moving forward a bit. 
F) n/a 
G) Jim’s proposal – it’s always easier to edit things. 
H) Finally getting a consensus on an issue. 

 
2. What were the least valuable elements of the meeting? 
 

A) n/a 
B) Morning discussion about Ban vs. Permit was lengthy and confusing.  Defacto Ban 

discussion could be clearer. 
C) Polarization 
D) Persons directing the discussion toward their individual itineraries. 
E) The tendency to get off topic. 
F) n/a 
G) n/a 
H) Not being specific enough on talking points. 

 
3. What ideas, resources or partnerships have been the most helpful to you? 
 

A) n/a 
B) n/a 
C) More data/numbers 
D) n/a 
E) Learning different viewpoints and reasons. 
F) n/a 
G) n/a 
H) Sub-committees and meeting before main sessions to discuss. 

 
4. What next steps would be the most helpful for the Workgroup and the overall effort? 

(Please be specific).  
 

A) n/a 
B) Prioritize key issues identified by the DAI Committee.  Deal with highest priorities first. 
C) n/a 
D) Stay focused on public safety responses and known information. 
E) Discussion of format of end product. 
F) Focus on any additional regulations on the specific species of concern that we had 

consensus on.  (Class 1)  Primates (sp.?) added are secondary. 
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G) To get written proposed language changed to review. 
H) Better, more specific language on proposals. 

 
5. Are there other people, organizations or resources that should be involved?  If so, who? 
 

A) Include experts who are knowledgeable regarding traveling exhibits and their management. 
B) I don’t know. 
C) Rehabbers 
D) Legal administrative study shall be on each person to research further. 
E) No!  Group is very large. 
F) n/a 
G) n/a 
H) Safety and architectural designs of existing facilities in zoos and private companies. 

 
6. What ideas do you have or needs do you see for the Workgroup’s next step? 
 

A) n/a 
B) Keep divergent questions to a minimum. 
C) n/a 
D) Somehow make sure everyone understands the current regulations and administrative law as 

well as Virginia code. 
E) Begin focus on format of end product/report. 
F) n/a 
G) n/a 
H) Get more specific what to accomplish. 

 
7. What other comments or ideas would you like to share about the facility, food, or 

meeting? 
 

A) Excellent 
B) Facility set-up and food are very good. 
C) n/a 
D) Excellent facility – wonderful meals and a very caring team of facilitators. 
E) None 
F) n/a 
G) Never put mustard or other condiments on a sandwich – not everyone likes them! 
H) n/a 
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N.  DAI Workgroup Meeting Agenda – November 13, 2012 
 
Facilitated by the UVa IEN  
10:00 AM – 4:00 PM; VHDA Virginia Housing Center, 4224 Cox Road, Glen Allen, VA  23060 
 

Tuesday, November 13th, 2012 

10:00 Welcome and Introductions 
Christine Gyovai and Kristina Weaver, UVa IEN  

10:20 Discussion and potential next steps from the Workgroup and non-human primate 
(NHP) committee, proposals, updates 

11:15 Small Group Discussion  

• Do additional animals need to be added to the VDGIF restricted species list?  
If so, which ones? 

• Will there be a registry of animals? If so, what animals should be added? 

• What additional requirements does the NHP Cmte. suggest? 

12:15 Report out from Small Group Discussion  

12:30 Lunch Break 

1:00 Large Group Discussion and Prioritization 

• Discussion and questions from small group discussion ideas 

2:15 Break  

2:30 Large Group Discussion continued 

• Recommendations or areas for further consideration 

3:40 
 
 

Next Steps 
• Next Workgroup Meeting: Wed. Nov. 28th 

o Potential Nov. 28 meeting – location (VDGIF?) 
• Public comments (also see www.virginiaanimals.net)  

• Evaluations and next steps 
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O.  DAI Workgroup Meeting  Summary – November 13, 2012 
VHDA Virginia Housing Center, Glen Allen, VA 

November 13th, 2012, 10:00 am – 4:00 pm 
 

Facilitated by the Institute for Environmental Negotiation, University of Virginia 

Introduction 

Twenty-six members of the Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) Workgroup gathered at the 
VHDA Virginia Housing Authority Center in Glen Allen, VA on November 13th, 2012, for the 
fourth in a series of meetings regarding public safety and potentially dangerous animals in 
Virginia.  The group discussed several issues and recommendations relating to regulation of 
potentially dangerous animal ownership, including facility ownership of animals on the VDGIF 
amended restricted list and pet ownership of Non-Human Primates that are currently not 
regulated.  

In this meeting, the Workgroup reviewed two proposals: 1) a set of recommended criteria for pet 
ownership of Non-Human Primates (NHPs) as developed by a Committee formed to consider 
this issue; and 2) the second iteration of a proposal recommending specific changes in regulation 
for permitted facility ownership of potentially dangerous animals on the VDGIF amended 
restricted species list. The Workgroup did not ultimately achieve consensus on either proposal, 
but participants were able to identify and reach consensus around a number of broad 
recommendations. These recommendations will be refined, where possible, at the next and final 
Workgroup meeting on November 28th. Consensus recommendations emerging from the meeting 
are as follows: 

1) Frame the final report by differentiating Virginia from Ohio (including differing 
regulatory frameworks). 

2) Every permitted facility should have a facility plan that features an escape or disaster 
plan. 

3) Individuals who own animals on the VDGIF amended restricted list must be in 
compliance with local laws. 

4) There should be additional training and experience requirements for ownership. 
5) Identify funding and resources for VDGIF and local authorities for implementation.  
6) Communication should be improved between federal, state, and local agencies. 
7) Encourage compliance for owners, but increase penalties for noncompliance. 
8) Increase access to first responder training and education.  

The next DAI Workgroup meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, November 28th from 10:00 am 
until 4:00 pm at the VDGIF offices in Richmond.  For any questions or concerns about the 
Workgroup or the Dangerous Animals Initiative, please send an email to animals@virginia.net.  
Additional details about the November 13th meeting are below.  
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Meeting Introduction 

Twenty-six members of the Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) Workgroup gathered at the 
VHDA Virginia Housing Center in Glen Allen, VA on November 13th, 2012 for the fourth in a 
series of meetings regarding public safety and potentially dangerous animals in Virginia.  The 
group discussed several issues, including suggestions made by a Committee that formed at the 
previous Workgroup meeting on October 24th around Non-Human Primates, and a revised 
proposal was submitted by a Workgroup member for the larger group to consider.  The 
Workgroup was able to achieve consensus on several broad issues and ideas that will be further 
refined at the next Workgroup meeting on Nov. 28th. 

Christine Gyovai and Kristina Weaver, members of the facilitation team from IEN, greeted the 
Workgroup and members of the public that were in attendance.  After reviewing the agenda and 
meeting guidelines, Ms. Weaver reviewed the consensus decision-making process the 
Workgroup has been utilizing.  For the purposes of deliberation, the Workgroup agreed that 
consensus would indicate the following:  support for a proposal without compromising 
fundamental values, and actively supporting all elements of a decision—not just the parts an 
individual liked best.  Also, the Workgroup has agreed to continue to use the following method 
for consensus decision-making: 

• Showing three fingers (3) would indicate full support for consensus. 
• Showing two fingers (2) would indicate support with some questions and concerns. 
• Showing one finger (1) would indicate too many questions and concerns, and the 

proposal cannot be supported. 

In order to expedite the deliberation process, the Workgroup agreed to “temperature-taking” or 
straw polling as an additional method for determining the level of support each member had for a 
proposal.  The Workgroup agreed to use the following method during a straw poll to indicate 
support for a proposal: 

• Agreement:  fully extending one’s arm above their head 
• Partial agreement:  extending one’s arm at about head level 
• No agreement:  extending one’s arm below head level.   

The facilitators noted that the Workgroup had made substantial progress, including 
recommendations around adding the ZAA Class 1 animals to the VDGIF list of restricted 
animals, and the requirement to submit a certificate of insurance with the annual VDGIF permit 
application at the previous meeting (see the October 24 Workgroup meeting summary for 
additional details).  The facilitators also noted that substantial work likely still remained for the 
Workgroup at the final meeting on November 28th.  
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Final Report Preview 

In response to a question from the Workgroup evaluations at the previous meeting, the 
facilitators then shared a draft outline of the DAI final report.  By the end of 2012, IEN will draft 
a report reflecting the efforts of the Dangerous Animals Initiative Workgroup.  The report will 
contain the recommendations of the Workgroup, noting areas of agreement as well as any areas 
of non-agreement.  Below is a draft outline of the final report (reference appendix for a more 
detailed outline): 

I. Executive Summary 
a. Workgroup recommendations 
b. Briefly discuss Workgroup process 
c. Subcommittees 
d. Areas where consensus was reached 
e. Areas of non-agreement 
f. Potential need for further focus, study, or deliberations 

II. Background 
a. Framework including existing VA regulations and Ohio incident 
b. Proposed legislation and public safety framework 
c. Developing process for discussion 
d. Background research  
e. Interview summary highlights 

III. Areas of Consensus 
IV. Areas of Non-agreement 
V. Workgroup Meetings 

a. General guidelines 
b. Workgroup charge 
c. Meetings: September 19th, October 3rd, October 24th, November 13th and 

November 28th  
VI. Public Meeting—October 24th 

VII. Recommendations 
a. Legislation 
b. Enforcement 
c. Further study required 
d. Other areas for consideration  

VIII. Continuation/Conclusion of Workgroup Process 
IX. Appendices 

 

One Workgroup member asked how consensus would be reflected in the report.  The facilitators 
said consensus would be reflected in the same manner as it was reflected in the October 24th 
meeting summary:  agreement for a proposal will be detailed by the total number of fingers 
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shown indicating support for a proposal, and non-agreement would be shown by the total number 
of 1 fingers shown—as well as an explanation for an individual’s non-agreement.  Questions, 
issues and ideas would also be noted in the report, as well as additional details from the 
Workgroup.   

Non-Human Primate (NHP) Committee proposal 

A Committee formed at the previous Workgroup meeting (October 24) to consider the inclusion 
of additional NHP’s into the VDGIF restricted species list.  Over the course of two conference 
calls and one in-person meeting (held at 9:00 prior to the start of the November 13th Workgroup 
meeting), the Committee discussed several issues and ideas for the inclusion of additional NHP 
to the VDGIF restricted list.  While consensus was never formally tested in the Committee 
meetings, there was broad agreement that some level of additional oversight of NHP ownership 
is needed. The majority of Committee members supported a potential set of criteria for 
ownership (see below for the revised proposal; see the appendix for the original proposal and a 
brief summary of the NHP Committee); however, some stakeholders did not support this 
approach and advocated for no ownership of primates within Virginia.  The Committee agreed to 
forward the proposed criteria to the larger Workgroup for discussion, while acknowledging that 
consensus agreement may not be likely. Below is the NHP ownership criteria proposed by the 
Committee.  

Basic Elements of Ownership Criteria 

• Animal must be permitted by VDGIF 
o Endangered NHP will not be permitted as pets 
o No NHP listed in Administrative Code 4VAC15-30-40. will be permitted as a 

pet  
• VDGIF allowed to set permit fees 
• Owner must have a written disaster plan 
• Animal must be contained on private property and not taken off premises unless it is 

for animal healthcare reasons; penalty for noncompliance 
• Animal must not be exhibited in the home or in a business (would need to clarify 

what is meant by “exhibiting” in the home) 
• Owner must notify local law enforcement within one hour of becoming aware of an 

escape or immediately upon becoming aware of an escape if it is suspected that the 
animal is off the property 

• Owner must have adequate housing to include a double door system of enclosure if 
the animal is kept outside 

• Penalties for escape due to inadequate enclosures and willfully ignoring directive to 
contain on property unless taken off for animal healthcare needs 

• Owner must have adequate transportation enclosures  
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    * Note that the NHP Committee had not discussed the remaining ideas below in 
depth prior to the meeting – they were submitted from one NHP Committee member.  
_____________________________________________________________________ 

• Permit information and disaster plan shared with local animal control 
• Permit good for one year; renewal must include proof of exam by veterinarian who 

can attest that the NHP is free of all symptoms of contagious and/or infectious 
diseases at the time of examination and all appropriate tests and preventative 
measures have been performed as deemed necessary by the veterinarian. 

• Unique identifier (e.g. Microchip or tattoo) 
• Documentation of experience 

o 2 letters of reference one of which must be from someone who operates a 
VDGIF licensed facility that contains the species or scientific family of the 
animal the applicant wishes to own; neither letter of reference can be from a 
relative 

o 1000 hours of documented experience 
o Experience must be within a VDGIF licensed facility that contains the species 

or scientific family of the animal the applicant wishes to own 
o Veterinarian with substantial experience with NHPs and/or who is boarded in 

zoo medicine must be a part of the education process 

Responder Training 

• Review of applicant’s disaster plan 
• Assessment, based on type of exotics in the locality, what training would be 

appropriate 
 

The NHP Committee had originally included a criterion related to proof of insurance, but 
determined that this should be stricken from the proposal because of the concerns that insurance 
would be inaccessible for pet owners.  Based on conversations with insurance agencies, the 
Committee found two major problems:  insurance may be not available for NHP owners, and 
showing proof of the insurance would also be difficult.  The Committee is currently awaiting 
feedback from an insurance agent to determine if this aspect of the proposal will be feasible.  
One Workgroup member remarked that in Treasure Island, Florida, there is a private insurance 
company that does offer coverage which could apply to an NHP owner.  Other Workgroup 
participants noted that it has not been a problem for permitted facilities to acquire insurance.  

In addition, the Committee’s proposed criteria had originally included a training option of 500 
documented hours of experience plus passing a VDGIF administered test. This was stricken from 
the set of criteria because the Committee determined that testing would not be a feasible option. 
Discussion of this issue in the Workgroup raised questions about what would constitute 
experience, how this might be documented, and what person or persons would be required to 
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demonstrate experience (e.g. owner, secondary handler, everyone with contact, etc.). A 
Workgroup member also had questions concerning the Responder Training section.  The 
Workgroup member asked how would owner training work at facilities, including how it would 
be structured? A Workgroup participant noted that the issues raised about training would also 
apply to permitted facilities where other animals are contained.  The NHP Committee clarified 
that bullets below the line above were options that did not receive much deliberation in 
committee meetings, and several issues require further discussion.  

A Workgroup member asked whether the Committee had determined how many NHPs are 
currently in Virginia, and the response was that it is not possible to accurately determine that 
number.  One member cautioned that NHP owners should be mindful of local regulations that 
may already prohibit the ownership of non-human primates.  One Workgroup member noted that 
companion animal laws have set a precedent for needing an animal license (such as a dog 
license), and this could be a precedent for NHP mandate licensure for NHPs. 

Revised Proposal 

After discussions concerning the NHP Committee proposal, the Workgroup began to consider a 
revised version of a proposal previously submitted at the October 24 Workgroup meeting (see 
the appendix for a copy of the proposal presented at the October 24 meeting). The revised 
proposal contained revisions to item #1.b. of the original October 24 proposal.  Below is a copy 
of the revised proposal as it was presented to the Workgroup. 

The following is a list of the only animals affected by this proposal (ZAA Class 1 
list): 
 
Baboons    Elephants   Leopards 
Bears     Gavials   Lions 
Black caimans    Gelada baboons  Orangutans 
Cape buffalos    Gibbons   Rhinoceros 
Chimpanzees    Gorillas   Siamangs 
Cougars, panthers   Hippopotamuses  Snow leopards 
Crocodiles (except dwarf & Congo) Jaguars   Tigers 
Drills and mandrills   Komodo dragons  Hybrids of the above 
 
FACILITY REQUIREMENTS 
 

1) Minimum $100,000 liability coverage, certificate of insurance provided to 
VDGIF each year. 

2) Written safety plan including escape protocol kept on site. 
3) Written succession plan for the placement of animals if a facility can no longer 

care for them. 
4) Training/experience- an individual at the facility shall demonstrate no less than 

one (1) year of substantial practical experience (to consist of no less than 1,000 
hours) in the care, feeding, handling and husbandry of the species for which the 
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facility is adding, or other species, within the same biological family which are 
substantially similar in size, characteristics, behavior, habits, care and nutritional 
requirements of the species for which the facility is adding.   

 
For the purposes of demonstrating compliance, applicants shall submit 
documentation of such experience, including: 
      a) A description of the specific experience acquired.   
      b) The dates and times the experience was obtained and the specific 
location(s) where acquired. 
      c) References from no less than two (2) individuals, no more than one of 
which may be a relative of the applicant, having personal knowledge of the 
applicant’s stated experience.                                                                                   

5) Have appropriate tranquilizing and lethal equipment on site. 
6) A fence of not less than eight (8) feet in height, constructed of not less than 11 ½-

gauge chain link, or equivalent, shall be present around the premises or areas of 
the facility wherein Class 1 animals are housed or exercised outdoors; to prevent 
escape from the property of any wildlife that may escape the primary cages and to 
deter unwanted entry by the public. 

 
STRUCTURAL CAGE REQUIREMENTS 

 
(A)  Group I-Chimpanzees (over 50 pounds), gorillas, and orangutans. 

 
1. Outdoor facilities- Cage construction materials shall consist of steel bars, two-

inch galvanized pipe, six-gauge chain link, masonry block or their strength 
equivalent. 

2. Indoor facilities & potential escape routes shall be equipped with steel bars, 
two-inch galvanized pipe, six-gauge chain link or equivalent in rooms where 
the wildlife is maintained. 
 

(B) Group II-Chimpanzees (up to 50 pounds), drills, mandrills, baboons, jaguars, 
tigers, lions, cougars, leopards, snow leopards and bears. 
 
1. Outdoor facilities- Cage construction materials shall consist of not less than 

nine-gauge chain link or equivalent. 
2. Indoor facilities & potential escape routes shall be equipped with wire or 

grating of not less than nine-gauge or equivalent. 
 

(C) Group III- Rhinoceros, elephants, hippopotamus, cape buffalos. 
 
Indoor and outdoor facilities- Construction materials shall consist of steel bars, 
masonry block or equivalent. 

 
(D)  Group IV-Crocodiles, gavials, caimans, and komodo dragons. 
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Outdoor facilities- Bounded by a fence at least five (5) feet in height or not less 
than  
11 ½-gauge chain link or equivalent. 

 
(E)  Group V-Gibbons, Siamangs 
 

1. Outdoor facilities-Construction material shall consist of not less than 11 ½-
gauge chain link or equivalent. 

2. Indoor facilities & potential escape routes shall be equipped with wire or 
grating of not less than 11 ½ gauge chain link or equivalent. 

 
Chimpanzees, Gorillas, Orangutans, Gibbons and Siamangs can be kept on island 
exhibits, wet moats shall be used that are no less than 24 feet wide, with 50 
percent of the water having a depth twice the height of the tallest animal. 

 
Lions and Tigers that are kept in uncovered outdoor exhibits shall have vertical 
jump walls at least 14 feet high, plus a two-foot, 45-degree, inward angle 
overhang, or vertical jump walls at least 16 feet high, without an overhang.  The 
inward angle fencing shall be made of the same material as the vertical fencing.   

 
             Leopards, jaguars, snow leopards and cougars shall not be kept in uncovered 
enclosures. 
 
Any alternative enclosure design must be approved in writing by VDGIF. 
 
All cages or enclosures of Class 1 animals except cape buffalos, elephants, 
hippopotamus, rhinoceros or outdoor reptile enclosures shall be equipped with a safety 
entrance.  A safety entrance is defined as a protected, secure area that can be entered by a 
keeper that prevents animal escape and safeguards the keeper, or a device that can be 
activated by a keeper that prevents animal escape and safeguards entry.  Such entrances 
shall include: A double-door mechanism, interconnecting cages, a lock-down area, or 
other comparable devices, that will prevent escape and safeguard the keeper.  Safety 
entrances shall be constructed of materials that are of equivalent strength as that 
prescribed for cage construction for that particular species. 
 
These are the minimum standards to keep these Class 1 animals.  AZA (Association of 
Zoos and Aquariums) and ZAA (Zoological Association of America) accredited facilities 
have met these standards in their accreditation process.  All other facilities will have an 
inspection visit by VDGIF to ensure that each of these minimum standards are met for 
each type of Class 1 animal requested prior to authorizing a facility to hold them. 
 
These regulations apply to permanent housing in the Commonwealth of Virginia.  They 
shall not apply to: 
 

1. Federal, State or local government facilities or agents holding an animal for an 
official purpose. 
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2. Licensed veterinary establishments temporarily holding an animal for the purpose 
of providing veterinary treatment. 

3. Circuses, defined as Class C licensees under the Animal Welfare Act, that are 
temporarily in the State, and that offer scheduled performances by live animals. 

4. A person temporarily transporting an animal through the state if the transit time is 
not more than 24 hours, the animal is not exhibited, and the animals is maintained 
at all times in a species-appropriate cage or other travel container such that there 
is no opportunity for physical contact with any member of the public. 

 
 
Proposal Discussion 
 
Once the proposal was shared but before deliberations began, the Workgroup was asked to 
consider the following question:  Is there a need for greater restrictions on the Class 1 animals 
listed above, which have been added to the VDGIF restricted species list? If so, what are the 
conditions of ownership?  A straw poll was taken to determine the general level of support by the 
Workgroup.  The results of the straw poll indicated a mixture of agreement and non-agreement, 
with some members abstaining from voting.  Enough support for additional restrictions was 
expressed by the group to move forward with considering the proposal that was submitted.  

One Workgroup member commented that maybe regulations are not strict enough now.  Another 
member had concerns about the inclusion of one of the animals to the VDGIF amended restricted 
list – the komodo dragon.  The facilitators noted that consensus on the amended restricted 
VDGIF list had been achieved at the previous meeting.   

One member of the Workgroup had, in advance of the meeting, shared a letter with the 
Workgroup detailing overall support for, but also potential amendments to, the revised proposal.  
The following is a brief summary of the concerns identified by the Workgroup member (see the 
appendices for the full email): 

• USDA regulations of outdoor facilities for lions and tigers are different than the facility 
requirements listed in the proposal.  The state requirements should be consistent with the 
USDA standards that are already in place. 

• USDA enclosure standards also differ from the standards in the proposal. 

• Given a recent incident at the AZA accredited Pittsburgh Zoo, the following should be 
included to the proposal’s enclosure standards:  public access walkways above Class 1 
animals are prohibited. 

• ZAA standards for public contact with Class 1 animals should be discussed. 

Workgroup members asked several clarifying questions regarding the revised proposal.  One 
member asked if ZAA accreditation would act as another exemption currently not listed in the 
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proposal.  A Workgroup member said that if a facility is ZAA or AZA accredited, then that 
facility would meet the standards listed in the proposal—and would therefore be exempt.  Some 
stated that AZA and ZAA members should not be considered as exemptions.   Another member 
asked what changes a ZAA or AZA accredited facility would need to make, if any, to comply 
with the proposal. Workgroup members stated that ZAA and AZA accredited facilities would 
now be required to show a certificate of insurance per the recommendations.  Any new facilities 
would potentially be required to meet the proposed recommendations. Below are additional 
clarifying questions asked followed by the respective answer: 

• Do AZA or ZAA accredited facilities currently require their personnel to meet a specific 
training threshold of hours? 

o AZA and ZAA standards currently do not require 1000 hours of experience, but 
they do require training. 

• Who would the documentation of training apply to?  Would it apply to those directly 
responsible, or to any person working with the animals? 

o This was noted as a topic for potential further deliberation.  

• Is tranquilizing equipment allowed on site?  If so, under what conditions? 

o A veterinarian must have license to have drugs on site; in other words, the 
veterinarian must license the facility. 

• Will approval from the Board of Pharmacy be required to hold drugs on site? 

o No.  A veterinarian may have drugs on site or a facility must have a prescription 
from a veterinarian to have drugs on site. 

 
Workgroup members also made the following recommendations to the proposal: 

• Under the training and experience requirement in the proposal, reference letters should 
not be allowed from relatives. 

• In order to avoid confusion, the Workgroup should no longer refer to the animals in 
question as Class 1 animals.  The animals in question should be referred to as belonging 
to the amended VDGIF restricted species list. 

• The following suggestions were made around item #5: Have appropriate tranquilizing 
and lethal equipment on site. 

o Instead of allowing each site to have tranquilizers, an alternative idea would be to 
have a veterinarian within 10 minutes of the facility.  The veterinarian will then 
be the one responsible for operating and shooting the tranquilizer. 

o Education for loading and operating a dart system should be required. 
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o There is a concern of the dangers of opioids, particularly as a street drug.  

o A participant noted it is very difficult for an individual to have drugs on site.  

After additional discussion, Workgroup members were asked to think at a high-level (or “30,000 
ft. view”) about the recommendations in the proposal, instead of at the detail level only.  
Workgroup members noted that many recommendations would need to go through a state level 
rule-making process that would include seeking additional detail and feedback.  CT members 
encouraged the Workgroup to look at the big picture with regard to the proposal and potential 
Workgroup recommendations.  

Facility Requirements – proposal discussion continued 

After the lunch break, Workgroup members began to discuss each individual item under the 
revised proposal, starting at the top under number 1 (found on page 6 of the meeting summary), 
and to hold a consensus vote around each element.  Below are discussion points that were held 
around the first three items of the proposal, followed by the results of the tests for consensus for 
each item.  The first part of the proposal was around facility requirements, specifically to 
include: Minimum $100,000 liability coverage, certificate of insurance provided to VDGIF each 
year. 

After some discussion around item # 1, the Workgroup agreed to the following change:  include 
“at the time of application.”  Item #1 was revised to read as follows:   

1) Minimum $100,000 liability coverage, a certificate of insurance will be provided to 
VDGIF each year at the time of application. 

 
The Workgroup then moved on to discuss item # 2: For facilities to have a written safety plan 
including escape protocol kept on site. 
 
  Several concerns were expressed regarding this item, including: 

• Concern about the protection of private information. 
o Several members were concerned about the security of private information.  

Representatives of the Virginia Municipal League and the VDGIF provided 
feedback on Freedom of Information Action (FOIA) options including language 
around information not being disclosed by a public body if requested by an 
individual.  Questions were raised about whether a legislator would potentially 
include language in legislation to protect private information.      

• Concern over access and quality of the safety plan of a permitted facility: 
o Several members agreed that the safety plan should be accessible to first 

responders. 
o Others noted that the attending veterinarian should be part of creating a plan for a 

facility.   
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o Others asked whether there is a system to validate the plans to ensure the 
adequacy of the safety plan.  This would likely be VDGIF.   

• Concern about sharing the safety protocols. 
o One member expressed doubt that the internal safety or disaster planning 

protocols of an institution would be of value for someone unfamiliar with the 
protocols in the event of an actual disaster.  Other Workgroup members stated that 
training must be conducted on safety and disaster plans so that they can be 
effective.   

Several Workgroup members also shared potential language to include in the recommendation.  
To protect privacy, one member suggested including, “not be disclosed by public body unless 
specifically requested.”  Another member suggested including “could be available to local 
government at their request.”  To make the item more thorough, one member suggested 
including a requirement for a disaster plan as well.  One member suggested at the item should be 
shared with local authorities, approved by VDGIF, and private information of individuals should 
be protected. Additional questions and discussion included to keep the existing regulatory 
framework in mind when developing the recommendations, the option to share summaries of the 
disaster plans with existing authorities (with more detail shared on a need-to-know basis), and 
asking if a safety plan is really valuable to first responders.  

Item #2 was revised and to read as follows: 

2) Written safety plan including escape protocol and disaster plan kept on site, shared with 
local authorities, approved by VDGIF, and private information of individuals protected. 

Next, the Workgroup discussed item # 3 under the facility requirements section of the proposal:  
A written succession plan for the placement of animals if a facility can no longer care for them. 

Some Workgroup members cautioned that requiring a succession plan would likely lead to a 
larger role for VDGIF and would therefore ensure the need for more resources to enable 
oversight of the plans for each facility, including evaluating the succession plans.  It would also 
bring up the need to address what to do with animals that may need to be taken from individuals.   
Another participant stated that this would be more relevant for a private owner or zoo.  The 
Workgroup decided to not change the language of item #3. 

The Workgroup proceeded to conduct a consensus vote on the first three items of the 
proposal.  The results of the consensus vote for the revised item #1:  Minimum $100,000 liability 
coverage, a certificate of insurance will be provided to VDGIF each year at the time of 
application.  Results of the test for consensus were:  
 

• Fifteen 3’s (full support), three 2’s (support with some questions), and one 1 (not able to 
support). 
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After further deliberation, one Workgroup member was unable to support the item because of a 
concern regarding access to insurance:  the member was concerned that if insurance was not 
readily available to permitted facilities, then the recommendation would be effectively creating a 
de facto ban.  Another member agreed, and referenced the example in Ohio to illustrate the 
potential problems that can occur if an individual or facility cannot obtain insurance.  Other 
Workgroup members noted that insurance was not difficult to acquire for permitted facilities and 
that a $100,000 minimum was not too high (and may not be high enough).  Others expressed 
concerns about not specifying an amount for insurance, in the event that it is set higher during 
any potential rule-making that follows Workgroup recommendations.      
  
The Workgroup agreed that more information and investigation was needed on this matter before 
the next meeting, and one participant agreed to gather more information before the Nov. 28 
meeting.  The Workgroup agreed that item 1 should simply require showing a certificate of 
insurance at the time of reapplication for exhibitor permits to VDGIF (a recommendation the 
Workgroup previously agreed to at the October 24th meeting).   
 
Small Group Discussion 

The Workgroup then continued deliberations by separating into two smaller groups.  Each small 
group continued to discuss the revised proposal, the NHP Committee recommendations, and any 
other new ideas for moving forward.  Afterwards, each small group returned to the larger group 
to share highlights of their discussions.  Below is a summary of each small group discussion. 

Group 1 Summary 

There was broad support for the revised proposal that was submitted. The group identified issues 
around public safety, and then focused discussions around drugs at facilities and funding and 
resources. 

Issues regarding enhancing public safety and permitted facilities: 

• Training for emergency escape is needed at facilities. 
o A veterinarian should approve the safety plan at a permitted facility. 

• Clearly identify requirements for ownership. 
• Education is both needed for owners and the public regarding animals and facilities. 
• Training for emergencies for first responders is needed, including with regard to safety 

plans at facilities.  
• Identification of capture plans at facilities for first responders is needed. 
• A method of enforcement and compliance plans for state agencies is needed. 
• Lids are needed on big cat enclosures. 

 
Drugs at Facilities: 
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• A written escape protocol is needed, including for handling drugs during an escape. 
• There are many existing statutes and regulations in place regarding drugs at facilities, and 

knowledge of the existing regulatory framework is needed by all Workgroup participants, 
including zoos and facilities.  

o The group noted that the Board of Pharmacy should be included. 
o The VDACS (Virginia Dept. of Agriculture and Consumer Services) chemical 

capture law is important to know about. 
• Concern about street drugs that may result from mishandled drugs from facilities. Close 

oversight is needed.  
 

Funding and Resources for Enforcement: 

• Resources will be needed for VDGIF  
o Changes will need to be made to the way that resources are allocated if the 

Workgroup recommendations are put in effect or if VDGIF will potentially have 
to take possession of animals. 

• Other potential funding sources 
o Resources will need to be derived by applicants, but this will likely not cover the 

potential funding needs from Workgroup recommendations.  
o This could be considered part of the “cost of doing business” for applicants.  

Other ideas for how resources could be acquired included: 
 User fees. 
 Permit fees--$500 was suggested (although one participant noted a strong 

concern about this amount saying that it would not be possible for many 
applicants to afford this).  The current amount is $50.  

 Resources are needed for recommendations at the local level as well. 
 Resources will also be needed for oversight and training. 

o There will likely need to be multiple revenue streams to help cover the potential 
costs associated with Workgroup recommendations. Other ideas included: 
 License fees. 
 Firearm training fees going partially to help cover needed resources.  
 Statue 6569—could be used at local level for Animal Control Officers 

(ACO). 
 Earmarking for VDGIF. 
 Civil penalties including from ACO’s and other fines.  
 There was a concern that these ideas may not be enough resources to 

cover the need. Additional ideas for resources will likely be needed.  
o There could be tiers of permits associated with different types of animals and 

permits that are held with different fees (a range of fee types). 
o Funds could potentially also include federal funding or from the Virginia General 

Fund.  
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o Look at the Florida funding example:  there are many funding pots. 
o Is there a mechanism to recover costs? 

 Such as funds to an impounding agency. 
 

Other issues and ideas: 

• Ideas for around insurance for permitted facilities: 
o Claim history should be included in a reapplication for an exhibitor’s permit 
o $100,000 is a good starting point—there was support for this item#1 in the revised 

proposal by some participants 
• Transparency of regulations is needed at state and federal levels, as well as 

communication through all tiers of government 
• There was a question about whether a person could still breed Komodo dragons if an 

exhibitors permit is required, and the response was that yes – it is possible to.   
• Change to item # 5 (Have appropriate tranquilizing and lethal equipment on site) on the 

revised proposal: 
o With a veterinarian that can come to site in reasonable amount of time 

• In developing a succession plan for permitted facilities, specific individuals should be 
identified for care for animals in succession plans (similar to a corporate policy) 

• No permitting of NHP should be allowed 

Group 2 Summaries 

Top issues group members wished to discuss: 

• Safety and security 
• Reliance on fees 

o Consider using the general fund as well.  Reliance on fees will not be enough to 
cover all of the administrative costs for implementation 

• Decrease fees 
o Concern that high fees may result in a de facto ban. 

• Achieve consensus on amended restricted list 
• Revised Proposal 
• Increased penalties for noncompliance 
• Funding 

o Consider increased fees for owners of animals on the amended restricted list 
o Consider the creation of a new agency to handle oversight 
o Consider having a financial impact statement on the report for the Governor 

• Contingency plan for aging owners and natural disasters 
• Additional welfare and public safety standards for animals on the amended restricted 

species list. 
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Gaps in current regulation/enforcement system that are not being addressed: 

• Enclosure standards 
• Additional requirements for first responder training/experience 

o Consider formalizing current private sector pro bono efforts 
• Increase access to information for first responders 

o Creation of a registry 
• Illegally held animals 

o Need system for reporting 
o Increase fines for violators 
o Consider system other than “snitch system” 

 Some members are in favor of a reward based system for reporting another 
person’s noncompliance 

Areas of Agreement: 

• Acknowledge that Virginia’s regulatory framework and legislative history is different 
than Ohio, and open the final report with this framing 

• Everyone should have a safety plan or protocols for escape 
• Compliance with local laws:  include a check box on the annual permit application that 

indicates an individual has checked local regulations to make sure they are in compliance 
• Requirements for training and education 

o Require references from appropriate body, appropriate to species, and should 
cover appropriate personnel 

o Grandfather clause should apply to education but not to safety standards. 
• While there was no consensus on the issue of restrictions for NHP ownership, the group 

did agree that the report should reflect the various perspective members had on the issue 
and that the Workgroup should consider requiring licensing of primates as companion 
animals, as is done for dog ownership (health certifications may be applied). 

Areas of Consensus – large Workgroup discussion 

After both small groups shared their discussions with the larger group, the Workgroup decided 
that consensus might be more easily achieved by focusing on broader language.  One member 
proposed that the Workgroup test for consensus on the broader issues identified during the small 
group discussions by Group 2.  Several Workgroup members agreed, citing the limited time the 
Workgroup had left to reach a meaningful consensus.  The Workgroup agreed that the final 
meeting scheduled for November 28th should be more about making decisions and less about 
generating new ideas. 

The facilitators tested for consensus on each item identified by Group 2 during the small group 
discussions.  The following is a summary of each test for consensus: 
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1. Consensus proposal:  Frame the final report by differentiating Virginia from 
Ohio and acknowledging that Virginia is distinct with respect to policies and 
regulations concerning potentially dangerous animals and public safety. 

a. Results of the test:  twelve 3’s (full support) and six 2’s (support with 
some questions/concerns). 

b. Although Workgroup members had some questions and concerns, 
there was still support for the recommendation. 

2. Consensus proposal:  Every permitted facility should have a facility plan that 
features an escape or disaster plan. 

a. Results of the test:  fifteen 3’s (full support) and two 2’s (support with 
some questions/concerns). 

b. Although some members had questions and concerns, there was still 
support for the recommendation. 

3. Consensus proposal:  Individuals who own animals on the VDGIF amended 
restricted species list must be in compliance with local laws. 

a. Results of the test:  sixteen 3’s (full support) and one 1 (no support) 

i. After further deliberation, the workgroup agreed to test for 
consensus on this item once again.  The result of test was 
seventeen 3’s. 

b. There was full support for the recommendation. 

4. Consensus proposal:  There should be additional training and experience 
requirements. 

a. Results of the test:  sixteen 3’s (full support) and two 2’s (support with 
some questions/concerns). 

b. Although some members had questions and concerns, there was still 
support for the recommendation. 

5. Consensus proposal:  There should be additional requirements for the 
standards of enclosure for animals on the amended restricted list. 

a. Results of the test:  eleven 3’s (full support), five 2’s (support with 
some questions/concerns), and one 1 (no support). 

i. One member was concerned that there was not enough detail to 
support the recommendation. 

b. There was not support for the recommendation at this time.   
Additional discussion may be needed to discuss additional details.  
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6. Consensus proposal:  There is a need to identify additional funding and 
resources for implementation.  

a. Results of the test:  sixteen 3’s (full support) and two 2’s (support with 
some questions/concerns). 

b. Although some members had questions and concerns, there was still 
support for the recommendation. 

7. Consensus proposal:  There should be better communication between federal, 
state, and local authorities to protect public safety. 

a. Results of the test:  seventeen 3’s (full support) and one 2 (support 
with some questions/concerns) 

b. Although some members had questions and concerns, there was still 
support for the recommendation. 

8. Consensus Proposal:  Encourage compliance while increasing penalties for 
noncompliance. 

a. Results of the test:  fifteen 3’s (full support) and two 2’s (support with 
some questions/concerns) 

b. Although some members had questions and concerns, there was still 
support for the recommendation. 

9. Consensus Issue:  Increase access to first responder training. 

a. Results of the test:  sixteen 3’s (full support) and two who abstained 
from voting. 

b. There was still support for the recommendation, but the group agreed 
that more discussion needed to take place around this (and other) 
proposals. 

 

Public Comments 

Before the meeting concluded, the Workgroup offered an opportunity for public comment.   The 
Workgroup received the following two questions: 

1) Would the grandfather clause apply to private individual owners, or would they be 
required to restructure their facilities and obtain insurance? 

2) How would training reciprocity work (particularly between different states)?  If an 
individual is training in a facility, then can he or she have a review process to know how 
to evaluate progress and determine whether training requirements will be met? What 
happens if an individual is not succeeding in a training program at a facility? 
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Next Steps 
 

The meeting concluded after the public comments, with the facilitators thanking Workgroup 
members for their time and requesting that participants fill out evaluations.  The next meeting for 
the Workgroup will be held on Wednesday, November 28th from 10:00 am to 4:00 pm at the 
VDGIF offices in Richmond, VA. 

For any questions or concerns about the Workgroup or the Dangerous Animals Initiative, please 
email animals@virginia.edu.  
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Dangerous Animal Initiative Workgroup members present at November 13th Meeting 

Andrew Wyatt, US Association of Reptile Keepers (US ARK)  
Barbara Heffernan, Busch Gardens  
Dan Kovich, Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS) (ex 
officio) 
David Whitehurst, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) (ex officio)  
     (and alternate Ed Steinkoenig of VDGIF) 
Deborah Broughton, Animal Control Officer, Dinwiddie County 
Doris Hackworth, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service  
     (USDA APHIS) (ex officio) 
Earit Powell, Fairfax County - Animal Services Division 
James Lavender, Dr. Lavender's Animals 
Jared Watts, Saving All Virginia's Exotic Species (SAVES)  
Jim Andelin, Metro Richmond Zoo  
Joseph Lerch, Virginia Municipal League (VML) 
Julie Strauss, Feld Entertainment / Ringling Brothers  
Kathy Strouse, Virginia Animal Control Officers Association (VACA)  
Kelly Gottschalk, Virginia Veterinary Medical Association (VVMA)  
Kerri Cooper-Bailey, Saving All Virginia’s Exotic Species (SAVES) 
Larry Mendoza, Virginia Herpetological Society (VHS) 
Lindsay Reames, Virginia Farm Bureau (VFB) 
Michael Maddox, Pet Industry Joint Advisory Council (PIJAC)  
Nicole Paquette, Humane Society of the United States (HSUS)  
Peter Brewer, Zoological Association of America (ZAA)  
Robin Lentz, Mill Mountain Zoo  
Robin Starr, Richmond SPCA,  (Laura Donahue, was the alternate for Robin Starr for the 
first half of the meeting) 
Sharon Adams, Virginia Alliance For Animal Shelters (VAAS)  
Steve Olson, Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) 
Virginia Kilmer, Virginia Federation of Humane Societies (VFHS)  

 

Facilitation Team: Christine Gyovai, Kristina Weaver, and Pete Guzman, UVA IEN  
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APPENDIX 1 – Final Report Outline 

Dangerous Animals Initiative Final Report Outline and format 
November 21, 2012 

Prepared by the UVa IEN 
 

IEN will draft a Final Report from the efforts of the Dangerous Animal Initiative Workgroup by 
the end of 2012.  The report will contain the recommendations of the Workgroup, noting areas of 
agreement as well as any areas of non-agreement.  Below is a draft outline of the final report, 
and changes and suggestions are welcome and may be sent to IEN at: animals@virginia.edu  
 

 
I. Executive Summary 

a. Workgroup Recommendations 
b. Briefly discuss Workgroup process 
c. Subcommittees  
d. Areas where consensus was reached 
e. Areas of disagreement 
f. Potential need for further focus, study, or deliberations 
 

II. Background 
a. Virginia regulatory framework and Ohio incident 
b. Proposed legislation and Public Safety framework 

i. Resulting charge to VDGIF; contracting with IEN 
c. Developing process for discussion 

i. Formation of Coordinating Team (CT) 
1. Charge and Protocols for the Workgroup 

ii. Formation of Workgroup (WG) 
1. Workgroup process 

d. Research 
i. Existing regulations 

1. Potential gaps and needs 
ii. Legislation from other states 

1. VDGIF trip to Florida 
iii. Interview summary highlight; [interview summary in appendix] 
iv. Public comments and Public Meeting [in appendix] 
v. Webinar & Website 

 
III. Areas of Consensus 

 
IV. Areas of Non-agreement 

 
V. Recommendations 

a. Legislation 
b. Enforcement 
c. Further study required 
d. Other areas for consideration 
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VI. Workgroup Meetings 

a. General guidelines 
b. Workgroup charge  
c. September 19th Meeting 

i. Agenda [in appendix] 
ii. Summary 

iii. Evaluations [paragraph summary; detail in appendix] 
 

d. October 3rd Meeting 
i. Agenda [in appendix] 

ii. Summary 
iii. Evaluations [paragraph summary; detail in appendix] 

1. Subcommittee and call summaries 
e. October 24th Meeting 

i. Agenda [in appendix] 
ii. Summary 

iii. Evaluations [paragraph summary; detail in appendix] 
1. Subcommittee and call summaries 
2. Public Meeting 

f. November 13th Meeting 
i. Agenda [in appendix] 

ii. Summary 
iii. Evaluations [paragraph summary; detail in appendix] 

g. November 28th Meeting 
i. Agenda [in appendix] 

ii. Summary 
iii. Evaluations [paragraph summary; detail in appendix] 

 
VII. Public Meeting – October 24th  

a. Agenda 
b. Summary 

 
VIII. Continuation/Conclusion of WG Process 

 
IX. Potential Appendices  

a. Protocols for Workgroup 
b. Communications protocol 
c. Background document 
d. Interview Summary 
e. Public Comment summary 
f. Copies of presentations?  
g. Information needs document(s) (such as VDGIF permit application, restricted 

species list, etc.) 
h. Information shared on Basecamp [all of the documents?] 
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APPENDIX 2 - Original proposal submitted at the October 24th  DAI meeting from a 
Workgroup member 
 

8. Adopt either the ZAA or Florida list for Class 1 animals and limit facilities able to keep 
these animals 

a. Having a USDA and VDGIF license is NOT enough to maintain these Class 1 
animals.  Facilities allowed to keep Class 1 animals would be limited to the 
following: 

i. AZA or ZAA accredited facilities 
ii. Allow local jurisdictions (city council or board of supervisors) to 

authorize facilities not AZA or ZAA accredited to possess such animals 
provided the following requirements are met: 

1. Liability insurance 
2. Written safety plan including escape protocol 
3. Trained staff with appropriate tranquilizing and lethal equipment 

on site. 
4. An enclosure for each Class 1 animal that meets ZAA or AZA 

standards for the species. 
9. Add primates to the list of animals requiring a USDA and VDGIF permit 

a. If a facility or individual does not meet the requirements of both licenses they 
will not be permitted to obtain primates. 

10. Create a venomous snake registry similar to Virginia’s dangerous dog registry 
a. This would allow local jurisdiction the information needed for first responders. 

11. Require all applicants to submit copies of USDA inspections with application renewal 
a. This would allow VDGIF to monitor patterns of noncompliance. 

12. Require copy of insurance to be sent to VDGIF as part of the renewal application. 
13. Increase fines and penalties for noncompliance to existing and new regulations. 
14. Look at increasing existing permit fees as well as fees for the venomous snake registry 

(if established). 
a. Funding necessary to enforce any new regulation is critical especially in this 

economy. Implementation of the recommendations above would not require as 
much new funds because it is using AZA and ZAA’s accreditation process and 
enclosure standards which are already in place. Hopefully, with an increase in 
permit fees and the fees associated with a venomous snake registry, VDGIF 
could hire more staff to oversee any new changes. 
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APPENDIX 3 – Comments on the revised proposal from the Nov. 13 meeting from a 
Workgroup member (received in advance of the meeting and shared with the Workgroup) 

I have reviewed Jim Andelin's proposal and am in agreement, with a few exceptions, which I 
would like to be considered by the committee and workgroup: 
 
Facility requirements:  
 
Outdoor facilities: Lions and Tigers 
Jim has proposed vertical walls of 14ft height with 2 foot overhang or 16 feet high walls w/o 
overhang.  I was recently advised by my USDA ACI that the revised USDA regulations require 9 
gauge chain link 12 foot high walls with 3 or 4 ft chain link overhang or 16 foot high walls. 
Many USDA facilities have already complied with these new regulations. The state requirements 
should be consistent with the USDA standards which are already in place. 
 
The USDA also currently requires a 8 foot perimeter fence at least 3 foot from primary 
enclosures housing Class 1 animals. 
 
I would also like to suggest an addendum to outdoor enclosures to address the recent incident at 
the AZA accredited Pittsburgh Zoo: Public access walkways above Class 1 animals are 
prohibited. 
 
The ZAA also has current standards regarding public contact with Class 1 animals which should 
be discussed and considered in regard to revised VAVDGIF regulation. 
 
Respectfully 

Doris Pruett 
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Appendix 4 - Original NHP Committee Summary and Proposal presented at Nov. 13 
Workgroup meeting  

NHP ownership criteria proposal   11/9/12 

Julia Murphy, Coordinator nonhuman primate issue subcommittee 

Basic elements of ownership criteria: 

• Animal must be permitted by VDGIF 
o Endangered NHP will not be permitted as pets 
o No NHP listed in Administrative Code 4VAC15-30-40. will be permitted as a pet 

• VDGIF allowed to set permit fees 
• Owner must have a written disaster plan 
• Animal must be contained on private property and not taken off premises unless it is for animal 

healthcare reasons; penalty for noncompliance 
• Animal must not be exhibited in the home or in a business* 
• Owner must notify local law enforcement within one hour of becoming aware of an escape or 

immediately upon becoming aware of an escape if it is suspected that the animal is off the 
property  

• Owner must have adequate housing to include a double door system of enclosure if the animal 
is kept outside 

• Penalties for escape due to inadequate enclosures and willfully ignoring directive to contain on 
property unless taken off for animal healthcare needs 

• Owner must have proof of insurance** 
• Owner must have adequate transportation enclosures  

_____________________________________________________________________ 

• Permit information and disaster plan shared with local animal control 
• Permit good for one year; renewal must include proof of exam by veterinarian who can attest 

that the NHP is free of all symptoms of contagious and/or infectious diseases at the time of 
examination and all appropriate tests and preventative measures have been performed as 
deemed necessary by the veterinarian. 

• Unique identifier (e.g., Microchip or tattoo) 
• Documentation of experience 

o 2 letters of reference one of which must be from someone who operates a VDGIF 
licensed facility that contains the species or scientific family of the animal the applicant 
wishes to own; neither letter of reference can be from a relative 

o 500 hours of experience plus passing a test (80% or more correct) 
administered/overseen by VDGIF personnel   
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o 1000 hours of documented experience  
o Experience must be within a VDGIF licensed facility that contains the species or scientific 

family of the animal the applicant wishes to own 
o Veterinarian with substantial experience with NHPs and/or who is boarded in zoo 

medicine must be a part of the education process 

Responder training 

• Review of applicant’s disaster plan 
• Assessment, based on type of exotics in the locality, what training would be appropriate  

 

References: 

Louisiana http://doa.louisiana.gov/osr/lac/books.htm, Title 76, Part V, Chapter 1 
Oklahoma City http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=17000 
Florida  http://myfwc.com/license/captive-wildlife/ 

 

 
 

 *Would need to clarify what is meant by “exhibiting” in the home  

**Gathering more information about what this would mean financially for a private pet owner 
from either a insurance or bond standpoint; consensus not reached that this should be a 
criteria 
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NHP subcommittee summary/report presented at 11/13/12 Workgroup mtg.   11-12-2012 

During the full work group meeting on 10/24/12, consensus was reached that all nonhuman primates (NHPs) 
classified as Class 1 animals by the Zoological Association of America should be added to the list of animals found  
in the Virginia Administrative Code section 4VAC15-30-40. entitled “Importation requirements, possession and sale 
of nonnative (exotic) animals.”  If this recommendation by the work group is put into effect it will mean that Class 
1 primates could not be owned as pets in Virginia.  During that same meeting, it was decided that a subcommittee 
should be formed to discuss other NHPs from a public safety perspective and bring recommendations in this 
regard to the next meeting of the full work group on 11/13/12.   

The subcommittee met three times (twice via conference calls on 11/2 and 11/9 and one face to face meeting  on 
11-13).  Since discussing issues related to public safety and exotic animals using a proposal as a starting point 
seemed to work well in full work group deliberations, a member put forward a proposal for the subcommittee’s 
consideration as part of our first meeting on 11/2.  This proposal made the recommendation that all macaque 
species be added to list of animals that could not be owned as pets and further proposed that no additional NHPs 
be added to the list of animals people could not keep as pets.  Consensus was not reached in regard to the first 
part of this proposal.  In addition, one member of the group voiced support for adding all NHPs to the list of those 
that could not be kept as pets.  In deliberations both during this meeting and as part of the conference call on 11/9 
about adding any additional NHPs to the list of animals that could not be kept as pets, 2 members of the group 
expressed support for adding all NHPs to that list, 2 members voiced support for not adding any additional NHPs to 
the list and 3 members of the group offered that while they felt NHPs should not be kept as pets, they were willing 
to entertain and discuss a system of NHP pet ownership permitting/regulation that would involve NHP owners 
meeting certain criteria to help protect public safety.  The 2 members of the group who voiced support for not 
adding any additional NHPs to the list were also willing to discuss a system of NHP ownership regulation and the 2 
members of the group who felt that no NHPs should not be kept as pets maintained that position and expressed 
that they felt a system of regulating or permitting NHP pet ownership was not something that they could support.   

For the full work group’s consideration, however, a permitting system was discussed in an attempt to detail what 
would be important criteria to include in such a system.   These criteria for NHP owners included:  (i) a written 
disaster plan that is shared with local law enforcement, (ii) confining NHPs to the owner’s property and not 
allowing NHPs to be taken off the premises unless for legitimate veterinary care/animal health care reasons (iii) 
adequate housing to include a double door system of enclosure if the animal is kept outside (iv) adequate 
transportation enclosures (v)  notifying local law enforcement within one hour of becoming aware of an escape or 
immediately if the owner suspects that the animal is no longer on the premises (vi) penalties for inadequate 
enclosures and willfully failing to ignore the directive to keep the animal on the owner’s property unless for animal 
healthcare reasons.  

NHP Subcommittee members: 
Virginia Kilmer, VFHS      Deborah Broughton, Dinwiddie County Animal  
Kelly Gottschalk, VVMA       Control Officer 
Peggy Rice, primate sanctuary    Roger Sweeney, Virginia Zoo 
Laura Donahue representing Robin Starr,  
     Richmond SPCA 
Nicole Paquette, HSUS      Ex officio members: 
Kerri Cooper-Bailey representing Jared Watts,   Doris Hackworth, USDA 
    SAVES      Julia Murphy, VDH 
Peter Brewer, ZAA 
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P.  DAI Workgroup Meeting Evaluations – November 13, 2012 
 
 
We greatly value your input for future meetings.  Please fill out the questions below, and use the back 
of this sheet if needed. 
 
1. What were most valuable elements of the meeting?   

 
A. None 
B. Getting clarity at end of the 30,000 ft. view with new issues 
C. Efforts to ensure broad input and reach consensus  
D. Taking consensus votes 
E. Reaching the 30,000 foot view 

 
2. What were the least valuable elements of the meeting? 
 

A. None 
B. Too much “in the weeds” 
C. We spent too much time on same issues for which there was no consensus and little hope of 

reaching consensus (e.g. insurance) 
D. Letting things stagnate “in the weeds” 
E. Comments about insurance 

 
3. What ideas, resources or partnerships have been the most helpful to you? 
 

A. None 
B. None  
C. None  
D. None  
E. Recognizing  

 
4. What next steps would be the most helpful for the Workgroup and the overall effort? (Please 

be specific).    
 

A. None 
B. Agree to the specific language of the “report” 
C. We focused on this at the end of this meeting; we need to identify specific areas on which 

consensus does exist or there is reasonable chance to achieve it. 
D. None  
E. Reaching the 30,000 foot view 

 
5. Are there other people, organizations or resources that should be involved? If so, who? 
 

A. None 
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B. None  
C. None  
D. None  
E. None  

 
6. Are there any ideas or concerns that were not addressed in your small group that need to 

be?  In the larger group? 
 

A. None 
B. None  
C. Our final meeting should focus on making certain the final report will reflect where the group 

ended up on the various issues 
D. None  
E. None  

 
7. What other comments or ideas would you like to share about the facility, food, or meeting? 
 

A. Very productive meeting!! 
B. None  
C. Facilities were great! 
D. None  
E. Follow through with what we accomplished in the last hour!  Great job! 
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Q.  DAI Workgroup Meeting Agenda – November 28, 2012 
 
Facilitated by the UVa IEN  
10:00 AM – 4:00 PM; VDGIF OFFICES, 4010 West Broad Street, Richmond, Virginia 

Wednesday, November 28th, 2012 

 
10:00 Welcome and Introductions 

Christine Gyovai and Kristina Weaver, UVa IEN  

10:30 Small group discussion 

• Are there any additional ideas, gaps or recommendations to enhance public 
safety with potentially dangerous animals? 

o Consider the charge below* 

• Report back to the large group with top ideas and themes for consideration 
and discussion  

11:30 Review of consensus recommendations from Nov. 13 Workgroup meeting 

• Frame the final report by differentiating Virginia from Ohio (including 
differing regulatory frameworks). 

• Every permitted facility should have a facility plan that features an escape or 
disaster plan. 

• Individuals who own animals on the VDGIF amended restricted list must be 
in compliance with local laws. 

• There should be additional training and experience requirements for 
ownership. 

• Identify funding and resources for VDGIF and local authorities for 
implementation.  

• Communication should be improved between federal, state, and local 
agencies. 

• Encourage compliance for owners, but increase penalties for noncompliance. 
• Increase access to first responder training and education.  

12:30 Lunch Break 

1:00 Continued large group discussion of Consensus Recommendations  

• From small groups, proposals, past meetings, and Workgroup members 
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• Final idea generation and discussion 

2:10 Break 

2:20 Consensus recommendation refinement 

• Final refining of DAI Workgroup recommendations 

3:20 Evaluation of process  

• Evaluations 

3:40 
 
 

Next Steps 
• Final report format and CT review 
• Public comments (also see www.virginiaanimals.net)  

• Evaluations and next steps 

4:00 
 
 

Adjourn 
 

 
 
 

  

112

http://www.virginiaanimals.net/


R.  DAI Workgroup Meeting Summary – November 28, 2012 
VDGIF Headquarters, Richmond, VA 

November 28th, 2012, 10:00 am – 4:00 pm 
 

Facilitated by the Institute for Environmental Negotiation, University of Virginia 

Executive Summary 
 
Twenty-seven members of the Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) Workgroup gathered at the VDGIF 
Headquarters in Richmond, VA on November 28, 2012, for the fifth and final in a series of meetings 
regarding public safety and potentially dangerous animals in Virginia.  The group discussed the areas of 
consensus previously reached, new potential recommendations, and refined the wording of the final 
recommendations of the Workgroup.  The Workgroup also identified several areas for further study that 
will be included in the final report to the Governor’s office, which IEN will draft by the end of 2012.   
 
Workgroup members discussed the level of detail that they could consider policy recommendations, and 
whether their recommendations would be implemented through either the rulemaking or the legislative 
process.   
 
The Workgroup refined recommendations and broad areas of consensus that had previously been reached.  
They achieved consensus on the following eleven areas of DAI Workgroup recommendations: 

 
1) The Workgroup recommends that VDGIF be given the additional responsibility for protecting 

human safety in regulating specified animals within Virginia.  Additional specified species should 
be added to the restricted species list based on public safety concerns.  Animals that are identified 
at the time of this action shall be subject to a grandfather clause, however the grandfather clause 
does not exempt current owners from meeting safety requirements.  Current owners will be given 
appropriate time to bring their facilities into compliance with safety requirements.  
 
The amended restricted species list should have a subcategory known as the Consensus List, 
based on these safety concerns, to which all further recommendations in this document apply.  
Designate the following species as the Consensus List: 

 
Baboons*  Cape buffalos*  Crocodiles (except dwarf  
Elephants*    Gibbons*   Congo) 
Leopards    Rhinoceros*   Jaguars 
Bears    Chimpanzees*   Tigers 
Gavials    Gorillas*   Drills and mandrills* 
Lions    Siamangs*   Komodo dragons* 
Black caimans   Cougars, panthers  Hybrids of the above    
Gelada baboons*   Hippopotamuses* 
Orangutans*    Snow leopards 
 
*species that are not currently on the VDGIF restricted species list 

 
2) Applicants shall submit proof of insurance to VDGIF as part of the initial and renewal 

applications for an exhibitor’s permit.  
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3) The final report will reflect that the incident in Ohio was fact specific and distinguishable from 
occurring elsewhere.  Virginia is distinct with respect to policies and regulations concerning 
potentially dangerous animals and public safety. 

 
4) Every permitted facility shall have escape, succession, and disaster plans and a current animal 

inventory, all kept on site and made available to inspectors upon request.  Facilities shall have 
ready access for the tools and resources needed to carry out the escape plan. 

 
5) Applicants shall attest to compliance with relevant local laws as part of the initial and renewal 

applications for a VDGIF permit. 
 
6) Applicants shall demonstrate training appropriate to the species for which an exhibitor’s permit 

is sought. 
 
7) Requirements should be established for the standards of enclosure for animals on the 

Consensus List. The enclosure shall be appropriate to the species to ensure public safety. 
 
8) There is a need to identify additional funding and resources for implementation for state and 

local levels. 
 
9) There should be better communication between federal, state, and local authorities to protect 

public safety. 
 

10)  Encourage compliance while increasing penalties for noncompliance. 
 
11)  Increase access to first responder training.  This is an enhancement, not an additional 

requirement for Animal Control Officers.  There shall be recognition of organizations that 
could support training at the local level. 

 
 

The Workgroup also discussed additional issues at great length but, where consensus was not reached, 
recommended by consensus that the following be included in the final report as areas for further study: 
 

• Potential ownership restrictions for non-human primates. 
• Consider requirements for other animals not discussed by the Workgroup. 
• Consider requirements for animal sanctuaries. 
• Consider the need for facilities to maintain tranquilizers and drugs on site.  

 
As this was the final scheduled meeting of the Workgroup, Workgroup members will have an opportunity 
to review the final report prior to its submission to the Governor’s office by sending comments to IEN 
and the DAI CT.  An additional Workgroup meeting may be held in January, 2013, if the Workgroup and 
CT determine it is necessary to review the final report.  
 
Both Mr. Bob Duncan, Director, VDGIF, and Mr. David Whitehurst, Director of the Bureau of Wildlife 
Resources, commended the Workgroup on their efforts in the Dangerous Animal Initiative.  Below is 
additional detail from the Workgroup meeting, and a list of meeting participants may be found at the end 
of the meeting summary. 
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Meeting Introduction 
 
Twenty-seven members of the Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) Workgroup met at the VDGIF 
Headquarters Office in Richmond, VA on November 28, 2012, for their fifth and final scheduled meeting 
of the Workgroup.  David Whitehurst, of VDGIF, began the meeting by complementing the Workgroup 
members for their participation and contribution to the DAI.  He reminded the participants that what is 
generated from the final meeting will go forward to the Governor’s office as a set of recommendations 
from the group.  He noted that Workgroup participants should use the remaining time to address issues in 
this forum instead of in the General Assembly.  He also encouraged members to view recommendations 
with a broad perspective and not to get overly concerned with details.  In the event of a policy change, 
additional requirements would be vetted through a public input process with VDGIF, as tasked by the 
General Assembly.  Mr. Whitehurst asked members to focus on policy directions, not specifics, which 
would be handled later if policymakers decided they were necessary. 
 
Bob Duncan, Director of VDGIF, was also in attendance and thanked the members of the Workgroup for 
their participation and diligence in the DAI effort. 
 
Christine Gyovai, a facilitator from IEN, asked the Workgroup members to briefly introduce themselves 
and provide their hopes for the last meeting.  Participants had a wide range of hopes, including: 
 

• Reaching consensus 
• Providing reasonable and common sense recommendations and action items 
• Meeting the Governor’s charge and expectations 
• Maintain an open mind and respect for other’s viewpoints 
• Stay on task 
• Develop guidelines to protect animals without impinging on the right for individuals to own 

animals 
• Provide substantive changes to protect animal welfare and public safety 
• The hope that the General Assembly will use the Workgroup’s recommendations in developing 

future policy 
• Maintain a balance between interests of humans and the interests of animals 
• Focus on what presents a threat to the residents of Virginia 
• Continue education efforts in Virginia 

 
After the opening, Ms. Gyovai noted that there would be time for public comment at the end of the 
Workgroup meeting.  She reviewed the documents prepared for the Workgroup meeting and the agenda, 
and described the focus of the meeting as primarily refining previous areas of consensus.  She asked 
participants to avoid getting “stuck in the weeds” and make recommendations for the group’s final report. 
 
Kristina Weaver, also a facilitator from IEN, reviewed the guidelines for the meeting and definition of 
consensus.  She reminded participants to keep cell phones on vibrate, observe “e-tiquette” by refraining 
from email or text messaging during the meeting, and to avoid using acronyms that may confuse others.  
She also set guidelines for speaking one at a time and for keeping comments brief and relevant.   
 
Consensus, as previously agreed to by the Workgroup, has three parts: 
 

• Supporting the proposal without compromise 
• Actively working to support the proposal 
• Supporting all aspects of the proposal, not picking and choosing areas to support 
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Ms. Weaver reminded the group of the methods used in consensus voting.  The Workgroup participants 
use their fingers to indicate their support for a proposal: 
 

• Three fingers indicates full support of the proposal 
• Two fingers means that the participant can support the proposal (and will be used to acknowledge 

consensus), but that the participant also has some concerns or questions about the proposal 
• One finger indicates that the person cannot support the proposal as it is presented 

 
If there is consensus on a proposal, but the consensus is not very strong (as in mostly 2’s), the level of 
agreement and strength of the consensus will be noted for the record.  Participants reviewed procedures 
for recording “out of the box” ideas on a separate chart, as well as areas that require further study. 
 
Ms. Gyovai then shared the evaluations from the prior Workgroup meeting on November 13th.  From that 
meeting, participants indicated the most productive part of the meeting was the final part where several 
areas of consensus were reached.  Ms. Gyovai asked participants to look at these areas later in the meeting 
and expand key details, potentially action items that could be grouped under these areas of consensus 
(additional details are below about the recommendations).  Ms. Gyovai described the format of the final 
report, which would include appendices with background documents and other files compiled from 
Basecamp.  A draft of the final report will be sent to the Workgroup for review.  After compiling 
Workgroup member’s comments, the CT will adjust the final report and prepare it for submission to the 
Governor’s office (unless the Workgroup and CT determine there is a need for an additional meeting of 
the Workgroup to review the final report).  The CT members, as ex officio members of the Workgroup, 
have abstained from voting and will not change the substance of the report, but may edit for grammar or 
structural changes. 
 
Mr. Whitehurst acknowledged a recent conversation with Delegate Peace, who requested an estimate of 
resource needs, if the Workgroup decided more resources or further study is required.  He indicated that 
the CT, in its review of the final report, may make an estimate of what resources are needed to 
accomplish the recommendations of the Workgroup. 
 
Some Workgroup members asked if their recommendations should go into detail on which aspects would 
be adopted either through rulemaking process by an agency, or through a legislative process.  One 
participant was concerned with identifying a need for additional resources, and the General Assembly 
striking all recommendations as cost prohibitive.   
 
Mr. Whitehurst felt that making a reasonable estimate of additional costs would be beneficial to 
legislators and would not cause lawmakers to ignore the Workgroup’s proposal.  He also acknowledged 
that getting an additional funding would be difficult, as VDGIF is already understaffed.  Dr. Julie 
Murphy, Virginia Department of Health (VDH), indicated that the wording of the recommendations could 
encourage lawmakers’ support, especially prioritizing which areas may be most productive for additional 
study or research.  Another participant noted that if the report framed the additional resources as a means 
to reduce risk and increase public safety, the General Assembly may support it.  They also suggested 
creating a tiered approach for the General Assembly to consider. 
 
One participant mentioned that some proposals considered by the Workgroup would require significant 
additional work by state and federal agencies.  They also described how permitting fees could help offset 
the cost for these agencies. Another participant suggested adding the language in the final report to give 
localities the opportunity to achieve their resource goals as well. 
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Synthesis Document 
 
IEN produced a synthesis document that was shared during this meeting summarizing DAI 
recommendations that had been reached by consensus.  The synthesis document also included, for 
reference purposes, several ideas that had been generated in discussion throughout the DAI process. The 
IEN facilitation team compiled these ideas to support a final round of brainstorming and consensus 
deliberation by Workgroup members, and they are included in the Appendix 1 to this document, but these 
ideas were not consensus recommendations. Rather, the synthesis document was created as a tool to help 
the Workgroup to continue brainstorming in small groups about broad goal areas around which agreement 
may be possible, as well as more directive action ideas within goal areas (or recommendations).  In 
addition to the additional “brainstormed” ideas, the document provided the eleven areas of consensus that 
had been previously reached by the Workgroup at the previous meeting on November 13th.  The final 
areas of recommendation on pages 1-2 of this meeting summary were a revision of the areas of consensus 
below.   
 

1. Add the following species to the VDGIF restricted species list: 
Baboons   Cape buffalos   Chimpanzees 
Elephants    Gibbons   Drills and mandrills 
Rhinoceros   Siamangs    Komodo dragons 
Gorillas   Gelada baboons  Orangutans  
Hippopotamuses  Hybrids of the above       

   
2. Exhibitors must submit a proof of insurance to VDGIF as part of the renewal 

application for an exhibitor’s permit.  
 

3. Frame the final report by differentiating Virginia from Ohio and acknowledging that 
Virginia is distinct with respect to policies and regulations concerning potentially 
dangerous animals and public safety. 
 

4. Every permitted facility should have a facility plan that features an escape or disaster 
plan. 
 

5. Individuals who own animals on the VDGIF amended restricted species list must be in 
compliance with local laws. 
 

6. There should be additional training and experience requirements for ownership. 
 

7. There should be additional requirements for the standards of enclosure for animals on 
the amended restricted list. 
 

8. There is a need to identify additional funding and resources for implementation.  
 

9. There should be better communication between federal, state, and local authorities to 
protect public safety. 
 

10. Encourage compliance while increasing penalties for noncompliance. 
 

11. Increase access to first responder training. 
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Ms. Weaver introduced the document to the Workgroup as a tool to facilitate discussion to refine the 
existing consensus recommendations and determine whether there were any additional goals or action 
ideas that Workgroup members wished to advance as DAI recommendations. Ms. Weaver emphasized 
that the intention was not to reopen consensus recommendations for re-voting, but that further developing 
recommendations would be appropriate.  She observed that, throughout the process, the Workgroup has 
had productive discussion in small groups, and the intent for the next segment of the meeting was to 
discuss these topics within smaller groups. 
 
In response to the document, some participants had broad questions about the language used.  One 
participant asked about the use of the term “facility” as it related to private owners who may not have an 
accredited facility.  Another participant responded that “facility” should be appropriate as VDGIF was 
only issuing permits for educational purposes, which is most likely conducted out of some sort of 
“facility.”  Another participant asked for clarification about the proposals in the synthesis document, and 
if they applied to the entire list of animals in the VDGIF restricted species list, or just of the animals that 
the Workgroup voted to add.  They also wanted to clarify that the proposals would not apply to the rest of 
the non-human primate species or venomous snakes, or any other animals the group had not reached 
consensus about. These points were further discussed in small groups.  
 
Several participants had concerns about differentiating between adding species to the VDGIF restricted 
list via a rulemaking process or a legislative process.  One participant felt strongly that the amended 
restricted list be added legislatively because the Workgroup had been very clear about which particular 
species should be added, and that proceeding as a rulemaking process may obscure the goals of the 
Workgroup.  Another participant felt that the amended restricted list had been predicated on a rulemaking 
process through VDGIF’s existing authority.  They questioned whether consensus had been reached over 
whether the list would be added through a rulemaking or legislative process.  They also felt that VDGIF 
should have the authority to add species as future information may be revealed that would warrant a threat 
to public safety. 
 
Mr. Whitehurst clarified that the rulemaking process for VDGIF is not an arbitrary process, that it is 
based on sound scientific fact.  He did express some concerns about trying to establish the list, and that it 
could be problematic and hard to manage in the future.  Another participant acknowledged that Virginia’s 
code establishes the rulemaking process and that it may not be up to the group to decide whether a policy 
will be adopted through a rulemaking or legislative process. 
 
After this discussion, Ms. Weaver then described the process for small group formation and discussion.  
Participants were divided into groups of four to five members and given thirty minutes for discussion.  
Following the discussion, groups were asked to report back to the larger group.  Small group discussion 
was framed around three areas: 
 

1. Are there any other broad goals around which there could be potential agreement in the large 
group?   

2. What action items could be placed under the broad goal (recommendation) areas?  Some specific 
ideas may not reach consensus, but can be included in further areas to study. 

3. What are the top 3-4 ideas from the group?  Where do you think the group might be able to reach 
consensus?  What ideas are really important to you? 

 
Prior to the small group discussion, Ms. Gyovai reminded the Workgroup to remember the charge of 
enhancing public safety around potentially dangerous animals.   
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Small Group Reports 
 
The majority of the small groups used the synthesis document to direct their discussion.  The groups 
made suggestions to the language of the eleven areas of consensus, and some groups discussed action 
items or other ideas related to the broad areas.  The input from individual groups is listed in the context of 
updates to the synthesis document below, with additional discussion and decisions following this section: 
 

1.  Add the following species to the VDGIF restricted species list: 
Baboons    Cape buffalos   Chimpanzees 
Elephants    Gibbons    Drills and mandrills 
Rhinoceros   Siamangs    Komodo dragons 
Gorillas    Gelada baboons   Orangutans  
Hippopotamuses   Hybrids of the above   

 
Group 1 –Any individuals or facilities that own these animals may need to be covered by a grandfather 
clause.  There may also be animals of these species owned by private individuals as pets, not for 
educational purposes.  
Group 2 –Include these species along with others already on the restricted species list as a specific “class” 
of animals.  Know ownership is restricted due to public safety risk.  
Group 4 – Consider removing siamangs and gibbons from the list.  These species are less dangerous and 
less likely to escape.  There may be pushback from primate community if they are included on a restricted 
species list. 
Group 5 – Because these animals are restricted due to concerns of public safety, consider including data 
with public risk factors on the list. 
Group 6 – Also support the grandfather clause. There is a need for clarity on the granting authority, burden 
on agency, and to identify resources that will be needed. 
 

2. Applicants shall submit proof of insurance coverage to VDGIF as part of the initial and renewal applications 
for an exhibitor’s permit.  

Group 1 – Proposed the amended language reflected in the above version, which was later accepted by 
consensus by the entire Workgroup. 
Group 2 – Also consider including proof of a succession plan and a USDA inspection report with the 
permit application.   
 

3. Frame the final report by differentiating Virginia from Ohio and acknowledging that Virginia is distinct with 
respect to policies and regulations concerning potentially dangerous animals and public safety. 

Group 1 – The final report should clarify that the situation that happened in Ohio was fact-specific.  We 
agree that public safety needs to be enhanced, however there was specific fact pattern to that individual’s 
actions, which is not indicative of a widespread failing of the system. 
Group 5 – Also recognize that there is currently not a census of animals owned within the state.  For a 
reference in the final report, include list of animals that were involved in the Ohio incident and Ohio’s 
regulatory framework.  Also include some of the legal repercussions Ohio’s lawmakers are facing as a 
result of increased restrictions. 
 

4. Every permitted facility shall have escape or disaster plans in place. All plans shall be available to inspectors 
or the local authority upon request.   
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Group 1 – Proposed the amended language reflected in the above version, which was later accepted by 
consensus by the entire Workgroup.  
Group 2 – The facility should also be required to produce a succession plan and have either tranquilizers or 
firearms on site in the event of an escape.  (This could also be an area of further study.) 
Group 4 – The facility should also provide a current animal inventory upon request. 
 

5. Applicants shall attest to compliance with relevant local laws/ordinances as part of the initial and renewal 
applications for an exhibitor’s permit.   

Group 1 – Proposed the amended language reflected in the above version, which was later accepted by 
consensus by the entire Workgroup. There is also a particular concern that people who seek an exhibitor’s 
permit must be aware of local laws regulating animal ownership. 
Group 5 – There may be a distinction between animals that are owned versus animals that are temporarily 
housed. (Language was amended to remove the term “own.”) 
Group 6 – Consider including this section as background information on proposal #2, such as a check mark 
or statement verifying they have reviewed local ordinances. 
 

6. There should be additional training and experience requirements for ownership.  Applicants shall 
demonstrate experience with the species for which a permit is sought. 

Group 1 – Proposed the amended language reflected in the above version, which was later accepted by 
consensus by the entire Workgroup. Group 6 – Consider including the rationale for additional and new 
requirements in enhancing public safety. 
 

7. Requirements should be established for the standards of enclosure for animals on the amended restricted list.  
The enclosure shall be appropriate to the species to ensure public safety.  

Group 1 – Proposed the amended language reflected in the above version, which was later accepted by 
consensus by the entire Workgroup.  Ensure the enclosure requirements are appropriate for welfare of 
animal as well as public safety, especially any animals subject to an exhibitors permit. 
Group 6 – Develop greater consistency between state and federal levels for consistency. 
 

8. There is a need to identify additional funding and resources for implementation.  
Group 3 – Include funding and resources at both the state and local levels. 
 

9. There should be better communication between federal, state, and local authorities to protect public safety. 
Group 4 – Consider not requiring a public registry but have facilities share an animal inventory with local 
governments or first responders upon request.  This would prevent information from being made public but 
allow local authorities to have better understanding of facility in the event of an emergency. 
 

10. Encourage compliance while increasing penalties for noncompliance. 
 
11. Increase access to first responder training. 

  Group 6 – Clarify that this is an enhancement and not a requirement of an Animal Control Officer, out of     
  recognition that some localities may already have access to training. There could be organizations that can    
  support training at the local level. 

 
Other small group ideas that were not directly related to the broad areas of consensus were about whether 
state agencies have the ability to recoup costs due to willful or negligent escape. Other areas presented 
were about non-human primate (NHP) regulations and acknowledging wildlife sanctuaries within any 
proposed regulations. 
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Discussion of New Ideas from Small Group Reports 
 
Following the lunch break, the Workgroup focused on an issue raised during small group discussions 
regarding potential licensing requirements for all NHPs.   The proposal developed by the NHP committee 
at the October 24th did not reach consensus, but the committee had reached consensus that that additional 
restrictions for ownership were needed. The Workgroup as a whole had not voted on whether additional 
regulations should govern NHP ownership. 
 
One participant suggested that veterinarians who cared for the animals could provide a medical report in 
lieu of an additional license.  Another participant suggested having localities track NHP licenses 
(particularly NHPs that are companion animals) similar to tracking dog licenses.  Others were concerned 
about the process for licensure.  One participant mentioned that licensing may prevent people from 
impulsively buying an animal they could not care for, and suggested requiring a standard of care class in 
addition to a license.  Another participant noted that this could potentially be identified as an area of 
further study if consensus could not be reached by the group in the time allotted.  Another participant 
favored licensing as a means to identify and track potentially dangerous animals currently owned by 
Virginians.  They advocated expanding licensure to other exotic animals to develop a better idea of what 
is out there. 
 
The Workgroup started discussion on whether siamangs and gibbons should be removed from the 
amended restricted list, per the proposal from one of the small groups.  The participant who suggested the 
proposal revealed that other owners within the primate community asked this issue to be circulated to the 
Workgroup.  The Workgroup member indicated there might be pushback from the primate owners’ 
community if siamangs and gibbons were on the amended restricted list.  Several participants had 
concerns about re-voting on a list that had already reached consensus.  Others had questions about the 
inclusivity of the list species added, and whether additional species may need to be added at a future date 
as potentially dangerous to public safety.  They wondered whether the list was closed or open, and 
advocated for the continued review of other species that may pose a hazard.  Another participant noted 
that there are very few siamangs and gibbons in the private sector.  Others felt strongly that siamangs and 
gibbons should left on the amended restricted list since they could pose a danger to the public.  
 
After additional discussion, the Workgroup conducted a consensus vote on removing siamangs and 
gibbons from the amended restricted list.  Consensus was not reached in removing these two species. 
 

Issue for consensus vote Fully Support Support but with some 
concerns 

Do not support 

Remove siamangs and gibbons from 
amended restricted list. 

1 1 18 

* Three Workgroup members abstained from the vote. 
 
Following the vote, some Workgroup members felt that the amended restricted species list may require 
additional research.  One participant noted that they also received pushback about the potential additional 
restrictions on alligators and komodo dragons if they were added to the list.  Another participant asked if 
the final report would reflect that the identification of the amended species list does not reflect all 
dangerous animals, and there were concerns that the legislative process may revise some of the details 
recommended by the Workgroup.  One participant requested that the Workgroup focus on the most 
potentially dangerous animals by using statistical data from fatality lists from incidents that have occurred 
at various facilities.  In response, another participant noted that there are reports of injuries caused from 
NHPs in Virginia, and that dangerous animals do not have to kill someone to dangerous.  Dr. Murphy 
mentioned that bites and injuries from NHPs owned as companion animals do constitute a public health 
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risk.  One participant described a fine line between animal welfare and human protection, and that in the 
case of NHP, additional licensing requirements may greater address animal welfare than human safety.   
 
Mr. Whitehurst noted that the recommendations to the General Assembly could be conceptual in nature, 
similar to legislation passed by Louisiana about regulation of dangerous animals.  He suggested the 
Workgroup focus on what needs to be done with dangerous animals and what agency should be 
responsible for implementation rather than specific details.  Another participant agreed that the group had 
already made strides in addressing the specific mandate of the Governor’s office. 
 
The Workgroup then voted on whether to include the private ownership of non-human primates (NHPs) 
as an area of further study in the final report.  Consensus was reached; further study is needed around 
private ownership of NHPs. 
 

Issue for consensus vote Fully Support Support but with some 
concerns 

Do not support 

Further study is needed around private 
ownership of NHPs. 

20 3 0 

 
The Workgroup then discussed the issue of whether animal sanctuaries should be exempt from meeting 
the educational component as currently required to receive a VDGIF permit.  There are concerns that 
legitimate sanctuaries may be forced to exhibit animals in order to fulfill these requirements, instead of 
serving solely as a rehabilitation facility.  Offering sanctuaries an opportunity to apply for permits and 
meet all regulations without requiring an educational purpose may enhance public safety and transparency 
within the community.  Several participants noted that there needed to be a precise definition of a 
sanctuary, and facilities should possibly meet certain accreditation standards.  One participant noted that 
sanctuaries should be required to meet all requirements regarding public safety concerns.  Another 
participant noted that many sanctuaries do not pursue USDA licenses, and some do not meet the 
requirements for a Class C exhibitor’s license since they do not exhibit animals, and there may be a wide 
range in facility standards.  Other participants were concerned that the definition of sanctuary and 
inclusion of alternative facilities may be outside the scope of the Workgroup and VDGIF’s authority.  
Another participant described concerns that these sanctuaries, without rigid standards, may become de 
facto menageries for holding large exotic animals.  They had concerns that sanctuaries would not seek 
USDA licensing to abide by USDA Animal Welfare Act standards, and may pose a risk to animal welfare 
and public safety.  Another participant voiced concerns that facilities would take advantage of tax 
exemptions if they could be permitted as sanctuaries, and profit from manipulating the system. 
 
The Workgroup voted on whether to add sanctuaries as a recommendation for the General Assembly, 
specifically whether bona fide sanctuaries should be exempt for the VDGIF educational/exhibition 
requirement involving animals, but sanctuary must be carefully defined.  Consensus was not reached on 
this issue; the issue of sanctuaries was added to areas for further study. 
  

Issue for consensus vote Fully Support Support but with some 
concerns 

Do not support 

Bona fide sanctuaries should be exempt 
from VDGIF educational/exhibition 
requirement involving animals, but 
sanctuaries must be carefully defined. 

9 10 3 

* One Workgroup member abstained from the vote. 
 
Following the vote, Mr. Whitehurst noted that the Workgroup may recommend the modification of 
VDGIF’s authority to include permitting sanctuaries, and developing a definition of and 
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recommendations for regulating them.  In response, one participate stated that the concept of a sanctuary 
may cross into non-exotic species, and defining a sanctuary in Virginia’s code may impact other areas of 
animal regulation.  There were additional concerns about using the term sanctuary, perhaps using instead 
“alternative facilities not engaged in education or exhibition.”  The Workgroup proposed revising the 
term sanctuary, but still expanding VDGIF’s authority over a facility that would not publicly exhibit their 
animals, and require that facility to meet public safety criteria.  The discussion was halted in the interest 
of time, and this item was added to areas for further study recommended by the Workgroup. 
 
Refining Consensus-based Workgroup Recommendations  
 
The Workgroup worked on refining the language of the eleven areas where consensus had previously 
been reached, and the revised language may be found below and in the recommendations on pages 1-2 of 
this document.   
 
The first recommendation included the amended restricted species list.  In the small group discussion, one 
group recommended a sub-category or class within the species list to indicate that these particular animals 
were restricted for public safety reasons, not related to their impact on native species.  Mr. Whitehurst 
suggested expanding VDGIF’s responsibility to include public safety concerns regarding wildlife and 
dangerous animals.  Another participant suggested renaming the list as “the Restricted List for Public 
Safety.”  Other participants objected to this designation because it could indicate that animals not on the 
list do not constitute a public threat, which participants did not agree with.  In the interest of time, the 
Workgroup agreed to refer to the potentially dangerous animals on the amended restricted list as the 
Consensus List.  Workgroup members also noted a desire to see public risk factors on animals added to 
the Consensus List at a later date as supplemental information. 
 
Also related to the first area of consensus, one participant had concerns that enacting the restricted 
amended list may create a de facto ban for current owners. They suggested including a grandfather clause 
that would allow current owners enough time to comply with additional directives. Another participant 
requested clarification on the grandfather clause, and suggested that only animals that are in possession at 
the time of updated legislation are grandfathered, not the individual owner.   
 
The Workgroup voted on whether to include a grandfather clause in the first recommendation, stating that 
it would apply only to animals identified at the time of action, and it would not exempt owners from 
safety requirements.  The clause would also allow current owners appropriate time to bring facilities in 
compliance with safety requirements.  Consensus was reached; the grandfather clause was added to 
the first recommendation. 
 

Issue for consensus vote Fully Support Support but with some 
concerns 

Do not support 

Include a grandfather clause, applied to 
animals that are identified at the time of 
the action, which does not exempt owners 
from safety requirements.  Current owners 
would be given appropriate time to bring 
facilities in compliance with safety 
requirements. 

20 3 0 

 
The first recommendation was revised to the following: 
 
1. The Workgroup recommends that Virginia Department. of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) be given the 

additional responsibility for protecting human safety in regulating animals within Virginia.  Additional species 
should be added to the restricted species list based on public safety concerns.  Animals that are identified at the 
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time of this action shall be subject to a grandfather clause, however the grandfather clause does not exempt 
current owners from meeting safety requirements.  Current owners will be given appropriate time to bring their 
facilities into compliance with safety requirements.  
 
The amended restricted species list should have a subcategory known as the Consensus List, based on these 
safety concerns, to which all further recommendations in this document apply.  Designate the following species 
as the Consensus List: 

Baboons*  Cape buffalos*   Crocodiles (except dwarf  
Elephants*    Gibbons*   Congo) 
Leopards    Rhinoceros*   Jaguars 
Bears    Chimpanzees*   Tigers 
Gavials     Gorillas*   Drills and mandrills* 
Lions    Siamangs*   Komodo dragons* 
Black caimans   Cougars, panthers  Hybrids of the above    
Gelada baboons*   Hippopotamuses* 
Orangutans*    Snow leopards 

 
The second recommendation was supported by all Workgroup members with the amended language below: 
 
2. Applicants shall submit proof of insurance coverage to VDGIF as part of the initial and renewal applications for 

an exhibitor’s permit.  
 
The third recommendation concerned the format of the final report.  Participants discussed including Ohio’s 
regulatory framework as an appendix to the final report, also noting a lack of a current census of exotic 
animals in Virginia.  The third recommendation was supported by all Workgroup members with the amended 
language below: 
 

3. The final report will reflect that the incident in Ohio was fact specific and distinguishable from occurring elsewhere.  
Virginia is distinct with respect to policies and regulations concerning potentially dangerous animals and public 
safety. 

 
The fourth recommendation included details about escape and disaster planning for permitted facilities.  One 
small group introduced the possibility of including the USDA inspection report as part of the permitting 
process.  During the Workgroup discussion, one participant acknowledged that including this report may be 
a burdensome requirement for state agencies, especially if some aspects of the USDA report do not apply to 
state regulations.  Other participants agreed that because the report could potentially be subjective, it would 
require the state to analyze any non-compliance areas instead of simply including the document with the 
permit application.  One participant echoed these comments, mentioning that in some cases, a non-compliant 
report may not have an objective meaning for evaluating licenses.  Another participant felt strongly that the 
report should be included, adding that giving individuals or facilities a license to engage with dangerous 
animals requires a meaningful evaluation.  Other participants noted that the pool of permit holders is smaller 
in Virginia, especially compared with a state like Florida, and if there was a non-compliant facility, it would 
be well-known.  Another participant stated that the inspection reports are easily accessible from the USDA 
APHIS website, in the event further investigation is required.   
 
As part of the succession plan, there was discussion about facilities being required to keep drugs and 
tranquilizers on site as a response to an animal escape.  One participant noted that this could be onerous for 
facilities that would fall under the grandfather clause.  In the interest of time, this discussion was tabled, and 
the issue of requiring drugs and tranquilizers was added to the areas of further study.  The Workgroup voted 
to include escape, succession, and disaster plans at permitted facilities, along with a current animal 
inventory, that was available to inspectors upon request.  Consensus was reached; the recommendation 
was supported to require the availability of these documents at permitted facilities. 
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Issue for consensus vote Fully Support Support but with some 

concerns 
Do not support 

Require escape, succession, and disaster 
plans at permitted facilities, as well as a 
current animal inventory available upon 
request to inspectors. 

22 1 0 

 
Later, the Workgroup returned to language within the fourth recommendation in discussing areas of further 
study.  One participant noted that facilities housing some species should be required to maintain lethal force 
on site in the event of an escape.  Another participant noted that if an event occurred similar to the Ohio 
incident, lethal force may be required.  Access to firearms would also allow a facility to avoid keeping 
cupboards of drugs or tranquilizers on hand.  The participant acknowledged that in reviewing the Ohio 
incident, the first responders reacting to the escape handled it quickly [by killing the animals] and prevented 
a public safety issue.   
 
Mr. Whitehurst reminded the Workgroup that Ohio was the impetus for the review of Virginia’s current 
regulations.  While nobody was hurt in that incident, there was certainly great potential for injury.  He noted 
that the charge of the group is to be sure to address public safety needs. 
 
Another participant felt strongly that facilities with animals from the Consensus List have to be prepared to 
respond to an escape.  Although they acknowledged that the Ohio incident was rare, the staff should be able 
to contain an escape immediately to prevent any danger to the public.  Another participant noted that the 
group should not mandate the facility to have firearms, but needs to be ready to react if these animals are on 
site.  They felt that facilities should have the specific resources in place to deal with an escape.  Another 
participant proposed adding a caveat to the fourth recommendation, requiring that a facility have the 
equipment and supplies to fulfill the escape plan on hand at all times.   
 
The Workgroup voted to add the escape plan caveat to the fourth recommendation, requiring facilities to 
have ready access to the tools and resources needed to carry out the escape plan.  Consensus was reached; 
the additional requirements for the escape plan were added to the fourth recommendation. 

 
Issue for consensus vote Fully Support Support but with some 

concerns 
Do not support 

Facilities should have ready access to the 
tools and resources needed to carry out 
the escape plan. 

22 1 0 

 
The fourth recommendation was revised to the following: 
 

4. Every permitted facility shall have escape, succession, and disaster plans and a current animal inventory, all kept 
on site and made available to inspectors upon request.  Facilities shall have ready access for the tools and 
resources needed to carry out the escape plan. 

 
The fifth recommendation was supported by all Workgroup members with the amended language below: 
 

5. Applicants shall attest to compliance with relevant local laws as part of the initial and renewal applications for a 
VDGIF permit. 
 

The sixth recommendation was supported by all Workgroup members with the amended language below: 
 

6. Applicants shall demonstrate training appropriate to the species for which an exhibitor’s permit is sought. 
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The seventh recommendation was supported by all Workgroup members with the amended language below: 
 

7. Requirements should be established for the standards of enclosure for animals on the Consensus List. The enclosure 
shall be appropriate to the species to ensure public safety. 

 
The eighth recommendation was supported by all Workgroup members with the amended language below: 
 

8. There is a need to identify additional funding and resources for implementation for state and local levels. 
 
The ninth recommendation was supported by all Workgroup members with the amended language below: 
 

9. There should be better communication between federal, state, and local authorities to protect public safety. 
 

The tenth recommendation was supported by all Workgroup members with the amended language below: 
 

10. Encourage compliance while increasing penalties for noncompliance. 
 

Workgroup members voted on adding an additional clarification to the eleventh recommendation, dealing 
with first responder training with potentially dangerous animals.  The proposed recommendation included 
the acknowledgement that some organizations may already have access to specific training, and the 
increased training may serve as an enhancement, not an additional requirement.  The Workgroup also noted 
that there are organizations that could support training at the local level.  Consensus was reached; the 
Workgroup included additional provisions for first responder training in the eleventh 
recommendation. 
 

Issue for consensus vote Fully Support Support but with some 
concerns 

Do not support 

Increased first responder training is an 
enhancement, not an additional 
requirement for ACOs.  There are 
organizations that could support training. 

22 1 0 

 
The eleventh recommendation was revised to the following: 
 

11. Increase access to first responder training.  This is an enhancement, not an additional requirement for Animal 
Control Officers.  There shall be recognition of organizations that could support training at the local level. 
 

The Workgroup also recommended several areas for further study prior to any legislative action.  These 
areas include: 

• Potential ownership restrictions for non-human primates. 
• Consider requirements for other animals not discussed by the Workgroup. 
• Consider requirements for animal sanctuaries. 
• Consider the need for facilities to maintain tranquilizers and drugs on site. 

 
Following the Workgroup meeting, the public present were invited to comment.  One member of the public 
encouraged the Workgroup and lawmakers to use credible science to enact policy changes, rather than media 
hype.  They felt that many of the recommendations of the Workgroup were moot points, and that public 
safety was not threatened by current ownership of exotic animals.  Another member of the public thanked the 
Workgroup for their effort, but not to forget there was still more discussion needed and other species of 
animals that have not been considered.  Another member of the public asked what would happen to animals 
owned by individuals subject to the grandfather clause if they do not have the finances or ability to upgrade 
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their safety measures.  Another member of the public was appreciative that lethal force was discussed by the 
Workgroup, and that timing is important in the event of an animal escape. 
 
As this was the final scheduled meeting of the Workgroup, Workgroup members will have an opportunity to 
review the final report prior to its submission to the Governor’s office by sending comments to IEN and the 
DAI CT.  An additional Workgroup meeting may be held in January 2013, if the Workgroup and CT 
determine it is necessary to review the final report.  
 
Questions may be sent to IEN at animals@virginia.edu. A list of meeting participants may be found below.  

 
     
Dangerous Animal Initiative Workgroup members present at November 28th Meeting 

  
Andrew Wyatt, US Association of Reptile Keepers (US ARK)  
Barbara Heffernan, Busch Gardens  
Chris Blalock, Virginia Sheriffs’ Association (VSA) 
Dan Kovich, Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS) (ex officio) 
David Perry, Virginia Herpetological Society (VHS) alternate for Larry Mendoza 
David Whitehurst, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) (ex officio) with  

Ed Steinkoenig serving as an alternate  
Deborah Broughton, Animal Control Officer, Dinwiddie County 
Doris Hackworth, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (USDA  

APHIS) (ex officio) 
Doris Pruett, Animal Kingdom of Virginia 
James Lavender, Dr. Lavender's Animals 
Jared Watts, Saving All Virginia's Exotic Species (SAVES)  
Jim Andelin, Metro Richmond Zoo  
Joseph Lerch, Virginia Municipal League (VML) 
Julie Murphy, Virginia Department of Health (VDH) (ex officio) 
Julie Strauss, Feld Entertainment / Ringling Brothers  
Kelly Gottschalk, Virginia Veterinary Medical Association (VVMA)  
Larry Land, Virginia Association of Counties (VACo) 
Michael Maddox, Pet Industry Joint Advisory Council (PIJAC)  
Nicole Paquette, Humane Society of the United States (HSUS)  
Peter Brewer, Zoological Association of America (ZAA)  
Rob Leinberger, Virginia Animal Control Officers Association (VACA), alternate for Kathy  

Strouse  
Robin Lentz, Mill Mountain Zoo  
Robin Starr, Richmond SPCA, with Laura Donahue serving as an alternate for the second half  

of the meeting 
Roger Sweeney, Virginia Zoo 
Sharon Adams, Virginia Alliance For Animal Shelters (VAAS)  
Steve Olson, Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) 
Virginia Kilmer, Virginia Federation of Humane Societies (VFHS)  
 
UVA IEN facilitation team: Christine Gyovai, Kristina Weaver, and Kristin Ferriter  
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Appendix 1 
 

Dangerous Animals Initiative 
Consensus Recommendations as of November 13, 2012 

 

1. Add the following species to the VDGIF restricted species list: 
Baboons    Cape Buffalos    Elephants 
Gibbons    Hippopotamuses   Orangutans 
Siamangs    Chimpanzees    Drills 
Mandrills    Gelada Baboons   Gorillas 
Komodo Dragons 

 
2. Exhibitors must submit a proof of insurance to VDGIF as part of the renewal application for an 

exhibitor’s permit.  
 

3. Frame the final report by differentiating Virginia from Ohio and acknowledging that Virginia is 
distinct with respect to policies and regulations concerning potentially dangerous animals and 
public safety. 

 
4. Every permitted facility should have a facility plan that features an escape or disaster plan. 
 
5. Individuals who own animals on the VDGIF amended restricted species list must be in 

compliance with local laws. 
 
6. There should be additional training and experience requirements for ownership. 
 
7. There should be additional requirements for the standards of enclosure for animals on the 

amended restricted list. 
 
8. There is a need to identify additional funding and resources for implementation.  
 
9. There should be better communication between federal, state, and local authorities to protect 

public safety. 
 
10. Encourage compliance while increasing penalties for noncompliance. 
 
11. Increase access to first responder training. 
 

(continued on the next page) 
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Dangerous Animals Initiative 
Other Workgroup Ideas and Recommendations for Potential Consideration 

 

The following list includes several of the recommendations and ideas that have emerged in committee and Workgroup 
discussion. This compilation is not exhaustive but is meant to assist Workgroup members in the final meeting as we 
work to identify any remaining consensus recommendations. It may be most helpful to first identify recommendations 
where broad agreement may be possible, and then discuss recommendations that may be more controversial. In 
considering recommendations, please remember the Workgroup Charge (on page 4) that emphasizes public 
safety as the core concern. It may be helpful to focus discussion on the question of where there are serious gaps in the 
current system. 

Permitting System: 
 Ensure that requirements for proof of educational facility are adequate. 
 Include a copy of the USDA inspection when applying for a Virginia permit. 
 Look into the public contact provision in the application. 
 Insurance claim history should be included in a reapplication for an exhibitor’s permit. 

Implementation and Enforcement: 
 Address the lack of penalties for not having a permit. 
 Increase fines and penalties. 
 Expand VDGIF duty in code. 
 Create a new staff position in VDGIF to help assist with facilities and local government 

coordination. 
 Develop an animal registry (perhaps modeled after Dangerous Dog Registry). 
 Find a mechanism to protect private information if an animal registry is adopted. 
 USDA should do additional inspections where there are ongoing violations. 
 Have a public 1-800 number for members of the public to call to report violations. 
 Create a framework for cooperation with Animal Control Officers at the local level.  

 
Resources: 
 Introduce permit fees to help offset costs of implementing regulation and responding to 

incidents. 
 
Insurance: 
 $100,000 minimum policy (note that Workgroup discussion stalled on this issue and 

consensus may not be possible, but some may wish to revisit it if time permits). 
 Claim history should be included in a reapplication for an exhibitor’s permit. 

 
Animal Containment and Escape: 
 Look into whether the regulations include a consequence / punishment for owners if an 

animal does escape. 
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 Develop general containment standards (note that there have been several specific ideas for 
containment standards, and the Workgroup may wish to determine whether it can reach 
consensus around specific recommendations). 

 Ban or limit direct public contact with animals on the VDGIF amended restricted list. 
 
 
Safety/Escape Plans: 
 A veterinarian should approve the safety plan at a permitted facility. 
 Identification of capture plans at facilities for first responders is needed. 
 A required escape plan/protocol should include a plan for handling drugs during an escape. 

 
Education/Training: 

• Training for emergencies for first responders is needed, including with regard to safety plans 
at facilities.  

• Documentation of training/education should involve a requirement for references from an 
appropriate body, training that is appropriate to species, and training for the appropriate 
personnel at a given facility. 

 
Placing Animals / Succession Planning: 
 Permitted facilities should be required to have a succession plan for animals. 
 In developing a succession plan for permitted facilities, specific individuals should be 

identified for care of animals (similar to a corporate policy). 

Grandfather Clause: 
 Include a grandfather clause for current owners. 
 Grandfather clause should apply to requirements for education/training but not to safety 

requirements. 

Nonhuman Primates: 
 While there was no consensus in committee on the issue of restrictions for NHP ownership, 

the final report should reflect the various perspective members had on the issue and that the 
Workgroup should consider requiring licensing of primates as companion animals, as is done 
for dog ownership (health certifications may be applied). 

 Primate sanctuaries that do not intend to exhibit animals may be exempt from some 
regulations. 

 Note that some large primates were added by a consensus of the Workgroup to the VDGIF 
Restricted Species list as listed under page 1 item 1 of this document.  

 

The DAI Workgroup charge may be found below.  
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Dangerous Animals Initiative: Workgroup Charge 
 

The Dangerous Animal Initiative (DAI) Workgroup is convened to consider the issue of public 
safety in relation to possession of potentially dangerous animals. The charge of the group is: 
 

1. Define the term “dangerous.” Which animals are potentially dangerous? 
• Consider varying levels of risk, such as public vs. household, potential health concerns under the 
definition of “dangerous.” 
 

2. Determine if there is a need to place additional conditions and/or restrictions on the 
possession of dangerous animals. 

A. If yes, identify the limitations, conditions and restrictions. 
B. If yes, identify resources necessary to implement additional conditions and/or 
restrictions (personnel, training, equipment, facilities, etc.). 
C. If no, identify the consequences of not placing additional conditions and/or 
restrictions on the possession of potentially dangerous animals: what are the legal 
responsibilities of person(s)/organization(s) in possession of dangerous animal(s): 

1. Notification of public safety threat if animal(s) is/are at-large, 
2. Who has responsibility for damages, injuries or loss of life, and 
3. Who is responsible for the capture and/or disposition of animal(s). 

 
Charge considerations: 

• Please note: The CT has determined that from historical perspective that domesticated animals, including 
hybrids of dogs and cats, will not be considered. 
• Consider existing state and federal regulations and policies around additional potential restrictions. 
• Consider how the response to emergencies regarding potentially dangerous animals should be managed and 
coordinated. 
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S.  DAI Workgroup Meeting Evaluations – November 28, 2012 
 
 
We greatly value your input for future meetings.  Please fill out the questions below, and use the back 
of this sheet if needed. Additional information may be found on the website: www.virginiaanimals.net  
 
1. What were most valuable elements of the meeting?  
  

(A)  That Consensus was reached in so many areas 
(B) n/a 
(C) Large Group discussions and very small groups of 4-5 people with specific agendas – Felt 2 

smaller groups wasted valuable time 
(D) Discussion of differing views and opinions 
(E) Small Group Meetings 
(F) Establishing consensus recommendations that facilitate (or serve as basis for facilitating) 

public policy action 
(G) Did pretty well to stay on track 
(H) Small work groups – coming up with specific recommendations  
(I) n/a 
(J) Caffeine. That many different views found sound mediums 
(K)  Consensus Process – also high level of professional experience across the entire group 

 
2. What were the least valuable elements of the meeting? 
 

(A) n/a 
(B) n/a 
(C) Consensus type voting throughout entire process really limited broader and greater discussion 

in core topics. Issues of concern were tabled to later discussion, but due to limited time at 
meetings so many of these could not be visited. Having consensus voting was proper, just 
limited fuller discussion. 

(D) n/a 
(E) Re-configuring consensus #1 
(F) Some discussions were unnecessarily prolonged 
(G) Large group – Lots of opinions 
(H) Getting off track 
(I) Going back on previous consensus items 
(J) The lack of research and numbers. The lack of hard data and what does pose a real threat 
(K) Time constraints 

 
3. What ideas, resources or partnerships have been the most helpful to you? 

(A) Seeing the interests that everyone has in regard to moving this forward 
(B) n/a 
(C) Meeting others with same concerns, learning in greater detail concerns relevant to my group 
(D) All and networking 
(E) Collaboration with IEN contacts 
(F) The discussion with diverse stakeholders was valuable in informing me on these varied issues 
(G) Met a lot of great people. Learned about a lot of different aspects pertaining to exotics 
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(H) Specificity on main talking points – need more! 
(I) n/a 
(J) DGIF brainstorming with us, and these clarifications 
(K) Hearing from the animal owners who have hands on experience 

 
4. What next steps would be the most helpful for the Workgroup and the overall effort? (Please 

be specific).    
 

(A) That the final document reflects our intent and purpose 
(B) N/a 
(C) Actual positive change for the animals. So many things were not addressed and vetted properly 

and issues will come back 
(D) Another meeting to review report 
(E) Final consensus report forms the basis of future legislation 
(F) I am hopeful that the specific recommendations are sufficiently articulated to serve as a basis 

for concrete action 
(G) Clarity the specifics that were brought up 
(H) Just come to consensus on Class 1 Dangerous Animals and more stringent regs. 
(I) The specific recommendations are developed by DGIF for legislators to consider. Based on the 

interests of the DAI group  
(J) That sound science is used in any legislation 
(K) That animal owners will be allowed to safely operate without excessive requirements 

 
5. Are there other people, organizations or resources that should be involved? If so, who? 
 

(A) n/a 
(B) n/a 
(C) More 1st responders 
(D) Biomedical community 
(E) Don’t Know 
(F) This would be dependent upon specific issues 
(G) No 
(H) Safe capture – Darting Co. demonstrations, new drugs to use and compounding and amounts, 

volume dart size, accuracy – Implants for GPS and immobilization – is coming in near future 
(I) n/a 
(J) Wildlife Response Inc, VA Reptile Rescue, VIIPER 
(K) OABA (Outdoor Amusement Business Association), IAAPA (International Association of 

Amusement Parks and Attractions) both have extremely resourceful people. Animal care 
experiences from field 

 
6. What ideas do you have or needs do you see for the Workgroup’s next steps? 
 

(A) n/a 
(B) n/a 
(C) Adding additional reptile species, strengthening existing permit requirements. Existing permit 

requirements are too weak 
(D) Good meeting 
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(E) No 
(F) I believe the group addressed the essential issues that the Governor wanted us to consider. 

There is always room to explore related issues 
(G) No 
(H) More specific concrete proposals that legislature can work with 
(I) n/a 
(J) The lack of real data and numbers 
(K) There is grey unfamiliarity about owners having to maintain supplies and sedation meds on 

site. This requirement can and will put owners out of business  
 
7. What other comments or ideas would you like to share about the facility, food, or meeting? 
 

(A) n/a 
(B) Good productive meeting. Slow start but good finish!! Nice Job 
(C) N/a 
(D) Thank you! Good Meetings 
(E) None 
(F) My complements to those coordinating these meeting and the tremendous work involved. I 

believe it was a constructive process 
(G) No 
(H) Great 
(I) n/a 
(J) Understand that outright bans will be strongly opposed by commonwealth voters 
(K) Gather individual input from all group members to be given to governor 
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T.  DAI – Public Meeting Agenda – October 24, 2012 
 
Facilitated by the UVa IEN (IEN) 
4:00 – 6:00 PM - VHDA Virginia Housing Center, 4224 Cox Road, Glen Allen, VA  23060 

Wednesday, October 24th, 2012 
 
4:00 Welcome and Overview 

• Welcome by David Whitehurst, VDGIF 

• Meeting purpose, overview and guidelines with the UVa IEN  

4:10 Background on the DAI Initiative 

• Background of issue, Workgroup and process to date 

4:25 Questions and discussion 

• Feedback on the Workgroup, the process, information for consideration 
by the Workgroup from the public 

4:50 

 
 

Small Group Discussions  

• Questions for discussion: 
 Are there any needs or gaps in current federal and state regulations?  
 How can public safety be strengthened?  
 Other ideas, concerns or feedback for the Workgroup.  

5:30 
 

Large Group Discussion:  Sharing from Small Group Discussions 

• Questions and Discussion 

• Submit additional questions or comments on handout 

• www.virginiaanimals.net or email animals@virginia.edu  

6:00               Adjourn 
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U.  DAI Public Meeting Summary 
Virginia Housing Center, Richmond, VA 
 October 24th, 2012 – 4:00 pm - 6:00 pm 

 
 

Facilitated by the Institute for Environmental Negotiation, University of Virginia 
Meeting Summary Overview 

 
Fifty members of the public and Workgroup members attended an open forum at the Virginia 
Housing Center in Richmond, VA on October 24, 2012, to provide feedback for the Dangerous 
Animal Initiative Workgroup concerning public safety and potentially dangerous animals in 
Virginia. Members of the public shared many personal experiences with owning animals and 
voiced their concerns with both the current regulations, proposed legislation, and ideas from the 
Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) Workgroup. Below is a brief summary of the meeting, 
with additional details following. 

 
David Whitehurst, of the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF), opened 
the session by providing the history of the proposed legislation and the background of the 
Workgroup formation. Three facilitators from the IEN (IEN) helped guide the public meeting 
and elicit comments from the attendees. Christine Gyovai, one of the facilitators, emphasized 
the importance of public feedback to assist the Workgroup in developing recommendations. 

 
Public attendees presented a wide list of concerns, primarily advocating the enforcement of 
existing regulations instead of creating additional requirements for owners. Members of the 
public used this meeting as an opportunity to discuss concerns with Workgroup members. 
Workgroup members also asked the public for suggestions and recommendations. The 
Workgroup also shared two areas of consensus reached earlier that day, which included 
adding animals to the VDGIF prohibited animals list, and adding insurance documentation to 
the permit renewal process for those owners already required to have insurance. 

 
At the conclusion of the meeting, Mr. Whitehurst thanked all attendees for their participation 
and reminded them to submit further comments and input through the DAI website, 
www.virginiaanimals.net. DAI Workgroup meetings continue to be open to the public, with 
opportunities for public comment at the end of each meeting. The next Workgroup meeting 
will be November 13 from 10:00 am – 4:00 pm at the VHDA Virginia Housing Center in 
Richmond, Virginia. 

 
Meeting Introduction, background, and effort overview 
 
Mr. Whitehurst welcomed the members of the public and discussed the history of the 
proposed legislation and resulting Workgroup formation. Christine Gyovai provided an 
overview of the DAI Workgroup and highlights of interviews that IEN conducted. 
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The Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) was formed to develop recommendations around 
public safety and potentially dangerous animals. In response to the 2011 Ohio incident 
involving the release of more than 50 dangerous exotic animals, Governor McDonnell asked the 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (VDGIF) to review Virginia’s policies and 
regulations on dangerous animals. Simultaneously, Virginia Delegate Christopher Peace and 
Virginia Senator L. Louise Lucas introduced new legislation to strengthen the regulations on 
ownership of these animals, generating substantial public comment. The proposed legislation 
was carried over to the next session in order to accommodate feedback from the many 
stakeholders in this issue, including through the recommendations of the Dangerous Animal 
Initiative.   

 
On May 10th, 2012, VDGIF hosted a meeting of government stakeholders and IEN to discuss 
ways to engage stakeholders in a consensus process to develop potential recommendations 
around public safety policies and potentially dangerous animals. A CT comprised of local, 
state and federal representatives was formed to help plan the DAI process, and VDGIF 
contracted with IEN to facilitate a process for engaging stakeholders and to develop consensus 
recommendations around this issue. 

 

 
Over the summer of 2012, IEN conducted a series of interviews regarding the issue to help 
inform the process and identify potential issues. A Webinar led by state agencies outlining 
background on the project and listing current regulations concerning dangerous exotic 
animals was hosted on August 29, and is available on the DAI website 
(www.virginiaanimals.net).  A survey followed the Webinar with almost 200 people 
participating, and results of the survey were shared with the DAI Workgroup. 

 
 
During the fall of 2012, a Dangerous Animal Initiative Workgroup has been meeting to 
develop recommendations around public safety and potentially dangerous animals. This 
phase has also involved other methods for engaging a diverse participant group, including this 
public meeting. Finally, IEN will draft a report with Workgroup recommendations 
highlighting areas of agreement as well as any remaining differences of the Workgroup in 
December of 2012.  The presentation provided at this meeting can be viewed in Appendix D. 

 
 
After this presentation, Kristina Weaver (IEN) presented the meeting guidelines and 
shared progress from the earlier Workgroup meeting. Guidelines for the meeting 
included: 

 
o Cell phones on vibrate; calls outside of the room. 
o Acronym alert (please spell out acronyms). 
o Speaking one at a time; speaking respectfully to one another. 
o Using brevity while speaking; if someone else says something you agree with – 

feel free to echo his or her comment but no need to repeat. 
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o Raising hand to speak. 
 
The DAI Workgroup members reached consensus in two areas. The first recommendation 
included adding these specific animals to the VDGIF restricted species list (which may be 
found at this link: http://leg1.state.va.us/cgibin/legp504.exe?000+reg+4VAC15-30-40): 

 

1. Baboons   8. Chimpanzees 
2. Cape Buffalos   9.  Drills 
3. Elephants   10.  Mandrills 
4. Gibbons   11. Gelada Baboons 
5. Hippopotamuses  12. Gorillas 
6. Orangutans   13. Komodo Dragons 
7. Siamangs   14. Rhinoceroses  

The second recommendation is for exhibitors to submit a certificate of insurance with 
renewal applications to VDGIF. Additional details may be found in the DAI Workgroup Oct. 
24 meeting summary, which may be found on the DAI website. Workgroup members also 
agreed that the recommendations were not geared to be a ban on ownership but a strengthening 
of existing regulations and ownership conditions, and were conscious of additional 
requirements that could constitute a “de facto” ban for some owners. 

 
 
Frank Dukes IEN asked the public to consider their comments in terms of three questions: 

 
 

1.   Are there gaps or needs in existing legislation? 
2.   How can public safety be strengthened? 
3.   Are there any other ideas? 

 
 
General Concerns from the Public 
Following the presentation, members of the public shared their concerns with proposed 
legislation regarding dangerous animals. Workgroup members in attendance asked questions 
for the public as well. Some members of the public thanked the Workgroup and the CT for 
holding the meeting for the public to share their ideas, thoughts and concerns. Below is a 
summary of the input and questions from participants, grouped by topic area. 

 
 
Private Animal Owners Provide Public Services 

• Private animal owners are generally responsible and often provide a public service. 
Restrictive legislation would prevent owners from not only keeping their animals, 
but would reduce the positive contributions made by this community. 

• Many participants discussed their role as educators, mainly through exhibiting their 
animals. Several participants described giving children unique opportunities to 
learn about these animals and potentially change existing negative stereotypes. 
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o One participant works for the Department of Defense and teaches a 
specialized course on snake bite treatment and snake identification. Their 
salary does not cover the cost of Game Commission fees but they are 
passionate about providing quality education and safety training to the public. 

o Another participant described their role as a public educator for non-
commercial reasons, to help other people decide if they want to own or work 
with animals. 

o Another participant described traveling with animals to various locations 
around the state to provide education and outreach. 

• Others described the education and training they provide to potential animal owners 
and the information sharing that occurs within the keeper community. One participant 
acknowledged that he spent between seven to eight hours with potential buyers 
focused on education prior to selling them an animal. 

• Private individuals also assist accredited facilities and zoos to understand and care for 
rare animals. One participant told of a private owner who, having extensive 
experience with a particular species of snake, instructed zoo personnel on proper care 
and maintenance of that animal. 

• Participants shared their experience with breeding animals to maintain genetic variety. 
These breeders can provide individualized care for specific species, which some zoos 
and research facilities may not be able to do, based on time or financial constraints. 

o One participant helps preserve genetic lines of certain reptiles for zoos. They 
mentioned that other countries often do not have the resources to maintain 
genetic variety of individual species, and private breeders can also assist with 
breeding on an international scale. 

• Some private owners, especially snake and reptile owners, assist law enforcement and 
animal control during animal rescue or removal. They may have greater knowledge of a 
species or animal behavior than the first responders, which increases overall safety 
during these situations. 

o One participant warned that onerous regulations for animal ownership would 
reduce the number of people with knowledge of these species, and would 
negatively affect the ability of law enforcement to respond to these events. 
The anticipated consequence would be the loss of people who are experienced 
and competent. 

o Some participants offered to help provide education and training opportunities. 
 
 
Opposition to Venomous Snake Registry 

• Many participants were opposed to the proposal of a venomous snake registry, 
partially due to concerns around potential sharing of private information (such as 
addresses). Some felt that this type of list was unnecessary and difficult to maintain. 
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o One participant questioned adding animals to the VDGIF restricted species list 
if they did not have a record of posing a danger to the public. They mentioned 
that dogs are only put on “dangerous dog” registries after they have bitten 
someone. Participants mentioned that there are few instances of venomous 
snakes posing direct harm to the public. 

o Another participant added that there have been very few injuries and deaths 
in Virginia linked directly to venomous snakes, especially compared to other 
animals like horses, cows, and dogs. 

o An opinion was expressed that if a venomous snake were to escape, it would 
likely be consumed by native species rather than threaten the public, or that they 
would not survive through Virginia winters. 

o Some noted that a registry would require constant updating, especially for 
owners involved with animal propagation, as their animal count changes often. 
One participant felt that it would be a paperwork nightmare. 

• Others objected to the possibility of private information being accessed by the 
public, including address, phone number, number and type of species. 

o Several participants described facing backlash from neighbors and animal rights 
groups when their animal ownership had previously been made public. One 
participant’s animals were freed or possibly stolen after their information 
was leaked. 

o There is a concern that a registry maintained by local animal control would still 
be accessible to the public through the Freedom of Information Act. 

 
 
Preserving Animal Ownership Rights for Future Generations 

• Participants expressed concerns that increased regulation would prevent their 
children and future generations from being able to own animals. 

• Many animal owners inherited a love of these animals from their own families, and 
many hours of teaching, learning, and apprenticing have been shared between different 
animal owners. 

o One participant described growing up with animals because their family owned a 
pet store. He now owns a private zoo, and strongly values the 
educational offering his facility provides for community members. 

o Another participant described the positive effect that being around animals 
(the participant owns a private zoo) had on their son, who is currently 
working with exotic species in Africa. 

o Another participant, who is a member of a multi-generational family that 
owns and operates private zoos, related how that experience influenced their 
love of animals and sense of responsibility. 

• Participants had questions about the potential inclusion of a “grandfather clause” 
if restrictive legislation was passed. 
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o If additional restrictions for ownership are passed, and a grandfather clause is 
included, would the clause pertain to the owner or to the specific animals at the 
time of the regulation? This could be difficult to maintain if the owner is 
involved with animal propagation. 

o In the event of a grandfather clause, would the affected owners be required 
to purchase insurance? 

 
 
 
Economic Benefit 

• Private animal ownership enhances the local and state economy. 
o One participant described how the breeding and sale of snakes not only 

provides personal income, but also affects other businesses related to the 
animal and pet industry. They spend $15,000 a year on insects, $6,000 to a 
rodent breeder, $3,500 on vegetables for vegetarian reptiles, $6,000 to a local 
veterinarian, and have made housing investments totaling $120,000.  They also 
support local retail stores in the Commonwealth, including purchasing 
additional equipment and replacements for about $9,000. 

• Restrictive regulations or a complete ban on ownership would negatively impact 
many businesses and the personal finances of owners. 

o A participant mentioned that breeding is worth money. An investment of 
$20,000 in 24 months would return $48,000, which is a 150% return. A second 
return on that investment would be $65,000.  Some individuals use breeding exotic 
animals as their retirement investments. 

• One member of the Workgroup stated that herptoculture, the non-traditional 
agricultural pursuit of reptile breeding, is a $1.4 billion industry and involves over 
$25 million in commerce in Virginia. 

 
 
Affordability of Increased Regulations and Requirements 

• Participants listed concerns about their ability to afford additional requirements 
of proposed legislation, including insurance or accreditation fees. 

o Many participants strongly opposed requiring mandatory AZA (Association of 
Zoos and Aquariums) or ZAA (Zoological Association of America) 
accreditation for private owners. One individual noted that it could be illegal to 
require membership of private organization to receive a public permit, which 
would be like requiring membership in AAA to get a driver’s license. 

• Workgroup members clarified that earlier in the day, they 
recommended adding the ZAA’s Class I list of Captive Wildlife to 
the VDGIF prohibited species list. This does not mean they 
advocate all owners to become accredited facilities; the Workgroup 
will continue with deliberations. 
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o Several participants noted it is both difficult and costly to obtain insurance for 
exotic species. They asked, “Should someone not be able to have these 
animals just because they can’t get the insurance?” 

 
Potential for Animal Escape 

• There are concerns that some owners do not have adequate facilities for caging 
their animals to prevent escape. Depending on the species of animal, this could 
pose a significant threat to public safety. 

o One participant described a situation where chimpanzees have repeatedly escaped 
from a neighbor’s property onto their own.  The ownership of these animals 
was regulated only through a locally obtained conditional use permit. The 
participant felt their safety and property were threatened and requested more 
formal government oversight. This participant feels the need to protect his 
family farm from the animals on the neighboring property, and hopes that the 
Workgroup will develop recommendations around more stringent conditions 
for ownership of potentially dangerous animals. 

o Others noted that many members of the public are afraid of potentially 
dangerous animals and that knowledge of the location of the animals should be 
shared with the greater public and first responders. 

 
 
Better Enforcement of Existing Laws 

• Some participants were frustrated at proposing additional legislation when existing 
laws are already in place, although they may not be adequately enforced. One 
participant referred it as “reinventing the wheel.” Others noted that it would be 
difficult to develop recommendations in response to the 2011 Ohio incident as 
questions of mental stability of the individual may have come into play. 

• Participants suggested additional training for first responders. One participant related 
an incident where animal control arrived to remove an animal, but they did not have 
proper equipment to do so, potentially endangering themselves and others. 

• One participant described the “catch 22” that animal control faces when they remove 
or rescue an animal. With dangerous or exotic species, they made not have the 
facilities to care for the animals, so they often give the animals to private owners and 
reliable breeders instead of euthanizing them. This could be a potential conflict if 
more restrictive regulations are enacted. 

 

 
Recommendations for Owner Education 

• One of the Workgroup members posed a question to the public asking how best to 
ensure that individuals have the means to care properly for their animals. The question 
related to situations of animal neglect and/or cruelty. 

o Participants suggested that potential owners and permit holders be required to 
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complete an apprenticeship or education program, showing the level of care that 
is required and best practices. One suggested using Florida’s program as a 
model, which requires permit holders to show they have at least 1000 hours of 
working with that type of animal. Involvement in public advocacy groups also 
provides a support system for individual owners. 

o Other meeting participants offered ideas and comments directly to 
Workgroup members in attendance. 

 
 

Conclusion 
 
 
At the end of the meeting, that facilitators and Mr. Whitehurst thanked the members of the 
public for their comments and input. He acknowledged there had been a lot of work and 
coordination put forth in the effort, both in defining the Workgroup process, and determining 
the various needs. The next Workgroup meeting, which is open to the public, will be held at the 
VHDA Virginia Housing Center on Tuesday, November 13, from 10 AM to 4 PM.  Additional 
information may be found at the website: www.virginaanimals.net. 
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List of Participants 
 
Many of the DAI Workgroup and CT stayed for the Public Meeting, which are 
not reflected below in the list of participants.  

1.   Philip Bailey 
2.   Jim Bonavita 
3.   Michael Billewicz 
4.   Carl Davis 
5.   Caroline Seitz 
6.   William Taylor 
7.   Sue Alvis 
8.   Velma Rigsby 
9.   Dave Perry 
10. Gretchen Mogensen 
11. Karl Mogensen 
12. Shirley Johnson 
13. Mark Kilby 
14. Kerri Cooper-Bailey 
15. Eric Crabtree 
16. Richard Brown 
17. Lara Brown 
18. Donna Raynes 
19. Wilma Kern 
20. John Fitzhugh 
21. Isaiah Blair 
22. Ann Church 
23. Millard Matthews 
24. Shirley Johnson 
25. Tina Raynes 
26. Sean Richardson 
27. Myles Masterson 
 

IEN Facilitation Team: Christine Gyovai, Kristina Weaver, Frank Dukes, Kristin Ferriter, 
Justin Altice, and Pete Guzman. 
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W.  Dangerous Animals Regulations and Policies Background 
Document 

 
Virginia Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) Regulation and Policy Background 

Draft prepared by the UVA Institute for Environmental Negotiation (IEN)  
October 1, 2012 

 
This is background information and federal, state and local regulations and policies regarding potentially 
dangerous and exotic animals.  Please send any questions, comments or suggestion to this document to IEN 
at: animals@virginia.edu. For more information, please see the website: www.virginiaanimals.net.  

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This document contains overview information on current legislation and regulations at the federal, state and local 
level around potentially dangerous animals in Virginia. It also briefly describes the 2011 proposed legislation at the 
state level in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Potential stakeholder groups are listed as well as potential areas of 
agreement and disagreement or concern, summarized from public comments that were submitted to proposed 2011 
legislation concerning exotic animals. Examples of regulations from Ohio, California and Georgia are also explored. 
Overall, this document is designed to work as a ‘fast facts’ sheet with links to resources that contain significantly 
more information on the topic.  Please send any comments or changes to the contact information above. 
 
Issue Background 
 
In 2011, an Ohio resident released his collection of over 50 big cats, primates and other dangerous and exotic 
animals.  Local law enforcement officers eradicated the animals for public safety reasons.  This incident received 
nationwide coverage and drew attention to state regulations of the possession of dangerous animals.  After this 
situation, Virginia began to examine the adequacy of animal ownership regulations and their emergency response 
systems to dangerous animal emergencies.  Virginia does have regulations around dangerous animals that do not 
allow individuals to have these animals as pets; however, some national groups have wanted to see an increase in 
regulations around dangerous and exotic animals across the United States.   
 
The Governor requested that DGIF examine current regulations and policies around dangerous and exotic animals 
and assess the needs for increased restrictions.  Several interested groups met on two occasions, November 30, 2011 
and January 5, 2012 to explore topics around dangerous animals in Virginia, including examining existing 
regulations.  During this time, Delegate Peace introduced HB 1242 that called for a gradual ban of dangerous animal 
ownership in the Virginia House of Delegates, and Senator Lucas introduced similar legislation in the Virginia 
Senate.  During the public input process around the proposed legislation, many stakeholders responded to the 
proposed legislation with a variety of issues and concerns related to dangerous and exotic animal ownership, with a 
number of comments against the proposed legislation.  Delegate Peace agreed to carry over the legislation to the 
next session in order to accommodate feedback from the many stakeholders in this issue -- the bill remains in 
consideration in the House Agriculture, Conservation and Natural Resources Committee. 
 
On May 10,th 2012, DGIF hosted a meeting of government stakeholders and the UVA Institute for Environmental 
Negotiation (IEN) to discuss ways to engage stakeholders in a consensus process to develop potential 
recommendations around policies and regulations governing dangerous and exotic animals. DGIF contracted with 
the UVA Institute for Environmental Negotiation (IEN) to facilitate a process for engaging stakeholders and 
collaboratively developing recommendations around this issue.    
 
IEN conducted a series of interviews regarding the issue in the summer of 2012 to help inform the process and 
identify issues.  In the fall 2012, DGIF and the Coordinating Team will convene, and IEN will facilitate, a 
Workgroup of stakeholders to identify key issues, generate ideas and build consensus around recommendations 
around public safety and potentially dangerous animals. This phase could also involve broader public meetings, 
surveys, webinars, social media, and other methods for engaging a diverse stakeholder group and providing 
opportunities for greater input to the Workgroup.  Finally, IEN will draft a report explaining Workgroup 
recommendations and highlighting areas of agreement as well as any remaining differences. 
 
 
 
 

146

mailto:animals@virginia.edu
http://www.virginiaanimals.net/
Kristin
Typewritten Text



Agency Primary Mandate Types of 
Animals 

Regulatory 
Role 

Notes Links 

VDACS 
 
(Virginia 
Dept. of 
Agriculture 
and 
Consumer 
Services) 

Livestock and 
Poultry Health, 
Comprehensive 
Animal Care Laws 

Companion 
animals, 
agricultural 
animals. 

Can limit 
animal/animal 
product 
importation; 
impose 
quarantines in 
response to 
specific 
threats. Cannot 
prohibit 
general 
ownership or 
importation. 
Sets 
companion 
animal 
regulations. 

Code of Virginia Definition 
for “Companion animal” 
means any domestic or feral 
dog, domestic or feral cat, 
nonhuman primate, guinea 
pig, hamster, rabbit not raised 
for human food or fiber, 
exotic or native animal, 
reptile, exotic or native bird, 
or any feral animal or any 
animal under the care, 
custody, or ownership of a 
person or any animal that is 
bought, sold, traded, or 
bartered by any person. 
Agricultural animals, game 
species, or any animals 
regulated under federal law 
as research animals shall not 
be considered companion 
animals for the purposes of 
this chapter. 

http://www.
vdacs.virgini
a.gov/animal
s/vetservices
.shtml 

DGIF 
 
(Virginia 
Dept. of 
Game and 
Inland 
Fisheries) 

Focuses on the 
impact of 
"predatory and 
undesirable" 
species form a 
wildlife 
perspective. This 
includes: 
possession of 
wildlife and wild 
animals, exhibiting 
wild animals, 
defining predatory 
and undesirable 
animals, exotic pet 
permitting and 
threatened and 
endangered 
species. 

All exotic 
pets, 
wildlife or 
wild 
animals, 
predatory 
and 
undesirable 
animals, 
threatened 
and 
endangered 
species, 
game 
animals. 

Regulates 
ownership of 
all native 
wildlife and 
certain other 
listed non-
native species 
based on 
permitting for 
exhibitors and 
educators. 

  http://www.
dgif.virginia.
gov/ 
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Agency Primary Mandate Types of 
Animals 

Regulatory 
Role 

Notes Links 

USDA 
APHIS 
 
(US Dept. 
of 
Agriculture 
Animal and 
Plant 
Health 
Inspection 
Service) 

Protect and 
promote national 
agricultural health, 
regulate genetically 
engineered 
organisms, 
administer Animal 
Welfare Act 
(AWA) and carry 
out wildlife 
management 
activities. 

Mammals, 
rats, mice 
and birds, 
horses used 
in 
biomedical 
research. 

Regulates 
exhibitors, 
commercial 
transporters, 
research and 
teaching 
activities and 
breeders and 
animal dealers. 
AWA lists 
certain 
requirements 
specific to 
dangerous 
animals. 

Does NOT regulate reptiles 
and most birds. 
USDA APHIS has three 
distinct branches that have 
unique missions. Animal 
Care determines, implements 
and assures compliance with 
animal welfare standards. 
Veterinary Services works to 
protect and improve animal 
health, quality and 
marketability by prevention, 
control and elimination of 
conditions that damage those 
qualities. 
Wildlife Services seek to 
resolve wildlife conflicts that 
allow people and wildlife to 
coexist. 

http://www.a
phis.usda.go
v/about_aphi
s/ 
http://www.a
phis.usda.go
v/animal_we
lfare/index.s
html 
 
http://www.a
phis.usda.go
v/animal_he
alth/ 
http://www.a
phis.usda.go
v/wildlife_d
amage/ 

USFWS 
 
(US Fish 
and 
Wildlife 
Service) 

Focuses on 
endangered species 
and migratory 
birds. 

Endangered 
species, 
migratory 
birds. 

Issues permits 
for legitimate 
wildlife related 
activities. 
Permitting 
programs 
include: 
international 
affairs, 
endangered 
species, law 
enforcement, 
migratory 
birds. Sets 
importation 
requirements 
for wildlife, 
including strict 
regulations on 
endangered/thr
eatened 
species. 

Leads a fairly limited role 
when dealing with dangerous 
and exotic animals. 
 
Injurious Wildlife Listing has 
the authority to list wildlife 
as injurious under the Lacey 
Act.  

http://www.f
ws.gov/ 
 
Fact sheet 
about 
Injurious 
Wildlife: 
http://www.f
ws.gov/injur
iouswildlife/
pdf_files/Inj
urious_Wildl
ife_Fact_She
et_July_201
2.pdf 
 
http://www.f
ws.gov/injur
iouswildlife/ 

VDH 
 
(VA Dept. 
of Health) 

Public health and 
safety. 

Deals 
mostly with 
animals that 
can transmit 
infectious 
diseases to 
humans. 

    http://www.
vdh.virginia.
gov/epidemi
ology/dee/ 

Localities Localities can 
make own 
regulations 
regarding keeping 
of animals or fowl. 

     See page 8 of this document. http://www.
municode.co
m/Library/V
A 

CURRENT LEGISLATION AND REGULATIONS 

Federal 
Animal Welfare Act (7 US Code §54) Chapter 54 TRANSPORTATION, SALE, AND HANDLING OF 
CERTAIN ANIMALS 
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While not specific to dangerous animals, this law does cover many relevant issues for such species. This law 
outlines federal policy for licensing dealers and exhibitors of animals and sets standards for such licensing. The law 
also requires research facilities, intermediate handlers, carriers and exhibitors to keep accurate records of all animals 
that shall be made available for inspection. Regulations for humane treatment of the animals are also set during 
handling, care, treatment and transportation of all animals. Licensed facilities are required to comply with a number 
of standards including adequate training for staff members. The law also describes inspection standards, penalties 
for failure to comply with regulations, importation of some animals and protection of pets. The legislation is fairly 
vague and focuses mostly on animal welfare. Regarding public safety, the legislation requires licensees demonstrate 
experience and knowledge of the species they maintain. Additionally, public exhibition of animals must be done in a 
manner that minimizes risk to the public and the animal including sufficient distance and barriers between animals 
and the public, direct control over the animal by an experienced handler and an identifiable attendant must be 
present at all times during public contact. 
The legislation can be found here: http://www.aphis.usda.gov/animal_welfare/ 
 
Animal Importation Laws and Regulations (42 US Code §264) 
The Center for Disease Control is responsible for managing the importation of animals into the United States. 
Deriving authority under the Commerce Clause of the Constitution, animal importation is regulated under section 
351 of the Public Health Service Act (42 US Code §264). CDC is tasked with carrying out these regulations. The 
CDC can detain and medically examine persons and animals that are suspected of carrying communicable diseases. 
Different diseases and animals have unique regulations.  
More information can be found here: http://www.cdc.gov/animalimportation/LawsRegulations.html 
 
The US Fish and Wildlife Service also manages the importation of animals into the country with the help of the US 
Customs Service. Their role focuses on the protection of animals, especially endangered species. Injurious Wildlife 
Listing has the authority to list wildlife as injurious under the Lacey Act. Tariffs and fees, laws concerning game 
meat and animals, endangered species regulations, quarantines and required paperwork for importation are briefly 
overviewed in a publication available 
here: http://www.cbp.gov/ImageCache/cgov/content/publications/pets_2epdf/v1/pets.pdf;  
http://www.fws.gov/injuriouswildlife/ 
 
USDA APHIS Animal Exhibitor Regulations Factsheet 
This factsheet offers a brief overview of laws, regulations and safety measures for animal exhibitors. Note that it 
stresses that public exhibition of potentially dangerous animals requires their direct control by an experienced 
animal trainer. The PDF document can be found 
here: http://www.aphis.usda.gov/publications/animal_welfare/content/printable_version/fs_awexhibitr.pdf 
 
Captive Wildlife Safety Act 
This act created policies by which the USFWS regulates big cats in captivity. It curtails the ability of owners to 
transport these creatures across state lines. Only exempt entities can move big cats across state lines. Violators face 
significant fines and potential incarceration. Additional information can be found 
here: http://www.fws.gov/le/CaptiveWildlifeSafetyAct.htm 
 
State 
 
The Code of Virginia states under sections 29.1-103 and 29.1-521 that possession, unlawful taking, importation, 
exportation, sale, purchase or liberation within the Commonwealth of any wild animal is illegal unless specifically 
permitted by law or regulation. Exotic (non-native) animals require a special permit to import, possess or sell exotic 
animals. The regulations list a number of exotics requiring a permit by order, family, genus and species. A brief 
overview of these regulations and the listing of animals requiring a permit can be found 
here: http://www.bornfreeusa.org/b4a2_exotic_animals_state.php?s=va 
 
A number of other regulations exist as part of the Code of Virginia and Virginia’s regulations. 4VAC 15 of the 
Regulations defines exotic animals, sets permitting fees, powers of authorities and duties  in permitting, possession, 
importation and sale of wild animals including predatory, undesirable animals and birds, exhibiting wild animals, 
and disease prevention and eradication. Further regulations include 2VAC 5-140 which outlines health requirements 
governing animals, livestock, poultry and other animals or birds and defines companion animals and monkeys. The 
Code of Virginia sections 18.2-313 and -313.2 set regulations for snake handling and the introduction of snakehead 
fish and zebra mussels. Title 3.2 of the Code of Virginia gives the State Veterinarian the authority to limit animals 
and animal product importation and impose quarantines in response to specific threats to animal health in Virginia 
and only for defined durations. The State Veterinarian does not have the authority to generally prohibit importation 
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or ownership of any certain class of animal. Title 3.2-6544 gives authority to localities to create ordinances covering 
animals and fowl, which can include limiting or prohibiting the ownership of animals. 
 
Localities 
 
A number of localities throughout the Commonwealth have ordinances and regulations prohibiting or limiting 
ownership of exotic animals. Local ordinances can also be found at this website: http://www.municode.com/.  
Selected local ordinances can be found starting on page 8 of this document. 
 
PROPOSED STATE REGULATIONS 

Bill from Delegate Peace (HB 1242) 
http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?121+sum+HB1242 
Summary: The bill makes it a class 1 misdemeanor to privately possess, sell, transfer, or breed dangerous wild 
animals, which are identified by taxonomic classification. The bill would grandfather in the ownership of any 
existing lawful dangerous wild animals; however, the owner of such animals is required to meet certain conditions 
in order to maintain possession of the animals. The bill limits the possession of dangerous wild animals to certain 
types of entities and facilities. The legislation sets out the procedures to be followed in the impoundment and 
forfeiture of dangerous wild animals. 
Last update: 2/1/12 Continued to 2013 session in Agriculture, .Chesapeake and Natural Resources committee. 

Bill from Senator Lucas (SB477) 
http://lis.virginia.gov/121/sum/SB477.HTM 
Summary: The bill makes it a Class 1 misdemeanor to privately possess, sell, transfer or breed dangerous wild 
animals. The bill would grandfather in the ownership of any existing lawful exotic animals; however, the owner of 
such animals is required to meet certain conditions in order to maintain possession of the animals. The bill limits the 
possession of dangerous wild animals to facilities accredited by the Association of Zoos and Aquariums and bona 
fide sanctuaries. The legislation describes procedures to be followed in the seizure and care of dangerous wild 
animals. 
Last update: 2/9/12 continued to 2013 in Agriculture, Conservation and Natural Resources. 

Significant Differences 
HB1242 is much more general in defining dangerous wild animals. Larger orders and classes make the list, whereas 
SB477 lists many more specific species within families (such as wolves and large cats). While these are slight 
differences in species designation, it could mean a world of difference to animal owners. The only other significant 
difference is the definition of facilities exempt from this legislation. HB1242 requires certain accreditations or 
permits for all facilities while SB477 is much more vague. SB477 defines wildlife sanctuaries but does not require 
third party accreditation as part of the definition. 
 
ACTIONS IN OTHER STATES 

Ohio (http://ohiodnr.com/tabid/23387/WildAnimals.aspx) 

In response to the Muskingum County incident, Governor Kasich of Ohio issued an Executive Order instructing 
state agencies to use existing but underused legal powers in innovative ways to address threats to animal welfare and 
public health and safety. This effort also included ways to use these laws to better support local enforcement efforts.  

• Legislation included an act that allows Humane Societies broad authority (including arrest authority) to 
enforce Ohio’s animal welfare laws. Ohio has started working with state and county humane societies to 
better use these existing powers. 

• The Ohio Department of Health has broad authority to protect public health and safety. This has been 
applied to dangerous wild animals and the department will now work to identify potential risks and 
enforcement that can defend against such risk. 

• Ohio’s Department of Natural Resources has reviewed all existing native wild animal permits, including 
on-site inspection.  

• The Ohio Department of agriculture has worked to impose temporary moratoriums on auction houses that 
sell dangerous wild animals. This includes shutting down unlicensed auctions with the cooperation of the 
USDA, local law enforcement, veterinarians and humane societies. 

150

http://www.municode.com/
http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?121+sum+HB1242
http://lis.virginia.gov/121/sum/SB477.HTM
http://ohiodnr.com/tabid/23387/WildAnimals.aspx


• Ohio has identified locations (such as zoos) to identify safe and appropriate locations to house confiscated 
or impounded dangerous wild animals. 

• Ohio established a toll-free hotline and website and is working with local law enforcement, veterinarians, 
humane societies and other stakeholders to identify potential problem locations. 

• A task force was formed to deliver a new legal framework for the General Assembly to give Ohio the 
authority to regulate dangerous wild animals. This report was submitted on November 30, 2011. 

o The task force consisted of a variety of stakeholders including, the Ohio Farm Bureau, zoological, 
sportsmen, animal owners and veterinary associations, attorneys, and USDA APHIS. The group 
met seven times. 

o The recommendations included: 
 The end of casual ownership of dangerous animals by January 1, 2014. 
 Ohio Department of Agriculture (ODA) will be the lead agency for promulgating rules 

and standards of care, confinement and security as well as developing a permitting 
process. 

 Enforcement authority should be under ODA with a clear support role defined for other 
government entities such as local humane societies, local and state law enforcement. The 
Ohio Department of Health should maintain and share access to a dangerous wild animals 
inventory database. 

California (http://www.bornfreeusa.org/b4a2_exotic_animals_state.php?s=ca#671 
& http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/nuis_exo/ ) 

California’s Code of Regulations Title 14 Section 671 restricts the ownership of wild animals by species in a similar 
fashion to the proposed Virginia Bills. Private ownership of certain species is illegal unless in permitted and 
inspected facilities. The law also has significant animal welfare requirements including age and containment 
specifications based upon species, food, disinfection of enclosures, pest control and transportation. The legislation is 
enforced by the California Department of Fish and Game. 

Georgia (http://www.agr.georgia.gov/animalprotection.aspx & http://www.georgiawildlife.org/node/1202 
& http://www.bornfreeusa.org/b4a2_exotic_animals_state.php?s=ga#27-5-4) 

Georgia requires Animal Protection Section licenses from the Georgia Department of Agriculture. These licenses are 
required for pet dealers, animal shelters, rescue and humane organizations and any organization that houses animals 
(including exotic animals). As part of the license, health standards and inspections are required. Regulations 
specifically for exotic animals are controlled through the Georgia Department of Natural Resources. Georgia’s DNR 
lists a large number of species that cannot be held as pets. In order to house a wild animal, a license is required and 
may only be issued to animal wholesale retailers or exhibitors or for educational or scientific purposes. Restrictions 
exist defining what constitutes an exhibitor (animals accessible to public for at least 30 hours a week) but does not 
require third party accreditation. 

The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries is investigating dangerous and exotic animal laws and 
regulations in Texas (http://www.tpwd.state.tx.us/business/permits/) and Florida 
(http://myfwc.com/wildlifehabitats/nonnatives/exotic-information/). Pertinent information from that research will be 
added to this working document as it becomes available. 

USEFUL RESOURCES 
 
USDA Federal Laws Links 
http://awic.nal.usda.gov/government-and-professional-resources/federal-laws 
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/animal_welfare/index.shtml 
 
Association of Zoos & Aquariums Accreditation Standards 
http://www.aza.org/Accreditation/ 
 
Zoological Association of America Accreditation Standards 
http://zaa.org/accreditation/accreditation  
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Local Ordinance and Regulations 
 
Accomack – Ordinance Chapter 10-2c The keeping of poisonous animals is prohibited. Any poisonous animal being 
kept in violation of this section shall be confiscated and destroyed by the animal warden. 
 
Alexandria – Title 5, Chapter 6, Section 33 of the Code of Alexandria places limits on animal ownership; namely, 
exotic or poisonous animals are prohibited from running at large. Violators are liable for a fee. 
 
Altavista – Ordinance Chapter 18, Article II, Division 1, Section 88 disallows owners of exotic or poisonous 
animals from letting the animals run at large. 
 
Arlington -  Ordinance Chapter 2, Section 2-18 & 2-19 prohibit county residents from owning any poisonous reptile 
(defined as any reptile, including snakes, which is venomous).  The prohibition does not apply to zoological or 
educational exhibitions, circuses, wildlife rehabilitators, scientific researchers, animals shelters or veterinary clinics 
which are properly permitted by the Federal Government or the State of Virginia.  Poisonous reptiles that are kept 
lawfully may not be exhibited or displayed so that others, besides their handler, may come in direct physical contact. 
 
Bedford – Ordinance Chapter 4, Article III, Section 49 requires licenses for hybrid canines, wolves or coyotes. 
 
Blacksburg – Ordinance Chapter 5, Article I, Section 106 requires registration of dangerous animals annually. The 
section reads:  
No person shall own a dangerous animal in this town unless and until that person first registers the animal with the 
town manager and obtains a permit therefor from the town manager. Every person shall annually, each January, re-
register the dangerous animal with the town manager, and apply for a renewal of the permit therefor. 

The fee for the initial and each subsequent registration and permit shall be five dollars ($5.00) to defray part of the 
town's cost in administering this program. 

The registration shall include the name, address, and telephone number of the owner or owners; the kind of 
dangerous animal owned; the location of this animal; the measures utilized to secure the animal on the owner's 
premises; and the measures utilized to maintain the means of restraint and to care for the dangerous animal. The 
adequacy or not of these measures shall be determined by the town manager, using these standards: strength, 
durability, efficacy, and any proven success of such measures. 
 
At the time of the initial registration, and at each subsequent January, the owner shall provide to the town manager a 
certificate of insurance, which shall show that the owner currently maintains liability insurance with respect to the 
dangerous animal and its ownership. The liability insurance shall be obtained through a firm authorized to conduct 
insurance business in the Commonwealth of Virginia. The insurance shall afford the owner protection in the 
amounts of one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000.00 each occurrence and three hundred thousand dollars 
($300,000.00) annual aggregate, against liability for injury, death, or property damage that may be caused in the 
town by the dangerous animal. 
 
Nothing in this section shall be deemed to sanction or legitimize the keeping of an animal where this practice 
contravenes the general law of this state or federal law. 
 
Blacksburg has defined a dangerous animal as: Alligator, Ape, Badger, Bear, Birds (predatory), Bobcat, Cheetah, 
Chimpanzee, Cougar, Coyote, Crocodile, Feral member of the cat family, Gibbon, Hyena, Jaguar, Leopard, Lion, 
Lynx, Lizard, with a length of greater than three (3) feet or with a weight of over ten (10) pounds,  Mongoose, 
Monkey, Ocelot, Orangutan, Ostrich, Snake, constrictor, with a length of greater than three (3) feet or with a weight 
of over fifteen (15) pounds, Snake, poisonous, Skunk, Tiger, Warthog, Wildcat, Wolverine. 

Charles City County – Ordinance Chapter 5, Article I, Section 4 -  No person shall suffer or permit any animal 
belonging to him or under his control, and known to be dangerous or reasonably suspected of being dangerous, to go 
at large within the county. If the owner or the person having control, upon notice that such animal is at large, fails to 
take it into custody forthwith, and its running at large creates a danger to the public or to any person or property, the 
animal shall be killed forthwith by order of the animal control officer, when deemed necessary for public safety. 
 
Chesterfield – Ordinance Chapter 4, Article I, Section 3. 
A wild or exotic animal means any (i) live monkey (nonhuman primate), raccoon, skunk, wolf, squirrel, fox, 
leopard, panther, tiger, lion, lynx or any other warm-blooded mammal, (ii) poisonous snake, (iii) tarantula, (iv) other 
poisonous animal normally found in the wild, or (v) any member of the crocodilian family including, but not limited 
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to, alligators, crocodiles, caimans, and gavials. Nonpoisonous snakes, ferrets, rabbits, laboratory rats, gerbils, 
hamsters and other similar small mammals, and other domesticated animals which have been bred in captivity are 
not wild or exotic animals. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his premises any wild or exotic animal as a pet, for display, or for 
exhibition purposes, whether gratuitously or for a fee. This prohibition shall not apply to performing animal 
exhibitions, circuses, veterinary clinics, or indoor/outdoor recreational facilities which have proper zoning and 
licenses from the government; provided however, that no person shall exhibit or display any wild or exotic animal in 
a manner so that persons other than their handlers can pet, fondle or come in direct physical contact with them. 
The owner of any exotic or poisonous animal found to be running at large off of the owner's property shall 
reimburse the county for its actual costs incurred, including without limitation the actual cost of the time expended 
by the animal warden, deputy animal warden or other county personnel, in locating and capturing or otherwise 
disposing of the animal. 
Nature centers, refuges or parks owned or operated by the federal, state or local government are exempt from this 
section. 
 
City of Chesapeake – Ordinance Chapter 10, Article II, Section 10-49. 
"Wild or exotic animals" shall mean any live monkey (non-human primate), raccoon, skunk, wolf, wolf-canine 
hybrid, squirrel, fox, leopard, tiger, lion, panther, ratite, or any other warm blooded animal, poisonous reptile, 
nonpoisonous apodal reptile eight feet or longer in length or nonpoisonous quadrupedal reptile five feet or longer in 
length which can normally be found in the wild state or any other member of the crocodilian family, including but 
not limited to alligators, crocodiles, caimans, and gavials. Ferrets, birds which are normally purchased through a pet 
store (with the exception of ratites), nonpoisonous apodal reptiles less than eight feet in length, nonpoisonous 
quadrupedal reptiles less than five feet in length, domestic rabbits and domestic rodents which have been bred in 
captivity and which have never known the wild shall be excluded from this definition.  It shall be unlawful for any 
person to keep or permit to be kept upon his or her premises within the City limits any wild or exotic animal or any 
poisonous animal as a pet or for exhibition purposes, whether gratuitously or for a fee, without a permit from the 
Animal Services Unit. This section shall not apply to zoological parks, circuses, performing animal exhibitions, 
veterinary clinics, medical or educational facilities which are properly licensed by the federal government and/or the 
Commonwealth. In no case, however, shall any such wild, exotic, and/or poisonous animal(s) be exhibited, 
displayed, or kept in such a manner as to permit the animal(s) to escape, run at large, or otherwise come in direct 
physical contact with any person unless under the direct care and control of the owner, caretaker, or handler. A 
violation of this subsection shall constitute a Class 2 misdemeanor. In addition to any other penalties, the owner of 
any wild, exotic or poisonous animal found running at large shall pay to the locality a fee equal to the locality's 
actual cost in locating and capturing or otherwise disposing of the animal.  Prior to issuing the permit, the owner is 
subject to an inspection from an animal control officer.  The permit is initially $10 and must be renewed annually at 
a cost of $5.    
 
 
Colonial Beach – Ordinance Chapter 3, Article V, Section 54. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to bring into or keep within the town any dangerous or wild animal. Upon 
conviction, the court shall order the animal from the town or euthanized in accordance with section 3.1-796.119 of 
the Code of Virginia (1950), as amended. 
For purposes of this section, the term "dangerous animal" shall mean capable of inflicting deadly or serious bodily 
harm on any person; or which has killed or seriously injured a companion animal or has chased, confronted, or 
approached a person in a menacing fashion such as would put a reasonable person in fear of death or serious bodily 
harm. 
For purposes of this section, the term "wild animal" shall mean any raccoon, skunk, wolf, wolf hybrid, squirrel, fox, 
prairie dog, hedgehog, or other similar warm-blooded animal susceptible to rabies. 
This section shall not apply to animals kept or enclosed in the town as part of a duly licensed and lawfully operated 
circus, carnival, zoo or similar business. 
 
Emporia – Ordinance Chapter 10, Article I, Section 2 
It shall be unlawful for any person to keep on his premises any animal known to him individually or by repute to be 
dangerous or vicious, unless suitable precautions are taken to prevent harm therefrom to children, or to unsuspecting 
persons who might lawfully be on the premises, or to persons on adjacent public or private property. 
 
City of Fairfax – Chapter 6, Article V deals with the keeping of wild, exotic or vicious animals. Excerpts below. 
Definitions 
Vicious animal means any animal or animals that constitute a physical threat to human beings or other animals, but 
not including guard dogs. 
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Wild or exotic animal means any live monkey (nonhuman primate), raccoon, skunk, wolf, squirrel, fox, leopard, 
panther, tiger, lion, lynx or other warm-blooded animal, poisonous snake, constrictor snake in excess of six feet in 
length, tarantula, crocodile or alligator which can normally be found in the wild state or any other member of 
crocodilian, including, but not limited to, alligators, crocodiles, caimans and gavials. Ferrets, rabbits and laboratory 
rats which have been bred in captivity and which have never known the wild and any animal specifically trained to 
assist a handicapped person shall be excluded from this definition. 
Display 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his premises any wild, exotic or vicious animal for display or for 
exhibition purposes, whether gratuitously or for a fee. This section shall not be construed to apply to zoological 
parks, performing animals, exhibitions, circuses or veterinary clinics which are properly licensed by the federal 
government or the commonwealth. In no case, however, shall such wild or exotic animals be exhibited or displayed 
in such a manner that persons other than their handlers come in direct physical contact with such animals. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept any wild, exotic or vicious animal as a pet. 
 
Fairfax County – Ordinance Chapter 41.1, Article 4 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept any wild, exotic or vicious animal, as those terms are defined in Section 
41.1-1-1, for any purposes, except that this prohibition shall not apply to a single certified service animal in a 
household, zoological parks, traveling animal exhibitions, circuses or veterinary clinics that are properly licensed by 
the Federal Government or Commonwealth of Virginia. The wild or exotic animals of such licensed establishments 
shall not be exhibited or displayed in such a manner that persons other than their handlers can pet, fondle, or 
otherwise come in direct physical contact with such animals; however this prohibition shall not apply to the riding of 
elephants by persons other than the elephants' handlers while under the direct supervision of the elephants' handlers 
where such elephants are performing in zoological parks, animal exhibitions or circuses which are properly licensed 
by the Federal Government or the Commonwealth of Virginia and Fairfax County. 
 
Falls Church – Ordinance Chapter 4, Article I, Section 3. 
Prohibition; exception. No person shall keep or permit to be kept on the premises of such person any live wild or 
exotic animal. This section shall not be construed to apply to zoological parks, performing animal exhibitions, 
circuses or veterinary clinics which are properly licensed by the federal government or Commonwealth of Virginia. 
In no case, however, shall such wild or exotic animals be exhibited or displayed in such a manner that persons other 
than the handler of such animal can pet, fondle or otherwise come in direct physical contact with such animals. 
Applicability. The term "wild or exotic animals" means any animal except: Dogs, cats, hamsters, gerbils, guinea 
pigs, ferrets, and birds which are normally purchased through a pet store; Gold fish and aquarium fish; 
Nonpoisonous snakes, less than eight feet in length; and Domestic rabbits, mice and rats which have been bred in 
captivity and which never have known the wild. 
 
Fauquier County – Ordinance Chapter 4, Article III. Notable excerpts below. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept any wild or exotic animal(s) as a pet or for display or exhibition purposes, 
whether gratuitously or for a fee, without first registering the animal with the animal warden pursuant to section 4-
30 of this article. This section shall not apply to veterinary clinics, itinerant circuses, temporary performing animal 
exhibitions, or educational programs which are properly licensed by the federal government or Commonwealth of 
Virginia. 
The animal warden shall develop and implement a registration system for the keeping, care, and protection of wild 
or exotic animals as defined in section 4-1 of this chapter. The animal warden is authorized to charge a fee of twenty 
dollars ($20.00) per registrant to defray the cost of registration. 
 
Town of Franklin – Ordinance Chapter 5, Article I, Section 4. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to bring into or keep in the city any dangerous animal. 
This section shall not apply to canines or canine cross-breeds or to animals kept or brought in the city in cages or 
other confinement in such manner as to not constitute a danger to the public at large as a part of a circus, carnival or 
zoo that is operated in compliance with applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. 
If the owner of any animal known or reasonably suspected of being dangerous fails to take it into custody after being 
notified to do so by the animal control officer or any police officer or if the owner of such animal cannot be 
determined or located within a reasonable time, such animal may be killed by the animal control officer or any 
police officer, if it is deemed by such officer necessary for the safety of the public. 
 
Franklin County – Ordinance Chapter 4, Article I, Section 3. 
No person shall suffer or permit any animal belonging to him or under his control, and known to be dangerous or 
reasonably suspected of being dangerous, to go at large within the county. If the owner or such person having 
control, upon notice that such animal is at large, fails to take it into custody forthwith, and its running at large 
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creates a danger to the public or to any person or property, the animal shall be killed forthwith by order of the 
sheriff, when deemed necessary for public safety. 
A violation of this section shall constitute a Class 2 misdemeanor. 
 
Gloucester – Ordinance Chapter 3, Article I, Section 8. Excerpts below. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to keep, exhibit, or permit to be kept or exhibited upon any property within the 
county limits, any wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous animal without a permit from an animal control officer. In 
no case, however, shall any such wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous animal(s) be exhibited, displayed, or kept in 
such a manner so as to permit said animal(s) to escape, be at large, or to otherwise come in direct physical contact 
with any person unless under the direct care and control of the handler. The provisions of this section shall not apply 
to: 
Institutions accredited by the American Zoo and Aquarium Association (AZA). 
Registered nonprofit humane societies. 
Animal control officers or law enforcement officers acting under the authority of this article. 
Veterinary hospitals or clinics. 
Any wildlife rehabilitator licensed by the state. 
Any wildlife sanctuary. 
Any licensed or accredited research or medical institution. 
Any licensed or accredited educational institution. 
Any circus, rodeo or tradeshow. 
A person temporarily transporting an exotic animal through the county if the transit time is not more than ninety-six 
(96) hours and the animal is at all times maintained within a confinement sufficient to prevent the exotic animal 
from escaping. 
 
The owner or custodian of any wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous animal shall apply to the animal control 
department within ten (10) working days of obtaining an address within the county or in the case of an exhibition, 
ten (10) working days prior to the exhibition, for a permit authorizing the keeping of said animal within the county 
limits. Each applicant for a wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous animal permit shall, by affidavit and/or supporting 
written documentation, provide the following: 
Name and street address of each owner(s)/custodian(s), eighteen (18) years of age or older; 
Location of animal(s) storage facility; 
The common and scientific name of the subject animal(s); 
The date of acquisition of each animal; 
The source of acquisition of each animal; 
The sex, age, height and/or length of each animal; 
Any identifying marks or numbers unique to each animal; 
A statement of understanding signed by the owner(s)/custodian(s) concerning human exposures in relation to the 
current state and local laws involving rabies control; 
Verifiable documentation that the animal was brought into the country legally. Proof the animal was purchased from 
a reputable dealer or pet store may constitute sufficient proof. The animal control officer has final authority in 
determining what constitutes sufficient proof; 
A current veterinarian's certificate confirming the animal is disease free; 
The current phone number and street address of owner(s)/custodians(s) and animal(s), if storage location differs 
from residence of owner(s)/custodian(s); 
At least one (1) emergency phone number where owner(s)/custodian(s) can be contacted in case of emergency; 
Proof the owner has a secure pen, cage or enclosure of sufficient size and strength to provide adequate shelter for the 
animal and to reasonably protect the public; and 
Where required by section 29.1-542 of the Code of Virginia, a copy of the special permit from the Virginia 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries. 
 
The permit shall not be transferable and shall be valid through December 31 of the year of issue and shall be 
renewed by January 31 of each subsequent year. Permits for temporary exhibit shall be valid for the time period 
specified in the permit. One (1) permit per address will be required within the County of Gloucester. On the permit 
shall be listed each animal held within the county limits as identified in subsection (b). The County of Gloucester's 
wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous animal permit shall be required in addition to any required federal or state 
permits. Information supplied on such permit shall be provided to relevant county departments as notification for 
public health and safety purposes. 
No permit for an exotic animal will be issued by the animal control department unless all required special permits 
from the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries for wolves, coyotes, or birds or animals otherwise 
classified by the commission as predatory or undesirable have been obtained by the owner or custodian of the exotic 
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animal. It shall be the responsibility of the owner or custodian of the exotic animal to provide a valid copy of the 
special permit to the animal control department at the time the request for local exotic animal permit is made. 
 
It shall be unlawful to release, or permit to be released, any wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous animal(s) into the 
wild. 
 
The animal control officer or his designee may reject an application for a wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous 
animal permit, renewal of a permit, or the addition of an animal to an existing permit for any of the following 
reasons: 
Failure to comply with or supply any information required in subsection (b); 
Falsification of any information required in subsection (b); 
Previous or current violations of any provisions of this section; 
Previous or current violations of any local, state, or federal law relating to animals; or 
The history or demonstration of a vicious or dangerous nature of an animal. 
 
The animal control officer, or his designee, may revoke a wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous animal permit and 
impound the animal(s) for any of the following reasons: 
Failure to comply with the terms of this section; 
Falsification of any information required in subsection (b); or 
Violation of any local, state or federal law applicable to animals. 
The permittee shall post a placard provided by the animal control officer in an area of public view on any premises, 
building or structure where the wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous animal is kept or housed. Failure to post the 
placard shall be a violation of this section. 
 
Hanover – Ordinance Chapter 4, Article III. Excerpt below. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his premises any wild, exotic or vicious animal, unless that person shall 
have previously obtained a permit from the county for such animal, except that persons holding a category I, II, or 
III wildlife rehabilitation permit issued by the state department of game and inland fisheries may possess native wild 
animals for the purpose of rehabilitation pursuant to the conditions of their wildlife rehabilitation permit. 
 
Application for a wild or exotic animal permit or a vicious animal permit, and any amendments thereto, shall be 
made to the chief animal control officer on an application form prescribed by the chief animal control officer. 
The chief animal control officer has the authority to issue or deny permits for wild or exotic animals. A decision by 
the chief animal control officer to deny a permit may be appealed to the board of supervisors. 
The board of supervisors has the authority to issue or deny permits for vicious animals. Prior to deciding whether to 
issue or deny a permit for a vicious animal, the board of supervisors shall advertise and conduct a public hearing. 
For no less than two (2) weeks prior to the public hearing, the applicant for such a permit shall post a sign, provided 
by the chief animal control officer, on the premises where the animal(s) is proposed to be kept, providing notice of 
the application and the time, date and place of the public hearing. In addition, the applicant shall send the same 
information by certified mail to the owners of record of each adjacent property. 
 
No permit shall be approved by the chief animal control officer or the board of supervisors unless the applicant has 
demonstrated in the application: 
That the wild, exotic or vicious animal(s) will be securely enclosed at all times in a manner that is appropriate for 
the character of the animal; 
That the animal(s) will be provided with an appropriate habitat and be properly fed, cared for and handled; 
That the keeping of such animal(s) on the premises is consistent with the nature and character of the neighborhood; 
That the owner has obtained any federal or state permits required for possession of that particular species of 
animal(s); and 
That, for vicious animals, the owner has obtained a surety bond or liability insurance or bond in the amount of fifty 
thousand dollars ($50,000.00) which covers incidents or occurrences involving the vicious animal. 
 
The permit shall be nontransferable and subject to such conditions as are deemed necessary to assure the public 
safety and welfare and appropriate care of the animal(s). The permit shall list, by species and quantity, each wild, 
exotic, or vicious animal permitted to be kept on the premises, and shall authorize the applicant to keep only the 
animals identified in the application at the address listed in the application. Any permitted animal that dies or is sold 
or relocated out of the county may be replaced by an animal of the same species. Any additions, as a result of 
breeding of permitted animals or acquisition of additional wild, exotic, or vicious animals, shall require an 
amendment to the permit. No animal may be moved to another location within the county without prior issuance of a 
permit for the new location. 
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Applications for vicious animal permits shall be accompanied by a permit application fee of three hundred dollars 
($300.00). 
Upon notice and an opportunity to be heard, any permit shall be subject to revocation by the approving authority for 
any of the following reasons: 
Failure to comply with the terms of this section or the conditions of the permit; 
Falsification of any information on the permit application; or 
Violation of any local, state or federal laws applicable to animals. 
 
It shall be unlawful for the owner of any wild, exotic or vicious animal to allow such wild, exotic or vicious animal 
to run at large in the county. It shall be the duty of the animal control officer or other officer who finds any wild, 
exotic or vicious animal running at large in violation of this section to take such wild, exotic or vicious animal into 
custody. 
 
James City County – Ordinance Chapter 3, Article I, Section 3-4.  
It shall be unlawful for any person to bring or keep any wild animals within the county; provided, however, that wild 
animals shall be permitted to be brought into and kept within the county for purposes of exhibit or as a part of a 
permanent animal show when the wild animals are located within a thematic park situated in the county. As used in 
this section, “wild animals” means any animal which by nature or disposition is untamed. Exotic or poisonous 
animals shall not run at large in the county. For purposes of this section, “at large” shall mean roaming, running, or 
self-hunting off the premises of the owner or custodian and not under the immediate control of the owner or his 
agent.  Any exotic or poisonous animal observed or captured while unlawfully running at large shall be disposed of 
in accordance with sections 3-45 through 3-47.  For any exotic or poisonous animal identified as to ownership, if 
such exotic or poisonous animal is captured and confined by the animal control officer or other officer appointed 
under the provisions of this chapter, the owner shall be charged with the county’s actual expenses incurred in 
locating, capturing, and impounding or otherwise disposing of the animal. 
 
King George – Ordinance Chapter 3, Article V. Excerpt below. 
Wild or exotic animals shall mean any live monkey (nonhuman primate), raccoon, skunk, wolf, squirrel, fox, 
leopard, panther, tiger, lion, lynx, or any other warm-blooded animal, poisonous snake, tarantula, crocodile or 
alligator which can normally be found in the wild state or any other member of the crocodilian, including but not 
limited to alligators, crocodiles, caimans, and gavials. Ferrets, non-poisonous snakes, rabbits and laboratory rats 
which have been bred in captivity and which never have known the wild shall be excluded from this definition. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his/her premises any wild or exotic animal for display or for exhibition 
purposes, whether gratuitously or for a fee. This section shall not be construed to apply to zoological parks, 
performing animal exhibitions, circuses or veterinary clinics which are properly licensed by the federal government 
or Commonwealth of Virginia. In no case, however, shall such wild or exotic animals be exhibited or displayed in 
such a manner that persons other than their handlers can pet, fondle or otherwise come in direct physical contact 
with such animals. 
No persons shall keep or permit to be kept any wild or exotic animal as a pet. 
 
Leesburg – Ordinance Chapter 4, Article 1 
Section 4-1.1. No persons shall keep or permit to be kept any wild or exotic animal as a pet. 
Section 4-6. It shall be unlawful for any person to display, exhibit, handle or use any poisonous or dangerous snake 
or reptile in such a manner as to endanger the life or health of any person. Any person violating the provisions of 
this section shall be guilty of a misdemeanor. 
Section 4-7. It shall be unlawful for the owner of any wild, exotic or vicious animal to allow such wild, exotic or 
vicious animal to run at large in the town. It shall be the duty of the animal control officer who finds any wild, exotic 
or vicious animal running at large to take such wild, exotic or vicious animal into custody. 
 
Town of Louisa -  Ordinance Chapter 40, Article II. Excerpted below. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to keep, exhibit, or permit to be kept or exhibited upon any property within the 
Town limits any wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous animal as defined in Section 40-8 without a permit from the 
Town Manager. In no case, however, shall any such wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous animal(s) be exhibited, 
displayed, or kept in such a manner so as to permit said animal(s) to escape, be at large, or to otherwise come in 
direct physical contact with any person unless under the direct care and control of the handler.  The provisions of 
this section do not apply to AZA accredited facilities, veterinary hospitals, wildlife sanctuaries, research or medical 
institutions, circuses, or rodeos.  Permits are valid for one year, require a veterinarian’s certificate stating the animal 
is disease free, proof of a secure shelter for the animal, and cost $50 initially.  Any person applying for a wild, 
exotic, venomous, or poisonous animal permit shall provide evidence of surety bond or liability insurance or bond in 
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the amount of $50,000 which covers incidences or occurrences involving the wild, exotic, venomous, or poisonous 
animals. 
 
Manassas – Ordinance Chapter 18, Article V. Excerpted below. 
Wild or exotic animal means any animal except a dog, cat, hamster, gerbil, guinea pig, mouse, ferret, turtle, 
nonpoisonous snake less than seven feet in length, nonpoisonous lizards and iguanas less than seven feet in length, 
domesticated rabbit, laboratory rat, bird, fish, horse, mule, cow, swine, sheep or goat. 
Prohibited; exceptions. No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his premises any live wild or exotic animal. 
This section shall not be construed to apply to zoological parks, performing animal exhibitions, circuses or 
veterinary clinics which are properly licensed by the federal government or the Commonwealth. In no case, 
however, shall such wild or exotic animals be exhibited or displayed in such a manner that persons other than their 
handlers can pet, fondle or otherwise come in direct physical contact with such animals. 
Endangered or threatened animals. No person shall keep any endangered or threatened animal, live or dead, or any 
part thereof, except pursuant to an exemption or permit provided for in 16 USC ch. 35, or in regulations under that 
chapter. 
Disposition of illegal animals. Any person who keeps a wild or exotic animal in contravention of this article shall 
dispose of the animal by removal of the animal from the city, by giving or selling the animal to a zoological park or 
by releasing the animal to the animal control officer. The animal control officer is authorized to release the animal to 
the wild, to a zoological park or to a responsible adult who shall remove the animal from the city or dispose of the 
animal in some humane manner. The animal control officer is not authorized to release the animal to any person 
who intends to use the animal for research purposes. 
 
Manassas Park – Ordinance Chapter 5, Article VI. Excerpted below. 
Wild or exotic animal shall mean any live monkey (nonhuman primate), raccoon, skunk, wolf, wolf hybrid, squirrel, 
fox, leopard, panther, tiger, lion, lynx or any other warm-blooded animal, poisonous snake or tarantula which can 
normally be found in the wild state or any other member of crocodilian, including but not limited to alligators, 
crocodiles, caimans, and gavials. Ferrets, nonpoisonous snakes less than six (6) feet in length, rabbits and laboratory 
rats which have been bred in captivity and which never have known the wild shall be excluded from this definition. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his premises any wild or exotic or vicious animal for display for 
exhibition purposes, whether gratuitously or for a fee. This section shall not be construed to apply to zoological 
parks, performing animal exhibitions, circuses or veterinary clinics that are properly licensed by the federal 
government or Commonwealth of Virginia. In no case, however, shall such wild or exotic animal be exhibited or 
displayed in such a manner that persons other than their handlers can pet, fondle or otherwise come in direct 
physical contact with such animals. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept any wild or exotic animal, or non-poisonous snakes six (6) feet or longer 
in length as a pet. 
 
City of Norfolk – Ordinance Chapter 6.1, Article I, Section 10. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to keep or exhibit or permit to be kept or exhibited upon any property within the 
city limits any wild, exotic, and/or poisonous animal without a permit from the animal control officer. In no case, 
however, shall any such wild, exotic, and/or poisonous animal(s) be exhibited, displayed, or kept in such a manner 
so as to permit said animal(s) to escape, be at large, or to otherwise come in direct physical contact with any person 
unless under the direct care and control of the handler. 
 
The owner or custodian of any wild, exotic and/or poisonous animal shall apply to the animal control officer within 
ten (10) working days of acquisition of said animal, within ten (10) working days of becoming a new resident of 
Norfolk, within ten (10) working days of changing address within the city, or in the case of an exhibition (10) 
working days prior to the exhibition, for a permit authorizing the keeping of said animal within the city limits. Each 
applicant for a wild, exotic or poisonous animal permit shall by affidavit provide the following: 
Name and street address of each owner(s)/custodian(s); 
Location of animal(s) storage facility; 
The common and scientific name of the subject animal(s); 
The date of acquisition of each animal; 
The source of acquisition of each animal; 
The sex, age, height and/or length of each animal; 
Any identifying marks or numbers unique to each animal; 
A statement of understanding signed by the owner(s)/custodian(s) concerning human exposures in relation to the 
current state and local laws involving rabies control; 
The current phone number and street address of owner(s)/custodian(s) and animal(s), if storage location differs from 
residence of owner(s)/custodian(s). 
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At least one emergency phone number where owner(s)/custodian(s) can be contacted in case of emergency. 
 
The permit shall not be transferable and shall be valid through December 31 of the year of issue and shall be 
renewed by January 31 of each subsequent year. Permits for temporary exhibit shall be valid for the time period 
specified in the permit. One permit per address will be required within the Norfolk City limits. On the permit shall 
be listed each animal held within the city limits as identified in subsection (b). The City of Norfolk's wild, exotic 
and/or poisonous animal permit shall be required in addition to any required federal or state permits. Information 
supplied on such permit shall be provided to relevant city departments as notification for public health and safety 
purposes. 
It shall be unlawful to release any wild, exotic, and/or poisonous animal(s) into the wild. 
The initial fee to cover the cost of the permit administration shall be twenty-five dollars ($25.00) per address. A 
charge of fifteen dollars ($15.00) will be collected for annual permit renewal, the adding of additional animals to an 
existing permit, or the duplication of an existing permit. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to furnish false information for the purpose of obtaining a permit pursuant to 
subsection (b). Any permit obtained under fraudulent pretenses shall be null and void with any animals named 
thereon subject to impoundment by the animal control officer pending a determination by a court of competent 
jurisdiction as to the appropriate disposition of said animal(s). 
Any person applying for a wild, exotic or poisonous animal permit shall provide evidence of surety bond or liability 
insurance in the amount of fifty thousand dollars ($50,000.00) which covers incidences or occurrences involving the 
wild, exotic or poisonous animals. 
 
The animal control officer or his designee may reject an application for a wild, exotic or poisonous animal permit, 
renewal of a permit, or the addition of an animal to an existing permit for any of the following reasons: 
Failure to comply with or supply any information required in subsection (b); or 
Falsification of any information required in subsection (b); or 
Previous or current violations of any provisions of this section; or 
Previous or current violations of any local, state, or federal law relating to animals; or 
The history or demonstration of a vicious or dangerous nature of an animal. 
Any person whose application is rejected pursuant to this subsection may appeal this decision to the animal welfare 
board of review as set forth in article VII. 
The animal control officer or his designee may revoke a wild, exotic or poisonous animal permit and impound the 
animals for any of the following reasons: 
Failure to comply with the terms of this section; or 
Falsification of any information required in subsection (b); or 
Violation of any local, state or federal law applicable to animals. 
Any person whose permit is revoked pursuant to this subsection may appeal this decision to the animal welfare 
board of review as set forth in article VII. 
 
The permittee shall post a placard provided by the animal control officer in an area of public view on any premises, 
building or structure where the wild, exotic or poisonous animal is kept or housed. Failure to post the placard shall 
be a violation of this section. 
 
Petersburg – Ordinance Chapter 18, Article I, Section 6. Excerpted below. 
Wild animal means any raccoon, skunk, fox, poisonous snake, leopard, panther, tiger, lion, lynx or any other warm-
blooded animal which can normally be found in the wild state. 
Zoological park means any facility, other than a pet shop or kennel, displaying or exhibiting one or more species of 
non-domesticated animals operated by a person, partnership, corporation or government agency. 
 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his premises any wild animal, for display or for exhibition purposes, 
whether gratuitously or for a fee. This subsection shall not be construed to apply to zoological parks, performing 
animal exhibitions or circuses. 
 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his premises any wild animal as a pet. If a person was keeping an adult 
wild animal prior to October 21, 1975, having raised it from infancy, this subsection shall not apply to that person 
and that animal; provided, however, that such person and animal shall be subject to the provisions of article V of this 
chapter. 
 
The animal control officer may issue a temporary permit for the keeping, care and protection of an infant wild 
animal, which is native to this area and which has been deemed to be homeless. The animal control officer shall 
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have the power to release or order the release of any infant animal so kept, when such animal is deemed capable of 
survival. 
 
No person shall keep within the limits of the city any animal which is known to be vicious or which has evidenced a 
disposition to attack human beings or other animals without provocation. Upon the report of an unprovoked attack 
by an animal upon a human being or other animal, or where the animal control officer has a reasonable belief that an 
animal is vicious, the animal control officer may forthwith take up and impound such animal. Any animal 
impounded under this subsection shall be kept at the animal shelter or other place as designated by the animal 
control officer pending a determination by a court of competent jurisdiction regarding the animal's return to the 
owner. Such hearing is to be conducted after serving notice to the owner by delivering a copy thereof in writing to 
the owner in person pursuant to Code of Virginia, § 8.01-296(1); or by delivering a copy of such notice by any 
method of substituted service as designated by Code of Virginia, § 8.01-296(2)(a), (b) and (c), or if service cannot 
be effected as heretofore outlined in this section, then by order of publication in appropriate cases under the 
provisions of Code of Virginia, §§ 8.01-316—8.01-320. The factors to be considered by the court in any prosecution 
under this subsection shall include, but not be limited to the following: 
The nature of the attack. 
The severity of the injuries. 
The safety of the citizens of the city. 
 
The history of the animal and its owner as it reasonably relates to the vicious propensities of the animal. 
Any person owning or harboring any vicious animal or an animal alleged to be vicious shall be summoned before 
the general district court of this city to show cause why such animal should not be disposed of, and upon proof that 
the animal is vicious, it shall be disposed of as such court shall order. 
In addition to the disposition enumerated in this subsection, all costs related to the impoundment, care and shelter 
for the subject animal shall be borne by the owner or any person having in his possession or under his control such 
animal. 
No animal shall be declared vicious if the threat, injury or damage was sustained by a person, who, at the time, was 
committing a willful trespass or other tort upon the premises occupied by the owner or keeper of the animal or was 
teasing, tormenting, abusing or assaulting the animal or has, in the past, been observed or reported to have teased, 
tormented, abused or assaulted the animal or was committing or attempting to commit a crime. No animal shall be 
declared vicious or dangerous if it attacks other animals which are trespassing on the premises occupied by the 
owner or keeper of the animal. 
 
No person shall refuse to turn over to the animal control officer any animal that the animal control officer has reason 
to believe is vicious, or shall sell, remove, destroy, or secrete an animal with the intent to defeat impoundment of 
such animal. 
 
A violation of any provision of this section shall constitute a class 1 misdemeanor. 
 
Portsmouth – Ordinance Chapter 4, Article I, Section 11. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to keep within this city an elephant, bear, leopard, lion, tiger, panther, bobcat, 
wolf, raccoon, skunk, fox, opossum or any dangerous or carnivorous wild animal, or dangerous or poisonous reptiles 
or serpents. A "wild animal" is defined as one that is incapable of being completely domesticated and requires the 
exercise of art, force or skill to keep it in subjection. 
 
Prince William – Ordinance Chapter 4, Article VI. Excerpted below. 
Wild or exotic animal shall mean any live monkey (nonhuman primate), raccoon, skunk, wolf, squirrel, fox, leopard, 
panther, tiger, lion, lynx or any other warm-blooded animal, poisonous snake or tarantula which can normally be 
found in the wild state or any other member of crocodilian, including but not limited to alligators, crocodiles, 
caimans, and gavials. Ferrets, nonpoisonous snakes, rabbits and laboratory rats which have been bred in captivity 
and which never have known the wild shall be excluded from this definition. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his premises any wild or exotic or vicious animal for display or for 
exhibition purposes, whether gratuitously or for a fee. This section shall not be constructed to apply to zoological 
parks, performing animal exhibitions, circuses or veterinary clinics which are properly licensed by the federal 
government or Commonwealth of Virginia. In no case, however, shall such wild or exotic animals be exhibited or 
displayed in such a manner that persons other than their handlers can pet, fondle or otherwise come in direct 
physical contact with such animals. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept any wild, exotic or vicious animal as a pet. 
 
Purcellville – Ordinance Chapter 10, Article I, Section 5. 
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It shall be unlawful for any person to display, exhibit, handle or use any poisonous or dangerous snake or reptile in 
such a manner as to endanger the life or health of any person. Any person violating the provisions of this section 
shall be guilty of a class 4 misdemeanor. 
 
Salem – Ordinance Chapter 14, Article VII. Excerpted below. 
Wild or exotic animal shall mean any live monkey (nonhuman primate), raccoon, skunk, wolf, squirrel, fox, leopard, 
panther, tiger, lion, lynx or any other warm-blooded animal, poisonous snake or tarantula which can normally be 
found in the wild state or any other member of crocodilian, including, but not limited to, alligators, crocodiles, 
caimans, and gavials. Ferrets, guinea pigs, nonpoisonous snakes, rabbits, and laboratory rats which have been bred 
in captivity and which have never known the wild shall be excluded from this definition. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his premises any wild, exotic or vicious animal or display or for 
exhibition purposes, whether gratuitously or for a fee. This section shall not be construed to apply to zoological 
parks, performing animal exhibitions, circuses, or veterinary clinics which are properly licensed by the federal 
government or commonwealth of Virginia. In no case, however, shall such wild or exotic animals be exhibited or 
displayed in such a manner that persons other than their handlers can pet, fondle or otherwise come in direct 
physical contact with such animals. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept any wild, exotic, or vicious animal as a pet. 
 
Smithfield – Ordinance Chapter 18, Article IV. 
Prohibited; exceptions. No person shall keep or permit or to be kept on his premises any live wild or exotic animal. 
This section shall not be construed to apply to zoological parks, performing animal exhibitions, circuses or 
veterinary clinics which are properly licensed by the federal government or the commonwealth. In no case, however, 
shall such wild or exotic animals be exhibited or displayed in such a manner that persons other than their handlers 
can pet, fondle or otherwise come in a direct physical contact with such animals. 
Endangered or threatened animals. No person shall keep any endangered or threatened animal, live or dead, or any 
part thereof, except pursuant to an exemption or permit provided for in 16 USC 35, or in regulation under that 
chapter. 
Disposition of illegal animals. Any person who keeps a wild or exotic animal in contravention of this article shall 
dispose of the animal by removal of the animal from the town by giving or selling the animal to a zoological park or 
by releasing the animal to the wild animal control officer. The animal control officer is authorized to release the 
animal to the wild, to a zoological park or to a responsible adult who shall remove the animal from the town or 
dispose of the animal in some humane manner. The animal control officer is not authorized to release the animal to 
any person who intends to use the animal for research purposes. 
 
South Hill – Ordinance Chapter 18, Article I, Section 3. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to keep or raise in the town certain animals generally not considered domestic or 
household pets, including, but not limited to, alpacas, chickens, cows, emus, goats, hogs, horses, pigs, ponies, sheep, 
or any other creature that may reasonably be considered a farm animal or livestock. 
Further, it shall be unlawful for any person to keep or raise in the town exotic animals or animals that typically live 
in the wild, including, but not limited to, alligators, apes, bears, chimpanzees, foxes, lions, monkeys, raccoons, 
reptiles, snakes, squirrels, tigers, wolves or any other creature that is generally not considered a domestic pet. 
 
Spotsylvania – Ordinance Chapter 4, Article VI. Excerpted below. 
Wild or exotic animal means any live monkey (nonhuman primate), raccoon, skunk, wolf, squirrel, fox, leopard, 
panther, tiger, lion, lynx or any other warm-blooded animal, poisonous snake or tarantula which can normally be 
found in the wild state or any other member of crocodilian, including but not limited to alligators, crocodiles, 
caimans and gavials. Ferrets, nonpoisonous snakes, rabbits and laboratory rats which have been bred in captivity and 
which never have known the wild shall be excluded [from] this definition. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his premises any wild or exotic animal for display or for exhibition 
purposes, whether gratuitously or for a fee. This section shall not be construed to apply to zoological parks, 
performing animal exhibitions, circuses or veterinary clinics which are properly licensed by the federal government 
or Commonwealth of Virginia. In no case, however, shall such wild or exotic animals be exhibited or displayed in 
such a manner that persons other than their handlers can pet, fondle or otherwise come in direct physical contact 
with such animals. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept any wild or exotic animal as a pet. 
 
Stafford – Ordinance Chapter 5, Article VI. Excerpted below. 
Wild or exotic animal shall mean any live monkey (nonhuman primate), raccoon, skunk, wolf, squirrel, fox, leopard, 
panther, tiger, lion, lynx or any other warm-blooded animal, venomous reptile, amphibian, or invertebrate which can 
normally be found in the wild state, or any other member of crocodilian, including but not limited to alligators, 
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crocodiles, caimans, and gavials. Ferrets, nonvenomous reptiles, rabbits and laboratory rats which have been bred in 
captivity and which never have known the wild shall be excluded from this definition. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept on his premises any wild or exotic animal for display or for exhibition 
purposes, or for the purpose to sell, offer to be sold or any other exchange, whether gratuitously or for a fee. This 
section shall not be construed to apply to zoological parks, performing animal exhibitions, circuses, a licensed 
rehabilitator, or veterinary clinics which are properly licensed by the federal government or Commonwealth of 
Virginia. In no case, however, shall such wild or exotic animal be exhibited or displayed in such a manner that 
persons other than their handlers can pet, fondle or otherwise come in direct physical contact or in any way be "at 
large" with such animals. 
It shall be unlawful for the owner or custodian of any animal (as defined in section 5-74) or nonvenomous reptile to 
permit said animal or nonvenomous reptile to run at large in the county at any time. Any owner or custodian who 
permits his animal or nonvenomous reptile to run at large shall, in addition to any penalty provided under this 
article, be liable for the expenses to cover the costs incurred by the county in locating and capturing, or otherwise 
disposing of, the animal or nonvenomous reptile. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept any wild or exotic animal as a pet. 
Any person who keeps a wild or exotic animal in contravention of this article may dispose of the animal by removal 
of the animal from the county, by giving or selling the animal to a zoological park, or by releasing the animal to the 
animal control officer. The animal control officer is authorized to release the animal to the wild, to a zoological 
park, to a responsible adult, or euthanize the animal, if the circumstances warrant. 
This article shall be effective immediately; provided that any person currently keeping any wild or exotic animals in 
the county shall dispose of same within five (5) years of the date of adoption of this article; and provided further, 
that such a wild animal shall be registered with the animal control officer within sixty (60) days from the date of 
adoption of this article. 
 
City of Staunton – Ordinance Title 6, Chapter 6.15. Excerpted below. 
“Wild or exotic animal” shall mean any live monkey (nonhuman primate), raccoon, skunk, wolf, squirrel, fox, 
leopard, panther, tiger, lion, lynx or any other warm-blooded animal, poisonous snake or tarantula which can 
normally be found in the wild state or any other member of crocodilian, including, but not limited to, alligators, 
crocodiles, caimans, and gavials. Ferrets, guinea pigs, nonpoisonous snakes, rabbits, and laboratory rats which have 
been bred in captivity and which have never known the wild shall be excluded from this definition.  No person shall 
keep or permit to be kept on his premises any wild, exotic or vicious animal for display or for exhibition purposes, 
whether gratuitously or for a fee. This section shall not be construed to apply to zoological parks, performing animal 
exhibitions, circuses, or veterinary clinics which are properly licensed by the federal government or commonwealth 
of Virginia. In no case, however, shall such wild or exotic animals be exhibited or displayed in such a manner that 
persons other than their handlers can pet, fondle or otherwise come in direct physical contact with such animals.  No 
person shall keep or permit to be kept any wild, exotic, or vicious animal as a pet. 
 
Warrenton – Ordinance Chapter 3, Article II. Excerpted below. 
Wild or exotic animal shall mean any live monkey (non-human primate), raccoon, skunk, wolf, squirrel, fox, 
leopard, panther, tiger, lion, lynx or any other warm-blooded animal, poisonous snake, constricting snake greater 
than three (3) feet in length, or tarantula which can normally be found in the wild state or any other member of 
crocodilian, including but not limited to alligators, crocodiles, caymans, and gavials. Ferrets, rabbits, and laboratory 
rats which have been bred in captivity and which have never known the wild shall be excluded from the definition. 
No person shall keep or permit to be kept any wild or exotic animal(s) as a pet or for display or exhibition purposes, 
whether gratuitously or for a fee, without first registering the animal with the animal warden pursuant to section 3-
17 of this article. This section shall not apply to veterinary clinics, itinerant circuses, temporary performing animal 
exhibitions, or educational programs which are properly licensed by the Federal Government or Commonwealth of 
Virginia. 
 
  

162

http://library.municode.com/HTML/11500/level3/COCO_CH5ANFO_ARTVIWIEXAN.html#COCO_CH5ANFO_ARTVIWIEXAN_S5-74DE
http://library.municode.com/HTML/11524/level3/PTIITHCO_CH3ANFO_ARTIIKEWIEXAN.html#PTIITHCO_CH3ANFO_ARTIIKEWIEXAN_S3-17RECEWIAN
http://library.municode.com/HTML/11524/level3/PTIITHCO_CH3ANFO_ARTIIKEWIEXAN.html#PTIITHCO_CH3ANFO_ARTIIKEWIEXAN_S3-17RECEWIAN


X. State Definitions 
 

Virginia Dangerous Animal Initiative 
September 17, 2012 

Definitions and Restrictions on Dangerous Animals for VA, TX, OH, FL, and CA, 
Below is a summary of how each respective state defines and restricts dangerous animals.  Next 
to each state you will also find a link leading to the original source for the data. 

Virginia Dept. of Game and Inland fisheries  
 (http://www.dgif.virginia.gov/wildlife/laws/buying-selling.asp)  

The definition of a domestic animal is as follows: 

4VAC15-20-50. Definitions; "wild animal," "native animal," "naturalized animal," "nonnative 
(exotic) animal" and "domestic animal." 

In accordance with § 29.1-100 of the Code of Virginia, the following terms shall have the 
meanings ascribed to them by this section when used in regulations of the board: 

"Native animal" means those species and subspecies of animals naturally occurring in Virginia, 
as included in the department's 2010 "List of Native and Naturalized Fauna of Virginia," with 
copies available in the Richmond and regional offices of the department. 

"Naturalized animal" means those species and subspecies of animals not originally native to 
Virginia which have established wild, self-sustaining populations, as included in the department's 
2010 "List of Native and Naturalized Fauna of Virginia," with copies available in the Richmond 
and regional offices of the department. 

"Nonnative (exotic) animal" means those species and subspecies of animals not naturally 
occurring in Virginia, excluding domestic and naturalized species. 

The following animals are defined as domestic animals: 

• Domestic dog (Canis familiaris), including wolf hybrids. 
• Domestic cat (Felis catus), including hybrids with wild felines. 
• Domestic horse (Equus caballus), including hybrids with Equus asinus. 
• Domestic ass, burro, and donkey (Equus asinus). 
• Domestic cattle (Bos taurus and Bos indicus). 
• Domestic sheep (Ovis aries) including hybrids with wild sheep. 
• Domestic goat (Capra hircus). 
• Domestic swine (Sus scrofa domestica), including pot-bellied pig. 
• Llama (Lama glama). 
• Alpaca (Lama pacos). 
• Camels (Camelus bactrianus and Camelus dromedarius). 
• Domesticated races of hamsters (Mesocricetus spp.). 
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• Domesticated races of mink (Mustela vison) where adults are heavier than 1.15 kilograms 
or their coat color can be distinguished from wild mink. 

• Domesticated races of red fox (Vulpes) where their coat color can be distinguished from 
wild red fox. 

• Domesticated races of guinea pigs (Cavia porcellus). 
• Domesticated races of gerbils (Meriones unguiculatus). 
• Domesticated races of chinchillas (Chinchilla laniger). 
• Domesticated races of rats (Rattus norvegicus and Rattus rattus). 
• Domesticated races of mice (Mus musculus). 
• Domesticated races of European rabbit (Oryctolagus cuniculus). 
• Domesticated races of chickens (Gallus). 
• Domesticated races of turkeys (Meleagris gallopavo). 
• Domesticated races of ducks and geese distinguishable morphologically from wild birds. 
• Feral pigeons (Columba domestica and Columba livia) and domesticated races of 

pigeons. 
• Domesticated races of guinea fowl (Numida meleagris). 
• Domesticated races of peafowl (Pavo cristatus). 

"Wild animal" means any member of the animal kingdom, except domestic animals, including 
without limitation any native, naturalized, or nonnative (exotic) mammal, fish, bird, amphibian, 
reptile, mollusk, crustacean, arthropod or other invertebrate, and includes any hybrid of them, 
except as otherwise specified in regulations of the board, or part, product, egg, or offspring of 
them, or the dead body or parts of them. 

Statutory Authority 

§§ 29.1-103, 29.1-501, and 29.1-502 of the Code of Virginia. 

Historical Notes 

Derived from VR325-01-1 § 5, eff. July 15, 1992; amended, Virginia Register Volume 12, Issue 
4, eff. January 1, 1996; Volume 17, Issue 6, eff. January 1, 2001; Volume 24, Issue 10, eff. 
January 1, 2008; Volume 27, Issue 10, eff. January 1, 2011. 

__________________ 

Texas  
      (http://www.animallaw.info/statutes/stustx822_101.htm#s101): 
http://www.dshs.state.tx.us/Layouts/ContentPage.aspx?PageID=29853&id=29077&terms=dange
rous+wild+animals  

(4) "Dangerous wild animal" means: 

• a lion; 
• a tiger; 
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• an ocelot; 
• a cougar; 
• a leopard; 
• a cheetah; 
• a jaguar; 
• a bobcat; 
• a lynx; 
• a serval; 
• a caracal; 
• a hyena; 
• a bear; 
• a coyote; 
• a jackal; 
• a baboon; 
• a chimpanzee; 
• an orangutan; 
• a gorilla;  or 
• any hybrid of an animal listed in this subdivision. 

________________ 

Ohio (http://www.animallaw.info/bills/blusoh2012sb310.htm): 

Summary:   

On June 5, 2012, Ohio governor Kasich signed the "Dangerous Wild Animal Act" into law. 
Under this new section, no person shall possess a dangerous wild animal on or after January 1, 
2014 unless he or she is authorized under an unexpired wildlife shelter/propagation permit or 
other exception. Dangerous wild animals include big cats, some smaller exotic cats, bears, 
elephants, hyenas, gray wolves, alligators, crocodiles and nonhuman primates other than 
lemurs. Except as provided, no person shall acquire, buy, sell, trade, or transfer possession or 
ownership of a dangerous wild animal on or after the effective date of this section. There is a 
"grandfather" provision that allows a current possessors of a prohibited species to keep the 
animal provided they: register the animal no less than 60 days after the bill's effective date; apply 
for the applicable permit; microchip the animals; and acquire liability insurance or surety bonds 
in amounts from $200,000 to $1 million, among other requirements. These owners also must 
comply with housing and safety standards established by the Ohio Department of Agriculture. 
The section also controls the possession of restricted snakes. Possessors of restricted snakes 
(certain anacondas and pythons, boomslang snakes, twig snakes, and other specified venomous 
snakes) must obtain an annual restricted snake possession permit not later than January 1, 2014. 
The prohibitions of the chapter do not apply to those licensed by the USDA under the AWA, 
accredited zoos and aquariums, or organizations that the director states are exempt. Violation of 
the section by offering or selling a dangerous wild animal/restricted snake or allowing the animal 
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to roam off property is a first degree misdemeanor on a first offense and a fifth degree felony on 
each subsequent offense (knowingly releasing a dangerous wild animal or restricted snake into 
the wild is a fifth degree felony). A dangerous and restricted animals advisory board is also 
created by the Act. Additionally, the director of agriculture must maintain a database that lists: 
(1) the name and address of each person that possesses a dangerous wild animal and registers 
until January 1, 2014; and (2) on and after January 1, 2014, the name and address of each person 
that has applied for and been issued a permit under this chapter. Other sections allow 
municipalities to adopt and enforce ordinances more stringent than the requirements of this 
chapter. The dangerous wild animal county emergency response team of a county must also 
prepare a plan in the event of a dangerous wild animal escape.  

For an in-depth analysis of the bill that also includes pictures of restricted species, please see the 
Ohio Legislative Service Commission page athttp://www.lsc.state.oh.us/analyses129/s0310-ps-
129.pdf. 

Other notable features of the bill include (http://www.lsc.state.oh.us/analyses129/s0310-ps-
129.pdf): 

• With specified exceptions, prohibits a person from acquiring, buying, selling, trading, or 
transferring possession or ownership of a dangerous wild animal on or after the bill's 
effective date. 

• Defines "restricted snake" to include certain anacondas and pythons, boomslang snakes, 
twig snakes, and other specified venomous snakes. 

• Prohibits the Director from adopting rules designating species of animals to be included 
in the definition of "dangerous wild animal" or species of snakes to be included in the definition 
of "restricted snake" for at least two years after the bill's effective date. 

• Exempts specified individuals, institutions, and facilities, including zoos and certain 
wildlife sanctuaries, from the bill's provisions. 

_____________________ 

Florida  
      (https://www.flrules.org/gateway/ruleno.asp?id=68A-6.002)  

FLA. ADMIN. CODE ANN. r. §68A-6.002 - Categories of Captive Wildlife. 

68A-6.002 Categories of Captive Wildlife. 

• The Commission hereby establishes the following categories of wildlife: 
o Class I: 
 Chimpanzees (genus Pan) 
 Gorillas (genus Gorilla) 
 Gibbons (genus Hylobates) 
 Drills and mandrills (genus Mandrillus) 
 Orangutans (genus Pongo) 
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 Baboons (genus Papaio) 
 Siamangs (genus Symphalangus) 
 Gelada baboons (genus Theropithecus) 
 Snow leopards (Panthera uncia) 
 Leopards (Panthera pardus) 
 Jaguars (Panthera onca) 
 Tigers (Panthera tigris) 
 Lions (Panthera leo) 
 Bears (family Ursidae) 
 Rhinoceros (family Rhinocerotidae) 
 Elephants (family Elephantidae) 
 Hippopotamuses (family Hippopotamidae) 
 Cape buffalos (Syncerus caffer caffer) 
 Crocodiles (except dwarf and Congo) (family Crocodilidae) 
 Gavials (family Gavialidae) 
 Black caimans (Melanosuchus niger) 
 Komodo dragons (Varanus komodoensis) 

o Class II: 
 Howler monkeys (genus Alouatta) 
 Uakaris (genus Cacajao) 
 Mangabeys (genus Cercocebus) 
 Guenons (genus Ceropithecus) 
 Bearded sakis (genus Chiropotes) 
 Guereza monkeys (genus Colobus) 
 Celebes black apes (genus Cynopithecus) 
 Idris (genus Indri) 
 Macaques (genus Macaca) 
 Langurs (genus Presbytis) 
 Douc langurs (genus Pygathrix) 
 Snub-nosed langurs (genus Phinopithecus) 
 Proboscis monkeys (genus Nasalis) 
 Servals (Leptailurus serval) 
 European and Canadian lynx (Lynx lynx) 
 Cougars, panthers (Puma concolor) 
 Bobcats (Lynx rufus) 
 Cheetahs (Acinonyx jabatus) 
 Caracals (Caracal caracal) 
 African golden cats (Profelis aurata) 
 Temminck's golden cats (Profelis temmincki) 
 Fishing cats (Prionailurus viverrina) 
 Ocelots (Leopardus pardalis) 
 Clouded leopards (Neofelis nebulosa) 
 Coyotes (Canis latrans) 
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 Gray wolves (Canis lupus) (including wolf x domestic hybrids which are 25 percent or 
less domestic dog) 

 Red wolves (Canis niger) (including wolf x domestic hybrids which are 25 percent or 
less domestic dog) 

 Asiatic jackals (Canis aureus) 
 Black-backed jackals (Canis mesomelas) 
 Side-striped jackals (Canis adustus) 
 Indian dholes (Cuon alpinus) 
 African hunting dogs (Lycaon pictus) 
 Wolverines (Gulo gulo) 
 Honey badgers (Mellivora capensis) 
 American badgers (Taxides taxus) 
 Old World badgers (Meles meles) 
 Binturongs (Arctictis binturong) 
 Hyenas (all species) (family Hyaenidae) 
 Dwarf crocodiles (Osteolaemus tetraspis) 
 Alligators, caimans (except American alligator) (family Alligatoridae) 
 Ostrich (Struthio camelus) 
 Cassowary (Casuarius spp.) 

(c) Class III: All other wildlife not listed herein, except those for which a permit is not required 
pursuant to Rule 68A-6.0022, F.A.C. 

(2) Except as provided in Rule 68A-6.0021, F.A.C., Class I wildlife shall not be possessed for 
personal use. 

(3) Persons possessing any captive wildlife for purposes of public display or sale shall obtain a 
permit as specified in Section 379.3761, F.S. 

(4) Persons possessing Class II wildlife as personal use wildlife shall purchase a permit as 
provided in Section 379.3762, F.S. 

(5) Persons possessing Class III wildlife as personal use wildlife shall obtain a no-cost permit 
from the Executive Director. American alligators shall not be possessed as personal use wildlife 
and shall be possessed only in accordance with permits issued under Rule 68A-9.002, F.A.C., 
Section 379.3751 or 379.3761, F.S. 

Specific Authority Art. IV, Sec. 9, Fla. Const. Law Implemented Art. IV, Sec. 9, Fla. Const. FS. 
History–New 8-1-79, Amended 12-3-79, 6-4-81, 6-21-82, Formerly 39-6.02, Amended 6-1-86, 7-
1-90, 7-1-92, 9-15-96, Formerly 39-6.002. 

California  

    http://www.animallaw.info/statutes/stuscacalfishgcode2116.htm  

• CAL. CODE REGS. Tit. 14 §671 -- Importation, Transportation and Possession of Live 
Restricted Animals 
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§ 2116. Wild animal defined 

As used in this chapter, "wild animal" means any animal of the class Aves (birds), class 
Mammalia (mammals), class Amphibia (frogs, toads, salamanders), class Osteichtyes (bony 
fishes), class Monorhina (lampreys), class Reptilia (reptiles), class Crustacea (crayfish), or class 
Gastropoda (slugs, snails) which is not normally domesticated in this state as determined by 
the commission. 

CREDIT(S) 

(Stats.1957, c. 456, p. 1343, § 2116. Amended by Stats.1961, c. 617, p. 1770, § 2; Stats.1974, c. 
1503, p. 3296, § 1.) 

 § 2116.5.  Legislative Finding and Declaration; Legislative Intent    

The Legislature finds and declares that wild animals are being captured for importation and 
resale in California; that some populations of wild animals are being depleted; that many animals 
die in captivity or transit; that some keepers of wild animals lack sufficient knowledge or 
facilities for the proper care of wild animals; that some wild animals are a threat to the native 
wildlife or agricultural interests of this state; and that some wild animals are a threat to public 
health and safety. It is the intention of the Legislature that the importation, transportation, and 
possession of wild animals shall be regulated to protect the health and welfare of wild animals 
captured, imported, transported, or possessed, to reduce the depletion of wildlife populations, 
to protect the native wildlife and agricultural interests of this state against damage from the 
existence at large of certain wild animals, and to protect the public health and safety in this state. 

CREDIT(S) 

(Added by Stats.1974, c. 1503, p. 3296, § 1.5.) 

 § 2117.  "Enforcing Officers"    

As used in this chapter, "enforcing officers" means the department, the state plant quarantine 
officers, the local law enforcement agents, the county sheriffs, and the county agricultural 
commissioners. These enforcing officers are authorized and empowered to enforce the provisions 
of this chapter or any regulation implementing this chapter. 

CREDIT(S) 

(Stats.1957, c. 456, p. 1343, § 2117. Amended by Stats.2005, c. 698 (A.B.820), § 2.) 

 § 2118.  Prohibited Importation or Release into State of Live Wild Animals of Listed Species, 
Except under Revocable, Nontransferable Permit    

• It is unlawful to import, transport, possess, or release alive into this state, except under a 
revocable, nontransferable permit as provided in this chapter and the regulations 
pertaining thereto, any wild animal of the following species: 

• Class Aves: (birds) 
• Family Cuculidae (cuckoos) 
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• All Species. 
• Family Alaudidae (larks) 
• Skylark, Alauda arvensis 
• Family Corvidae (crows, jays, magpies) 
• All species. 
• Family Turdidae (thrushes) 
• European blackbird, Turdus merula 
• Missel (or mistle), thrush, Turdus viscivorus 
• Family Sturnidae (starlings and mynas or mynahs) 
• All species of the family, except hill myna (or hill mynah), 
• Gracula religiosa (sometimes referred to as Eulabes religiosa) 
• Family Ploceidae (weavers) 
• The following species: 
• Spanish sparrow, Passer hispaniolensis 
• Italian sparrow, Passer italiae 
• European tree sparrow, Passer montanus 
• Cape sparrow, Passer capensis 
• Madagascar weaver, Foudia madagascariensis 
• Baya weaver, Ploceus baya 
• Hawaiian rice bird, Munia nisoria 
• Red-billed quelea, Quelea quelea 
• Red-headed quelea, Quelea erythrops 
• Family Fringillidae (sparrows, finches, buntings) 
• Yellowhammer, Emberiza citrinella 
• Class Mammalia (mammals) 
• Order Primates 
• All species except those in family Hominidae 
• Order Edentata (sloths, anteaters, armadillos, etc.) 
• All species. 
• Order Marsupialia (marsupials or pouched mammals) 
• All species. 
• Order Insectivora (shrews, moles, hedgehogs, etc.) 
• All species. 
• Order Dermoptera (gliding lemurs) 
• All species. 
• Order Chiroptera (bats) 
• All species. 
• Order Monotremata (spiny anteaters, platypuses) 
• All species. 
• Order Pholidota (pangolins, scaly anteaters) 
• All species. 
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• Order Lagomorpha (pikas, rabbits, hares) 
• All species, except domesticated races of rabbits. 
• Order Rodentia (rodents) 
• All species, except domesticated golden hamsters, also known as 
• Syrian hamster, Mesocricetus auratus; domesticated races of 
• rats or mice ( white or albino; trained, dancing or spinning, 
• laboratory-reared); and domestic strains of guinea pig (Cavia 
• porcellus). 
• Order Carnivora (carnivores) 
• All species, except domestic dogs (Canis familiaris) and 
• domestic cats (Felis catus). 
• Order Tubulidentata (aardvarks) 
• All species. 
• Order Proboscidea (elephants) 
• All species. 
• Order Hyracoidea (hyraxes) 
• All species. 
• Order Sirenia (dugongs, manatees) 
• All species. 
• Order Perissodactyla (horses, zebras, tapirs, rhinoceroses, etc.) 
• All species except those of the family Equidae. 
• Order Artiodactyla (swine, peccaries, camels, deer, elk, except elk 
• (genus Cervus) which are subject to Section 2118.2, moose, 
• antelopes, cattle, goats, sheep, etc.) 
• All species except: domestic swine of the family Suidae; 
• American bison, and domestic cattle, sheep and goats of the 
• family Bovidae; races of big-horned sheep (Ovis canadensis) 
• now or formerly indigenous to this state. 
• Mammals of the orders Primates, Edentata, Dermoptera, Monotremata, 
• Pholidota, Tubulidentata, Proboscidea, Perissodactyla, Hyracoidea, 
• Sirenia and Carnivora are restricted for the welfare of the animals, 
• except animals of the families Viverridae and Mustelidae in the order 
• Carnivora are restricted because such animals are undesirable and a 
• menace to native wildlife, the agricultural interests of the state, 
• or to the public health or safety. 
• Class amphibia (frogs, toads, salamanders) 
• Family Bufonidae (toads) 
• Giant toad or marine toad, Bufo marinus 
• Class Monorhina (lampreys) 
• All species. 
• Class Osteichthyes (bony fishes) 
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• Family Serranidae (bass) 
• White perch, Morone or Roccus americana 
• Family Clupeidae (herring) 
• Gizzard shad, Dorosoma cepedianum 
• Family Sciaenidae (croakers) 
• Freshwater sheepshead, Aplodinotus grunniens 
• Family Characidae (characins) 
• Banded tetra, Astyanax fasciatus 
• All species of piranhas 
• Family Lepisosteidae (gars) 
• All species. 
• Family Amiidae (bowfins) 
• All species. 
• Class Reptilia (snakes, lizards, turtles, alligators) 
• Family Crocodilidae 
• All species. 
• Class Crustacea (crustaceans) 
• Genus Cambarus (crayfishes) 
• All species. 
• Genus Astacus (crayfishes) 
• All species. 
• Genus Astacopsis (crayfishes) 
• All species. 
• Class Gastropoda (slugs, snails, clams) 
• All species of slugs. 
• All species of land snails. 
• Other classes, orders, families, genera, and species of wild animals 
• which may be designated by the commission in cooperation with the 
• Department of Food and Agriculture, (1) when the class, order, 
• family, genus, or species is proven to be undesirable and a menace to 
• native wildlife or the agricultural interests of the state, or (2) to 
• provide for the welfare of wild animals. 
• Except as expressly authorized in this code, any live nonindigenous 
• Atlantic salmon or the roe thereof into the Smith River watershed. 
• Classes, families, genera, and species in addition to those listed in 
• this section may be added to or deleted from the above lists from 
• time to time by commission regulations in cooperation with the 
• Department of Food and Agriculture. 
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Y. Ohio Regulatory Framework 
 

With the enactment of Senate Bill 310, unpermitted ownership of dangerous wild animals and 
restricted snakes will be banned in the State of Ohio effective January 1, 2014.  
 
Offering dangerous wild animals and restricted snakes for sale by auction will be prohibited 
immediately after the law becomes effective.  
 
Acquiring, buying, selling, trading, or transferring possession of a dangerous wild animal without a 
proper permit will be prohibited.  
 
Allowing a permitted or registered dangerous wild animal or restricted snake to roam off the property 
where it is confined will be illegal, punishable as a first degree misdemeanor for a first offense and as 
a felony for any subsequent offenses.  
 
Anyone who knowingly releases a dangerous wild animal or restricted snake into the wild will be 
charged with a felony.  
 
Dangerous wild animals                                   Restricted snakes  
Large cats              Rhinos                                  Anacondas and pythons (longer than 12 ft) 
Bears                     Alligators                              Certain vipers  
Elephants              Crocodiles                             Certain venomous snakes  
Certain monkeys  
 
Registration  
After the Ohio Dangerous Wild Animal Act becomes effective on September 05, 2012, owners of 
dangerous wild animals in Ohio will be required to register their animals with the Ohio Department of 
Agriculture. Registrations must be received no later than November 05, 2012.  
 
Unless exempted, the law requires all animals to be micro-chipped at the time of registration.  
Unless exempted, anyone wishing to possess a dangerous wild animal or restricted snake after 
January 1, 2014 must apply for an applicable permit (see below) and demonstrate they meet the 
permit requirements.  
 
The department will maintain a database of the name and address of each person that possesses a 
registered dangerous wild animal until January 1, 2014, and of each person issued a permit under the 
bill on and after that date.  
 
Permits  
Anyone applying for a permit to keep a dangerous wild animal or restricted snake will be required to 
meet strict caging, fencing and public signage requirements. They must also carry liability 
insurance or a surety bond to cover any costs associated with an injury or property destruction 
caused by their animals.  
 
Owners of venomous snakes will be required to maintain access to anti-venom for every poisonous 
snake in their possession. Owners will be liable for all costs associated with the treatment of a bite. 
 
Types of permits  
Wildlife shelter permit – Owner does not intend to breed the animal(s) or acquire new animal(s)  
Permit application fee: $250 - $1,000 (+ $125 for every animal over 15 animals)  
Liability insurance or surety bond requirement: $200,000 - $1 million  
 

173



Wildlife propagation permit – Owner intends to breed the animal(s) solely for the purposes of a 
species survival program and does not intend to acquire new animal(s)  
Permit application fee: $1,000 - $3,000  
Liability insurance or surety bond requirement: $200,00 - $1 million  
 
Restricted snake possession permit – Owner does not intend to breed, sell, trade or otherwise transfer 
the animal(s)  
Permit application fee: $150  
Liability insurance or surety bond requirement: $100,000 - $500,000  
 
Restricted snake propagation permit – Owner intends to breed, sell, trade or otherwise transfer the 
animal(s)  
Permit application fee: $300  
Liability insurance or surety bond requirement: $100,000 - $500,000  
 
Rescue facility permit – Required for possession of a dangerous wild animal or a restricted snake in 
lieu of a permit specified above, must receive designation by ODA as a rescue facility  
Permit application fee: $500 - $2,000  
Liability insurance or surety bond requirement: Not defined in statute  
 
Exemptions (Registration only, no ODA permit required)  
Accredited Association of Zoos and Aquariums facility  
Accredited Zoological Association of America facility  
Research facility as defined in federal Animal Welfare Act  
Research facility accredited by Association for the Assessment and Accreditation of Laboratory 
Animal Care International  
U.S.D.A. licensed Circus  
Veterinarians providing temporary care  
Wildlife shelters accredited by the Global Federation of Animal Sanctuaries  
Individuals travelling through the state who are not in the state for more than 48 hours and who do not 
exhibit the animal(s) or allow them contact with the public  
Educational institution that displays a single dangerous wild animals as a mascot  
Persons or facilities possessing certain Ohio Department of Natural Resources permits  
Service capuchin monkeys trained by non-profit organizations  
Certain non-human primates  
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Z. Interview Summary 
 

Virginia Dangerous Animals Initiative  
Stakeholder Interview Summary 

 
Prepared by the UVa Institute for Environmental Negotiation 

September 13, 2012 
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Executive Summary 
This document was created as part of a process to develop recommendations around public 
safety and potentially dangerous animals in Virginia.  The UVa Institute for Environmental 
Negotiation (IEN) interviewed a large, diverse group of stakeholders to learn more about their 
hopes, concerns, and ideas around potentially dangerous animals within the Commonwealth.  
Information gathered during these interviews was compiled into this document that serves to 
inform the Coordinating Team, as well as Dangerous Animal Initiative (DAI) Workgroup 
participants, in its efforts to help plan the stakeholder engagement process.  Below is an 
overview of the ideas and issues, grouped by topic, that were gathered through the interviews.  
Ideas that were shared by several interviewees are listed first under each topic, and then 
more specific ideas are in bulleted format. This document closes with an Appendix containing 
the list of interviewees as well as the interview questions, and additional background information 
is below. 
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As a whole, interviewees expressed confusion about the current regulations and agency 
responsibilities around potentially dangerous animals. In particular, interviewees wondered what 
agencies at what levels set policy and regulation, as well as issue permits and respond to 
emergencies.  Many expressed a need for new or strengthened regulations, and while some did 
think that the 2011 proposed legislation addressed glaring holes in regulations in Virginia, many 
voiced concern that the effort was “too much and too fast,” without appropriate time to gather 
input from parties it may affect.  A few individuals noted that no changes to current regulations 
may be needed, but most interviewees did see areas for opportunities to make changes.  Many 
noted that the consensus process was welcome and necessary in order for input from diverse 
stakeholders to inform the process and potential outcomes. Many interviewees wished to see a 
clear role for DGIF and other agencies; others pointed to other states that can provide ready 
examples that Virginia might use to improve its current regulations.  Others noted concerns over 
the definitions of dangerous and exotic animals, including what animals qualify for these 
definitions and why. 

Most stakeholders were hopeful that a process that engages a wide variety of stakeholders will 
yield best solutions for public safety, animal welfare, private property, industry, and emergency 
response situations involving dangerous animals. Significant concerns were expressed over 
coordination and the potential cost of regulation. Resources are needed for staffing as well as 
effective enforcement for any new regulations or programs. Interviews shed light on concerns 
that owners should be held responsible for properly caring for animals’ welfare as well as public 
safety during daily operations and during emergencies, as well as concerns over liability and 
insurance. There was much discussion about accreditation programs, with many stakeholders 
advocating for private accreditation with adequate standards for animal welfare and public safety 
but many others noting a need for a balanced approach to this hot topic.  Other interviews 
highlighted concerns regarding invasive species, private property rights, industry economic 
considerations, potential pathogens and maintenance of private information.  

Background 
In response to the 2011 Ohio incident involving the release of more than 50 dangerous exotic 
animals, Governor McDonnell asked the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) to 
review Virginia’s policies and regulations on dangerous exotic animals. At the same time, 
Virginia Delegate Chris Peace and Virginia Senator Louise Lucas introduced new legislation to 
strengthen the regulations on ownership of these animals, generating substantial public comment. 
On May 10,th 2012, DGIF hosted a meeting of government stakeholders and IEN to discuss ways 
to engage stakeholders in a consensus process to develop potential recommendations around 
policies and regulations governing dangerous and exotic animals. DGIF contracted with the 
UVA Institute for Environmental Negotiation (IEN) to facilitate a process for engaging 
stakeholders and collaboratively developing recommendations around this issue. 

A first part of that consensus process was to hold a series of interviews with key stakeholders. In 
consultation with the Coordinating Team, IEN developed a list of stakeholders representing state 
groups and agencies, local government, federal agencies, permitted facilities that exhibit 
dangerous and exotic animals and various groups representing individuals who own, work with 
and are concerned about private ownership of dangerous and exotic animals. Interviews, which 
are confidential and have been reported anonymously for this summary, were conducted in the 
summer of 2012.  IEN has developed this summary report of the ideas and concerns discussed 
for consideration by the Coordinating Team and the Workgroup.  The interviews revealed a 
range of perspectives, with stakeholders identifying issues such as insurance requirements for 
exotic animal owners, enforcement of existing regulations for potentially dangerous animal 
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owners, and capacity for local enforcement and emergency response as important topics for 
consideration. 

In late summer and fall 2012, DGIF and the Coordinating Team will convene, and IEN will 
facilitate, a Workgroup of stakeholders to identify key issues, generate ideas and build consensus 
around recommendations for dangerous and exotic animal regulation and policy in Virginia.  
This phase will also involve broader public meetings, surveys, webinars, social media, and other 
methods for engaging a diverse stakeholder group and providing opportunities for greater input 
to the Workgroup.  Finally, IEN will draft a report explaining Workgroup recommendations and 
highlighting areas of agreement as well as any remaining differences. 

Summary of Ideas from Stakeholder Interviews 
 

Coordination of Regulation 
Many interviewees expressed a high degree of confusion about which state and federal agencies 
manage dangerous and exotic animals, with a strong request for coordination and clarity around 
policies and procedures.  Many noted that adequate time should be committed to education about 
federal and state regulatory frameworks for dangerous animals during this consensus process. 
There are gaps in the current law and regulatory code where it is not clear who has the authority 
to act, and what kinds of actions are permitted. Several interviewees noted this in regard to 
regulations around non-human primates.  Interviewees noted that new regulation should clarify 
which agencies are responsible for what kinds of animals and what kinds of public concerns.  
Many interviewees felt that there should be one agency that oversees everything related to 
animal welfare and animal control. This authority is currently shared by different state and 
federal agencies, and different government structures in every local government. There was also 
a need expressed to understand the difference in how the VA Dept. of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services (VDACS) and the VA Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) interact around 
dangerous animal regulation, as well as other local, state and federal regulations around this 
issue.  The background document that has been prepared for the Dangerous Animal Initiative 
Workgroup may be a starting point to help provide needed information and clarify areas of 
concern. 

Some noted an opportunity for re-envisioning state agency roles around this issue, including for 
VDACS and DGIF.  Interviewees noted that DGIF is currently charged with managing native 
game and wildlife, and this scope may not include non-native exotic species that are kept within 
the state. In contrast, others noted that dangerous exotic animals would be considered as wildlife 
and thereby fall under DGIF’s purview.  Some interviewees noted that DGIF’s purview does not 
include a mandate for protecting public safety from animals kept within the state. Without that 
mandate, it will be hard for DGIF to enforce legislation that comes from the General Assembly. 
Many noted that any new regulations, legislations or policies will need to be accompanied by 
resources for implementation for staffing and enforcement to be effective.  

Interviewees stated that laws should set general and broad policy goals but specific 
implementation of those policy goals should be covered in flexible regulations, allowing 
agencies to adjust appropriately the specific elements of management, permitting and 
enforcement. Several stakeholders registered that DGIF needs to have a reliable communications 
method between themselves and other state agencies, local governments, fire, police and other 
first responders, especially with regards to the location of these animals. Some noted that 
Memorandums of Agreement, interagency work and synergies between first responders could all 
help accomplish interagency coordination and communication around dangerous exotic animals.  
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Interviewees expressed hope that the state might assist localities that wish to take action in 
accordance with their own regulations.  

Other Ideas & Issues 
● Concerns were raised that U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection 

Service (USDA APHIS) does not regulate birds or reptiles (although birds may be 
considered by this program in the near future). This creates a gap in the current system 
where DGIF permits USDA licensed facilities and individuals. 

● Interviewees asked whether exotic animals that are kept as companion animals are 
covered under companion animal legislation. This is unclear under current code.  

● Others noted the need to understand what codes localities have in place and how they 
relate to state and federal regulations around dangerous and exotic animals.  

● Another interviewee noted the need to move the conversation from animal control to 
animal welfare, and to consider this issue from the perspectives of the community as well 
as the individual. This is especially important with regard to human health threats, such 
as rabies, which are not as widespread now as they once were. 

● Many noted a concern that a situation could arise where no one agency or group takes 
leadership around dangerous animals, and unfortunate results could occur. Many 
advocated taking the time now to coordinate and develop strategies to cover areas where 
“the code is silent about specific animal regulation.” 

● Others noted that there is a gap in coordinating policies with regard to public safety 
(more is noted about this below).  

 

Need for New or Different Regulation  
Interviewees expressed a range of ideas about regulations and policies around dangerous exotic 
animals in Virginia. Many stakeholders expressed concern that the proposed new regulations 
(introduced by Delegate Peace and Senator Lucas) should more clearly state where current 
regulations were lacking and what the proposed legislation would address. In other words, there 
is a desire to relate the proposed legislation to existing regulations. Some interviewees expressed 
strong support for the proposed legislation, viewing it as an effort that would close significant 
loopholes in current regulations around dangerous and exotic animals.  However, many 
expressed significant opposition to the proposed legislation, citing a lack of clear intent or 
connection to the means proposed in the bills. Current law regarding dangerous animals shares 
this lack of clarity. Interviewee responses suggest that clarification of issues, including what 
animals are and are not regulated, would facilitate the consistent interpretation of the law.  
Interviewees expressed a desire for a more measured, scientifically-grounded, needs-based, and 
transparent process to develop recommendations. Many viewed the proposed legislation as the 
result of a “knee-jerk reaction” to the Ohio incident, and wondered whether it may be too far-
reaching and unnecessary.  
 
There were a variety of widely held concerns and opinions regarding the scope of regulations. 
These included hopes that regulations would support the protection of Virginia’s ecosystems 
from invasive species and limit illicit trading in exotic species. Many interviewees also 
emphasized the intensity of regulation. For example, many believed that Association of Zoos and 
Aquariums (AZA) standards, as outlined in the proposed legislation, are too difficult for small 
handlers to meet, and others suggested that USDA APHIS’ standards are not strict enough. Many 
noted a need to review policy and deploy a balanced approach to strengthening some areas and 
clarifying other areas of regulation.  
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Many interviewees commented that they would support stricter safety and animal welfare 
regulations as long as an outright ban on these animals is not implemented. One interviewee 
noted that a system that is too “open-ended” promotes poor safety and welfare standards, which 
can lead to a perception of the entire industry that deals with dangerous animals as irresponsible. 
Interviewees noted that there should be differing levels of regulation depending on the types of 
animals and the varying types of ownership, exhibiting and containment. Some argued that a 
complete ban on ownership of dangerous animals, including snakes and other exotic pets, would 
prevent legitimate organizations from continuing successful conservation and educational 
activities that serve the public benefit. Still, many did comment that regulations should tighten 
exemptions that allow people to keep dangerous exotic animals as pets; permitting requirements 
that allow ownership of these animals should be similarly made more stringent. 

Many people pointed out that several other states have helpful regulations that might serve as 
examples for Virginia. These include Ohio (newly developed regulations), Kentucky, California, 
Washington, Texas and Florida (several suggested Florida as a model to explore). Many noted 
the need to examine these states regulations carefully to see what elements, if any, may be 
adapted in Virginia. For example, Florida requires staff to be licensed to handle different classes 
of animals; a specific number of logged hours of experience—as evidenced by timesheets and 
supervisor recommendation letters—is necessary for licensing, and surety bonds are required. 
Three different classes of animals require different license types (no license is required for 
animals considered not dangerous).  A similar system could promote proper care of animals 
without the need for a blanket ban. To cite another example, North Carolina was suggested as a 
model to consider around venomous snake regulations. This would be a helpful area to continue 
to explore in the consensus process. 

Numerous participants also questioned the need for a legislative approach to the dangerous 
animals issue. Many interviewees noted that current statutes may provide the authority to enact 
regulations and policies, removing the need for a legislative solution. Interviewees argued that a 
legislative solution will likely be difficult due to the variety and intensity of interests involved. 
Broad enabling legislation for regulations may be an easier and more appropriate approach to 
meeting the needs identified around dangerous animals.  

Many interviewees commented that some concerns about public safety and animal welfare can 
be solved via education rather than regulation, or that existing regulations could be amended to 
achieve the desired recommendations of a stakeholder group.  For example, many nonprofit and 
private organizations currently provide training and mentorship for animal care, welfare and 
safety for snake owners and could offer trainings to other groups (such as the Virginia 
Herpetological Society offering training to emergency responders or animal control circulating 
information about venomous snakes). An interviewee mentioned that utilizing newspapers, 
Facebook, YouTube and other outlets for public education could help engage a broad public 
audience to promote public safety and animal welfare (for example, a series of YouTube videos 
to highlight dangerous animal laws and regulations). A number of interviewees stated that snake 
and exotic pet owners are responsible and know what they are doing, while others noted that 
exotic animal owners frequently underestimate the demands of caretaking (for example, owners 
may no longer be able to provide adequate care or housing for a potentially dangerous animal as 
he or she ages, changes jobs, etc.). One participant was not aware of any responsible breeders 
who would sell a venomous snake to anyone under eighteen years old, even though this is not 
expressly prohibited by the law. 

Regarding the issue of amending existing regulations, many people remain unclear about the role 
of DGIF as well as other state and federal agencies. One view is that DGIF’s authority is focused 
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on game fish and animals and is thus limited to native animals or to animals that pose a risk to 
native game and ecosystems. Others noted that DGIF’s purview includes all of Virginia’s 
wildlife.  Those who adopted this view argued that, because much of DGIF’s budget comes from 
fishing and hunting licenses, the agency has a responsibility to recreating members of the public 
to appropriately steward their resources. Others asked whether increased exhibitor or other fees 
could generate the needed resources to help address dangerous animal issues. Some noted that 
dangerous animal regulations could conflict with this need. Many interviewees expressed a 
differing view that DGIF, along with VDACS, has full existing regulatory authority and does not 
need new legislation to empower management of these animals. However, some stakeholders 
commented that the agency is unable to robustly enforce all of its current regulations for 
dangerous animals. These critiques were tempered by the recognition and praise of the steadfast 
work of state agency employees—especially in light of limited agency budgets. Some 
interviewees argued that, regardless of which agency, some entity needs to take regulatory 
leadership regarding dangerous animals, and there is a need for enforcement and oversight of all 
regulations. 

Finally, many identified a need for greater knowledge about what animals are owned throughout 
the Commonwealth in order to inform state agencies as well as emergency responders, police 
and potentially neighbors.  Others noted that the responsibility for dangerous animal regulations 
could fall to localities, but this could ultimately lead to more confusion and lack of coordination 
with regard to state and federal regulation interaction.  

Other Ideas & Issues 
● There are essentially two different regulation questions to consider: 

○ #1: Animals that pose a risk to public safety. What kind of regulation is 
appropriate to ensure that Class 1 animals (see the next page for a description of 
Class 1 animals) -- those that could pose a major public safety risk if loose -- are 
appropriately contained and cared for? 

○ #2: Animals that can pose a hazard to personal and household safety. What kind 
of regulation is appropriate to ensure proper care and ownership of exotics and 
smaller animals that can pose a risk to personal and household safety? 

● There should be new regulation to protect public interest in three areas: 
○ #1: Protect native wildlife from invasive species, pathogens and parasites. 
○ #2: Protect companion animals and livestock from invasive species, pathogens 

and parasites. 
○ #3: Protect public safety from animals that could pose a danger to the public -- 

either from physical attack or from disease. 
● If there is statewide regulation, the state legislation should grant local jurisdictions the 

authority to permit or make exempt specific facilities that meet certain standards for 
animal welfare and safety. For example, if the City of Richmond wants to allow 
Maymont to keep the animals it currently has, the city should have the authority to 
govern this issue locally, perhaps with some guidance on the minimum standards of 
safety that should be met. 

● There should be no new private pet ownership of dangerous animals, especially primates 
and large cats. 

● An interviewee involved in discussions around the 2011 proposed legislation had specific 
concerns about the introduced bills, specifically including a need for a including a 
division of labor/responsibilities especially with DGIF, local animal control, law 
enforcement and the state veterinarian; needed resources for implementation of 
provisions in the legislation, especially if greater enforcement responsibilities were 
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required; a provision for humane euthanasia or destruction if an animal is in critical 
condition in the possibility of forfeiture.  Additional concerns included: 

○ A permit tracking system, including inspections information from federal 
agencies.   

○ A concern that permit fees were to be paid to DGIF but enforcement would fall to 
localities.  

○ A need for a method of communication for working with DGIF and others to 
determine what animals are in which localities (numbers and locations of 
animals).  

 

Defining Dangerous & Exotic Animals 
Many interviewees expressed a strong need to define both dangerous and exotic animals in both 
this process and in current and proposed regulations.  The current legal code lacks a clear 
definition, and many noted that defining what animals are dangerous and regulated is crucial. 
Others noted that not all animals within a common-name category are dangerous and that labels 
can be misleading and even harmful. One interviewee suggested that any new regulation should 
specifically identify which animals are of concern. For example, some snakes are more 
dangerous than others, but not all snakes are dangerous.  
 
Some noted that the terms “dangerous” and “exotic” are quite broad and can lead to a variety of 
interpretations, perhaps provoking confusion and disagreement. Furthermore, exotic and 
dangerous animals are not mutually inclusive terms. Some native animals to the Commonwealth 
are dangerous; likewise, many exotic animals pose no danger at all. A variety of interviewees 
expressed a need for clarification around defining both the terms and the animals.  A participant 
commented that Virginia should regulate exotic and dangerous animals separately. One 
stakeholder noted along those lines that some very small primates pose no significant risk to the 
public. While the stakeholder felt that primates are not appropriate pets, s/he argued against an 
outright ban that would prevent someone from having this animal as a pet, which is not 
dangerous. An interviewee noted that nationwide statistics on deaths and injuries from animals 
imply that horses and dogs are more dangerous than venomous snakes. 

Other Ideas & Issues 
● Many felt that definitions should use categorical descriptions of the animals and the 

issues related to those animals that should be covered by the law, rather than trying to list 
every individual species. Hybridization of these species is possible, and has sometimes 
been used to get around legislation with overly-specific definitions. This categorical 
language is especially important in preventing inadvertent import of dangerous exotic 
pests and disease. For example, definitions could cover “animals that may be carrying 
exotic disease or exotic parasites.”  

● The definition of dangerous animals should include the following “Class 1” animals that 
could pose a legitimate public risk if they escape: 

○ Big cats: lions, tigers, cougars, jaguars, leopards, and hybrids 
○ Primates: chimps, orangutans, gorillas, baboons, drills, mandrills, and hybrids 
○ Elephants, bears, hippos, alligators, crocodiles, gharials, caimans, hyenas, 

aardwolves, komodo dragons, cape buffalo 
● There is significant disagreement on whether venomous snakes and constrictors pose a 

serious risk to public safety. There are groups of snake owners who quote evidence that 
there has never been a member of the general public harmed by a privately-owned reptile. 
The few incidents that have occurred in recent years have affected the animal’s keeper or 
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someone in the household. By contrast, groups in favor of limiting ownership cite the 
same incidents as evidence that these animals do pose a public risk. Opinion on this topic 
varies substantially.    

● There was confusion about what lists of dangerous exotic animals state or federal 
government maintains (such as companion animals or other lists).  Some stakeholders 
believe that the list of currently regulated animals is missing several species that should 
be regulated, including: 

○ Primates 
○ Wolves 
○ Venomous snakes 
○ Constrictors 

● Some stakeholders believe that the list of currently regulated animals is sufficient -- large 
mammals are covered, and USDA permitting requirements for owning those animals are 
sufficient. 

● An interviewee expressed the view that all poisonous animals should be considered 
dangerous and restrictions should be increased. 

Stakeholder Engagement 
Many interviewees were excited about and welcomed the opportunity for stakeholders to be 
involved in this effort and were glad that a process to hear from multiple stakeholders was being 
undertaken. Many expressed that including diverse opinions and bringing multiple perspectives 
to the table is essential.  Several interviewees noted that a measured and informed response to 
creating new potential regulation makes sense, and that stakeholder input is very important.   

Many interviewees offered to actively help with this effort (for example, by providing education 
or participating in the workgroup), but it would be helpful to not view interested parties simply 
as a “group to be regulated.” The resources and expertise that private professionals can add to 
developing recommendations around dangerous exotic issues in Virginia is invaluable. Some 
participants voiced concern that the previously proposed legislation (HB 1242 and SB 477) was 
initially driven by a group with a single perspective, without consultation with the Virginian 
stakeholders whose livelihoods and hobbies would be most affected. “No single group -- 
especially an outside group -- should be able to come in and write their own laws for the state,” 
said one interviewee. However, others noted that the proposed legislation was needed and did 
address areas of strong concern across Virginia. Overall, many viewed the consensus process as 
a much better, more appropriate opportunity to assess the need, if any, to develop new 
regulations. Interviewees expressed that it will be best to invest the time and resources necessary 
to do this well the first time. 

Other Ideas & Issues 
● Animal control officers need to be involved in the process. 
● The exotic pet industry should be involved -- if stakeholders from the industry buy into 

an agreement, individual owners of exotic species will generally support the agreement. 
● An interviewee noted that while a good, clear and inclusive process is worthwhile, staff 

must be committed to making the recommended changes. Resources are needed for 
implementation. 

 

Public Safety, Responses to Emergencies, Local Law Enforcement 
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The root concern of the dangerous animals issue is public safety and the response to 
emergencies, and the responsible party is not well understood. Many concerns center on 
questions about local law enforcement’s ability to respond adequately with sufficient speed, 
safety, knowledge and resources. Several stakeholders suggested that notification of permits for 
dangerous animals should be given to various organizations and groups including local law 
enforcement, first responders, public health agencies, the local community and local government. 
In general, stakeholders expressed the view that local law enforcement must be notified 
immediately in the event of an escape of a dangerous animal. This is already a legal requirement 
for owners of dangerous and exotic animals who are permitted by DGIF.  Interviewees stated 
that every owner of a dangerous animal should have a valid escape protocol in place; several 
stakeholders also want these protocols to be drilled regularly to ensure appropriate, timely and 
safe responses by staff and handlers.  

Interviewees acknowledged that local law enforcement needs appropriate support as well. Some 
stakeholders indicated that the state should commit to empowering and training local law 
enforcement and animal control so that they can deal with dangerous animal emergencies. A 
stakeholder commented that training should explicitly include training in zoonotic 
(any infectious disease that can be transmitted between species) diseases that pose a risk to 
responders and chemical capture techniques. Others indicated that laws should permit a state 
conservation officer or properly trained local law enforcement access to verify that an animal is 
properly housed and contained. Interviewees recommended a system for notifying owners of 
violations and allowing an opportunity to remedy the situation, rather than immediately 
removing. Some argued that fines for violating regulations should be stiff enough that they will 
serve as a real deterrent -- not just a token fee.  Another interviewee noted that first responders 
should have access to an inventory of animals prior to entering a property, and that legislation 
should be developed to address the need for information sharing between state and local 
officials.   

Stakeholders noted that law enforcement does not have to “go it alone”; private individuals and 
institutions often aid local law enforcement in responding to emergency situations with exotic 
animals. These individuals are rarely compensated for sharing their time and expertise, but they 
do so out of concern for the public, the animals and the law enforcement personnel who are 
asked to respond to dangerous situations without appropriate expertise, training or equipment. 
Additionally, private individuals and institutions play a significant role in education about safety 
for new pet owners. One suggestion was that new regulations could require the pet industry to be 
responsible for providing a basic education program, which might result in some documentation 
that an owner has attained the minimum competency to care for the animal and to protect the 
public interest from the animal. There are private groups of snake owners who are interested in 
offering training to local law enforcement and animal control, especially on snake identification 
and proper response to emergency calls involving snakes. 

Specific Ideas & Issues 
● Minimum public safety requirements for facilities that exhibit dangerous animals should 

include:  
○ Eight foot perimeter fence. 
○ Double-door entry to all animal enclosures. 
○ A shifting capacity to move animals off-exhibit so that the exhibit can be safely 

entered for feeding, cleaning and maintenance. 
○ General safety requirements for public safety and staff safety. 
○ Appropriate liability insurance. 
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○ Appropriate staff training and equipment to deal with emergencies and escapes, 
including both tranquilizing and lethal equipment. There must be escape 
protocols. 

○ Minimum caging standards established by the state. 
● Many noted that minimum safety requirements should be established for individual 

owners of dangerous animals as well. If safety requirements are established for facilities, 
they should be specific in requirements.  

● Transporters of dangerous animals should have a notification posted on their vehicles 
(e.g. “Beware: Dangerous Animals Inside”).  

● Contacts for appropriate veterinarians should be kept with all transported animals. 
● Exhibitors are currently required to give DGIF a 24-hour advance warning for 

transportation of animals.  
● There should be greater coordination among state police, local law enforcement and 

emergency responders, DGIF, VDACS and potentially the state guard or federal response 
units.  A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) could be developed to coordinate 
response plans to dangerous animal emergencies. The MOU could specify duties and 
actions for first responders, and could be accomplished non-legislatively via a 
Memorandum of Agreement among localities, Virginia and potentially the federal 
government. 

● A hotline could connect local first responders to designated regional biologists to help 
advise first responders should an incident occur. 

 

Cost of Regulation 
Several interviewees noted that regulation and enforcement require resources. Permitting and 
enforcement of regulations of exotic animals could require significant resources at state and local 
levels, which needs to be planned for. Interviewees asked: Where will these resources come 
from? Will they be sufficient to do the job? Will they be sustained? What happens if the 
resources are cut in the future, but the mandate is not? Many noted that an unfunded mandate 
would be a very difficult situation. Interviewees pointed out that new regulations may be useless 
unless there are additional resources allocated to create systems and enforcement. Moreover, 
interviewees anticipated significant start-up costs for setting up new permitting, regulation and 
enforcement systems, in addition to the significant ongoing costs for maintaining the program. 

Interviewees expressed concerns that DGIF, local law enforcement and animal control do not 
currently have the capacity (especially in terms of staffing capacity, training and expertise) to 
inspect facilities and respond to emergencies. Interviewees acknowledged that providing this 
training and expertise is costly, but cited many private facilities that are able and willing to help 
train and educate state officials. Interviewees pointed out that many counties lack resources (e.g. 
equipment, staff, training) to deal with dangerous animals and thus look to the state to manage 
this issue.  Others noted that localities may be better able to deal with dangerous animal response 
than the state. Some participants believe that fees might help fund regulation. An interviewee 
argued that, as long as fees associated with new permits are reasonable, people will respond 
more positively. Another person hoped that enforcement costs could be funded with a significant 
increase in fees for permits and inspections. 

Other Ideas & Issues 
● Many people derive their economic livelihoods from keeping some of the animals in 

question for the purposes of breeding, exhibiting, or rehabilitating.  One interviewee 
noted that keeping snakes -- including venomous snakes -- is a source of joy as well as a 
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valuable source of income. Concerns from these stakeholders need to be seriously 
considered in weighing any new regulation.  

● Some interviewees estimated that a clearly defined process to manage dangerous exotic 
animals, which is centrally managed by a state agency, would require a public safety 
mandate.  Funding would be needed to administer a captive exotic animal program, and it 
may include inspections, port checks, etc.  Building on a model such as Florida, this may 
include the hiring of 6-10 people, with $3 – $3.5 million of start up money and $2- $2.5 
million for operations. 

● An interviewee commented that a process must be created to address animal possession 
up front, including whether or not surrendered animals (should a ban be further 
considered) will be euthanized or rehoused in allowed facilities.  This interviewee noted 
that owners that know their animal will be euthanized are more likely to release them into 
the wild. 

 

Animal Welfare 
Several stakeholders want to see requirements for dangerous animal ownership that consider 
financial, enclosure, health, and personal resource issues for the lifespan of the animal. Some 
stakeholders believe that the Commonwealth current minimal care standards are inadequate and 
unenforceable. Some stakeholders argue that Virginia needs care standards for facilities that 
house animals -- including exotics, native animals, and companion animals. This would include 
animal shelters, wildlife centers, and facilities that hold and care for exotic animals. Some of 
these standards could be created through existing regulatory powers, without new legislation. 

When private owners are unable to care for animals, they are often surrendered to rehabilitation 
facilities.  Some felt that public education, especially regarding animal care and health, could 
lessen this. When animals are removed, they must be re-homed in a better situation. Some felt 
that animals should not be euthanized if they are confiscated by law enforcement, and that other 
options should be explored. 

Other Ideas & Issues 
● An interviewee argued that if a broad ban on ownership of exotic pets is enacted, it will 

endanger welfare for some animals whose owners are unable to keep them and unable to 
find an appropriate place to send them. Misinformation about any new regulation could 
cause similar problems if people panic. 

● Another interviewee noted that breeding and sales of exotic animals will never 
completely stop. The state and advocacy groups should focus on making sure that 
regulation is appropriate so that these animals are well cared for and kept from being a 
public nuisance or threat.  

● Education was viewed as needed on multiple fronts around animal welfare, including 
enhanced communication and coordination between state agencies. 

● An interviewee stated that animal sanctuaries are not necessarily better facilities than the 
facilities of private owners. Currently any individual can declare themself to be a 
sanctuary, and animals at facilities labeled as sanctuaries have sometimes been kept in 
unsafe and unhealthy conditions.  Careful consideration of this topic is needed around 
any new potential guidelines.  
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Accreditation Requirements 
The accreditation requirements set forth in the proposed legislation were an issue of much 
contention for most stakeholders. In general, interviewees agreed that it is a good idea to have 
standards for animal care, enclosure size and specifics, animal safety, staff safety and public 
safety. There is significant disagreement about requiring accreditation from the Association of 
Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) and the Zoological Association of America (ZAA). A few 
interviewees found it objectionable that Virginia would require one form of accreditation over 
the other and pointed out that this could set the stage for a lawsuit. A stakeholder suggested that 
additional information on what types of accreditation exists and what their requirements are 
should be an educational point to this process. Several stakeholders think it is important to have 
more than one accreditation standard available to prevent monopoly control by one organization. 
For example, the Global Federation of Animal Sanctuaries has also been working on an 
accreditation process and standard that is worth considering.  

Some stakeholders believe that the ZAA accreditation standards for animal keeping and care are 
sufficient for responsible management of privately owned animal collections, and that ZAA is a 
better option for smaller businesses because the fees are lower and the organization is more 
accessible. Others noted that if accreditation standards are written into law, both AZA and ZAA 
accreditation should be acceptable. One interviewee said: “with regards to animal care, enclosure 
size, animal safety, staff safety and public safety, ZAA has just as strict standards as AZA 
accreditation. ZAA does not have the same high fees or politics as AZA, so it is more accessible 
to some institutions.” One stakeholder speculated that AZA standards may have been promoted 
in the proposed legislation because their higher fees may prevent smaller operations from 
continuing.   

Created in 2005 to provide an alternative accreditation standard focused on animal care, ZAA is 
a relatively new institution that does not cover the AZA requirements that are not related to 
animal care. Some stakeholders have specific criticisms of the ZAA accreditation standards. 
First, individuals can become members of the ZAA without going through the accreditation 
process. There is concern that ZAA membership could be confused with ZAA accreditation. 
Second, critics of ZAA believe that it lacks standards related to the long-term viability of the 
facility caring for exotic animals. The AZA has accreditation standards related to governance and 
financial sustainability of the institution, intended to make sure that the facility will be able to 
provide appropriate care for all animals for the duration of their lifespans. Facilities keeping 
endangered exotic animals should have a species survival plan and coordinate with national and 
global conservation efforts. This is part of AZA accreditation, but is missing from ZAA 
standards. Finally, one stakeholder expressed a belief that ZAA is sponsored by the pet industry 
and was created in reaction to recent legislation in other states banning the ownership of exotic 
animals.  

Specific Ideas & Issues 
● Some interviewees suggested that AZA certification should be required, but facilities that 

are working toward AZA certification with an AZA-accredited mentor should be allowed 
to continue operating as long as they are working toward certification. 

● One stakeholder suggested that the AZA certification for Certified Related Facilities 
might be an appropriate standard for smaller animal collections. According to the 
definition from AZA, these facilities are not open to the public on a regularly scheduled 
or predictable basis. 
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● Some interviewees argued that licensed and accredited owners present few issues to the 
public and can adequately care for animals’ welfare; those who cannot meet these 
standards should not have animals. 

 

Invasive Species, Invasive Pathogens, Disease 
Many stakeholders are concerned about environmental protections and wish to prevent invasive 
species from affecting native species and ecosystems. These would support regulations that 
protect Virginian ecosystems from invasive species. Many felt that the import of exotic species 
poses significant dangers to native wildlife and agricultural animals. Interviewees pointed out 
that there is currently no sufficient inspection process to ensure that imported exotic species are 
healthy, are not carrying parasitic animals or disease, and are not accompanied by invasives or 
parasites in the shipping containers used.  A few stakeholders noted that parasites are a 
significant concern for native wildlife, especially due to globalized animal trade.  They 
maintained that the law should assign categories of threat to specific groups of animals, 
depending on the risk from the animal themselves and from the containers they are shipped in. 
Additionally, some stakeholders recommended that breeders, dealers and owners who are 
bringing exotic animals into the state should be required to have a valid health certificate from a 
licensed and qualified veterinarian. 

Other Ideas & Issues 

● An interviewee argued that domestic pets -- especially cats especially -- do more damage 
to the native environment than do exotic animals. 

 

Insurance Requirements for Owners of Dangerous Animals 
Generally, stakeholders agreed that liability insurance for anyone keeping a dangerous animal is 
a good idea. If liability insurance is required, the regulation should define what kind of 
insurance, for what purpose, how it can be obtained, and what the cost will be. Some 
interviewees worried that insurance is cost prohibitive for individual owners of dangerous exotic 
animals.  An interviewee commented that insurance should be used to cover possible damages, 
and not to act as a penalty for animal ownership. 

Other Ideas & Issues 
● One person recommended a general liability insurance policy for up to $25,000 for 

individuals. 
● One person recommended a general liability insurance policy for up to $100,000 for 

facilities. 
● Another person suggested Florida’s use of surety bonds this could serve as a helpful 

model for Virginia. 
● A stakeholder commented that insurance could be optional for low or medium risk 

animals but mandatory for high-risk animals. 
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Public Safety and Owners’ Liability 
The issue of responsible ownership and how that influences public safety recurred throughout 
interviews. A few stakeholders believed that owners of dangerous animals must have strict and 
complete financial liability for the fate of the animal, including the responsibility to provide for 
the animal for its natural lifespan. They expressed the view that owners of dangerous animals -- 
especially those with high potential risk for escape and public threat -- should be required to hold 
specific insurance or bonding to ensure that they will be able to cover liabilities in the event of an 
escape. One idea was that there should be stiff penalties for not owning your own liability 
insurance, and the fines collected should go into a public pool for covering costs that stem from 
the uninsured (much like uninsured motorist fee). Another stakeholder proposed that legislation 
should include 100% liability, without restriction, for owners of dangerous animals (i.e. the 
owner is responsible for the animal even if it escapes). That liability should include, for both 
dangerous animals and exotic animals, the following: owners are required to reimburse the 
public or private entities for the cost of assisting in the animal’s re-capture or killing 
unavoidable, and owners are required to reimburse the public or private entities for the costs of 
caring for an animal if it is not properly cared for or if it is confiscated for failing to comply with 
regulations.  

Other Ideas & Issues 

● An interviewee recommended that there should be criminal sanctions against releasing or 
abandoning any dangerous or exotic animal. 

● An interviewee argued that no direct public contact with most dangerous animals should 
be allowed. 

● An interviewee proposed that owners or sellers should be required to microchip these 
animals so that ownership is traceable. 

● A number of participants commented that private owners should have to be certified to 
handle and care for dangerous animals before they are allowed to own them. 

 

Privacy for Permit-Holders 
Some stakeholders were concerned with privacy issues. In particular some felt that measures 
must be taken to protect permit-holders’ private information. In other states, there have been 
problems with people accessing publicly-available information about ownership of valuable 
exotic species and then using that information for criminal activities (mostly theft of animals). 
Alternatively, a stakeholder believed that a registry of dangerous animal ownership should be 
created for neighbors, communities and local government to use for public safety reasons. 

 

Value of Private Ownership of Exotic Animals 
Many stakeholders have noted that this is fundamentally a property rights issue. When viewed in 
this light, this also becomes an economic issue -- many people make their livings with these 
animals. 

Additionally, some interviewees expressed the view that dangerous and exotic animal private 
ownership provides many values to society. Others noted that allowing private ownership of 
exotic animals creates opportunities for education about these animals, which is particularly 
valuable for animals that are rare or endangered in the wild. Interviewees pointed out that private 
ownership also creates opportunities for individuals to gain experience in handling and 
interacting with these animals, which especially benefits responsible youth and young adults who 
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may want to go into related careers involving animals. Some noted that private owners of exotic 
animals provide a valuable public service in keeping and breeding in captivity species that are 
endangered in the wild. These interviewees noted that private breeding is an important part of 
conservation strategy for some species. Finally, some interviewees noted that medical research is 
just beginning to study snake venom, and conserving snake species in captivity will further 
research in this promising new field. 

Conclusion 
While dangerous and exotic animals’ regulations and policies are contentious on the surface, 
there are many areas of agreement. Generally, stakeholders wish to see regulations that respect 
property rights, public safety and animal welfare. The interviews reveal a broad opinion that 
regulations to uphold these values should be enacted in a way that does not make it impossible 
for responsible and legitimate businesses to hold dangerous and exotic animals. Interviewees 
point out that the line between defining dangerous and exotic animals is not clear. For example, 
not all exotic animals are dangerous and not all dangerous animals are exotic. Clarification of 
definitions and classes will be important because many view blanket bans based on biological 
family as unfairly restrictive. While there is disagreement over specific standards, there is an 
apparent need for regulations that are more stringent than current requirements but still 
reasonable enough for responsible facilities and owners to comply. In order to have these 
regulations enacted effectively, there is a need for increased capacity and coordination of 
regulating agencies at all levels. Many stakeholders wish to receive educational material about 
what agencies at what levels regulate what animals and to what extent, as well as to participate in 
the consensus-building process.  

Stakeholders also wish to learn about options for accreditation via nongovernmental 
organizations. Furthermore, interviewees expressed a need for clarification of the Department of 
Game and Inland Fisheries’ mission and role regarding dangerous and exotic animals. Almost all 
stakeholders would also like to see better trained, equipped and coordinated animal control 
officers, law enforcement, DGIF agents and first responders. There has been much discussion 
about the merits of private owners and professionals who can and often do provide expertise and 
training to first responders when situations with dangerous and exotic animals arise. Several 
stakeholders have suggested the state and local governments utilize this resource effectively; 
many stakeholders have even volunteered to help increase government capacity. In sum, Virginia 
has the opportunity to engage a large and diverse group of stakeholders through the proposed 
consensus process to create a regulatory or policy based effort that may greatly improve public 
safety, secure animal welfare, protect property rights and promote the public benefits these 
animals bring to the Commonwealth. 

Please contact Christine Gyovai at IEN with any questions or concerns regarding this document 
at animals@virginia.edu or 434-982-6464. Additional information about the Initiative may be 
found at the website: www.virginiaanimals.net.  
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APPENDIX 

Stakeholders Interviewed 
1. Sharon Adams, Virginia Alliance for Animal Shelters 
2. Jim Andelin, Owner/Director of the Richmond Metro Zoo 
3. Greg Bockheim, Director of the Virginia Zoo in Norfolk (joint interview) 
4. Ed Clark, Wildlife Center of Virginia 
5. Laura Donahue, Virginia Humane Society (joint interview) 
6. Kelly Gottschalk, Virginia Veterinary Medical Association 
7. Doris Hackworth, Veterinarian with the US Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and 

Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) 
8. Barbara Heffernan, Busch Gardens  
9. Gail Henderson, staff to Senator Louise Lucas 
10. Jim Husband, Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) (joint interview) 
11. Virginia Kilmer, Virginia Federation of Humane Societies 
12. Dan Kovich, Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (VDACS) 
13. Larry Land, Virginia Association of Counties 
14. Sabrina Leonard-Garvin, Wildlife Rehabilitator 
15. Michael Maddox, Pet Industry Joint Advisory Council (PIJAC) 
16. Dave McRuer, Wildlife Center of Virginia 
17. David Means, Private Python Keeper and Breeder 
18. Larry Mendoza, President of the Virginia Herpetological Society 
19. Eric Mogensen, Virginia Safari Park and the Reston Zoological Park, Inc. 
20. Julia Murphy, State Public Health Veterinarian for the Virginia Department of Health (VDH) 
21. Nicole Paquette, Virginia Humane Society (joint interview) 
22. Chris Peace, Delegate for Virginia’s 97th District (Central Virginia) 
23. Casey Pheiffer, Virginia Humane Society (joint interview) 
24. Earit Powell, Fairfax County Animal Control 
25. Jamie Reaser, Congruence LLC 
26. Ed Steinkoenig, Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) (joint interview) 
27. Kathy Strouse, Virginia Animal Control Association 
28. Roger Sweeney, Associate Director for the Virginia Zoo in Norfolk (joint interview) 
29. Jared Watts, herpetologist, Saving All Virginia’s Exotic Species (SAVES) 
30. David Whitehurst, Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF)  
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Virginia Dangerous Animals Initiative Interview Questions 
UVa Institute for Environmental Negotiation 

June 27, 2012 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

● How do you work with dangerous and exotic animals in Virginia? Or how are you involved with 
them? 

Owner / Citizen / Veterinarian / Rehabilitator / Exhibitor / Local Government / Law Enforcement /  
State government - staff in an agency that provides oversight or regulations / Other 

● What concerns, hopes or ideas do you have for policies that regulate dangerous animals in 
Virginia? 

● Do you have any ideas for how to achieve these hopes / concerns? 
● Do you have any other ideas about policies involving these animals?  

Things like: 
○ Are you familiar with the legislation on dangerous and exotic animals that was proposed 

in the last legislative session? What ideas do you have about it? 
○ Transportation of dangerous animals 
○ Exhibiting dangerous animals 
○ Rehabilitating dangerous animals 
○ Responding to emergencies involving dangerous animals 

● What ideas do you have for how to enhance or coordinate policies and regulations for dangerous 
and exotic animals in Virginia, or other issues?  

○ Concerns for the public? 
○ Concerns for animals owners? 

● Is there any other information or feedback about dangerous animals regulations or other issues 
that you would like to share with us? 

● Is there anyone else who should be consulted in this effort?   
● How would you like to be engaged in this process as it goes forward?  (Such as join the contact 

list, attend public meetings or other potential meetings regarding the process, etc.)? 
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AA. Public Comment Summary 
 

Public Dangerous Animals Initiative 
Public Comment and Survey 

October 1, 2012 
Prepared by the UVA Institute for Environmental Negotiation 

 
 
Executive Summary 
This document was created to capture the spectrum of public comments on proposed dangerous 
animals legislation in Virginia as well as on the ongoing Dangerous Animals Initiative, a 
consensus-building effort sponsored by the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 
and facilitated by the UVA Institute for Environmental Negotiation (IEN). This document is 
intended to inform deliberations by the Initiative’s Workgroup, which is charged with 
considering recommendations in the area of public safety and potentially dangerous animals.   
 
This document synthesizes comments from several sources: 
 
 A survey was hosted by the UVA Institute for Environmental Negotiation (IEN), 

following a background webinar, and was open via Survey Monkey from August 29, 
2012 to September 7th 2012.  The survey generated 192 responses from the public.  

 Constituent emails were sent to legislators and state agencies in response to the proposed 
2011 legislation and captured from the Virginia Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) 
website (www.virginiaanimals.net). 

 Additional comments have been sent to the Dangerous Animals Initiative Coordinating 
and Facilitation Teams.  

 
Several themes are consistent in both the public comments and survey responses.  First, the 
majority agrees that there should be some form of regulation for owners of exotic and dangerous 
animals.  Disagreements occur over the extent of these requirements.  Second, comments suggest 
that adequate enforcement of the laws, either current or proposed, is essential to ensuring both 
animal welfare and public safety.  Training and resources for law enforcement may have to be 
increased to meet an appropriate level of support.  Third, the public expressed the need for broad 
representation of stakeholders when drafting this legislation to ensure all concerns are addressed.  
There are fears that some organizations could dominate the legislative process without regard for 
law abiding, responsible animal owners.  Both the public comments and the survey results 
revealed a high level of polarization over dangerous animal policies, with many respondents 
passionate about this issue.  
 
Background 
In response to the 2011 Ohio incident involving the release of more than 50 dangerous exotic 
animals, Governor McDonnell asked the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) to 
review Virginia’s policies and regulations on dangerous and exotic animals. At the same time, 
Virginia Delegate Chris Peace and Virginia Senator Louise Lucas introduced new legislation to 
tighten the regulations on ownership of these animals, generating substantial public comment.  
Additional background information about the DAI effort may be found on the 
website: www.virginiaanimals.net.  
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After the bill was introduced, many individuals, including private owners, exhibitors, and 
facilities, contacted their representatives with concerns.  IEN collected these responses and 
solicited additional reaction on the DAI website.  Finally, a seven question survey was posted on 
the website and sent to stakeholders via an email contact list for their input.  More than 190 
people participated in the survey, and responses were generally very detailed, thoughtful, and 
relevant. IEN analyzed the results of both the general public comments and the survey, and broad 
themes as well as specific recommendations are outlined in this document.  The comments from 
the online survey are listed first below, followed by comments received by IEN and then in 
response to the proposed legislation.  
 

Summary of Responses from Online Survey 
 

Concerns for Policies that Regulate Dangerous Animals 
The main concerns of survey respondents related to the extent of the proposed legislation.  
Almost one third of the responses indicated that the public is worried about the overregulation of 
exotic animal ownership.  They are concerned that new measures would either make ownership 
illegal or impose unreasonable standards that in effect make ownership impossible.  Alternately, 
approximately one quarter of the survey participants were in favor of completely restricting 
private citizens from owning dangerous animals.  These individuals strongly supported the 
proposed legislation and sought a more inclusive list for prohibited animals in Virginia.  Some 
respondents advocated that all owners be subject to potential statewide policies, even those who 
may have been previously exempt if they possessed a USDA license.  Other trends in responses 
show that many citizens place animal welfare and public safety as priorities in exotic animal 
policies, and there is still considerable debate over the definition of “dangerous animal.”  Several 
individuals expressed worry that their opinions may not be heard and requested that the 
stakeholder group consist of a diverse mix of public and private organizations.  Strong concerns 
were expressed about some advocacy organizations driving the proposed legislation with 
potential far-reaching consequences.   
  
Ideas for How to Implement Policies 
Survey responses were divided between those who favor a complete ban on private ownership of 
dangerous animals, and those who would allow ownership but with strict requirements.  35 of 
170 respondents (to this question) would not change existing legislation but would like to see 
better enforcement of what is currently “on the books.”  Other specific suggestions include using 
USDA regulations for facilities as the baseline for permitting, discouraging the private sale and 
trafficking of dangerous animals, and, if there is a ban, grandfathering in current animals owned 
by private citizens.  Ideas for better enforcement were to develop a public registry for dangerous 
animal owners, and improve communication between federal, state, and local agencies for 
emergency response.   
 
Exhibiting, Transporting, and Rehabilitating Dangerous Animals 
Responses were varied when individuals commented on the specific aspects of dangerous animal 
policies.  Many people supported licensing for owners and registration for animals as opposed to 
banning them altogether.  One suggestion was to adopt a permit system similar to that in place in 
Florida.  About one quarter of respondents would like to continue current policies for 
transportation and exhibition, as long as animals were secured properly and regulations were 
enforced strictly.  Most agreed that rehabilitation efforts should only be conducted by licensed 
sanctuaries staffed by people who have experience in animal care.  One recommendation was to 
ensure rehabilitation facilities are outside of urban areas.  Another common theme was the 
emphasis on proper training and education for animal owners.   
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Emergency Response Policies 
Most people agreed that law enforcement would require additional training and resources to be 
properly prepared for a situation with dangerous animals.  Many emphasized that, in an 
emergency, law enforcement should treat dangerous animals humanely, which might entail 
relying on tranquilizers and on the principles of “soft capture.”  Other suggestions included a 
requirement for owners to have an emergency plan as part of licensing, and to post the number 
and type of animals on the outside of a facility.   
  
Coordinating Policies for Dangerous Animals 
Many survey responses indicate that Virginia’s policies on dangerous animals would benefit 
from better coordination.  The responses offered specific recommendations: radio frequency 
identification (RFID) tagging requirements, a shared database of animals in the state, 
streamlining policy under one state agency, and better communication between state and local 
law enforcement.  Many suggested improving education about dangerous animals through 
teaching responsible animal ownership classes and public campaigns.  If legislation is updated, 
one individual requested the information be accessed easily through a central website and 
promoted through social media. 
 

Detailed Responses from Survey 
 

In this section, a detailed breakdown of responses is outlined in response to each question, with 
each question listed. This analysis was achieved through coding of qualitative responses to open-
ended questions posed by the survey. We detail the number of responses grouped in each 
category and sub-category, and we reproduce some responses that are representative of specific 
suggestions. 
 

Question 1:  How do you work with dangerous and exotic animals in Virginia (how are 
you involved with them)? 

Owner   46.1%  88 responses 
Citizen   53.4%  102 
Veterinarian  3.7%  7 
Rehabilitator  9.4%  18 
Exhibitor   17.3%  33 
Law Enforcement  1.0%  2 
Local government  4.2%  8 
State government  1.6%  3 
Federal government 1.6%  3 
 
Question 2:  What concerns, hopes, or ideas do you have for policies that regulate 

dangerous animals in Virginia? 
 

**Grouped by general category of response, followed by number of respondents.** 
 
 Concerned with the state overregulating animal ownership, including unreasonable 

standards for permitting and excessive fees. (64) 
 State regulations should restrict private citizens from having dangerous animals as 

companion pets. (47) 
 Dangerous animals should be carefully defined according to a scientific method, i.e. 

species. (30) 
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 Animal welfare should be the priority for all introduced legislation.  (44) 
 Public safety concerns should be addressed in legislation.  (30) 
 Ensuring that owners and handlers of dangerous animals are properly trained and/or 

licensed. (29) 
 Stricter enforcement of existing laws, including strict fines/punishment for violators.  

(21) 
 Protecting education/conservation/research benefits that currently exist with private 

ownership.  (12) 
 Potential for negative effect on state economy if animals are banned.  (10) 
 Concerned for protecting the native environment.  (8) 

 
Respondents put forth the following specific ideas and suggestions for consideration by the 
Workgroup: 

o Concerns about excessive fees and a request to consider balance between 
restrictive but not entirely prohibitive. 

o Strong concerns were expressed about some organizations driving the proposed 
legislation with far-reaching consequences including the Humane Society of the 
United States and People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals.  

o Concerns about potential insurance costs. 
o Suggestions to build regulations with incentives (ex: benefits for those facilities 

that are managing animals properly, decreasing permit costs if there have been no 
violations). 

o Suggestion that a venomous snake permit should require stocking antivenin for 
that species. 

 
Question 3:  What ideas to you have for how to achieve these hopes / mitigate these 

concerns? 
 
 Strict requirements for holding dangerous animals:  permits/licenses, facility inspections, 

mandated emergency plans.  (49) 
 Complete ban on private ownership of dangerous as pets and restrict holding animals to 

zoos.  (36) 
 Better enforcement of existing laws, but make no additional requirements.  (35) 
 Ensure fair representation by multiple stakeholders at workgroup.  (16) 
 

Respondents put forth the following specific ideas and suggestions for consideration by the 
Workgroup: 

o If there is a ban, grandfather in current animals owned by private citizens. 
o Use the current USDA regulations for facilities/inventory as a baseline for 

permitting. 
o Prevent individuals from gaining access to USDA exhibitor permits. 
o Improve communication between federal/state/local agencies for emergency 

response. 
o Develop a public registry for dangerous animal owners. 
o Discourage the private sale and trafficking of dangerous animals 
o Use Florida Species of Concern list as a model for species designation 
o Ban “free handling” of snakes. 
o Provide an education credit for individuals who take responsible ownership 

classes. 
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Question 4:  Do you have any other ideas about policies involving potentially dangerous 
animals? Such as: 
• Are you familiar with the legislation on dangerous and exotic animals that was 

proposed in the last legislative session? What ideas do you have about it?  
• Do you have thoughts on policy for transportation of dangerous animals? 
• Exhibiting dangerous animals? 
• Rehabilitating dangerous animals? 
• Responding to emergencies involving dangerous animals? 

 
**Not every response addressed each part of this question.** 

 
Responses: 
 
 Familiar with legislation 

o Familiar with the proposed legislation, either by clearly stating it or referencing 
parts of the legislation.  (41) 

o Oppose the proposed legislation. (25)  Support the proposed legislation.  (7) 
o Those opposing the legislation felt that there should be better enforcement of 

existing regulations.   
 Emphasis on proper training and education for animal owners.  (8)  
 Adopt strict and continuously monitored requirements for owners to 

discourage the market for selling and trading wild animals.  (6)   
o General: 

 Many supported licensing for owners and registration for animals as 
opposed to a blanket ban on certain species.  One suggestion was to adopt 
a permit system similar to Florida’s system. 

 An area of concern was the definition of “dangerous animals.” 
 

 
 

 Transportation 
o Maintain the existing standards for transportation as long as they can be enforced.  

(16)  
  Most suggested following the current federal standards to facilitate 

interstate transfer. 
o Support transporting animals as long as it could be done using secure, controlled 

methods.  (17) 
  Responses were varied – most discussed double containers that are 

padlocked. 
o Make it illegal to transport animals.  (3) 

 
 Exhibition 

o Maintain the existing rules for exhibiting dangerous animals, including USDA 
required permits and standards for display and barriers. (25) 

o Only accredited zoos (although could be privately owned) should have the ability 
to exhibit animals.  (23) 

o Following response reproduced as an example of a specific recommendation: 
 The answer is simple... Padlock all predators. Use only vertically sliding 

doors supplemented with chains and locks. Check all locks three times 
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with two people. Allow NO PUBLIC CONTACT! (only exceptions are 
elephants and camels with perfect performance records). Provide live 
security PLUS childproof security fencing. 

 
 Rehabilitation 

o Rehabilitation efforts should only be conducted in licensed sanctuaries by 
professionals who have experience in animal care.  (16) 

o Maintain the existing standards and regulations.  (13) 
o One comment recommended ensuring the rehabilitation facilities are outside of 

urban areas for public safety. 
 
 Emergency Response 

o Provide law enforcement with additional training and resources specific to 
dangerous animals.  (12) 

o Priority is the humane treatment of animals in the event of an emergency: 
tranquilizers and “Soft Capture.” (11) 

o Requirement for owners to have an emergency plan as part of the licensing 
requirement.  (5) 

o Other suggestions: 
 Owners required to stock anti-venin specific to their venomous snakes. 
 Post number and type of animal on the outside of the facility. 
 Designate a specialized animal control unit for exotic animals. 

 
Question 5:  What ideas do you have for how to enhance or coordinate policies and 

regulations for dangerous and exotic animals in Virginia, or other issues? 
 
 Strict enforcement of existing laws.  (17) 

o Improve local notification and regulatory oversight. 
o Enact registration and RFID tagging requirements. 
o Offer more training for law enforcement and animal control. 

 Develop a broad workgroup representing multiple interests (i.e. state, private owners, 
animal welfare groups, law enforcement).  (16) 

o Schedule annual meetings for stakeholders.  (2) 
 Appoint one entity in the state responsible for oversight. (7) 

o Improve communication across federal, state, and local organizations. 
o Develop a shared database. 
o Easy access to regulations and guidance, through a website or via social media. 

(3) 
 Enact a complete ban on the ownership of primates and constricting snakes in Virginia.  

(7) 
o Adopt USDA federal guidelines for standardization.  (4) 

 Increase education of exotic animals, including what constitutes dangerous animals, 
teaching responsible animal ownership, and a public campaign to end supply and 
demand.  (4) 

 Develop a clear classification system for animals designated as dangerous. (3) 
 Implement successful strategies working in other states and localities.  (2) 

o Florida list, permitting, and response team. 
 
Question 6:  Is there any other information or feedback about dangerous animals 

regulations or other issues that you would like to share with us? 
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**Grouped by 4 major frames followed by total number of similar responses** 
 

 Not in favor of any additional regulations (29) 
o Three primary factors: 

 Animals don’t pose a risk to public safety (8) 
 Other methods such as protocols should be sought instead of regulations 

(6) 
 Additional regulations will have unintended negative consequences to the 

economy and the breeding pop of certain animals (6) 
 Remarks on the overall process of the initiative (20) 

o Upset with the process (7) 
 Many pointed to concerns with potential affiliation with PETA and HSUS 

o Ways to help the process (12) 
 Most recommended additional public meetings and information sessions 

 Approve of the process (1) 
  In favor of additional regulations or policies for potentially dangerous animals (18) 

o Nearly half of all responses were in favor of regulations because of issues with 
public safety (8) 

o In favor of specific bans on ownership (5) 
 No opinion or comments to add (16) 

 
Summary of Ideas from Public Comments 

In this section, below an analysis of compiled public comments received from the proposed 
legislation submitted from Delegate Peace, Senator Lucas, and from the Dangerous Animal 
Initiative website and email list. 
 
Concern for Protecting Public Safety and Promoting Animal Welfare 
 
The overwhelming response from the public was that it is a minority of exotic pet owners who 
are irresponsible with their animals.  There are many responsible exotic pet owners and 
exhibitors who view their work as an important way to educate the public about animals, 
wildlife, and proper animal care and respect.  Comments focused on the advantages to private 
ownership of exotic animals, such as beneficial conservation work undertaken by private 
individuals and breeders, in many cases running programs that help maintain sufficient genetic 
variation in captive populations of endangered animals nationwide.  There was some contention 
over limiting pet owners’ authority to breed their animals.  However, many also feel that there 
should be some regulation or permitting for owners of exotic and dangerous animals.  There is 
also some confusion about whether new regulations should apply to facilities that exhibit 
dangerous and exotic animals to the public, or all exotic and dangerous pet owners - including 
those who keep these animals as personal pets.  If a ban is enacted, many are worried about the 
fate of existing animals.  One proposal was to provide amnesty for people who relinquish 
ownership of illegal animals into proper care. Without this, people who illegally own dangerous 
and exotic animals have an incentive to release them into the wild or harm them rather than find 
a proper home for them or risk prosecution or fines by keeping them.  There is also a concern for 
ecosystem health, especially with the release of non-native species, including snakes, into the 
wild in Virginia. 
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Regulation and Enforcement 
 
One general theme of the comments was the concern that existing laws may not be adequately 
enforced.  Limited state funding and staff may not be able to support the implementation of any 
new regulations, including a need for sharing information at the state and local level.  Public 
safety is a priority concern shared by several individuals.  There was also a concern that local 
law enforcement and animal control need additional training and proper equipment if they are 
expected to deal with emergencies related to dangerous exotic animals.  In terms of regulation, 
some respondents feel that a USDA license may not be adequate to demonstrate competent care 
of dangerous and exotic animals (for those who are exhibiting animals to the public).  
Accreditation requirements of any new regulation should be considered carefully. The American 
Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) is more expensive and has more extensive 
accreditation requirements that do not necessarily relate to animal care and public safety. 
Accreditation with ZAA (Zoological Association of America) may be an adequate alternative for 
some facilities.  Finally, implementing a total ban on ownership and trade of these creatures may 
strengthen illegal/ black market trading and ownership, which could be dangerous.   
 
Economic Impacts 
 
Many people cited potential negative impacts on the exotic animal industry and local tourism if 
new legislation or regulation is enacted that limits ownership and exhibition.  Others were 
concerned with the cost burden that additional insurance requirements would put on exotic pet 
owners. 
 
People offering input put forth the following specific ideas and suggestions for consideration by 
the Workgroup: 
 

• Focus on the conditions for allowable possession of animals rather than an 
outright ban. 

• Require animal owners and exhibitors to have adequate insurance. 
• Require veterinary records and acquisition papers for permitting. 
• Conviction of animal abuse or neglect should trigger ban on ownership for 

offender. 
• Require inspection of animal enclosures and animal health (as appropriate). 
• Conduct an annual inventory of dangerous animals, conducted at local law 

enforcement level. 
• Require written escape protocols and natural disaster plans. 
• Enforcement of existing regulations and laws matters. 
• Some suggest that existing laws are not adequately enforced. 
• Some suggest harsh penalties for violating existing laws. 
• Florida’s strict regulations set a good example and may serve as a good model for 

Virginia.  
• Some facilities may be permitted to own and exhibit exotic animals if they are 

actively seeking accreditation and have a letter of understanding with a mentor 
institution (and if they meet all other permitting requirements). 

 
Additional information about the Dangerous Animal Initiative may be found at the 

website: www.virginiaanimals.net.   
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BB.  Web-Based Public Comments 
 

Comments received on the Dangerous Animal Initiative website 

November 9, 2012 
 
Name: Isaiah 
Email: Isaiah@wildearthencounters.com 
Comment: As we know one of the highest chances of animals escaping would be from extreme animal 
rights activist. What extra precautions can we do to protect our animals and keep them safe? We should 
not have to give personal information to the public. We need to make laws more tough on people who 
intentionally let them out. This is rare, but it still happens. In addition, please try to consider keeping the 
"mom and pop" businesses and not have so many regulations  that it would put us out of business. 
As we know, education is key and to put laws in effect that would hurt business, especially education 
programs, would not benifit the public but would actually greatly harm them by doing so.  People learn 
more by seeing an animal in person than by just reading about them in a book and would be more willing 
to conserve them. 
 
Thank you for your time and effort, 
Isaiah 
Organization: Wild Earth Encounters 
 
Time: Monday November 5, 2012 at 2:41 am 
IP Address: 67.211.155.228 
Contact Form URL: http://virginiaanimals.net/contact-us/ 
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site. 
 
Name: Sanam Iverson 
Email: sanamiverson@gmail.com 
 
Comment: I would like my input be known that Virginia should tighten it's dangerous animal ownership 
to include snakes (venomous and constrictors) and all primates.  These animals should not be owned as 
'pets', because they don't make suitable pets.  Ownership of these animals ultimately ends up hurting the 
population of these animals in the wild by creating a 'market' in the US (poaching), and both citizens in 
this state and the animals pay the price.  Someone will always get hurt because it only takes one 
incident.  The animal will always pay the ultimate price with it's life and it's not just a danger to the 
owners to own these animals but for the community.  Only accredited sanctuaries, and zoos who have 
employeed people who expertise with working and handling these animals should be able to own them. 
 
A young toddler in Virginia Beach was killed by a Boa constrictor a few years back, so snakes should not 
be limited to just venomous but also constrictors.   It's the states responsibility to make sure that their 
citizens are safe, and that means from other citizens who think ownership of such animals are 
'cool'.  Horses, dogs and cats were domesticated over thousands of years,, it's irresponsible to own any 
exotic animals. 
Organization: Concerned Virginia citizen 
 
Time: Wednesday October 24, 2012 at 3:28 pm 
IP Address: 65.206.82.62 
Contact Form URL: http://virginiaanimals.net/contact-us/ 
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site. 
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Name: Jenn Forbes 
Email: jennforbes@gmail.com 
Comment: Please restrict the private ownership of dangerous wild animals to only accredited and 
qualified facilities. Keeping wild and exotic animals as pets threatens public health and safety as well 
as animal welfare. Wild animals can attack, spread disease, and the average citizen cannot provide the 
care they need in captivity. Wild animals should remain in the wild or only be kept in accredited facilities. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Organization: 
 
Time: Wednesday October 10, 2012 at 1:23 pm 
IP Address: 216.54.29.253 
Contact Form URL: http://virginiaanimals.net/contact-us/ 
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site. 

Name: Rita and Barry 
Email: ritadogmom@gmail.com 
Comment: Wild animals need to be free. They are not the property of man and need to live in nature the 
way they were intended to live, free. 
Thank You! 
Organization: 
 
Time: Friday October 12, 2012 at 11:22 am 
IP Address: 108.56.197.16 
Contact Form URL: http://virginiaanimals.net/contact-us/ 
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site. 

Name: Susan Watson 
Email: shwatson8888@yahoo.com 
Comment: Banning "dangerous" animals is not the correct approach.  There are far too many people who 
already have these animals in captivity and/or who make a living on breeding, selling, exhibiting for 
education, and tending to many of these animals. Also, statistics do not support any need for a ban.  Dogs 
and horses injure and kill far more people every year than any exotic "dangerous" animals ever 
do.  Banning dogs and horses is not feasible, so banning other animals that have been kept in captivity for 
years is just as unrealistic.  There are not enough resources anywhere to handle such a ban.  The better 
idea would be to require folks to register their animals, much like localities require registration for 
dogs.  This seems to be the only feasible action/recommendation. 
Organization: 
 
Time: Saturday October 20, 2012 at 2:49 am 
IP Address: 174.252.122.119 
Contact Form URL: http://virginiaanimals.net/contact-us/ 
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site. 

Name: Jim Linville 
Email: sunsetreg@gmail.com 
Comment: "IF" people are allowed to keep dangerous animals, they should be required to be 
licensed  AND  keep in force an insurance liablity policy of $500,000 or greater (it could be tiered based 
on the type or number of dangerous animal).  Basically, what I am suggesting is the same type of laws 
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that apply to owning and driving a motor vehicle be used for the privilege of  owning dangerous 
animal(s).  Failure to comply with these requirements should be subject to a heavy fine and/or prison 
time. 
Organization: Self 
 
Time: Tuesday October 23, 2012 at 4:03 pm 
IP Address: 24.125.124.245 
Contact Form URL: http://virginiaanimals.net/contact-us/ 
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site. 

Name: Brenda robles 
Email: ne12@verizon.net 
Comment: Please keep wild animals in the wild!  Keeping wild and exotic animals as pets threatens 
public health and safety as well as animal welfare.  Wild animals can attack, spread disease, and the 
average citizen cannot provide the care they need in captivity. 
 
Thank You, 
 
Brenda Robles 
Organization: HSUS 
 
Time: Monday October 8, 2012 at 11:17 pm 
IP Address: 24.125.177.127 
Contact Form URL: http://virginiaanimals.net/contact-us/ 
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site. 

Name: Marianne Chaconas 
Email: marianneflamingo@mac.com 
Comment: Keeping wild and exotic animals as pets threatens public health and safety the welfare of these 
animals.  Wild animals can attack, spread disease.  The average citizen, who wants to "own" these 
animals  cannot provide the necessary care these animals need in captivity.   I urge the committee to 
restrict private ownership of dangerous wild animals only to accredited and qualified facilities 
Organization: 
 
Time: Monday October 8, 2012 at 9:30 pm 
IP Address: 68.98.187.77 
Contact Form URL: http://virginiaanimals.net/contact-us/ 
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site. 

Name: Steph Bennett 
Email: s.stephaniebennett@verizon.net 
Comment: USE your common sense, before we follow Ohio in tragic sequence.  USE your humanity to 
stop cruel "macho" morons from caging animals that are smuggled here to live out their entire lives in 
debilitating cages.  Suggestions: 
-BAN new ownership of dangerous wild animals, including big cats, some smaller exotic cats, bears, 
hyenas, gray wolves, many non-human primate species, alligators, and crocodiles in Ohio; 
-Grandfather existing animals so people who currently have them can keep them, as long as they obtain a 
permit; 
-Require owners of exotic animals covered under the grandfather clause to acquire liability insurance or 
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surety bonds ranging from $200,000 to $1 million; 
-Require existing owners of exotic animals to comply with housing and safety standards that will be 
established by the VA Department of Agriculture; and 
-Require criminal background checks for owners of existing exotic animals to qualify for a permit. 
 
Stop this SENSELESS cruelty.  Those owners of exotic animal shops can find work selling other 
items..  They are contributing to illegal activities on a global scale. 
Organization: 
 
Time: Wednesday October 3, 2012 at 9:29 pm 
IP Address: 96.253.106.101 
Contact Form URL: http://virginiaanimals.net/contact-us/ 
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site. 

 
Name: Joe Schreibvogel 
Email: joe_exotic@yahoo.com 
 
Comment: Sir 
I am the President of the United States Zoological Association and I am writing you in regards to the 
discussion of banning exotic animals. 
First - If every town and state bans these animals it will only force some species into extinction. The 
private sector is where the most diverse bloodlines are. 
Second - There are other alternatives such as letting us bring them either up to professional and safe 
standards and saving the city the headache of having to teach or train someone else to do it. 
Third - Private owners are a life line to saving species since the most diverse bloodlines come from 
private owners and breeders, Banning such animals will only force them into extinction but send some so 
death row, I encourage you to watch this video of the result of ban laws in other cities and 
states. http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ONpvp3QYmHo 
If we could help in any way take some of the burden off of you by policing our own people please let us 
know. 
Joe schreibvogel 
President 
http://www.usza.us/ 
 
Organization: United States Zoological Assocication 
Time: Friday November 2, 2012 at 5:22 pm 
IP Address: 50.30.99.173 
Contact Form URL: http://virginiaanimals.net/contact-us/ 
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site. 

BY EMAIL on Oct. 24 
 
We have had to rescue exotic cats from VA.  One of the most recent was Kricket, a Serval (think 
Cheetah) who was owned by a vegetarian who insisted that the cat only wanted to eat vegetables. 
 
Kricket arrived here starving for the nutrition she had been denied and suffers from a number of bone 
deformities caused by her improper diet. 
 
A serval is only a 40 lb cat, but even servals should not be kept as pets in VA or anywhere else. 
 
I have 30 years experience with exotic cats of all species and would be happy to assist in any way 
possible to help VA enact restrictions on the private possession of all exotic cat species. 
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More here: http://bigcatrescue.org/abuse-issues/issues/private-ownership-of-big-cats 
 
For the cats, 
 
Carole Baskin, CEO of Big Cat Rescue 
Carole.Baskin@BigCatRescue.org 
12802 Easy Street Tampa, FL  33625 
Office 813.920.4130 Cell 813.493.4564 Fax 885.4457 
 
Public Comments Received from DAI website:  As of Nov 20th, 2012 
 
Name: Cindy Ray 
Email: therays6860@live.com 
Comment: I do not agree with the DAI. I believe people are uneducated about the animals people own.  
These Animals are only dangerous to people in the wrong hands. Just like a pit bull owner's. They are 
not mean until trained that way. Our Primates are family to us. Nor do they carry any diseases. I do not 
agree ! 
Where are people Rights ?  Please stop this !! 
Organization: 
 
Name: Tyler Thomas 
Email: ty@fragileplanetwildlife.org 
Comment: I oppose the strict regulations being proposed for Virginia! 
Organization: Fragile Planet Wildlife Center 
 
Name: Velma Risgby 
Email: velmarigsby@yahoo.com 
Comment: I do not agree that the smaller primates need to be regulated. I am in contact with many 
owners of them. Virginia does not have a proplem with these animals. And as far as danger it really just 
is not a problem, our pets dog cause more damage each day then the species of smaller primates cause in 
several years. I do not agree with the proposal up now. I do not agree that we need to vet a healthy 
animal just to have it premitted, Vetting should be done as needed! 
I do not agree really to having to get a permit for all to see what we home. And if permitted it should 
have to be done only one time. Not each year. I do not agree that we need permitted through game and 
inland fishiers. They have no knowledge of primates, and to recommended them to train people to 
home them is simply crazy. Any trianing should be given by people that home these species of 
primate. I feel they are being lumped as a big danger that there is no data 
to support. The only thing I agree with is that they should be homed safely and secure. And as far as 
people that have them as pet they for sure should not have to have insuranc eon them. No 
more than you should for your daog. If an incident then action needs to be taken. This is all an expence 
that private owners do not need and should not have to have. For owners that already have them and 
have had to do none of this and their animals have never posed a danger this is just unfair. I agree 
Apes, Chimps and gorrilla need to be on the danger list. I do not even agree that gibbons should be on 
that list. They are one of the most gentel of species. I say regulate the most dangerous and move away 
from these other primates. I also find it sad that the group in a whole really do not own primates. 
Except for Peggy Rice and I may be wrong but some zoos...BUT private owners no. Really need more 
information! These primates are no more danger than many animals, I have parrots they pose much 
more concern as do horses dogs and many other.. SO I say leave the Capuchins, Marmoset, Spider 
monkeys,Vervets, Grivet, 
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Macaques alone ..They are okay!! And to say they can not leave our property really what an 
invasion of our rights. I do not take mine any where! BUT if I did they would be crated and it 
would be safe and so would people. I know many states that have primate picnicks each year, they would 
be outraged! Thank you for your time. I type aweful..But needed to say my thoughts, Velma Rigsby PS I 
love my primates with all my heart!!!!COME SEE THEM ANY TIME, well as long as the law will 
allow that. Of course no one is allowed to touch mine! I protect THEM!! My duty.. 
Organization: Irwins Jungle Exotic Wildlife Refuge Inc 
 
Name: Tom 
Email: thomaskirby169@hotmail.com 
Comment: The animals would be better off if you cease and desist entirely from this 
"initiative." There is no compelling need for such controls, which are more of a threat to animal and 
humans than they are a help. 
Organization: 
 
 
Name: Frankie Hylton 
Email: frankiehylton@gmail.com 
Comment: This is a out and out ban. The requirements your making are almost impossible for people 
to meet. I agree with regulations that are reasonable! Look  at Fl law they have a great system. But 
this is a ban! 
Organization: 
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CC. DAI Communication Protocols 
 

Virginia Dangerous Animals Initiative Communication and Email Protocols 
for the Workgroup 

September 27, 2012 

Purpose The Stakeholder Workgroup is convened to consider the issue of public safety 
in relation to possession of potentially dangerous animals and we strongly 
encourage intragroup communication outside of meetings.  However, we 
encourage that communication within the group should remain transparent FOR 
ALL Workgroup members and that it follow these communication etiquettes 
outlined below. 

 

Communication 
Medium 

Using Basecamp 

Basecamp offers several ways for the Workgroup to maintain transparent forms 
of communication.  One option is to use the Messages tab; another is to use the 
Writeboards tab. 

Messages tab:  In this tab, any Workgroup member can post messages similar to 
a chat version on Facebook or Twitter.  Once a message is posted, it will indicate 
the time and name of the person who posted it.  Messages here will be listed 
chronologically based on when the last message was posted. 

Writeboards tab:  In this tab, any Workgroup member can start a discussion 
based on a specific topic.  Once you create a page titled with a specific topic, 
other Workgroup members can open the document similarly to a Google Doc. 

Email Etiquette We encourage Workgroup members to communicate, but please keep the 
following things in mind: 

• If writing about an issue that the whole Workgroup may be interested in, 
please ‘cc the whole Workgroup.  It is fine to be informal in 
communications, but strive for clarity.  Keep in mind that many people 
may not understand acronyms or short hand. 

• Please be clear and to the point.  Some posts and discussions may get 
long, so try to simplify your ideas so that other members will not have to 
wade through messages that may be longer than necessary. 

• When appropriate, summarize previous conversations.   

• Let us know if you have other communication requests or ideas 
at: animals@virginia.edu  
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DD.  DAI Committee Report 
 

Key Issues and Ideas Identified by the DAI Committee 

October 16, 2012 

The following issues were identified by the Dangerous Animals Initiative Committee as the major 
“loopholes and gaps” around which the Workgroup may wish to develop recommendations.  

Permits: 
 Issue: There is a need to examine the existing permit application form to see if it might be 

possible to  
             make it more robust. 

 
 Ideas:   1) Include the requirement that owners provide a written incident / disaster  

                            management plan. 
2) Ensure that requirements for proof of educational facility are adequate. 
3) Include demonstration of proof of insurance as part of the application. 
4) Include a copy of the USDA inspection when applying for a Virginia permit. 
5) Look into the public contact provision in the application. 
6) Address the lack of penalties for not having a permit. 

 
Nonregulated Animals: 
 Issue: Some animals of concern are not currently regulated. These include, but may not be 

limited to,  
            nonhuman primates and non-native venomous snakes. 

 
 Idea: The Committee recommends that the Workgroup develop a list of animals of concern, 

using  
             existing lists as a starting point (e.g. AZA, ZAA, Florida, DGIF lists), and then 
determine who  
             should own these animals and under what conditions.  

 
Communication: 
 Issue: There is a need for improved information sharing among USDA, DGIF, and localities. 

 
Training & Education: 
 Issue: There is a need to develop an education system to train first responders in incident 

response. 
 
Resources: 
 Issue: There is a need to allocate more financial resources to DGIF and to localities (e.g. local 

animal  
            control).  

 
 Idea:  Introduce permit fees to help offset costs of implementing regulation and responding to  

                         incidents. 
 
Animal Escape: 
 Issue: One of the most serious threats to public safety involves the threat of animal escape. 

 
 Ideas: 1) Look into whether the regulations include a consequence / punishment for  

                            owners if an animal does escape?  
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2) Develop general containment standards. 
 
Placing Animals: 
 Issue: What should be done if and when owners are forced to or chose to give up their animals 

because   
             of regulatory changes? 

 
 Idea: Examine whether there are any precedents, perhaps in the exhibitor industry. 
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EE.  DAI Call Summary – October 10, 2012 
 

Dangerous Animals Initiative Workgroup Committee Conference Call 
October 10th, 4:00 pm – 5:00 pm 

 
Facilitated by the Institute for Environmental Negotiation, University of Virginia 

Meeting participants:  Kathy Strouse, Ed Steinkoenig, Steve Olson, Barbara Heffernan, Peter Brewer, 
Andrew Wyatt, Sharon Adams, Jim Andelin, Kelly Gottschalk, Julie Strauss, Robin Lentz, and Laura 
Donahue 
Facilitation Team:  Kristina Weaver and Pete Guzman 
 
Purpose of the Call 
 
The purpose of the committee conference call was to identify gaps and loopholes in existing VA 
regulations and to identify any other areas where the Workgroup as a whole may wish to consider. The 
intention is to focus Workgroup deliberations around specific ideas that might form the basis for 
consensus recommendations in the remaining meetings. Below is a summary of the committee discussion 
on regulation gaps and recommendations for the Workgroup. Participants on the call agreed that the ideas 
set off in italics should be forwarded to the Workgroup for consideration. 
 
Regulation Loopholes 
 

• Need for Improved Information Sharing 
o Communication between agencies is important.  The committee agreed that there should 

be more communication occurring between USDA, DGIF, and localities in regards to 
licenses, issues of noncompliance, and other notifications about concerns. 

o One member of the committee cautioned that USDA may get overwhelmed with work if 
the agency must communicate all issues in relation to permits and licenses.  The 
committee member recommended that communication from USDA to DGIF should be 
limited to “egregious” violations/noncompliance 

 
• Need for Resource Allocation 

o More resources should be identified and given to facilitate information sharing:  
additional duties for agencies will necessity more resources (i.e. revenue) for them. 
 

• Animals Not Currently Regulated 
o Create a list of animals/species that are not regulated and that might pose a danger to the 

public:  currently there is no oversight in VA for nonhuman primate owners and for 
poisonous snakes that are not native wildlife. 
 

• Lack of Penalties for Permit Violations and/or Absence of Permit 
o One member articulated concern over this.  The concern is that the source of more 

revenue may fall on the burden of businesses—without allowing businesses an 
opportunity to gain appropriations from it. 
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• Need for Animal Containment Recommendations 
o There should be contaminant standards that are appropriate for the species. The 

committee pointed to the need to develop general recommendations on containment. 
 
Recommendations for Workgroup Process Moving Forward 
 

• List of Animals 
o The committee agreed that the Workgroup could best proceed by first identifying a list of 

animals of concern, and then determining who should be allowed to own these animals 
and under what conditions. 

• Animal Classification Model 
o Consider using the animal classification system adopted by ZAA and AZA as a starting 

point for developing a list of animals 
 The classification system basically categorizes animals based on the “inherit” 

danger posed by the animal:  Class I animals are considered inherently more 
dangerous than Class II 

o The committee agreed that using a classification system adopted by ZAA or AZA would 
be best given the reputable reputations of these organizations.  The committee agreed that 
there may not be a need to create another definition like “dangerous animal” or “wild 
animal.” 

 
Additional Requests 
 
One member of the workgroup requested that everyone in the committee take the time to review the 
background documents provided, and in particular to become familiar with current VA regulations in 
relation to this matter.  This is essential for the committee and Workgroup to move forward in a more 
informed manner. 
 
Next Steps 
 
The next committee conference call will be on Monday, October 15th from 11:00 – 12:00 pm. Committee 
members will also meet at 9am on October 24 at the meeting venue. Committee members are encouraged 
to use the Basecamp website in order to maintain communicate between meetings.  For questions or 
concerns about the Basecamp collaborative website, please contact Pete Guzman at pg4ez@virginia.edu .   
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FF.  DAI Call Summary – October 15, 2012 
 

Dangerous Animals Initiative Workgroup Committee Conference Call 
October 15th, 11:00 am – 12:00pm 

 
Facilitated by the Institute for Environmental Negotiation, University of Virginia 

Meeting participants: Peter Brewer, Laura Donahue, Michael Maddox, Sharon Adams, Virginia 
Kilmer,Steve Olson, Barbara Heffernan, Nicole Paquette, Jim Andelin, Robin Lentz, Tom Albert, 
and Andrew Wyatt 
 
Facilitation Team: Kristina Weaver, Christine Gyovai and Pete Guzman 
 
Call Recap 
The call began with a recap of the previous committee conference call on October 10th. The following are 
considerations the committee identified during the previous call: 
 

• Better communication between USDA and DGIF 
o DGIF currently has little to no communication with USDA 
o Suggestion is to have USDA communicate more with DGIF 
 

• Allocate more resources (i.e. revenue) for DGIF so they may take on additional responsibilities 
 
• Review and use the animal classification system adopted by ZAA and AZA 

o This is basically a classification of animals based on “inherent” danger of the animals: 
 class 1 animals are considered inherently more dangerous than class 2 

• Create a list of animals/species that are not regulated and that might pose a danger to public 
safety. 
 

• Currently there is no oversight in VA for non-primate owners and for venomous snakes 
• that are not native wildlife. 

o Containment: there should be more standards for it. 
o Consider creating a list of class 1 owners, and specifying conditions for ownership 
o Penalties for no permits 

 
Additional Considerations 
Additional considerations were identified as well. Each of the following were mentioned as important to 
include to the list generated during the last conference call: 
 

• Resources: Local enforcement like animal control should also have resources allocated to them 
• in order to ensure they have the ability to take on additional responsibilities 
• Population of Animals: the committee would like to know the size of the animal population that is 

currently being regulated as well as an estimate of the number of animals not regulated. 
• This includes determining the number of permit-holder and a list of the number and types of 

animals each permit-holder has. 
• The committee broadly agreed to recommend that the Workgroup move forward by using 

existing lists of animal classification (the ZAA list, AZA list, Florida list, and DGIF list) as a 
starting point for identifying animals of concern (including potentially adding new animals) and 
determining who should own them under what conditions. 

• One participant noted that this method of moving forward was lacking; nevertheless, she was 
willing to listen and allow for the discussion to move forward. 

• Other issues were also identified as areas of potential gaps and loopholes that the Workgroup 
should address in considering recommendations: 
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• Funding: increasing permit fees in order to cover the cost for additional enforcement and 
inspections. 

• The committee also considered a split fee system so that DGIF and local enforcement (i.e. animal 
control) will both receive necessary funding. 

• Liability: if an animal escapes, VA law currently does not properly place liability on the owner. 
• The committee suggested adding a regulation to ensure that owners do have liability if an escape 

occurs. 
• Training: first responders should be given adequate training in order to safely deal with an 

escaped animal(s). 
• Relinquishment of Animals: consider the issue that may arise if owners must give up or 

voluntarily give up their animal(s) because of an owner’s inability to comply. 
• The following are considerations with regard to the VA permit process: 

o Permit form for Exhibitors: look at the DGIF form and decide if proof of exhibition is 
lacking. 

o Insurance: animal owners should be prompted to submit proof of insurance when 
applying for a VA permit. 

Public Contact: evaluate the public contact provision in the permit application and consider 
improving it. 

 
Information Requests 
The following are information requests made by committee members: 

• A list of animals that are covered in statue and state regulations 
• The ZAA list of animals by class 
• Information on existing permit-holders and the animals they own 

 
Next Steps 
The next committee meeting will be on October 24th at the Virginia Housing Authority Center from 9:00 
to 9:50 am. IEN will try to provide one facilitator and recorder for this committee meeting. 
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GG.  Non-Human Primate Committee Call Summary 

 

NHP subcommittee summary/report    11-12-2012 

During the full work group meeting on 10/24/12, consensus was reached that all nonhuman primates 
(NHPs) classified as Class 1 animals by the Zoological Association of America should be added to the list 
of animals found  in the Virginia Administrative Code section 4VAC15-30-40. entitled “Importation 
requirements, possession and sale of nonnative (exotic) animals.”  If this recommendation by the work 
group is put into effect it will mean that Class 1 primates could not be owned as pets in Virginia.  During 
that same meeting, it was decided that a subcommittee should be formed to discuss other NHPs from a 
public safety perspective and bring recommendations in this regard to the next meeting of the full work 
group on 11/13/12.   

The subcommittee met three times (twice via conference calls on 11/2 and 11/9 and one face to face 
meeting  on 11-13).  Since discussing issues related to public safety and exotic animals using a proposal 
as a starting point seemed to work well in full work group deliberations, Dr. Hackworth put forward a 
proposal for the subcommittee’s consideration as part of our first meeting on 11/2.  This proposal made 
the recommendation that all macaque species be added to list of animals that could not be owned as pets 
and further proposed that no additional NHPs be added to the list of animals people could not keep as 
pets.  Consensus was not reached in regard to the first part of this proposal.  In addition, one member of 
the group voiced support for adding all NHPs to the list of those that could not be kept as pets.  In 
deliberations both during this meeting and as part of the conference call on 11/9 about adding any 
additional NHPs to the list of animals that could not be kept as pets, 2 members of the group expressed 
support for adding all NHPs to that list, 2 members voiced support for not adding any additional NHPs to 
the list and 3 members of the group offered that while they felt NHPs should not be kept as pets, they 
were willing to entertain and discuss a system of NHP pet ownership permitting/regulation that would 
involve NHP owners meeting certain criteria to help protect public safety.  The 2 members of the group 
who voiced support for not adding any additional NHPs to the list were also willing to discuss a system of 
NHP ownership regulation and the 2 members of the group who felt that no NHPs should not be kept as 
pets maintained that position and expressed that they felt a system of regulating or permitting NHP pet 
ownership was not something that they could support.   

For the full work group’s consideration, however, a permitting system was discussed in an attempt to 
detail what would be important criteria to include in such a system.   These criteria for NHP owners 
included:  (i) a written disaster plan that is shared with local law enforcement, (ii) confining NHPs to the 
owner’s property and not allowing NHPs to be taken off the premises unless for legitimate veterinary 
care/animal health care reasons (iii) adequate housing to include a double door system of enclosure if the 
animal is kept outside (iv) adequate transportation enclosures (v)  notifying local law enforcement within 
one hour of becoming aware of an escape or immediately if the owner suspects that the animal is no 
longer on the premises (vi) penalties for inadequate enclosures and willfully failing to ignore the directive 
to keep the animal on the owner’s property unless for animal healthcare reasons.             

Subcommittee members: 
Virginia Kilmer, VFHS 
Kelly Gottschalk, VVMA 
Peggy Rice, primate sanctuary 
Laura Donahue representing Robin Starr, 
Richmond SPCA 
Nicole Paquette, HSUS 
Kerri Cooper-Bailey representing  Jared Watts,  
    SAVES 
Peter Brewer, ZAA 

Deborah Broughton, Dinwiddie County Animal  
    Control Officer  
Roger Sweeney, Virginia Zoo 
 
 
Ex officio members: 
Doris Hackworth, USDA 
Julia Murphy, VDH  
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HH.  Non-Human Primate Draft Proposal 
 

NHP ownership criteria proposal   11/9/12 

Julia Murphy, Coordinator nonhuman primate issue subcommittee 

Basic elements of ownership criteria: 

• Animal must be permitted by DGIF 
o Endangered NHP will not be permitted as pets 
o No NHP listed in Administrative Code 4VAC15-30-40. will be permitted as a pet 

• DGIF allowed to set permit fees 
• Owner must have a written disaster plan 
• Animal must be contained on private property and not taken off premises unless it is for animal 

healthcare reasons; penalty for noncompliance 
• Animal must not be exhibited in the home or in a business* 
• Owner must notify local law enforcement within one hour of becoming aware of an escape or 

immediately upon becoming aware of an escape if it is suspected that the animal is off the 
property  

• Owner must have adequate housing to include a double door system of enclosure if the animal is 
kept outside 

• Penalties for escape due to inadequate enclosures and willfully ignoring directive to contain on 
property unless taken off for animal healthcare needs 

• Owner must have proof of insurance** 
• Owner must have adequate transportation enclosures  

_____________________________________________________________________ 

• Permit information and disaster plan shared with local animal control 
• Permit good for one year; renewal must include proof of exam by veterinarian who can attest that 

the NHP is free of all symptoms of contagious and/or infectious diseases at the time of 
examination and all appropriate tests and preventative measures have been performed as deemed 
necessary by the veterinarian. 

• Unique identifier (e.g., Microchip or tattoo) 
• Documentation of experience 

o 2 letters of reference one of which must be from someone who operates a DGIF licensed 
facility that contains the species or scientific family of the animal the applicant wishes to 
own; neither letter of reference can be from a relative 

o 500 hours of experience plus passing a test (80% or more correct) administered/overseen 
by DGIF personnel   

o 1000 hours of documented experience  
o Experience must be within a DGIF licensed facility that contains the species or scientific 

family of the animal the applicant wishes to own 
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o Veterinarian with substantial experience with NHPs and/or who is boarded in zoo 
medicine must be a part of the education process 

Responder training 

• Review of applicant’s disaster plan 
• Assessment, based on type of exotics in the locality, what training would be appropriate  

 

References: 

Louisiana http://doa.louisiana.gov/osr/lac/books.htm, Title 76, Part V, Chapter 1 
Oklahoma City http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=17000 
Florida  http://myfwc.com/license/captive-wildlife/ 
 
 

 *Would need to clarify what is meant by “exhibiting” in the home  

**Gathering more information about what this would mean financially for a private pet owner from either 
a insurance or bond standpoint; consensus not reached that this should be a criteria 
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II. Webinar Presentation & Link 
 
Link to Webinar:  http://virginiaanimals.net/background/ 
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Federal, State, and Local 
Limitations on Potentially 

Dangerous Animal 
Ownership—A Review 

 

Daniel A. Kovich, DVM, MPH 
Program Manager 

Office of Animal Care and Health Policy 
Division of Animal and Food Industry Services 

Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services 
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This presentation will Review: 

Federal laws and regulations concerning animal 
ownership, commerce and care 
 
Virginia’s body of animal law and regulations, 
and their relationship to potentially dangerous 
animals 
 
The authority of Virginia’s local governments to 
restrict or prohibit animal ownership 
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Federal Law and Regulation 

There are two main federal agencies with 
oversight of potentially dangerous animals: 

 

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
and 
 

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
 
For the animals in question, a good rule of thumb is the 
USFWS decides if you can have it, and if you can have it 
the USDA may regulate how you keep it 
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Federal Law and Regulation 

USFWS and USDA activities concerning 
potentially dangerous animals fall into three broad 
categories: 
 

Limitations on ownership of certain animals, 
 
The international and interstate movement of animals and 

animal products, and 
 

The welfare of certain animals in commerce, exhibition, 
education, and research 
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Federal Limitations on 
Ownership 

The USFWS has responsibility for the 
primary federal limitations on animal 
ownership, which concern: 

 

Native wildlife on federal lands, and 
 

Commerce of Threatened and Endangered 
Species 
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Threatened and Endangered 
Species 

The USFWS maintains a list of threatened and 
endangered species 
 

The list contains both native and non-native 
(under CITES, the Convention on International 
Trade in Endangered Species) species 
 

The international and interstate movement of 
these animals (and derived products) is strictly 
controlled and rigorously enforced 
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Threatened and Endangered 
Species 

All possession of threatened and endangered 
species requires a permit: 
 

For endangered species, permits may be issued for 
scientific research, and enhancement of propagation or 
survival 
 

For threatened species, permits also may be issued for 
zoological, horticultural, or botanical exhibition; 
educational use; and special purposes consistent with 
the Endangered Species Act 
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Movement of Animals--USFWS 
The USFWS generally prohibits the importation of 
threatened and endangered animals into the country 
 

Under the Lacey Act, it is a violation of Federal law to 
import, export, transport, sell, receive, acquire, or 
purchase in interstate or foreign commerce any wildlife 
that was taken, transported, possessed, or sold in 
violation of any State of foreign law.  Additional 
restrictions apply to felids under the Captive Wildlife 
Safety Act (which amended the Lacey Act). 
 

The USFWS sets importation requirements for most 
other wildlife, and designates specific ports of entry in 
cooperation with the US Customs Service 
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Movement of Animals—Other 
Federal Agencies 

The Centers for Disease Control sets entry 
requirements for primates (as well as most 
commonly kept household pets).  Importation of 
primates as pets is not allowed. 
 

The USDA sets entry requirements for all 
agricultural species, as well as other species 
that pose a risk to agricultural species.  This 
includes elephants, as well as all ruminant 
species and many bird species. 
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The Federal Animal Welfare Act 

The Federal Animal Welfare Act (AWA) 
only applies to specific animals under 
specific circumstances, not to all animals 
in the US 
 

The responsibility for enforcing the AWA 
falls to the USDA, it is handled by the 
Animal Care Division of the Animal & Plant 
Health Inspection Service 
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AWA—Coverage 

Applies to warm blooded animals bred and 
sold for use as pets, used in biomedical 
research, transported commercially, or 
exhibited to the public. 
Applies to Research Facilities, Dealers, 
and Exhibitors.  Does not apply to pet 
stores, animal shelters, and private 
owners who do not exhibit/deal in such 
animals. 
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AWA—Compliance 
Facilities/individuals covered must be licensed, and are 
subject to inspection and enforcement action by the 
USDA 
 

Facilities/individuals covered must provide adequate 
care and treatment in the areas of housing, handling, 
sanitation, nutrition, water, veterinary care, and 
protection from extreme weather and temperatures. 
 

Specific to potentially dangerous animals are caging 
requirements for big cats, barrier requirements for public 
exhibits, handler experience with potentially dangerous 
animals, and ensuring a bona Fide activity for licensing 
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State Laws & Regulations 
There are two primary state agencies with authority over 
potentially dangerous animals: 

 
The Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 

(DGIF), which regulates the possession of all native wildlife 
and certain other listed non-native species 

 
The Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer 

Services (VDACS), through the Comprehensive Animal 
Care laws of the Commonwealth (though the Virginia 
Department of Health has primary responsibility for rabies 
control) 
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State Laws & Regulations 

The relevant laws and regulations 
administered by DGIF are primarily 
concerned with who can keep certain 
animals and under what circumstances 
 

The relevant laws administered by VDACS 
are primarily concerned with animal care 
and local animal control response to 
animal issues  
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DGIF Laws & Regulations 

Under the authority of §§ 29.1-103 and 
29.1-521 of the Code of Virginia it shall be 
unlawful to take, possess, import, cause to 
be imported, export, cause to be exported, 
buy, sell, offer for sale, or liberate within the 
Commonwealth any wild animal unless 
otherwise specifically permitted by law or 
regulation. 
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DGIF Laws & Regulations 

Under the authority of § 29.1-542, live wolves or 
coyotes, or birds and animals otherwise classed as 
predatory or undesirable, may not be imported into 
the Commonwealth or liberated therein, or 
possessed therein, except under a special permit 
of the Board. Non-predatory birds, animals or fish 
may be imported, but upon arrival in the 
Commonwealth, shall be subject to the laws 
governing the possession of such birds, animals 
and fish in Virginia. 
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DGIF Laws & Regulations 

4 VAC 15-30-40 - Importation requirements, 
possession and sale of nonnative (exotic) 
animals.  
 
A. Permit required. A special permit is required and may be issued by 
the department, if consistent with the department's fish and wildlife 
management program, to import, possess, or sell those nonnative 
(exotic) animals listed that the board finds and declares to be predatory 
or undesirable within the meaning and intent of § 29.1-542 of the Code 
of Virginia, in that their introduction into the Commonwealth will be 
detrimental to the native fish and wildlife resources of Virginia. 
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DGIF Laws & Regulations 

4 VAC 15-30-40 – Regulated Animals 
 

All species of Canidae; including wild dogs, wolves, 
coyotes or coyote hybrids, jackals and foxes 
All species of Ursidae; bears 
All species of Felidae; wild cats 
All species of Alligatoridae, Crocodylidae, and 
Gavialidae; alligators, crocodiles and gavials 
Boiga irregularis, the brown tree snake 
Many other small or rare carnivores and rodent species 
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DGIF Laws & Regulations 

4 VAC 15-30-40 – Permit Eligibility 
 

Must be licensed by the USDA under the AWA if 
holding subject species; and 
 

In addition to USDA licensure, must have a bona 
fide educational purpose for possessing the 
animal that involves the public; and 
 

Permit holders must meet several other 
requirements. 
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DGIF Laws & Regulations 
Any possession of native wildlife or 
naturalized wildlife, federally listed 
threatened or endangered animals, 
cervidae, or the animals listed in 4 VAC 
15-30-40 requires a permit.  There is no 
scope for private “pet” ownership of these 
animals 
 

It is legal under Virginia state law and 
regulation to possess any other animal 
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VDACS Laws & Regulations 

VDACS has primary responsibility at the state 
level for Chapter 65 of Title 3.2 of the Code of 
Virginia, otherwise known as the 
Comprehensive Animal Care laws of the 
Commonwealth 
This responsibility is given to the State 
Veterinarian and his representatives 
Most actual enforcement authority, particularly in 
regard to private animal owners, falls to local 
governments 
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VDACS Laws & Regulations 
The State Veterinarian has broad authority to limit 
animal/animal product importation and impose 
quarantines on animals, but only in response to 
specific threats to livestock or poultry health and 
only for defined durations 
 

The State Veterinarian has authority to quarantine 
specific imported companion animals in response to 
specific import violations 
 

The State Veterinarian does not have the authority 
to generally prohibit importation of any certain class 
of animals, nor to prohibit ownership of any certain 
class of animal 
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VDACS Laws & Regulations  
 

Title 3.2 views animals as falling into four 
general categories: 

 
Agricultural Animals 
Companion Animals 
Game Species 
Research Animals 
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VDACS Laws & Regulations  
Companion Animals 

"Companion animal" means any domestic or feral dog, 
domestic or feral cat, nonhuman primate, guinea pig, 
hamster, rabbit not raised for human food or fiber, exotic 
or native animal, reptile, exotic or native bird, or any feral 
animal or any animal under the care, custody, or 
ownership of a person or any animal that is bought, sold, 
traded, or bartered by any person. Agricultural animals, 
game species, or any animals regulated under federal 
law as research animals shall not be considered 
companion animals for the purposes of this chapter. 
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VDACS Laws & Regulations 
Under 3.2-6503, every companion animal owner must 

provide: 
Adequate Feed 
Adequate Water 
Adequate Shelter that is properly cleaned 
Adequate Space in the primary enclosure 
Adequate Exercise 
Adequate Care, Treatment, and Transportation 
Veterinary Care when needed or to prevent suffering or 
disease transmission 

                            
 Violations of these provisions are Class 4 Misdemeanors, 

Class 2 or 3 for repeat offenders 
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Local Ordinances 
Local Governments have the broadest authority 
to control or prohibit animal ownership of any 
level of government through ordinances 
 

Many local governments have exercised this 
authority to either explicitly list animals that 
cannot be kept within their jurisdiction, or require 
a permit to keep such animals 
 

Many local governments have also placed 
additional requirements for care or housing, or 
limited the number of animals that can be kept 
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Authority for Local Ordinance 
§ 3.2-6544. Regulation of keeping of animals and fowl.  
 
 A. Any locality may, for the preservation of public health, regulate by 

ordinance the keeping of animals or fowl, other than dogs and cats, within a 
certain distance of residences or other buildings or wells, springs, streams, 
creeks, or brooks, and provide that all or certain of such animals shall not 
be kept within certain areas.  

 
 B. Any locality may, by ordinance, prohibit cruelty to and abuse of animals 

and fowl; and may regulate or prohibit the running at large and the keeping 
of animals and fowl and provide for the impounding and confiscation of any 
such animal or fowl found at large or kept in violation of such regulations. 
Any such ordinance may require that owners of any exotic or poisonous 
animal found running at large pay a fee to cover the locality's actual cost in 
locating and capturing or otherwise disposing of the animal.  
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Risk Analysis 

Daniel A. Kovich, DVM, MPH 
Program Manager 

Office of Animal Care and Health Policy 
Division of Animal and Food Industry Services 

Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services 
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This presentation will cover: 

•What is risk assessment/risk analysis; 
 

•What questions do you need to ask; and 
 
•The classic risk assessment model. 
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Risk Analysis 

Risk analysis is the process by which you evaluate a set 
of circumstances or variables and develop a risk 
assessment for a situation, project, structure, process, or 
any other endeavor. 
 
The goal of risk analysis is to ensure systematic and 
comprehensive methodology is used to evaluate 
complex risks.  
 
Classic/Engineering risk analysis is purely analytical, it 
does not account for the “pink slime” phenomenon. 
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The Three Questions: 

What can go wrong with the given situation, or what are 
the initiators or initiating events (undesirable starting 
events) that lead to adverse consequences? 

 
What and how severe are the potential detriments, or the 
adverse consequences that the situation may be 
eventually subjected to as a result of the occurrence of 
the initiator? 

 
How likely to occur are these undesirable consequences, 
or what are their probabilities or frequencies? 
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The Three Questions Simplified: 

What can go wrong? 
 

How bad would it be? 
 

How likely is it to happen? 
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What Can Go Wrong? 

Evaluate all risk factors—escape, injury, 
exposure, human error. 
 
Now is not the time to discount things for 
being “unlikely” or “no big deal”. 
 
This phase is the conspiracy theorist’s 
natural habitat. 
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How Bad Would It Be? 

Consider all of the possible harmful 
impacts 
 

Impacts can be physical, such as death, 
severe injury, disfigurement, minor injury, 
discomfort 
 

Impacts can be economical—liability, loss 
of goodwill, criminal negligence, etc. 
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How Likely? 

Determination of likelihood can be based 
both on analysis of existing data, and 
modeling probability in a chain of events 
Just because something has/hasn’t 
happened before, doesn’t necessarily 
impact probability 
An “Event Tree” is a tool that is often used 
to determine likelihood 
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An Event Tree 

 A Chimpanzee  
 escapes its primary  
 enclosure 

Handler experience,  
enclosure design,  

The Chimpanzee escapes  
the secondary boundary 

Barrier design, barrier 
maintenance, staff 
monitoring 

The Chimpanzee injures a 
patron 

Staff 
presence, 
proximity 
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Putting It All Together: 
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Zoonotic Disease from Exotic 
Animals:  Public Health 
Perspective 

Julia Murphy 
State Public Health Veterinarian 
Virginia Department of Health 
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Zoonosis 

• An infection or infestation shared in 
nature by humans and other animals 
▫ Stedman’s Medical Dictionary,  
 27th Edition 
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Zoonotic Skew 

• ~60% of the 1709 known human 
pathogens are zoonotic 

• ~75% of 156 emerging human 
pathogens zoonotic 

• Emerging pathogens 3 times more 
likely to be zoonotic.  
▫ Taylor & Woodhouse, ICEID 2000 
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Reportable diseases and conditions 

• There are 75 diseases or conditions 
that are reportable to the Virginia 
Department of Health (VDH) 

• ~45% are zoonotic 
• Zoonotic disease can be transmitted 
in various ways 
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Zoonotic transmission 

•Possible routes:  
▫ Fecal-Oral 
▫ Inhalation 
▫ Direct Contact 
▫ Vector-borne 
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Fecal-oral transmission 

• Salmonella   Ancylostoma 
• Shigella   Dipylidium 
• Campylobacter  Toxoplasma  
• E. coli O157:H7  Rotavirus  
• Giardia   Clostridium  
• Cryptosporidia   
   

263



Salmonella  
• Most commonly transmitted to people 

via contaminated food 
▫ Common foods include meat, poultry, and 

dairy 
• Wide reservoir in animals and 

environment 
• VDH often involved in 
 individual report  
 follow up and outbreak 
 response 
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Inhalation Transmission 

• Psittacosis   
• Lymphocytic Choriomeningitis 
• Histoplasmosis 
• Hantavirus 
• Coxiella burnetii  
• Tuberculosis 
• Influenza 
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Psittacosis 

• Caused by Chlamydophila psittaci 
• Exposure to desiccated 

droppings/secretions, dust from feathers 
of birds (especially certain birds like 
cockatiels, parrots and macaws)  

• Human cases are unusual and VDH 
response is typically to an infected  
bird and education/outreach to  
owners 
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Tuberculosis (TB) 

• Caused by Mycobacterium tuberculosis 
• Animals susceptible to TB are often 

infected from human contact and can 
then further transmit TB to other animals 
or people 
▫ Non human primates 
▫ Elephants (particularly Asian) 

Photo courtesy of MD ZOO 
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Tuberculosis 

• Approximately 250 TB cases reported in Virginia 
per year 

• Most people are thought to be exposed via 
spending a lot of time with people who have 
infectious TB disease 

• Those who work with or spend a lot of time in 
the same airspace with primates and elephants 
may also become infected 
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Direct Contact Transmission 

• Leptospirosis 
• Tularemia 
• Brucellosis 
• Monkeypox 
• Rabies 
• Viral Hemorrhagic Fevers 
• Herpes B Virus 
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Rabies 

• A virus that can infect any mammal 
• Some mammals are reservoirs for this virus 
• Greater concern about animals in the scientific 

order Carnivora in regard to their ability to 
transmit rabies 
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Rabies 

• Human infection occurs rarely, but case fatality 
is high; public health resources and effort 
focused on prevention including testing and 
post-exposure vaccination  

• Approximately 1100 people are reported as 
having undergone rabies post-exposure 
treatment annually in Virginia  
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B virus 

• Caused by Macacine Herpesvirus 1 
• Macaque monkeys appear to be the natural hosts 

and usually have no or only mild signs of disease 
• Human infection occurs rarely, but case fatality 

is high 
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Health Department Experience 
• Questions about exotic animals and zoonotic 

diseases typically come to the attention of the 
health department after a bite 

• ~3-4 bites/year associated with exotic animals 
over the last 10 years 

• Most incidents associated with privately owned 
monkeys, but other animals (camel, panther, 
cougar, tiger, coatimundi, kinkajou, giraffe, 
chimpanzee, prairie dog, baboon) have been 
reported 
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Infection Control and Prevention 

• Depending on the disease, infection control and 
prevention can take many forms and require 
various skill levels 
▫ Hand washing 
▫ Vaccination 
▫ Barrier precautions 
▫ Animal handling 
▫ Respirators 
▫ Preventative medications  
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October 3, 2012 

Dangerous Animals Initiative  
 

Review of Florida Fish & Wildlife 
Conservation Commission’s Dangerous 
& Exotic Animal Enforcement Program 
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Why Florida? 
 Reviewed “Born Free” national summary of state laws 

 Discussed best programs among peer state permit program 
managers  
 California & Florida were identified 

 California was eliminated due to severe budget restrictions at this 
time. Additionally, staff perceived Florida was a better fit for review 

2 
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Why Florida? 

 Reviewed FWS website and made initial contact with 
program representatives 

 Determined FWS had largest scale program with the 
most diverse populations of exotic and dangerous 
animals under permit and regulation 

3 
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Visit Facts 
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Visit Facts 
 James Husband & Ed Steinkoenig initiated contact and made 

visit 
 Visit conducted June 4-6, 2012 

 Area visited included North Central Florida (Tallahassee/Gainesville)  

 Met with staff from the following Agencies 
 FWS (Law/Permit/Field) 

 FDACS (Veterinarians) 

 Permitees 
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Guiding Goals 
  Understand how FWS administers their Dangerous & Exotic Animal 

Enforcement Program  

 Review FWS legislative authority 

 Review existing legislation 

 Determine size and scope of program  

 Staff 

 Budget 

 Conduct field visits with inspectors 
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Regulation Comparison (Florida/Virginia) 
Florida FWC has “Public Safety” mandate 
 

Virginia DGIF does not 
 

Florida FWC receives General Fund 
monies 
 

Virginia DGIF does not 
 
 

Florida FWC regulates all wildlife Virginia DGIF shares with other state 
agencies 

Florida FWC regulates pet industry Virginia DGIF does not 

Florida FWC regulates non-human 
primates  

Virginia DGIF does not 

Florida FWC’s  administers , oversees, and 
enforces  wildlife permits solely through 
the law enforcement division 

Virginia works in conjunction with law 
enforcement personnel when seeking 
criminal enforcement action 

Florida FWC permits private possession of 
dangerous animals 

 Virginia DGIF does not 

Florida has tropical/subtropical climate Virginia does not 
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Regulation Comparison (Florida/Virginia) 
Florida FWC has import jurisdiction over 
14 international airports and 11 shipping 
ports 

Virginia has no import jurisdiction over 4 
international airports and 6 shipping 
ports (1 inland) 
 

Florida FWC employs approximately 50 
permit staff to include Law/Permit/ Field/ 
Clerical  

Virginia employs  2 FT and 3 PT permit 
staff to include Permit/Clerical  

Florida issues 3700 exhibitor permits Virginia issues 140 exhibitor permits 
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Summary 
 FWS is an excellent model given the complexity and diversity 

of habitats and species supported by their climate 

 Virginia is not comparable due to the lack of habitats and 
cooler climate  

 We estimate that FWS spends in excess of 1 M annually 
 

9 
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Questions? 
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October 24, 2012 

DANGEROUS ANIMAL INITIATIVE  
OVERVIEW 

David Whitehurst, Director, Bureau of Wildlife Resources, 
Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries  
 
Christine Gyovai, Kristina Weaver, and Frank Dukes 

UVA Institute for Environmental Negotiation 

DAI Public Meeting 288



BACKGROUND OF ISSUE 
• In response to a 2011 Ohio incident involving the release of more than 50 dangerous 

exotic animals, Governor McDonnell asked the Department of Game and Inland 
Fisheries (DGIF) to review Virginia’s policies and regulations on dangerous exotic 
animals. 

• November 2011 DGIF hosted the 1st roundtable meeting to discuss exotic animal laws 
& regulations; DGIF, VDACS, VDH, USDA, USFWS. 

• January 2012; DGIF hosted 2nd roundtable meeting to discuss exotic animal laws & 
regulations; DGIF, VDACS, VDH, USDA, VA Assoc. Counties, VA Animal Control Assoc., 
USFWS, HSUS. 

• At the same time, Virginia Delegate Chris Peace and Virginia Senator Louise Lucas 
introduced new legislation to strengthen the regulations on ownership of these 
animals, generating substantial public comment.  

• Jan 9, 2012; subgroup of roundtable members met at Del. Peace’s office to work on 
draft legislation. 

• Jan 11 – Mar 10, 2012  HB 1242 introduced; 02/01/12  House: Continued to 2013 
with substitute in Agriculture, Chesapeake and Natural Resources by voice vote. 
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BACKGROUND OF ISSUE 
• May 2012 DGIF hosted meeting of government stakeholders and IEN 

to discuss ways to engage stakeholders in a consensus process to 
develop recommendations around public safety and potentially 
dangerous animals.  DGIF contracts with UVA Institute for Environmental 
Negotiation (IEN) to facilitate a diverse Workgroup to develop 
recommendations to Governor’s Office. 

• June 4 – 6, 2012 Representatives from DGIF (J. Husband & E. 
Steinkoenig) travel to Tallahassee, FL to meet with FL FWS 
administrators, et. al. to discuss laws and operation practices 
surrounding dangerous and exotic animals control in FL. 

• July 9, 2012; Virginia Dangerous Animals Initiative (DAI) Coordinating Team 
formed: DGIF, VDACS, VDH, USDA, VA Assn of Counties, VA Municipal League; 
Del. Peace; Gov. Office. 

• Coordinating Team holds several meetings in August – October 2012 to help 
develop Workgroup structure, format, and plan meetings.  
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RECAP & WORKGROUP  

• IEN conducted a series of interviews regarding the issue in the 
summer of 2012 to help inform process and identify issues. 

• August 29th Background Webinar. 
• Public survey had almost 200 responses followed.  

• A workgroup is formed to develop consensus-based 
recommendations around public safety and potentially 
dangerous animals in Virginia. 

• The Workgroup is comprised of a wide variety of stakeholders 
consisting of pet industry groups, business owners, state and 
federal agency representatives, zoos, animal care and welfare 
groups, nonprofit organizations, and others with IEN facilitating.  
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RECAP & WORKGROUP  
• Dangerous Animal Initiative Workgroup members 

 

• Andrew Wyatt, US Association of Reptile Keepers (US ARK) 

• Barbara Heffernan, Busch Gardens 

• Chris Blalock, Sheriff, Virginia Sheriffs’ Association (VSA) 

• Dan Kovich, Virginia Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
Services (VDACS) (ex officio) 

• David Whitehurst, Virginia Department of Game and Inland 
Fisheries (DGIF) (ex officio) 

• Deborah Broughton, Animal Control Officer, Dinwiddie County 

• Doris Hackworth, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service (USDA APHIS) (ex officio) 

• Doris Pruett, Animal Kingdom of Virginia 

• Earit Powell, Fairfax County – Animal Services Division 

• James Lavender, Dr. Lavender’s Animals 

• Jared Watts, Saving All Virginia’s Exotic Species (SAVES) 

• Jim Andelin, Metro Richmond Zoo 

• Joseph Lerch, Virginia Municipal League (VML) 

• Julie Murphy, Virginia Department of Health (VDH) (ex officio) 

• Julie Strauss, Feld Entertainment / Ringling Brothers 

• Kathy Strouse, Virginia Animal Control Association (VACA) 

• Kelly Gottschalk, Virginia Veterinary Medical Association (VVMA) 

• Larry Land, Virginia Association of Counties (VACo) 

• Larry Mendoza, Virginia Herpetological Society (VHS) 

• Lindsay Reames, Virginia Farm Bureau (VFB) 

• Michael Maddox, Pet Industry Joint Advisory Council (PIJAC) 

• Nicole Paquette, Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) 

• Peggy Rice, American Primate Haven 

• Peter Brewer, Zoological Association of America (ZAA) 

• Roger Sweeney, Virginia Zoo 

• Robin Lentz, Mill Mountain Zoo 

• Robin Starr, Richmond SPCA 

• Sharon Adams, Virginia Alliance For Animal Shelters (VAAS) 

• Steve Olson, Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) 

• Virginia Kilmer, Virginia Federation of Humane Societies (VFHS) 
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WORKGROUP NEXT STEPS 
• Several meetings are being held from September – November of 2012.   

30 Workgroup members; meetings are open to the public. 

• Wed. September 19, (10 – 4)  

• Wed. October 3, (10 – 4) 

• Wed. October 24, (10 – 3)  
• Public meeting October 24 - TODAY.  

• Tuesday Nov. 13 (10 – 4)  

• Possibly Wed. November 28 (10 – 4)  

• Meeting summaries will be drafted and shared after each meeting.  

• IEN will create a report explaining Workgroup recommendations and 
highlighting areas of agreement as well as any remaining differences by 
the end of 2012. 
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Interview Process  

 IEN Interviewed 30 stakeholders involved in various 
roles with dangerous animals in the Commonwealth 
(June – Sept. 2012). 

 Many interviewees expressed a strong concern for the 
well-being of animals, strong love for animals that 
they care for, and hopes, concerns and fears about 
proposed legislation.   

 Many areas of potential agreement, ideas and 
other shared recommendations were identified in 
the interviews. 
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Summary of Interview Comments 

 Coordination of Regulation  
 Need for New or Different Regulation Defining Dangerous & 

Exotic Animals  
 Stakeholder Engagement  
 Public Safety, Responses to Emergencies, Local Law 

Enforcement  
 Cost of Regulation  
 Animal Welfare 
 Accreditation Requirements  
 Invasive Species  
 Insurance Requirements for Owners of Dangerous Animals  
 Public Safety & Owner’s Reliability  
 Privacy for Permit Holders  
 Value of Private Ownership of Exotic Animals 
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Workgroup Next Steps  

 Purpose of Public Meeting is to give feedback 
for the Workgroup around public safety and 
potentially dangerous animals.  

 Comments can also be submitted at the 
website: www.virginiaanimals.net or emailed to: 
animals@virginia.edu  
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NN.  Exotic Animal Incidents 

 

Good Afternoon, 
 
In light of the Ohio bill and others mentioning that dog bites cannot be compared to exotic animals due to 
the fact that there are "millions" of dogs, but not millions of exotics, I have prepared an analysis which 
breaks down figures to percentage of owners and/or households that have had an incident. The 
percentage of domestic animal owners that have had an incident is greater than the percentage of exotic 
animal owners that have had an incident. In my research, I also discovered that according to the AVMA 
there are an estimated 1.18 million "other" exotics in the US. Resources are listed below the analysis. The 
analysis figures are PER YEAR. 
 
Dog Bite Analysis... 
Number of dogs owned perspective- 4,700,000 dog bites / 72,114,000 dogs owned in us= 6.5% of dogs 
have an incident per year 
Number of households owning dogs perspective- 4,700,000 dog bites/ 43,021,000 households owning 
dogs= 10.92% of households had an incident. (According to AVMA households own an average of 1.7 
dogs) 
Number of individuals hospitalized by dogs- 800,000 hospitalizations/ 72,114,000 dogs owned= 1.1% of 
incidents required hospitalization. 
US population affected- 4,700,000 bites/ 312,000,000 US population= 1.51% of US population is bitten 
by a dog PER YEAR 
Above numbers do not include other "domestic" animals such as cats, and birds. Actual incidents by 
domestic animals is greater, but for purpose of this analysis the number of dog incidents suffice to prove 
that exotic pet owners have had a smaller percentage (and number) of incidents when compared 
proportionately to domestics. To note that dogs cause about 12-25 deaths, and 31,000 reconstructive 
surgeries a year.  
 
Primate analysis... 
Number owned perspective- 5 bites/ 15,000 owned= less than .01% (compared to dog 6.5%) 
Number owned perspective- 5 bites/ 5,000 owned= 1% (compared to dog 6.5%) 
US Population affected- 5 bites/ 312,000,000= less than .00001% (compared to dog's 1.5% of US 
population) 
According to AR groups 15,000 pet monkeys are owned in US. There are an average of 3 bite/scratch 
incidents a year. Most do not require hospitalization, and have been minor. Only exception was with a 
chimpanzee, which is an ape not a monkey. I increased the average incidents in monkeys to 5 to show 
that even with a higher rate we are still significantly below dogs in number and percentage wise. The 
statistics above include both monkey and ape incidents, and NONE resulted in death of an individual as 
of 2012.  
 
Exotic Animals as a whole 
As a whole if there are 100,000 exotics pets in the united states 13 incidents/100,000 exotics= .01% had 
an incident (again compared to 6.5% of dogs)  

Even if number of animals is reduced to 50,000 pets owned- 13/50,000= .03% of owners had an 
incident which is still far less percentage wise than dogs alone.  
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According to Born Free, an organization promoting banning of exotic animal ownership, there have been 
526 exotic animal incidents that caused injury to humans over a 22 year period. This equals an average 
of 23.9 incidents among ALL exotic animals. Of these 526 incidents, 283 were by Exotic Pet owners, 
which would be an average of 12.8 per year by pets. Some of the incidents reported were only scratches 
not needing medical attention, but because animal was "exotic" it was reported. The remaining 243 
incidents occurred at federally licensed USDA facilities (98 incidents occurred at AZA facilities, 97 at non-
AZA, and 48 at circuses). The 526 also includes incidents by horses, deer and other animals which are 
exotic, but still considered domestic or farm animals. So actual number of incidents by animals 
considered to be "Dangerous" is less than the 526. 95 of the 526 incidents that occurred were by reptiles.  
 
Enacting legislation which only applies to pet owners, or exempts a certain group will not solve problem 
because ALL groups had an incident. Although again, number of incidents is negligible, especially when 
compared to other day to day activities. Considering that the number of pet owners is much larger than 
the number of zoos in the country, yet the zoos had almost as many incidents involving animals also 
demonstrates that exotic owners are at least just as knowledgeable as zoos. When considering the 
number of facilities versus number of incidents, pet owners would have a lower percentage of incidents 
compared to zoological facilities. 
 
It is difficult to say how many exotic animals are actually kept in captivity in the US. I think it is safe to say 
there are at least 100,000 exotics in the US especially when taking into account the reptile industry which 
is HUGE. According to AVMA the number of exotic animals is estimated at 27.1 million, but list includes 
fish, gerbils, rabbits, and the sort. The "other" category which would encompass carnivores, primates and 
other "dangerous" animals (not including snakes/reptiles) is estimated at 1,182,000. If this is case then 
100,000 exotics owned is a gross underestimate, which only further supports our claim that exotics do 
NOT pose a threat to public safety meriting bans, or regulations so stringent it almost equals a ban. 
 
In conclusion, exotic animals as a threat to public safety is fear mongering at its best, especially when 
compared proportionately to other incidents involving domestic animals. The FACT that there is such a 
low percentage of exotic owners who have had an incident demonstrates that the majority of exotic 
owners are responsible and do take good care of their animals. Exotic owners KNOW what they have, 
and what measures need to be taken in order to protect the public and their animals. The reason we hear 
about them so often is because the incidents are so rare, and the media basks on drama. What is 
necessary are FAIR regulations which apply to the entire industry, and do not exempt certain institutions. 
Responsible ownership needs to be promoted, not bans. Enforcing current regulations, or in cases where 
no regulations exist, enacting common sense laws, would prevent many, if not most incidents. 
Regulations can encompass basic care standards, proper diets, enrichment, veterinary care, species 
specific minimum caging standards, perimeter fencing and/or double door entry for larger species. 
  
If anyone has any questions please feel free to contact me at uappeal@yahoo.com. This posting may be 
cross-posted to help others fight negative exotic animal legislation if forwarded in its entirety so as to not 
lose source information, or author credits. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Eileen Perez-Carrion 
www.UAPPEAL.org 
 
_________________________________________ 
Sources and information breakdown 
 
CDC web site 
 http://www.cdc.gov/HomeandRecreationalSafety/Dog-Bites/biteprevention.html#CDCprgmsandactivities 

• About 4.5 million people are bitten by dogs each year. 
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• Almost one in five of those who are bitten, a total of 885,000, require medical attention for dog 
bite-related injuries.  

• In 2006, more than 31,000 people underwent reconstructive surgery as a result of being bitten by 
dogs.  

AVMA web site 
Ownership numbers broken down by exotic species- 
http://www.avma.org/reference/marketstats/ownership.asp#exotic 
 
-72,114,000 estimated number of dogs in US. 
(http://www.avma.org/reference/marketstats/ownership.asp) 
Every year more than 4.7 million people are bitten by a dog, and dog bite victims requiring medical 
attention in the United States number approximately 800,000 annually. Children between the ages of 5 
and 9 are at greater risk of being bitten by a dog and also of being severely injured by that bite. The most 
surprising aspect of this public health crisis is that it doesn't have to be this way—dog bites are 
preventable through training and responsible pet ownership. Unfortunately, many attempts to control dog 
aggression have been misguided and ineffective, including breed-specific legislation. About 12 People 
each year die from dog attacks.  
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USA: Large Captive Exotic & Wild Mammal Related Human Fatalities by the 
Type of Facility and Animal, 2000-2010  

Table 1: Captive 
Bear, Big Cats, 
Elephants, Killer 
Whales and Non-
Human Primates 
Related Human 
Fatalities, 2000-
2010  

FACILITY/  

ANIMAL  

AZA  

ZOOS: 
all are 
USDA  

NON AZA 
EXHIBITORS 

& 
BREEDERS: 

all  

are USDA 
licensed  

NON - PROFIT 
SANCTUARIES: 
most are USDA 

licensed  

PET 
OWNERS:  

no USDA 
license  

needed  

TOTAL  

BEARS  0  2  0  2 4  

BIG CATS  2  7  2  1  12  

ELEPHANTS  1  3  1  0  5  

KILLER 
WHALES  

1  0  0  0  1  

NON HUMAN 
PRIMATES  

0  0  0  0  0  

PERCENTAGEOF 
FATALITIES  

18.18%  54.54%  13.64%  13.64%  100%  

AVERAGE HUMAN 
DEATHS PER YEAR 
(2000-2010)  

0.4  1.2  0.3  0.3  2.2  

TOTAL  4  12  3  3  22  
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VIRGINIA EXOTIC ANIMAL INCIDENTS 

 

Born Free lists 36 exotic animal incidents in Virginia from 1990-2011, PeTA lists 5 others, and Big Cat 
Rescue an additional 2 making a total of 43 incidents. However, a few are irrelevant: 

 
-  1 was a farm animali 

 
- 1 was an incident from SC incorrectly listed as VAii 

 
- 1 was a report of a death of an animal at a zooiii 

 
- 1 was an alleged abuse by a circusiv 

 
- 1 was a mysterious sightingv 

 
That leaves 38 captive exotic animal incidents in Virginia in the last 22 years as follows:   
 

HUMAN DEATHS – RESTRAINED ANIMALS 

 

There were 2 human deaths from restrained animals from 1990-2011.vi  One was the owner and the 
other was a reverend who was bitten during a religious ceremony and refused treatment.   

 

HUMAN INJURIES – RESTRAINED ANIMALS 

 

There were 14 human injuries from restrained animals from 1990-2011.vii  Most of the injuries were to 
the owner, handler or trainer of the animal.  The rest were a monkey that was taken to a park and 
injured someone, a boy that was injured by a bear after crossing barriers at an USDA zoo, a woman that 
was bitten or scratched by a bear cub at a USDA zoo likely from a photo op, and a chimp that bit or 
scratched a woman while filming a commercial by a USDA exhibitor.   

 

ESCAPE – RECAPTURED 

There were 10 escapes by exotic animals that were recaptured without incident from 1990-2011.viii  3 of 
these occurred at AZA facilities.  Another 3 occurred at USDA facilities, two of which occurred at the 
same facility one year apart.  1 was just a boa constrictor that was found in a chair the owner had sold.   
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ESCAPE – UNKNOWN 

 

There was 1 escape by an exotic animal where it is unknown if the animal was found from 1990-2011.ix  
It was a classroom pet. 

 

ESCAPE – DEATH TO ESCAPEE 

 

There was 1 escape by two bears where both escapees were killed from 1990-2011.x It was at a USDA 
zoo.   

ESCAPE – ANIMAL INJURY 

 

There were 0 escapes by exotic animals that resulted in animal injury from 1990-2011.xi 

 

ESCAPE – HUMAN INJURY 

 

There were 0 escapes by exotic animals that resulted in human injury from 1990-2011.xii 

 

ESCAPE – HUMAN DEATH 

 

There were 0 escapes by exotic animals that resulted in human death from 1990-2011.xiii 

 

CAPTURED/SPOTTED OF UNKNOWN ORIGIN 

 

There were 5 animals captured of unknown origin from 1990-2011.xiv  They were 2 alligators, a python, 
a boa constrictor and a trio of monkeys.  The monkeys were believed to have come from the state fair or 
a circus. 
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SEIZURES – OTHER 

 

There were 3 seizures of exotic animals from 1990-2011.xv 2 were from owners not following laws, 1 
being a state violation and the other county laws.   The last was a case of snakes being found in a motel 
room.   

 

OTHER 

 

There were 2 other incidents listed from 1990-2011.xvi   

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

 

Despite being ranked the 12th most populated state in the country, Virginia has a low number of 
exotic animal incidents.  Even though there were a dozen escapes listed for the last 22 years, no humans 
or animals have been injured or killed from an escaped exotic animal in Virginia.  In fact, all but one 
resulted in the safe recapture of the escaped animal.   

 

 There were only 2 deaths from exotic animals in Virginia in the last 22 years, and one of them 
could have been prevented if the handler had just accepted medical attention.   

 

 There were 14 human injuries caused by exotic animals, which include incidents where someone 
was scratched or received minor bites.  Of the 14 human injuries, 10 occurred to the owner or handler 
of the animal with no danger to the public.  The rest were people who voluntarily interacted with the 
animal, including someone who crossed barriers to do so.        
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LISTING OF INCIDENTS 
 
i Farm Animal  
 

1. 2/22/1999 Norfolk, VA – Arabian horse dies at Ringling Bros. circus due to fluid in the lungs. 
(“Tests indicate horse died of having fluid in lungs” Virginian Pilot 2/26/1999)     

 
ii Incorrectly Listed as VA 
 

1. 6/13/2008 Spartanburg, SC - Spunky a Rhesus Macaque was captured after found roaming 
around owner Billy Brown's yard.  She later bit two employees at the Spartanburg Animal 
Shelter when they tried to transfer her to a bird cage. (“Monkey causing quite a stir at animal 
shelter” CBS7 WSPA 6/13/2008; Spartanburg Animal Shelter September 2008 Newsletter) - PET 

 
iii Animal Deaths or Injuries at Zoos 
 

1. 8/17/2011 Norfolk, VA: Baby giraffe dies at Virginia Zoo. (“Virginia Zoo’s baby giraffe dies” ABC 
13 WVEC 8/18/2011) - AZA 

 
iv Alleged Abuse  
 

1. 8/23/2002 Norfolk, VA – A handler is charged with beating an elephant at the Sterling 
and Reid Circus.  (“Feds respond with circus safety records – six years later” Virginia Pilot 
7/26/2008)  - CIRCUS 

 
v Mysterious Sightings 
 

1. 11/11/2008 Chesterfield, VA – Residents report seeing a lion. (“More lion sightings in 
Chesterfield?” NBC 12 10/30/2008)   

 
vi Human Deaths – Restrained Animals 
 

1. 10/21/2008 Virginia Beach, VA - Amanda Black was strangled to death by her pet reticulated 
python while giving it medicine. ("Pet python is blamed in woman's death" Richmond Times-
Dispatch 10/24/2008) - PET 

 

2. 4/7/2004 Rose Hill, VA - Reverend Dwayne Long died after getting bit by a rattlesnake during an 
Easter ceremony and refusing medical treatment. ("Snakebite kills preacher; should snake 
handlers be subject to prosecution?" Sullivan-County 4/15/2004) – RELIGIOUS CEREMONY 
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Human Injuries – Restrained Animals 
 

1. 4/30/2011 Franklin, VA – A java macaque bit its owner after he rolled over on it.  It and another 
one were rehomed.  (“Monkey attacks Surry County couple” WTKR 5/4/2011)  

 

2. 3/29/2010 Chesapeake, VA - Joseph Hamric was bitten by his service capuchin Noah again but 
this time on the calf. (“Monkey again bites owner in Chesapeake” ABC 13 WVEC 3/30/2010) – 
SERVICE MONKEY 

 

3. 3/17/2010 Chesapeake, VA - Joseph Hamric was bitten by his service capuchin Noah after he 
stepped on its tail.  He then put the monkey in its cage and went to a neighbor’s house.  
(Chesapeake man bitten in attack by service monkey” Hampton Road.com 3/19/2010) – SERVICE 
MONKEY 

 

4. 11/16/2008 Luray, VA - A 16-year-old keeper was bit by a tiger at the Luray Zoo and Reptile 
Jungle after she reached her hand in its cage to pet it while giving a tour.  The tiger grabbed her 
arm and dragged it into the cage, bruising and scratching it.  She ended up losing her pinkie 
finger. (USDA Inspection Report 11/21/2008) – USDA 

 

5. 7/4/2008 Richmond, VA - A monkey bit a teen at Byrd Park. (“Owner of suspect monkey 
located” WRIC Richmond News 7/10/2008) 

 

6. 3/14/2008 VA – Mikey, a leashed chimpanzee with Party Safari Zoo, bit or scratched a woman 
on the face and shoulder while in VA to film a commercial. (see 10/23/2007) (USDA Inspection 
Report 4/8/2008) – USDA  

 

7. 3/13/2007 Chesterfield County, VA - A rhino named Dominique caught a keeper's armpit with 
his horn at the Metro Richmond Zoo after she reached over his head to close a gate and he got 
scared and lifted his head. (WTVR) – USDA 

 

8. 2/18/2006 Richmond, VA - A bear bit a 4-year-old boy at Maymont Park after he crossed a 
barrier and put his hand in the cage while the mother wasn't looking.  Both bears were 
euthanized causing a public outcry.  A memorial attended by 500 people was held. (“Bears’ 
deaths spark uproar in Richmond” Washington Times 3/1/2006) – USDA 

 

9. 6/11/2000 Natural Bridge, VA – A visitor was bitten or scratched by an Asiatic bear cub at the 
Natural Bridge Zoo.  Likely during a photo opportunity with the cubs. – USDA  
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10. 12/3/1997 Prince William County, VA – Kevin Stotler was again bitten by one of his cobras.  This 
time he was bitten on the pinkie by his Indian cobra while milking it.  He was fined $100 because 
it is illegal to keep them in the county.  (“Victim of cobra bite off the critical list; snake owner 
improved after 2nd round of antivenin” Newsbank 12/5/1997)  

 

11. 7/19/1995 Prince William County, VA – Kevin Stotler was bitten on his hands twice by his 
monocled cobra. (“Law bites man bitten by snake” Free Lance Star 7/21/1995)  

 

12. 8/30/1993 Prince William County, VA – William Blakeslee was bitten by his Pakistani black 
cobra. (“Poisonous snakes – Dangerous Hobby” Free Lance Star 8/31/1993)  Born Free - API lists 
as 1995, but only known incident by Asiatic cobra in the county was in 1993.   

 

13. 8/19/1993 Prince William County, VA – Drew Yeager was bitten between his thumb and 
forefinger by his black forest cobra.  (“Serum scramble saves man from pet cobra’s bite” Free 
Lance Star 8/20/1993) – Born Free - API lists as 1995, but only known incident by forest cobra 
in the county was in 1993.   

 

14. 2/21/1993 Norfolk, VA - Trainer Graham Chipperfield was bitten in the back by a tiger while 
breaking up a fight at the Ringling Bros. Barnum & Bailey Circus.  (Newsbank) - CIRCUS   

  

viii Escape – Recovered 
 

1. 4/6/2011 Richmond, VA – A boa constrictor was found in a rocking chair that was recently 
bought and was returned to the owner who sold the chair.  (“Wayward boa constrictor 
meanders out of rocking chair at Richmond apartment” NBC WSLS 10 4/7/2011) 

 

2. 7/21/2010 Hanover, VA – Six chimpanzees escaped from the Windy Oaks Animal Farm after a 
painter left a gate open.  Four were recaptured immediately.  One was captured later that day 
and the other was captured early the next morning.  (USDA Inspection Report 7/27/2010) – 
USDA 

 

3. 2009 Hanover, VA – Two chimpanzees escaped from Windy Oaks Animal Farm.  – USDA   
 

4. 7/14/2007 Norfolk, VA - A red panda named Yin escaped its enclosure at the Virginia Zoo for the 
2nd time in less than a month. (“Red panda escapes from zoo exhibit again” Reading Eagle 
7/16/2007) - AZA 

 

5. 6/21/2007 Norfolk, VA - A red panda named Yin escaped its enclosure at the Virginia Zoo. (see 
7/14/07) (“Red panda escapes from zoo exhibit again” Reading Eagle 7/16/2007) – AZA 
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6. 7/2/2006 Roanoke, VA - A Japanese macaque named Oops escaped from an unlocked door at 
the Mill Mountain Zoo.  She was cornered in a tree on July 9 and tranquilized. (“Oops the 
monkey escapes from Virginia zoo” Fox News 7/3/2006) – AZA 

7. 9/16/2003 Manassas, VA – A caracal was recaptured after confronting German Shepard.  This 
wording by Born Free suggests that the caracal did not injure the dog.  
(www.nbc4.com/news/2522597/detail.html)  

 

8. 11/30/2002 Leesburg, VA – A young 80 pound tiger escaped from the Leesburg Animal Park and 
was found on top a car in the parking lot.  (“Animal Watch: Who let the cat out?” Washington 
Post 12/15/2002) - USDA 

 

9. 10/16/2001 Newport, VA – A python was found outside a woman’s home.  It was supposedly 
the 3rd escape that week.   

 

10. 8/31/2001 Arlington, VA – A boa constrictor escaped and was recaptured.  
 

ix Escape – Unknown  
 

1. 1/11/2002 James City, VA – An Arizona desert king snake kept as a class pet escaped from its 
enclosure at the James River Elementary School.  (“James River students await snake’s return” 
Daily Press 1/15/2002)    

 

x Escapes – Death of Escapee 
 

1.  11/28/2003 Natural Bridge, VA - Two Asiatic bears escaped from their pen after a worker failed 
to lock a gate at the Natural Bridge Zoo. The male broke into a house.  Both were shot and 
killed. (“2 bears escape Virginia zoo; 1 shot to death, other missing” Roanoke Times 12/13/2003) 
- USDA 

 

xi Escapes – Animal Injury  
 

1.   
  

xii Escapes – Human Injury  
 

1.  
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xiii Escapes – Human Death  
 

1.  
 
xiv Captured/Spotted of Unknown Origin 
 

1.  6/13/2008 Saltville, VA - A motorist ran over an alligator on Highway 107.  Unknown origins. 
("Alligator on Saltville road shocks driver, police" TriCities.com 6/17/2008) 

 

2. 5/4/2007 Stafford, VA – An American alligator was found under a car and taken to the Luray 
Reptile Center.  (“It’s no croc: Gator found” Fredericksburg.com 5/10/2007)  

 

3. 10/3/2001 Alexandria, VA – A python was found on a sidewalk.  
 

4. 9/22/2000 Jarrett, VA - Three monkeys threw bananas and crab apples at cars on Interstate 95 
then fled into the woods.  Police believe they escaped while being taken to the state fair in 
Richmond or a circus in North Carolina.  Residents found it amusing. (“Monkeys hurl fruit at cars, 
then escape” The Spokesman Review 9/22/2000)  

 

5. 9/2/1998 Richmond, VA – A boa constrictor was found on West Grace Street and taken to the 
SPCA.   

 

xv Seizures – Other 
 

1. 7/10/2008 Fairfax, VA – 17 snakes were confiscated from a room at the Hy-Way Motel. 
(“Venomous snakes found in Va. motel” Newsplex 7/12/2008) 

 

2. 3/4/2006 Snowflake, VA – Marc Bradley was charged with possessing a predatory animal.  (“Zoo 
may be final destination for Scott man’s lion cub Simba” Times News 7/27/2006)  

 

3. 2/6/2004 Roanoke, VA – A couple were charged with violating county laws for possession of 
their big cats.  

 

xvi Other  
 

1.  3/24/2008 Snowflake, VA - Chiropractor Marc Bradley is given 60 days to place his animals at 
Snowflake Farm before going to prison for fraud. (“Scott County chiropractor facing prison; zoo 
dispersed” Times News 3/26/2008) – USDA 
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2. 7/1/1995 Amelia County, VA – An infant contracted Salmonella from the pet boa constrictor.  
According to a 2008 CDC report, reptiles only cause 6% of all Salmonella cases in the US.  Of 
these, 86% are from turtles with carapaces of less than 4” which are banned from sale.  That 
means only 0.8% of Salmonella cases occur from legally sold reptiles, making this listed case a 
very rare occurrence. (Richmond Times) 
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Captive Wild Animal Protection Coalition                                                    www.cwapc.org 

                          

                                                                    Primate Incidents 
1995-2005 (as of 10/1/05) 

  

 
 

CAPTIVE WILD ANIMAL PROTECTION COALITION P.O. Box 6944 | San Carlos, CA 94070 | p: 650.595-4692  f: 650-595-4690 | www.cwapc.org 
 

 
Page 1 of 13 

 
This list represents a sample of known incidents involving captive primates in the United States. An incident is 
defined as a human injury caused by a captive primate, the death of a captive primate, the escape of a captive 
primate, or the confiscation or displacement of a captive primate (for example, an animal confiscated for 
reasons of neglect, or transferred to a facility following an attack or escape).  
 

 
January 1, 1995 
Kansas City, MO 

Pet incident 
A chimpanzee bit a 7-year-old girl, who underwent rabies treatment. 
The chimp reportedly had a history of escapes and bites. 

June 1, 1995 
Hollidaysburg, PA 

Pet incident 
A woman found a monkey loose and took it home; the following day, the 
monkey went on a rampage, biting her and another woman; it was 
captured by animal control, but died of an apparent heart attack shortly 
after capture. A neighbor identified the monkey as his pet. 

June 20, 1995 
Denver, CO 

Pet incident 
A monkey was confiscated for medical testing after a neighbor reported 
that it may be infected with herpes B. 

January 1, 1996 
Metairie, LA 

Pet incident 
In January of 1996, a vervet's owner and owner's 2-year-old son were 
scratched, and later an animal control officer was bitten. The vervet was 
quarantined, then sent to Animal House Zoological Park in Alabama. 
Exact date of injuries unclear. 

February 1, 1996 
Bridgton, ME 

Pet incident 
A child was bitten by a monkey during a demonstration at school. 

March 22, 1996 
Gainesville, FL 

Research facility incident 
A monkey infected with herpes B escaped from a research facility and 
remained at large. 

April 14, 1996 
Alice, TX 

Quarantine facility incident 
An Ebola outbreak infected two monkeys at a quarantine facility, killing 
one of them. 

May 17, 1996 
Staten Island, NY 

Unknown owner incident 
Police officers were unable to capture a loose monkey of unknown 
origin. 
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July 1, 1996 
Islip, NY 

Pet incident 
In July 1996, two rhesus monkeys escaped from their home, one of 
which bit an animal control officer. It is illegal to own pet monkeys in 
Islip. Exact date of escape unclear. 

November 19, 1996 
Penacook State, NH 

Pet incident 
On separate occasions, a monkey bit five people including one child. 
The owner subsequently had the monkey's canine teeth removed. 

February 28, 1997 
Fort Myer, FL 

Exhibitor incident 
A 6-year-old child was mildly injured after ducking under a barrier to 
approach a baboon enclosure. 

March 1, 1997 
Houston, TX 

Pet incident 
A capuchin monkey attacked its owner, severing her thumb and part of 
her index finger. 

June 29, 1997 
Crystal Lake, IL 

Exhibitor incident 
A 3-year-old was bitten on the face by a vervet or marmoset at the 
Bourbannais Friendship Festival. 

July 7, 1997 
Bridgton, ME 

Pet incident 
A monkey, which had previously bitten a child in 1996, bit a woman at a 
supermarket; this monkey and a second monkey (a squirrel monkey) 
were confiscated and sent to a Florida sanctuary. 

July 12, 1997 
Pasadena, MD 

Pet incident 
A 6-year-old girl was bitten by a pet monkey. 

August 6, 1997 
Plainville, CT 

Pet incident 
A macaque jumped out of its owner's arms and bit a neighbor; it was 
taken to local animal shelter for a 14-day quarantine. 

August 15, 1997 
Batavia, IL 

Pet incident 
A man was scratched by a baboon at a parade route. The owner was 
instructed to restrain the animal. 

September 27, 1997 
Palm Beach, FL 

Pet incident 
A man was charged with 5 misdemeanors after his macaque monkey 
bit a girl. One charge included trying to sell the monkey illegally after the 
incident. The monkey harbors the herpes B virus. 

October 6, 1997 
South Barrington, IL 

Exhibitor incident 
A 4-year-old girl was bitten by a baboon at a petting zoo at Goebbert's 
Pumpkin Farm. 
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January 9, 1998 
San Angelo, TX 

Pet incident 
A capuchin monkey bit its owner's neighbor. The disabled owner kept 
the monkey as a service animal. 

May 22, 1998 
Wichita, KS 

Pet incident 
A macaque monkey bit a teenager at a store promotional event. 

July 6, 1998 
Sprague, WV 

Pet incident 
A chimpanzee named Herbie escaped, entered a mail carrier's truck, 
and chased the mail carrier; the mail truck rolled into a parked pickup 
truck. The chimp was later found at the home of a neighbor. 

August 18, 1998 
West Covina, CA 

Pet incident 
Moe the chimp bit three people after escaping; he was tranquilized and 
returned to his enclosure. 

October 4, 1998 
Slidell, LA 

Pet incident 
A vervet escaped its carrier and attacked its owner, who took refuge in 
a bathroom. A police officer was able to subdue the monkey, which was 
confiscated and euthanized. 

November 28, 1998 
Dallas, TX 

Zoo incident 
A keeper was bitten after a 340-pound gorilla escaped, before the ape 
was tranquilized and recaptured. 

January 13, 1999 
Tampa, FL 

Pet incident 
A capuchin's owner was bitten 50 times after trying to return the 
monkey to its cage. Speculation was that the monkey was volatile 
because it was entering puberty. 

February 27, 1999 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Zoo incident 
Two keepers were injured, with one (28-year-old Jamie Bradley) in 
critical condition, after 2 chimps attacked; the chimps were shot, then 
euthanized. 

April 2, 1999 
Glen Burnie, MD 

Pet incident 
A Bonnett macaque, Jamie, bit woman on her lip at a local tavern. 
Jamie had been involved in 7 biting incidents and its owners had been 
given 3 written warnings and fined twice previously. Prior to this 
incident, animal control officers had labelled Jamie dangerous and 
ordered him restricted from public contact. Jamie was removed to 
Frisky's Wildlife and Primate Refuge. 
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April 15, 1999 
Punta Gorda, FL 

Unknown owner incident 
A small monkey roaming loose was shot by police after it became 
aggressive toward area residents. Its origin is unclear. 

May 9, 1999 
Idaho Falls, ID 

Pet incident 
A woman was bitten after reaching into a monkey's cage. The owner 
was unsure if the monkey had its vaccinations or if it was even 
supposed to be vaccinated. 

June 2, 1999 
Mesa, AZ 

Pet incident 
One of the owner's five monkeys escaped from the yard and chased 
two neighbors. The owner's monkeys have a history of escapes. 

July 30, 1999 
Kissimmee, FL 

Pet incident 
A capuchin opened its enclosure; during the escape, it scratched a 13-
year-old boy and bit a police officer before being captured and 
quarantined. 

August 3, 1999 
Omaha, NE 

Pet incident 
A macaque with a history of biting bit a police officer and was 
confiscated by the Humane Society. 

September 2, 1999 
West Covina, CA 

Pet incident 
Moe the chimp bit a woman's finger off when she placed her hand in his 
enclosure. He had previously bitten a police officer in August of 1998. 
Moe was moved to Animal Haven Ranch in Caliente. 

October 4, 1999 
Evansville, IN 

Zoo incident 
A child was bitten on the finger by a macaque at Mesker Park Zoo. 

November 1, 1999 
Euless, TX 

Pet incident 
In November 1999, a monkey bit an elderly woman. Exact date 
unknown. 

November 23, 1999 
Des Moines, IA 

Pet incident 
A rhesus monkey was found loose; its owner is unknown. The monkey 
bit an animal control officer before being captured. 

December 12, 1999 
Rancho Bernando, 
CA 

Pet incident 
A spider monkey bit an officer before being captured by Animal Control. 
Owning a monkey as a pet is illegal in this area. 

January 14, 2000 
Palm Harbor, FL 

Pet incident 
A spider monkey escaped and severely injured a neighbor's dog, biting 
the neighbor as well; the monkey had escaped on previous occasions. 
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February 15, 2000 
Lansing, IL 

Pet incident 
A macaque was euthanized to test for rabies after biting its owner. The 
owner spent 8 days in the hospital. 

May 30, 2000 
Midway, FL 

Exhibitor incident 
An orangutan escaped and bit a trainer who tried to lead it back into its 
cage; it was later recaptured. 

May 31, 2000 
Columbia, MD 

Pet incident 
A spider monkey was found loose, its owner unknown. It bit a woman 
who offered it bread. 

June 1, 2000 
Unknown city, WI 

Pet incident 
In June 2000, a capuchin monkey bit its owner, becoming increasingly 
violent following that attack. The date of the initial attack is unclear. The 
monkey was later moved to a Texas sanctuary. 

July 1, 2000 
Anne Arundel 
County, MD 

Pet incident 
In July 2000, authorities confiscated a monkey which bit a patron after 
its owner took it to a bar. Exact date unclear. 

July 1, 2000 
Louisville, KY 

Pet incident 
In July 2000, a vervet bit its owner on the neck, leaving puncture 
wounds. Exact date unclear. 

July 12, 2000 
Kansas City, MO 

Pet incident 
A chimpanzee bit one child and threw another before being confiscated 
by Jackson County Animal Control. 

July 18, 2000 
Platte County, MO 

Pet incident 
A rhesus monkey bit a young boy, who was a neighbor of the owner. 

July 24, 2000 
Dallas, TX 

Zoo incident 
An orangutan was electrocuted and died after escaping at Dallas Zoo 
and climbing a telephone pole. 

August 1, 2000 
Kansasville, WI 

Pet incident 
A macaque was euthanized after escaping from a porch and injuring 
two adults before being captured. 

August 3, 2000 
Southwest Ranches, 
FL 

Pet incident 
A spider monkey bit a 19-year-old woman and a 15-year-old girl during 
a two-day escape. Another monkey which escaped was recaptured 
without further incident. 
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August 4, 2000 
Carlsbad, TX 

Pet incident 
A capuchin monkey's owner shot and killed it after being bitten; the 
"service" monkey had previously bitten a man in San Angelo. 

August 12, 2000 
Sprague, WV 

Pet incident 
The chimpanzee named Herbie escaped for a second time, biting two 
people before being recaptured. 

September 28, 2000 
Tulsa, OK 

Pet incident 
A monkey either bit or scratched a 4-year-old girl at a motel. The 
monkey's owner was staying in an adjacent room; it is unclear if 
monkey had escaped or not. 

October 17, 2000 
Southside, VA 

Unknown owner incident 
Three monkeys were seen loose, throwing things at cars. 

November 29, 2000 
Independence 
Township, PA 

Pet incident 
A monkey was seen loose after escaping its home. 

December 6, 2000 
Oklahoma City, OK 

Pet incident 
A child was bitten by a capuchin monkey at a Home Depot. The 
monkey was confiscated on December 4, 2000 and returned to its 
owner after testing for disease. 

January 19, 2001 
Festus, MO 

Exhibitor incident 
Three chimpanzees escaped; one was shot and killed by a neighbor. 

January 28, 2001 
Las Vegas, NV 

Exhibitor incident 
Xotic Stars of Las Vegas was cited after a chimpanzee bit a person's 
finger during an exhibition. 

February 5, 2001 
Santa Clara, CA 

Pet incident 
The owner of a vervet monkey was bitten while feeding him. She had 
been bitten previously. 

May 12, 2001 
Lakeland, FL 

Pet incident 
A man was bitten at a fair by a woman's monkey, likely a spider or 
rhesus; the woman left the fair and could not be located. 

June 9, 2001 
Omaha, NE 

Zoo incident 
A woman was bitten after offering a squirrel monkey a cookie at Henry 
Doorly Zoo. 
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June 12, 2001 
Ridgeland, MS 

Pet incident 
A vervet bit and scratched a child. The monkey had reportedly bitten 
another child before. 

June 13, 2001 
Seattle, WA 

Zoo incident 
Woodland Park Zoo euthanized a macaque after it tested positive for 
herpes B. 

July 27, 2001 
Martinsburg, WV 

Pet incident 
A loose monkey bit three children before being captured; its owner is 
unknown. 

August 18, 2001 
London, KY 

Pet incident 
A 6-year-old girl was bitten by a monkey during a county festival. 

September 27, 2001 
Danville, NH 

Unknown owner incident 
A loose humboldt's wooly monkey was sighted four times in two weeks, 
and remained at large. 

October 16, 2001 
Johnson County, MO 

Pet incident 
A monkey escaped its home and remained loose. 

November 23, 2001 
Cleveland, OH 

Pet incident 
A monkey bit a woman at a bar on both hands, inflicting 16 puncture 
wounds. 

January 9, 2002 
Corryton, TN 

Pet incident 
A Japanese snow monkey escaped, attacked a man, and was 
confiscated by animal control. 

March 4, 2002 
Fort Bend County, 
TX 

Unknown owner incident 
A rare white-crowned Mangaby monkey was found living with a pack of 
dogs. 

March 13, 2002 
Thorntown, IN 

Pet incident 
A spider monkey remained loose after escaping from its home. 

March 27, 2002 
Boynton Beach, FL 

Pet incident 
A capuchin escaped its home and was recaptured one mile away in a 
tree house. 

April 2, 2002 
Honolulu, HI 

Zoo incident 
A keeper was attacked and severely injured by a siamang monkey. 
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April 11, 2002 
The Redlands, FL 

Pet incident 
A monkey escaped and remained loose. 

May 13, 2002 
Frankfort, IN 

Exhibitor incident 
An employee was scratched by a lemur while cleaning an enclosure at 
TPA park. 

June 23, 2002 
Magnolia, TX 

Pet incident 
A macaque severely injured a 9-year-old boy and mildly injured both its 
owner and a responding firefighter before being captured and 
quarantined. 

August 4, 2002 
Davenport, IA 

Exhibitor incident 
A woman was scratched by a performing monkey at the Mississippi 
Valley Fair. 

August 4, 2002 
Racine, MN 

Exhibitor incident 
A volunteer at BEARCAT Hollow animal park was bitten while inside a 
macaque's enclosure. 

August 5, 2002 
Whitefish, MT 

Pet incident 
A macaque was quarantined after biting 3 or 4 people in separate 
incidents; the date of the bites is unclear. 

September 6, 2002 
Hillsboro, OR 

Research facility incident 
A rhesus monkey was recaptured after escaping during a transfer at 
Oregon National Primate Research Center. 

September 16, 2002 
Alamogordo, NM 

Research facility incident 
The district attorney charged Charles River Laboratories with animal 
cruelty following the earlier deaths of two chimpanzees. 

September 26, 2002 
Alexandria, AL 

Pet incident 
A black-cap monkey escaped from its home while its owner was in the 
hospital. 

December 1, 2002 
Oak Cliff, TX 

Pet incident 
In December 2002, an escaped monkey was recaptured. Exact date 
unclear. 

January 15, 2003 
Raceland, LA 

Pet incident 
A capuchin monkey escaped and remained loose for two days. 

318



Captive Wild Animal Protection Coalition                                                    www.cwapc.org   

Primate Incidents, 1995-2005 
 

 

 
 

CAPTIVE WILD ANIMAL PROTECTION COALITION P.O. Box 6944 | San Carlos, CA 94070 | p: 650.595-4692  f: 650-595-4690 | www.cwapc.org 
 

Page 9 of 13 
 

March 12, 2003 
Covington, LA 

Research facility incident 
Two dozen rhesus monkeys escaped from a fenced area at Tulane 
research lab; 16 were recovered. 

April 19, 2003 
Green Bay, WI 

Pet incident 
A monkey owner took the monkey to a bar, where it escaped and 
remained loose for three days. 

April 27, 2003 
Fountain Hills, AZ 

Pet incident 
A capuchin escaped from his cage and house and remained loose for 
three days. 

May 1, 2003 
Tucson, AZ 

Pet incident 
A monkey escaped and remained loose for several days; after capture, 
it was relocated to a Texas sanctuary. 

June 10, 2003 
Asheboro, NC 

Zoo incident 
A newly acquired chimpanzee was beaten to death by a group of 
female chimps at the North Carolina Zoo. 

July 5, 2003 
Buckhannon, WV 

Pet incident 
A lemur whose owner was out of town escaped. The pet sitter reported 
the escape and the lemur was recaptured. 

August 6, 2003 
Antelope, CA 

Unknown owner incident 
A woman found a macaque in a cage on the side of a road near a gas 
station. 

August 8, 2003 
Chicago, IL 

Pet incident 
A monkey was loose for approximately ten hours before being caught 
and returned to its owner. 

September 1, 2003 
Topeka, KS 

Zoo incident 
An orangutan died of tularemia after handling a dead rabbit that was 
found in its enclosure. 

September 29, 2003 
Boston, MA 

Zoo incident 
A gorilla escaped at Franklin Park Zoo, injuring a 2-year-old and an 18-
year-old before being captured outside a football stadium near the zoo. 

October 19, 2003 
Jacksboro, TN 

Unknown owner incident 
A large primate, possibly an orangutan, was sighted several times 
around town but remained loose. 
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October 20, 2003 
Stamford, CT 

Pet incident 
Two officers and a chimpanzee's owner were mildly injured after the 
chimp escaped from a vehicle. The chimp roamed loose in the streets 
for two hours before being recaptured. 

October 27, 2003 
Kansas City, KS 

Pet incident 
A chimpanzee was confiscated by officers after being left alone in the 
cab of a big rig truck. The owner was charged with animal neglect. 

November 4, 2003 
Alvin, TX 

Pet incident 
A macaque was confiscated from "terrible living conditions" at the home 
of a person who intended to start a petting zoo. 

December 27, 2003 
Calvert County, MD 

Pet incident 
A macaque monkey bit a man’s left thumb. 

December 31, 2003 
Milton, NY 

Pet incident 
Seven monkeys were among 39 animals confiscated from a woman's 
home after the collection had grown too large for her to care for. 

January 19, 2004 
Los Angeles, CA 

Zoo incident 
Gracie the chimp escaped from her enclosure at the Los Angeles Zoo 
for the fifth time in six years. The zoo was evacuated and the chimp 
recaptured. 

February 12, 2004 
Hamilton, MT 

Research facility incident 
Thirteen monkeys died after a heater malfunctioned overnight at Rocky 
Mountain Laboratories. 

March 4, 2004 
Washington 
Township, NJ 

Pet incident 
A capuchin monkey died after being sedated for a routine veterinary 
visit. The monkey had been exhibited as a condition of obtaining a 
permit after originally being acquired as a pet. 

March 9, 2004 
New York, NY 

Pet incident 
Two marmosets, two capuchin moneys, and two squirrel monkeys were 
confiscated for being owned illegallly. 

March 18, 2004 
Dallas, TX 

Zoo incident 
Jabari, a 13-year-old gorilla, injured two adults and two children during 
an escape at the Dallas Zoo. Jabari was shot and killed by police. 

April 13, 2004 
Dunlap, IN 

Pet incident 
The owner of twelve capuchins was given one year to move out of town 
or get rid of the monkeys. 
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May 1, 2004 
North Fort Myer, FL 

Exhibitor incident 
The Octagon Wildlife Sanctuary, an exhibitor, lost its lease following the 
escape of 2 ring-tailed lemurs during a robbery attempt, and the death 
of three lemurs earlier in the year. 

May 3, 2004 
Las Vegas, NV 

Dealer incident 
A spider monkey and a squirrel monkey were stolen by a pet store 
employee, but later recovered. 

May 21, 2004 
Cincinnati, OH 

Zoo incident 
An eight-year old girl was struck by a rock thrown by a gorilla at the 
Cincinnati Zoo. 

May 26, 2004 
Rochester, NY 

Zoo incident 
An Anubis baboon was found outside its enclosure by an employee 
prior to the daily opening of the Seneca Park Zoo. It was returned to its 
enclosure two hours later. 

July 1, 2004 
Temecula, CA 

Pet incident 
In July 2004, a Nevada resident visiting friends in Temecula lost his 8-
year-old spider monkey when the monkey jumped out of the car outside 
a restaurant. Exact date unclear. 

July 5, 2004 
Macomb County, IL 

Unknown owner incident 
A long-tailed macaque was found scampering through a neighborhood 
backyard. 

July 7, 2004 
St. Charles, MN 

Exhibitor incident 
Six monkeys escaped after a boy opened their cages at the Winona 
County Fairgrounds. One capuchin injured two adults before all of the 
monkeys were eventually recaptured. 

July 29, 2004 
Osage County, OK 

Unknown owner incident 
A motorist spotted one adult and two small monkeys alongside 
Oklahoma Route 123. 

August 1, 2004 
New York, NY 

Pet incident 
A "service monkey" bit a 2-year-old boy on the arm at a grocery store. 

September 16, 2004 
Kendalia, TX 

Research facility incident 
41 monkeys were transferred from Coulston Laboratory to the Center 
for Captive Chimpanzee Care. Coulston Labs has been accused of 
animal cruelty. 
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October 7, 2004 
Honolulu, HI 

Pet incident 
A squirrel monkey originally owned by Blue Tropix nightclub before 
being sold to a man who did not have a permit was confiscated and 
rehomed at the Panaewa Zoo in Hilo. 

October 27, 2004 
Coeymans, NY 

Pet incident 
A monkey was one of over 200 animals confiscated from Cherokee 
Ridge Animal Rescue Facility, an unlicensed facility, after an 
investigation resulting in multiple cruelty and neglect charges against 
the facility's owner. 

November 6, 2004 
Girard, OH 

Pet incident 
A monkey was recovered after escaping and being spotted on the roof 
of a nearby restaurant. 

November 10, 2004 
Houston, TX 

Zoo incident 
A pregnant baboon briefly escaped at Houston International Airport 
while being transferred to San Francisco Zoo from another facility. 

November 12, 2004 
Palm Springs, CA 

Sanctuary incident 
Jeeter, a 16-year-old chimp, escaped from Casa de Cheeta after his 
owner failed to latch a security gate. The owners were able to coax the 
chimp back to his enclosure. 

December 7, 2004 
Akron, OH 

Pet incident 
Two macaques were among 90 animals seized for animal cruelty and 
neglect. A judge ruled they should be placed with an accredited facility 
chosen by the  Animal Rescue League. 

December 25, 2004 
San Diego, CA 

Zoo incident 
An endangered Francois' langur that escaped at the San Diego Zoo 
was found and recaptured later that day. 

February 2, 2005 
Glen Burnie, MD 

Pet incident 
An 8-month old capuchin was stolen during a home break-in. 

February 8, 2005 
Asheboro, NC 

Zoo incident 
A 29-year-old chimpanzee died of heart failure after being given an 
anaesthetic at the North Carolina Zoo. 

March 3, 2005 
Caliente, CA 

Exhibitor incident 
A man was gravely injured and his wife bitten after being attacked by 
two male chimpanzees which had escaped their cages. Two female 
chimpanzees also escaped. The male chimps were shot and killed; the 
females were recaptured five hours later. 
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March 18, 2005 
Wichita, KS 

Zoo incident 
A Colobus monkey escaped from its enclosure at the Sedgwick County 
Zoo. She was captured two hours later. 

April 30, 2005 
Morgan Island, SC 

Research facility incident 
A 20-pound rhesus macaque escaped from a facility on Morgan Island. 
The only barrier keeping the monkey on the island was the surrounding 
water. The monkey was recaptured after a week on the loose. 
 

May 7, 2005 
Huntington, WV 

Pet incident 
A 13-year-old girl was bitten by a monkey being led on a leash at the 
Eastern Heights Shopping Center. The monkey’s owner told the victim’s 
father she would follow them to the hospital, but drove away instead. 

July 12, 2005 
Caldwell, OH 

Pet incident 
Two monkeys weighing approximated 18 pounds each escaped from a 
backyard cage; one was quickly captured, the other bit a 20-year-old 
man before running away. 

July 30, 2005 
Washington, DC 

Zoo incident 
A 14-year-old female Sulawesi macaque was found dead in her 
enclosure at the National Zoo. Officials were awaiting test results of a 
necropsy.  

August 1, 2005 
Elgin, IL 

Unknown private owner incident 
Two adults and two children have reported seeing a loose monkey near 
an apartment complex. The animal’s origin is unknown and it remains at 
large. 

August 24, 2005 
Asheboro, NC 

Zoo incident 
An 11-year-old female chimpanzee died at the North Carolina Zoo. The 
animal suffered cardiac arrest while under anesthesia for a medical 
procedure. 

August 28, 2005 
Springdale, OH 

Circus incident 
A capuchin monkey escaped from the Hendricks Brothers Circus and 
remained loose for five days before being captured and returned to its 
owner. 

September 10, 2005 
Royal, NE 

Exhibitor 
Three chimpanzees escaped from their enclosure at Zoo Nebraska. All 
three animals were shot and killed after tranquilizers failed to subdue 
them. 
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TOTAL NUMBERS AND ODDS OF AN ACCIDENTAL DEATH IN THE USA BY CAUSE OF INJURY in 
2005: comparing human fatalities caused by captive exotic and wild animals (average from  
1990 – 2008, http://www.rexano.org//Education.htm ) to deaths caused in every day life in 2005.  
REXANO, www.rexano.org, only used fatalities numbers since all deaths are reported and there is 
only one degree of death. Injuries in all walks of life range from life threatening to simple Band-Aid 
fix, and many go unreported. The average life expectancy of 77 years was used to calculate the 
lifetime odds. The odds are statistical averages for the whole U.S. population. The vast majority of 
those killed by exotic animals are the trainers, handlers and owners. The real chance of a member of 
the general public getting killed by an exotic animal is lower than the averages in the table below; 
the same way a non alcoholic is not likely to be killed by excessive alcohol consumption. 
 
Cause of Death in 2005 Number of Deaths 

per Year 
One Year Odds Lifetime Odds 

Captive non-human primate 0* 0 0 
Alligator, crocodile  0** 0 0 
Captive bear 0.16** 1 in 1,901,875,000 1 in 24,700,000 
Non venomous snake 0.44** 1 in 691,590,909 1 in 8,981,700 
Captive elephant 0.72** 1 in 422,638,888 1 in 5,488,816 
Venomous snake 0.88** 1 in 345,795,454 1 in 4,490,850 
Captive big/exotic cat 1.1** 1 in 276,636,363 1 in 3,592,680 
Fireworks discharge 4          74,126,765          952,786 
Flood 12         24,708,922         317,595 
Toys  20        14,825,352              190,557 
Struck by or against another person 26        11,404,118         146,582 
Bitten or struck by dog 33         8,985,062        115,489 
Contact with hot tap-water 43         6,895,513           88,631 
Lightning 48         6,177,230          79,399 
Contact with hornets, wasps, bees 82         3,615,940          46,477 
Drowning and submersion while in or 
falling into bath-tub 

344           861,939          11,079 

Alcohol 346            856,957          11,015 
Fall on/from ladder, scaffolding 477            621,608            7,990 
Accidental suffocation and 
strangulation in bed 

573            517,464            6,651 

Drowning and submersion while in or 
falling into swimming-pool 

607            488,480            6,279 

Cataclysmic storm*** 874            339,253            4,361 
Fall involving bed, chair, furniture 899            329,819            4,239 
Drowning and submersion while in or 
falling into natural water 

1,603            184,970            2,378 

Fall on and from stairs and steps 1,690            175,448            2,255 
Exposure to smoke, fire, flames 3,197              92,745            1,192 
Narcotics and psychodysleptics  11,050              26,833               345 
Murder and nonnegligent 
manslaughter 

16,692             17,763               228 

Motor-Vehicle Accidents 45,343              6,539                 84 
Sources: U.S. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION, National Safety Council, National Center for Health 
Statistics, FBI, U.S. Census, animal attack news reports 
*In 1997 in Atlanta, Georgia, a Yerkes primate researcher supposedly died of herpes B after she was splashed in the eye 
with bodily fluids from a rhesus macaque; this can NOT be classified as animal ‘attack’, just like a nurse or doctor being 
accidentally infected with a blood from an AIDS patients can not be called a murder. 
** Based on 18 year average 1990-2008 numbers, since the fatalities numbers per year are low (statistically insignificant) 
(*** ) Includes hurricanes, tornadoes, blizzards, dust storms, and other cataclysmic storms     
                                                                                                                                                    Copyright © REXANO 2009                                           
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO 

EASTERN DIVISION 
 

TERRY WILKINS, 
 
CINDY HUNTSMAN, 
 
MIKE STAPLETON, 
 
and  
 
SEAN TRIMBACH 
  
Plaintiffs,   
      
v.       
       
DAVID T. DANIELS, in his official capacity as 
Director, Ohio Department of Agriculture, 
 
And 
 
THE OHIO DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 
 
Defendants. 

: 
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: 
: 
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Case No. 12-1010 
  
  
Judge _________________________ 
 
 
Magistrate _____________________ 
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1. Now come Plaintiffs, TERRY WILKINS, LLC, CINDY HUNTSMAN, MIKE 

STAPLETON and SEAN TRIMBACH (collectively, the “Plaintiffs”), and for their Complaint against 

DAVID DANIELS in his official capacity as Director of the OHIO DEPARTMENT OF 

AGRICULTURE and the OHIO DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE (“ODA”), and state as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

2. This is an action brought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §1983 for declaratory judgment, 

temporary restraining order, preliminary and permanent injunction, and nominal damages arising from 

the unconstitutional policies and practices of Defendants.  As a result of Defendants’ policies, practices 

and custom, as well as certain conduct by one or more Defendants, Plaintiffs have or will suffer 

irreparable harm to their rights under the First, Fourth, Fifth, and  Fourteenth Amendments to the United 

States Constitution.  The harm may only be remedied by a ruling from this Court.  

3. Defendants threaten to unconstitutionally (1) force Plaintiffs, if they wish to retain the 

rights to their private property, to join certain politically-motivated private organizations; (2) force 

Plaintiffs, if they do not join a private organization, to transfer their private property without 

compensation or in the alternative seize Plaintiffs private property without compensation; (3) deprive 

Plaintiffs, if they do not join a private organization, of their Procedural Due Process rights to contest the 

order to perform certain surgical procedures on their animals as a prerequisite to registering them with 

the state; and (4) deprive Plaintiffs, if they do not join a private organization, of their rights to Equal 

Protection and Due Process.   

4. Plaintiffs desire to retain their private property interests in their animals without being 

forced to join and fund certain political organizations, or in the alternative, perform invasive, dangerous, 

and costly surgical procedures on their animals. 
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5. In the alternative, Plaintiffs’ desire to retain their fundamental right to obtain 

compensation for their preexisting ownership rights in their animals, whether from the state, or from 

private purchasers on the open marketplace.    

6. As a result of the policy, practice and custom of the Defendants, as well as certain 

conduct by one or more Defendants, Plaintiffs will suffer irreparable harm unless the Defendants are 

immediately enjoined from restricting their rights in the aforesaid manner. 

PARTIES 

7. Plaintiff Terry John Wilkins is a resident of the State of Ohio who owns a retail store in 

Columbus. Ohio, “Captive Born Reptiles,” which has been in the business of selling reptiles and 

amphibians since 1994. 

8. Mr. Wilkins has worked with reptiles and amphibians since the 1960s, having traveled to 

over 19 countries and collected over 100 species of over 1,000 reptiles and amphibians, including 

exceptionally rare breeds and endangered species, such as bog turtles, Green Anocandas, and St. Lucian 

Island Boas.  

9. Mr. Wilkins has previously been qualified as an expert witness on the subject of breeding 

and caring for reptiles and amphibians. 

10. For conservation and humanitarian purposes, Mr. Wilkins does not take and resell 

animals that have been captured from the wild; he only sells animals that are born and bred in captivity. 

11. Mr. Wilkins wishes to retain his business and his captive-born species of animals, many 

of which are now regulated under the Act. 

12. Mr. Wilkins does not wish to endanger the health of these animals by subjecting them to 

“micro-chipping” or “PIT-tagging.” 

13. Plaintiff Cyndi Huntsman wishes to avoid seizure and retain possession of her business 

and her animals without (1) threatening their health through micro-chipping them; (2) being forced to 
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join a private organization whose views she finds abhorrent; or (3) paying to the state fees and fines that 

exceed the value of the animals and business.   

14. Ms. Huntsman owns “Stump Hill Farm,” an “exotic animal education center” in 

Massillon, Ohio.   

15. Stump Hill Farm is a non-profit organization dedicated to educating the public about rare 

and endangered animal species in captivity and in the wild. 

16. The farm is a federally licensed, USDA-inspected facility that also provides rescue and 

care to animals in need.  Its goal is to raise public awareness that will aid the preservation and 

propagation of animals that are disappearing from the wild. 

17. The farm cares for a total of 49 animals, such as white tigers, lemurs, leopards, lions, 

bears, monkeys, chimpanzees, and baboons.  The farms’ animals have appeared on television shows 

with Jack Hanna, Maury Povich, David Letterman, Good Morning America, The Howie Mandel Show, 

Roseanne Barr, Woodrow the Woodsman, The Fox 8 Morning Show, Critter Gitters, The National 

Wildlife Federation, Rachel Ray, Jay Leno & Many Others; and they have been used in photo shoots for 

Vogue, Cosmo, Cosmo Girl, Esquire, Ladies Home Journal & Celebrity Living.   

18. The farm owns and cares for the “Massillon Tiger” that serves as the mascot for 

Massillon High School.   

19. Mike Stapleton is the owner of Paws & Claws Animal Sanctuary in Prospect, Ohio  

which provides Tiger and Bear rescue from closing zoos, other sanctuaries that are over crowded or 

closing and from private owners who can no longer care for them. 

20. Mr. Stapleton is currently caring for 11 animals including 6 bears and 5 tigers. 

21. Mr. Stapleton does not wish to subject his animals to the dangerous PIT tag procedure, 

does not wish to be forced to join private organizations who have advocated positions of pubic policy he 

401



 

 

disagrees with, and does not wish to have his property forcibly removed if he does not comply with the 

above mandates.  

22. Sean Trimbach is the owner of Best Exotics LLC in Medway, Ohio, a USDA-licensed 

“alternative livestock farm” which breeds, raises and sells exotic animals. 

23. Best Exotics, LLC currently has a Syrian Brown Bear, two Ringtail Lemurs, an African 

Serval and 113 Venomous Snakes.  

24. Mr. Trimbach has been an exotic-animal breeder for more than 20 years and does not 

want to subject his animals to the dangerous PIT tag procedure, does not wish to be forced to join 

private organizations who have advocated positions of public policy he disagrees with, and does not 

wish to have his property forcibly removed if he does not comply with the above mandates, especially as 

this will totally wipe out the substantial monetary investment Mr. Trimbach has made toward building 

his business. 

25. Plaintiffs and their facilities qualify for American Zoological Association and Zoological 

Association of America membership.  

26. The Ohio Department of Agriculture is the State of Ohio agency charged with enforcing 

the laws and rules complained of herein. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

27. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this case pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331, as 

this action arises under the First, Fourth, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 

Constitution; under 28 U.S.C. § 1343(a)(3), in that it is brought to redress deprivations, under color of 

state law, of rights, privileges, and immunities secured by the United States Constitution; under 28 

U.S.C. § 1343(a)(4), in that it seeks to recover damages and secure equitable relief under an Act of 

Congress, specifically, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, which provides a cause of action for the protection of civil and 

constitutional rights; under 28 U.S.C. § 2201(a), to secure declaratory relief; under 28 U.S.C. § 2202, to 
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secure preliminary and injunctive relief and damages; and under 42 U.S.C. § 1988, to award attorneys 

fees. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

28. Venue is proper within this judicial district and division pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) 

and Local Rule 82.1, as (i) the Defendants are situated within this judicial district and division; and (ii) 

all of the claims asserted by Plaintiffs arose within this judicial district and division 

29. Prior to June of 2012, ownership and possession of many breeds of animals now banned 

by the Act was lawful in Ohio, and owners were strictly liable for harm done by their animals.  

30. Capitalizing on the publicity of the “Terry Thompson” or “Zanesville” incident in 

October of 2011, certain organized interests applied pressure to ban the private ownership of certain 

breeds of animals in Ohio. 

31. In June 2012 the Ohio General Assembly enacted, and Governor Kasich signed, the 

“Ohio Dangerous and Wild Animal Act”.   

32. The default position of the Act is to divest all owners of nearly all animals identified in 

the Act of their possessory interests in those animals.  

33. The beginning point of the legislation is to broadly ban, as of January 1, 2014, the 

acquisition, purchase, sale, and/or transfer of animals identified in R.C. 935.01(C) as a “dangerous wild 

animal.”  R.C. 935.02(B)(1).   

34. To retain possession of his or her previously-lawful animal, the owner of an animal is 

required to join and fund one of several private membership organizations, or in the alternative, to obtain 

a “wildlife shelter permit” or “wildlife propagation permit” issued under R.C. 935.07 of the Revised 

Code. 

35. R.C. 935 requires upon finding an animal without a permit, the government shall seize 

the animal and/or order it transferred.  R.C. 935.20(A)(3), (B), and (E).  
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36. The government may impose all costs of the action of seizing an animal, including 

temporary care of the animal, upon the owner.  R.C. 935.20(E).    

37.  Further, If ODA denies the “wildlife shelter permit” to the owner of the animal, the 

owner must, if also unsuccessful upon appeal:  (1) transfer, within 30 days, all animals that the person 

possesses to a humane society, wildlife sanctuary, rescue facility, or zoo per R.C. 935.06(F); and (2) Pay 

all costs associated with the transfer of the animal, pursuant to R.C. 935.06(F). 

38. Sale of such animals is explicitly forbidden: “except for [certain kinds of snakes over 12 

feet] no person shall sell or offer for sale at auction a dangerous wild animal or restricted snake.”  R.C. 

935.18(B).   

39. This leaves uncompensated transfer to certain special interests as the only option:  owners 

may not release animals into the wild, even in their natural habitat on another continent.  R.C. 935.19(D) 

and (E).   

40. Further, a government employee may also “destroy” any animal “that is a threat to public 

safety” without liability.  R.C. 935.22.  There is no guidance as to what constitutes such a threat.   

41. Thus, to avoid total forfeiture of their animal, alongside penalties, an animal owner must 

(1) “register” their animal; and (2) acquire a permit. 

42. While Plaintiffs may well be forced to surrender their property without compensation, an 

entity that receives this property as a result of its favored position enforced by this offensive 

regulatory/ban scheme, may turn around and sell said animal for its own profit and benefit. 

43. This ODA has required this registration to take place no later than November 5, 2012. 

44. Under the Act, to “register” an animal with the state, so as to be eligible to later acquire 

the permit necessary to retain a possessory interest in one’s animal, the owner must first “have 

permanently implanted in the dangerous wild animal a microchip at the time of registration.”  R.C. 

935.04(D).   
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45. There is no process for objecting to the prerequisites to registration, including certain 

surgical procedures, irrespective of whether they endanger the life or health of the animals, or are 

otherwise unlawful. 

46. Acquisition of a “wildlife shelter permit” requires the following: 

a. Proof of financial responsibility, as required below.  935.05(B). 

b. Proof of two years of experience in the care of the species of animal, or without such 

proof, passage of a written exam. 

c. Proof of a “veterinarian-client relationship as prescribed in R.C. 4741.04.” 

d. An annual application fee of $250 to infinity, depending upon the number animals 

owned (the fee is $1,000 per year for owners with over 11 animals, but $1,000 plus 

$125 for each animal owned over 15 animals).  935.05(C). 

e. Maintenance of proof of financial responsibility through “a liability insurance policy 

with an insurer authorized or approved to write such insurance in this state . . .,” or “a 

surety bond . . . in a form approved by the director of agriculture.”  935.05(D)(1).  

The amount of coverage required is between $200,000 and $1,000,000, depending on 

the number of animals possessed.  R.C. 935.05(D)(2).  

f. Compliance with “standards of care established in” ODA rules.  R.C. 935.06(A)(3). 

(This includes housing and fencing).   

g. Sterilization of each male animal owned.  935.06(A)(4).   

h. Sworn testimony that members of the public will be prohibited from coming into 

contact with the animal.  935.06(A)(5). 

i. The facility at which the animal resides must be at least one acre in size, unless the 

animal is a monkey, or the Director of the ODA issues a waiver for the one acre 
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requirement.  935.06(A)(7).  No standards are supplied to guide the Director’s 

decision-making in whether to issue a waiver.  

j. The owner of the animal must not be convicted of a felony (not all felonies may 

apply).  935.06(A)(6).  

k. Payment of all costs associated with a BCI criminal records check. 935.06(B). 

l. Full compliance with all “regulations adopted under the federal animal welfare act.”  

R.C. 935.12(B)(1).   

m. A warning sign on each animal’s cage.  R.C. 935.18(C)(1). 

n. A warning sign on the entrance to the property where the animal resides.  R.C. 

935.18(C)(2).  

47. Pursuant to R.C. 935.07, If the owner wished to breed the animal “solely for the purpose 

of a species survival program,” he must obtain a “wildlife propagation permit.” To do this, he must meet 

all of the above requirements other than sterilization, in R.C. 935.05 and .06.  See 935.07(A).   

48. In addition, fees are higher are between $1,000 and $3,000; and the owner must house the 

animal on a minimum of a two acre lot, unless the animal is a monkey.   

49. The Act became effective on or about September 5, 2012.   

50. Registration, so as to preserve one’s right to acquire a permit to retain their private 

property, is required by ODA on or about November 5, 2012. 

51. Plaintiffs refuse to implant microchips and sterilize certain breeds of their animals on the 

basis of adverse effects to their health and safety, and further due to the costliness of the procedures.  

52. Plaintiffs have no recourse by which to safeguard their interests in and for their animals 

by objecting to the requirement to micro-chip and sterilize their animals.  

53. Micro-chip and sterilization procedures are proven to have adverse health effects on 

certain breeds of animals owned by Plaintiffs. 
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54. In the first year of the Act alone, the costs of complying with the Act exceed the value of 

any animal under $700 in value.   

55. Over the course of the life of the animal, the costs of complying with the Act exceeds the 

value of every species of animal owned by Plaintiffs. 

56. Plaintiffs desire to be free from forcing and funding certain private organizations, 

members of whom are exempt from the Act, whose ideals and political agendas they find objectionable. 

57. For instance, Plaintiffs believe deeply in the private ownership of animals, and the groups who 

they would be required to join and fund do not. 

CLAIM FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND INJUNCTION 

(28 U.S.C. § 2201, et seq.) 

58. An actual controversy has arisen and now exists between Plaintiffs and Defendants 

concerning Plaintiffs’ rights under the United States Constitution.  A judicial declaration is necessary 

and appropriate at this time as to the Counts I below. 

59. Threatened deprivation of constitutional rights that chills speech is a First Amendment 

harm.1 

60. A state actor cannot constitutionally condition the receipt of a benefit, such as a liquor 

license or an entertainment permit, on an agreement to refrain from exercising one’s constitutional 

rights, especially one's right to free expression and one’s right to be free from unlimited warrantless 

searches of private property without probable cause.2   

                                                      

1   United Food & Commercial Workers Local 1099 v. City of Sidney, 364 F.3d 738 (6th Cir. 2004). 
2   Id., citing Perry v. Sindermann, 408 U.S. 593, 597, 92 S.Ct. 2694, 2697–98, 33 L.Ed.2d 570 (1972) (“For 

at least a quarter-century, this Court has made clear that even though a person has no ‘right’ to a valuable governmental 

benefit and even though the government may deny him the benefit for any number of reasons, there are some reasons upon 

which the government may not rely. It may not deny a benefit to a person on a basis that infringes his constitutionally 
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61. Plaintiffs desire a judicial determination of their rights against Defendants as they pertain 

to Plaintiffs’ right to be free from forced association and funding of causes antithetical to their interests, 

right to be free from complete seizures of private property without compensation, and right to a hearing 

before being deprived of important property interests. 

62. In order to prevent further violation of Plaintiffs’ constitutional rights by Defendants, it is 

appropriate and proper that a declaratory judgment be issued, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2201 and FED. R. 

CIV. P. 57, declaring unconstitutional all relevant portions of the Act. 

63. Furthermore, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2202 and FED. R. CIV. P. 65, it is appropriate and 

hereby requested that this Court issue preliminary and permanent injunctions prohibiting the Defendants 

from enforcing all relevant provisions of the Act, to the extent they are unconstitutional, in order to 

prevent the violation of Plaintiffs’ constitutional rights. 

                                                                                                                                                                                        

protected interests—especially, his interest in freedom of speech.”); Keyishian v. Board of Regents, 385 U.S. 589, 606, 87 

S.Ct. 675, 685, 17 L.Ed.2d 629 (1967) (quoting Sherbert v. Verner, 374 U.S. 398, 404, 83 S.Ct. 1790, 1794, 10 L.Ed.2d 965 

(1963)) (“It is too late in the day to doubt that the liberties of religion and expression may be infringed by the denial of or 

placing of conditions upon a benefit or privilege.”). 
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COUNT I 

VIOLATION OF RIGHT TO FREE SPEECH AND ASSOCIATION UNDER THE FIRST AND 

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENTS TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION 

(42 U.S.C. § 1983) 

64. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the allegations in the foregoing paragraphs as if 

set forth fully herein. 

65. The state cannot condition the retention of a citizen’s property rights on that citizen’s 

submission to joining and funding a private membership organization whose views the citizen finds 

objectionable.  

66. “[T]he freedom to join together in furtherance of common political beliefs” is clearly 

protected by the First Amendment of the Constitution. Cal. Democratic Party v. Jones, 530 U.S. 567, 

574, 120 S.Ct. 2402, 147 L.Ed.2d 502 (2000) (citing Tashjian, 479 U.S. at 214–15, 107 S.Ct. 544). 

Encompassed within the right to freedom of association is the power of an organization to identify the 

people who constitute the organization, as well as the right to limit the organization to people who share 

in the common interest and purpose of the organization. Democratic Party of U.S. v. Wisconsin ex rel. 

La Follette, 450 U.S. 107, 122, 101 S.Ct. 1010, 67 L.Ed.2d 82.  

67. A corollary of the right to associate is the right not to associate. Jones, 530 U.S. at 574, 

120 S.Ct. 2402.  For instance, “[w]hen a government employer requires its employees to associate with a 

particular private organization, it infringes on its employees' First Amendment associational rights and 

on liberty rights protected by the Fourteenth Amendment. See Abood, 431 U.S. at 222, 97 S.Ct. 1782; 

Hudson, 475 U.S. at 301, 106 S.Ct. at 1073. 

68. To be valid, state laws forcing association must provide legitimate alternatives that do not 

restrict freedom of association. See Jones, 530 U.S. at 577, 120 S.Ct. 2402; Miller v. Brown, 503 F.3d 

360 (4th Cir.2007). 
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69. Plaintiffs would be exempt from the burdens of the act if they become “accredited 

members” of the Association of Zoos and Aquariums (“AZA”) or the Zoological Association of 

America (“ZAA”).  

70. Here, the alternative to the ban -- becoming a member of the AZA or ZAA -- is not 

legitimate.  First, Plaintiffs may attempt to perform experimental medical research on their animals or 

become a “circus.”  Second, they may adhere to a set of regulatory requirements that punishes them 

financially and destroys the value of their investment.      

71. However, these organizations are highly political, and costly to join, should they even 

choose to have Plaintiffs as members. regardless of merit or qualification.  

72. The ZAA has publicly advocated for the Act, and “the principles” behind it, which 

include a ban on private ownership of animals not belonging to AZA or ZAA members.3   

73. Further, the ZAA “has never endorsed dangerous wild animals as pets under any 

circumstances.”4 

74. The ZAA demands a considerable initiation and annual membership fee, which it then 

uses for purposes include lobbying against Plaintiffs’ property interests.  

75. AZA and its members directly lobby against the interests of Plaintiffs, indicating that 

further regulation of Plaintiffs is needed to protect the public health, and that their private ownership of 

their animals should be banned. 

76. Further, the AZA “dictates participation in certain conservation programs.”5 

77. Further, AZA demands accreditation and membership fees, which it then uses to lobby 

against the interest of individuals like the Plaintiffs. 

                                                      

3   See ZAA testimony of Alan Smith, in favor of the Ohio Dangerous and Wild Animals Act, before the Ohio Senate 
Agriculture, Environment & Natural Resources Committee, March 21, 2012. 
4   Id. 
5   Id. 
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78. Forcing Plaintiffs to associate with and fund the speech and activities of the AZA and 

ZAA, in order to retain their property rights in their animals, violates their speech and associational 

rights under the First Amendment to the United States Constitution.  

COUNT II  

VIOLATION OF PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS 

(42 U.S.C. § 1983) 

79. Plaintiffs hereby incorporate by reference the allegations in the foregoing paragraphs as if 

set forth fully herein. 

Animals are Property Under Ohio Law 

80. “In order to make a successful claim under the Takings and Due Process Clauses, 

Plaintiffs must establish first that they possess a constitutionally protected property interest.” Neifert v. 

Dept. of the Environment (2006), 395 Md. 486, 522, 910 A.2d 1100, citing Ruckelshaus v. Monsanto 

Co. (1984), 467 U.S. 986, 1000–1001, 104 S.Ct. 2862, 81 L.Ed.2d 815; Beasley v. Flathead Cty. (2009), 

350 Mont. 177, 2009 MT 121, 206 P.3d 915, ¶ 13 (“takings claims require a plaintiff first to demonstrate 

that it possesses a constitutionally protected property interest”). 

81. To be sure, property, for purposes of the Takings and Due Process Clauses, 

“encompasses more than the physical object owned.” McNamara v. Rittman, 107 Ohio St.3d 243, 2005-

Ohio-6433, 838 N.E.2d 640, ¶ 24–25.  

82. In Toledo v. Tellings, the Supreme Court of Ohio stated “It is undisputed that citizens 

enjoy the right to own dogs, and in State v. Anderson (1991), 57 Ohio St.3d 168, 566 N.E.2d 1224, we 

recognized the special relationship that often exists between owners and dogs. We remarked that ‘[t]o 

many, a pet dog is as important and as loved as * * * human members of the family.’ Id. at 170, 566 

N.E.2d 1224. Thus, most dog owners consider their pet to be more than a mere thing, and the ownership 
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of it constitutes a valuable right. Regardless, however, of the possibility of strong sentimental 

attachment, a dog is still property.”6 

Property rights are “fundamental rights” in Ohio 

83. The rights to acquire, use, enjoy, and dispose of property are among the most revered in 

our nation's law and traditions and are integral to our theory of democracy and notions of liberty. 

Norwood v. Horney, 110 Ohio St.3d 353, 2006-Ohio-3799, 853 N.E.2d 1115, ¶ 34. 

84. [T]he founders of our state expressly incorporated individual property rights into the 

Ohio Constitution in terms that reinforced the sacrosanct nature of the individual's “inalienable” 

property rights, Section 1, Article I, which are to be held forever “inviolate.” Section 19, Article I. 

85. Declaratory and Injunctive Relief is Appropriate to Prevent Deprivation of Private 

Property. 

86. Under substantive Ohio law, property owners in Ohio have the right to bring cases 

contesting the constitutionality of a regulations and takings of property.  Goldberg Cos., Inc. v. 

Richmond Hts., 81 Ohio St.3d 207, 690 N.E.2d 510.  

87. It is well settled that “[a]ctions for declaratory judgment may be predicated on 

constitutional or nonconstitutional grounds.” State ex rel. Ohio Civ. Serv. Emps. Assn., AFSCME, Local 

11, AFL–CIO v. State Emp. Relations Bd., 104 Ohio St.3d 122, 2004-Ohio-6363, 818 N.E.2d 688, ¶ 13. 

88. “‘Persons whose property rights are directly affected by a statute or ordinance are entitled 

to obtain a declaratory determination as to the validity of the statute or ordinance.’ ” Moore v. 

Middletown, Butler C.P. No. CV 2008 09 4191, at 5, quoting Wilson v. Cincinnati, 171 Ohio St. 104, 

108, 168 N.E.2d 147 (1960). 

                                                      

6   State v. Cowan (2004), 103 Ohio St.3d 144, 814 N.E.2d 846; Toledo v. Tellings (2007), 114 Ohio St.3d 278, 871 
N.E.2d 1152. 
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89. “A primary purpose of the declaratory-judgment action is to serve the useful end of 

disposing of uncertain or disputed obligations quickly and conclusively.” Ohio Farmers Indemn. Co. v. 

Chames, 170 Ohio St. 209, 213, 163 N.E.2d 367 (1959).  

90. Supreme Court of Ohio precedent also makes clear that declaratory relief is available to a 

plaintiff who can show that (1) a real controversy exists between the parties, (2) the controversy is 

justiciable, and (3) speedy relief is necessary to preserve the rights of the parties. Haig v. Ohio State Bd. 

of Edn., 62 Ohio St.3d 507, 511, 584 N.E.2d 704 (1992); Burger Brewing Co. v. Ohio Liquor Control 

Comm., 34 Ohio St.2d 93, 97, 296 N.E.2d 261 (1973).  

91. Plaintiffs are entitled to bring this action to defend their property rights under federal and 

state substantive law. 

Procedural Due Process 

92. The right to procedural due process is found in the Fourteenth Amendment to the United 

States Constitution and Section 16, Article I of the Ohio Constitution. State v. Hayden, 96 Ohio St.3d 

211, 2002-Ohio-4169, 773 N.E.2d 502, ¶ 6. 

93. Although the concept is flexible, at its core, procedural due process under both the Ohio 

and United States Constitutions requires, at a minimum, an opportunity to be heard when the state seeks 

to infringe a protected liberty or property right. Boddie v. Connecticut (1971), 401 U.S. 371, 377, 91 

S.Ct. 780, 28 L.Ed.2d 113. 

94. Further, the opportunity to be heard must occur at a meaningful time and in a meaningful 

manner. Mathews v. Eldridge (1976), 424 U.S. 319, 333, 96 S.Ct. 893, 47 L.Ed.2d 18; Hochhausler, 76 

Ohio St.3d at 459, 668 N.E.2d 457.  

95. The right to procedural due process is conferred not by legislative grace, but by 

constitutional guarantee. Thus, while the legislature may elect not to confer a particular property right, it 

may not constitutionally authorize the deprivation of a property interest, once conferred, without 
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appropriate procedural safeguards. Arnett v. Kennedy (1974), 416 U.S. 134, 167, 94 S.Ct. 1633, 40 

L.Ed.2d 15 (Powell, J., concurring in part).FN2. 

96. It is undisputed that citizens enjoy the right to own animals, and in State v. Anderson 

(1991), 57 Ohio St.3d 168, 566 N.E.2d 1224, the Supreme Court of Ohio recognized “the special 

relationship that often exists between owners and dog,” remarked that “[t]o many, a pet dog is as 

important and as loved as * * * human members of the family.” Id. at 170, 566 N.E.2d 1224. Thus, most 

dog owners consider their pet to be more than a mere thing, and the ownership of it constitutes a 

valuable right. Regardless, however, of the possibility of strong sentimental attachment, a dog is still 

property.” 

97. This Court consistently has held that some form of hearing is required before an 

individual is finally deprived of a property interest. Wolff v. McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539, 557-558, 94 

S.Ct. 2963, 2975-2976, 41 L.Ed.2d 935 (1974). See, e. g. Phillips v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 

283 U.S. 589, 596-597, 51 S.Ct. 608, 611-612, 75 L.Ed. 1289 (1931). See also Dent v. West Virginia, 

129 U.S. 114, 124-125, 9 S.Ct. 231, 234, 32 L.Ed. 623 (1889).  

98. The “right to be heard before being condemned to suffer grievous loss of any kind, even 

though it may not involve the stigma and hardships of a criminal conviction, is a principle basic to our 

society.” Joint Anti-Fascist Comm. v. McGrath, 341 U.S. 123, 168, 71 S.Ct. 624, 646, 95 L.Ed. 817 

(1951) (Frankfurter, J., concurring).  

99. In State v. Cowan, the Supreme Court of Ohio held the imposition of the “vicious” or 

“dangerous” label upon a dog, and its attendant regulatory burdens, without a meaningful hearing, to 

violate the procedural due process rights of the owners.  103 Ohio St.3d 144, 814 N.E.2d 846.  

100. The Mathews test requires this court to consider: (1) “the private interest that will be 

affected by the official action”; (2) “the risk of an erroneous deprivation of such interest, through the 

procedures used, and the probable value, if any, of additional or substitute procedural safeguards”; and 
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(3) “the government's interest, including the function involved and the fiscal and administrative burdens 

that the additional or substantive procedural requirements would entail.”  

101. The Act requires owners of animals characterized as “dangerous wild animals” under the 

act to implant a microchip or “PIT tag” in their animal before they may register their animal, so as to 

keep it. 

102. If an animal owner does not implant a microchip in his animal, he loses the right to retain 

it entirely, because he cannot register it, and unregistered animals are to be seized by the state. 

103. Implantation of microchips or PIT tags poses risk of serious physical harm to many 

species of animals characterized as “dangerous wild animals” under the Act, including death, sterility, 

and cancer. 

104. The type of “Passive Integrated Transponder,” or “PIT” tag required by the Ohio 

Department of Agriculture includes toxic lithium.   

105. The State of Ohio does not maintain “readers” for non-lithium tag because they are too 

expensive.  

106. Many “PIT” Tags without lithium are still toxic, emitting a charge for an extended period 

of time.  

107. The PIT tag moves through the animal’s body, often becoming lodged in the animal’s rib 

cage, and dangerously close to internal organs. 

108. Veterinarians are not trained to microchip reptiles, or any kind of exotic animal.        

109. Microchipping is a “surgical procedure.”  

110. Anesthesia is required to implant a microchip in an animal, and poses its own set of costs 

and risks. 

111. The cost of implanting a microchip in some types of animals exceeds the value of those 

animals. 
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112. The Act does not supply a procedure for objecting to or obtaining exemption from the 

requirement that all “dangerous wild animals” be micro-chipped in order for the owner’s ownership 

interest to continue.  

113. Reptile and Amphibian veterinarians currently refuse to microchip reptiles, due to 

concerns over the health of the animal, leaving owners of these animals with no means of having the 

requisite microchip implanted, so as to preserve their property interest under the law. 

114. The Act does not supply animal owners with the opportunity to address the impossibility 

of implanting a microchip into their animals prior to having to implant that microchip. 

115. Due to the costs, threats, and harms associated with (1) implanting a microchip into 

certain animals; and (2) sterilizing certain animals, which the Act requires if one is to retain his property 

interest in the animal, the Act effects a deprivation of property without an adequate hearing, in 

contravention of Plaintiffs’ rights under the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 

Constitution and Section 16, Article I of the Ohio Constitution.  

Impermissible Permanent Physical Occupation 

116. In addition to imposing costs on the owner of the animal and threatening the health of the 

animal, the forced implantation of a microchip into the animal is a permanent physical occupation of 

that animal, and consequently, the owners’ property. 

117. Where government requires an owner to suffer a permanent physical invasion of her 

property-however minor-it must provide just compensation. See Loretto v. Teleprompter Manhattan 

CATV Corp., 458 U.S. 419, 102 S.Ct. 3164, 73 L.Ed.2d 868 (1982) (state law requiring landlords to 

permit cable companies to install cable facilities in apartment buildings effected a taking). 

118. The Court has held that physical takings require compensation because of the unique 

burden they impose: A permanent physical invasion, however minimal the economic cost it entails, 

eviscerates the owner's right to exclude others from entering and using her property-perhaps the most 
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fundamental of all property interests. See Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374, 384, 114 S.Ct. 2309, 

129 L.Ed.2d 304 (1994); Nollan v. California Coastal Comm'n, 483 U.S. 825, 831-832, 107 S.Ct. 3141, 

97 L.Ed.2d 677 (1987); Loretto, supra, at 433, 102 S.Ct. 3164; Kaiser Aetna v. United States, 444 U.S. 

164, 176, 100 S.Ct. 383, 62 L.Ed.2d 332 (1979). 

119. In Gilbert, the Supreme Court of Ohio concluded “[t]here was sufficient evidence here to 

establish that the city directly encroached upon the Gilberts' property by depositing sewage in the creek 

that flows through their property. The pump station had overflowed on at least 79 days between 1998, 

when Richard Gilbert purchased the property, and 2008. The sewer district's own employees testified 

that when the pump station overflowed, the sewage went into the creek.” 

120. Further, in Gilbert, because the sewage overflows were directed at the Gilberts' property, 

a taking occurred even in the absence of physical displacement. See McKee v. Akron (1964), 176 Ohio 

St. 282, 285, 27 O.O.2d 197, 199 N.E.2d 592, overruled on other grounds by Haverlack v. Portage 

Homes, Inc. (1982), 2 Ohio St.3d 26, 2 OBR 572, 442 N.E.2d 749 (“A taking may also be found where 

it is clear that the injury sustained by a person differs substantially in kind from that sustained by others 

in the neighborhood, even though there has been no physical displacement. Thus a person might recover 

by showing that the damage was directed at his particular property”). 

121. R.C. 935.04(A) requires that “A person that possesses a dangerous wild animal on the 

effective date of this section shall register the animal with the director of agriculture * * * not later than 

60 days after the effective date of this section.”  

122. Thus, the statute requires registration on or about November 5, 2012.   

123. “A person that registers a dangerous wild animal under this section shall have 

permanently implanted in the dangerous wild animal a microchip at the time of registration. . .”  R.C. 

935.04(D).   
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124. Thus, a person who wishes to retain possession of their animal may only do so if they 

implant a microchip in their animal by November 5, 2012. 

125. The owners of animals are thus required to pay the costs of having a microchip 

permanently surgically implanted onto their property.  

Taking without compensation  

126. A second categorical takings rule applies to regulations that completely deprive an owner 

of “all economically beneficial us[e]” of her property. Lucas, 505 U.S., at 1019, 112 S.Ct. 2886. 

127. Regulatory takings challenges are governed by the standards set forth in Penn Central 

Transp. Co. v. New York City, 438 U.S. 104, 98 S.Ct. 2646, 57 L.Ed.2d 631 (1978).  

128. The Court in Penn Central acknowledged that it had hitherto been “unable to develop any 

‘set formula’ ” for evaluating regulatory takings claims, but identified “several factors that have 

particular significance.” Id., at 124, 98 S.Ct. 2646.  

129. Primary among those factors are “[t]he economic impact of the regulation on the claimant 

and, particularly, the extent to which the regulation has interfered with distinct investment-backed 

expectations.” Ibid. In addition, the “character of the governmental action”-for instance whether it 

amounts to a physical invasion or instead merely affects property interests through “some public 

program adjusting the benefits and burdens of economic life to promote the common good”-may be 

relevant in discerning whether a taking has occurred. Ibid.  

130. The Penn Central factors-though each has given rise to vexing subsidiary questions-have 

served as the principal guidelines for resolving regulatory takings claims that do not fall within the 

physical takings or Lucas rules. See, e.g., Palazzolo v. Rhode Island, 533 U.S. 606, 617-618, 121 S.Ct. 

2448, 150 L.Ed.2d 592 (2001); id., at 632-634, 121 S.Ct. 2448 (O'CONNOR, J., concurring). 

131. Each aims to identify regulatory actions that are functionally equivalent to the classic 

taking in which government directly appropriates private property or ousts the owner from his domain. 
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Accordingly, each of these tests focuses directly upon the severity of the burden that government 

imposes upon private property rights.  

132. In the Lucas context the complete elimination of a property's value is the determinative 

factor. See Lucas, supra, at 1017, 112 S.Ct. 2886 (positing that “total deprivation of beneficial use is, 

from the landowner's point of view, the equivalent of a physical appropriation”).  

133. And the Penn Central inquiry turns in large part, albeit not exclusively, upon the 

magnitude of a regulation's economic impact and the degree to which it interferes with legitimate 

property interests. 

134. Here, to retain possession of their animal, the owner of an animal is required to join a 

private organization he or she objects to, or obtain a “wildlife shelter permit” or “wildlife propagation 

permit” issued under R.C. 935.07 of the Revised Code. 

135. R.C. 935 requires upon finding an animal without a permit, the government shall seize 

the animal and/or order it transferred.  R.C. 935.20(A)(3), (B), and (E).  And the government may 

imposes all costs of this action, including temporary care of the animal, upon the owner.  R.C. 

935.20(E).     

136. Further, If ODA denies the “wildlife shelter permit” to the owner of the animal, the 

owner must, if also unsuccessful upon appeal:  (1) transfer, within 30 days, all animals that the person 

possesses to a humane society, wildlife sanctuary, rescue facility, or zoo per R.C. 935.06(F); and (2) Pay 

all costs associated with the transfer of the animal pursuant to R.C. 935.06(F). 

137. Sale of such animals is explicitly forbidden: “except for [certain kinds of snakes over 12 

feet] no person shall sell or offer for sale at auction a dangerous wild animal or restricted snake.”  R.C. 

935.18(B).   
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138. This leaves uncompensated transfer to certain special interests as the only option:  owners 

may not release animals into the wild, even in their natural habitat on another continent.  R.C. 935.19(D) 

and (E).   

139. Further, any government employee may also “destroy” any animal “that is a threat to 

public safety” without liability.  R.C. 935.22.  There is no guidance as to what constitutes such a threat.   

140. While Plaintiffs may well be forced to surrender their property without compensation, an 

entity that receives this property as a result of its favored position enforced by this offensive 

regulatory/ban scheme, may turn around and sell said animal for its own profit and benefit.  

141. Thus, to avoid total forfeiture of their animal, alongside penalties, an animal owner must 

acquire a permit. 

142. A “wildlife shelter permit” requires the following: 

a. Proof of financial responsibility, as required below.  935.05(B). 

b. Proof of two years of experience in the care of the species of animal, or without such 

proof, passage of a written exam. 

c. Proof of a “veterinarian-client relationship as prescribed in R.C. 4741.04” (forced 

association). 

d. An annual application fee of $250 to $1,000.  935.05(C). 

e. Maintenance of proof of financial responsibility through “a liability insurance policy 

with an insurer authorized or approved to write such insurance in this state . . .,” or “a 

surety bond . . . in a form approved by the director of agriculture.”  935.05(D)(1).  

The amount of coverage required is between $200,000 and $1,000,000, depending on 

the number of animals possessed.  R.C. 935.05(D)(2).  

f. Compliance with “standards of care established in” ODA rules.  R.C. 935.06(A)(3). 

(This includes housing and fencing).   
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g. Sterilization of each male animal owned.  .06(A)(4).   

h. Sworn testimony that members of the public will be prohibited from coming into 

contact with the animal.  .06(A)(5). 

i. The facility at which the animal resides must be at least one acre in size, unless the 

animal is a monkey, or the Director of the ODA issues a waiver for the one acre 

requirement.  .06(A)(7).  No standards are supplied to guide the Director’s decision-

making in whether to issue a waiver.  

j. The owner of the animal must not be convicted of a felony (not all felonies may 

apply).  .06(A)(6).  

k. Payment of all costs associated with a BCI criminal records check. 935.06(B). 

l. Full compliance with all “regulations adopted under the federal animal welfare act.”  

R.C. 935.12(B)(1).   

m. A warning sign on each animal’s cage.  R.C. 935.18(C)(1). 

n. A warning sign on the entrance to the property where the animal resides.  (C)(2).  

143. Pursuant to R.C. 935.07, If the owner wished to breed the animal “solely for the purpose 

of a species survival program,” he must obtain a “wildlife propagation permit.” To do this, he must meet 

all of the above requirements other than sterilization, in R.C. 935.05 and .06.  See 935.07(A).   

144. The test for a regulatory taking must “‘compare the value that has been taken from the 

property with the value that remains in the property’ ” (quoting Concrete Pipe and Products of 

California, Inc. v. Construction Laborers Pension Trust for Southern California, 508 U.S. 602, 644, 113 

S.Ct. 2264, 124 L.Ed.2d 539 (1993) . 

145. In each of Plaintiffs’ cases, the Act imposes costs associated with the retention of animals 

that exceeds the value of the animals.  

146. The cost of tranquilizing and micro-chipping an animal alone can exceed $300. 
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147. The cost of tranquilizing and sterilizing an animal alone can exceed $300. 

148. Moreover, the Plaintiffs cannot sell their animals. 

149. Thus, the Plaintiffs only options are to fund a private political organization or have their 

animals seized. 

150. The Act effects a taking of property without compensation, a permanent physical 

occupation of their property without compensation, forced association, and deprivation of procedural 

due process.  

151. As a legal consequence of the Defendants’ violation of Plaintiffs’ First, Fourth, and 

Fourteenth Amendment rights, as alleged above, Plaintiffs are entitled to injunctive relief. 

 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgment against Defendants and that the Court: 

Declare that the imposition of the burdens of (1) joining and funding the objectionable views of a 

private organization; (2) having one’s private property seized; or (3) obtaining and maintaining a license 

under Chapter 935 of the Ohio Revised Code are unconstitutional on their face and as applied to 

Plaintiffs because they violate the rights to freedom of speech, private property, and due process of law 

guaranteed under the First, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution; 

Issue a preliminary and permanent injunction against the Defendants prohibiting the enforcement 

of said policies against Plaintiffs and others. 

Issue a preliminary injunction prohibiting Defendants from taking adverse action against 

Plaintiffs and others in response to Plaintiffs and others’ abstention from “registering” their animals with 

Defendants on or before November 5, 2012. 

Award Plaintiffs nominal damages against Defendants; 
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Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §1988 and other applicable law, award Plaintiffs their costs and expenses 

incurred in bringing this action, including their reasonable attorneys’ fees; and 

Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems equitable, just, and proper. 

 

 Respectfully submitted, 
OWENS LAW OFFICE 

 
 
/s/ Robert Owens 

Robert M. Owens (0069866) 
46 North Sandusky Street, Suite 202 
Delaware, OH 43015 
(740) 368-0008 
(740) 368-0007 (fax) 
robert@owenslawoffice.com 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
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