
Dangerous Animals Initiative – 4th Workgroup meeting 
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 DGIF 
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 DGIF 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 DGIF 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 DGIF 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 Virginia Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) 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 the UVa Institute 
for Environmental Negotiation (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.   

Afterward, the facilitators noted that the Workgroup had made substantial progress, including 
recommendations around adding the ZAA Class 1 animals to the DGIF list of restricted animals 
and the requirement to submit a certificate of insurance with the annual DGIF 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 on October 24th to consider the 
inclusion of additional NHP’s into the DGIF 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 DGIF 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 broadly 
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 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 (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 
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 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 
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 DGIF 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 24th Workgroup meeting (see 
the appendix for a copy of the proposal presented at the Oct. 24 meeting). The revised proposal 
contained revisions to item #1.b. of the original Oct. 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 
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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 of 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 DGIF 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 DGIF amended restricted 
list – the komodo dragon.  The facilitators noted that consensus on the amended restricted DGIF 
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 
proposal.  A Workgroup member said that if a facility is ZAA or AZA accredited, then that 
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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 DGIF 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. 

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.  
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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.  Coordinating 
Team 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 Dept. of Game and 
Inland Fisheries 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 DGIF, 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 DGIF, 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 DGIF 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. 
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Drugs at Facilities: 

• 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 DGIF  
o Changes will need to be made to the way that resources are allocated if the 

Workgroup recommendations are put in effect or if DGIF 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 DGIF. 
§ 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). 
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o Funds could potentially also include federal funding or from the Virginia General 
Fund.  

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 
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• Additional welfare and public safety standards for animals on the amended restricted 
species list. 

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. 
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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: 

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 DGIF 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 
DGIF offices in Richmond, VA. 

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 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 (DGIF) (ex officio) 
(and alternate Ed Steinkoenig of DGIF 
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 Maddux, 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 Institute for 
Environmental Negotiation  
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APPENDIX 1 – Final Report Outline 

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

Prepared by the UVa Institute for Environmental Negotiation 
 

The UVa Institute for Environmental Negotiation (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 DGIF; 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. DGIF 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 DGIF 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 
 

1. 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. 
2. 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. 

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. 
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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 VADGIF 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	  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	  	  
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o Experience	  must	  be	  within	  a	  DGIF	  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,	  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.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

NHP	  Subcommittee	  members:
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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	  	  

 


