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Dangerous Animals Initiative – 3rd Workgroup meeting 
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 on Oct. 3rd 
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, DGIF, 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 not 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 Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries restricted species list:  

1. Baboons 
2. Cape Buffalos 
3. Elephants 
4. Gibbons 
5. Hippopotamuses 

6. Orangutans 
7. Siamangs 
8. Chimpanzees 
9. Drills 
10. Mandrills 

11. Gelada Baboons 
12. Gorillas 
13. Komodo Dragons 
14. Rhinoceroses 

 
The second recommendation is for exhibitors to submit a certificate of insurance with 
renewal applications to the VA Dept. of Game and Inland Fisheries (DGIF) (additional 
details are below).   
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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 the UVa Institute for Environmental 
Negotiation (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 DGIF 
Exhibitor permit-holders, the DGIF permit application, and information about USDA federal 
license-holders.  In response to this, two members of the DAI Coordinating Team presented 
information to the Workgroup.  Ed Steinkoenig from the VA Department of Game and Inland 
Fisheries (DGIF) previously shared by email a document containing a list of current permitted 
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exhibitors and animals in Virginia (with business information shared only). Websites were also 
shared with the list of DGIF 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 DGIF 
Exhibitor permit application was also shared at the meeting, which may be found at this website: 
www.dgif.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 USDA–APHIS search tool, which may be found at: 
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/	  

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, 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. 
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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 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 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 
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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 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. 

 

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 
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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 
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. 
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• Local jurisdiction authority is needed, but concerns were expressed about leaving options 
open for localities consideration or interpretation.  

• 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. One 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 DGIF, 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 DGIF 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 DGIF 
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 DGIF, 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 permits for animal ownership.  
• Do DGIF permit applications state that there is a prohibition of direct public contact with 

animal displays?   
• What does DGIF 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 DGIF 

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 DGIF does not allow pet ownership of specific animals currently; and  
o Does DGIF 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 DGIF 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 VA DGIF list of restricted species: 

1. Baboons 
2. Cape Buffalos 
3. Elephants 
4. Gibbons 
5. Hippopotamuses 

6. Orangutans 
7. Siamangs 
8. Chimpanzees 
9. Drills 
10. Mandrills 

11. Gelada Baboons 
12. Gorillas 
13. Komodo Dragons 
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 VA DGIF 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 DGIF.  

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 DGIF.  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 DGIF 
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 DGIF 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 DGIF 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 VA, 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 coordinating the subcommittee:   

• Peggy Rice 
• Jared Watts 
• Roger Sweeney 
• Virginia Kilmer 

• Doris Hackworth 
• Robin Lentz 
• Deborah Broughton 
• Kelly Gottschalk 

• Peter Brewer 
• Julie Murphy 
• Nicole Paquette 
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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. 

Upon 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 – this is still a question regarding the 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? 

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.  
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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 (DGIF) (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 VADGIF permit requirement. All facility information as to number and 
species of animals held, inspection reports etc. is available to VADGIF 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 VADGIF 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	  

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

 


