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9 CFR Parts 1,2, and 3

[Docket No. APHIS-2017-0062]

RIN 0579-AE35

Animal Welfare; Amendments to

Licensing Provisions and to
Requirements for Dogs

AGENCY: Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, USDA.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: We are proposing to amend
the licensing requirements under the
Animal Welfare Act regulations to
promote compliance, reduce licensing
fees, and strengthen existing safeguards
that prevent individuals and businesses
who have a history of noncompliance
from obtaining a license or working
with regulated animals. This action will
reduce regulatory burden with respect
to licensing and will more efficiently
ensure licensees’ sustained compliance
with the Act. We are further proposing
to strengthen the veterinary care and
watering standards for regulated dogs to
better align the regulations with the
humane care and treatment standards
set by the Animal Welfare Act.
Additionally, we are proposing to make
several miscellaneous changes for
clarity and to correct typographical
€ITOTS.

DATES: We will consider all comments
that we receive on or before May 21,
2019.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments
by either of the following methods:

e Federal eRulemaking Portal: Go to
http://www.regulations.gov/
#!docketDetail;D=APHIS-2017-0062.

e Postal Mail/Commercial Delivery:
Send your comment to Docket No.
APHIS-2017-0062, Regulatory Analysis
and Development, PPD, APHIS, Station
3A-03.8, 4700 River Road Unit 118,
Riverdale, MD 20737-1238.

Supporting documents and any
comments we receive on this docket
may be viewed at http://
www.regulations.gov/#!docketDetail;
D=APHIS-2017-0062 or in our reading
Room, which is located in Room 1141
of the USDA South Building, 14th Street
and Independence Avenue SW,
Washington, DC. Normal reading room
hours are 8 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday, except holidays. To be
sure someone is there to help you,
please call (202) 799-7039 before
coming.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Christine Jones, Chief of Staff, Animal
Care, APHIS, 4700 River Road Unit 84,
Riverdale, MD 20737; (301) 851-3730.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Under the Animal Welfare Act (AWA
or the Act, 7 U.S.C. 2131 et seq.), the
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to
promulgate standards and other
requirements governing the humane
handling, care, treatment, and
transportation of certain animals by
dealers, exhibitors, operators of auction
sales, research facilities, and carriers
and intermediate handlers. The
Secretary has delegated responsibility
for administering the AWA to the
Administrator of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s (USDA’s) Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS). Within APHIS, the
responsibility for administering the
AWA has been delegated to the Deputy
Administrator for Animal Care.
Definitions, regulations, and standards
established under the AWA are
contained in 9 CFR parts 1, 2, and 3
(referred to below as the regulations).
Part 1 contains definitions for terms
used in parts 2 and 3. Part 2 provides
administrative requirements and sets
forth institutional responsibilities for
regulated parties, including licensing
requirements for dealers, exhibitors, and
operators of auction sales. Dealers,
exhibitors, and operators of auction
sales are required to comply in all
respects with the regulations and
standards (9 CFR 2.100(a)) and to allow
APHIS officials access to their place of
business, facilities, animals, and records
to inspect for compliance (9 CFR 2.126).
Part 3 provides standards for the
humane handling, care, treatment, and
transportation of covered animals. Part
3 consists of subparts A through E,

which contain specific standards for
dogs and cats, guinea pigs and hamsters,
rabbits, nonhuman primates, and
marine mammals, respectively, and
subpart F, which sets forth general
standards for warmblooded animals not
otherwise specified in that part.

Under the current regulations, an
applicant for an initial license is
required to submit an application form,
an application fee, and an annual
license fee to Animal Care (9 CFR
2.1(c)), acknowledge receipt of a copy of
the regulations and agree to comply
with them by signing the application
form (9 CFR 2.2(a)), and demonstrate
compliance with the AWA regulations
and standards, before APHIS can issue
a license (9 CFR 2.3(a)). Once a person
receives a license, the licensee may
renew his or her license annually by
submitting an annual renewal form and
license fee (9 CFR 2.1(d)(1)).

Although an applicant for a license
renewal must also certify, to the best of
his or her knowledge and belief, that he
or she is in compliance with all
regulations and standards (9 CFR
2.2(b)), the current regulations do not
require the applicant to demonstrate
compliance before APHIS renews his or
her license. The current regulations also
do not require a licensee to demonstrate
compliance when the licensee makes
any subsequent changes to his or her
animals or facilities, including
noteworthy changes in the number or
type of animals used in regulated
activity. For example, a licensee who
obtained a license after demonstrating
compliance with the standards for his or
her rabbit breeding facility (subpart C of
part 3), may subsequently acquire and
deal or exhibit any number of dangerous
animals (such as tigers, bears, and
elephants), without first demonstrating
compliance with the applicable
standards for those animals (subpart F
of part 3). Based on our knowledge and
experience with administering and
enforcing the AWA and regulations, we
are concerned that licensees may
struggle to achieve and maintain
compliance after making such
noteworthy changes to their animals
used in regulated activity. In addition,
we have observed licensees who have
been licensed for many years struggle
with compliance because they did not
have adequate programs for maintaining
compliance at aging facilities. Therefore,
we believe that revisions to the
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regulations are necessary to ensure that
dealers, exhibitors, and operators of
auction sales demonstrate compliance
with the applicable standards in part 3,
providing for the humane handling,
care, treatment, and transportation of
animals under the AWA, as described
below.

In this proposed rule, we are
proposing revisions to the licensing
requirements to promote compliance,
reduce licensing fees and burdens, and
strengthen existing safeguards that
prevent individuals and businesses who
are unfit to hold a license (such as any
individual whose license has been
suspended or revoked or who has a
history of noncompliance) from
obtaining a license or working with
regulated animals. We are also
proposing revisions to the animal health
and husbandry standards of part 3,
subpart A, to increase safeguards for the
adequate care and treatment of regulated
dogs. The regulatory changes we are
proposing include:

e Issuing fixed-term (non-renewable)
licenses for dealers and exhibitors that
expire after 3 years, at which time they
would be required to demonstrate
compliance before obtaining another
fixed-term license;

e Specifying procedures for the
issuance of temporary licenses to
licensees with histories of compliance
should they be in jeopardy of an
inadvertent lapse in licensure during
the license application process;

e Requiring licensees to affirmatively
demonstrate compliance and obtain a
new license when making noteworthy
changes subsequent to the issuance of a
license; noteworthy changes are those
with regard to the number, type, or
location of animals used in regulated
activities;

¢ Adjusting license fees consistent
with other pro]fosed changes;

¢ Requiring license applicants to
disclose any pleas of nolo contendere
(no contest) or any other findings of
violation of Federal, State, or local laws
or regulations pertaining to animal
cruelty or the transportation, ownership,
neglect, or welfare of animals, to assess
their fitness for licensure (9 CFR 2.11);

e Preventing individuals and
businesses not operating as bona fide
exhibitors from becoming licensed in
order to circumvent State laws
restricting ownership of exotic and wild
animals to AWA-licensed exhibitors;

¢ Strengthening existing prohibitions
to expressly restrict individuals and
businesses whose licenses have been
suspended or revoked from working for
regulated entities, and prevent
individuals and businesses with
histories of noncompliance from

applying for new licenses through
different individuals or business names;
and

e Specifying provisions to ensure
adequate access to water and veterinary
care for dogs.

Additionally, we are proposing
several miscellaneous changes to the
AWA regulations, including updating
the titles of APHIS officials referenced
in the regulations to reflect the current
organizational structure (such as
replacing the references to the “Regional
Director”” with the “Deputy
Administrator”), clarifying the
definition of “business hours,” and
correcting typographical errors.

Advance Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking

On August 24, 2017, we published in
the Federal Register (82 FR 40077—
40078, Docket No. APHIS-2017-0062)
an advance notice of proposed
rulemaking (ANPR) in which we
solicited comments from the public
regarding potential revisions to the
regulations. We solicited comments for
60 days ending October 23, 2017, and
extended the comment period for an
additional 10 days ending November 2,
2017. We received more than 47,000
comments by that date, of which
approximately 8,500 were unique (not
duplicate or form letter) comments.
They were from private citizens,
breeders, exhibitors, animal welfare
activists, and professional organizations.
We have reviewed and considered all of
the comments and any information
submitted with the comments. The
issues raised by commenters are
discussed below by topic.

License Renewal

Among other things, the ANPR
requested comments on issuing fixed-
term (non-renewable) licenses that
expire after 3—5 years. A large number
of commenters agreed with the example
given in the ANPR to have licenses
expire with the expectation that the
issuance of a new license would be
contingent upon affirmative
demonstrations of compliance with
AWA regulations. Many commenters
indicated a specific number of years for
license expiration within a 1-5 year
range. Numerous commenters were also
critical of the current renewal process
wherein licensees self-certify AWA
compliance; these commenters asked
that USDA stop “‘rubber-stamping”
license renewals and generally
supported the proposal for licensees to
affirmatively demonstrate compliance
prior to any period of licensure.

Some commenters expressed concerns
regarding the impact of rule changes on

licensees who are compliant under
current standards, and questioned the
degree of flexibility that would be
afforded to compliant licensees under
revised rules. In response to this
concern, we note that we have included
flexibilities in this proposed rule for the
issuance of temporary licenses to
licensees with histories of compliance
should they be in jeopardy of an
inadvertent lapse in licensure during
the license application process.

Other commenters expressed
concerns as to the impact rule changes
would have on continued compliance,
indicating that a longer period of time
between license renewals could result
in complacency among licensees with
respect to animal welfare. In addition,
many commenters indicated that
inspections should continue along with
annual license renewals. In response to
these comments, we note that no
demonstration of compliance is
currently required at the time of
renewal. In addition, we will continue
to conduct animal welfare compliance
inspections through the period of
licensure in accordance with our risk-
based inspection system.

Several commenters requested a
clarification of the term “affirmative
demonstration of compliance,” with
some requesting that such clarification
include a set of objective standards. A
number of commenters requested that
license renewals only be issued for
licensees with no non-compliances for a
lengthy period (up to 5 years). One
commenter suggested a change to
inspection procedures in which a first
inspection would take place soon after
a license is issued, e.g., 6 months.
Another commenter suggested that
renewals should include inspection
and/or certification by a veterinarian
that animals are in good health and
receive regular care. The same
commenter also suggested that a process
be instituted to allow for complaints
from the public against licensees
suspected of noncompliance.

We appreciate these comments and
wish to clarify that, by an “affirmative
demonstration of compliance,” we
meant that the applicant must
demonstrate that his or her premises
and animals, facilities, vehicles,
equipment, and premises used or
intended for use in the business comply
with the requirements set forth in parts
2 and 3 of the regulations, as is
currently required in § 2.3 of the
regulations. In addition to the
inspections conducted by Animal Care
prior to the issuance of a license, we
also have the authority to conduct
inspections throughout the period of
licensure. With regard to veterinarian
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inspections, we note that § 2.40 of the
regulations already requires dealers and
exhibitors to employ an attending
veterinarian under formal arrangements
and to have programs of adequate
veterinary care. Finally, Animal Care
has a process for members of the public
to report concerns about AWA-covered
animals. For more information or to file
such a complaint, please visit our
website at: https://www.aphis.usda.gov/
aphis/ourfocus/animalwelfare/
complaint-form. (Scroll to the bottom of
the web page to access the form.)

Among the commenters who opposed
the issuance of fixed-term licenses,
many viewed such a proposal as placing
undue burden on licensees who would
have to reapply every few years, instead
of annually renew. One commenter
expressed concern that such a revision
would increase the potential for biased
inspectors to take advantage of
licensees. Another commenter
recommended against the issuance of
fixed-term licenses unless license
numbers could be preserved, and stated
that a uniform expiration of licenses at
the same time of year could create a
backlog for inspections and result in
lapsed licenses for compliant breeders.
A few commenters indicated that APHIS
does not have authority under the AWA
to set expiration dates on licenses.

As discussed in the economic
analyses supporting this rulemaking,
this proposed rule would reduce
licensing fees and paperwork burdens
on individuals and businesses seeking
an AWA license. While the current
regulations require an annual license
application and fees ranging from $40 to
$760 annually, this proposed rule
would only require an application and
a flat $120 fee every 3 years, which
would be equivalent to the current
lowest fee of $40 (if prorated annually
over 3 years). Accordingly, we do not
believe that the licensing component of
this proposal places additional or undue
burdens on license holders or applicants
and will in fact reduce paperwork
burdens on them, as well as reduce
licensing fees for many of them.

This proposal also retains, with
modifications discussed below, the
current process for demonstrating
compliance prior to the issuance of a
license, which allows an applicant three
opportunities (inspections) to make
such a demonstration (9 CFR 2.3(b)). We
also note that Animal Care has a process
in place to appeal disputed inspection
findings.! This proposed rule
establishes a process for license
applicants to appeal inspection findings

1 https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/
animalwelfare/sa_publications.

from the third pre-license inspection,
and codifies the existing opportunity for
licensees and registrants to appeal all
other compliance inspection findings
during the period of licensure. With
regard to the timing of license
expirations, we do not intend to set a
uniform expiration date for all licensees
but would rather continue our current
practice of accepting applications and
issuing licenses on a rolling basis
throughout the year. Finally, we wish to
clarify that all licenses currently have
expiration dates—they expire 1 year
after issuance, and may be renewed
annually. This proposed rule would
extend this period of licensure to 3
years, but require an application for
license and demonstration of
compliance prior to the issuance of a
new license. This proposal is consistent
with section 2133 of the Act, which
prohibits the issuance of a license until
the dealer or exhibitor has demonstrated
that his facilities comply with the
standards promulgated by the Secretary
pursuant to section 2143. Furthermore,
section 2133 of the Act gives the
Secretary the authority to issue licenses
to dealers and exhibitors upon
application therefor in such form and
manner as he may prescribe, which
includes the authority to set expiration
dates for those licenses.

Licensing Fees

In response to the ANPR’s request for
comments on licensing fees, many
commenters opposed the overall
elimination of application and license
renewal fees, and called for an increase
in fees to more accurately reflect the
cost of administering the regulations
and reducing the burden on taxpayers.
Many commenters also suggested that
fees should be implemented in
accordance with a sliding scale based on
income, or based on the number of
animals being bred and sold. Some
commenters indicated that increasing
licensing fees would positively impact
animal welfare by weeding out
unscrupulous breeders who may not
wish to pay the fee amounts. One
commenter stated that it makes sense to
charge license fees only when issuing a
license, but that the application fee
should not be eliminated in order to pay
for the processing of an application and
the performance of the inspection.
Another commenter suggested that fees
be discounted based on the number of
species for which an applicant is
licensed.

Some commenters supported the
implementation of reasonable fees that
would be assessed with the issuance of
a license. One such commenter stated
that the structure of fees that would be

assessed every 3 to 5 years should be
based on a formal economic analysis
and be broadly comparable to the
existing annual fees. Adjustments to
reduce burdens on small or non-profit
entities also should be considered. A
few commenters indicated that license
fees should be eliminated so as to
loosen requirements for small volume
breeders.

Section 2153 of the AWA authorizes
USDA to collect reasonable fees for
licenses issued and to adjust fees on an
equitable basis, taking into
consideration the type and nature of the
operations to be licensed. These fees are
deposited into the Treasury as
miscellaneous receipts, and are not a
user fee to cover the cost of
administering the regulations. In
developing this fee, we took into
account the type and nature of
operations to be licensed and conducted
a formal economic analysis. One
alternative to a flat fee that we
considered was to establish scaled fees,
similar to those in the current
regulations. However, we found it
difficult to do so in an equitable way.
For example, some dealers and
exhibitors with small numbers of
animals may derive significant income
from their regulated activities, while
other dealers and exhibitors with large
numbers of animals may derive more
modest incomes from their activities,
based on the types of animals, location
of their business, business model, and a
variety of other factors. As discussed,
we are proposing a flat fee of $120 for
licensure, which represents a fee that is
comparable to, or in many cases
reduced from, existing fees for
licensure. In addition to being an
equitable fee for licenses, the proposed
fee structure would allow for more
efficient and streamlined business
processes for Animal Care, and would
simplify the calculation of licensing fees
for applicants.

License Compliance; Temporary
Licenses

Compliance with the regulations was
a subject of concern for many
commenters. A large number of
commenters expressed support for the
proposed provision to require licensees
to demonstrate compliance with the
AWA and regulations when making
noteworthy changes to the number,
type, or location of animals used in
regulated activities. Some commenters
requested additional clarification on the
meaning of the terms “noteworthy
changes” and “affirmatively
demonstrate compliance.” A few
commenters did not agree with this
proposed change, noting that
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inspections are sufficient to determine
noteworthy changes and that additional
reporting would be unnecessary. As
discussed below, this proposal sets forth
specifics on what changes would trigger
the need for a new license.

Pre-licensing inspections was one
topic discussed in the ANPR, with a
proposed provision to reduce, from
three to two, the number of
opportunities an applicant has to correct
deficiencies and take corrective
measures before forfeiting his or her
license application and fee. Although
many commenters supported this
provision, others raised concerns
regarding the input of potentially “bad”
inspectors, the imposition of financial
burden upon licensees in the event of
repeated findings of deficiency, and the
appearance of pre-license inspections
becoming too much of a problem-
finding mission as opposed to an
opportunity to educate and foster a
learning process for license applicants.
A few commenters suggested that such
areduction in the number of
opportunities for applicants to correct
deficiencies should be determined on a
case-by-case basis depending on the
type of deficiency identified.

In this proposed rule, we have elected
not to propose any changes to the
number of opportunities an applicant
has to correct deficiencies and take
corrective measures before forfeiting his
or her license application and fee.

In the ANPR, another potential
regulatory change under consideration
was for APHIS to specify procedures to
ensure licensees have ample time to
apply for licenses and demonstrate
compliance prior to the expiration of an
existing license. Issuance of conditional
or temporary licenses to those who
submitted an application before the
expiration of his or her current license
and have a history of compliance, but
nevertheless experience an inadvertent
lapse in licensure, would be one way to
ensure continuity of licensure under
any new requirements.

Some commenters questioned the
issuance of a temporary license and how
such an issuance would work. One such
commenter stated that the timelines
outlined in the ANPR did not provide
a comprehensive view of the process for
licensing that would prevent
inadvertent lapses in licensure. The
same commenter also noted that
requiring compliant businesses to have
additional inspections would obligate
businesses to make a substantial
investment to ensure their site is in full
compliance at the moment of
inspection, leading to potential breaks
in business continuity. Another
commenter asked what would qualify as

“ample time” to demonstrate
compliance prior to the expiration of an
existing license. Another commenter
stated that the term “conditional”
carries a negative connotation and
suggested the term ‘‘provisional” license
instead.

This proposed rule refers to
conditional licenses as temporary
licenses in response to these comments
and sets forth specific information on
the proposed temporary licensure
process. With regard to the commenter’s
concern that businesses would have to
invest resources to be in full
compliance, we wish to make clear that
licensees are required to be in full
compliance at all times under the Act
and regulations.

Disclosure of Violations and
Convictions Involving Animal Laws;
Strengthening Prohibitions

A large number of commenters
expressed strong support for the
suggested regulatory provision for
license applicants to disclose incidences
of violations and convictions involving
animal-related laws. Suggestions from
commenters related to this provision
included: Denying licenses to
individuals with a history of
noncompliance, open investigations, or
interference with APHIS officials;
detailing timeframes, scope, and costs
for any such regulations; suspending
licenses for noncompliant breeders with
repeat violations in a 5-year time period;
offering case-by-case considerations for
applicants who disclose convictions
involving animal-related laws; and
requesting that APHIS issue fines for
initial disclosures of animal abuse, with
prohibition of a license occurring upon
a second AWA violation.

Some commenters stated that there is
no positive value to a provision
requiring applicants to disclose animal
cruelty convictions or other violations
of Federal, State, or local laws
pertaining to animals. One commenter
stated that such a disclosure for a single
violation could cause unjust harm to an
applicant’s reputation, and suggested
that only multiple violations should be
disclosed.

The current regulations already set
forth provisions for the denial of a
license for persons with animal cruelty
convictions and certain other violations
of Federal, State, or local laws
pertaining to animals (9 CFR 2.11). This
proposed rule would support Animal
Care’s administration of this existing
licensing restriction by requiring
affirmative disclosure of such violations
at the time of application.

On the proposed topic of
strengthening existing prohibitions for

persons with suspended or revoked
licenses, including restricting
individuals whose licenses have been
suspended or revoked from working for
other regulated entities, the majority of
commenters expressed broad support
for this proposal. Specific comments
related to this topic included requiring
business owners to provide proof of
identity and employee lists to APHIS on
an annual basis, creating a grading
system for violations and their
consequences, and increasing publicly
available data related to those with
violations related to animal
mistreatment or neglect. We appreciate
these comments and have set forth
specific provisions for public comment
in this proposed rule.

Other Concerns

Many commenters expressed a
general criticism of current USDA
enforcement of the AWA and
regulations. Such criticism often also
extended to the lack of transparency of
documentation that is available to the
public regarding alleged AWA violators.
Other concerns mentioned by
commenters—some of which fell
outside the scope of the ANPR—
included the use of unannounced
inspections for licensees (which some
commenters cited as overly burdensome
and time-constraining); support for
streamlining procedures for denying,
terminating, and summarily suspending
a license; support for preventing
individuals with a history of
noncompliance from using alternate
names to apply for new licenses or
otherwise circumventing ownership
laws; specific concerns related to the
care of an elephant named “Nosey’’; and
requests for animal shelters and rescues
to be subject to the same regulations as
USDA-licensed breeders.

Based on our review of the ANPR
comments, information submitted by
stakeholders, and our own experience
with administering AWA regulations,
we are now proposing to amend the
regulations concerning licensing. Each
of the proposed changes is discussed in
detail below.

Definitions

We propose to amend § 1.1 of the
regulations, “Definitions,” by removing
the term and definition for AC Regional
Director, because Animal Care is no
longer divided up into regions and this
title and position have changed.
References to the AC Regional Director,
or to a regional office, would be
replaced with references to the Animal
Care Deputy Administrator or the
appropriate Animal Care office,
respectively.
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We further propose to amend the
definition for business hours, which are
the hours during which licensees must
allow APHIS officials access to their
places of business and their facilities,
animals, and records to inspect for
compliance with the AWA and
regulations. Currently, the regulations
define business hours to mean a
reasonable number of hours between
7 am. and 7 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except for legal Federal
holidays, each week of the year, during
which such inspections may be made.
However, we have observed a number of
licensees who are not available a
reasonable number of hours during
these times because they have full-time
employment elsewhere during the
weekdays or because they operate at
reduced hours on weekdays to allow
customers to visit their place of business
on the weekends. To reflect these
business practices, and to ensure that
such licensees are able to make their
place of business and facilities, animals,
and records available for inspection at
all reasonable times, as required by the
Act, we are proposing to remove the
words “Monday through Friday, except
for legal Federal holidays” from the
definition of business hours. APHIS will
continue to coordinate with licensees
and registrants who do not maintain
regular public business hours to
establish optimal times for inspection,
as necessary.

Licensing Requirements

We propose to amend § 2.1 of the
regulations, “Requirements and
application.” We would revise some of
the phrasing in paragraph (a)(1) for
clarity and would remove the phrases
“intending to” or “intends to” operate
where they appear in this paragraph.
These revisions would aim to prevent
the issuance of licenses to those who do
not operate as bona fide exhibitors (i.e.,
they never exhibit their animals to the
public for compensation), but become
licensed to circumvent State laws
restricting animal ownership.

We also would update the
information required for license
applications, which would include:

e The name of the person applying
for the license;

¢ A valid mailing address for the
applicant;

e A valid address for all premises,
facilities, or locations where animals,
facilities, equipment, and records are
held, kept or maintained;

¢ The anticipated maximum number
of animals on hand at any one single
point in time during that period of
licensure;

¢ The anticipated type of animals to
be owned, held, maintained, sold, or
exhibited, including those animals
leased, during the 3-year period of
licensure; and, if the anticipated type of
animals includes exotic or wild animals,
information and records demonstrating
that the applicant has adequate
knowledge of and experience with of
those animals (such as experience
carefully handling the animals in a
manner that does not cause behavior
stress, physical harm or unnecessary
discomfort, using methods to train,
work, and handle the animals that do
not involve physical abuse, providing
humane husbandry, care, and housing
for the animals, and, if used for public
exhibition, experience handling the
animal so there is minimal risk of harm
to the animal and the public, and
consideration of the needs for
performing animals, young or immature
animals, and animals that are fed by the
public);

o If the person is seeking a license as
an exhibitor, whether the person
intends to exhibit any animal at any
location other than the person’s
approved site(s); and

e The disclosure of any plea of nolo
contendere (no contest) or finding of
violation of Federal, State, or 