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DECISION AND ORDER BY ENTRY
OF DEFAULT AGAINST RESPONDENT
Preliminary Statement

instant matter involves a disciplinary proceeding under the nimal Welfare Act, as

an ded ( U.S.C. § 2131 ef seq.) (“Act” or “AWA”), and the regulatic -5 and standards iss: |
thereunder 9 C.F.R. § et seq.) (“Regulations and Standards™). The pro eding initiated with a
Complaint led by the Administrator, Animal and Plant Health Inspectior service (“APHIS”), of
the United 3tates Department of Agriculture (“USDA”; “Complainant , alleging that Casey
Ludwig, ar ndividual (“Respondent”), had committed multiple violations fthe Act.
Issues
1 Wh  her default should be entered in this matter;
2 Wh 1er a hearing is necessary in this matter;
3. Whe.aer Respondent willfully violated the Act; and
4. Whe 1er the sanctions recommended by Complainant should be im sed.
Statement of the Case
L. Proc lural History
On ] e 17, 2014, Complainant filed with the Hearing Clerk, Of e of Administrative
Law Judges “OALJ”; “Hearing Clerk™), a Complaint alleging willful * >lations of the Act,

































¢ July 27, 2010: Respondent failed to obtain veterinary care for a ram with
overgrown hooves;

(4 August 17, 2010: Respondent failed to obtain veterinary care for a tiger with
a bleeding wound on his head and face; and

( November 28, 2011: Respondent failed to obtain veterinary care for a lion with
multiple open wounds on his face.

9. O orabout June 18, 2009, Respondent failed to make, keep, and maintain records of the
ac sition and disposition of animals (hedgehogs, camel, opossum) as required by
th: Regulations.

10. O1 or about the following dates, Respondent failed to handle animals during public
ex oition with minimal risk of harm to the animals and the public:

(a) June 18, 2009: Respondent exhibited a tiger, silver foxes, kinkajous, and
wallabies without a public barrier to separate the animals from the puBlic;

(b) July 21, 2009: Respondent exhibited kinkajous, wallabies, arctic foxes, African
porcupine, skunk, and silver foxes in enclosures without adequate distance
and/or barriers between the animals and the public;

(c) June 15, 2010: Respondent exhibited kinkajous, wallabies, opossums, raccoons,
African porcupine, coatimundi, skunk, fennec foxes, and a silver fox in
enclosures without adequate distance and/or barriers between the animals and the
public;

(d)  August 17, 2010: Respondent exhibited kinkajous, wallabies, opossums,
coatimundi, skunk, fennec foxes, and a silver fox in enclosures without

adequate distance and/or barriers between the animals and the public;

12



11

(1

November 30, 2010: Respondent exhibited opossums in enclosures without
adequate distance and/or barriers between the animals and the public; and

May 25, 2011: Respondent exhibited opossums, porcupine, wallabies, raccoons,
and silver foxes in enclosures without adequate distance and/or barriers between

the animals and the public.

O Tune 18, 2009, Respondent failed to meet the minimum Standards as follows:

(a

(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)

(f)
(2)

(b)

Respondent failed to enclose the outdoor area of a sheltered housing facility for
nonhuman primates by furnishing a fence of sufficient height to keep unwanted
species out;

Respondent failed to provide a public barrier to restrict access to three nonhuman
primates;

Respondent failed to develop or document a plan for environmental enrichment
for three nonhuman primates;

Respondent failed to provide two tigers with adequate shelter from sunlight;
Respondent failed to provide two tigers with adequate shelter from inclement
weather;

Respondent housed two tigers in enclosures without an adequate perimeter fence;
Respondent failed to provide a tiger (“Apollo”) with sufficient food appropriate to
its species, causing the tiger to have metabolic bone disease; and

Respondent housed a female opossum and offspring in an enclosure in the
petting-zoo area, where adjacent animals interfered with the opossums’ health and

caused the opossums discomfort.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

C June 25, 2009, Respondent failed to meet the minimum Standards for feeding and,
specifically, failed to provide a tiger (“Apollo™) with sufficient food appropriate to
it species, causing the tiger to have metabolic bone disease.

On July 21, 2009, Respondent failed to meet the minimum Standards as follows:

(a Respondent failed to provide a public barrier to restrict access to three nonhuman
primates;
(b Respondent failed to develop or document a plan for environmental enrichment

for three nonhuman primates;
(c Respondent failed to provide two tigers with adequate shelter from inclement
weather; and
(d) Respondent housed tigers in enclosures without an adequate perimeter fence.
Or lovember 19, 2009, Respondent failed to meet the minimum Standards by failing to
de' lop or document a plan for environment enhancement for three nonhuman primates
anc 1y housing tigers and a lion in enclosures without an adequate perimeter fence.
On February 24, 2010, Respondent failed to meet the minimum Standards by failing to
enclose facilities for large felids and foxes with an adequate perimeter fence.
On une 15, 2010, Respondent failed to meet the minimum Standards by housing
animals, including skunks, wallabies, and an opossum, in enclosures without an adequate
perimeter fence.
On ugust 17, 2010, Respondent failed to meet the minimum Standards by housing
animals, including tigers and silver foxes, in enclosures without an adequate perimeter
fenc

On ¢ about November 30, 2010, Respondent failed to meet the minimum Standards by:
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ORDER
Respondent Casey Ludwig, his agents and employees, successors and assigns, directly or
indirectly through any corporate or other device, shall cease and desist from violating the
Animal Welfare Act and the Regulations issued thereunder. Specifically, Respondent
shall cease and desist from engaging in any activity for which a license is required under
the Animal Welfare Act and the Regulation issued thereunder, without being licensed, as
required. The cease- and-desist provisions of this Order shall become effective on the day
after service of this Order upon Respondent.
Animal Welfare Act license 35-C-0290 is hereby revoked. The revocation provisions of
this Order shall become effective upon service of this Order on Respondent.
This Decision and Order shall have the same effect as if entered after a full hearing.
Pursuant to the Rules of Practice, this Decision and Order shall become final without
further proceedings thirty-five (35) days after the date of service upon Respondent, unless
it is appealed to the Judicial Officer by a party to the proceeding within thirty (30) days
after service pursuant to the Rules. 7 C.F.R. §§ 1.139, 1.145(a).

Copies of this Decision and Order shall be served upon the parties by the Hearing Clerk.

So ORDERED this 27™ day of January, 2015 at Washington, D.C.

nice K. Bullard
Acting Chief Administrative Law Judge
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