








FOR DOG OWNERS ONLY 
 
99.9% of the people who buy dangerous dog liability insurance buy it because they are required 
by law to buy it. They are required by law to buy it because their dog has bitten or attacked a 
person, causing bodily injury. 
 
The insurance company assumes that if the dog has hurt one human in the past, it has great 
probability of hurting another person in the future. 
 
The insurance company also assumes that the dog owner is aware of his dog’s propensity to 
hurt humans in the future. 
 
The insurance company also assumes that the dog owner wants to prevent future injury to 
humans and that the dog owner will not let his dog play with the neighbor’s children, for 
example, without direct supervision and restraint required to control the dog in the event that 
the dog attempts to attack the neighbor’s child. 
 
Since the average dog bite claim costs insurers over $50,000 and since the average premium per 
dog is under $700 per year, the insurance company needs to reduce the likelihood of having to 
pay a claim by requiring the dog owner to take precautions to prevent future dog bites. 
 
For example, if you had cancer, would you ONLY buy cancer insurance but NOT take steps to 
treat the cancer?  I think most people would answer this question with a very loud NO. Most 
people would want to buy cancer insurance AND get medical treatment. 
 
Similarly, the insurance company expects dog owners to take appropriate steps to prevent future 
dog bites. 
 
As such, items g and n on the previous page make the dog owner responsible for taking 
precautions to prevent future dog bites. 
 
The bottom line is that the dog owner should make the safety of other humans his first priority. 
 
All dog liability insurers will require the dog owner to take these same steps.   
 
Further, most states’ animal control officers and/or state laws will require the dog owner to take 
these same steps that are required by the insurance company. In fact, many states require even 
greater precautions such as forbidding the dog to be in the presence of children; even the dog’s 
owner’s children are forbidden from being in the presence of dogs with prior bite history . 
 



Finally, history has shown that it is nearly impossible to find sympathetic juries in criminal 
cases against dog owners who hurt humans ESPECIALLY WHEN THE DOG OWNER TOOK 
NO PRECAUTIONS; AND EVEN MORE SO WHEN THE DOG OWNER KNEW HIS DOG 
HAD THE PROBABILITY OF BITING/ATTACKING HUMANS.  In fact, some dog owners 
have been convicted of second degree murder, carrying a life sentence. But more commonly, 
most dog owners are convicted only of manslaughter, typically carrying a term on average of 5 
years. 
 
EVEN IF YOU HAVE INSURANCE, YOU CANNOT ESCAPE CRIMINAL CHARGES 
AND THE POSSIBILITY OF BEING SENTENCED TO LIFE IMPRISONMENT!!! 
 
BE SMART! BE SAFE! TAKE PRECAUTIONS! PROTECT OTHERS AND YOU WILL 
PROTECT YOURSELF. 
 
 



Jury finds woman guilty of involuntary manslaughter in pit bull 
attack 
  
By MATTHEW BARAKAT 
Associated Press Writer 
  
December 22 2005 
  
SPOTSYLVANIA, Va. -- A jury Thursday found a pit bull owner guilty of 
involuntary manslaughter for allowing her dogs to run loose and kill an 82-
year-old woman. 
  
The jury recommended Deanna Large, 37, receive three years in prison. The 
judge has the option to reduce the sentence, but cannot increase it when Large 
is formally sentenced on Feb. 24. 
  
Large sat quietly as the verdict was read, while the family of victim Dorothy 
Sullivan quietly wept. 
  
Large, who was also found guilty of two misdemeanor charges of allowing 
her dogs to run loose, faced up to 10 years in prison. The case marks the first 
time in Virginia a person has been convicted of manslaughter for the actions 
of their dogs. 
  
During the trial, witnesses testified Large's pit bulls had long menaced the 
neighborhood and animal control officers took two of them away last year 
after they allegedly killed a kitten. At one point, Large had 13 pit bulls in her 
doublewide trailer. 
  
Sullivan was attacked March 8 by three pit bulls while she took her shih tzu, 
Buttons, for a walk outside her home. The dog also was killed. 
  
Before jurors began deliberating Large's sentence, Commonwealth's Attorney 
William Neely argued it was important to set a precedent establishing 
significant jail time in such cases. 
  
He also cited the gruesome manner in which Sullivan died as he asked for the 
maximum sentence. Jurors earlier in the week saw autopsy photos that showed 
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pieces of Sullivan's scalp torn away, chunks of flesh torn from her arm and 
thigh and bites on her ankle down to the bone. 
  
"Do I need to show you those autopsy photos again?" he asked the jury. 
  
One juror replied, "No sir." 
  
Jurors were told about Large's criminal record, including felony convictions 
for hit-and-run and aggravated sexual battery against a 13-year-old boy. 
  
Defense attorney Eugene Frost argued for a lighter sentence. 
  
"The lesson is learned. She won't own pit bulls again. Deanna Large feels 
incredibly bad about this," Frost said. 
  
Prosecutors were required to prove that Large owned the dogs that mauled 
Sullivan and that Large's ownership was so negligent that it rose to the level 
of "callous disregard" for human life. 
  
Large's attorney argued that prosecutors never proved her ownership of the pit 
bulls that attacked Sullivan, and also argued that Large had no knowledge that 
her dogs were dangerous. 
  
  
Jury gets dog attack case 
  
Defendant faces up to 10 years in prison 
  
BY KIRAN KRISHNAMURTHY 
Dec 22, 2005 
  
SPOTSYLVANIA, VA. -- Neighbors and animal-control officials warned 
Deanna H. Large that her roaming pit bulls were a menace in the 
neighborhood, Spotsylvania Commonwealth's Attorney William F. Neely told 
jurors in closing statements at Large's trial yesterday. 
  
Defense attorney Eugene Frost countered that neither of the two neighbors 
whose pets were killed by roaming pit bulls before the death of an 82-year-
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year-old woman identified any of Large's dogs as the culprits in those earlier 
attacks. He also said no one specifically told Large that her dogs were a threat.
  
Jurors today will begin deliberating a verdict in the trial of Large, who is 
charged with involuntary manslaughter in the death of a woman fatally 
mauled by pit bulls. Large, 37, faces up to 10 years in prison in a case that 
apparently would set a legal precedent in Virginia if she is convicted. 
  
  
Jurors will weigh several points, key among them: whether Large owned any 
of the dogs involved in the March 8 mauling of Dorothy Sullivan; if Large had 
knowledge her dogs were dangerous; and whether Large's actions amount to 
carelessness that was "so gross, wanton and culpable as to show a disregard 
for human life." 
  
Neely noted that an animal-control officer testified to telling Large that pit 
bulls matching the description of her dogs had been accused of killing a cat. 
  
Neely also argued it was enough that Large had been told that pit bulls in 
general were dangerous. "We all know that pit bulls are more naturally 
aggressive, at least to other dogs, than your golden retriever. That's a factor 
you can consider," he said. 
  
Frost said Virginia law bars a dog from being declared "dangerous" by a court 
simply because of its breed. "I'm not saying that the law maybe doesn't need 
to change," he told the panel of 10 men and four women, including two 
alternates. 
  
Virginia lawmakers next month will consider several measures aimed at 
toughening Virginia's dog laws, including specifying a felony charge when a 
dog severely injures or kills a person. None of the measures address a specific 
breed of dog. 
  
Large admitted owning only one of the three dogs allegedly involved in the 
attack. Authorities seized that dog and destroyed it. 
  
An FBI forensic expert testified yesterday that human hairs found in that dog's 
digestive tract had the "same microscopic characteristics" as hairs found on 
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several of Sullivan's brushes and combs. 
  
Under defense questioning, the expert said it was "most likely" the hairs found 
in the dog's stomach had fallen out naturally rather than being forcibly 
removed. 
  
A sheriff's deputy shot and killed two of the other pit bulls at the scene. One 
of them was found wearing a choke-chain collar with a brass padlock that, 
Neely said, matched those later found in Large's house. 
  
Circuit Judge Ann Hunter Simpson yesterday dismissed one of three 
misdemeanor counts of letting a dog run at large because, she said, the 
prosecution lacked the evidence to show that Large might have owned the 
remaining pit bull that was killed. 
  
Several of Large's neighbors offered conflicting testimony as to which dogs 
she might have owned. Frost sought to portray the rural Partlow-area 
neighborhood where Large lived as beset by roaming pit bulls belonging to 
more than one owner. 
  
Joseph Cagnina, a detective, testified that Large admitted to not restraining the 
dogs and to routinely letting them out to relieve themselves. He also said a 
fence in her yard had a broken section and that her front door did not lock 
properly and would open with the "slightest touch." 
  
Sullivan was attacked while walking her Shih Tzu, Buttons, in her own yard. 
A daughter, Doris Phelps, called 911 after stopping by the house to visit her 
mother. 
  
Autopsy photographs displayed during the two-day trial showed the top of 
Sullivan's scalp had been torn, among other severe injuries. The photos were 
so graphic that the judge excused Sullivan's family from the courtroom before 
the images were shown. The judge also barred media cameras from recording 
the photos. 
  
A state medical examiner's report also concluded Sullivan suffered a broken 
wrist, suggesting she might have been pulled to the ground as the pit bulls 
possibly attacked Buttons. 
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Dr. Karl Magura, a state veterinarian, testified yesterday that pit bulls mauling 
a small dog could become increasingly aggressive if they thought an owner 
was trying to intervene. "They're the nicest dogs you've ever had" if properly 
raised, he said, but can be "a problem" if not. 
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California couple guilty in dog mauling case 
LOS ANGELES, California (CNN) -- The owners of two dogs that attacked and 

killed a neighbor in their San Francisco apartment building were found guilty Thursday of all charges against them, 
including involuntary manslaughter and having a mischievous animal that kills. 

One of the owners, Marjorie Knoller -- who was present during the January 2001 mauling -- was also found guilty of second-
degree murder. Courtroom spectators gasped, and Knoller, 46, grimaced, trembled and breathed heavily as the unprecedented 
verdict was read. 

"Oh my God," she mouthed. 

Her husband, Robert Noel, 60, sat silently as the verdict was read. He was not at home at the time of the attacks, but jurors 
apparently agreed with the prosecution's argument that he and his wife had ignored repeated warnings about their two large 
Presa Canarios -- Bane and Hera -- and knew they were a danger. 

The couple was charged in the January 26, 2001, mauling death of Diane Whipple, a 33-year-old San Francisco lacrosse 
coach. Whipple was killed in the hallway of the apartment building she shared with Knoller and Noel as she returned home 
from a trip to the grocery store. 

The prosecution laid out more than 30 incidents or warnings involving the 100-plus-pound dogs, which since have been 
destroyed. 

Superior Court Judge James Warren set a May 10 sentencing date for the couple. 

Knoller faces a sentence of 15 years to life in prison for second-degree murder. 

Noel and Knoller both face sentences of two to four years in prison on the involuntary manslaughter charges, while owning a 
mischievous animal that kills carries a sentence of 16 months to three years. 

Long history of complaints 

The five-week trial gripped much of the nation as prosecutors described a horrific attack in which Whipple was bitten all over 
her body -- her throat ripped, her clothes torn off -- by at least one of the dogs. 

The jury of seven men and five women saw graphic photos of the victim's ravaged body, with wounds visible from her ankles 
to her face, and pictures of the blood-stained hallway where the attack occurred. Jurors also heard about a curious relationship 
the husband-and-wife attorneys had with two state prisoners, including the adoption of one. 

The couple's connection to the state prisoners was brought up because prosecutors said they operated a kennel with the 
inmates that raised attack dogs. 

In tearful testimony over three days, Knoller said Bane pulled her down the hallway to Whipple, and she tried in vain to stop 
the attack. The other dog was loose in the hallway. Knoller insisted she had no idea her "loving" pets were capable of such an 
attack. 

Adding to the courtroom drama was the conduct of her attorney, Nedra Ruiz, who at times cried, sparred with the judge and 
crawled on the floor to depict the fatal struggle. 

Noel did not testify, but his attorney insisted he was blameless, noting he was not home at the time of the attack.

Page 1 of 2CNN.com - California couple guilty in dog mauling case - March 26, 2002

7/31/2008http://cnn.law.printthis.clickability.com/pt/cpt?action=cpt&title=CNN.com+-+California+...



  

� 2008 Cable News Network  

But jurors heard from several witnesses who said the dogs either lunged at them or exhibited aggressive behavior. And the 
prosecution played television interviews and read letters the couple wrote to state prisoners in which the husband and wife 
showed little remorse for the fatal mauling. 

"Neighbors be damned," Noel wrote in one letter, according to prosecutors. 

Don Newton, the jury foreman, said the number of prior incidents involving the dogs undermined the defense claim that the 
mauling was nothing more than a tragic accident. 

"It was a series of actions -- a series of failures to heed warnings, a series of careless taking of the dogs out and allowing them 
to lunge at people and attack people, that they had fallen into a pattern of actions which were inevitably leading to this result," 
Newton said. 

Verdict represents 'some closure' 

Whipple's mother described herself as "very happy" with the verdict. 

"I feel that justice was done here," said Penny Whipple Kelly. The owners never took any responsibility for the attack, she 
said. "They had tried all along to blame my daughter and anybody else they possibly could instead of looking at themselves," 
she said. 

Sharon Smith, Whipple's domestic partner, wept and was hugged by her attorney when the verdict was read. "There's no real 
joy in this, but certainly some measure of justice was done for Diane today," she told reporters. 

The verdict, she said, represented "some closure." 

The trial was moved out of San Francisco because of heavy publicity. The case resonated with the city's large gay population 
because the victim had lived with her life partner, Smith, who successfully sought for the right to sue as a surviving spouse. 
Ruiz had charged in court that the prosecution was trying to "curry favor" with that community in its pursuit of the case. 

The jury reached decisions on four of the counts by Wednesday afternoon, but the verdicts were sealed until the final charge 
was settled Thursday. 

Smith and Whipple's mother both said they were pursuing civil suits in the matter. 

Prosecutor Jim Hammer said the verdict should send a message to pet owners that they must be responsible. 

"For a muzzle, Diane Whipple would be alive, and they choose not to do it," he said. 

At a press conference, he displayed a collegiate lacrosse ring that had belonged to Whipple and was given to him by Smith. 
He said he kept it in his pocket throughout the trial. 

"Hopefully, Diane Whipple's death will prevent other people from dying," he said. "That will be one small part of her 
legacy." 

There was no comment from the defense after Thursday's verdict.
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