



MINUTES

CAPTIVE WILDLIFE TECHNICAL ADVISORY GROUP

ORLANDO, FLORIDA

JUNE 14 – 15, 2007

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Dr. Leroy (Lee) Coffman, Dr. Terri Parrot, Ken Johnson, Eugene Bessett, Joe Christman, R. Donovan Smith, Dan Martinelli, Bill Armstrong, and Kathy Stearns
MEMBERS NOT PRESENT:

Dr, Susan Clubb and Julie Strauss

OTHERS PRESENT:

Julie Morris (Facilitator), Jen Hobgood, Beth Schaefer, Marcus Cantos, Jason Cantos, Tracy O’Rourke, Carole Baskin, Debra Hoskey, Lisa Welch, and David Foley.  FWC Staff: Captain Linda Harrison, Captain John West, Lieutenant Rick Brown, Investigator William King, and Precious Boatwright

CALL TO ORDER/OPENING REMARKS: (Julie Morris)
Meeting began with introductions of CWTAG members, FWC staff, and the audience.  Julie Morris reviewed the agenda and informed those present that Dr. Susan Clubb and Julie Strauss would not be in attendance, and Dr. Parrot would attend on Friday.  Scheduled speakers were also unable to attend.  Minutes were sent electronically for review and corrections were requested to be submitted by e-mail (due to cancellation of the April meeting).  No changes or corrections were received by e-mail.  
Donovan questioned the recommendation for cougar classification as reflected in the April minutes.  He did not remember a consensus for recommending up listing of their classification and felt the minutes should be amended to reflect no consensus.  Captain Harrison informed Donovan consensus was reached and agreed upon at the November meeting, which occurred in Tallahassee.  Donovan requested further discussion on the decision.  Group members informed Donovan it was a consensus agreement of those present at the November meeting.  Minutes were discussed and accepted without change
Reptile/Wildlife Bill Update: (Captain West)
SB 2766 is on the Governor’s desk awaiting signature.  The Bill has not been vetoed and it appears it will be signed into law.  The Bill requires FWC to establish a list of Reptiles of Concern (ROCs) and requires a $100 licensing fee for possession; the bond requirement for exhibition of venomous reptiles (VRs) is increased from $1,000 to $10,000; and it requires exhibitors of Class I wildlife to demonstrate a financial responsibility guarantee in the sum of   $10,000 or maintain $2,000,000 general comprehensive liability insurance.  If passed the bill goes into law July 1, 2007, with the licensing requirement for ROCs effective January 1, 2008.

The Commission previously established by rule the list of ROCs.  The Bill requires FWC to develop a rule to address mechanisms for meeting the financial responsibility guarantee.  Staff is working on rule language with final public hearing scheduled for the September Commission meeting.  
Captain Harrison provided a copy of draft rule language addressing bonding/financial responsibility guarantee.  She requested CWTAG members to review and provide comment.

She informed CWTAG that this information will be mailed out to all venomous reptile and Class I/II wildlife exhibition licensees.  The draft rule addresses: methods of payment and situations that will lead to forfeiture of the bond.  This rule development is a proactive step on the part of staff (in anticipation of the passage of the Bill).  The rule will not be pursued if the Bill is vetoed.  

Captain Harrison also explained that technical changes will need to be made to the previously passed rules if the Bill is signed into law.  Once this occurs more information will be provided to the public.  Information on reptile regulations has been minimal thus far so as to avoid putting out confusing/conflicting information.

Group discussion:

Dan:  Who established amounts for bonds?
Captain West: Legislature

Eugene:  What if the Governor does not sign the Bill? (Eugene was concerned with the receipt of VR license renewal application with bond requirement of $1,000 scratched out and $10,000 written in place)
Captain West:  If not vetoed, it goes into effect or it can be held by the Legislature and given to the Governor next year. 
Dan (clarifying Bill process):  A Bill cannot be transmitted to the Governor’s desk after the session is closed.  It cannot be put through during a special session.  If not signed, it will have to wait until the next regular session.

Eugene:  Does the Bill allow for multi-year licenses?
Captains Harrison and West:  No, this was not provided for in the Bill.
Lee:  Does this change the effective date of the rules passed by the Commission (January 1, 2008)?
Captain West:  No, these rules will still go into effect.

Point of discussion: Issues of concern presented at the June Commission meeting 
Captain West reported on public concerns expressed at the June Commission meeting, per Colonel Jones request.  These concerns included: 

· Modification of captive wildlife regulations to better clarify what is commercial activity.

· A more rigorous inspection schedule.

· Licensees to be required to maintain contact information on neighbors for notification purposes in the event of an escape.

· Tracking device (system) for Class I wildlife.

COMMERCIAL WILDLIFE TRANSPORTERS: (Captain West)
Captain West provided information on USDA regulations for transporters.  There are three (3) categories: Carrier, Intermediate Handler and Contract Carrier.  FWC does not currently require common carriers to be licensed.  These entities are regulated by USDA.  The issue presented: Should FWC require transporters that do not have a facility or maintain wildlife in Florida to be licensed or accept USDA registration? This is a proactive measure by FWC to address conflicting regulations (USDA v. FWC).
Currently FWC does not require common carriers (i.e. ground shippers and airlines) to be licensed.  The original possessor (wildlife owner) contacts FWC and obtains a Captive Wildlife Permit to authorize importation into Florida.  If the transporter is other than a common carrier and does not maintain a facility or wildlife in Florida, should FWC recognize the USDA requirements for transporters and only require the Captive Wildlife Permit for each shipment?
Captain Harrison also used the Captive Alligator/Egg Transfer/Transport document as an example for consideration.  She explained the originator and the receiver sign the document.  The document specifies the alligators or eggs to be transported (numbers and/or size).  A copy of the document goes with the alligator/egg in transport. A copy is retained in the originator’s file, and a copy is provided to FWC within 30 days of transport of the alligators/eggs.

Group discussion: Captive Wildlife Permit (CWP)
CWTAG requested an overview for clarification as there were some that were not aware that they should be obtaining a CWP.  Captain Harrison explained that for the purposes of importation, previously if an individual was licensed for the possession of that wildlife this license was accepted.  The problem is that it does not allow for tracking of wildlife movement. 

Three major questions arose from this discussion: What is a CWP? Who needs one?  When is it required?  The CWP authorizes importation of wildlife into Florida.  It also authorizes temporary possession/transportation of wildlife regulated by FWC from one legal/licensed source to another. The CWP is required to import non-native wildlife into Florida or to temporarily possess wildlife in Florida.  It is required for all wildlife that requires authorization for importation or temporary possession.
 CWTAG encouraged staff to provide a checklist for public use which would curtail misinterpretation or miscommunication. (NOTE:  A memo available on FWC’s web site, My FWC.com/permits, which explains in detail the use of and requirements for the CWP.)  Automation of application and issuance process of this permit is currently in the works.
Signage on transportation vehicles was discussed.  Majority of members were not in agreement to require signage on transport vehicles.  It was agreed to leaves as previously recommended.  Labeling to be on the crate or container in which the animal is transported.  
Recap: Julie Morris

Group consensus is that USDA registration along with FWC’s CWP is sufficient for transport of wildlife.  It is important for public to understand requirements for importation of exotic animals into Florida.  FWC to make clear what is required.  Majority of members agreed to leave labeling as previously recommended.  Bill to talk to others about signage issues.

NATIVE WILDLIFE AS PETS: (Group)

Captain West introduced this subject. He explained that for the purposes of this discussion we are talking about native warm blooded animals taken for the wild.  Issue for consideration:  Should FWC allow personal pet permits for native species taken from the wild?  If so, should there be any exceptions? An issue of concern is rabies or disease vectors.

Captain Harrison explained that currently only native whitetail deer are excluded from permitting by policy.  Captain West explained that permits are issued for wild caught raccoons.  Applicant is required to submit a veterinarian statement indicating that the animal is healthy and free from apparent disease.

Group discussion
Discussion ensued regarding rabies vectors, acquisition from captive versus wild source, suitability as pets, and vaccines.  Initial discussion focused on raccoons.  It was pointed out that Department of Health (DOH) recognizes all raccoons as asymptomatic carriers.  Additionally, there is significant public health concerns and cost in treating exposure to suspect animals.  Dan pointed out that there is no recognized vaccine for preventing rabies in wildlife.  Although some veterinarians will administer vaccines this is off-label use and may not be effective.   In instances of potential exposure DOH does not recognize off label use.  Testing and/or treatment (human) will be required.  Lee also pointed out that there is extensive latency in rabies in raccoons.   
Several members expressed concerns about the suitability of the raccoon as a pet.  Raccoons are typically “short term” pets and can become aggressive upon sexual maturity.  Dan expressed that this has caused problems for rehabilitators.  Rehabilitators have difficulty convincing public to give up wild raccoons.  Because they are Class III it is viewed as no big deal.  These captive raccoons turn into problem animals that can not be rehabilitated or released.  Typically there is no placement for them.  

Point of discussion: Classification of raccoons

Many members expressed that raccoons should not be possessed as pets.  Dan and Lee pointed out that raccoons are recognized as asymptomatic carriers and there can be extensive latency in rabies in raccoons.  Concerns were expressed that allowing Class III permits encourages “pet” possession. It was pointed out that raccoons scored high on the decision matrix.  The majority of the group agrees that permits should not be issued for personal possession of raccoons taken from the wild.
Point of discussion:  Captive raised versus Wild caught

Members recognized the trade in captive reared raccoons.  Donovan raised the question of why would it be O.K. to possess a captive bred raccoon versus a wild caught raccoon.  Enforcement issues were raised and it was questioned how you would tell the difference.  Captain West explained that we would have to rely on source of acquisition documentation.  Dan expressed that there is no difference between a wild caught vs. captive bred raccoon.  He is concerned with all asymptomatic rabies vectors not just raccoons. Joe raised the point that asymptomatic animals can pass rabies on from generation to generation.  Why is captive vs. wild any different?  He viewed disease risk as greater from a captive source than a wild source because people assume it is safe.   
Dan and Joe agree that Class III is not viewed seriously and it encourages people to possess.  Lee pointed out that from a public health perspective you can not rely on a veterinarian saying the animal is O.K. Some vets will administer off label vaccines and accept liability without understanding what they are doing.  By doing this all you have done is passed the liability to a veterinarian and the public believes it is safe to own the animal.  This is not O.K.  Kathy pointed out that not many vets will treat raccoons.  People will learn about raccoons through the difficulty in finding a vet. Lee expressed that regulatory agencies should not be asking the veterinarian community to take on this responsibility.  

Lt. Rick Brown expressed that from an enforcement perspective we generally find out about possession when the animal gets big and is now being kept in a cage in the back yard.  Pet shops typically sell raccoons for $200.  Buyers are more inclined to care for the animal in proper caging as opposed to a wild caught animal, due to their investment.  He also pointed out that issuing permits for wild caught animals is condoning the transport of wild caught raccoons.          

Recap: Julie Morris
Group consensus is no possession of wild caught raccoons.  Allow for possession of captive bred raccoons as Class II without the 2.5 acre requirement.  

Point of discussion: What additional species might this apply to?

Does this model get applied to other rabies vectors such as skunks, foxes and bats?  Captain West provided 2005 rabies data on confirmed rabies (127 raccoon, 27 fox, 1 otter, 2 dogs, 14 cats, 19 bats…).  

Dan expressed that you don’t see skunks or bats as being problematic.  Most of these animals come from pet trade and not from the wild.  Lee suggested that from a scientific and medical perspective all rabies vectors should be restricted.  He agreed that taking of raccoons from the wild is more problematic than taking skunks or bats from the wild.  He also expressed that rabies is a high priority human health issue and extremely significant. Center for Disease Control (CDC) regulates the movement of bats but not personal possession. 

Group supports no pet permits for bats taken from the wild.  They do not recommend moving bats to Class II.  The issue of what other species this might apply to remains unresolved.  

EXHIBITION/SALE (Chapter 372.921, F.S.) & USDA: (Captains Harrison and West)

Point of discussion: Experience and age requirements for Class I and II

Captain Harrison reviewed recommendations regarding exhibition/sale licensing requirements:  Class I experience requirements O.K.; Class II for exam option increase experience requirements to 500 or 750 hours.  

Discussion ensued over age requirement.  It was agreed the age requirement would remain at 18.

Point of discussion: Exhibition/Sale and USDA requirements
Issue:  Should FWC require USDA license as part of the eligibility criteria for obtaining an exhibition/sale license?  FWC staff is seeking a compromise which would allow applicants to apply for and stay within regulations for both licenses. Chapter 372.921, F.S., authorizes possession in captivity for public display/sale.  If same activity requires a USDA permit why not require this as eligibility for the state license?
Staff proposal is to require USDA permit within one year of obtaining FWC license.  Group discussed differences between USDA and FWC permitting process.  USDA requires animal first and focus is on animal welfare.  FWC requires demonstrating experience and facility inspection first with focus on public safety.
Suggestions included requiring USDA permitting process to begin within 3 months of FWC licensing.  Provide proof of USDA permit application with application for FWC license. Require obtaining USDA permit within first year of FWC license period.  Establish a Memorandum of Understanding with USDA wherein no enforcement action will be taken for exhibition or sale activity if actively pursuing USDA permitting. Define commercial activity.
Kathy and Eugene expressed concerns about creating state rules to address federal law.  Focus should be on making Florida laws better.  Some felt FWC regulations were restrictive enough and there was no need to require USDA licensing.  CWTAG requested Captains Harrison and West to provide definition of commercial activity.  Discussion was tabled for the day.

EXAM DEVELOPMENT: (Captain Harrison)
Exam development was discussed briefly.  Captain Harrison reiterated the need for reference materials and professional contacts to assist in exam development. Lieutenant Steve DeLacure is tasked with heading up exam revisions. 
Issues include: Out dated or unavailable reference materials, exams do not test knowledge of state regulations, and irrelevant questions.  Deadline for exam development is January 1, 2008.  
PHOTO OPPORTUNITES WITH WILDLIFE: (Kathy Stearns)
This presentation is to provide CWTAG with information requested on issues Kathy raised about public contact at the February 2007 meeting.

Issue: Increase in the numbers of individuals conducting photo ops.

She indicated there is no increase in the numbers conducting photo ops.  

· Previously 14 licensees conducting photo ops.

· Currently 8 licensees conducting photo ops (over 2 years).

· Three individuals conducting photo ops with full grown cats using Plexiglas barrier.
NOTE: Information is based on personal knowledge or verification from another source.

She expressed that instances of photo ops are likely to decrease based on new USDA regulations. Cats can only be used for one month period (not before 8 weeks and not after 12 weeks of age).

Hands-on allowed, no hand or bottle feeding allowed (USDA).

Issue: Disease transmission/Health concerns regarding public contact with primates.
She expressed that what the group keeps hearing about health issues do not apply and made the following points: (refer to handout material)

· OSHA not concerned with regulating disease situations.

· Health Departments not overly concerned with regulating due to health issues.
· Importation of primates stopped in 1975.

· Monkey pox outbreak was not caused from primates.

· Incidents of rabies low in primates.  In exposure situations Health Departments do not recommend euthanasia for testing purposes.

Issue: Disease transmission to humans from primates.

· Herpes B

· 22 well documented cases in research facilities (exposure occurred in research facilities).
· No documented cases outside of research facilities.

· Not in the pet trade.
· HIV/SIV/SRV

· Only in research facilities, not in the pet trade.

· TB

· Primate more likely to contract TB from humans.

· Primates can be tested for TB, no need to be overly concerned.
It was agreed to put this discussion off until Terri could be present as she had information which pertained.

Issue: No placement for surplus animals.

Seventeen facilities were contacted.  Information is based on personally known facilities.

· 10 expressed willingness to provide placement for Class I primates.

· 7 expressed willingness to provide placement for Class I cats.

Issue: Public safety issue.

Kathy used previously provided escape/injury data to point out that injuries caused by Class I wildlife are caused to handlers and not to the public.
SANCTUARIES: (Group)
Captain Harrison introduced this topic and provided an overview of sanctuaries.  Currently there are no sanctioned “sanctuaries” in Florida.  FWC licensing authorizes exhibition/sale or personal possession.
Issue:  Should FWC recognize and regulate sanctuaries?

Captain Harrison provided the following information on sanctuaries.  Currently there is no single accrediting body for sanctuaries.  There is no federal oversight for sanctuaries. There are three entities that accredit sanctuaries and all three have different standards.  Accrediting entities include: Animal Center of Excellence (ACE); Animal Sanctuary of the United States (ASUS); and The Association of Sanctuaries (TAOS).

Sanctuaries are generally characterized by the following:

501- 3C not for profit entities; no exhibition; no breeding; no commercial trade in wildlife or parts thereof; and provide lifetime care for wildlife.

Group discussion:

Some members expressed concerns that entitling sanctuaries would lead to an increase of keeping wildlife as pets by those running the “sanctuaries.”  It was recognized that there is a fine line between a “sanctuary” and a personal pet possessor/collector.  Others expressed that if sanctuaries were sanctioned it might alleviate the need to exhibit for those who are doing it solely to meet the licensing requirement.  
Discussion ensued among CWTAG members on ways to legally recognize sanctuaries.  Many ideas were bantered about such as creating non-profit corporations and addressing space/acreage requirements and the number of animals that can be possessed. Many expressed concerns that if sanctuaries were sanctioned Florida could become a dumping ground for unwanted wildlife.

It was agreed to hold off on discussing sanctuaries until a clear definition of commercial activity could be established.

Recap Julie Morris
Group agrees that there is limited time to provide recommendations on things we need to provide recommendations on.  Group agrees that they need to define personal use, commercial, sale, and exhibition before addressing sanctuaries.

COMMERICAL ACTIVITY: (Group)
CWTAG reviewed the Exhibition and Sales discussion on Page 7 of the February 2007 Minutes.  This previous discussion was used as a basis for establishing commercial activity.  It was agreed that visitor logs, open for business, income generated from exhibition or sale, sale of multiple animals, intent to conduct business, number of days open for business, registered as business, filing annual report, regular and frequent activity, USDA licensing, and filing tax returns/forms could be used as mechanisms to prove commercial activity.  It was also agreed that primary use of property, insurance bonds, web sites, and advertising did not constitute commercial activity.
Staff is to work on definition for presentation tomorrow.

Adjourn at 1800 hours.

Day Two, CWTAG Meeting cont. - Orlando, June 2007

Meeting began with review of the agenda and a brief discussion of exhibition and sale.  The definition of “sell” in Rule 68A-1.004, F.A.C., was reviewed.  
“Sell - The transfer of property or other things to a buyer for an agreed price.  The term shall include all lesser acts related thereto, such as attempting to sell, offering to sell, to barter, exchange or trade.”
Exhibition as found in 372.921, F.S., is “to display to the public with or without charge.” Donovan suggested including “direct” display to public to avoid virtual display.  Discussion was tabled until later.

CLASSIFICATION OF WILDLIFE cont.: (Captains Harrison & West, Christman and Parrot)

Several species or groupings of species were discussed.  Discussions for groupings and recommendations for classification included:

Similarity in size, nature and habits; special considerations for experience, housing and husbandry  requirements; exceptions for certified service animals; zoonotic disease considerations; protected status of the species; special considerations for husbandry requirements. 
CWTAG made classification recommendations for several species previously put through the matrix as well as a few new ones.  The recommendations for classification are listed below.
Classification recommendations for Primates (See New World and Old World Primate Groups)
	Species
	Class I
	Class II
	Class III

	Callitrichids
	
	
	X

	Capuchin, Spider, & Woolly monkeys
	
	X*
	

	Squirrel monkey
	
	
	X

	Owl monkey
	
	
	X

	Sakis (all species)
	
	X
	

	Uakaris
	
	X
	

	Titis
	
	
	X

	Howlers
	
	X
	

	Baboons
	X
	
	

	Colobus
	
	X
	

	Mangabeys
	
	X
	

	Langurs
	
	X
	

	Macaques
	
	X
	

	Guenons (including Patas monkey)
	
	X
	

	Lemurs (including Sifaka)
	
	X
	

	Aye-Aye
	
	X
	

	Bush babies
	
	
	X

	Indris
	X
	
	

	Loris
	
	
	X

	Great Apes & Lesser Apes (Gorillas, Chimps, Bonobos, Orangutans, Gibbons and Siamangs)
	X
	
	


* Special consideration for disabled owners and organizations (i.e. Helping Hands)
Recommendation:  Require double door entry/safety entry for all primates.

Point of discussion: Classification of lesser cats (Golden, Fishing and Jungle cats)

Reviewed information provided for golden, fishing and jungle cats.  One recommendation was to move Jungle cats to Class II due to hybridization issue.  Members disagreed stating that there should be additional justifications for change in classification.  

Classification recommendations for Lesser Cats
	Species
	Class I
	Class II
	Class III

	Jungle Cats
	
	
	X

	Fishing Cats
	
	X
	

	Golden cats
	
	X
	


Point of discussion: Hybrids

Group again addressed hybrids.  It was expressed that hybrids are a problem on the west coast.  Hybrids also display a less predictable behavior.  Concerns were expressed about rabies vaccinations and off-label use.  Terri said it is an American Veterinarian Medical Association (AVMA) and Department of Health (DOH) practice to euthanize and test wild animals and hybrids in potential human exposure situations.  
Staff reiterated the need to stand on biology (if it looks like and acts like wild, regulated as wild) and not just the fact that animal is represented as a hybrid.  CWTAG supports previous recommendation to regulate hybrids as the higher-classed wild parent.

Point of discussion: Dholes

Group reviewed background information and decision matrix scores as provided by Canid Taxonomic Advisory Group-Chair.  Decision matrix sectional scores are as follows: Environmental/Economic 11; Public Safety 32; Animal Welfare 9; and Special Considerations 3 (Total Score 55).
Dholes were described as formidable predators; social in nature; hunts in packs and known to drive tiger from kill.  They were described as requiring large space and social groupings to avoid stereotypical behaviors in captivity.  

CWTAG recommended Dholes be classified as Class I.

PROBLEMATIC SPECIES/GROUPING IN CURRENT CLASS I AND II: (Joe Christman)
Handouts available upon request.  Joe provided overview of problematic areas in current Class I and II list.  Current classification lists has problems as it is incomplete.  Some are listed taxonomically and others by common name.  Cape buffalo used as an example. It is currently listed by genus and species and does not include subspecies or similar bovids.  This creates serious loopholes. 

Joe reviewed information based on currently accepted standard, Mammal Species of the World – third edition (Wilson and Reeder, 2005, John Hopkins University Press).  In the class Mammalia, there are currently 29 orders of Mammals (See Handout).  Ten of these orders contain species that may be considered problematic.   Three of these 10 do not require further review (Proboscidea-elephants; Cetacea-whales and dolphin; and Sirenia-manatee, dugong).  Marine mammals are otherwise regulated.  It was also agreed that hippos, bears, and rhinos should remain Class I.  
This leaves 7 Orders to address including: Diprotodontia; Primates; Chiropters; Carnivora; Perissodactyla; Artiodactyla; and Rodentia.
Point of discussion: Flying fox and Injurious wildlife

A discussion began on Chiropters, specifically flying fox.  This led to a discussion of federally listed injurious species.  Joe pointed out that flying fox are possessed and traded.  There are agricultural and economic concerns associated with these species.  It was recommended they be listed as conditional species.  Terri also expressed that bats carry arboviruses and should not be considered personal pets.  This is very dangerous.
Captain West advised that staff was looking for a recommendation in general for injurious species.  Some concern was expressed for making a blanket recommendation that all injurious species be listed as conditional species.  Group was comfortable with recommendation that list of injurious species be reviewed for consideration of conditional species listing.  Additional caging requirements and change in classification were also discussed.

Recap Julie Morris

 Recommendation from CWTAG is for the exotic species group to review the federal list of injurious species for consideration for conditional species listing in Florida.  Add language to Rule 68A-6.0022, F.A.C., that injurious wildlife may not be possessed for personal use.  Fall back recommendation based on what is already in Florida; federally listed injurious species should be Class II with recommended review for conditional species listing.
DECISION MATRIX cont.: (Group)

Decision matrix used to evaluate Macropodidae (kangaroos, wallaroos, and wallabies), Suidae (pigs), and Tayassuidae (peccaries).

Point of discussion: Macropodidae (kangaroos, wallaroos and wallabies)
These animals were described as prolific breeders.  Wallabies are smaller and more secretive than kangaroos and wallaroos.  Kangaroos and wallaroos are larger and potentially more dangerous.    Kangaroos are grazers and if a population were established they may compete with deer.  In native areas populations have created problems, there are no native predators.  Protection level for wild populations is across the board.  Some species are critically endangered others are not so protected and are hunted.  

Group discussed experience requirements and land area requirements for maintaining these animals.  Kangaroos and wallaroos do better in social groupings and require large areas.  Some were hesitant to consider raising classification due to land area requirements.  Captain Harrison suggested thinking of age and experience requirements when considering a classification recommendation.  Kangaroos and wallaroos were recognized as potentially more dangerous than wallabies.

Point of discussion: Suidae (pigs), and Tayassuidae (peccaries)

Joe and Lee provided background information.  Pigs were originally exotic to Florida.  Introduction resulted in feral hog population.  Wart hogs, red river hogs, giant forest hogs, Philippine and Indonesian pigs are all maintained in captivity.  Most problematic is the European wild boar released on game farms/hunt preserves.  These will cross with feral pigs.  

All are capable of living in the wild.  Some are less aggressive such as the red wart hog.  All are prolific breeders, producing 13-14 per litter.  Although heavily preyed upon, theoretically a population could increases to 1 million animals in 7 years.  They are extremely destructive to wildlife and habitat.  

Peccaries are described as very shy and innocuous.  White lipped and Giant peccaries look like the collared peccary but twice the size.  Peccaries and pigs are all prevalent to escape and adaptable to our environment.

Numerous states are trying to eradicate feral pig populations.  It is very expensive and virtually impossible.   If other species of wild hogs were introduced the likelihood of cross breeding with feral pigs is very high.  Javalinas and peccaries will not hybridize.
Disease concerns include pseudo rabies, brucellosis, trichinosis, and influenza virus.  Biggest concern is these animals are reservoirs for animal and human diseases.  Across the board protection level for wild populations range from critically endangered to not protected.
Decision Matrix Results

	Species
	Environmental 

& Economic 

Impact
	Public

Safety
	Animal

Welfare
	Special Considerations
	Total Score

	Wallaby
	9
	14
	4
	1
	28

	Kangaroo/wallaroo
	7
	27
	5
	0
	39

	Pigs (and Peccaries)
	31
	34
	6
	1
	72


Point of discussion: Classification for Macropodidae, Suidae and Tayassuidae

CWTAG’s recommends the classification of Macropodidae are wallabies remain Class III, and kangaroos and wallaroos Class II.  Considerations for difference in classification included size and social needs, experience requirements, and public safety issues.
No recommendations for the classification of Suidae and Tayassuidae were made at this time.  

Group recognized serious disparity between O.K. to possess in hunting preserve situations vs. potentially high classification in other captive situations due to the issues discussed.
PUBLIC CONTACT WITH WILDLIFE cont.: (Group)
Nicole Paquette, General Counsel and Director of Legal and Government Affairs for the Animal Protection Institute (API) provided written input on direct or incidental contact with wild cats (handout available upon request).  Issues of concern expressed by API include vagueness in terminology, clear interpretation as to what is permitted under full or incidental contact, public safety and animal welfare.  
It was suggested that if public contact with cats was not ban, a simple fix could include further defining of vague terms (“maintains proximate control and supervision,” “temporarily surrendering physical possession or custody,” and “control”).  It could also include listing what is or is not permissible under full and incidental contact such as photo opportunities, leash walking, and public holding the animal.
It was suggested that wild cats at any age having direct or indirect contact with the public pose a safety risk.  At any given time these animals can scratch, bite, and/or attack members of the public.  API has monitored incidents across the country involving wild cats that have escaped and/or caused injury or death.  Monitoring occurred from 1993 to present and include incidents that have been reported by the news media.  Examples were provided of incidents that occurred in the United States.  The investigation revealed that many incidents get reported to local hospitals and/or local health departments but not reported in the media.  

General statistics were provided based on incidents tracked.  These incidents are relating to wild cats at facilities where the general public could have come into direct contact with the animals.  These incidents include 13 escapes, 53 injuries, and 5 deaths.  It was noted that these incidents were not broken down by incidents where there was an actual situation involving full or incidental contact.  
Animal welfare concerns were expressed.  In Florida, cats weighing less than 25 pounds and 40 pounds can be used depending on the type of situation (full or incidental contact).  What happens to these animals once they weigh over this amount?  Given Florida’s current regulations it is clear that big cats being used in public contact situations are being bred for that purpose.  API recognized that to date no study has been done on this issue nor are there readily available statistics as to what happens to these animals after they are no longer used in public contact situations.
The possibilities provided as to where these cats end up include: placement in “true” sanctuary, sold/given away for use as a personal pet, sold/given away for display at roadside zoo or similar venue, used to breed more animals, live out remaining life with person who used them for public contact purposes (either as pet or for display in some fashion), or euthanized.  All possibilities except placement in a “true” sanctuary were viewed as unacceptable.  “True” sanctuaries are where the animal is not bred, sold or used for entertainment.  There are very few “true” sanctuaries and most in the US are filled to capacity.
API recommends that CWTAG prohibit full and incidental contact with all wild cats based on public safety and animal welfare concerns.
Group discussion:

Discussion centered on information provided by API in opposition to public contact with cats.  Concerns were expressed about API (viewed as extreme animal rights group and lack of expertise in animal care) and using the information presented.  Captain Harrison expressed that a key point of information included the unknown statistics on the numbers of animals being produced and where they are going.  Discussion also centered on information provided by Kathy to refute opposition to public contact with wildlife.
Kathy refuted API information by saying it did not take into consideration current USDA regulations (use of animals 8 weeks to 4 months, and 2 qualified handlers must be present).  She expressed that the numbers conducting photo ops in Florida are reduced and they are finding placement for their animals.  She also expressed that training of FWC officers ensured continuity of enforcement which alleviated misinterpretation.  She contended that we need to look at Florida statistics not US statistics.  She expressed that Florida regulations are good.

Discussion ensued on the decreased time allotted for public contact and the fact this would increase the numbers of young cats needed for this purpose that would eventually be destroyed or cast aside.  Joe used information that Kathy provided on numbers conducting photo ops to demonstrate the point of limited shelf life.  If cub has limited use for photo op (appx. 1 month) based on the stats provided of 6 conducting photo ops, each would theoretically need a cub per month to continue operation.  This theoretically equals 72 cubs per year. 
Terri expressed that she knows intimately of four conducting photo ops.  Two of these are known to euthanize cats and replace with the same species using the same name.  She stated that even microchips have been pulled out of hides and reused.  

Lee suggested that the statistics are problematic.  We don’t know how many are out there and where animals are ending up.  He used input from a former speaker (Brian Wagner) that tracking and identification is needed.  Other members agreed that the statistics are problematic.    Lee suggested we need data over time.  At minimum have some requirement for documentation of number of cubs in Florida and where they are going (not necessarily on a public database). 
Recap Julie Morris

CWTAG supports regulation changes for public contact (incidental and full contact) with Class I and II wildlife.  Members are divided between bans on public contact versus more restriction, hearing strong arguments in support of both.
Seven members support prohibition of public contact with primates; six members support prohibition on public contact with cats.  Five members support continued public contact with more restrictions for primates; six members support continued public contact with more restrictions for cats.

Discussion for stronger restrictions include: reporting, identification and tracking, allow public contact but prohibit charging money (photo mills), define tipping point for the number of warehoused animals, and same day faxable permit to get more data.

CWTAG needs to come together on recommendation or lay out pros/cons and leave it up to agency to decide.  The discussion was held over until the August meeting due to not having all information necessary to make an informed decision.

COMMERICAL ACTIVITY cont.: (Group)
CWTAG debated what constituted commercial activity.  USDA’s definition was reviewed: one sale/exhibition a year.  Continuity of commerce was discussed.  Joe suggested the need to show continuity of business or exhibition over time to fulfill the spirit of the law. Dan asked what the group was trying to solve.  He expressed that theoretically it is to show commercial (exhibition/sale) and not personal pet.  It was pointed out that you can require open for business hours but you can not guarantee people will show up.  This plays back into the personal pet issue.  Donovan pointed out we need to make sure not to exclude retired performing animals.
It was recommended that exhibition be defined as the physical display of authorized wildlife to the public with or without a fee.  Commercial activity with regard to exhibition would be characterized by documented on and/or off-site exhibition not less than twelve times per year.  

 Point of discussion: 68A-6.0011, F.A.C., Research exemption

Captain West reviewed requirements for a USDA research facility.  Entity meeting the criteria registers and obtains the USDA Research authorization with little scrutiny.

Research facility means any school (except secondary or elementary school), institution, organization, or person that uses or intends to use live animals in research, tests, or experiments, and that:
1. purchase or transport live animals in commerce, or

2. receives funds under a grant, award, loan, or contract from a department, agency, or instrumentality of the United States for the purpose of carrying out research, tests, or experiments. 
Issue of concerns: circumvention of personal possession of Class I wildlife, exemption from licensing, experience, and caging requirements.
Recap Julie Morris

CWTAG recommends withdrawal of research exemption for Class I wildlife.  Require FWC license. Exempt cage size requirements but not structural requirements (strength).
WILDLIFE REHABILITATION cont.: 68A-9.006, F.A.C. (Captain Harrison/Group)
Captain Harrison presented the wildlife rehabilitation regulations.  Issues of concern include: emerging health issues and collecting of permanently/psychologically impaired wildlife.

Group discussion

Regulation provides for the placement of permanently/psychologically impaired wildlife.  Numbers of unreleasable wildlife that can be maintained in captivity for educational purposes is not addressed.  
Dan pointed out that the purpose of rehabilitation is being missed.  The purpose and ultimate goal of rehabilitation is to rehabilitate and release back to the wild.  All wildlife should be released if possible.  Permanent impairment (physical/psychological) is viewed as an enforcement issue.  Terri pointed out that “physical” impairment also presents a loophole.  She suggested including veterinarian evaluation/approval on physical impairments.

Lee expressed that the “attachment”/emotional connection is commonly seen in pet situations.  This is not a “pet” situation.  FWC has regulatory authority and should give this oversight.  Euthanasia must be part of the requirements.  Joe described the hierarchy that was developed for rehabilitation of black-footed ferrets.  The hierarchy included: if releasable then release; if unable to release sent to appropriate facility; if no placement then euthanasia.  
Dan suggested that permanently impaired wildlife not be retained at the rehabilitor’s facility.  If unreleasable it must be transferred.  He suggested the state implement a time line for final resolution.  Wildlife be rehabilitated for 90 – 180 days then released, transferred or euthanized.
Recap Julie Morris
CWTAG recommends including the following:

· maximum number of days animal can be held for rehab (90 days + additional 90 days if necessary) before it must be released, transferred or euthanized;
·  veterinarian and independent rehabilitator evaluation for physical impairments (same as for psychological impairments); 

· triage/hierarchy process to be included 

· rehab and release; 

· evaluate (if rehabilitator claims animal unreleasable); 

· transfer another facility if deemed unreleasable; 

· euthanize if no permanent placement available.

Point of discussion:  Professional certification (Dan Martinelli)
Dan raised the issue of potential problems with succession of permitted rehabilitators in larger rehabilitation organizations.  He suggested FWC staff develop a mechanism for pre-qualification of members within an organization.  

Some members questioned why not become permitted.  Some individuals may meet the experience requirements but do not have a facility and do not want to pursue a permit at this time.  This would be a professional certification/credentialing indicating that an individual meets the criteria to become a permitted rehabilitator but is not a permitted rehabilitator.  
PLANNING/FINAL MEETING: (Julie Morris/Group)
· Remaining mammals to be evaluated through matrix (Joe to provide grouping information).
· Final discussion on pros/cons of public contact.
· Consequences of moving wildlife to a higher class (experience/biological order issue)
· Disease issues with rehabilitation facilities/practices

Synopsis of Decision Matrix Results to Date

	Species
	Environmental 

& Economic 

Impact
	Public

Safety
	Animal

Welfare
	Special

Considerations
	Total Score

	Capuchins
	11
	21
	7
	1
	40

	Chimps
	12
	44
	15
	5
	76

	Marmosets
	11
	9
	5
	6
	31

	Spider monkeys
	10
	18
	7
	5
	40

	Vervets
	13
	22
	7
	5
	47

	Patas monkeys
	11
	22
	7
	2
	42

	Lemurs
	9
	15
	6
	4
	34

	Bush babies
	10
	8
	3
	2
	23

	Baboons
	15
	39
	12
	4
	70

	Black caiman
	2
	21
	6
	3
	32

	Brown, Spectacled, Broad snout and Yacare caiman
	12
	18
	4
	2
	36

	Dwarf crocodiles
	5
	13
	4
	2
	24

	Gavials
	1
	14
	6
	4
	25

	Chinese alligators
	3
	12
	5
	4
	24

	Komodo dragons
	6
	26
	5
	3
	40


	Group A-Crocodiles 
	1
	10
	4
	4/2
	17/19

	Group B-Crocodiles 
	1
	19
	6
	3
	29

	Group C-Crocodiles 
	11
	29/31
	6
	3
	49/51

	Servals
	7
	17
	5
	3
	32

	European/Canadian Lynx
	9
	26
	5
	3
	43

	Cougars
	1
	37
	7
	3
	48

	Cheetah
	7
	31
	9
	3
	50

	Indris
	6
	15
	9
	8
	38

	Ocelots
	13
	26
	5
	5
	49

	Clouded Leopards
	12
	33
	9
	4
	58

	Hyenas
	15
	37
	8
	3
	63

	Bobcats
	0
	21
	4
	0
	25

	Caracals
	10
	23
	4
	1
	38

	Wolves
	20
	36
	8
	3
	67

	Coyotes
	0
	22
	5
	0
	27

	Jackals
	16
	20
	3
	0
	39

	African Hunting Dogs
	15
	35
	12
	3
	65

	Wolverines
	10
	24
	5
	1
	40

	Badgers
	15
	28
	6
	0
	49

	Binturong
	11
	20
	3
	1
	35

	Group 1A (antelope) 
	6
	30
	8
	2
	46

	Group 1B/5B (gazelle)
	7
	19
	8
	2
	36

	Small Antelope group
	10
	10
	6
	2
	28

	Hartebeest group
	10
	32
	8
	2
	52

	Water Buck group
	9
	29
	8
	2
	48

	Okapi
	8
	28
	9
	0
	45

	Giraffe
	8
	32
	8
	0
	48

	Wallabies
	9
	14
	4
	1
	28

	Kangaroos/wallaroos
	7
	27
	5
	0
	39

	Exotic pigs/

Peccaries
	31
	34
	6
	1
	72
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