MINUTES

CAPTIVE WILDLIFE TECHNICAL ADVISORY GROUP
TALLAHASSEE, FL
November 2 - 3, 2006
MEMBERS PRESENT:

Dr. Terri Parrott, Dr. Leroy (Lee) Coffman, Ken Johnson, Eugene Bessette, Joe Christman,       R. Donovan Smith, Daniel (Dan) Martinelli, and Bill Armstrong.

MEMBERS NOT PRESENT:

Dr. Susan Clubb, Gloria Johnson, and Julie Strauss
OTHERS PRESENT:

Julie Morris (facilitator), Jen Hobgood, Beth Schaefer, Lynn McDuffie, Anne Boland,           Patti Ragan, Richard Ziegler, Bill Brant, and James Scott.  FWC Staff: Colonel Julie Jones, Captain Linda Harrison, Captain John West, and Precious Boatwright.

CALL TO ORDER/OPENING REMARKS: (Colonel Julie Jones)

Meeting began with introductions of Group members, FWC staff, and the audience.  Colonel Jones began the meeting as facilitator in place of Julie Morris who was the victim of a delayed flight.  Colonel Jones informed those present that Gloria was sick and would not be in attendance.  Precious informed those present that Susan and Julie Strauss would not be in attendance.  
Colonel Jones expressed her gratitude to the group on their efforts thus far.  She provided a timeline sketch for the next four months: December 18th – final draft of rule changes will be submitted for advertisement in the Florida Administrative Weekly, this will allow for final public hearing at the February ’07 Commission meeting in Destin.  Colonel Jones will present the FY 07-08 Law Enforcement work plan at the December Commission meeting in Key Largo.  CWTAG will have four more meetings to complete work and make recommendations on classification of wildlife, additional caging requirements, sanctuaries, hybrids and wild animals as pets.  Minutes were reviewed and accepted without change.  Agenda was reviewed.
STANDARD CAGING – REPTILES: (Eugene Bessette)
Eugene explained the need for standardized caging for larger lizards as there is a disparity in current rule language (Rule 68A-6.004(1) (b) (IV), F.A.C.).  Cage requirements for the smaller size ranges in lizards allow for additional length and width requirements.  This is not present in the cage requirements for larger lizards.  Currently the rule states “Lizards 25 to 36 inches in length. For one or two lizards an enclosure 36 inches by 12 inches, 16 inches high. For each additional lizard, increase enclosure size by 10 inches or 25 percent in length and width.” 
Eugene recommended that the minimum caging requirements for lizards 25 to 36 inches in length be increased from 36 inches to 48 inches, from 12 inches to 16 inches, and from 16 inches to 20 inches.  This recommendation allows for an overall increase in length (12”), width (4”) and height (4”) and is necessary for larger lizards such as monitors, iguanas and tegus.  This recommendation was viewed as necessary for the welfare of the captive animal as lizards require larger caging to allow for movement.
Point of discussion: Caging requirements lizards and heavy bodied snakes (Group)

Donovan pointed out there was no requirement for tight-fitting lids on containers or enclosures.  It was agreed that security in the enclosure (caging secure from escape) should be taken in to consideration but that lids may not be appropriate/required in all situations.  It was agreed that language should be included in the reptile section of the standard caging requirements to address that reptiles are to be securely housed to prevent escape.  This was thought to be a better way to handle the lid situation as airflow was a consideration with some species and not all reptiles would need or require a lid.
The issue was raised regarding the need for additional height requirements for arboreal reptile species versus terrestrial reptile species to allow for natural perching and/or basking behavior. It was discussed that the actual height required was less of an issue than providing perching that allowed arboreal species to be completely off the floor of the enclosure to allow perching or basking naturally without touching the top, bottom or sides of the enclosure.  It was agreed that a distinction should be recognized between arboreal versus terrestrial reptile species and that perching requirements will be added to the regulations for arboreal species.
The caging requirements for heavy bodied snakes and blood pythons specifically were also discussed.  Ken suggested that Rule 68A-6.004(1)(a), F.A.C., “For up to two specimens, a cage or enclosure having a perimeter equal to the length of the longest specimen, the width of the cage shall not be less than 20 percent of the length of the longest specimen. The width of the enclosure shall not be required to exceed 3 feet. For each additional specimen, increase perimeter by 10 percent,” should be amended to reflect an appropriate width necessary for blood pythons and heavier bodied snakes as they requiring more space to move around.  He recommended increasing the 20% cage width requirement to 30%.  Some members expressed that this would create a significant burden on commercial entities; however, it was pointed out that commercial entities were exempt from having to meet the standard caging requirements for up to 60 days.  The increase in caging requirements would affect hobbyists and private owners.  Members agreed that the increase would allow for additional cage space for heavier bodied specimens and not create an undue burden as cage width is not required to exceed three feet.  It was also suggested that blood pythons in particular could be included with large constrictor snakes in regard to minimum caging requirements.  It was agreed that this would work and that the increase in width requirements should be applied to the large constrictor snakes as well.

Time limits for exceptions to standard caging requirements were discussed.  Ken expressed that the object was to increase caging size and address the welfare of animals kept in captivity.  He expressed that he would like to see the exemptions from standard caging not to exceed 90 days.  Captain West pointed out that exemptions to standard caging requirements currently exist, and unless specifically exempt from standard caging requirements, all facilities are required to meet standard caging requirements.

Point of discussion: Standard caging requirements for turtles & tortoises (Group)
The group re-addressed the handout provided by Ken at a previous meeting regarding turtle and tortoise recommendations.  Ken expressed that the handout was provided as an example and that there were no real concerns with the current regulations if there are no enforcement issues.  Group members agreed that the handout provided good information but that some of the requirements in the handout, such as temperature requirements, were not applicable in Florida.  Overall, group members agreed that current standard caging requirements for turtles and tortoises were sufficient. 
Bill expressed that education is an issue and that people may not know how to care for the animals they possess.  It was suggested that FWC provide species care sheets.  Lee pointed out that there is significant information currently available on the Web. It was suggested that FWC provide links to other informational sites on its captive wildlife site.  It was expressed that this suggestion would be reviewed by staff as one link could not be listed at the exclusion of others.  It was then suggested that the reptile industry could provide a list of reputable sites.
Recap (Colonel Jones)
Colonel Jones reviewed the recommendations on the reptile caging requirements: Increase standard caging requirements for lizards 25 to 36 inches in length to 48” x 16” x 20”; in snake enclosures increase the additional width requirement from 20% to 30%; include blood pythons with large constrictor snakes for standard caging requirements; and include perching language for arboreal species of snakes and lizards.  No changes to standard caging requirements for turtle and tortoise regulations.  Group agreed that review of caging issues for reptiles has been completed and staff could move on with information provided.  
Colonel Jones reiterated that public comment will continue to be taken through November.  Rule language will be finalized by December 18th for posting in the Florida Administrative Weekly.  Commissioners will hear public comment and vote on proposed changes at the February meeting in Destin.  
PUBLIC CONTACT WITH WILDLIFE: (Dr. Terri Parrott)
Dr. Parrott introduced guest speaker Patti Ragan.  Ms. Ragan is the Director and Founder of the Center for Great Apes (CGA) in Wauchula, FL.  Ms. Ragan provided a PowerPoint presentation on her facility and discussed the results of public contact.  Her primary focus was on great apes.

Public Contact with Primates: (Ms. Patti Ragan)

Speaker Bio: Ms. Ragan began working with orangutans in 1984 -1985 as a volunteer for 5 months on an orangutan rehabilitation project in Borneo.  Ms. Ragan served Miami MetroZoo from 1979-1997 as a docent, Trustee, and as a member of the Board of Directors of the Zoological Society of Florida from 1979-1997.  She volunteered at Parrot Jungle & Gardens as a caregiver and manager of the primate department from 1990-1998.  In 1993, Ms. Ragan founded the CGA, a 501 (c)(3) not for profit organization,  for the purpose of providing lifetime care for orangutans and chimpanzees in need of a permanent home, specifically those being “out placed” from research, entertainment and personal pet situations.  CGA moved to its present location in 1998 with 5 young apes, and currently provides care for 43 great apes (14 orangutans and 29 chimpanzees) on the 105-acre sanctuary.  
During the presentation several examples were provided of great apes (chimps and orangutans) that were taken in by CGA.  Several points were made during this presentation.  Ms. Ragan stressed that the real issue is not possession of infants but rather the long term care for these great apes.  The shelf life for one of these apes in the entertainment industry is 6 to 7 years.  Orangutans remain infants up to 4 years of age and Chimps up to 5 years of age.  These apes are still juveniles at 6-7 years of age once they have exceeded their usefulness in the entertainment industry.  Then there is the issue of long term care as these apes may live 50-60 years.  

Ms. Ragan stressed that what occurs in Florida affects other states and vice versa.  Animals in need of placement come from pet owners, the entertainment industry and research facilities.  She said that there are 7 sanctuaries (that take in great apes) in the US, most of which are operated by private owners.  Most sanctuaries do not have sufficient funds to provide for the long term care of the animals and there are not enough facilities to meet the demand.  An example was given of a sanctuary in Texas that recently closed and was seeking placement for 800 animals, 72 of which are chimpanzees.  
The estimated cost for the direct care of one animal is $10,000-15,000 per year. These figures do not include staff, medical, or property costs.  Grants are limited (no government money, only private foundations with specific funds) and most people who send animals to these facilities do not provide money for the long-term care required.  Additionally, corporate support generally goes to those facilities exhibiting (usually zoos).  A true sanctuary does not allow public contact or the breeding, exhibiting, or selling of animals.  The CGA expends over $500,000 annually for the care of the great apes in their possession.  

Ms. Ragan stressed that people must become aware of the life span of these animals and the care required.  These are intelligent animals that require specialized care. Education and long term commitment is a must when it comes to dealing with these animals.  She expressed that statistics regarding animals involved in incidents of injury to the public were difficult to obtain as many of these incidents go unreported.  She cited an example of an incident she heard about where a 2 year old chimp bit a girl at a promotional display in Tennessee, yet no chimp has been cycled out of the entertainment business.  
She expressed that statistics regarding the number of primates in need of placement that come from the entertainment industry vs. being used solely for public contact vs. personal pets was also difficult to obtain, as these uses are frequently interrelated.  You can not differentiate entertainment from public contact because they are used for both purposes.  She expressed that of the 42 apes placed at CGA, 35 were used in the entertainment venue.  She expressed that this is a complex issue and these primates should not be allowed as pets or to be bred for use in public contact situations. 
Public Contact with Cats: (Mr. James Scott)
Mr. Scott provided handouts of incidents involving Felidae (cats) and other wildlife.  These incidents centered on injuries, bites, and escapes and were not specifically germane to the issue of public contact with wildlife.  Mr. Scott apologized to the group as the scheduled speaker requested that he step in at the last minute and he was not prepared to speak directly to the public contact issue.  He did stress that cats and non-human primates should not be possessed as pets.
Group discussion:

Capt. West reviewed the current public contact regulations (68A-6.0023, F.A.C.) and discussed previous changes.  Full and incidental contact was defined.  Full contact is when the person with the animal has control (no handler or restraint).  Incidental contact is when someone else has control (handler and/or restraint).  Previously contact included elephant rides and contact with lions under 25 lbs.  These regulations were expanded to include contact with non-human primates and other carnivores.
Discussion ensued as to whether the rule should be opened for change, and whether or not the existing public contact requirements have created any problems.  Justifications for and against public contact were discussed.  Justification for allowing public contact was recognized as the opportunity to make money and the educational value.  Justification against allowing public contact was viewed primarily as an animal welfare issue and that these issues should take precedence over justification for allowing public contact.  Group members brought up several points or issues during the discussion.  
Joe reiterated the animal welfare issue pointing out that if it is not safe to have public contact with an animal all of its life then prohibiting contact with certain age groups closes the gap that currently exists in the regulations.  It also addresses the issue of what happens to the animal once it exceeds its usefulness and can no longer be used for public contact.  He pointed out that in instances where an animal would be kept for its entire life, proposed changes to public contact regulations would only affect that entity for a brief window of time.  It would, however, affect those that cycle animals in and out for public contact purposes (an act which is not in the best interest of the animal).  Additionally, he expressed that both full and incidental contact should be addressed at the same time.  Only addressing full contact does not address incidental contact and therefore does not get to the heart of the matter, which is the animal welfare issue.  

Donovan pointed out that the problem may correct itself as the animals (non-human primates) showing up in sanctuaries now were probably obtained back in the 1960’s when there were no regulations and animals were acquired at a much lower price.  He expressed concerns over the definition of “public” and recommends clearly defining “public.”  He asked Ms. Ragan if public contact were not allowed if it would limit the problem.  Ms. Ragan expressed that contact is one more way to open a commercial niche in the wildlife industry.  The question is where will the animals now being used for full/incidental contact go?  Facilities like CGA are at capacity.  Organizations like these are looked to by regulators to take in animals and these facilities are not compensated for the care of these animals.  There clearly needs to be some sort of funding mechanism to deal with the placement of these animals.  Donovan also expressed that he has seen the benefit of acclimation of wildlife to humans so they can be handled.  He views the difference as animals being kept long term versus those that are just cycled through (for public contact purposes).  He expressed that there are two sides to this issue and an outright ban is not the answer.  He also raised the issue of a bond requirement for exhibitors.  He expressed that insurance is hard to obtain so many will not obtain insurance.

Terri expressed that there are three things to be considered as a group, not just where the animal will go after public contact.  These include: the public safety factor; the shelf life factor of the animal after contact; and safety of the animal (e.g. diseases non-human primates can get from people).  She expressed that years ago there were a lot of lion cubs being used for public contact.  Now she sees a lot of tiger cubs being used for public contact.  
Captain West expressed that based on his experience the incidence of photo opportunities is increasing.  He raised the question of whether or not states allowing this practice cause animals to be raised and then sold off thus creating problems elsewhere.
Eugene expressed that there is a huge demand to touch and hold wildlife.  He questioned Ms. Ragan as to whether or not she sees a continuing trend of problems with animals used for these purposes.  Ms. Ragan expressed that the animals are not generally mistreated except that they are not raised by the parent which causes social issues.  She used the example of Dog Fighting laws.  She expressed that these laws are in place because of animal welfare issues.  Dog fighting is not in the best interest of the dog.  She expressed that today more young apes are coming out of the entertainment industry (from all states).  Eugene questioned if there were more animals today versus in the past.  Ms. Ragan said no but attributed it to changing laws.    
Ken pointed out that the same issues (sociological) exist for all non-human primates being bred and sold solely for public contact.  He expressed that the group needs to weigh the options of opportunity to make money and educational value against animal welfare.  He recommends that there be no contact, full or incidental, with carnivores and Class I primates as this eliminates the motive for producing these animals for that purpose.  He also recommends a clear definition of “public.”  
Lee expressed that full contact and size restrictions appear to have created a problem.  He expressed that there is no question that this is not in the best interest of the animal, but also that there is no denying enrichment from the association with wildlife.  He expressed apprehension on value of the educational aspect and the attitudes created in the public.
Dan expressed that this issue (public contact) is very specific to animal welfare.  The very small windows in Florida regulations that allow for public contact do not allow full contact with adult animals and encourages the trade.  A point should be made that recommendations are not being made for other issues (public safety) but that this is solely an animal welfare issue.  
Bill pointed out that with more states banning possession of wildlife, Florida regulations as they currently stand would invite more of this type of activity to Florida.  He posed the question of whether CWTAG should recommend any contact with animals being banned in other parts of the country.  In response to Donovan’s issue of bond requirements, Bill expressed that there is an insurance agency in Florida that sells insurance for this type of activity in 48 states.  

Recap 

Group does want to open the rule for change.  Current recommendation on the table is to address full and incidental contact with Class I carnivores and non-human primates.  Need to allow points from opposing views to be heard before recommendations are finalized.  Decision to expand public contact regulations beyond Class I will be made after recommendations are made for classification of wildlife.  Clear definition of “public” is needed.
DECISION MATRIX

Point of discussion: Matrix Questions Clarification (Group)

Captain Harrison raised the issue of questions 22 and 25, their intent and the point of reference from which they are being answered.  The intent of these two questions is to address the space needs for a particular species from two different perspectives.  One being the amount of space needed to meet the needs of the animal (25) and the other being the importance of space to address social tolerance to the presence of the wildlife (22).  It appears that both questions are being answered from the perspective of the needs for the animal.  
Prior to the meeting it was recommended to group members, in order to avoid confusion that question 22 and the answer options be reworded as follows:

“How important is large acreage to minimize friction with neighboring properties?” 
“Not Important,” “Low Importance,” “Medium Importance,” or “Highly Important”      

The group discussed the difference between Questions 22 and 25.  Members did not agree that there was a perception problem in the questions or how they were being answered.  Dan explained that Question 25 deals with how much space an animal needs to maintain proper caging.  The response categories are based on current standards and rely on the only choices available 2.5 acres and 5 acres.  Social space should be dealt with in the context of caging regulations.  Members did agree to replace “human” with “enrichment” in question 25.
Point of discussion: Use of Decision Matrix (Group)

Members agreed the Matrix is a tool, a generic guideline, for staff to utilize in explaining how an animal’s class was established or confirmed.  The Matrix is a tool that provides a methodology from which to make recommendations.  It is a part of the evaluation process not the sole evaluation process.  Members agreed when utilizing the Matrix, individual section scores should be considered as well as overall score, and native species should be compared separately from non-native species.  Not all species need to be evaluated with the Matrix.         
Members agreed to review Matrix results of the animals previously evaluated and those evaluated during the process of building the Matrix (before it was finalized).  Results will be reviewed based on sectional scores (0-20: Environmental & Economic Impact, 0-45: Public Safety, 0-15: Animal Welfare, and 0-7: Special Considerations) and total scores. 
Colonel Jones praised the document formalization as a fantastic methodology in order to make steps towards a recommendation.  She expressed that the group should use the tool to aid in making first cut recommendations regarding classification.  She reiterated that recommendations are just that and that neither CWTAG nor staff will be the ultimate say in classification.

Point of discussion:  Classification of Wildlife (Group) 
Members reviewed the current list of Class I wildlife as well as Matrix results for previously scored species.  Current classification as well as sectional scores and overall scores were discussed.  This triggered some discussion of issues specific to some species or groups.

Gibbons/Siamangs: Both species scored high in the Animal Welfare and Special Considerations categories, and mid-range scoring in Public Safety and Environmental/Economic Impact.  It was agreed that these animals should not be kept as pets.  Both species have the same long life expectancy and need the same space considerations.  Classifying gibbons as Class II may increase pet trade, which could have an impact on wild populations; this impact was not viewed as significant for siamangs.  Some members were interested in hearing Susan Club’s perspective as she was absent this meeting.  It was agreed to readdress these species at a later date. 
Gavial/Black Caiman: Gavials scored low across the board.  This was attributed to a species that is shy, non-aggressive, and has a selective diet (fish eater).  Public safety issues are low.  Black caiman scored much higher in the Public Safety and Animal Welfare categories.  This was attributed to a larger but not as aggressive, shy species that is difficult to maintain and breed in captivity.  Group A and B crocodiles also scored low across the board.
Group C Crocodiles: Public Safety and Environmental/Economic Impact categories are problematic.

Komodo Dragons: Public Safety is a problematic category and an area of concern.  Not viewed as aggressive as crocodiles but difficult to care fore and hard to acquire.  All group members present expressed that they should remain Class I except Eugene.  
Based on this discussion initial classification recommendations were made.   
Classification:

	Wildlife
	Class I
	Class II

	Gibbon
	√
	

	Siamang
	√
	

	Leopard
	√
	

	Gavial
	
	√

	Black Caiman
	
	√

	Group A
	
	√

	Group B
	
	√

	Group C
	√
	

	Komodo
	
	√


It was recommended that all other wildlife currently listed as Class I should remain Class I.

Meeting Recessed
CWTAG Meeting cont.-Tallahassee
November 2006

Day Two
Planning: (Julie Morris)

Meeting began by setting dates for next four meetings.  These included: February 22nd and 23rd, April 19th and 20th, June 14th and 15th, and August 2nd and 3rd.  Members prefer the Orlando area for meetings; however, staff is exploring options to reduce costs.  One option mentioned for the Kissimmee area was the Cattlemen Association building.  Locations will be determined by staff at a later date.  Due to time constraints to complete work, it was agreed to have the duration for the remaining meeting changed from one and a half days to two full days.
Recap: Day One Classification Recommendations (Julie Morris)
 Julie Morris reviewed classification recommendations from the previous day.  Ken passed out spreadsheet that would be utilized to review past scoring.  Recommendations from yesterday included: Gavials, Black Caiman, Group A and B Crocodiles-Class II; Group C Crocodiles- Class I; Komodo dragons- Class I; Revisit gibbons and siamangs; All other wildlife currently listed as Class I should remain Class I.

Point of discussion: Classification of Wildlife (Group) 
Members continued exercise from previous day and began reviewing current list of Class II wildlife as well as Matrix results for previously scored species.  Current classification as well as sectional scores and overall scores were discussed.  During this process it became evident that there were questions regarding the scoring for certain Class II species in certain areas.  
It was pointed out that the scores provided in the handout reflected individual scoring by Susan, group scoring during the development of the Matrix, and group scoring since finalization of the Matrix.  Captain Harrison expressed that she has maintained a score sheet of the species scored by the group since May.  It was agreed that Captains Harrison and West along with Ken would review the scores on the decision matrix and provide group scores to members.  It was also agreed to revisit recommendations for Class II primates.  

NOTE: To avoid confusion, recommendations made regarding classification during this discussion were not recorded in the Minutes.  These species are to be revisited by the group.
Point of discussion: Decision Matrix cont. (Group)

Members began utilizing the matrix to evaluate species currently listed as Class II wildlife.  This included the group evaluation of Indris, Ocelots, Clouded leopards and Hyena.   
Brief description of wildlife put through the matrix:

*
Indris:  Described as the largest member of the lemur family, weighing approximately 10-15 pounds.  This species inhabits Madagascar and is highly endangered.  Specialized diet and habitat are required.  This species is described as entirely vegetarian eating primarily fruit.  It was expressed that the only way to obtain a specimen for captivity would be to collect it from the wild as none are known to be maintained in captivity.  
Group discussion:  In regard to question #23 it was expressed that a large space is required but the physical needs of this species are unknown.  In regard to question #25 this is unknown because this is a very shy and reclusive species.  More research would be required to learn more about this species.  This is a situation where a species scored the highest possible score in a single category (Special Considerations).  This is due to the highly endangered status of the species.  It was agreed to withhold classification recommendation.  Terri is to further research this species and group is to revisit this species.     
*
Ocelot:  Described as a secretive and adaptable species.  It is more arboreal than the bobcat and will prey on birds.  This species is also known to be hen house raiders.  This species is popular and many are kept as pets in apartments.  They are aggressive, but not to the extent of larger cats.  This species can be found through the US, Mexico and Central and South America in the wild.    

Group discussion:  Regarding question #22, 2.5 acres is not needed for this species.  This species will not actively seek out humans if it escaped.  The group consensus is that this animal should remain Class II.  
*
Clouded Leopard:  Described as an intermediate sized cat, that is smaller than a leopard, reaching 35 – 40 pounds.  It is a separate species of cat because of its dentition (has the largest canines of all cat species).  It is a very secretive, solitary animal and difficult to breed and maintain in captivity.  If hand raised it can attach to one person, but will be aggressive to strangers.  Described as very high strung animals, this species is prone to stress and may self-mutilate when around others.  This species does not adapt well to changes in its environment.  It is arboreal and will eat anything it can catch.  The life span of this species is 12 -14 years.
Group discussion:  This species hits high points in the area of Public Safety, Animal Welfare and Special Considerations.  Bill and Joe expressed that public safety issues (high scores in this area) constitutes a trigger for higher classification. Terri expressed that the group should revisit borderline species on the public safety issue.  Consensus of the group is that this species should be moved to Class I.

*
Hyena:  Described as very strong and extremely aggressive.  This species can break an elephant bone with a bite and will drive a lion off its kill.  In the wild this is a social animal that lives in packs.  In captivity this species will adapt to humans and is not normally aggressive; however, if forced into a confrontation it will maim and dismember and can easily take a human life.

Group discussion:  Joe has worked with these animals in captivity and expressed discomfort with leaving this animal at Class II for the reasons listed above.  The group agreed to revisit this species.  Group consensus is that environmental impact and public safety factors trigger moving this animal to Class I.    

Decision Matrix Results

	Species
	Environmental 

& Economic 

Impact
	Public

Safety
	Animal

Welfare
	Special Considerations
	Total Score

	Indris
	6
	15
	9
	8
	38

	Ocelot
	13
	26
	5
	5
	49

	Clouded Leopard
	12
	33
	9
	4
	58

	Hyena
	15
	37
	8
	3
	63


Point of discussion: Proposed Rule Drafts
Eugene asked group if they had a chance to review rule proposals and if they should go through the changes.  He felt it was important for the group to read, and provide feedback to staff.

Colonel Jones reiterated that the charge to CWTAG was to give expert advice to staff.  Members provide the basis and staff gathers information from the industry and public.  She expressed that it would be very confusing to go back through the group for concurrence.  This would be self defeating and violate the tenets of the group.  She encouraged members to review the rules and ask questions.  If there is further interest in the rules past this process then she encouraged members to weigh in as the public or contact Captains West or Harrison directly.
Staff has until December 18th to complete final rule draft.  One more public meeting will be held and final public hearing will be held February 7th and 8th.  Once advertised if staff got it wrong it would require a floor amendment.  Only staff or Commissioners can present floor amendments.  Colonel Jones expressed that she is very concerned at the direction the rule is going and wants to be sure the committee is aware of the rule drafts.
Recap (Julie Morris)
CWTAG will revisit Class II primates for classification.  Captain Harrison, Captain West and Ken will provide data on wildlife put through matrix up until now.  Additional expertise will be sought for the golden cats and fishing cat.  Terri is to research and provide additional background information for Indris, and seek additional expertise for the cats.  Lynn will assist with specifying the protected status for species.  CWTAG will continue to work through the existing list of Class II wildlife. Public contact will be revisited at the next meeting.  Terri assigned to locate additional speaker to provide more insight into public contact with cats.
PLANNING/NEXT MEETING: (Julie Morris/Group)
Future Discussions:

Continue with Decision Matrix and Classification
Public Contact Presentation and Discussion
Definitions of Exhibition, Public Sale, and Commercial
Dates and location of the next meeting:
February 22-23, April 19-20, June 14-15, and August 2-3.  Locations TBA
Meeting Adjourned 
Synopsis of Decision Matrix Results to Date
	Species
	Environmental 

& Economic 

Impact
	Public

Safety
	Animal

Welfare
	Special

Considerations
	Total Score

	Capuchin
	11
	21
	7
	1
	40

	Chimp
	12
	44
	15
	5
	76

	Marmoset
	11
	9
	5
	6
	31

	Spider monkey
	10
	18
	7
	5
	40

	Vervet
	13
	22
	7
	5
	47

	Patas
	11
	22
	7
	2
	42

	Lemurs
	9
	15
	6
	4
	34

	Bush baby
	10
	8
	3
	2
	23

	Baboon
	15
	39
	12
	4
	70

	Black caiman
	2
	21
	6
	3
	32

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

	Dwarf crocodile
	5
	13
	4
	2
	24

	Gavial
	1
	14
	6
	4
	25

	Chinese alligator
	3
	12
	5
	4
	24

	Komodo
	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

	Serval
	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

	Ocelot
	13
	26
	5
	5
	49

	Clouded Leopard
	12
	33
	9
	4
	58

	Hyena
	15
	37
	8
	3
	63
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