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IN DEEENSE OF ANIMALS






December 10, 2007

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Division of Management Authority
4401 North Fairfax Drive, Room 700

Arlington, Virginia 22203

VIA FACSIMILE: 703/358-2281 (13 Pages Plus Appendices)
To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of In Defense of Animals (IDA) and People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA), I am writing to urge you to deny the Woodland Park Zoo’s (WPZ) request for an extension of its existing permit to import semen from a male Asian elephant named Rex at African Lion Safari in Canada (PRT-108484).  The WPZ intends to import the semen in January 2008 and use it to artificially inseminate the female elephant named Chai who resides at the Seattle Zoo. 

The WPZ’s application fails to meet the requirements of both the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Flora and Fauna (CITES) and the U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA).  The application also fails to meet at least one of the conditions set forth in the FWS’s “General advice on the import and export of biological specimens obtained in a non-invasive manner from captive held and wild CITES-listed animals for research purposes,” June 24 2003.  

I.  The proposed import will have a detrimental effect on the Asian elephant species in captivity in North America due to the risk of spreading the deadly Elephant Endotheliotropic Herpesvirus (EEHV).  Thus the import does not meet the CITES requirement that the trade must not be detrimental to the species. 

A.  EEHV is having a “devastating” effect on captive Asian elephants.

First identified in 1995, the Elephant Endotheliotropic Herpes Virus (EEHV) is posing a real threat to the survival of Asian elephants in zoos.  (See Exhibit A: “Elephant Endotheliotropic Herpesvirus in the North American Zoo Population: An Urgent Call for Action,” a report by In Defense of Animals, December 3, 2007.)

The deadly virus has accounted for 20% of Asian elephant deaths in North America in the past 25 years and has killed 85 percent of elephants infected. Its most frequent victims are elephants under seven years of age.  The disease causes massive internal hemorrhaging and results in a horrible and painful death. 

In their paper, “Endotheliotropic Elephant Herpes Virus (EEHV) infection:  The first PCR-confirmed fatal case in Asia” (Appendix 2), the authors – representatives of the European zoo industry and wildlife experts in Cambodia – confirm the devastating impacts that this deadly virus is having on Asian elephants in captivity:

“[The EEHV] disease is still ramped in captive elephant populations worldwide and continues to devastate particularly the neonatal and weaning-age populations. . . . In captivity, a substantial proportion of reproductive failures and infant deaths are attributed to the endotheliotropic hemorrhagic syndrome, continually impeding efforts to maintain a self-sustaining captive Asian elephant population.” 

– Reid, C.E., et al. [including Thomas J. Hildebrandt, who will be performing the artificial insemination procedure at Woodland Park Zoo], Veterinary Quarterly 2006; 28 (2): 61-64.
It is clear that the EEHV is having a devastating impact on the Asian elephant in captivity in North America and elsewhere.  

B.  The Woodland Park Zoo is a high risk facility for EEHV transmission

The Woodland Park Zoo is one of 17 (of 41) North American zoos participating in the Association of Zoos and Aquarium (AZA)’s Species Survival Plan (SSP) that have been identified as high risk for potential infection and transmission of the EEHV. 

In fact, the WPZ meets all the criteria for a high-risk facility as set forth by one of the world’s leading authorities on EEHV, Richard J. Montali, DVM, former chief pathologist at the Smithsonian National Zoo for over 20 years.  In 1995, Dr. Montali and his resident, Laura Richman, diagnosed a fatal viral disease in a 16-month-old elephant calf named Kumari at the National Zoo.  Richman subsequently identified two elephant herpesviruses that caused fatalities in some young elephants.  Among other things, Dr. Montali traveled to Africa and obtained samples of tissues that tested positive for EEHV.  Kumari’s death is now considered the “index case” for EEHV in North America.

In the twelve years since the index case, multiple strains of the EEHV have been identified.  The most common form of the virus, EEHV1, is believed to have crossed species, from African to Asian elephants.  One theory for this potential crossover is the unnatural zoo setting where two species that would never co-mingle in the wild – African and Asian elephants – have been housed together.  

In a 2001 paper, “Management Aspects of Herpesvirus Infections and Tuberculosis in Elephants,” In:  “A research update on elephants and rhinos : proceedings of the International Elephant and Rhino Research Symposium,” Vienna, June 7-11, 2001, (Appendix 3)  Dr. Montali and colleagues detailed the risk factors for EEHV in captive elephants: 

“Asian elephants that are less than 10 years old and have been moved to another facility and/or have had contact with African elephants are at increased risk for contracting EEHV.  Animals traveling between facilities with a history of EEHV cases may be at greater risk [abstract of paper]….Asian elephants that are less than 10 years old and have been moved to another facility and/or have had contact with African elephants are at increased risk for contracting EEHV.  Animals traveling between facilities with a history of EEHV cases may be at greater risk [body of paper].” (Montali, et. al, Vienna, June 2001)

It is important to note that co-authors on this Vienna Symposium paper include Laura K. Richman, Dennis L. Schmitt and Thomas J. Hildebrandt.

In an April 2007 paper (Appendix 4) based on “updated excerpts” from the above-referenced 2001 paper, Dr. Montali reiterated the dangers of EEHV transmission that he and Drs. Richman, Schmitt, Hildebrandt et al. had documented in their 2001 Vienna Symposium paper:

General risk factors for Asian elephants to contract EEHV include younger animals (under 10-years old) that are moved to another facility and/or have had direct or indirect contact with African elephants.  Animals coming from or going to a facility with a history of EEHV could be at increased risk.  

Montali, RJ.  “Tracking Emerging Wildlife diseases on Three Continents: Implications for Conserved Species and Zoonotic Potentials.” 24th Annual Pathology Meeting of the West Coast Subdivision of the CK Davis DVM Foundation, April 27-28 2007, Asilomar Conference Grounds, Monterey California. 

The following high risk factors are overtly present at WPZ: 

RISK FACTOR NUMBER 1:  

THE WOODLAND PARK ZOO HOUSES AN AFRICAN ELEPHANT (WATOTO) TOGETHER WITH ITS ASIAN ELEPHANTS, COMPLETELYCONTRARY TO AZA ELEPHANT MANAGEMENT AND CARE GUIDELINES.    

In his April 2007 paper, Dr. Montali again reiterates the findings from the 2001 Vienna Symposium paper authored by himself as well as Drs. Richman, Schmitt, Hildebrandt et al.: “It is clear that the African elephant is a potential source of the EEHV that is lethal for Asian elephants.  More than half of EEHV deaths in Asian elephants have been associated with either direct or indirect contact with an African elephant.”

Again reiterating the 2001 Vienna findings, Dr. Montali writes in April 2007 that the AZA SSP suggests that “Asian and African elephants be managed separately with no direct or indirect contact particularly in herds with breeding programs” (emphasis added).

Indeed, the Association of Zoos and Aquarium’s “Standards for Elephant Management and Care” (updated 5 May 2003 and accessed on the web on December 10, 2007 at

http://www.aza.org/AboutAZA/Documents/ElephantStandards.pdf
recommend against the housing of the two species together, primarily out of concern about disease transmission, particularly the deadly elephant herpes virus.

Further undescoring the dangers of the WPZ’s unnatural mingling of Asian and African elephants that would never occur in the wild – and the generally unnatural conditions of captivity in the zoo environment – Dr. Montali states in his April 2007 paper that of the four infectious he discusses in this paper – callitrichid hepatitis, elephant herpesvirus, bovine tuberculosis and neuro-angiostrongyliasis – “All had common factors of interfacing exposures between wild and domestic species that probably would not occur under totally natural conditions” (emphasis added)

In fact, the transmission of the virus from African to Asian elephants at the WPZ may have been documented in a 1983 report  by then-WPZ elephant keeper, Ellen Leach (Vaginal virus in a mixed elephant herd. In: Proceedings of the Fourth Annual Elephant Workshop. Missouri. p 79–80.).  This report was discussed in a 2001 paper published in Zoo Biology – a peer-reviewed scientific journal published in affiliation with the AZA – which studied possible routes of transmission of the EEHV virus, in conjunction with examination of the risk of spread of EEHV from African to Asian elephant: 

“In fact, a latent vaginal virus disease was described for a mixed species herd in 1983 [Leach, 1983] in which an African elephant appeared to have a non-irritant blister-causing virus. They also noticed that two of the Asian elephants had a similar syndrome but with apparently different pathology. That this ongoing, slow-cycling, vaginal blister disease was the same virus is unclear, but the elephants described are prime candidates for carriers. In this case, we would recommend that the two species be separated and monitored.”

(Ryan, S. and Thompson, S. Disease Risk and Inter-institutional Transfer of Specimens in Cooperative Breeding Programs: Herpes and the Elephant Species Survival Plans, Zoo Biology, 20: 89-101, 2001.) 

RISK FACTOR NUMBER 2: 
THE WPZ’S LOSS OF HANSA TO ELEPHANT HERPES VIRUS IN JUNE 2007 MEANS THAT ONE OR MORE OF THE WPZ ELEPHANTS ARE LIKELY CARRIERS OF EEHV 

This was confirmed by Laura Richman, Dr. Montali’s former resident and currently in the Smithsonian National Zoo Pathology Laboratory, whose comments were reported in the Seattle Post Intelligencer (Dec. 4, 2007), available online at http://seattlepi.nwsource.com/local/342326_elephant05.html.

"’Hansa would have gotten it from another elephant,’ Richman said. Hansa had not left Woodland Park Zoo since she was born, which suggests the virus was passed from one of the zoo's other elephants, either her mother, Chai, or Watoto or Bamboo” (emphasis added).

Richman’s comments clearly suggest that WPZ is contaminated with this virus.

Hansa’s mother Chai is the intended recipient of the imported semen.  There are known cases of vertical transmission – mother to calf – in elephants in Europe, where stillborn calves tested positive for EEHV.  Abortion has occurred, with EEHV being found in the fetal tissue.  Evidence suggests EEHV is responsible for stillbirths. (See Appendix A, Section III.) 

Thus there appears to be a significant risk that any calf born at WPZ, particularly to Chai, who has already lost one calf to EEHV, will contract this deadly virus, which would constitute a detrimental impact on the survival of Asian elephants. 

RISK FACTOR #3

THE WPZ MAY HARBOR A FORM OF EEHV THAT WAS PREVIOUSLY UNDISCOVERED AND WHOSE FORM OF TRANSMISSION, PREVALANCE, AND TREATMENT ARE ALL APPARENTLY CURRENTLY UNKNOWN 
According to the necropsy performed on Hansa, to which Laura Richman, among others, contributed (case number G07-648, accessed on December 10, 2007 at

http://www.cldavis.org/cgi-bin/download.cgi?pid=307)
“Histologic changes in this case were consistent with an acute systemic infectious disease process.  The morphologic features of this lesion were most consistent with endotheliotropic herpesvirus infection, and the vascular damage associated with this event accounted for the gross and histologic changes in the tissues, and was the cause of death.  This elephant was in excellent nutritional status and had no detectable underlying disease processes at gross examination or in the histologic sections.  These findings suggest that this is likely a primary infectious agent and highly virulent…. The failure to detect known endotheliotropic herpesviruses of elephants using PCR suggests that this may be a different virus that had not been characterized.  PCR testing of paraffin embedded tissue was negative for generic herpesvirus.  This contrasts with results of generic herpesvirus on fresh frozen tissue which has identified a previously unknown herpesvirus, tentatively called EEHV3 Current evaluation of the EEHV3 genome suggests it is much more diverged than EEHV1 is from EEHV2” (emphasis added).

The WPZ announced in a July 2, 2007 press release that Hansa had died from a “newly discovered elephant herpesvirus” that had “never before been identified by science.”  The release went on to say that scientists had to create a new test to detect it because “previous methodologies were unable to detect the virus.” (Press release accessed on December 10, 2007 at 

http://www.zoo.org/pressroom/pr/2007/pr07_02_2007c.htm
In a fact sheet on the virus that killed Hansa, the WPZ stated that this newly discovered elephant herpesvirus was detected for the first time on June 28, 2007, and that it is “not the same as EEHV.”

Particularly relevant to the WPZ’s request for an extension of its FWS permit, this fact sheet also stated the following about this newly discovered virus that killed Hansa:

“What is unknown 
· How Hansa contracted the virus. 

· If other wild or captive elephants have been infected with the newly discovered virus.

· How common it is.

· A treatment for the nameless virus.”

Are there other, undiscovered strains of elephant herpesvirus – never before detected by science, and currently undetectable by any known tests – lurking at the WPZ?  Will another young elephant die a painful and horrific death – like Hansa – because your agency allowed the WPZ to proceed with this reckless plan that for all intents and purposes is a deadly game of Russian Roulette with an endangered species supposedly under FWS’s protection?

RISK FACTOR #4

WPZ HAS TRANSPORTED AN ELEPHANT – CHAI – TO AND FROM A FACILITY WITH A HISTORY OF EEHV EXPOSURE. 

Chai was sent to the Dickerson Park Zoo in Springfield, Missouri for breeding with the bull Onyx before returning to Seattle to give birth to Hansa.  Of 13 calves conceived at the Dickerson Park Zoo (Onyx, father of Hansa, sired 12): four elephants are still living, three were stillbirths, and six are dead. Five of the calves were infected with EEHV; all but one died from the infection.  The Dickerson Park Zoo is clearly a high risk facility for EEHV transmission and there is a documented risk that Chai was exposed to EEHV during her time at this zoo.  This flies in the face of the above-referenced warnings published by Drs. Montali, Richman, Schmitt, Hildebrandt et al. in the 2001 Vienna Symposium paper, and reiterated by Dr. Montali in his April 2007 paper.

RISK FACTOR #5

THE FACILITIES THAT HOUSE BOTH SEMEN DONOR (REX – AFRICAN LION SAFARI) AND INTENDED SEMEN RECIPIENT (CHAI- WPZ) HAVE BOTH HAD ELEPHANT DEATHS FROM EEHV. 

The risk of spreading EEHV through artificial insemination with the sperm from Rex at African Lion Safari cannot be dismissed.  Two elephants at African Lion Safari have died of EEHV (Gina, 1986 and Beau Thai, 1988).   Two elephants currently living at African Lion Safari – Rex and Kitty – were at the facility at the time of these deaths, meaning that they have potentially been exposed to the virus. 

Although both WPZ and African Lion Safari have stated that the semen is tested for EEHV, there is no known test for the virus unless an elephant is actually shedding (See Appendix 1, Section II).   As there may be other, undiscovered forms of the virus in existence – such as the elephant herpesvirus strain that killed Hansa just six months ago – the WPZ cannot definitively state that there is no risk of transmission by artificial insemination of Chai with the sperm of Rex.  Again, this flies in the face of the above-referenced warnings published by Drs. Montali, Richman, Schmitt, Hildebrandt et al. in the 2001 Vienna Symposium paper, and reiterated by Dr. Montali in his April 2007 paper.  

RISK FACTOR 6
CHAI IS A “DOUBLE THREAT” IN THAT SHE HAS BEEN HOUSED AT TWO FACILITIES WITH EEHV DEATHS PLUS THE PUBLISHED WARNING FROM DR. THOMAS HILDEBRANDT, WHO WILL BE PERFORMING THIS LATEST ARTIFICIAL INSEMINATION ATTEMPT ON CHAI AT THE WPZ, THAT INTRAUTERINE EEHV TRANSMISSION FROM MOTHER TO FETUS IS POSSIBLE. 

In 2005, Dr. Thomas Hildebrandt et al. wrote the following in the peer-reviewed scientific journal Veterinary Record (“Ultrasonographic assessment and ultrasound-guided biopsy of the retropharyngeal lymph nodes in Asian elephants [Elephas maximus], Vol. 157, pp. 544-548, October 29, 2005):

“The virus may also be transmitted during copulation, by the use of contaminated handling equipment, or by intrauterine transmission from mother to fetus” (emphasis added).

This peer-reviewed statement belies the blithe assurances made by the zoo industry in recent public claims that the risks of artificial insemination are virtually nonexistent.  The same veterinarian who will be performing this reckless procedure has stated in a peer-reviewed scientific paper that EEHV may be transmitted through “intrauterine transmission from mother to fetus.”

This is especially disturbing given the fact that just six months ago, an entirely new elephant herpesvirus, never before seen by science, killed Hansa at this very same zoo.  The mode of transmission, prevalence and treatment of this newly discovered virus is apparently unknown.  Is intrauterine transmission more likely with this new virus?  What other potential risk factors regarding this procedure are unknown?  IDA believes it is the height of irresponsibility for your agency to allow WPZ to proceed given this zoo’s multiple risk vectors; the almost total lack of knowledge regarding the newly discovered herpesvirus that killed Hansa; and this zoo’s documented record of thumbing its nose with impunity at warnings published by world-renowned EEHV experts as well as the AZA’s own Standards of Elephant Management and Care.

In this same paper, Dr. Hildebrant and his co-authors also state: 

“The identification of silent EEHV carriers in the captive elephant population may play an important role in the management of pregnancy and parturition, and of newborn elephants, to enable the treatment of the preacute clinical stage of the disease in young elephants.”

This statement clearly has significant implications for the planned artificial insemination attempt that IDA believes that your agency must halt in its tracks by denying the Woodland Park Zoo’s request for an extension of its permit.

RISK FACTOR #7

STRESS OF THE CAPTIVE ENVIRONMENT AT WPZ. 

Stress can be a causative factor for EEHV. (Emanuelson, K., In Biology, Medicine, and Surgery of Elephants. Blackwell Publishing, Ames, Iowa, 2006).  Stress is endemic in the zoo environment due to lack of space, aggression between elephants, and inadequate social groups. Key stressors in zoos include transportation, pregnancy and birth, weaning of calves, changes in elephant group composition, and even disruptions in the environment. It is thought that herpes viruses may have the potential to become more significant in immune-suppressed animals. Chronic physiological and psychological stress is known to cause immunosuppression.

Social disturbances and aggression may be an ongoing source of stress for elephants at Woodland Park Zoo. An oral report at the 2007 International Elephant Foundation Conservation and Research Symposium in November reported significant events occurred during Hansa’s lifetime, mainly involving social and behavioral disturbances. Sri was transferred to another facility in 2002, and events at the Zoo have sparked aggression between an Asian elephant Bamboo and the African elephant, Watoto. One event was the birth of Hansa in November 2000, after which Bamboo and Watoto displayed aggression toward one another. Another event was the introduction of protected contact in 2003; the transition was difficult for Watoto and Bamboo, and resulted in increased aggression. Bamboo was transferred to Pt. Defiance Zoo (Tacoma, Wash.) in August 2005, but returned in June 2006 as she did not get along with the elephants there. A question was raised during the oral report about whether the change in herd structure may have triggered the disease in Hansa. Presently, Bamboo and Watoto are held separately at Woodland Park Zoo. 

According to veterinary records from Woodland Park Zoo obtained by IDA through state open records laws, Bamboo was reported to be pacing, which is indicative of stereotypic behavior. It is also reported that the behavior increased when she was transferred to Pt. Defiance Zoo. Stereotypic behaviors are often associated with stresses in the zoo environment, including small enclosure size and/or chaining, grouping of unrelated animals, mixing unfamiliar animals, and enclosure sizes and designs that do not allow subordinate elephants to hide or retreat.

II. The proposed import will not enhance the survival of the Asian elephant species in the wild, as required by the ESA.  In fact, the import has absolutely no ramifications for the survival of elephants in Asia 

A. The WPZ’s Asian breeding program has nothing whatsoever to do with enhancing the survival of the species in the wild because no elephant born at WPZ will ever be returned to the wild. 
The zoo makes no claim of breeding elephants to return them to the wild, No elephant born in Seattle will ever be returned to a range country in Asia. 

B. WPZ’s small ($50-$2000) annual contribution to a project entitled “Asian elephants in Sri Lanka: School awareness program” does not meet the “enhancement” requirement of the ESA.

Email correspondence contained in the WPZ’s permit application demonstrates that a commitment to funding this project is being used specifically as a way of getting around the legal impediment presented by the ESA “enhancement” requirement:  

“I would say that Woodland Park is funding this project [Sri Lanka elephant awareness project] independently from other organizations.  Regardless, that should meet the ESA enhancement requirements.” 

Email from Alan Shoemaker, WPZ consultant for semen import permit to Amy Brisendine, FWS 10/24/05.  

“A quick update and question.  We are nearly complete with our import application.  To finish it we need to make a statement written somewhere outlining our intended commitment for 2005-2006.  Alan S. makes a suggestion below, which seems good to me. . .”

Bruce Upchurch, WPZ Curator of Mammals to Bruce Bohmke, WPZ director  and Nancy Hawkes, WPZ General Curator, Jan 11, 2006

“Here is an idea that may speed up pledge decisions from your end.  In 2004 you contributed $5000 to Trangnie National Park, $5000 to the AZA Bushmeat project and for a number of years you contributed $1000 – 2000 to the Sri Lankan School project.  All are good projects so let me suggest that unless you have a couple of new ones on process, that you pledge to continue these good enhancement efforts for 2005 and 2006.  And if you have to cut corners, up the Sri Lankan project in favor of others.  This is one of your few projects involving ASIAN elephants.  (Emphasis added except capitalization of ASIAN)

Email from Alan Shoemaker to Bruce Upchurch, January 10, 2005

In fact, WPZ has so little involvement with this project, that when asked if WPZ was funding this project independently of other zoos, it did not know the nature of this project’s funding. 

“In the project report I can locate quickly, it lists several project partners.  The Oregon Zoo and Philadelphia Zoo (One with Nature) as is USFWS, Sri Lanka Wildlife Conservation Department, Young Asia TV, Young Zoologists of Sri Lanka and the Sri Lankan Wildlife Conservation Society US. From what I can tell, it doesn’t appear that these are what one might call “formal partnerships” with other zoos.  It appears that it’s simply assisting a like cause, if you will.  Hope that helps.  If not let me know and I can make a phone call to get more info.  

Email from Bruce Upchurch to Alan Shoemaker October 24, 2005

This token contribution to a range country conservation project is simply not sufficient to meet the legal test of enhancing the species in the wild and should not be accepted as so by the FWS.

C. The WPZ’s proposed extension of its permit for a semen import has nothing whatsoever to do with its contribution to the Sri Lankan elephant awareness project. In fact, the WPZ is free to make such a contribution whether or not FWS grants the permit extension for the proposed semen import. 
In reality there is no connection whatsoever between the WPZ’s permit application to FWS and its contribution to the Sri Lankan elephant awareness program. If this was a sincere effort to support in situ elephant conservation, the contribution would not be so closely linked with the permit request for the semen importation. The contribution appears to be nothing more than a minimal effort to attempt  compliance with regulations that prohibit the desired activity.

D.  The substantial money that the zoo is spending on its thus far unsuccessful artificial insemination attempts to breed Chai could be used instead on direct conservation of elephants in range countries. 

Artificial insemination of elephants is a costly procedure.  While no cost estimates are available for the WPZ’s breeding attempts, a 2001 news article reports a $10,000 to $15,000 cost per procedure conducted by U.S. veterinarian Dennis Schmitt.  (Appendix 6) Since this estimate was given six years ago, and because WPZ is using two German veterinarians who must travel internationally for the procedures, the cost per procedure at Woodland Park Zoo is likely even higher. 

Since WPZ has had four unsuccessful AI attempts to date and is about to embark on its fifth in January 2008, this means that the zoo will likely spend a minimum of $50,000 on these procedures.  This is ten times the amount of money it has contributed to the Sri Lankan Asian elephant awareness project. 

If WPZ was truly interested in saving Asian elephants, it would abandon its unsuccessful and reckless (due to risk of EEHV infection) attempts to artificially inseminate Chai and spend the money instead on legitimate programs that save elephants where elephants naturally live. 

E. The breeding and display of Asian elephants in Seattle does not promote conservation or enhance the survival of the species in the wild.  

WPZ claims that it “saves animals and their habitats by through conservation leadership and engaging experiences, inspiring people to learn, care and act.”

These claims are overstated and unproven.  In fact, there is very little evidence to support zoos’ claims of conservation promotion.  For example, in a forthcoming book, Cambridge University conservation biologist Andrew Balmford and his colleagues report the results of their survey of 1300 adult visitors to six different zoos in the United Kingdom (Appendix 7): 

We found very little evidence, in the zoos we sampled, of any measurable effect of a single informal visit on adults’ conservation knowledge, concern, or ability to do something useful. . . .

Our findings are less surprising when seen in the context of the handful of other studies to have pursued these questions. For instance, Kellert and Dunlap (1989), comparing arriving and departing visitors at three US zoos, found that a visit increased wildlife interest at one zoo but increased ‘‘dominionistic” attitudes to conservation at another, and, if anything, led to a general decrease in wildlife knowledge. Working at Jersey Zoo, Broad (1996) found departing visitors knew better than arriving visitors which of the species exhibited there were threatened, but in follow-up phone calls 7–15 months later, 80% reported that the visit had not influenced them in any way. L. Lach (pers. comm.) reported that a single visit to Franklin Park Zoo, Boston increased pro-conservation attitudes but did not change the likelihood of visitors donating money to conservation. Adelman et al. (2000) found that visitors leaving the National Aquarium in Baltimore had a more focused and broader understanding of conservation, but were no more concerned or likely to change their behavior than on arrival. . . 
.

Balmford, A., N. Leader-Williams, G. Mace. A. Manica, O. Walter, C. West & A. Zimmermann. In press. Message received? Quantifying the impact of informal conservation education on adults visiting UK zoos. In Catalysts for Conservation: a Direction for Zoos in the 21st Century (eds A. Zimmermann, C. West, M. Hatchwell & R. Lattis), Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
Balmford, et al found their results consistent with the handful of other studies that looked at this issue.   

F.  Zoos do not promote true elephant conservation. 

1.  Zoo breeding and display programs are aimed not at saving elephant species in range countries, but rather in propagating elephants for display in zoos. German veterinarian and elephant expert Fred Kurt highlights this distinction: 


“Modern conservation should be directly aimed to ensure the future existence of in situ populations and habitat.  Therefore we suggest the term preservation be used for species captive propagation.” 
Kurt goes on to state that if captive propagation is to be done, it should be done in a setting that recreates an elephants’ natural environment, not in the traditional zoo environment. (“The Importance of socialization to the well being of elephants,” Garai and Kurt, 2006)


The IUCN (World Conservation Union) African Elephant Specialist Group (AfESG) definitively questioned the role of zoos in African elephant conservation and welfare: 

“. . . the AfESG is concerned by the poor breeding success and low life expectancy of captive African elephants and does not see any contribution to the effective conservation of the species through captive breeding per se. . . . the holding of African elephants by a captive facility is not a necessary precursor for involvement in situ African elephant conservation.”

 (Letter from IUCN African Elephant Specialist Group to Dr. Michael Hutchins, AZA Director of Conservation (1999) 

2.  It’s more cost-effective to protect elephants where elephants naturally live. 

The cost of keeping elephants in zoos is 50 times more expensive than protecting equivalent numbers in the wild. (Leader-Williams, “Black Rhinos and African Elephants: Lessons for Conservation,” Oryx, 24(1), 23-39, 1990)

Currently, American zoos plan to spend well in excess of $200 million on elephant exhibit expansions. Most of these expansions are token improvements that add a few acres or less to current exhibits. This is still woefully inadequate for earth’s largest land mammal, which in the wild can walk ten or more miles a day and has a home range of 200 square miles.  In addition, AZA zoos annually spend an estimated $16 million to maintain fewer than 300 elephants, based on an average of $58,000/year/elephant. (AZA Elephant Director’s Meeting – Survey Results, Jan. 2005)

By contrast:

- $400,000 is the annual budget for the Amboseli Elephant Research Project, which helps protect the lives of 1,400 elephants in 52 families in their natural habitat in Kenya. (This is what some zoos spend to maintain four elephants for a year.)
- $10,000 is the rough cost of supporting an anti-poaching team (including salaries and food supplements, medicines and body equipment) in Thailand for one year. 

- $25 million is the entire annual budget for the Kenya Wildlife Service, which protects some of the world’s most diverse wildlife populations, including more than 30,000 elephants across more than 20,000 square miles. The total combined size of all US zoo elephant enclosures is less than 1 square mile.
If the money spent to house and maintain elephants in American zoos were spent on in situ conservation, entire populations of elephants in Asia and Africa could be saved. 

III. The Collection of Semen for import is an invasive procedure, in apparent violation of FWS policy for import of biological specimens. 

A June 24, 2003 FWS memo entitled “General advice on the import and export of biological specimens obtained in a non-invasive manner from captive held and wild CITES -listed animals for research purposes” states: 

 “The Division of Scientific Authority (DSA) has determined that the import of such specimens will be for purposes not detrimental to the survival of the species involved, and that the export of such specimens will not be detrimental to the survival of the species involved, provided that the applicant meets the following conditions:

1.    Animals must not be handled or manipulated in any way to obtain samples, including direct handling using physical restraint as well as indirect handling such as the use of projectile darts for collection of biopsies. . . .

If an application does not meet the above criteria, it should then be referred to DSA, for further review and a determination on whether this general advice may be used or a specific advice is required.” 

In the file of documents relating to the WPZ’s permit application, IDA received no record indicating that specific advice had been issued to exempt WPZ from this requirement.  

The collection of semen from a bull elephant is an invasive procedure that requires either manual rectal stimulation to achieve ejaculation.  Electro-ejaculation procedures are also sometimes used.   The bull elephant must be physically restrained in an Elephant Restraint Device for the procedure. 

Medical records for Dale, a bull elephant at the Kansas City Zoo (available on www.helpelephants.com/records) demonstrate the invasive and harmful nature of the semen collection procedure.    Repeated manual stimulation attempts on Dale obviously caused discomfort.  The records report: 

· Significant amounts of blood from rectum following manual stimulation.
· Need for softer gloves to cause less irritation

· Vets prescribe “adequate “adequate rest from rectal palpation indicated for adequate healing of rectal mucosa” 

(Dale died in October 2003 at age 25 at Kansas City Zoo.)
It does not appear that there is any way that WPZ can demonstrate that the collection of the biological sample it wishes to import will be done in the non-invasive manner required by the FWS policy. 

IV. Conclusion
The WPZ’s application fails to qualify for the necessary permits because: 
· The import is detrimental to the survival of Asian elephants due to the substantial risk transmission and further spread of the deadly elephant herpes virus.

· The import has absolutely no ramification for the survival of elephants in the wild.

· Emails in the WPZ permit application indicate that the zoo is committing to future support of an elephant awareness project in Sri Lanka in order to make a claim of species enhancement in the wild.  However, the $1,000-$2,000 per year contribution to an elephant awareness project in Sri Lanka could occur whether or not the zoo imports semen from a bull elephant in Canada. 

· Since no elephant born at WPZ will ever be returned to the wild, the import of semen from Canada will not enhance the survival of the species in the wild. 

· The substantial money that the zoo is spending on its (unsuccessful) artificial insemination attempts to breed Chai could be used instead on direct conservation of elephants in range countries. 

· The import is a commercial venture – the quest to produce baby elephants is driven by the fact that these animals drive the gate, increasing zoo attendance, thus revenue. 

For all the reasons stated above, we urge FWS to deny the WPZ’s application for an extension of its permit to import semen from an Asian elephant in Canada for the purpose of artificially inseminating the female elephant named Chai.  

Sincerely,

Suzanne Roy

IDA Program Director

919-732-8983

On behalf of:

In Defense of Animals

People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals
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