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I, Dr. Tom. J. Cade, declare:

1. My name is Tom. J. Cade, and I reside in Boise, Idaho.  The following matters are personally known to me, and if called as a witness I would and could truthfully testify thereto. 


Statement of Qualifications and Basis for Testimony


2.
I am a retired zoologist and ecologist with a special interest in birds of prey and predator-prey relationships.  I have lived in Idaho for fourteen years, during which time I have  become  particularly concerned about the conservation of the sage-steppe ecosystem and its principal icon, the northern sage-grouse.  Currently I serve on the board of directors of the North American Grouse Partnership and as the state program coordinator for the Idaho Chapter of NAGP, an organization with a major focus on the conservation of sage-grouse.


3.
I received my B.A. degree in biology and anthropology from the University of Alaska in 1951 and my Ph.D. degree in zoology from the University of California, Los Angeles, in 1955 and 1957.  I then spent a post-doctoral year at the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of California, Berkeley.  My graduate studies focused on the biosystematics and ecology of diurnal raptors in Alaska.

My early professional work, from 1952 to 1959, was carried out as a U. S. Naval Civilian Technician and Investigator, Office of Naval Research, at the Naval Arctic Research Laboratory, Barrow, Alaska, studying lemming ecology and lemming predators under Dr. Frank A. Pitelka. This project also included ecological studies of the peregrine falcon and gyrfalcon.


4.
From 1959 to 1967 I was a member of the faculty in the zoology department at Syracuse University, New York, starting as an assistant professor and working my way up to full professor.  In 1967 I moved to Cornell University, where I held dual appointments as a professor in the Section of Ecology and Systematics and as director of research at the Laboratory of Ornithology.  I took early retirement from Cornell in 1988 and moved to Boise, Idaho, where I again held dual appointments as professor of biology and director of raptor research at Boise State University.  During that tenure I was responsible for developing the first graduate degree program in biology at BSU.  I retired a second time in 1994 in order to spend more time researching and writing about birds of prey. 


5.
I served as the first chairman, and now as founding chairman, of The Peregrine Fund, Inc., a nonprofit organization formed in 1970 “for the study and preservation of falcons and other birds of prey.”  The primary purpose of the organization in the early years focused on restoration of the endangered peregrine falcon in North America by means of captive propagation and the reintroduction of captive-produced offspring into vacant or depopulated range.  Subsequently the organization became engaged in a wide array of conservation efforts involving birds of prey throughout the world and in 1984 moved its headquarters, the World Center for Birds of Prey, to Boise, Idaho.


6.
I have served on two endangered species recovery teams:  the eastern peregrine falcon recovery team from 1974 to 1999, and the San Clemente Island loggerhead shrike recovery team from 1998 to present.  I have also served as a consultant to a variety of parties including the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the establishment of a research colony of breeding falcons at the Patuxent Wildlife Research Center, the rulers of Bahrain, Dubai, Abu Dhabi, and Saudi Arabia on breeding falcons in captivity and the establishment of veterinary hospitals for captive falcons, the government of Mauritius on conservation of the Mauritius kestrel, and Kenetech/Windpower on problems of raptor collisions with wind turbines. 


7.
I have published more than 175 articles and scientific papers and three books. My main subjects of study have been birds, mainly birds of prey, but I have a secondary interest in mammals and other vertebrates.  I have researched a variety of topics ranging from natural history and zoogeography to physiology and the effects of pesticides on non-target organisms.  Much of my early work dealt with adaptations of desert birds for life under hot, arid conditions in respect to their water economy and culminated with an anatomical and behavioral explanation of how adult sandgrouse carry water in their breast feathers to nourish their young far out on waterless tracts of desert.  I have also worked on the adaptive and evolutionary significance of torpidity in birds and mammals, and with G. A. Bartholomew first demonstrated the facultative and adaptive lability of body temperature in pocket mice and some other desert rodents.  My lifelong interest has been the birds of prey, falcons in particular.  In addition to field studies in Alaska, Africa, Arabia, Central America, Mauritius, and the western United States, for more than 30 years I have been involved in solving the problems of breeding falcons in captivity, with the aim of helping to preserve certain rare or endangered species by means of domestic propagation and reintroduction of progeny to the wild.  The peregrine falcon and the California condor are two examples.


8.
To prepare this testimony, I have relied on my knowledge and experience with sage shrub ecology and the behavior of sage-grouse primarily during fall and winter conditions in western portions of Clark County, Idaho.  I have visited that region annually since 1984 to hunt sage-grouse with trained falcons and to record data on the distribution and size of fall/winter flocks.  I have also relied on my personal experiences since the 1950s with a variety of federal and state agencies, including Wildlife Services and its past variations all the way back to when it was  a predator control agency of the Fish and Wildlife Service. My first contacts were with federal wolf trappers operating along the Yukon River in 1951; my most recent experience with Wildlife Services personnel was on San Clemente Island, California, where  predator control operatives were working with a group of scientists involved in restoration of the highly endangered loggerhead shrike.


9.
The following  declaration is based on my reading of an Environmental Assessment, Predator Damage Management in Southern Idaho, dated February 2002, prepared by USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Wildlife Services.  I have read this assessment in conjunction with a Study Plan, Predator Management:  A Potential Approach for Stabalizing [sic] or Increasing Sage Grouse Populations, prepared by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game and dated 15 February 2002, as these two documents are intertwined in their objectives in sometimes confusing and disturbing ways.   My main concern has to do with the issue of  sage-grouse and their predators.


10.
The preferred alternative (2) of the EA  includes continuation of the broad-scale predator control program that has been under way in Idaho for the past several years with the addition of a new component of  “Expanded  Activities for the Protection of Designated Wildlife Species.”  The latter  includes an aggressive and expansive research plan in cooperation with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) to “assess  whether  predator control might be beneficial in efforts to increase sage grouse populations.”   Wildlife Services will conduct aggressive predator control activities in three or four treatment areas [IDFG plan specifies three], each on the order of 100 square miles, with corresponding “control” areas, and personnel of IDFG will study the results of these control efforts.  This program is predicated on the assumption that predation may be one of the primary factors influencing nesting success and chick survival.


11.
The dubious and biased review of scientific literature in the EA does not make a strong presumptive case for this hypothesis.  The majority, if not all, grouse biologists who have published in peer-reviewed journals consider predation to be a minor influence on the overall dynamics of grouse populations.  All the peer-reviewed papers cited in the EA agree on that point, despite attempts to interpret them the other way, as do all of the various grouse management plans that have been produced in the past seven years.


12.
Why, then, has Wildlife Services pursued this grouse predator control program so aggressively?  It is because of a peculiar political climate in Idaho that is irrationally "anti-predator"--fostered and promoted by the governor's office, the state legislature, and the Fish and Game Commission, which has forced IDFG to come up with a predator control program for grouse against the better judgment of the biologists in the department. Much of this political pressure "to do something about predators" is actually a ploy to divert attention and action away from solving the basic and overriding problems of habitat loss and habitat deterioration that all wildlife face in Idaho owing to agriculture and ranching, suburbanization and exurbanization, and massive wildfires that annually destroy 100s of thousands to millions of acres. Wildlife Services  has been unabashed in capitalizing on this predator paranoia  among Idaho’s politicians.


13.
The EA  claims that "Wildlife damage management is the science [underlined for emphasis]of reducing damage or other problems caused by wildlife..."   While it is true that Wildlife Services administers  the National Wildlife Research Center in Fort Collins, Colorado, where qualified scientists produce respectable research on animal damage control and often publish in peer-reviewed journals, unfortunately it operates independently of the state offices and has little direct influence on their field operations.  There is nothing scientific about the way in which state Wildlife Services operatives carry out their activities.  They may be experts at killing animals and may take advantage of methods researched and perfected by others, but they have no history of applying scientific design to their operations or accurately recording relevant data--other than body counts of animals killed--that could be used to evaluate either the effectiveness of their work in controlling the number of predators or the influence that control actually has on the populations of prey that those predators consume.  Their inability to provide meaningful results for scientists working to restore the endangered shrikes on San Clemente Island is a good example.  Eventually the predator control had to be contracted to a private company with the capacity to do the actual predator control and also record scientifically accurate and useful information about the results. 


14.
The intelligent control of animal populations that become unnaturally abundant [superabundant] for some reason—ravens in some areas, cormorants, blackbirds, red foxes, brown tree snakes, for example—is sometime necessary, but large-scale operations involving so-called "preventive damage management" should be restricted to situations in which one or more unnaturally large populations of predators are perceived to have a significant negative impact on one or more prey populations.  These actions should only be undertaken at the request, and with the advice and consent and close supervision, of professional wildlife biologists in the agency that has primary legal authority for managing the populations in question.  Neither of these prerequisites for action applies unequivocally to sage-grouse and their predators in Idaho.


15.
The populations of northern sage-grouse have been drastically reduced from levels known in the 1970s and 1980s.  Most biologists agree that the overriding problem this species faces is loss of habitat and habitat degradation over millions of acres of its former range.  Predation, however, may now be a contributing factor of unknown significance to further decline or failure of diminished populations to increase in some areas.  This hypothesis is based on two observations:  1) degraded habitats and loss of protective cover render sage-grouse more vulnerable to predators, and 2) some grouse predators have increased in numbers over the past three decades--notably common raven, red fox, and coyote.  The first problem can only be solved by habitat improvements on a massive scale--so massive that most governmental jurisdictions are unwilling to face up to the challenge.  The second problem--to the extent that it is a problem--could be solved by massive predator control. Before undertaking a major, operational program that would cost hundreds of thousands of dollars annually, we need to know how big a problem predation on grouse really is.

16.
The Idaho Department of Fish and Game has recently addressed the latter question with a proposed five to seven year study plan involving populations of grouse and their predators in three regions of Idaho [total of six study areas].  The plan appears to be biologically well conceived and designed to answer the question whether or not predation exerts a measurable influence on the population dynamics of sage-grouse in Idaho habitats, but it is too ambitious in the amount of land to be involved in the study in relation to the number of researchers provided for in the budget [1 graduate student  “wildlife technician” and 4 “bio-aids” and a total state budget of $183,950 for the first year].  It is inconceivable to me that five field workers could accomplish all the activities that would be required to accomplish research objectives in six areas of 100 square miles each and separated from each other by hundreds of miles. 

17.
Furthermore, really effective elimination of predators from such large areas is unlikely even considering the Rambo-like tactics of Wildlife Services personnel. The  EA admits that WS specialists are only able to visit leg-hold traps about every three to four days, indicating that they are stretched to the limit of their capabilities, resulting in a serious breach of humane treatment.  Finally, the study is only designed to measure the impact of overall predation, so that we are left without information on which species of predator may be the primary cause of mortality.  In that regard, the method Wildlife Services has chosen for killing ravens with poisoned eggs will not provide an accurate estimate of the number killed, an unfortunate weakness of their protocol since ravens are thought to be significant predators of grouse nests. For all the above reasons and others having to do with public concerns about their personal safety and the safety of their dogs in the great outdoors of Idaho, as well as their love for wild, living predators, these study areas should be reduced to a workable size of about 25 square miles. Effective predator control could then be achieved, and five researchers might be able to do a credible job.  Costs might also be reduced.  Under no circumstances should Wildlife Services personnel be the ones to determine the size of these study areas, as stated in the IDFG proposal (p.6). 

18.
It should be noted that no costs for the activities of Wildlife Services have been stated.  The EA (p. 4-19) only says that “Assessment of actual costs and estimated benefits would be included as part of the monitoring effort…”   This is not good enough.  Taxpayers have the right to know how much they are going to have to pay for this program before it begins.

19.
The weakest link in the proposed study is that state biologists will have to rely on Wildlife Services personnel to do the actual predator control.  Whether WS field operatives can or would provide state biologists with the kind of cooperation and precise data the latter require to achieve their study design and goals is highly unlikely in my opinion. Seasoned predator control operatives are unlikely to react kindly to supervision by a graduate student!  The state would be better advised to conduct the work itself or contract it out to a private operator.  In either case, state biologists must be fully in charge of designing the predator control component of the study and of overseeing its execution in the field.  Otherwise, many magnificent predators will lose their lives and hundreds of thousands of taxpayers' dollars will be expended for no scientifically useful purpose. 

20.
The reservations stated above lead me to the conclusion that the Environmental Assessment and its preferred alternative (2) should be rescinded, and a full Environmental Impact Statement should be required before this proposed research on predation and sage-grouse is allowed to go forward.

          I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.  Executed this first day of

day of April, 2002, at Boise, Idaho                          

                                                                    __________________________

                                                                                    Tom J. Cade
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