TO:

The Honourable David Ramsay,



Minister of Natural Resources,



Whitney Block, 99 Wellesley St. W.,



Toronto, ON M7A 1W3



c.c.
Mr. Babak Abbaszadeh




Senior Policy Advisor

FROM:
Animal Alliance of Canada, 



Animal Protection Institute

Canadians for Snow Geese 


Environmental Defence Canada

Environment Voters 



Humane Society International

Human Society of the US 






Ontario Wildlife Coalition

Ottawa Carleton Wildlife Centre



World Society for the Protection of Animals



Zoocheck Canada

SUBJECT:
EBR Registry Number: PB04E6007: Proposed Amendment of the Management Strategy for Double-crested Cormorants at Presqu’ile Provincial Park, first approved in 2002.

DATE:

April 8, 2004.
Dear Mr. Ramsay,

We are writing on behalf of the above organizations urging you to stop the cull of 6,000 Double-crested Cormorants, scheduled to begin some time after the EBR deadline of April 16, 2004.  

The cull is to take place on High Bluff Island, a nesting bird sanctuary in Presqu’ile Provincial Park.

We will be submitting our final comments to the Ministry as required by the EBR and to your office.  Our document will demonstrate that Ministry staff have failed to: 

1. provided scientific evidence to support such an extreme measure; 

2. explain why the 2002 cormorant management plan did not include culling as an option, even as a last resort and now culling is an urgent necessity;
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2.

3. demonstrate how the cormorants negatively affect other colonial waterbirds such as herons, since the cormorants arrived before the herons;   

4. demonstrate why they are protecting trees from the birds nesting in the bird sanctuary; and

5. demonstrate the need for lethal measures when the non-lethal management programme began less than a year ago and has only been applied to the west side of the High Bluff Island site.  

Ministry staff promote the cull of 6,000 cormorants even though there are no species “at risk” impacted by their presence on the island, in the park or in the province, including other colonial and non-colonial waterbirds and other bird species

Further, the Ministry provides no proof that the cormorant colony will damage the Bushy Cinquefoil and Smith’s Club-rush, described provincially significant species.  Ironically, the Ministry has  not considered either plant species significant enough to place on the provincially “protected” species list.

We ask you to take time to examine this controversial strategy before allowing the cull to go forward.  This is not an ecologically sound  approach to wildlife. It undermines the ecological integrity of the park. And makes a mockery of calling High Bluff Island a nesting bird sanctuary. 

Please find attached briefing notes.  If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

Liz White





Barry Kent MacKay

Animal Alliance




Animal Protection Institute

Environment Voters
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Briefing Notes

1.
The proposed cull is not an “amendment” but a new management strategy that ought to undergo broader public review.  In fact the 2002 cormorant management document does not list culling as an “alternative” technique.

2.
The findings in Presqu’ile Annual Report on the Management of Double-crested Cormorants for 2003 do not justify the proposed cull.  The report states, “In the eastern woodland, where management activities did not occur, 3,707 nests were built, and contributed substantially to the number of young that were successfully reared in 2003.  Removing all nests from both woodlands would assist in halting further degradation of the forest ecosystem.”

3. The Ministry claims that “new” cormorant behaviours were discovered by staff who were implementing the non-lethal programme in 2003.  They would have the public believe that the “new” behaviours were so unexpected and so destructive that a massive slaughter must commence immediately to protect the vegetation on high Bluff Island. 

4. All the conditions caused by the cormorants on High Bluff 


Island were already known and documented in the original management strategy.  The Ministry knew of the number of cormorants, number of nests and their “alleged” impact on the environment including the vegetation, other waterbird species and fish. 

5. The Ministry's own evaluation shows that in the initial year, 2003, there was a “62% decline in the number of nests that produced young in 2003” and the decline would have been even greater had the staff implemented the same non-lethal programme with 3,707 nests in the eastern woodland.  To suggest a lethal intervention of such a magnitude again suggests that a cull was the Ministry’s preferred option.
6. The 2002 non-lethal management strategy required a four year evaluation period between 2003 and 2006, a position supported by authors J. Bedard, A. Nadeau and M. Lepage who stated,

Egg spraying spanned the entire 5-year period, during which 25,095 nests were treated with inert mineral oil.  As predicted by the model, spraying lowered the recruitment rate, but only after a 2-year lag.  (Double-Crested Cormorant Culling in the St. Lawrence River Estuary: Results of a 5-Year Program, pg 1) 
7. There are no species “at risk” impacted by the presence of the cormorants on the island, in the park or in the province, including other colonial and non-colonial waterbirds and other bird species.  The Ministry failed to consider the possibility that the presence of the cormorants may actually encourage other colonial waterbirds given that the cormorants were there first.

8. The Ministry demonstrates an anti-cormorant bias because it has failed to consider the cormorant colony significant due to its size, species association, and the rarity of cormorant colonies within provincial parks.
9. The Ministry runs the risk of legitimizing the persecution of cormorants, as has occurred with other wildlife animals such as raptors, wolves, coyotes and snow geese and has been an uphill battle to reverse.   

10. The cull is about aesthetics, keeping High Bluff Island green and “beautiful”, making it into a museum instead of part of an ecologically vibrant community.

11. The Ministry provides no proof that the cormorant colony on High Bluff Island will damage the Bushy Cinquefoil and Smith’s Club-rush, described as provincially significant species.  Nor has the Ministry considered either plant species significant enough to place them on the provincially “protected” species list.

12. The “Black” maple which is described by the Ministry as “regionally rare” is a widely distributed subspecies of the Sugar Maple.  The “Black” Maple is common in the bulk of its range, secure in Ontario and easily and widely cultivated.

13. Such species as Red-osier Dogwood, Choke Cherry, Canada Bluegrass, Canada Goldenrod, Virginia Waterleaf, Cutleaf Toothwort, White Ash, White Cedar, and Crack Willow are variously abundant and widespread and can be found almost anywhere within the southern Ontario landscape where cleared land has been left fallow or where “edge conditions” prevail in either natural or disturbed landscape.

14. Habitat changes and these changes impact wildlife.  For example, forest fires create habitat for many species such as Black-backed Woodpeckers, the endangered Kirtland’s Warblers and various other species of fauna and flora.  Beaver dams kill trees by flooding their root systems but make nesting sites for American Black Ducks, Common Goldeneye, Great Blue Herons, many fish, reptile, amphibian and invertebrate species and other fauna and flora.  Blowdowns create new vegetation accessible to deer and other herbivores and nesting sites for Chestnut-sided Warblers, Eastern Towhees and other avifauna. 

15. Below are listed some of the scientific papers that call into question the accusations leveled against the cormorants by the Ministry.  Ministry 
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documents allude to the fact that cormorants reduce fish stocks; put at risk other wildlife and certain rare habitats; have negative impacts on water quality and odour; and transmit disease.  
These papers challenge the assertions made by the Ministry that cormorants are a negative and destructive force in the environment.  (Some of these papers lack dates because they were acquired through the internet.  These papers will be available in full in our EBR submission).
· International Association of Great Lakes Research.”  (J. Great Lakes Res. 20(4):597-598, Internat. Assoc. Great Lakes Res., 1994:

· St. Lawrence River Fisheries Discussion Paper titled, Double-crested Cormorants – are they cause for concern?

· The Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources May 2000 Cormorant Research and Monitoring paper.

· A paper by P.A. Edwards and T.J. Stewart titled, Cormorants in the Vicinity of Presqu’ile Provincial Park and the Bay of Quinte.

· A paper by C. Korfanty, W.G Miyasaki, and J.L.Harcus, titled Review of the Population Status and Management of Double-crested Cormorants in Ontario.
· A paper written by John L. Trapp, Stephen L Lewis and Diane M. Pence titled Double-crested Cormorant Impacts on Sport Fish: Literature Review, Agency Survey and Strategies.

· A collaborative Canadian Wildlife Service, University of Minnesota, Department of Fisheries and Wildlife paper titled, The Double-crested Cormorant in Eastern and Central North America: A Summary of Status and Selected Research (authored by L.R. Wires, F.J. Cuthbert, D.V. Weseloh and D.R. Trexel).

