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In the near future the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service will initiate a review
of the listed species under the current
U.S. Endangered Species Act (USESA).
Following this review, additions of
species of birds may be proposed for
listing under the USESA. Changes in list-
ing could have an impact on the keep-
ing, breeding and transportation of exot-
ic bird species in the U.S.

In order to prepare for this review,
last year the AFA. CITES. Committee
designed a short breeder survey to try
and determine something about the
number of CITES Appendix I listed
species that were being kept and bred
in the avicultural community in the U.S.
This data is of importance because it will
provide information that will assist in
making determinations about the listing
of species. When species are known to
be bred in captivity in certain numbers,
and this number constitutes a “self-sus-
taining captive population,” that data
may preclude the listing of those birds
under the USESA.

Some commonly kept and bred
parrot species are already listed under
the USESA. This listing requires the
breeders to obtain Captive-bred Wildlife
(CBW) permits for sales or barter that
takes place across a state line. This
means that many transactions with these
listed birds across a state line requires a
permit. Penalties for violation of this
statute are stiff! Furthermore, the USESA
specifically prohibits the issuance of this
permit for “pet trade” purposes. The sale
or trade of these listed birds within a
state does not require the CBW permit.
These regulatory requirements have a
profound effect on several avicultural
aspects on the listed species: the gene
pools, bird breeders’ interest in breeding
the birds, and the breeder’s ability to
sell, trade or place the listed birds.

Therefore, it is the contention of
many leading aviculturists that this CBW
requirement actually discourages avicul-
turists from breeding the listed species.
First, when restrictions are placed on the
sale, trade or transportation of a specific
species, that automatically places severe
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limits on the placement of youngsters
produced because it shrinks the pool of
potential buyers or owners. Many seri-
ous bird breeders are basically hobby
breeders; they do not earn their living
raising birds. They raise birds for the
enjoyment of the species and their inter-
est in conserving the species. Thus,
these individuals do not want to be
bothered with applying for government
permits and waiting for weeks to pass
before they can complete their transac-
tions. The CBW permit regulation
regarding selling or transacting across
state lines is a definite deterrent to the
breeding of listed species.

Additionally, the requirement that
the USESA listed species will not be
issued a permit for a sale that is essen-
tially a “pet trade” purpose. This is an
unreasonable requirement because it
does not address the fact that a specific
pair of birds may ‘over-produce’ in
terms of the need for their offspring for
maintaining a viable gene pool of these
birds in the US. When a specific pair is
highly productive, it makes sense to
hold back two or four offspring for the
gene pool and to distribute the rest of
their offspring into the pet trade. This
achieves two goals: 1) it provides
income for the aviculturist to be able to
continue to work with the producing
pair, rather than stop their production
and simply hold them in the facility; and
2) it sends the extra youngsters out to
the general public where they become
ambassadors for the species. As the gen-
eral public becomes acquainted with a
species, their interest is aroused and can
translate into conservation efforts on
behalf of that species.

Another problem that is caused by
the CBW permit requirement is the
resulting inbreeding of these rare
species by breeders and holders that
refuse to participate in the CBW regis-
tration system. Because these individu-
als do not want to deal with the permit
process, they will only sell to other
breeders within their own state.
Eventually, most of the birds of that
species within that state become related,

thus reducing the viability of the overall
gene pool for that species within the
United States. When there is no permit
requirement, most breeders are willing
to ship birds throughout the U.S.

Thus, it is our contention that the
USESA CBW permit requirement results
in three serious problems for avicultur-
ists: 1) the creation of inbreed gene
pools within states, 2) a reduced interest
in breeding USESA listed species, thus
reducing the long term preservation of
the species in captivity, and 3) the
potential for making felons out of hon-
est parrot breeders due to lack of infor-
mation or expertise in following USESA
requirements.

We have serious concerns about
the efforts of certain high-profile power-
ful organizations that will provide input
to the review process. These efforts may
result in more commonly kept and bred
parrot species being added to the list of
birds that would be required to have a
CBW permit or an Interstate commerce
permit for sales across state lines.
During the review process, the AFA may
send out information about the review
so that individual breeders can provide
their comments to USFWS.

Surveys such as this one are
extremely important to the future wel-
fare of aviculture in the U.S. Virtually all
law-making bodies now rely on this
type of census data during their deci-
sion-making concerning legislation and
regulation. Without sound statistics, laws
are often made using mere assumptions
or estimates. These estimates and
assumptions may be happily provided
by groups that oppose aviculture in
principle and the keeping of birds for
any reason. Unless and until the mem-
bers of the avicultural community rec-
ognize this situation fully and contribute
data to these types of surveys, we will
be at a distinct disadvantage in the leg-
islative arena.

Although it may appear that this
survey was a success, please note that
ONLY 3 % of all AFA members even
bothered to respond. There are some
very large breeding facilities in Florida,
Texas and California whose data is obvi-
ously missing from this survey. The AFA
CITES Committee offered all respon-
dents anonymity in answering the sur-
vey. We may not have such an option if
and when the U.S. government decides



the data is needed at some future time.

Remember, the Wild Bird
Conservation Act of 1992 authorizes the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to regis-
ter all CITES listed Psittacines that were
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imported or bred after 1992. This
mandatory registration, if enacted under
new regulations, will require most bird
breeders to report what species they
have, as all but two species of

Psittacines are now included on the
CITES Appendices.

The AFA CITES Committee sends
a huge thank you to all those who
responded to the survey.

Participants: A total of 78 individual breeders or keepers, and 8 bird clubs comprising over 221 people, total, responded to the
survey. Surveys were received from 22 States and were represented as follows: AL (3), AZ (1), CA (19), CO (1), FL (12), HI (1), ID
(1), KS (13, KY (1), LA (1), NC (1), NM (1), NY (1}, NV (1), MI (2), MN (1), PA (12), SC (6). TX (7), VA (1), WA (6), UNK (7).

The Survey Results:

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.

CITES Appendix I Number of Males Number of Females Number of Unsexed Of the Birds in Number of Offspring | Number of Offspring | Number or

Species Reported Reported Reported Columns 2.3,4, How Produced from birds Produced from birds Respondents
Many are Known to in2,3.4in 1999 in 2,34 in 2000 Reporting Second
be Captive-bred? Generation Offsprin,

Scarlet 137 116 28 194 99 90 14

Macaw

Military 63 53 5 79 45 44 10

Macaw

Buffon’s 13 1l 0 12 [0} 0 0

Macaw

Hyacinth 55 33 0 80 33 21 6

Macaw

Blue-throated | 80 78 0 131 13 15 2

Macaw

Hliger’s 25 21 6 43 35 16 6

Macaw

Red-fronted 51 52 2 76 10 1 8

Macaw

Thick-billed 4 7 1 11 3 3 2

Parrot

Moluccan 210 174 16 141 247 151 12

Cockatoo

Goffin’s 155 140 9 109 130 131 13

Cockatoo

Palm 8 6 1 7 1 3 1

Cockatoo

Red-vented 17 14 25 3 2 2

Cockatoo

Green- 76 74 4 135 62 45 8

cheeked

Amazon

Hooded 4 2 3 2 1 1

Parakeet

Red-browed 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Amazon

Yellow- 22 28 3 41 28 22 3

shouldered

Amazon

Vinaceous 14 18 S 24 1 14 1

Amazon

Cuban I 13 8 4 7 2

Amazon

Tucuman 28 22 0 27 25 30 3

Amazon

e Many of the survey forms indicated that the respondent did not know if their breeding stock was captive-bred or not. The unknown birds
were not included in Column 5, but were assumed to be wild-caught. Additionally, some people claimed that since they were not sure if their
birds were bred in captivity, they did not answer “yes” to breeding second generation offspring from these birds.

¢ Some of the largest collections of rare birds, i.e., Blue-throated Macaws, Palm Cockatoos, Buffon’s Macaws, and Hyacinth Macaws did not
respond to this initial survey. We hope that the next survey, being designed at this time, will appeal to them and they will see that only the
results are published, no personal data. We do understand that there are many reasons why someone would be hesitant to answer a survey,
security, privacy, etc., but we feel that the need for the data, and the way in which we handle the survey results far outweigh the risks.
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