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Mr. Vento and Mr. studds, 11m delighted to be here today to 

testify on the National Biological Survey ~nd on ~.R. ,1~45, the NBS 

authorizing bill that Chairman studds has introduced. 

I·am often asked why I see the need for a National Biological 

Survey~ and what led me to develop the idea of an NBS. First, you 

may be .aware that the NBS is an historical echo of the U. S. 

Geological survey. In the late 1870 I,S. the extract!ve industries 

had no baseline data on' whic~ to depend for drilling and mining on 

the West's public lands~ The conservationists at the time also 

deplored the lack of basic geologic information - they couldn't 

discern the appropriate land holdings to protect~ Both sides t. ­
industry ~nd conservationists, prevailed upon the government to 

correct this fUndamental lack of information. In. addition, the' 

National Academy of sciences and the smithsonian Institution 

recognized and called for an independe'nt geological survey. The 

result was that in 1879, Congress e~tablished the u.s. Geological 

Survey at the Interior Department. The SUrvey's mission was to 

examine and record the geological structure and mineral resources 

and prod~cts in the national domain. I see the same need for 
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,biological information as we approach the 21st century that John 

Wesley Powell saw in geology over a century ago. 

TWo other events have reiterated to rna sharply our need for an 

. independent. fount of biological information: litigation OVer the 

Endangered species Act, which has created unnecessary "trainwrecksd 
' 

• 
such as the forest crisis in the pacific Northwest, and the 

scattered, disp'arate nature of research at the Department of the 

Interior, whicn results in ad hoc science. Both of these 

s1 tuations have shown me that indepe~dent, credible scientific 

information is :,ssential to improve our capacity to pr"'+:ect and 

manage our natural resources. 

In a world marked by growing demands for natural resources and 

increasing complexity and competition, We have to have sound and 

comprehensive science to make informed and timely decisions* The 
....... ! 


purpose of the NBS is to provide a road map to enable us to,get 

ahead of the endangered species listing process and constructively 

solve environmental and economic conflicts. 

The Endangered species Act is an extraordinary piece, of, 

l~gislation because it allows the Federal Government to preserve, 

maintain, and foster the recovery of endangered species wherever 

they occur, without regard 'to geography, location, or land 

ownership. Here is a law of great reach and power, and yet we do 

not have the scientific capability to' get ahead of it. The 
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National Biological Survey will give us the tools to avoid many of 

the conflicts of the Endangered species Act, and to know the health 

and abundance of our living res('\IJrces. 

Let me just add that the Endangered Species Act is a good law, 

but 'We've done less than a stellar job of enforcin9 it, and in 

doing so,. \o'''i!'ve let the courts take over .. What we need is a 

systematic biological inventory of the entir,e, nation at an 

appropriate scala and feasible level of detail. We need to 

undertake such a biological survey cooperatively wit~ other Federal 

agen9ies, states, local governments, and private and nonprofit 

organizations. An example of this is the Gap Analysis Program, 

which maps the "gaps" in species protection. I proposed the 

National Biological Survey to address this enormous data void so we 

can correct the course of our ·compliance with the Endangered 

species Act. 

With stand alone, credible science at Interior, science which 

is out of the management and policy chain, we won't get stuck in 

situations as we've just seen in th~ Pacific·Northwest. There's an 

example of. where the players waited until the crisis 'was white hot 

and everyone was backed into a corner. Let the science come first I 

keep it separate from regulatory, mission and polidy fundt~ons, and 

we'll have the cornerstone for more responsible natural resources 

public policy.' 
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Further, there is'a tremendous need· in the'Department of the 

Interior to cut across jurisdictional boundaries. When I assumed 

the p~~ition of Secretary six months ago, I knew that without an 

independent" biological science capability, I woul~ spend too much 

time untanqling.bureaucratic wars. Sometimes the Bureau of Land 

Management scientists don't talk to the Fish and,Wildlife Service 

scientists.. This is in no way meant to criticize the fine work of 

our biologists' and scientists at the Department. Rather, what has 

happened is thae myopic, mission-specific research has made it so 

we can't see the big biological picture. 

I'm proposing to create the NBS so that the science and the 

biological da~a upon which Interior managers make decisions can be 

strengthened, integrated and improved. We have ten bureaus at 

Interior, most of which conduct some sort of biological research or 

scientific: fUnctions. I see the NBS as a great remedy to shape,
"., 

expand and redeploy our scientific assets to create the kind of 

capacity we need to solve some of these problems. Simply, the 

irreducible beginning point of responsible resource protection is 

good sci&.nce. 

Two things I'd like to stress. here. One is the importance of 

integrating and knitting the geographic information systems we 

already have in place. This includes data collected by states, 

local governments, private and nonprofit organizations and other 

Federal agencies. It is absolutely essential that the. NBS work 
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cooperatively with the many entities that are collecting biological 

data, and that these systems are knit into a comprehensive system. 

Interior has already initiated lfFln~' of these contacts. state 

Heritage programs, the state fish and game a9sncles, and numerous 

Federal agencies all have important contributions to make to fill 

in the biological picture. 

We have structured the NBS. to make sure. that .w.s operate in a 

cooperativEi~, interactive way. One important element to the NBS is 

the Science Council. The science Council will advise the Director 

of the NBS, providing a ba~ly needed forum to allow for interaction 

among ~ederal scientists, state biologists, and non governmental 

and private sector organizations; Through the Science council, we 

hope to improve the efficiency and effectiveness: with which. we 

transfer information. and collect blological data to all sectors. 

Another important point be working on in the NBS is 

standardizing protocols and data collection teChniques. 

Chairman Vento and Chairman Studd~, that is an idea of my vieW' 

of the need and purpose for the NBS. With regard to the structure 

of the NBS, let me give you an overview of some pOi-nts we'd like to. 

see in H.R. 1845. 

Briefly. I think the NBS should have a Director"appointed by 

the President and confirmed by the Senate. The NBS will be located 

organizationally alongside the FWS and the Park service, under the 
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Assistant Secretary for Fish and wildlife and Parks" The NBS needs 

a Sclence Council ~s I described 'before, so that we work in tandem 

with states and other Federal agencies.. The Director of the NBS 

should also be advised by an . internal Interior Department Policy· 

Board. This will guarantee that bure~u research needs continue to 

be met. 

The functions of the NBS will. include a survey as I have 

described above:, I consider a survey to be a process that is never 

done, but Is longitudinal and dyna~ic. The NBS includes other 

important biological fUnctions - including. research on a large, 

ecosystem basis, inventory and monitoring programs like the ,Gap 

Analysis, information transfer and technical assistance to Interior 

bureaus, other Federal agencies, states and other instItutions. 

H.R. 1845 should als,? include provisions to transfer the 

National Wetlands Inventory~ " This valuable collection of data'run 

by the Fish and Wild~ife Service began in 1974. Since then, the 

NWI has produced over 34,00 wetland maps and distributed over 1.6 

million copies of them. As part of the NBS's inventory and, 

monitoring program, the National Wetlands Inventory is critioal to 

fillinq in ,the bioloqical picture of the country. Because congress 

created the NWI under the Director of the Fish and Wildlife 

Service, I'll need ~anguage allowing me to transfer it to the NBS. 

Because the NBS is so crItical to our having a solid picture 
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of our biological resources, I have chosen to move swiftly to 
transfer the, appropriate biological functions in eight Interior 

bureaus into? new f free standing, non-reg~latory bureau~ 'I'.he NBS 

budget amendment, which President Clinton forwarded to ~ongress ~n 

April, includes provisions' to transfer the Patuxent Research 

center, . whiGh is located on a national wildlife refuge l to the 

National Biological Survey. Patuxent is a jewel in the crown of 

the Oepartment· of the Interior. 'It functions as a multi-use 

refuge, with active res_earch projects,' hunting in some areas, 

migratory bird work, and a visitors center under construction. 

hope, to arrange for the use of the Research center bv the NBS. . .­
through a memorandu~ of agreement, rather than amending the Refuge 

Act. working with Congressman Hoyer and your committees, I am sure 

we can work out a simp.le solution, so that the important biological 

work'a~ Patuxent can join ~he NBS family~ but the Refuge remains in 

the Fish and Wildlife Service. An administrative solution will be 

easier t~an a legislative one, and I look forward to working with 

you all on that. 

There are other details to the NBS legislation that are 

necessary to ~ake sure we fill the vacuum that currently exists for 

broad scale biOlogical information and assessments of the nation's 

resources. X know my staff and I are pleased to work with you t~ 
, 

ensure that we create a first class organization. 

Mr. Vento and Hr. Studds~ I again wish to thank you for your 

I 
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leadership in 'the National Biological Survey, and for inviting me, 

and our fritmds, to share our views and vision of the NBS. 
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STATEMENT OF BRUCE BABBITT, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, BEFORE THE 
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES COMMITTEE, UNITED STATES CONGRESS, 
ON THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT (NAFTA), NOVEMBER 10. 
1993' . 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the CommiHee, I appreciate the opportunity to discuss 
wijh you the North American Free Trade Agreement As you know I strongly believe 
NAFTA is good for jobs, it is good for the environment, and ~ is good for the people of 
the United States. 

I cannot emphasize enough my sense that for both economic and environmental reasons 

.NAFTA is a singular opportun~. In fact, in our relations with Mexico, NAFTA may be 

the opportun~ of our lifetimes. I would like to emphasize this opportunity by making 

four points: 


One, NAFTA is Green 
Two, NAFTA means cooperation 
Three, NAFTA is an important precedent, and 
Four. the indirect impacts on border refuges and wildlife trade fromNAFTA are 
manageable. 

There are powerful forces in the world today that affect our jobs and our environment 
here in the United States, including: the rapid globalization of our economy; the. strains 
thai economic development already puts. on our ecosystems and life-supporting 
resources, such as water and land; me vastly increased economic competition from our 
trading partners; the incredible rapidity ofJechnological advances; and the presence of 
global environmental threats, such as ozone loss arid climate change. 

It is of utmost importance to keep in mind that these changes ~II continue to occur 
whether NAFTA is approved or not With NAFTA, we wili'have some conlrol.over bolh 
the economic and.environmental impact of these global changes. Without NAFTA, these 
same forces of change will continue to exist, but we will have less control. NAFTA. 
because it is roming to a vote, for theftrst time allows people a chance to protest these 
changes, To protest is a natural human reaction. Unfortunately. in this case, it is a very 
misguided reaction. NAFTA, as ij increases our cooperation and dialogue with Mexico 
and Canada, is a step towards a solution. . 

There is a lot of misinformation being churned out about NAFTA's impact on the 
environment letme give you just one example: 

, 
A few weeks ago: an anti-NAFT A group took out a full-page ad in the Washington Post 
and New York Times. featuring a large photo of a clearcut forest. The ad claimed that 
NAFTA promotes unrestricted trade in natural resources, and said that many existing 



... 


laws, such as the current U.S. ban on exporting certain unprocessed logs, would be 
considered illegal barriers to trade. This is simply unttu". The NAFTA explic~!y exempts 
U.S. controls on Ihe exoW of logs from NAFTA's rules governing National Treatment 
and ImPort and ExportBestriclions. 

I would lilie 10 take time to address NAFTA's effecl on those laws and resources under 
my stewardship. I truly appreciate this opportunity to respond to some of the nonsense . 
I have been hearing about what effect NAFTA will have on the environment. . 

The first DOint I would uke to make i~ that NAFTA is green. Its ground-breaking 
provisions, together with the Environmental side agrrement negotiated by the 
Adminslration promole sustainable development and strengthen the advancemeni and 
enforcement of environmental laws in all three signatory countries. The agreement· 
discourages countries from relaxing environmental standards or enforcement to attract· 
or retain investment, and for Ihe first lime in trade history rt establishes dispute 
settlement mechanisms thaI ensure thaI scientific and environmental viewpoints ani 
heard and taken into account 

NAFTA; through article 104, gives precedence to the trade prOVisions of the Convention 
on International Trade in.Endangered Species (CITES), as well as the provisions of the 
Montreal Protocol for the protection of Ihe Ozone Layer. and the Basel Convention on 
Transboundary Movemenl of Hazardous Waste. This article is open to Ihe add~ion of. 
olher agreements. As many of you are aware. we have already gotten verbal agreement 
from Canada and Mexico to add the Migratory Bird Treaties to this section of the 
NAFTA. 

The second Doiol I wanl to make here, today is that NAFIA means cOQPeration. Some 
of you may not be aware that the Department of the Inlerior has a long-sla'nding 
cooperative relationship wilh Mexico on wildlife enforcement and protection. The U.S.­

. Mexico Migratory Bird Treaty of 1936, the Joint Committee on Wildlife and Plant 
Conservation of 1974, the tripartite agreement on Ihe Conservatio ..... f Wellands of 1988, 
and the US/Mexico/Canada CITES North American region training activitieS are excelkint 
examples. The engagement with Mexico due to the development and negotiation of the 
NAFTA package has been a boon to these activities and U. S.-' Mexico relations in 
general. I am convinced Ihat the foundation provided by NAFT A and the Environmental . 
Side Agreement will be essential 10 conlinue this forward progress. 

In addition, we have dozens of ex1remely important bilateral programs that help us 

protect our side of the border by helping the Mexicans to manage their side of the 

border. We have, for example, the Recovery Plan for the Sonoran Pronghorn Anlelope. 

the Sonoran Desert TWeise and Gould Turkey assessment projects, We have the 

Regional Conference of USlMexico border States on Parks and Wildlife, the Chihuahua­

Big Bend Ecological Studies. Ihe Big Bend/Sierra Del Carmen Sister Parks Resource 

management and inventory program, the Coronado Trail Study. the Lower Rio Grande 
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Community Herilage Project, the Sierra Maderan Vegetation Studies, an inlernship 
program to bring Mexican students to National Park sites and offices, Ihe San Pedro 
River Watershed Project, the BLM coordination of binational plans for Ihe Pinacate· 
Biosphere Reserve, and 15 years of cooperation in Ihe FWS sea turtle conservation 
program. 

Recent initiatives have been even more exciting. As a follow-up to Mexico's 1991 
accession to CITES, we have trained Over 100 Mexican officials in wildlife enforcement. 
This spring, I participaled (a firsl for a Secrelary of Ihe Inlerior) in the U,S.-Mexico 
Binalional Commission, where bolh countries made very important commitments 10 
increase coordination on border parks and refuges, increase Mexican participation on 
the North American' Wellands Conservation Act and to closely coordinate' work on 

. CITES. And, in June I went to President Salinas' dedication of the Pinacate Bio­
Reserve, ..here we oiscussed the possibility of cross-border planning of an International 
Joint Bio-Sphere Reserve, which would incorporate Departmental lands north of the 
border. These, initiatives and simiiarcooperative programs between other U.S. Agencies 
and their counterparts in Mexico are in a very large part due to the climate fostered by 
NAFTA. and such cooperation can be expected to .increase if NAFTA is approved. 

ladies and gentleman, the United States shares nearly 2,000 miles of border with 
Mexico. The vast majority of this land is managed by the Federal Government. The 
National Park Service manages 1.5 million acres along the border, accounting for 26 
percent of the borderlandS between the United States and Mexico. The Fish and Wildlife 
Service manages eight national wildlife refuges, lotalling over 1.2 million acres, along Ihe 
border. FWS also has responsibility to mainlain and seek recovery of at least 460 
endangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate species of plants and animals within 
25 mOes of the border. "', 

As Ihe person responsible for the National Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife 
'Service, I know I cannot protect these areas by myself. I am asking you here today 10 
recognize Ihat a Significant part of the environmenl of the Un~ed Sletes is absolutely and 
inextricably linked to the environment of 'Mexico (3 fact that is Irue well beyond the 

. immediate border area itself). NAFTA recognizes this facl and will provide 3 basis for 
positive economic and environmental cooperation between our countries. The 
Environrnenlal Side Agreement win help institutionalize, nurture, and leverage the 
cooperative relationship we have already begun to build. 

The Environmentat Side Agreement has several exlremely important feal~res for my 
Department. The Commission for Environmental Cooperation, created by the agreement, 
has an explicit mandate to consider and develop recommendations on the "£gnservation . 
and prQloction of wild Hora aDd fauna and their habitat and .Racially·protected natural. 
areas, and the protection of endangered and threatened sRecies." In addition, the 
agreement's provision to examine Ina environmental implications of any particular 
proouctlhroughoul its life cycle provides a mandale to d,scuss process and production 
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. methods ~ including environmental impacts of resource extraction. management. and 
harv.asling -- and to develop solutions. This will provide an excellent institutional basis 
for what I am sure wilt be a very fruitful mufii-year effort. 

I am also particularly excil.ed about the Side Agreement mandate to address the state 
of the North American environment I believe this will provide a unique opporlunity to 
highlight environmental and natural resource issues that are hemispheric or binational 
in nature. In my view. a vote against NAFTA and the Environmental Side Agreement is 
a vote against the U.S. environment. 

The third point I want to g!!l across today is that NAFTA is an imporlan! precedent, a 
milestone in effons to reconcile the relationship between trade and environment If we 
reject NAFTAwe Inerally will have to start over at the beginning. It is no secret thai 
most of Our trading partners are watching the environmental aspects of the NAFTA very , 
closely. In fact, il is causing some of them considerable discomfort. 

In this country. the GAIT tuna/dolphin case was the alarm that helped. focus many 
environmentalists on potential conflicts between international trading rules and a small 
but important number of U.S. laws that use Irade to prolect the environment. Since that 
time; the most far-sighted of Ihe environmentalists have worked hard to green Ihe 
NAFTA And having largely achieved their goal. Ihese environmentalist are among lhe 
most active supporters of the NAFTA package today. 

I'll be the first to adm~ that NAFTA does not fix every single polenlial conflict between 
trade rules and environmental laws. It also doesn·t cure warts or guarantee Ihe 
Redskins a winning season. The vehicle must be appropriale to the problem, NAFTA's 
green provisions, combined with theaoyironmenlal side agreement. make it"the greenesl 
Irade agreement ever negotiated. The'NAFTA package is the Single most serious effort 
by any government up to this date to recognize and confront and begin to manage Ihe 
interactions of trade rules and the' environment. 

A vote ag"inst NAFTA is a vote against all of Ihe progress toward greening trade we 
have made so far. The defeat of NAFTA will signal a defeat of Ihe ground-breaking 
approach that says that trade and the environment'can indeed be reconciled. If NAFTA 
is defeated, the resuM win be polarization and finger pointing. 

Finally, 'tl)o fourth and laslDoln! I would like to make today is that the indirect impacts 
f!Qm_NAFTA a'.li.v~ies"l!.[e manageable and where they affect my responsibilities I intend 
to manage them. The 1995 budget for border-related activijies will address four major 
program areas: law enforcement, ecological services, fisheries, and refuges and wildlife. 
This money will ensure thai there are sufficient wildlife enforcement agenls 10 handle 
additional demands along the border. and provide supporl for special agents and for 
specific activities under the Wild Bird Trade Act There will also be extra money directed 
to the FWS eco!ogical services office for listing, consulta1ion. and species~recovery 
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actions in Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and California. as well as money to maintain the 
variety of aquatic habitats in the border region; through long-term mon~oring, as well as 
programs to maintain water flow in the face 01 increased regional demands. 

For those of you like myself who were born, raised, and have worked near the border, 

you know there are many problems down there. These problems have existed for a very 

long time. Congress has a choice.. It can either confront these challenges directly, and 


. supportNAFTA as a cooperative foundation for North Amer;ca to begin to address them, 

or it can reject this foundation and hope for the best. 

If NAFTA does not pass, 'those who vote to reject it can hope the Mexicans will stand 
by the commitmen~ andactions they have already. taken to protect the environment and 
open their markets: They can hope President Salinas will cominue to commit scaroe 
Mexican resources to wildlife refuges, environmental inspection, and enforcement on his' 
side of the border. They can hope the huge array of cocperative environmental efforts 
between the United States and Mexico will conlinue to expand. You can hope the 
border will clean itself up, or thai new export markels will simply appear of their own' 
accord.' But they better not count on H. 

Now, for Ihe first time, along with its promise of increased economic ties, NAFTA brings 
with it a promise of strengthened coeperation and, finally, a definHive recognition of Ihe 
very real connections between the UnHed States arid Mexico, at the highesl polrtlcal 
levels in both countries. With NAFT A, the border and our very real long-standing 
physical and economic interdependence with Mexico can no longer be ignored. NAFTA 
means an end to our short-sighted ignorance of our neighbors and a beginning of 
serious and sustained efforts to deal with our common problems. 

• 
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STATEMENT OF BRUCE BABBITT 
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 

BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE 
. ON ENERGY AND NATURALRIlSOURCIlS 

FEBRUARY 24,1994 

I am pleased to be here today to discuss the funding needed by the Department of the 
. Interior for the preservation, management, and use of.the great natural and cultural 

resources emrus[~d to the Departmenc's care. 

The mtal1995 budget for Interior is $9.4 billion. This includes $1.9 billion in 
permanent authority. The 1995 Interior budget request emphasizes three major . 
lhemes. The first is to increase investments in our natural reSources; second. we want 
to ensure an equitable return for use of public resources. and third. we want to begin 
to implement the recommendadons of (he Vice Presidem's National PerformaI~cc 
Review. 

In order to support key programs and reduce the deficit along the path set forth in the 
discretionary spending caps, [his budget request reflects the cholces and balancing 1 
have been called upon to make. W'hile the overall tOtals for this budget for the entite 
Department are down $81 million from 1991, we are proposing over $200 million in 
increases for the President's investments in key areas in the Department. In order to 
fllnd these initiatives within an esscQt,ialiy nat blldget, I had to make difficult 
tradeof&. However, I believe our budget proposals are balanced and should be kept as 
a cohesive unit. ' 

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

Our investment increases focus primarily on ecosystem management and operations 
f,x the land managing bureaus. Governmenrwide, the President's Budget focuses on 
four priority ecosystems: the forestS of the Pacific Northwest, in Washington, Oregon 
and nonhero California;·!he South Florida ecosystem; Prince William Sound in 
Alaska; and the Anacosti. River. in D.C. The Department has a key role in the first 
three of theseecosysysrems. The Environmental Protection Agency and the Corps of 
Enginc!!rs are primarily responsible for {he Anacos{ia River ecosystem improvement 
elTort. . 

FOREST PLAN - We propose to spend a total of $71.4 million in the Pacific 
Northwest to implement the President·, Forest Plan. This is an increase of$44.9 
million over 1994. Of the toral, $30 million is for "jobs in the woods" [Q r<smre 
watersheds and at the same time Create j0bs: $39.9 million is for other aspects of 
Forest Plan implement:ltion. including monitoring. reSeJrC~1 watershed assessments. 



and planning; and finally; $1.5 million will be used to enable Indian tribes in the 

Pacilic Northwest to put timber on the market and into the sawmills. 'Funding is 

included in the programs of the Bureau of Land Management, Fish and Wildlife 

Service, National Biological Survey, and Bureau ofIndian Affairs. 


SOIJnI FLORIDA -- In South Florida, the Department is leading a comprehensive 
effort to restore a seriously declining ecosystem. ,We propose to spend $57.3 million 
in this area, which doubles our 1994 investment. This will be a coordinated Federal 
effoer to develop and implement a comprehensive program. Funding is included in ' 
our budget for th~ Fish and Wildlife Service, National BioIogical Survey, National 
Park Service, Geological Survey, and Bureau oflndian Affairs. Together they ,will do 
ecosystem research '~nd management, wndu'ct water quality and quantity studies, 
work to improve water delivery systems through the Corps of Engineers~ and purchase 
land wirh state and local partners. 

PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND·· In Alaska. the Department will cominue to work with 
other Federa1 agencies ~lI1d the State to res[Orc.the injured natural resources of Prince 
William Sound. Using permanent appropriations provided from civil and criminal 
scuiemcnts, we will continue our leadership role in acquiring environmentally 
scnsi(ive habirat and [he development of a comprehensive restoration, research. and 
monitoring program in the spill zone. 

lAND MANAGEMENT OPERATIONS 

With over ...i40 million ~cres to ma~~·ge natioIlwide. day~to~day operations remain a 
priority emphasis for us in 1995, with increases requesred for the Bureau ofbnd 
Management, Fish an,1 Wildlife Service, and National Park Service. In addition to 

the funding incn;ases for the ecosystems initiatives} operations fu-ading is increasing in 
the Bureau of Land Management by $17 million. the Fish and Wildlife Service by $24 
million, and the National Park Service by $61 million. 

The Narional Parks remain a high Deparrmenral priority as iodicared by proposed 
increases of$32 million for the operation of individual park units. $ 18. million to pay 
rangers at rares more commensurate with their growing responsibilities, .and $6 
million to convert long-term temporary em ployees so they can obtain health and life 
insurance benefits. The budget also assumes passage oflegislation to raise park fees. 

In addition to major funding increases for the ecosystems initiative. the Fish and 
Wildlife Service budget increases by $24 million'for endangered species programs, 
refuge operation and maintenance, and habitat conservation programs. Funding is 
also included to implement the' environmemal activities contained in the Norrh 
American I:ree Trade Agreement which is an important part of the President's . 
investment program. with an increase of$139 million Governmentwide. The increase 
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of $10.9 million for Interior will fund harder inspections and enforcement. 
cooperative hahitat conse"",tion efforrs. and allow moie resources for border refuges 
and fisheries programs. 

EQUITABLE RETURN OF PUBLIC RESOURCFS 

A major goal of the Department is to ensure an equitable return for the use ofpublic 
resources. This goal includes rangeland reform, reform of the 1872 Mining Law. 
increased park fees. and payment of appropriate roy:tlties by minerals producers .. 

. . 
I am working with the Congress. western governors. rhe livestock industry •. 
environmental grOlJps. and other interested parties in an open and collaborative 
process to develop an innovative rangeland reform plan. The Department will 
propose grazing regulations within the next few weeks. with final regulations in the 
~. . . 

The Department is also committed to working with .the Congress to acoieve . 
comprehensive reform of the) 872 Mining L,w. Specifically. we want to eliminate 
patenting. charge a hard rock royalry,.make permanent the mine claim maintenance 
fees. and protect the environment. As a pbce holder pending Congressional action. 
the budget r,lIccts the revenue assumptions of the House-passed RahaJl Bill which is 
based on an eight pctcent royalty on the "net smelter return',', There is also a 
significant increase in funds requested for Bureau.orland Management Mining Law 
program,operadons, derived from ck1~m I~laimen;]nce fees) to cover additional effor~s 
on the grolll1d and to implement new legislation. 

I am pleased to have the opportuniry to work with the Congress on park fees and 
. concessions fees. As you know. the Department has long been E1ilicized for not being 

vigorous in en~uring that concessioners return an -equitable shate of their profits [Q.rhe 
government. (respect this committee's hard work toward the passage ofa strong 
concessions reform bill and I am committed to assisting Congress in the pursuit of an 
option which will allow a portion of the concession franchise rees to be rerainet! by the 
park to enh:mce and maimain the existing park infrastructure. 

NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REvIEW 

The 1995 budget places an importaht emphasis on implememing the 
recommendations ofVic. Presidem Gore's National Performance Review. The 
Bureau of Rec~amation has underg?ne a major review of its mission with a new goal 
toward becoming the Nation's preeminem water resources management agency. The 
Bureau of Mines, Geological Survey. Minerals Management Service, and Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement arc also undergoing major program 
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reviews. In'3d~ition, all bureaus are looking at ways to streamline administrative 
sCf':'ices in order to effect savings. 

We have also included nearly $47 million in administrative savings reductions in 
response to the President's Executive Order last year. 'The Departmem proposes to 
reduc~ FTEs consistent with the first phase of the President's long-term goal of 
reducing the Federal bureaucracy by 252,000. In 1995, this reduction is 1,377 FTEs. 

INVESTMENTS IN SCIENCE 

Recognizing that effective land management decisions must be based upon solid 
scientific resear~h. the Department's budget includes significant new investments to 

provide a better understanding of resource management issues among public agencies 
'and private landowners. 

The 1995 budget would increase funding for water quality research by $6.4 million. 
[[ proposes a National Spacial Data Infrastructure to share information affecting 
resource managemem decisions. The 1995 budget also"requests $176.8 million for 
rhe National Biological Survey to provide biological research and information 
necessary for effective natural resource managemem decisions. Endangered species 
conservation and recovery initiatives directed by the Fish and Wildlife Service will 
receive $81.'1 million in 1995 which includes increased funding for pre-listing 
conservation measures and consultations with other government agencies. . 

WATER RECLAMATION 

Another importanc investment included in the President's Budget is water reclamation 
and reuse projects ncar Los Angeles. ~orking with urban wareLSuppliers, the Bureau 
of Reclamation will help [Q conserve and reuse water, improve the quality ofground 
water in the San Gabriel basin, and reduce the need to import water. 

LAND ACQUISITION 

The 1995 budget of the Department continues the 1994 level of funding from the 
Land and Water Conservation.Fund at $190 million. Given 'current budget 
constraints; the emphasis on land exchanges must be increased. We propose to use $7 
million specifically on land exchange efforts in the Bureau of Land Management and 
Fish and Wil,Uife Service. Much of the funds for acquisirion will be directed towards 
acquiring crirical habitat and sensitive resources in selected areas· such as desert tortoise 
habitar and riparian habitar along the Virgin River, both in southwestern Utah. 
Greater emphasis on exchanges increases the number ofoptions available to land 
managers during negoriations with land owners, and can help improve overall 
manageability of/and ownership. 
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BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

'TIle 1995 budget request 'reflects the Administration's continuing commitment to 
better fulfill its Federal Indian trust responsibility and suppOrt government-to­
g~vernment partnerships. Within the overall Governmentwide constraints~ the 
Bureau ofIndian AffiirS' budget was developed with considerable emphasis given to 
the priorities established by tribes at the area and national Bureau-Tribal budget 
meetings. Increases for the Bureau oHnd;an Affiirs include $8.8 million for ttibal 
priorities on reservations. In addition, the budget will provide increased funding of 
$15.8 million f,)rschool operntions and a total of $170 million for Indian land and 
,water righes s<"lemems. which fully funds enacted settlements. 

MAJOR BUDGET REDUCTIONS 

As I ,.iil before, ,he major challenges to the Department include staying within the 
spending caps and reducing .he Federal workforce, but at the same time managing 
440 million acres of lands and meeting the increasing demands on our resources ..Let 
me fe-emphasize that we had to make hard choices in this budget. One of the major 

. demands on (he resources is visits to parks, refuges, an:d recreation sires on public 

lands which ;:uc lip 38 percent since ·]985, If r~ese trends conti nile. we will see 

another five percenr increase in ViSJiatioll each year. 


The hard choices include deferring consuucdon funding for tile Bureau of Land 
Management, Fish and Wildlife Se ..~(c, National Park Service, and Bureau'ofIndian 
Affairs from a tom I of over $450 million to about $300 million as proposed in the 
budget and a reduction of $93 million in Bureau of Reclamation water projec". In 

. addition. we reduced funding for the Bureau of Mines by $19.9 million. We also 
propose to reduce grants to scares to reclaim abandoned mined land by $10 milli"n 
and eliminate the Rural Abandoned Mine Program. 

CONCLUSION 

In summaty. we have made the hard choices we have been called upon to make. This 
budget builds upon the progress we made with the Congress last year in' realigning the 
Department's budget to reflect resource management needs, In doing so. we have 
supported the President's investments in natura) resources} condnue4 to seek an 
equitable rettlrn on the public's resources, and will seek to implement the 
recommendations of the N:;uional Performance Review to ensure mat the Departmem 
provides better strvice at less cost. 

( wiII be happy to ans'\~er any questions you I1l:ly have. 
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STATEMENT OF BaUCB BABBITT, SECRETARY OF THB INTERIOR, BEFORE THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL-PARKS AND FORESTS~ 

'COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES, UNITED STATES SENATE, 
ON THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR' RANGELAND REFORM REGULATIONS; 
·s. 1326, THE FEDERAL FORAGE FEE FORMULA ACT; AND s~ 896"THE 
RANGELANDS RESTORATION ACT. 

Historical Context 

Mr. Chairman, Members ,of th~ Committee, before addressing 

the specifics of ~y testimony, I·would like to express some 

personal perspect"ives on the issue of rangeland reform# 
. .' 

As most bf you know, I was raised in'a ranching family in 
Northern Arizona. As a child, I spent many Sunday-afternoons out 
on the ran9c wfth my Grandfather, then "in his eighties, listcining· 
to him worry about the condition of the cattle, pulling up loco 
weed, and scanning the skies for the first sign of summer rains. 
Like many ranchers I know, he was sparing with words, but he 
would occasionally reminisce about the old days. He arr'ived in 
the' empty expanses of Arizona in the early·sprin9 of 1886, filed 
on a homestead in Clark's Valley and d~voted his life to building 
a 9reat ranch, always reinvesting his money to improve the ,herd . 
and acquir€! land, living so simply that even as a widower in his 
eighties, he lived alone in a tiny walk up apartment clutter·ed 
with saddles and Navajo blankets. 

I learned on those .sunday a fternoons how he had developed a 

gravity. system to bring water more than 20 miles from Cedar Ranch 

to the SF pasture and beyond to the winter headquarters at 

Spiderweb« His efforts to fence pastures and to develop water' 

made. it po~;sible to sprea"d 'Cattle more evenly across the. range. 

He was proud that his range was in much better condition than in 

the old days of the open range t and he always expressed his hope 

that the co Bar would stay in our family for, generation.s to come. 


Last year I soid out my share of' that ranch "in order to· 
become Secretary of the: Interior« But my brothers ·and cousins 
still own clOd manage the CO Bar, and they are working together 'to 
protect and improve the land for the next gene~ation of ranchers~ 

It is for all these reasons that I have expended an 
extraordinhry amount of time over the past year, seeking to find 
common ground and new ways of bringing westerners'together to 
find a new eqUilibrium in the form of a strong livestocK 
industrYt flourishing within vigorous healthy landscape 
ecosystems. I want to help preserve the range for future 
qenerations of ranchers. 

Unchanged Goals 
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I approach the fopic'of grazin9, as ~o many of you, not just 
as' ,in environmental or -economic issue.. This is an issue that has 
deeply touched my sense of family and community. Like so many 
Westerners, life on· the range has helped shape roe. And so I 
address this topic, as do many of you, with the energy -and 
consistency of. one who'has worked on an issue for a very long 
time. 

When this process of reform ~eqan last wint~r, I.began with 
a set of clearly established .goals. Throu9h countless hours of 
meetings and'debatos, those goals remain the same today ...That is 
so because these are no~ issue or policy positions, nor. -are they 
tactical approaches '-- they are fundament;al goals reflecting a 
deep commitme:.:t to'improve and s~stain the great American 4ange~ 

Our first .,9oal, from the start. w'as to raise public 

awareness of range issues~ By bringing attention to, range 

conditions, we hoped to begin discussions, about improving the 

health of the public range.


. ' 

Second I we would focus recovery e'ffort.s on riparian zones, 
which are key to, the West's water supply and to the wildlife that 
helps make the West unique. Riparian zones need special 
attention: a 1990 EPA study noted that lI extensive field 
observations in the late 1980's suggest riparian areas throughout 
much of the West were'in the worst condition in history." 

Third, 
, 

we sought 
, 

specific standards and guidelines for 
rangeland management. While 'this is key for resource protection, 
it also provides certainty for all parties involved: ranchers I 

land managers and environmentalists. Virtually all interests 
wanted to know what 'was expe8ted of permittees. . 

Fourth-, we needed to clarity ownership of wate'r rights on 

DLM grazing allotment? BLM water policy differs from Forest 

Service policy., We want to ensure we do not put future 

permittees at a financial disad~antage. 


Fifth; enforcement procedures for permit violations needed 

both clar.ification and streamlining', as a lIleans of maJcing them 

more fair and more effective. 


Sixth, a reasonable' increase in grazing fees is required to 

increase returns to the federal government and reflect. the 

statutory mandate. 


The final goal was to achieve the other goals without 
causing significant harm to ranchers and ranching communities and 
without losing the vast open spaces that are the industry's gift 
.to Western cities. 

chanqinq Tactics 
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As I E;aid, ·these goals have remained unchanged, thr'oughout, 

the: discussions. Where there has been substantial change, 

however, if; in the methods to achieve -th'ese qoals. 


Some of the Methods have changed because of the dozens of 
meetings I've had all across the West. I met with ranchers, 
environmentalists, local elected officials, local business owners 

,and ordinary citizens. And in the more serious discussions; 
heard from partiCipants who were interested not in staking out 
obvious' positions, b~t in fi~din9 reasorab1e agreements with 
their neighbors. 

The tactics also changed because of , the vigorous and healthy 
d~bate that took place among 'Members of this Committee and on the' 
floor of the ~nited States Senate last fall~ senators of various 
ideological perspectives raised legitimate concerns. In many 
cases, I agrnea with the concerns you raised" and the· proof of 
that fact is the proposed rule: many of the changes directly 
address some of the concernS raised here. 

Per~it Tenure and Water Rights chanqes 

Let me talk about some specific ways in which returning to 
the original goals helped us write a rule that is far ln9re 
responsive to the needs of ranchers out west, but which will also 
help achieve true reform on the "range. 

In mp.etirig with Colorado ranchers and environmentalists, 
under the wise guidance of Governor Roy 'Romer, we took up our 
August proposal to limit many permits to five years. The 
ranchers pointed out that.reducing permits from the present term 
of 10 years would make it-~ph h~rder to get bank financing; they 
il1ustrab::d their point with" spe.cific eX?Hnples. . 
EnvirohInentalists said this was not their intent, that their·real 
concern wa~ proper· enforcement of permit conditions~ The 
ranchers response: "Then,let's discuss enforcement measures 
rather than sIdestepping that' issue by arguing about permit 
tenure. IJ ' We moved on to a productive discussion, and 'all 
participants eventually agreed that permit tenure stay at 10 
years .. 

In another example, last fall there were many who said th'e 
August proposal had rangeland,water rights language that was so 
broad it threatened private-. water rights, interfered with state 
water adjudications and even endangered drinking water supplies 
across the nation. 

'What we did wa~ return to a focus on our original goal~ The 
guiding principle behind our proposal for water rights was 
simple: t:he water should stay with the land. If that water, noW' 
currently owned by the American public~ is best used for 
livestock watering, then any future permittees should have access 
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.', to it, without having to· pay the inflated rates that a private 
owner of 

, . the rights could charge* 

. The first step in the changes then, was "to clarify what the 
proposal would not do. We made clear the following: 

N9 valid existing water rights would be affected. 

No new federal reserved water rights would be creat"ed. 

There will be no change from existing ELM policy on water 
right:; for uses other than public land grazing, such as 
municIpal, industrial or irrigation:uses. 

The new lan9uage,is limited to water used for livestock 
waterinq'~n public lands only. 

Under our proposal: any new rights to water on'public lands 
to "be used for the purposes of livestock watering on such lands 
will be acquired t perfected, maintained and administered 'in the 
name of the united States under state law, providing that state' 
law permit.s it. The new language generally brings BLM's wat,er. 
regulations in conformance with U.S. Forest Service practice and 
with' BLM policy prior to changes in the ear~y 1980's. 

New permanent water improvement projects, such as stock 

tanks, wells, pipelines and spring developments would be 

authorized and compensated 'under cooperative range improvement 

agreements. 


Those two ~xamples, I, believe, briefly show how a focus on 
our original goals enabled, us to resolve legitimate concerns that 
were raised "by Senators and"6th"ers, while still achieving reform~ 
They are illustrative of 'many other .changes, somewhat similar' in 
nature. We listened and, where possible. within the context of 

.our goals for ~rue reform, made changes in our proposal. 

For the remainder of my testimony I' I would like' to focus on 
three elements in the proposed rule. T,hese are'the areas with 
the most significant changes; they also comprise, I believe, the 
heart of reform. These are governance' issues, the fees, and 
standards & guidelines~ 

Governance Issues 

Dur.ing the course of my eight week session with Colorado 
ranchers and environmentalists, I began to learn more about the 
"consensus groups" that have sprung up around the west. I began 
to realize that these groups were themselves an important tool in 
land manage~ent. They could contribute to developing policies 
and ·proposals for implementation as well~ because the best 
dis~ussions were those focusing on the details of land 
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management. Thus, a seventh-goal emerged: increasing local 

participation in land use decisions* 


In recent years, the antagonisms between ranchers and 
environmental advocates have escalated sharply, increasingly 
dividing the West against itself. And this trend bodes ill for 
all of us, for in the absence of western consensus, 'the making of 
Federal rangeland policy will inevitably driff outward to.other 
regions and other groups.· 

Therefore, I believe that one of the core issues of 
rangeland reform is the process' by which we make decisions. The 
model for change already exists in the consensus groups. These 
new groups bring together ranchers; environmentalists and 
interested citiz.ens to meet over coffee at the kitchen table and 
out on the ran~e to ~isten to each other, to develop mutual 
confidence and .search for consensus in" solving pUblic land 
issues~ These groups are as spontaneous as a pick-up basketball 
game, and they are as diverse as the western landscape in which 
they are taking root_ In eastern Oregon they call themselves the 
Trout creek Mountain working group, in Colorado/'the Gunnison 
Group and the owl Mountain CRM, in Wyot1ling'the Sun Ranch CRM. 
There is a similar group at work in my hf'metown involving members 
of my own family. Thes~ groups are the true successors to the 
old Taylor Grazing Act committee of the 30's, for they are 
reinventing the old idea of local participation to fit the new 
realities ()f the American West. 

I ,believe that the time is now at hand for the' BUreau of' 
Land Management to listen carefully to the changes taking place 
out on the land in this 'new west and' to make fundamental changesl 
casting off the closed shop practices of the past and moving to 
~mbrace a more open diverse'and public style of rangeland policy 
forlJlulation~ 

The beginning point for a ne-w rangeland advisory structure 
is the District Advisory Committee presently ~e~red by FLPMA. 
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act requires that members 
of the District'Advisory Council be appointed "'from among persons 
who are representative of the various "major citizen/s interests 
concerning-the prohlems relating to land use planning or the 
management of the public lands located within the area. This 
somewhat general mandate has not been effectively translated into 
the truly diverse and effective representation that congress 
intended. In many Districts the councils have been weighted 
toward commodity producers at the expense of broader public 
participation. In all cases, there has not been any attempt to 
involve Governors l interest groups and the public in identifying 
and nominating outstanding men and women for the councils 
memberships. ' 
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Therefore, the first objective of'the new governance 
provision ift the draft ,regulations will be to assure bala'nced 
representation of all the diverse groups and interests that have' 
3. legitimate stake in the administration of public 'lands. , The 

regulations will set up three categories of representation as 

follows: . . 

One third of. the membership of the Resource Advisory Council 
will be representatives of 'commodity producing' industries 
within the district I 'incl~din9 grazing, mining and timber. 

One third of the membership will be representatives of bona' 
fide environmental, conservation and.sportsrnen's groups. 

One third of the membership will be selected from public 
land users, state and local' officials and members of the 
public wh6~are not primarily advocates for commodity users 
or environmental groups. This category could include, for 
example, a representative from the state game and fish 
agency, a local elected official. and a range management 
specialist. 

The draft regulations invite nominations for council . 

membership from all interested individuals or organizations and 

will require the secretary to consider nominations made by the 

Governor of the state involved. 


These councils will be called l1u1tiple Resource Advisory 
Councils. They will be encouraged to operate by consensus to the 
maximum extent feasible. , These Advisory Councils will be charged 
-with the full advisory functi.on set out in FLPMA to "furnish' 
advice to the Secretary wit~ respect to the land use planning, 
classification, retention, management ~nd disposal of public 
lands within the area ... " The Council will .also be charged, to 

'advise the secretary' with respect to such rangeland issues 'as the 
preparation,of allotment management plans and the allocation of 
range improvement'funds~ 

The councils will have the authority under our regulation to 

petition directly to the Secretary if they believe their advice 

is not being followed. The secretary must resp~nd within 60 

days. 


The drat"t regulations also would allow Rangeland 'Resource 
Teams, apPOinted by Resource Advisory Councils, which would have 
five members -- two permittees, one environmental representative, 
one member representing wildlife and recreation interests and one 
&t large community representative. These Teams ,may be created at 
the BLM Area management level, or operate over a smaller area if 
desired. 'The goal is to base them on the experience of the new 
working groups, to encourage good stewardship, to ~ork toward 
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collaborativl! solutions and to provide information and 
recommendations to the Resource Advisory Councils. " 

The Rangeland Re'source Team is intended to bring local 
interests together I in a consensus building mode, to develop 
cooperative approaches to· solving specific on-the-qround range 
issues. The Ranqeland ResQUrce·Teams will be empowered to 
provide recommendations to the Multiple Resour,ce Advisory 
Councils for their consideration. The re9ulations will also 
authorize the ,Multiple Resource Advisory councils to create 1 on 
an ad hoc ti:asis; Technical Review Teams to investigate and 
develop proposed solutions to specific resource issues which may 
arise in the local area~ 

Fees 

In a seconCt major area, we heard much criticism" last ,fal-I. 

Producers said the proposed grazing fee was too high. Many 

conservationists and fiscal conservatives said it was too low. 

Having listened to the debate, our new·proposal represents 

significant change~ 


1n establishing the proposed feel we determined that it 
should apprc,ximate fa ir market value and comparable to fees paid 
for leasing on private lands. It should provide the public with· 
a fair return for the use of its resources, but should not cause 
significant harm to the Western livestocK industry and to 
ranching dependent cornmunities~ We also believe the fee should 
recover a reasonable amount of the Government's administrative 
costs and be reasonably ~asy to administer. " 

We used the two major s..!-udies as sources for establishing a 
base value that reflects the costs of operating on Federal lands 
as compared to private lands. (A base value then can be used'to 
determi~e the fee ~) 

In 1966, the Western Livestock Grazin9 'surv&r-interviewed 
more than 10,000 individuals to determine the non fee costs of 
operating Federal lands. This study has provided the base value 
for the fee calculation since PRIA became law in 1976. That 
study determined that the value for grazing on federal lands 
equal1e~ $1_23 per animal unit month (AUM).' Updating that figure. 
to 1991 would result,in a valu~ of $3.25 per AUM~ 

. In 1983, an appraisal of the value of 9razing on BLM and· 
Forest service lands in 16 Western states inVOlved data collected 
on 100,000 leases. It divided the state.s into six different 
regions. Updated to 1991; the region with the highe:s.t value 
showed a value of $10.26 per AUM. The region with the lowest 
value t upd~ted to 1991, showed a value of $4.68~ 
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To determine the base value for. the ,fee, w~ simply took the, 
western, LivestocK Grazinq'Survey and the lowest of the'six, 
regional values in the 1983 survey.,and split the difference. 

Once life had established the base value, we had originally 
assumed that 1993 would be used as the year to establish the 
forage value index, the other figure required to establish the 
fee. We·heard criticisms,' however, from this body and from other 

.sources, that we were allowing' a fee increase to silently creep 
up as we were' phasing in' higher "fee,s. We therefore chose to use 
1996 as th{~ base year for the forage value index used in the 
formula. By definition, the forage value index will be set at 
1.0 in 1997. What ,does this mean in a practical sense? If we 
today set the forage value index' at '1.0 for 1997" the fees in 
1997 will not" reflect any changes in the cost of ranching between 
1996 and 1997~ If costs go up (and some claim they ,will) r' public 
lands ranchers~will get a better deal. 

There are other significant fee issue~ that we considered. 

The fees will be phased in over a period of three years. Fees, 

currently set at $1.98 per AUM, would climb to $2.75 in 1995, 

$3."50 in 1996 and $3.96 in 1997. 


,Despite the increases, these new'rates would still continue 

to be significantly lower than those charged by private land 

owners in the West and by, the Qverwhelming majority of Western 

states for state-owned lands. 


After full phase-in, the new fees would not have a 
signific(:tnt impact on the vast majority of public lands ranchers: 
more than 73\ of BLM permittees would have fee increases totaling 
less than $1,000 per year.: ' 

"" 
Nonetheless, ,we have proposed two significant measures that 

w'i11 provide inSUlation 'against rising fees. . 

First, our propos~l includes a fee discount-of )0% for 
ranchers who meet higher environmental standards~ Ranchers 
meeting the higher environmental standards would have rates 
~f only $2.77 --,an,increase of only Sl'cents per AUM. 

Second, despite the fact that economic analysis continues to 
show the fee increases will not force ranchers out of 
business, our proposed rule contains language calling on the 
Department to analyze the impact of increased fees after 
each year of the phase-in. If the fee does pave a 
significant negative impact, it may he reevalu~ted* 

It is our'intention to have the incentive fee' available by 
1996--the second year of the phase-iri. However if we have not 
promulg:ate,d the eligibility criteria prior to the third year, the 
third year phase-in will not 'occur. The fee will remain at 
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$3.50. We have already started the process of seekinq input on 
how best to develop the incentive fee criteria. 

These two provisions -- a mere 81 cent per AUM increase for 
good stewards and a requirement that we reconsider if 'it is 
determined that this proposal has a significant negative economic 
impact -- are important parts of our fee proposal. 

'standards , Guidelines 

In the third' major area, our August proposal called for 
national standards -- one set for the whole country~ Two things 
led u~ to change our appro~ch and call for state standards. 

First, many ranchers pointed out that a "one-size fits all" 
straightjacket' could not be realistically fitted to the 
tremendous varr~ty of soil,s and climatic conditions in al~ of the, 
western states. what,worKs in the high, well-watered summer 
pastures. of the northern Rqckies may have little application to 
ephemeral spring grazing in the Sonoran Desert of southern 
Arizona. Rotation practices adequate for eastsrn oregon may be 
-destructive to ranges in ,southern California. 

Second, members of the Colorado working group reminded us of 
our original goal: providing certainty. "state standards, written 
to meet national criteria and approved by the Secretary, would 
surely provide certainty to all ihvolved in the process. 

Thus" the mOVe to state, standards and guideLines_ 

Our proposal would,' for the first time ever, requ~re 
ranchers to meet standards,.and 9uidelines, written and 
implemented at the state le\>l!l, when 9r,ftzing livestock on lands 
controlled by the BLM __ ' BLM state directors will coordinate the 
drafting of standards and guidelines~ In doing so, they are to 
work closely with the Multiple Resource Advisory councils I 
mentioned earlier. Before becoming final, standa.ds 'and 
guidelines must be approved by the Secreta~y. 

We call for standards and guidelines because of one,simple 
fact: our rangelands are in great need of improvement. In 
particular, riparian zones ar:e threatened across the West. 

According to a 1990 study by the Environmental Protection 
Agency, "extensive field observations in the late 1980~s suggest 
riparian areas throughout much of the West were in the worst 
condition in history." other studies show that "between 70 and 90 
percent of the natural riparian ecosystems in' the c0!1tiguous
United states have been lost because of human activity_ . 

RiParian zones play an essential role in supply and 
purifyin9 water for human consumption throughout the West~ They 
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also provide essential habitat for wildlife~ For exampie, 82 
percent of breeding birds in Colorado occur in riparian 20nes, 75 
percent of all wildlife species in. southeastern Wyoming depend On 
riparian areas, and 51 percent of all bird species in the 
southwestern states are completely dependent on riparian areas. 

Just as significant is' the fact that riparian' areas are 
among the ~ost resilient ecosystems on public lands. If given a' 
chance, they can come back to their full, healthy state. 
Elevated standards, in riparian zones and elsewhero t give us a 
chance at real SUcceSs. They remind us'that success need not'be 
defined simply in terms of staving off inevitable decline or in 
holding back damaging trends. Success, in this endeav9r, can be 
defined in far more positive terms: we can restore the pUblic 
rangelands to'.their greatest potential. It is clear to me that, 
in all the are~s of public land'management , there is no greater" 
chance of true restoration I at as small a cost 1 as there is with 
the management of our public rangeland uplands and riparian 
zones. 

To address the problems in rangeland health, our proposal 
would establish four national requirernents'that state standards 
and guidelines must meet. 

(1) Grazing practices must maintain or achieve properly 
functioning ecosystems. 

(2) Grazing practices must maintai'n or achieve properly 
functioning riparian systems. Special focus on riparian 
zones brings attention to those areas which have suffered 
the 9reatest damage -:- but 'which also have the greatest 
potential for recovery~~ 

,(3) Grazing practices must help maintain, restore or 
enhance water quality. water quality on allotments must 
meet or exceed state wate~ quality standards. 

(4) Grazing practices must ensure to the extent practicable 
the maintenance, restoration or enhancement of habitat for 
threatened or endangered species and ,must also give 
consideration to those species which are candidates 'for 
listing~ This kind of focus can help us avoid the kind, .of 
train wrecks that have helped make other public reSource, 
battles so contentious~ 

The ~tandards represent the fundamental legal mandates un~er 
the Taylor Grazing Act, the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act l ' the Endangered Species. Act, and the Clean Water Act. 

state standards must address soil stability and watershed 

function, the distribution of nutrients and energy! and plant 

community recovery mechanisms. The state guidelines would 
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provide direction for that action, and must address the 
following. 

Grazing management practices must assist in recovery of 
threatened or endangered species in the area, and should 
work to prevent listings~ 

Grazin9 practices must· be designed to restore or enhance 
water quality so that it meets or exceeds state water 
-qua~ity standards. 

Grazing plans should consider such issues as the timing of 
critical plant growth and regrowth .. Consideration must be 
given t~ periods of rest from livestock grazing. 

Plans must address situations in which continuous season­
10n9 9razing would be consrstent with achieving prgperly 
functioning conditions~ 

The selection criteria and design standards for the 
develeJpment of springs, seeps and other projects affecting' 
water and associated resources must maintain or enhance the 
ecolo'1ical values of those sites. 

In those areas .....here grazing m'ay be authorized on ephemeral 
rangelands r a criteria for minimum levels of production must 
be set in,advance. Likewise, standards must be set for the 
minimum level of growth that is to remain at the end of the 
grazing season. 

criteria must be developed' for the protection of riparian­
wetland areas. This ·~ncludes the location t or the need for 
location or removal, of~ stock management facilities tha't may 
be outside of the riparian area itself,. These include such 
facilities as corrals, holding facilities, wells, pipelines 
and fences. consideration must also be given to the ,. 
modification of livestock management pract~esf such as 
salting and supplement feeding •. 

Plans must have utilization or residual vegetation targets 
Which will maintain, improve or restore both herbaceous and 
woody species to a healthy and vigorous condition~ They 
must facilitate reproduction and maintenance of different 
aqe classes in the desired riparian-wetland and aquatic 
plant communities. They must also leave sufficient plant 
litter to provide adequate sediment filtering and 
dissipation of stream energy for bank protecti.on~ 

In those states where the eLM director ·is unable to produce, 
within 18 months, standards and quidelines that are approved by 
the Secretary, fallback standards and guidelines, published in 
the proposed rule, \o1i11 be used. BLM state Oi.rectors will have 
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the option of revising these fallback standards and quideline·s to 
provide a better fit in their State. 

These standards and guidelines focus healthy range 
ecosystems, which will benefit all who care for and' use our 
public lands. Healthy ecosystems are good for wildlife and' they 
are good for people. They also happen to be very good for cattle 
and for the cattle industry~ 

conclusions 

sixty years a90t or even twenty years ago, these concepts, 
which will quide a new chapter of rangeland reform t might not 
have worked~ Back then the West depended almost ex~lusively on 
commodity proquction. Flagstaff, where I grew up was a town where 
life centered around shift changes at the sawmills and spring 
roundup and fail shipping. There weren't any environmental 
advocates, at least as that term is commohly used today. In 
those days, it was 'perhaps inevitahle that national sportsmen,. 
conservation and environmental groups looked exclusively to 
Washin9ton to advocate for their interests., 

Today, howeve~, the West is a different place. Flagstaff is 
now a community where ranchers and loggers and miners mingle with 
river guides and scientists who work for hi-tech 
manufacturers. Similar changes are occurring allover the West. 
You no longer have to go to Washington or New York to find 
skillful environmental advocates; you can find them right next 
door. ' 

My wager, reflected in the draft regulations, is that in the 
New West the stakeholders,'4~ all their div7rsity, can come 
together and forge a new Consensus for publlC land managemen~~ 
For we are, neighbors# we grew up and went to school together," 

'shared outdoor eXperiences that shaped our livest and we all know 
that the West is a better place for having both a stroryg 
l~ves~ock industry and a healthy environment. '-­

s. 1326 and S. 896 

Upon reviewjng the provisions of 5.1)26 and S. 890, I noted a 
number of·sjmilarities between the elements of the bills and the 
proposed regulations'that I have described. I believe that both 
bills are well intentioned and reflect our common desire to 
address significant issues relating to grazing activity in the 
West~ 

However, the Department cannot support s. 1326# the "Federal 
Forage Fee Act of 1993. II The measure is a constructive 
alternatiye to the old and discredited Public Rangeland 
Improvement Act formula but is far too complicated to be 
practical, and, by triple counting the differences between 
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federal and private land leases, fails to draw the pricing of 
forage on public rangelands closer to free market mechanisms. 

The grazing fee formula in ·the legislation is consistent with the' 
fee formula included in the Department's proposed rule in terms 
of using a weighted average of the private grazing land lease 
rates in western states. However, the legislation uses the 
weighted average of the private rates i~,the 16 ~estern states, 
which would exclude Texas! while the "Department'g proposed rule 
wpuld use the weighted average for the 17 western states. The 
legislation is also consistent with the Department's proposed 
rule in restricting annual increases or decreases in the grazing 
fee to not more than 25 percent of the fee in the prior year. 

The Department; cannot support s. 896~ "Rangelands Restoration Act 
of 1993." Altl1.oUgh we see some positive features with the 
subject bill, we have serious fundamental concerns as ·well.· The 
measure will cost too much to administer and may not achieve 'its 
intended improvements in public rangelands condition. We believe 
the Department's proposal represents a more workable way· of 
achieving the desired objectives. 

That concludes my prepared statement. I would be happy to answer 
any questions you may have~ 
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STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF TIlE INTERIOR BRUCE BABBITT 

SENATE COM1l11TTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS 

. OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 


JUNE 15, 1994 

Mr. Chainnan, and members of the Committee, thank you for asking me 
to- be here today. ­

I am pleased to discuss an environmental law that I hold dear, and that I 

believe most of you in this Congress and in this nation hold dear. I say that 

fully aware that there are many questions and concerns about the Endangered 

Species Act 


_I am here today in my capacity as one of the two Cabinet Secretaries 
thai Congress has charged with administering the Act. I want to tell you what 
I have learned after administering the Endangered Species Act for 18 months, 
and what Secretary Brown and I want to do -differently- with respect to that 
Act from now On. None of the items I am going- to discuss today require 

-legislation. Indeed; Congress has wisely and capably provided many tools-to _ 
make the Act work better. Those tools are found in underutilized sections of 
the ESA, as well as in other environmental legislation like the Clean Water 
Act, and in other statutes like the Farm Bill. 

The job of an administrator is to make the best use uf the tools ai his 
disposal to accomplish a mission. From January _of-1993 to the present, I 
have focused much of my attention on the Endangered Spccies Act. I have 
charged most of my staff at the Department to do likewise. I have focused 
on the ESAbecause it can be the most useful tool that has ever been 
fashioned for the land and resource planners of this country--and not because 
of its law enforcement authorities. This Act is crucial to this nation's future 
~ecausethe underlying mission--preserving species by- conserving habitat and 
resollrces-is one which can ensure a more prosperous economy and higher 
quality of life for all of o.ur citizens for generations to come. ­

'.-. '. ' . 
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The Endangered Species Act. is an extraordinary and eloquent law, 'and it 
has been a stunning success. In twenty years, the Fish and Wildlife Service 

: has had more than 118,OOOconsuitations with agencies about whether ,planned 
development actions were consistent with the law. Out of 118,000 
consultations, only 33 projects were stopped as a result of the Endangered 
Species Act. Since 1972, about 890 plant and animal species in the United 
States have been listed as endangered or threatened. Forty percent of these, 
plant and animal populations have actually been increased or stabilized: 

, , 

The Endangered Species Act has been responsible for improving 
populations of declining species throughout the United States and has been the 

, focus ofinternational conservation efforts. American alligators and the Palau 
, Dove no loriger need the Act's protection and have been removed, from the 

list of threatened and endangered species. We will be'removing the Pacific 
gray whale from the list of threatened and endangered species very soon. 
The bald eagle, peregrine falcon~ grizzly bear, eastern timber wolf, whooping 
crane, black~footed ferret, Columbian white-tailed deer, and greenback 
cutthroat trout have been recovered from the brink of extinction and are 
approaching full recovery and delisting. California condors and red wolves 

i have been returned to the, wild and are improving dramatically. 
t-' .. 

But the problems of owls 111),<;1 salmon and snai Is and rats have consumed 
theHon's share of headlines, if you'll pardon the expression. We'knew when 

,,'we inhelited this Act that.we needed'to work on the tough issues--we didn't 
dodge them. 

In the' pastyear, we have worked exhaustively'with other Federal 
agencies and our non-federal partners .. We have explored 'the use of special .. 
rules under section 4(d), which provide flexibility to accommodate economic' 
activities while furthering the recovery of list species. We developed a ' 
special rule for tlie coastal California gnatcatcher, for example, that provided 
a lot of support for a State planning process. This planning process has 
brought many communities together to address the problems facing the 
coastal sage scrub ecosystem from a comprehensive perspective that will 

,prevent further declines of other species that depend ,upon this ecosystem. At 
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· the same time, residential development in the area continues. We are in the 
proeess of developing a similar rule for the Pacific Northwest that will 
resolve many of the issues in that region. 

We have also increased our focus on habitat conservation planning throughout 
the country. Permits have been issued for 28 habitat conservation plans and 
II amendments to e:'listing plans. Iii addition, about 100 conservation plans 
are in some stage of development throughout the country. We are,working 
closely with Clark County, Nevada, to develop a long-term conservation plan 
that will'allow the City of Las Vegas to continue to grow and expand while' 
protecting its desert environment and the Desert tortoise that depends on that 
environment. We are working closely with Travis County, Texas; 
Washington County, Utah; Brevard County, Florida; and the State of Georgia 
to achieve the same purpose through conservation planning. ' 

We are also working cooperatively with business leaders and individuills 
who share our commitment to conduct their economic acti vities in an 
environmentally responsible manner. We have entered ,into three cooperative 
agreements with private industry to protect the Red-cockaded woodpecker in 
the southeastern United States. These agreements, which have been signed' 
with Georgia-Pacific Corporation, Hancock Timber Resouree Group, and 
International Paper Company, make signi ficant contributions toward the 
recovery of the woodpecker and..will also benefit all of the species oecurring 
in the longleaf pine ecosystem, which many scientists consider an ' 
"endangered" ecosystem. ' Because of the success of these three cooperative 
agreements, four other companies are in the initial stages of negotiating 
cooperative agreements with the Administration. ' 

These companies now have a clear understanding of wnere and how to 
proceed with tneir development activity while making certain their activities 
ardn full compliance with the Endangered Species Act. They can better 
forecast available supplies of harvestable timber, they can plan ahead, and 
they can rest assured that they have made a significant contribu~ion to the 
survival of the red-cockaded woodpecker. 

Another example of cooperative solutions to recovery efforts can be 
found in Powell County, Montana, where the Departments of the Interior and 
Commerce are working on a project in Blackfoot Spring Creek. This project 
is a small but critical component of a comprehensive initiative to restore fish 
and wildlife habitat in the Blackfoot River Watershed. The objective of the,. 




( 
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projeet was to restore a 1.5-mile stretch of stream and riparian habitat on a 
ranch owned by Mr. jon Krular. Both Mr. Krutar, who is a third generation 
cattle rancher, and the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks 
were concerned about deteriorating water quality and declining fish 
pOpulations in the stream. In 1992, Mr. Krutar was asked to consider a . 
proposal to restore Blackfoot Spring Creek and signed a cooperative 
agreement shortly thereafter. A partnership between Mr .. Krutar,the 
Departments, Montana Partners for Wildlife, Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks, Trout Unlimited, Montana Trout Foundation, and the 
Cinnebar Foundation funded the restoration, which would benefit such species 
as the bull trout (which is being considered for listing as a threatened or 
endangered species), westslope cutthroat trout, bald eagle, osprey, and 
harlequin du(;k. 

, In 1992. the restoration project began. In 1993, adult bull trout were 
observed in the creek for the first time in seven years and the numbers of 
juvenile cutthroat and rainbow trout numbers more than doubled. 

After more than a year of learning the strengths and pitfalls of previous 
approaches to implementing the Act, the Secretary of Commerce and I have 
developed six principles that will serve as a framework for our activities 
under the Act. Those principles are: 

',.
1. 	 Prevent Endangerment -- In carrying out its laws and regulations;.the 

Federal Government should seek to prevent species from declining to the 
point at which they must be protected under the ES.:h. We must do 
everything we can to prevent endangerment. For more than two 
decades, we. have understood the relationship between the health of our 
Nation's ecosystems and the.species that live there. lfased on an 
understanding of that relationship, the U.S. Congress has given us laws' 
like the National Environmental Policy Act, the Clean Water Act, the 
Coastal Zone Management Act. the National Forest Management Act, 
and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act that are intended to 
balance the social and economic needs of our society with the need to 
preserve the health of the ecosystems on which we all depend. 

2. 	 Strengthen the Safety Net -- Listing. planning and implementation of 
recovery plans, interagency consultations, and conservation planning 
must be made more effective to ensure prompt protection and recovery. 
of endangered and threatened species. 
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3. Increase! Flexibility:. The ESA must be carried out in a flexible manner 
," that.avoids unnecessary effects upon private property ,and the regulated 
, public, and minimizes those effects thitt cannot he avoided. while' 

'providing effective protection and recovery of endangered and threatened 
species. 

4. 	 Reduce'Delay and Uncertainty - The ESA must be carried out hi an 
efficient. fair and predictable manner to reduce delay and uncertainty for 
Tribal. 'State ,and local governments, the private sector and individual 
citizens. 

5. 	' Ensure Sound Science .. Federal Endangered Species Act policy must 
be based 6n the best scientific information available, ' 

6" 	 Build Stronger Partnerships .- Building new partnerships and 
strengthening existing ones with' Federal land management agencies; 
Tribal. State and local governments, the private sector, and individual, ' 
citizens is essential to each of the five previous principles and to the 
conservati<:m of species under the ESA in a .fair, predictable, efficient 
and effective manner, 

Yesterday, the Departments of the Interior and Commerce announced a 
package of reforms that will h~e an immediate and positive effect on how 

, the' ESA is implemented throughout the Nation. This package builds' on these 
six principles. The package includes six joint policy directives from the 
Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheri'c Administration's Assistant Adniinistrator forFisheries which 
will,take effect immediately. These reforms will:' 

A.' 	 Ensure That ESA Decisions Are Based on Sound Science. 

To ensure that Endangered Species Act policy is based on the best scientific .' 
information available, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) are issuing two joint policy directives. ' 
The first requires the use of independent peer review in the listing and 

'recovery planning processes. The second of these directives establishes 
, standards for scientific information used in making ESA decisions, and for 

review and evaluation of that information. 
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B. 	 Expedite Completion of Recovery Plans and Minimize Social and 
Economic Impacts That May Result From Their Implementation. 

The joint FWSINMFS policy directive issued on recovery planning will 
require that any social or economic impacts resulting from implementation of 
recovery plans· be minimized. It will require that recovery plans for species 
be completed within 30 months of the date of the species' listing.· This policy 
directive cominits NMFS and FWS to involving representatives of affected 
groups and liroviding stakeholders with an opportunity to participate in 
recovery plan development and implementation. It also will.require that 
diverse areas of expertise be represented on recovery teams. 

C. 	 Provide Greater Predictability For The Public Concerning Any 
Effects of Species Listings on Proposed or Ongoing Activities. 

A Joint FWSINMFS policy directive will require the Services to identify, to 
the extent known at final listing, specific activities that are exempt from or 
that will not be affected by the section 9 prohibitions of the ESA concerning 
"take" of listed species. In addition, this directive also will require the 
identification of a· single point of contact in a region to assist the public in 
determining whether a particular activity would be prohibited under the ESA. 

.~. '. 	 These initiatives will help educate the affected publics, as well as increase 
certainty regarding the effect o~pecies listings on proposed or ongoing 
activities. . . 

D. 	 Avoid Crisis Management Through Cooperative ~proachesThat· 
Focus On Groups Of Species Dependent On The Same Ecosystem. 

The FWS and NMFS are issuing a joint policy directive that emphasizes 
cooperative approaches to conservation of groups of listed and candidate 
species that are dependent on common ecosystems. It directs that group 
listing decisions should be made where possible and that recovery plans 
should be developed and implemented for areas where multiple listed and 
candidate species occur. And it emphasizes the importance of integrating·· 
Federal, Tribal, State and private efforts in cooperative multi~species efforts 
under the ESA . 

•.... 
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E. Increase Participation Of State Agencies In ESA Activities; 

[ 
\ . A joint policy directive by the FWS. and NMFS recognizes that section 6 of 

the ESA requires that the Departments cooperate to the maximum extent, 
practicable with the States in carrying out the program authorized by the Act. 
It recognizes further that State fish and wildlife agencies -- , 

possess primaryauthorlty and responsibility for protection and 
management of fish, wildlife and plants and their habitats, unless 
preempted by Fedel'lli.authority; . 

posse~ scientific data and expertise on the status and distribution of 
species; and . 

are essential to achieving the goals of the ESA because of their 
authorities;expertise, and close working relationships with local 
governments anq landowners: . 

The policy directive, therefore, requires that State expertise and information· 
.,. be used in pre-listing, listing, consultatiori, recovery, and conservation 

planning. It further requires that the Services encourage the participation of{ 
State agenCies in the development and implementation of recovery plans. 

. ':
In addition to this immediate action, the Departments of the Interior and 

. Commerce will convene.an interagency working group to d~velop a package 
of additional administrative initiatives to improve the ime!.<:mentationofthe. 
Act This working group will seek participation from all Federal agencies to 
identify additional administrative changes that can be made to address . 
endangered species issues. This task force will solicit help and contributions 
.from non-federal interests like the States, county arid local governments, 
business interests, and private citizens, 

The two Departments will also establish individual working groups that 
will focus on relationships with Indian Tribes, streamline the section 10 

. process (Habitat Conservation Planning) .to make it easier for private citizens 
to receive "incidental take" permits, and establish directives on the use of 
conirolledpropagation of list~d species. We will continue to search for' 
additional Ways to increase the participation of State and local governments in c: .' Endangered Species Act-related activities. 
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Finally, we must recognize the budgetary realities that currently face our 
. Nation and focus the limited resources of the Federal government more 
effectively. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe at this point that we need to continue to explore 
every means'of improving the implementation of the Endangered Species Act 
through administrative changes.' Applying the principles r just outlined--and 
building on the experience we have gained over the past year-owe have 
undertaken a' policy. initiative to implement the Endangered Species Act in a 
more professional, cooperative, and less confrontational manner. 

These six joint policy statements for the Fish and Wildlife Service ,and 

the National Marine Fisheries Service are designed to increase nexibility in 

the Act's application and to provide greater certainty to businesses and 

private individuals. I believe these policies address some of the persistent 

criticisms associated with the way the Endangered Species Act has been 

implemented in the past. 


I will add that this is still the beginning of the process for us. As we 

proceed, we hope to continue our dialogue with you and will seek your 

counsel on how we can make the Endangered Species Act the best pieCe of 

conservation legislation ever enacted. 


,. 
Thank you for the opportunity to be here today. I would be happy to 


address any questions you· may have. 


" 
.,..-,,' ... 
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TESTIMONY OF BRUCE BlIIllIITT, SECRETARY 011 'TIlE INTIUUOR; BEroRE THE 
HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE RE=ING TOE REINTRODUCTION OF TIlE 
GRAY WOLF IN'l'O YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARE: AND CENTRAL IDAHO 

,January 26, 1995 

Thank you for the opportunity to address the House Resources 

Committee for the first time since its reorganizat~on under the 

le~dership oe.Chairman Young. I appreciate your taking the time 

today to.focus-on the Departr.tent's wolf' reintroduction program. 

I know that the Speaker has placed passage of the 

legislation necessary to carry out the Republican Contract With 

America as your highest priority these first 100 days of the 

l04th Congress. The President, in his address to you Tuesday 

night, challenged this Congress to work with the Administration 

to prepare the American 'people tOo face the demands of today's 

economy and to raise incom~;today and in the future. 

The Administration hopes to do this through-continuing its 

efforts to work with this' Congress to cut the deficit and enact 

the Middle Class Bill of Rights., This program reaches out to the 

families of America by helping with the cost of raising children, 

providing tax deductions for the cost of college tuition f 

providing payments for retraining, and providing incentives for 

retirement savings through the use of new lRAs that can also be 

used for investments in homes, education, or medical care. 
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In my capacity as a member of the President'.s Cabinet, I 

come here today'to' say that we will work with you to· move forward 

and to improve the li'ves of the Am-erican peopl'e~ We must work 

together to continue the progress we have made in combating the 

deficit, reforming education, fighting crime, and improving the 

natural heritage of this country .. 

Today the Committee considers the Department of the 

Interior 1 s program for the return of the gray wolf to Yellowstone. . 

National Park and Central rdaho~ We are now very close to 

achieving a major conservation goal of put~ing one of the most 

important predators in North America back on the road to 

recovery. 

I am pleased to tell the Committee that all 15 wolves 

planned for release in Central Idaho are now on the ground and 

another 14 wolves are safe'])', in their: temporary homes for'la'ter 

release in Yellowstone National Park. Our aim is to speed the 

recoloni:::ation of wolves so that they can be reJl'tO'Ved from the 

endangerl!d species list and federal protection by the year 2002. 

If we foHow this plan we can restore a powerful symbol of the 
. . 

west to its rightful place, while recognizing the concerns of the 

region's residents. 

This reintroduction program is the result of one of the most 

exhaustive public comment processes ever undertaken for a 
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wildlife conservation plan. Attached to my testimony is a 

summary of the'public comment ,opportunities. Just to give you an 

idea, during just the.3-year process to develop the wolf 

reintroduction plan and complete the Environmental Impact­

Statement, the Department held 120 public hearings! meetings and 

open houses and reviewed some 170,000 public comments. 

While there have been problems with the implementation of 

the End,angered :Species Act (ESA) in some cases," this is one that 

has been done right. OUr goal is in sight, and it would be 

tragic, in my view, should the Committee require us ,to abandon 

our plan at this late 'date, and kill or abandon 'the very an'imals 

whose survival might allow 'our grandchildren to experience wild 

wolves in Yellowstone. Nor -would killing or abandoning these ' 

wolves resolve the issue. 

Wolves that have begun'recolonizing the northern portio~s of 

the region on their own are fully protected under the ESA. As a 

resul t of natural dispersal of wolves from canaaa.,. about '6 packs 

(75 wolves} live in northwest Montana. Wi~hout reintroduction, 

wolves may slowly recolonize southward, but it would have taken 

decades before ,wolves would be expected to achieve recovery in 

Central Idaho and Yellowstone and thus removal from federal 

protection. In the interim naturally dispersing wolves would be 

fully protE~cted under the ESA. With the experimenta'l, non­

essential population rule the Federal government has altered the 
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form" of protection for, these animals in a manner that will allow· 

reestablishment while protecting the proper.ty and lifestyles of 

western ranchers. 

It is important to remember that to do nothing is not free~ 

As wolve~ that already live in northwestern Montana continue to 

expand their populations a~d disperse, wolf managcment.will 

become more dJfflcult and expensiv~ without the reint'roduction 

program. Because' delisting of the, wolf will take much longer, 

the long-term cost to the ranching community and to the Federal 

government would be much higher. Further#, the concerns addressed 

in this reintroduction program wQuld"not be adequately addressed 

with natural dispersal. This is important because the current 

plan was ,;Hijusted in a number of ways to respond to State and . 
oth~r publlc comments. 

In fact, during the ~'~lew' process Idaho stated its overall 

support for many of the provisions of the plan and specifically 

noted that "we appreciate the Service's co~siderdtion of loc~l 

and state concerns about'wolves." The final reintroduction plans 

expanded private citizens ability to control wolves anp included 

a provision that reintroduced wolves will be removed if the final' 

rules are not implemented as written. In addition, an open 

scientific review of the programis success will be prepared 

within 3 years. 
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Survey after survey,shows there is significant public 

support for returning wolves to Yellowstone. A 1992 study fbund 

that 70% of visitors to Yellowstone supported wolf reintroductiQn 

-- with S2t of overnight visitors ip favor. Nor is this an east 

versus west issue. ·Regional surveys indicated that more 

residents in Wyoming, Idaho, ,and Montana support wolf 

reintroduction than oppose it. 

What about. those who remain concerned about the potential 

impacts' of returning wolves to the Yellowstone and Central Idaho 

.ecosystems? To address their concerns, this innovative plan uses 

the most flexible and creative tools available under the ESA. 

These wolves have been reintroduced as a nonessential, 

experimental population (undel; section lO(j) of the Act), thus 

allowing comprehensive control of problem wolves. 

Under this plan, not ~~;y can federal agencies relocate .or 

kill problem wolves. but private rilOchers wlll be able to kill 

wolves they see preying on their livestock. They-can also harass 

wolves to keep'them away from livestock. All the released wolves 

will be radio-collared and carefully monitored.. Once 10 breeding 

pairs, about 100 wolves/area, exist tor .3 successive' years" the 

wolves can be .delisted and managed solely by the States and 

Tribes. 

We expect only modest economic impact to result from the 
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reintroduction. We do expect some loss of livestock to wolf 

predation and I certainly recognize that if you are the 

individual rancher whose livestock is killed, the loss is very, 

real. However, for those who do lose livestock to wolves, a 

private program is already in place that is proven and effective 

whose policy is to pay for losses at fair market value. The 

overall' effect of wolf' predation on livestock will be minimal 

because of the flexibility allowed in wolf 'control under the 
~ 

experimental population .rule. 

No critical habitat will be designated, "and there will be no 

land lise restrictions on public or private lands for wolf 

protection after 6.packs are established (and only if necessary 

in active den sites prior to that time). 

It is expected that hunting of male ungulates will not be 

affected, alt~ou9h harvests"',of ,female elk, deer, and moose may be 

reduced for Some herds. Hunting of bighorn sheep, mountain goats 

or antelope are not expected tO,be impacted. Anl(losses in 

hunting-associated revenue may well be more than offset by the· 

economic benefits from tourism that arise from wolf 

reintroduction~ 

It is currently estimated that people visiting Yellowstone 

National Park alone spend about $425-million annually in Wyoming, 

Montana, and Idaho. Even a slight increase in visitation due to 
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the wolf's presence in this ecosystem woul~ generate millions of 

dollars of additional economic activity. 

What ~bout the costs of this program? Current estimates" are 

that the cost of wolf management until recovery would be about 

$6.7 million over about 10 years less than.the price of a 

'single postage stamp leven at 1994 prices!) per American for the 

opporturiity for our grandchildren to hear the cry of the wolf 

again. 

On il voluntary basis, States can subm~t a plan to manage 

wolves outside f.ederal parks and wildlife 'refuges, bu.t are not 

required to assume this responsibility. Cost of State programs 

should not be considered in a vacuum. As I alluded to earlier, 

increased tourism will increase annual regional revenues by an 

estimated $23 million. 

In 1944 conservationist Aido Leopold called for the re­

establishment of wild wolves. Today, 51 years later, we stand at 

the brink of a new era in the west. One in which we live with 

wild wolves, not by destroying them but by carefully managing 

them. We know how to exterminate wolves, we've proven that. Now 

we have the chance to demonstrate that- we can live alongside one 

of North America's greatest "predators in some of America's most 

stunning wilderness and make whole again the first and perhaps 

~ost magnificent of our National Parks. 
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, :'.totals. ~~su~e.. disi::retiori~ry.: s.a~ing~' pf ,$'32', ~ini~n fro~ passage 'o!' park- f~e'" 
.. t'~gi~.i~tion a~d 'a' fOith'co~'ing budget' amendment reducing auie.au of Mines 

, . .. " 

· spending by $2(j" miilion. . .' . 
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Mr. ChainnaD; thank you for inviting me to appear befure the new Subcommittee on Drinking 
Water, FlSheries and Wildlife to discuss legislation which would impose a moratorium on listing and 

consultaJion under the Endangered Species Act. I look forward to working with you and the other 

members ofth. Subcommittee to conserve the nation's fish and wildlife heritage. 

The Endangered Species Act is One of the most innovative. wide~reaching. and important· 
enviroomentallaw that has been passed in recent limes. This hearing signals the start of a debate over 

whether to authorize continued spending on threatened and endangered species. During ~his debate, 
the members of tbis body of the Congress wiD de;;ide whether the commitment to threatened and 

endangered species is worth keeping. This body ofthe Congress will play an integral role in deciding 

the fate of the Endangered Species Act". 

ThaI is why the Department ofthe Interior looks forward to this debate and the opportunities 

10 work with this Suheommittee in reviewing those problems and how Ihe.x;:pight best be solved. To 


this end; I am pleased to share wilh the Subcommittee this morning a IO-p9int package of 


improvements io the Endangered Species Act which the Department has just annouooed Ibal 


u1corporales important administrative policy changes we have alrendy made under Ihe existing law 

. in the past ~ years and identifies additional areas thaI could be addressed' through regulatory or 

congressional action. 

Mr. ChaIrman, it is hard to iguorelhe social end economic environment in which the Congress 

will consider the Endangered Species Act. Our wodcfoo:e is changing. demanding higher skills allhe 

vesy time our public education system is being challenged. We face pressing problems about health 

care costs and other competing economic needs, particularly at the local level. . Our demand on our 

, 
1 



natural resources ,is increasing just at the time when those reSources are being ~retched to the limit. 

We need to be careful that in our search for solutions to our problems that we do not settle 

Cor short~term fixes, e.o::pecially where they cause even more problems. It is also ~portant that we 


. not scapegoat. The Endangered Species Act has be"; blamed for everything from bomelessness to' 


trade deficits. [t is important to properly ..sign culpability. The Endangered Species Act did not 


cause the stresses that. we have placed on some of our fragile ecosystems. It is only wbenthosc' 

ecosystems begin to fail that we find loss of habitat and threats to. tbe very survival ofspecies. The 


need to manage our resources wisely has always been there':' for the benefit ofaU human beings who 


rely on the functions they provide. The.Endangered Species Act i•• warning light .. WbOn one 


species in an ecosysie.m'o web of life ,1011010 die oul, aU species may be in peril. That. includes us. 


Mr. Chainrnm, we have strived to implement the Eedangered Species Act in a manner to help 

reselve or avoid eonfiicts between the needs ofa species threatened with extinclion and the needs of 

our society. Despite the negative publicity about a few cases, I believe the Endangered Species Act 
works. I believe the examples ofprobJems and conflicts associated with endangered species are rare 

given the number ofspecies t'hat are currently listed 3,0; threatened or endangered in this country. We ' 

must find ways to resolve Bod prevent these problems and we are doing that. 

In the Pacific NOr1hwest~ for example~ we launched a number of initiatives to restore the 

ecosystem, while minimizing the, Act's jmmediat~ impact on people and their livelihoods. The 

Administration has developed a Forest Pla!l.l"hich will P''''''''''' the northern spoued owfand support . . 
the timber communities in the Pacific Northwest by providing a truly SlIstainable~ long-term 'flow of 

timber from Federal lands. That plan will help prevent other specie. from decliniIlg to the point' 

wbere they win need.protection oftbe Act. 

The Depar1ments (lfthe Interior and Commerce have joined witb otber Federal agencies to 
help prevent species from becoming threatened or endangered. For example, the Foresi Service and 

the FISh and Wildlife Service recently entered into a cooperative agreement to protect a rare speeies 

ofsalamnnder by stnbllirlng and protecting its populations in • national forest so that it did not have' 

to be fisted as threatClled or endangered. 

We have entered into three cooperative agreement. with private timber companies to protect 

the red.eockaded woodpecker in the southeastern United Slates. Because these cooperative . 

agreements benefit both the woodpecker and the timber companies, four other companies are in the 
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initial stages ofnegOtiating simil... agreements with tho department involving three additional state •. 
The Fish and \\'ildlife Service is also working on six habitat conservation· plans in five Southeastern 

stntos involving both industrial and non-industrial forest land. to proVide additional prote<tion to the 
red-cockaded woodpecker . 

. The End:.ngered Species Act has been responsible for improVing populations ofdeclining 

species throughout the United States and bas been the focus of internanonal conservation efforts. 

American alligators, the Pacific gray whale, Arctic peregrine falcons, and brown pelicans no longer 

need the Act's protection and have been removed from the list of threatened and endangered specie •. 

The bald eagJ.~ peregrine falcon, grizzly bear, eastern timber wolf, wbooping crane, black-footed 

ferret, Columbian w~te-tailed deer~ and greenback cutthroat trout have been recovered from the 
brink ofextinction and are approaching recovery. California condors~ gray wolves .. and red wol~ 
bave heen returned to the wild and are improving di'amaticaJly. Each aftheso species is important 

in its own right and critical to the survival of its own ecosystem. Collectively, Iheir presence and their 

diversity enriches all OUT lives. 

Despite these accomplis~ents) J am well aware of the controversy that surrounds ~his Act . 

and ofthe hone.t desires ofmany to engage in a debate ahout whether the Act should he changed to 


, address problems that have arisen since it was last authorized. But 1 betieve our country needs to 

maintain its conunitment to conserve imperiled;species for the benefit offuture generations as w~ 


as our own. Although our country has made considerabfe progress with endangered species 


conservatio~ over the past twenty y~,::our task is not complete. To ensure that threatened and 


endangered species are protected and recover~d. the Endangered Species Act needs to remain tbe 


strong, effective conservation toollhat i, has hecn since became the law ofth. land. 

S. 191 i. the wrong approach. . 

Mr. Chainnan, I wan! to addressmyse!ftothe~ofthi.smorning'$ hearing, S. 191. This 

legislation would stop in their tracks the tisting and the consultation prncesse.9 uoder the Endangered 

Species Act. Unlike most morntoriums, which have. 6nite term, this legislation would bring the Act 
to a screeching halt until some indefinite time in the future when the Act itselfmay be reauthorized. 

I 

S. 191 is simply the wrong approach. Itlri .. 10 apply a one-size-fits-aJ1 ,olution to complex 

issues. IfCongress believes that tbe Act needs to be changed, then we should debate the problems 
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and the alternatives to solve those problems. We O'should not abdicate our responsibilities by largely 

repealing the Act or putting it on bold indefinitely. Even worse, putting tbe Act on bold creates 

rather tban solves problems. 

S. 191 would su.sp<nd all listings determinations until the Act is reauthorized. This means that 

no species could b. fisted,. no matter bow endangered it became and no I1IlItter bow certain that the .. . 

species might become extinct. Species don't stop declining wben we stop tisting. We would simply 

be putting off' a problem that will grow by our maction. A moratorium eannot be placed on 

endangerment 

In fact, ~ coold easily become estinct dwfug this unknown period oflime. Certainly tbe 
condition ofsome, perhaps many, species will deteriorate. leaving us with the likelihood of species 
that might have boon listed as threatened, Ibr whieh a special rule could be· developed to limit impact 

on landown.... but instead will have to be listed as endangered, precluding sucb a favorable option. 

This approach fimibduture options a,nd makes the likelihood of recovery more uncertain and likely 
more expensive. This is hardly the direction we want to go and hardly the best result for either the 

, 
species or tho,se who will be impacted by the ultimate listing decision. 

s. J91 would also make it impossible for the Department to carry out its responsibilities under 
the terms of two major settlement agreements agreed to by the Bush Administration. These 

agreements set judicially enforceable time frames for publishing proposed rules to list certain high-
priority candidate species. 

More importantly, the listins han would exacerbate existing problems. We need only reaect 

on those two setHement agreements to demonstrate this, Part of the rea.s<:llUVe are uoder court order 

to list about 100 species this year are the self-imposed listing slow-downs by the Department in 1981 
and 1988. 

The bill would also han indelinitnly the designation ofcritical habitat. Again, a ban wiD not 
keep critical habitat from being degraded or destroyed, further imperiting species. Furthermore, if 

the tbinkii1g behind the legislatloti is that we must slow down designations to more properly consider 

all fuctors, the Act already provides for the consider.tion ofeconomic factors.in designating critical 

habita~ and we are doing so" 

We are alsO concerned about the risk that some landowners might take actions harmful 10 
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species in anticipation oCa listing that might follow. This would especially be'ttue ifthe condition 
ofmany species actually deteriorated, as ] have suggested) merely because ofthe ban. 

Perhaps even worse than the ban on'Ustings under section 4 of the Act is the proposal in S. 
191 prohibiting indefinitely the consultation process under section 7 ofthe Act. this proposal would 

relieve Federal agencies of dleit responsibilities under the Act 10 conserve species. consult with· 
wildlife agencies, and avoid jooparolZing the exjstence oflisted species. This i. particularly alarming 

because it would not only expose aU threatened and endangered species to the risk of extinction, but 

would represent a substantial retreat from the progress we have made to date in the recovery ofa 

large number oftisted species. Also, federnlly authoriz.ed, funded, or undertaken activities that would 

incidentaUy tske an endangered or threatened spncies would come to a halt because consultation i, 
required to comply with section 9 uftbe Act. 1befefore~ the effect of a moratorium on section 1 

activities would result in an indefinite delay in the issuance of Federal permits and licenses, the 

construction ofnew Federal projects, and a myriad ofother Federal activities that are important to. 
citizens throughout tbe country. 

Proposals as sweeping as S. 191 seem to lead to unintended consequences. They tend to . 

S\\o"eC(l up situations never contemplated by their advocates and potentially harm the very people they 

are designed to help. We must instead seek improvements to the Act v.:ith ope~ creative. and 
innovative minds. 

A betler approach 

If S. 191 is the wrong approach, you have the right to ask me what i, the right approach. 

First. I would emphasize again that we have· already made drama1ic improvements in the 

iniplementation ofthe Act. We have committed to making the Act more effective and more efficient 

\\;thout creating the chntroversy that has surrounded this important legislation since its inceptiolL 

In the process, we have identified previously unexplored opportunities already contained in the 

Endangered Species Act and have used them to resolve issue, that have seemed intractable in the 

past. At the same time, we have also examined approaches that have been used before to develop 

innovative solutions to endangered species recovery in coopefation with private citiien.. While dning 
so, we have discovered that the Endangered sPecies Act provides a wide array oftools to resolve or 

avoid the apparent conflict between the needs ofspecies threatened with extinction and the needs of 

our society. We have also discovered that example. ofsu"';'SsfuI Federal and private cooperation 

to protect threatened and endangered species are fur more abundant than most people prohably would' 
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associate with the Endangered Species Act.. 

But we agree that more needs .to he done. We have developed ten principles to guide the 
Administration's effort for reforndng and implementing the Eedang..-ed Species Act. These policies 

address some of the persistent criticisms associated witb the way the Endangered Species Act is 
implemented and· win eontinue my eommitment to avoid the eonflicts that have surrounded the 

Federal govemmentls attempts to protect threatened and endangered species ove~ the past several 
years. These policies will minimize the impact ofthe Act on private landowners, particularly small 

landowners and provide them with· more certainty on how they can comply with the EndangOfed 

Species Act when a:species is listed. These policies propose new partnerships with State, tribal, and 

loes! governments. These policies address concerns about the quality urthe selence that is used when 
implementing Ih. Endangered Species Act. F"tnally, these policies wiD improve the process of 

recovering tiuestened and endangered species and will enlist Ihe participation ofa broader array of 

individuals to help develop these reeovery plans. 

They are as follows: 

1. 	 Base Endangered Species Act decisions on sound and objective science. 

2. 	 Minimize social and economic impacts. 

3, 	 Provide quick. responsive answ'ers and certainty to landowners. 

4. 	 Trest landowners fairly and with eonsideration. 

5. 	 Creale incentives for landowners to conserve species. 

6. 	 Make effective use oflimited poblie and private resources by focusing on groups ofspecies . 

dependent on the same habitat. 

7. 	 Prevent species from becomitigendangered or threatened. 

8. 	 Promptly reeover and de-list threatened and endangOfed specie•. 

9. 	 Promote efficiency and consistency. 
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l(). 	 Provide ·state; trib~ and local governments wit'h opportunities to play a greater roJe in 

carrying out the Endangered Species Act . 

. I'll briefly summarize our principles under several broad themes. 

MiQimize impact! o~ landowners 

First. ou.r principles identity administrative measures and legislative concepts 10 ~ 

impacts on landow.ners. We believe that the 'Act must be carried out in a ~r that av~ids 
unnecessary social il!Jd economic impacts upon p~ate property and minimizes those impacts that 

cannot be avoided. One method is OUt policy directive that requires recovery planning to minimize 

these impacts and will involve stakeholders in developing and implementing recovery efforts to make 

,ure that goal is achieved. Another is to address the concern of many, especially small landowners, 

regarding their uncertainty over the impact of listing on their activities, such as clearing vegetation 

or selling a small homesite. Our. policy directs. at the t~me ofJisling. the jdentifi~tion ofall known 

activities that are exempt from or that wiil not be affected by the Act's prohibitions: against the take' 
ofa listed species. Tbese policies wiU augment our «00 surprises" policy whereby landowners who 

develop an approved habitat conservation plan will not be subject to later demands for larger land or 
financial commitment if the plan is adhered to -- even of the needs ofa species covered ,by the plan 
increases over time. 

"'-., 
The Congress could extend these proposals and provide even greater certainty to landowners 

wbo develop approved habitat conservation plans that protect non-listed as well as listed species. If . 

they undertake actions under the plan which protect candidate specie. milabitat,tbe landowners 

would be ab1e to engage in land-use activities even if the candidate species or some other species 

dependent on tbat habhat are subsequently listed. This would provide certainty for multi-species 
planning and would greatly aid landowners concerned that their good deeds could be undermined Ijy 

a new listing, 

Furthermore, we believe that the Act must be adminiSlered in a manner that assures fair and 

consider.te treatment for those wbose land i. affected by it. programs. One. way i. to assure that .. 

federal agencies fully meet their responsibilities for conserving species in order to reduce impacts to 
private land •. We believe that the section 7 moratorium in S. 191 would take us in the opposite' 
direction, 
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• We also will propos< regulations that will allow land use activities by small landowners and 

landowners whose activities have only a negligible adverse effect on tbe tikelihood oftbe surVival or 
recovery ofa threatened species. Specilically, we propose that activities on land oc<:upied by a sirigle 

household ~lnd being used solely for residential purposes, activi.ties that affect five acres of~d ()f 

less, or a.'liviri.. having a negligible effect would be allowed. Tbe Department would issue. special 
rule to regulate activities if the cumulative adverse effect was significant. 

The Congress could extend tbis flexibility to ac1ivities having negligible sdverse effect'on 

endanger.ed species:, as welt 

The Act currently provides opportunities for minimizing impacts on larger landowners as well.. 
The Department has also published severnl special rules (called "4(d) rules" >fler the section thaI 

authorizes tbern), whicb allows development ofprivate lands to procand while protecting threatened 

species. This is a tool ,"'ruch demonstrates flexibility in the Act. A recent example is our proposed 

4(d) rule for tbe States ofWashington and California which wili generally exempllandowneTli with 
less than 80 acres offorest land from the Act's prohibit,ions on incidental take ofspott~d owls. 

Finally. \',·ith respect to all landowners. we are proposing the use ofincentives to encourage 

them to protect and oonscryc species on their land. Many landowners are currently reluctant to 

manage their lands in waYs that benefit listed species because ,they are concerned that any subsequ~t 

reduction in quality or quantity ofany improved habitat would be subject.to the "take' prohibitions 

oftile Act. An excellent example ofoli'r,'efforts in this regard is the proposed habitat conservation 

plan for tbe Sandhills Area of North Carolina which we announced just last week. This unique 

proposal would provide landowners who volunteer to improve the habitat for the endangered red­

cock.ded woodpeck'er on their land with an ironclad guarantee that theywill not be subji:ct to the 

Aces prohibitions in the future if they succeed in attracting the bird 1~ their land .. 

Enhance relationship with states, tribes and total governments 

Mr. Chairman, the Federal government cannot implemenl tbe EndangeredBpecies Act alone. 

In addilion 10 privale citizens, we will need the help and cooperation oftbe states, \nOes, and local 
governments. That is why our package identifies ways in which the Congress could establish a new 

federal-state relationship 10 achieve tbe goal's of tbe Act. We believe that building new partnerships 

and strengthening existing ones with State, tribal, and local governments is essential to achieving !be 

goals of the Endangered Species Act While we have issued poticy directives to eob"""" the 

g 

http:subject.to
http:endanger.ed


participation of state fish and wildlife agencies in implementation of the Act, for example, the 

Congress could provide the states with opportunities and incentives to retain juri~diction over 

management of a threatened or endangered species in their jurisdiction. Specifically, if a state 

~ntered into a conservation agreement with federal agencies that would remove the threats to a 

species and' promote its recovery in that state, the consequences of the listing of that species could 

be suspended in that state. 

Congress could also provide states the opportunity to assume the lead for developing recovery 

plans and to assume re5pODSlbility for issuing pennits under section 10 of the Act for areas within the 

state included in an approved recovery plan or for which there is an approved comprehensive, habitat­

based state program._ 

Our package also directs that state expertise and information be used in the listing, 

consultation, recovery, and conservati?n planning processes. We recognize that states have 

substantial expertise concerning species within their jurisdiction and we have identified a process 

which Congress could establish to give special consideratio~ to this state exp,ertise. 

Our package also points out that the Congress could stimulate more effective cooperation 

with state, local and tribal governments by providing the exemption in section 201 ofS. 1 froin the 

Federal Advisory Committee Act for cooperative actions between those governments and federal 

agencies in canying out the Endangered Species Act through" th~ . 
' ..... , 

Base Dedsions on Sound and Objective Science 

Much has been said about the quality ofdecisions made under the Act and whether they have 

always been objective'or based on the best scientific information .. Our program will toughen the 

standards for listing; require scientific peer review for both listing and recovery; and enhance the state 

role in listing and critical habitat decisions. 

I also hasten to add that the listing problem is overstated. Our review ofactions on listing 

petitions revealed that for. 1990-1994, the Fish and·Wil'lIife Service rejected 68 percent of the 
petitions either at the 9O-day or 12.;.month stage in the process. We believe that this demonstrates 

the can: with which we are C?Camining petitions to list. Moreover. we are incfeasingly looking for 

other ways to provide the necessary protection for a declining species and, their habitat t~ foreclose 

the need for listing. A recent "example ofthis is the Alexander Archipelago wolf, a species that occurs 
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ahnost exclusively in Alaska on Federal land. We were able to make a not-warranted finding based . 

largely on commitments by the Forest Service to provide for the conservation of the species in the. 
management of their lands. 

Impro.e Re.o.ory of Spedes 

YmaIly, our package addresses the goal ofth. Act to bring species back to tbe point at which 
they will no longer require tbe Act's protection. We propose tbat all stakeholders be provided the 

opportunity to participate in the development and implementation ofIhe recovery plan. Additionally, 

recovery could hi' enhanced by Congress requiring that design.tions of critical habit.t occur 

concurrently with recovery plan approval, rather than at the time of listing. This would assure th.t 
only one decision on measures needed for recovery, not two, would be required and that affet.'too 
parties would be involved in the decision. This would be made even more meaningful if the 

appropriate State and Federal agencies were required to develop agreements to implement recovery. 

plans and those agreements were legally binding and incorporaied into the recovery plan. 

Conclusion 

This is a brief summary of the major points in our IO~polnt plan. We are committed - and 

bave demonstrated oUr commitment - to making the Endangered species Act work better for spedes ­
and for landowners. We stand ready ~d wining to work wi1h the Committee to address problems 

with the Act, Although a moratoriuiir-ffiay seem like a quick. easy fix, it is: not a substitu"te for 

addressing the real problems_ Furthermore, we believe that it will actually worsen those problem•. 

Mr. Chairman, we have demonstrated with our I().point plan a wil1iiigness to step to the plate' 

and get to work We look forward to assisting the COlTuDiIt.. in its reauthorization efforts and again, 

I thank you for tbe opportunity to be here this morning. 
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STATEMENT OF BRUCE BABBITT 
,SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 

BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

March 8; 1995 

I am delighted to' be here today to testify ,about 'an issue of greai i~,po~tance not 

, only to ti,e Inte~ior Department, but to the 'Congress and American Indian tribes • 
, " 

,as'welL We ca)l it the Bureau of Indian Affairs re-organization' effort, but what .. ' 

'we are really talking aboilt is Hie modernization.of the way this government carries 

out its special legal responsibil,ities and delive,s servic'es to America~ Indian Tribes 

consistent with the government to government relationship that exists between tlie 
, , 

United States and tribal governments, 

,That the Bureau ofindian Affair~ needs re-organization is something about which 

there is virtually universal consensus, All of us, including the Congress, the tribes 

and the Department, have invested a hefty amount of time a~d effort over the past 

[wenty years examining the BIA'and its processes and structure,Every report, ' 

study, and fecommendaiion calls for a'lessening in the role of the BIA i~ the day­
, , 

to-day affairs of tribal governments, ami the assumptionlrt' greater 'degrees of 

decision-making authority over the management of tribal reSources by the tribes, 
. . '. 

Yet, we' cannot and must,not lose sight of the fundamental fact that the United 

States has a unique obligation io American Indian ;md Native Alaska tribes, This 

Obligation, the federal Indian trust responsibility is fundamental to the Federal­

Indian relaiionship, and, as such, .the United States has a special, legally 

enforceable duty to' ensure that its obligations are carried out. 
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Past efforts to ~educe the federai presence in Iilcti,m Affair~ railed because little or" 

· rio attention \~as given to' the need to maintain the special trust relationship. In the 

1~50's, such a reform effort resulted in termination policies, which so. devastated 

tribal communities that the Semite expressly cOhdemned the terminationpoliey in 

a special concurrent'resolution enacted' on June 28, 1973. Termination ~as a 

social, political, and economicdisastcr of such magnitude that even today the tribes . . . 

are wary of BIA reorganization efforts and demand, rightfully so, the 'right to 

participate in any reorganization plan toensure·protection and preservation of their 

spccial political and legal status. 

this Federal-Indian relationship is firmly rooted in the law of this great nation .. 

The Constitution of the United States carves out the special relationship between. 

the Federal government and the tribes,.and all subsequent Supreme Court doctrine 

· affirms the special legal and political slatus of Indian tribes. Accordingly, any steps 

we take to reform and modernize the, Bureau of Indian Affairs must include 

mechanisms which enable the Department to fulfill its trust responsibilities. as set . . . 
out in lrealies, legislation, executive orders, and legal opinions. 

Having set Olit the framework for lhe' iask before us, .1 tum now to the Bureau, 

and how we envision its reform. . It goes 'without saying, that in addition, to 

preserving the ability 10 carry out the federal trust responsibility, we must maintain 

the capability to carry out certain coni functions as required by treaty and statute ... · 

· We must also recognize that tribal needs vary, and some tribes may be in a better 

positi~ntQ assume BIA operations than others, andth~t appropriate timeframes for 

these tribes may vary .. 
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· As you know, we are now in the 'last' critical phase o( this Administration's 

initiative to reinvent government, . The Department of the Interior has been a leader 

in'this effort and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, like other bureaus ,in the 

Department, has been directed to develop a streamlining plan. This effort has been" 

directed, by the guiding pririciplesand recommendations of the Joint 
, 

Tribal/BfA/DOl Task Force on Reorganization of the alA. 

'The Task Force, in'full'partnership with the Tribes, held 22 r!leetings over the past' 

four ,years to develop final recommendations for· reorga~izingihe. Bureau, 

Although the Task Force beg~n iis. work before the Reinventio~ Iniiiative, many 

of its recommendations were consistent with those developed· in the National 

Performance Review. 

The T.isk Force completed its work in August, 1994, and issu'ed a final report in . .,. 
January, 1995. There were a total of -44 recommendation~ made by the Task 

Force, All but IWO are in keeping with the objectives of the National Performance 

Review and will provide guidanCe in. refitting the BIA to meet the needs of the 

Tribes, 

'Subsequcntto this, the BIA also developed options 'for fulfilling the mandates of 

the National Performance Review, As part of the development of these options; 

· both the Assistant Secretary and I consulted with, tribes throughout the twelve' 

,Bu~eall Areas during the month of january 1995. During these meetings, the 

· streamlining proposals were explained and provided to thd.Tribes for ,comment.: 

In December and january,:1 personally met with tribes in' the Ph~enix, Oklahoma, 

, and Sacramento Areas and I heard first hand the tribes' comments on the Bureau's . . .' 

streamlining proposals, In all of these meetings, tribal'leaders expressed their 
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slipport for .the continuing existence of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. However, 

they are at the same time inter~sted in seeing the Bureau become an organization 

thitt is morc responsive to tribal need~ ;'rid mOre capable of fulfilling .its speciai 

. fiduciary res'ponsibilities to the tribes. 

After ex~mining the alter~aiives, we strongly believe that'the ultimate mc'chanisms ',' 
, , 

for restructuring and streamli'ning the Bureau can be found in the self-determination 

,and self governance processes. The opportunity to accelerate this effoct'-was ' 
, ' 

presented by Congress'in Pub, L. 103-413, the law making permanent the self 

governancc project. The Burca~ will utilize existing processes to expand the scope 
, ' , 

, of,contracts and compacts to includeprogram'oversight'activities currently held 'at 

either Area or Headquarters level. Using the Central Office tribal share, f({rmula 

developed and mandated by the Self-Governance law, tribal shares will be 

determined for both self-governance tribes and tribes currently 'contratti.;g under 

the authority of Pub, L, 93-638. These share would then' be transferred to 

individual tribal priority all~ca"tion accounts at the iribe-agency level. ' As more',. . 
tribes aSSllme the management of programs and services to their members through 

self governallce compacts arid self determination contracts, Bureau staffing ,will be 

reduced to a level that will allow the Bure~u to meet only those functions that h"ve 
, ' ' . , . . 

not been compacted or contracted to the Tribes. 

Under the self-determination and self-governance policies, I believe that the' 

Bureau's mission is to support tribal governmeills. Tribal concerns are best 
, 

addressed at the tribal leveL The Bureau, on the other hand should be focused on 
, " 

'calTying out, those functions which are appropriate to fulfilling' its legal 

, responsibilities to tribes as defined by treaty, statute, executive order, or in case 
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law consonant with tbe government-to-governmentrelatiOl;ship arid guided by the .. . "", 

,policies of self-determination 'arid ,self-governance. 

I apprecii.le the c(mcer~ of th~ tribes that the savings resulting from reductions in 

" '., Bureau FTEs and administrative streamlining must' be available to tribes so that, .' . 

, 

. ." 

, 

", 

greater opportunities for self-determimition and self-governance are realized. 

Beyond FY. 1997 through FY 1999, the Bureau will continue its internal 

examination [0 determine where further consolidations and streamlinfng should 

occur 'to continue improvement of the Bureau's efficiency. : 

In summary, i uq;e you to support the restructuring efforts now underway. I also 

urge you to support the tribes' recommendation tliat all savings from (his effort will 

be redistributed to the tribes for reinvestment in Indian Country. 

I pledge to you our comrnitment to work with this Committee, the Congress, and 
.- - -'..-",

Indian tribes to reorganize the B,ureau to be more responsive to the needs of tribal 
, , . 

communities. 

This concludes my prepared statement. I will be happy to respond to'any questions, . . . . 
.that the Committee might have. 
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TESTIlIONY OF TIlE SECRETARY OF TIlE INTERIOR 
BRUCE BABBITT 

Before the 

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigation


committee on Energy and" Natural Resources 

united states senate 


The Honorable craiq Thomas, Chairman 

Concerning Federal Land ownership
by PUblic Land Management Agencies 

February 6, 1996 

. MR. CnIRKAN AND lIElIBERB 01> TilE BUBCOllllXTTE. 

I welcome the opportunity to be here today to talk about the ~ich 

federal land le9acy of eacn and every American; our national 

parks, our national forests, our wildlife refuges, and our BLM 
,,,, public lands. They extend from the mountains of Yosemite to the 

statue of Liberty, from,~e great plains of the west 'to the 

national seashores of the Gulf and Atlantic coasts. They are the 
. 

heart of America, and they are the envy of the world. 

Our country was rounded by individuals seeking-freedom and , . 

equality, and our natural heritaqe serves as a reminder of these 

same values. They are the province not of the privileged few, but 

of each and every American~ They are open to all. Forever. 

Our national commitment to parks," ref~qes and public lands has 

~~ways transce-nded ideology or partisan politics. The President 

-and the Congress, Democrats and RepUblic,ans, westerneFs and 
/._" . 

Easterner~ have united to create this heritage~ It was a 



,', , 
, ." " 

. Republican~ Teddy Roosevelt, who wrote, "To waste, to destroy our 

natural resources, to skin and eXhaust the land instead of using 

it so as to increase its usefulness, will result in undermininq 

in the days of our children the very prosperity which we ought by 

right to hand down to them aaplified and developed." 

The first national parks, refuges and forests were created 1n the 

ninetaenth century by Americans of vision. The National park 

service is still guided by the principles of its 1916 organic 

act, which decreed that the park system was to be "dedicated to 

conserving unimpaired .•. natural and cultural resources and 

values •.. for the 'enjoyment, education, and inspiration of this 

and future generations." 

Similarly, the Nationa~~orests are still managed accordinq to 
. " ~ 

Gifford Pinchot's maxim, "the greatest good· for the greatest 

number in the long run." concerned about the decline of American 

wildlife species, Teddy Roosevelt established the first National 

Wildlife Refuge in 1903. 

In the modern era, the retention and manaqement of these lands is 

guided by a desire to protect lands of national interest for 

their conservation, recreation, and taxpayer asset values. 

Bipartisan support for conservinq our natural heritage has 

continued to prevail throughout this century, as President 

cllnton noted in his State of the Union message last month. 



-> •. ..,-, " 

TWenty years ago, President Ford signed into la~ the Federal Land 

Policy and Hanagemen~ Act (FLPMA), a co~i~ent- to the American 

people that our public lands would in general be retained by th,e 

American people and ~ana9Qd in perpetuity for future 

generations. FLPMA was an' example of bipartisanship at its bast­

-with substantial support from both sides of the aislo, including 

from Westerri Membe(rs ot Congress. 

I am concerned, Mr. Chairman, that this century~long era of 

'bipartisan support for our national lands is suddenly in 

jeopardy. Today in congress 'We see an array Qf measures that, 

seek to strip the American people of their rich heritage. There 

are proposals to, close national parks, to sell public ski 

resorts, to destroy ~e pristine environment of the Arctic 

National Wildlife Refug~, 

Other measures, including sham reform of mining law and-
concessions policy, would continue to deny the taxpayer millions 

of dollars in revenue~ These proposals are not being advanced 

because the American people want to divest 'their- natural heritaqe 

--" indeed, legislation has stalled because citizens have 

protested. 

What we are seeing in Congress today is a a grave threat to 

America's bipartisan consensus. It is being replaced instead by 

dangerous ideology, driven by narrow special interests, which 
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could result in our national heritage being placed on the auction 

block for sale to the highest bidder, or even simply given away. 

This Administration is committed to fighting for America's lands, 

to ensure. that they remain for the be~efit of all, and that they 

do not beco~e private playgrounds for tho richest among us. 

Last year J 'I 'told many 'audiences that I did not come to 

Washington to close our National Parks~ Neither did I come to 

Washington to allow "No Trespa.ssing" signs to be posted on our 

'publio lands. This Administration will not stand by and watch 

our heritage squandered for the short-term benefit of a few 

special interests. We intend to look out for the public 

interest, not the special interests. We will fight to keep 

public lands in public, hands, for all Americans. present and 

future. 

Let me turn now to the report of the General ~ountin9 Office. 

I guess that the simplest way of summing up their findings is' to 

say that Americans own a great deal of land. Like most 

Americans, I'm pr.oud of that... My friend and colleague, Jack Ward 

Thomas, asked the question recently, ~Can We afford to own public 

lands?~ He answered it. "Can we afford not to? For over a 

hUndred years, durinq ~ood economic times and bad, public lands 

have been the haven'for the common man and a firm basis· for local 

and regional economic growth and diversity. Public resources 

have supported America In peace and in war. PUblic resources 
J 
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have helped build a nation with inexpensive recreation, wood, 

energy, and water. They have been the basis for environmental 

healt~ yielding clean air and water for generations,." I couldn't 

have said it better myself. 

The qreat American west, and the public lands it contains," are a 

bequest to us, a qift from our those who preceded us. As Wallace 

stegner wrote in 1992, 

"Tho federal presence should be recognized as what it at 

"least partly is: a reaction against our former profligacy and 

wastefulness, an effort at adaptation and stewardship in the 

interest Of the environment and the future*~.the land-man~qinq 

{,
'. 

bureaus all have at least part of their purpose the preservation 

Of the West in a relatively natural, healthy, and sustainable 

condition••• 

"[The land bureaus} provide and prot~ct the visible, 
. 

available, unfenced space that surrounds almo!! all western 

cities and towns--surrounds them as water surrounds fish, and is 

their lIving element." 

OUr publio lands, the forests, parks, and refuges are places of 

commercial activity, places of recreation and places of 

wilderness. As we travel through the West tod~y ~e see an 

'increasingly diverse economy. In Wyoming, for example, there are 

rich reserves of coal, gas and oil t blue ribbon trout fishing and 
.C 

world class hunting. This wealth of activity is repeated 
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;, poll, no matter how the questions are asked, we hear the same 

~nswerS--Americans care about their natural resource heritaqe~ 


. The American people have been steadfast in their commitment--it 


is the special interests that seek to overturn that consensus~ 


The responsibility of this gene~ation, as of every generation, is' 

to improve'our natural heritage~ We will not accomplish this 

through cl~sin9 the parks_or disposinq of refuges and public 

lands .. 

The fact that I am here today to defend America's publio lands 

does not mean that I believe every acre must be frozen in place. 

We can bring together thoughtful men and women to reconfigure the 

federal land estate and work out common sense solutions for the 

future. OVer time, la~ownership patterns have developed in., 
some areas that make little sense~ 

Let me toll you about my own experience in Ar~zonat where we 

brought everyone to the table--federal, state, -local. and private 

landh6lders-~to improve.the land pattern. First# we outlined our 

goals. Wo agreed tha~ the state should concentrate its 

landholdin9s in more urban areas~ while the BLM should focus on 

holding rura1 land with significant conservation ~aluesa we also 

. agreed to reconfiqure scattered holdings tbat were difficult to 

manage, and to try to eliminate inholdings. We worked toward our 

~.. common goals. In dozens of transactions over several years tbe 
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state was given about 790 t OOO acres of surface land, and 322,000 

acres of sUbsurface; private interests received some 800,000 

acres of surface"and 288,000 acres of subsurface; and the federal 

government about 1~59 million acres of surface and about 610,000 

acres of subsurface. OUr trades were secured through bipartisan 

agreements--this is the approa?h needed to reconfigure public 

lands. 

All this was done piece by piece. And it took place throughout 

'the state. There wasn't a lot of fanfare. We did it by working 

cooperatively~ It was mptivated not by ideology or special 

interest, but by common sense. Let me tell you about just one of 

our success stories, the San Padro Riparian National Conservation 

Area, which attracts visitors from' all over the world. By 

,trading public land of bfqh commercial value in the Phoenix 

metropolitan area for private land on the San Pedro River, BLM is 

meeting publio conservation needs while helping provide local 

economic benefits. 

Let me give you another example o~ bow leqislation can help bring 

about reconfiquration for the public good. In 1980 , congress 

, approved the Burton,-santini Act, which gave the Department of the 

Interior the authority to sell land in the Las vegas valley and 

uSe the revenue to "purchase land in Lake Taboe National Forest. 

Under Burton-Santini, everyone has benefited. The federal 

government has shared the receipts with Clark county, the city of 
\:.,,' " 

s 
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Las Vegas 'and the State of Nevada. In return, more of 'the 

magnificent Lake Tahoe area is protected from the bulldozer~ and 

is open for the enjoyment of everyone. 

The Department of the Interior sets a high priority on workin9 

out land exchanqes.that result in common sense land management. 

These exchanges are ra~elY of equal acreaqe-~hi9her values are at 

stake~ The success of our mutual efforts cannot be measured by 

simplY counting the net change in federally owned acres. To 

assist local economic development, the federal government may 

exchange small parcels of urban land for larger, rural holdings • , 

The old adage about the three laws of real estate--"location, 

location, location" is absolutely true. 

As you may know, I have ··sl?ent much of the past year meeting 

Americans in their own backyards and talking about the successes 

born of our nation's environmental laws. And-ao I was not 

surprised to read in Honey Magazine recently that when Americ~ns 

were asked what they thought 'was important about where they 

lived, they replied that clean water and clean air were numbers 
, , 

one and two. Not far behind was proxiaity to lakes, oceans, and 

public lands. 

The American public believes in its public lands. 'In fact, 

acquisition' of additional private lands into public ownership for 

conservation and recreation purposes remains hi9h1y popular. FOr 
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Qvidenco of this support we need look no further than to the 

highly successful Land and water Conservation Fund. The basic 

intent of LWCF is to devote revenue f~om o~e public resource, oil 

« gas-leasing on the outer continental Shelf, to the perpetuation 

of another public ~esourcQ, outdoor recreation lands at the 

federal, state, and local levels. 

As I'm sure you will ,hear from the GAO t these acquisi~ions 

haven't come from the/general. budgets of our agencies l or at the 

behest of the executive branch. 'For example, approximately 94% 

of the $900 million spent since 1966 to acquire National Wildlife 

Refuge lands has been specifically provided by Congress thr~u9h 

line-item appropriations. 

Each year, I receive a ~~t from Congress identifying and 

requesting lands that Representatives and Senators want the 

Department to acquire. I welCOMe this list, _because it shows 

that you in the senate and your colleagues in the House recognize 

that Americans care. They care about where 'they live, and they 

care about their environment~ Tho largest percentage of th~se 

funds hnve been spent I,n the non-:publlc land state~, especially 

east of the Mississippi and on the west coast, where the 

population is highest, and the amount of pre-existinq public open 

space in lowest .. 
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Support for tbe public lands and the values they repre~ent
\ 

oontinues to be reaffirmed time and again, from ~ century ago to 

today_ A few days ago, I happened to see an article in the, 

Anchorage Daily News that caught my eye and perhaps best sums up 

what we've been talking about. Bob Barbee j a longtime Interior 

Department field manaqer, whom you may reme~ from his days as 

Superintendent at Yellowstone j was writing about the importance 

and national .value o~ parks and .the public lands as a "system of 

places connecting us personallYj and as a species, .to nature and 

'our history." He went on to say that this system is: 

"the enVy of the world, copied by nations rich and p~or. A 

proposal to dismantle that system dishonors our predecessors 
" 

across the political spectrum who built it and vandalizes the 

common heritage we leaV~?ur offspring. It's a vote against 

posterity, for those who stand to be most enriched, are too young 
. 

too vote, or have yet to be born." 
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Mr. Chairman,! appreciate the oPP0l1unity to appear before this Jbcommittee to testifY on 
H.R, 511 and H,R, 512. Let me slate at the outset, in a spirit of rrnhkness and candor, that I am 
strongly opposed to both of these bil1s and wonltl be compelled to iecommend that the President . , 
veto either one if enaCted in its present fnun. Let me also say that I spoke with Congressman 
Dingell yestcrd::IY and promised him that jn his absence Jwould explain my objections carefully, 
in hopes that we may eventually be able to work out our differences and produce legislation that 
would strengthen and improve our wildlife refuge system. 

The Nationnl Wildlife Refuge System is Ihe world's greatest system oflnnds dedicalcd to the 
,conscrYrltlon of fish and wildlife. It is ;1 SYSTem founded in r.1ith~ a bellef that. in a country as 
bountiful and diverse rlS ours, there ought to be special places that alre set aside exclusively for 
the conservation of this nation's fish and wildHfe resources. These 'special places are Nntional 
Wildlife Refuges. Unlike other areas where wildlife is shunted aSIde by Ihe relentless forces of 
the bulldoZCf. ehain saw and plow, lhc CotJsclVotion of wild crcatmi!s. large and small~ reigns 
supreme in wildlife refuges. In wildlife refuges. the conservalion n~cds ofwildlife arc : 
pammount. '.~ I 

'. : 

'Inc central, ovcmrching purpose oftha !\IatloHnl Wildlife Refuge System is, and should he, the 
conservation offish, 'wiltllifc and their habitat. lfwe do that job weil, then there will be.amp1e 
opportunIty for compatible recreational uses which depend on diver~e.Jmd ahundant wildlife. 
Wildlife FonsCfvalion is our purpose. Compatible recreational uses ~arc benefits that flow ITom 
this purpose, : 

This distinct'ion js where H.R. 511 and I part company. The bill SCrLbJeS the cruciaf distinction 
between "purpose" and "usc" that has been a' the heart anhe refugi philosophy ever since . 
Theodore Roosevelt created our first refuge at Pelican Island. It does so by mixing hunting and 
fishing, wildllfe observation and environmental education as "purpoises", rather than "uses", of 
the refuge system. Section 4(a)(3) effectively elevates recreationallises to mandatory parity with 
the traditional consen'ation purpose of the refuge system. ! 

I . 
The bill, as I read it, wooh.l give the groups mentioned in section 4{a)(3) the right to sue each 
other for materially affecting their ability to use a refuge, In other w'ords. under this bill. a bird 
watcher could sue a duck hunter under section 6, claiming that tbe himtcr. is "materially 
interfering" with his right which is protected a')' a "purpose" of the re1fuge under section 3, 
Similariy, the du(.,k hunter could sue to stop school children from pahicipating in environmental 



.. 


education programs or bird watchers from observing migratory birds on the refuge. The 
combinations are nearly as numerous as the lawyers lookirig for w'ork. 

. 	 I . 

I am quite certain that this result w~ not intended by either the dr1fters or the sponsors of this 
bill. Nonetheless, it illustrates a fundamental defect ofthis' bill • by attempting to deprive 
managers ofsound discretion and to create a detailed system of statutory micro management, it, 
wit] bring lawyers and judges ever more deepJy into the managem~nt ofour refuge system. 

I should also note section '6, which provides that "when managed il accordance with principles 
of sound fish and wildlife management," hunting, along with fishiAg, wiIdUfe observation. and 
envirorunenlal education, in a refuge is genernUya compatible use.! When taken with the 
definition Of"mal'Hlgcment" in section 3, this section could amount to a statutory presumption 
that all wildlirc refu.iles shall be open to hunling.· I 

, 

'. .' 
, 

Undoubtedly. some will cast ItR. 511 as a litmus test of support for fishing and hunting. Bul let 
me Bay to you clC<lrly, this debate i$ oot about fishIng or hunting Qrl wildlife refuges. His about 
two contrasting philosophies of how to manage wildlife refuges, an'd in that respect I must 
remain true 10 the tradition of Theodore Roosevelt and the sportsm~n and women who have 
heipctllo builtllhis system. If you were to suggest to me that bird~atchil1g should be a statutory 
purpose ofthc National Wildlife Refuge System, I would say "no".; Wildlife photography? 
"No", Conservation Education? "No". 

Not because J am opposed 10 any of these lIses, To the contrary, I enttmsiastically support them 
all, including bunting and ffshing. But i believe that the statutory p~rpose oftlle refuge system 
IS, and must remain, singuJar: the conservation of fish, wildlife and their habitat. . 

Incidently, this is not a new debate. 1;r968, a Departmental advijry committee on wildlife 
managemen1 ~~ known as the "Leopold Committee" after its chairrit;:fm. Or. A Starker Lcopold-­
addressed this same issue. Their conclusion rings just as true today:! 

. 	 "We COIi(;Ur : .. that recreation on the refuges should in all cJcs be secondary to the 
primary purpose ofmanagement for wildlife enhancement, abd under no circumstance..'l 
should general recreation be pennitted 10 interfere with this primary dedication:~ : 

The advice orthe Leopold Committee has been followed ever since Lith spectacular results. As 
a result. wlldllfe dependent recreation, like hunting. birdwatching and fishing, -flourishes in our 
refuges today,' Among our 509 refuges, 283 alJow hunting and 276 allow fishing. ,. More refuge 
lands and waters are being opened to these Uses each year. In 1996, the list of refuges open to 

. 

recreational fishing grew by 12 and new hunting 'progmms were begt;n on 9 refuges. and since I 
became S~reiary of the Interior 24 new ref~ge hunting programs ha~e been' initiated. 

Also in the past year, the Fish and Wildlife Service has begun new rJrugc partncrsh~PS with 
groups as diverse as the National Audubon Society, Safari Club lnterimtionaf, and the North. 

2 




. I . 
American Nature Photography Association. These agreements will directly support management 
nctivities, increase volunteerism. and of course, promote compatible recreational use, The 
Service has embarked on an ambitious "Friends Initiative" in cooPeration with the National 
Wi1dlife Refuge AssociaHon, This effort will provide a framework for interested private citizens 
to get involved and become an active participant in refuge manage1ment.

I 

President Clinton's 1998 budget provides resources for the Service to develop comprehensive 
management plans for aU ofour refuges within the next 8 years. ~is effort will involve 
unprecedented numbers ofAmericans in the management ofour refuge lands. 

Mr. ~ainnan, ~e have worked hard to eliminate unnecessary impLiments to allowing 
compatible wildlife-dependent recreation within refuges. For ex~ple. we have addressed an 
issue which yon had raised to our attention in a prior hearing. Previously. when new areas were 
added to the refuge ~ystem. they were ofien closed to public use fof long periods of time while· 
the Fish and Wildlife Service completed planning for the area. 'Following up on Mollie Beattie's 
commitment to you two years ago. we have publiShed a new policy requiring preacquisition 
consideration ofexisting rccreaHonal uses. Through this policy. th~': Fish and Wildlife Service 
will make interim dete~jnations ofcompatibility for ongoing rccrJational uses prior to an area , . 
being acquired for the Refuge System_ Th15 will avoid the immedi~te closure of refuge areas 
upon aCtluisition and WIIJ inform the public, prior to acquisition, as ,to which wildlif(;Hlependent 
recreational uses will be allowed to continue on newly acquired lands, As in other areas, a "no· 
surprises" policy makes for good sense and good neighbors. ' . 

i 
I could talk about many other positive things happening within the Refuge System: new and 
enhanced partnerships; a renewed commitment to strengthening thclsystem's biological 
management; th0 continued clirninatiotj of incompatible uses; and on and on. 

00 • • I 
ML Chairman. these good things did not just hap~'11. On March 25; 1996. President Clinton 
signed Exccutiv(~ Order 12996 on "Management and Genernl Public/Use of the National WildHfe 
Refuge System", This Executive Order, the first onc ever issued regarding the management of 
the Refuge System. establishes a clear and singular mission for the refuge system: "to preserve a 
national network of lands and waters for the conservation and management of the fish, wi1dIife~ 
and plant resources of the United States for the benefit ofpresent and future generations." To 
crury out this mission and principles, the Executive Order requires u~ to implement ten 
directives. l 

.' 

One of these directives is partlculariy relevant to tooay's diSCUSSion, ~ In the are'a ofpuhHc use~ 
the Executive Order identifies four specific classes ofwildlife-de penden I uses as "priority public 
uses" for the refuge system: hunting; fishing; wildlife observation and photography; and 
environmental education and interpretation. Where compatible and itt the public interest, refuge 
managers are to provide jncreased opportunities for these uses and e~hance the attention they 
receive in refuge management and planning. Lel me compare this eohccptual approach with the 
approach taken in H.R. 511, \ 

3 
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The Executive Order maintains the crucial distinction. between \~ildlife conservation as refuge 
purpose and compatible wildlife-dependent recre3tion as a prio.ryty public use. It articulates a 
singular and dear mission for the .system - COQ5crvaUpn. But jt recognizes that the use ofour 

. I 
refuge lands and waters, 10 the extent that such use can be allow,ed. shall be reserved first to those 
recreational activities which depend and thrive on abundant populations of fish and wildlife. The 
obligation of the refuge manager is thus made clear; wHdlife coriservation is foremost Where 


, recreational activity is appropriate) let compatible wildlife-depe~dent recreation. including , 

hunting and fishing, come first. My earlier corrunents illustrate now this concept is working at 

the ground leve1 t and 1 am submitting with this testimony a report summarizing progress over the 
first year of1he EXe<::utive Order's implementation. I 
Finally. I want to~ddress a question raised last year about previi;usly autlmrized militrur 
activi1ies occurring refuge lands. During the past four years, we rave worked closely with the 
Department of Defense to address issues ofmutuaJ concern based on the recognition that we 

I 

must accomplish OUf collective goals ofcontinued stewardship of our nation's. public lands. as 
well as a trained and ready miJi1ary. This recognition was memokalized in section 3(f) of 
Executive Order 12996 which dirccled the Secretary to "continue~ consistent with existing laws 
and interugenty agreements, authorized or permiHed uses of tile refuge system that are necessmy 
to filciliiate military preparedness." This slatemen1, along with O{lr expanded collaborative 
stcwardshiJ) partnership and other existing authorities, is saHsfnct~)ry to bOlh Departments and we '. 
agree that no additionaJ legislative action on this Issue is necessarY. ' , 
Mr, Ch~irman. the Adrni~islration is preparing detailed comment'J and recommendations on H.R. 
511. This legislative report will be forwarded to your subcommittee by the end of this month. . . 

, 

I 
Now let me turn moment.'lrily to H.R.;.512, which would prohibit the usc of Land and Water 

Conservation Fund funds to establish n'"Cw refuges unless CongresJ passes a specific law ' 

lmfhorizing that refuge. Currently, ofcourse, Congress approves dn acquisitions funded through 

the Land and Water Conservation Fund through the annual appropHations process. Therefore. 

this bill accomplishes nothing olher than adding an additional Iayc} of.-Congressional approval 

and slowing the process of acquiring new wildlife refuges. H.R. Si2 will simpiy make the Land 

and Water Conservation Fund more difficult to use for the timely ~cquisition ofmuch needed 

refuge lands. I· 

In summary, RR. 511 would upset and weaken the long standing fpnctioning of the National 

Wildlife Refuge System. Similarly. H.R. 512 makes changes which would imp,air estahlishment 

ofnew refuges. It is difficult to see bow these bins will strengthen the refuge system or make the 

herculean task of refuge management easier for our managers and therefore~ it is for these 

reasons that the Administra1ion S~nglY opposes these bins. \ '.. . , 


( look forward to discussing these matters further with you, and to working with the Committee 

to advance the cause of refuge conservation. 
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EXECUTIVE ORDER 12996 - A PROGRESS REPORT 

March I. 1997 

Executive Order 12996. on "M;)nagement and General Public Use of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System," was signed by President Clinton on March 25, 1996. This Exetutive Order defines the mission 
of the Refuge System "to preserve 3. national network of londs and wate~s for the conservation and 
management'of the fish, wildlife. and plant resources of the United SwtJs for the benefit ofpresent and 
future generations," The Executive Order identifies four guiding princi~les and outlines severaJ 
directives to promote land stewardship and cornp3:tlble, wildlife~depend(?nt recreation on refuges. As 
such, the Executive Order provides a firm and explicit foundation for effective nction, enhanced . . 
partnerships and expanded public involvement in support of the Refuge System. 'lne follOwing summary 
reflects progress over,!hc first year of EO implementation . 

.. On May 17. nearly 60 people, representing 34 organizations. attended a workshop in Vienna, Virginia:, 
fo develop coneensus on action items to implement the £0, There was overwhelming support at this 
workshop to embark on a collooorative approach to enhance the bloJogicbl inlegrity of the Refuge 
Sy.stem and promote compatible, wildlife dependt:llt l1SeS, 

.. The Scrvice initinted a detailed needs assessment to evaluate and Tn<lke recommcndations 10 strcnthen. , 
the_Refuge System's biologicaJ program. As of this writing, n Jral1 repOrt of this analysis is undergoing 
internal review. 

* A survey of refl!ges conducted in September 1996 kleniificu mure than 4RS new or enhao('CiI 
. partnel"Shlps with other agencies and non-governmental organizations. ActivitIes covered by ihcsc 
partnerships inc hided habitat prolection/managemenl, environmental education. hunting, fishing, . ,
interpretation. photography and wildlife observalion. To!al projected cost of these projet:ts was $55 
million, with a Service-funded share ofa~ut $13.5 million. ContrihutedJnon-Servke staff time for these 
projects was anticipated to excet:d 200 FIEs. 

'* National memontnda uf UluJerstanding were signed WIth t~e National!Audubon Society' and Safari 
Club [ntemationlll. The Audubon partnership involves a mu1ti~ycar initiative:-ieading up to the lOOth 
Anniversaryoflhe Refuge System, th;lt will promote public support and ~wareness, Local Audubon 
.chapters will work with individual refuges to expand voiunteerism and collaborate on projects to enhance 
habitat, monitor bird populations and promote wildlife observation opportunities. 'Ine SCI partnership: . , . 
agreement,. signed in January 1997, will promote wetland and riparian restorlltion, education, biological 
research and related IIctivities on refuges.. SCI has nearly 1 SO local chuptets that will work with 
individual refuges on these projects, At this writing, a partnership agreem~nt is being developed between 
the Service and the North Ameriean Nature Photography Associntlon 10 p~omote coU~boration on both 
national and refugc·specific projects. such as publications., interpretive exhibits, photographic 
workshops, youth programs, photo contests and media outreach. ! 

i . 
• The Service embarked on an ambitiQus Hlhiends Initiative"" in coopemtion with the National Wildlife 
Refuge Association during J9%~ to provide a framework fot interested private citizens to work in 
collaboration with their local refuges. This Initiative was kicked off with .inational training workshop 
and win expand in 1997 with lIevelopment ofa mentonng program and a \~orkbook for establishing new 
Friends groups. 



i 
• Policy nnd procedure~ for pr-tacquisition consideratioll! of refug,; uses, consistent with direction in 

the EXccullVt; Order, were issued by the Director in May 1996, The ~ntetlt of this new policy is to inform 

the puhlic prior to acquisition which wildlife-dependent recreational'actlvJ1ies wil1 be allowed to 

(:ontinue on newly acquired lands. \ ' . \ 


• The second National Wildlife Refuge Week was celebrated in early October 1996, with events held 

on nearly 200 refuges nationwide. Several hun.dred thousand people.lincluding mnny first time visitors. 

panicipatctl ina diverse amy of activities during the week, enhancing their familiarity with the System 

l1Ild itsr,!. in ihe cornervation of fish and wildlife. .\ . . 


*The 11st of refuges open to recreational fishing grew in 1996 from'271 to' 283. Nine new hunting' 

programs were initiated as welt, bringing the total number of rcfuges10pen to hunting to 285. The Serviee 

also began a project to overhaul and simplify fhe regulation setting PIIOCCSS for permitted public uses. A 


. proposed rulemaking to implement the improved process will be published in the Federal Register for 
public comment during summer, \997. I . . . 

I 
.. In 1996, the Service providcd'SI:ltes with the opportunity 10 establish a special y.,uth waterfowl 

hunting day for the 1996-1997 season. Forty slales participated in ttle special ymlth ntmting day and 

ma~y refuges figured prominently in the program. . \ 


,. The Service implemented a comprehensive accompli~hment r(:po~tlng process for the Refuge 

Syslem during 1996. Accomplishment data wilJ provide a fntmdation for sound poHey development and 

ensure that the System is responsive to ils diverse conslitucn~y" 1 . 


.. 11le Service has emharkt'J on an accelerated program ofcomprehensive management planning on 

refuges Systemwide. This iniliali\'c \vill cmphosize opportunities for attive public pat1icipatlon and ' 

result in the development of wcll-def.1ncd objectivcs for natural resourte m::magemenl and public use.. 


.. The Service has begun to implement a ~(uge Rccnation I)cmonsJatiOD J!'ee Program, based upon 

direction in the Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Appropriations, Act of 1996, Under this program, 

participa1ing rcfhgc.<; will reccived from 80%- 100% of the entrance and user fees collected to improve 

visilor program"s and facililie5. Forty-two sites were identified for the DemQnstration Program and 

addilional sites ar~ likely to come on b~aTd in 1997. . 
 I _ " " 
.. To help refuges provide quality services and facilities (or puhlic recreation and education. a customer 

service evaluation card was developed and pUot tested. Based on the r~su1ts of the test. the -card was . 

modified and printed for wider t!lstribution and use beginning spring. 1 ~97. " 


.. The Service implemented two long distance environmentallearnini projects in 1996, in 

collaboration with insdustry partners. "Electronic field trips" by satellite were hosted at Bosque del" : 

Apache and Merritt Island refuges. 
 i' 
.. In 1966, the Service initiated the first phase ofa multi-year study to e~amine the economic impact of 

refuges.. A draft. report of the first phase. now in printing, examines the direct and indirect bcncf1ts of 

refuge visitation on local economics. Subsequent phases of this study win explore the economic impac1s 

of refuge expenditures and the effects ofrefuge establishment on the vaI?e of adjacent 1ands .. 



