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ON H.R. 1845, THE NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL B8URVEY ACT OF 1993

July 15, 1993

Mr. vento and.nr. Studds, I’m delighted to be here today to
testify on the’National Biclogical Survey and on H.R. .1845, the NBS
authorizing bililthat Chairman Studds has introduced,

I -am often asked why T see the‘neeé far‘a National Blological
Survey;, and what led me to d&velop‘the idea of an &BS. First, you
may be aware that the NBS is an historical echo of the U.S.
Gedlogical Survey. 1In the late 1870's, the extractive industries
had no baseline data un'wﬁimn tb depend for drilling and mininq on
the West’s public lands. %hg conservationists at the time also
deplored the lack of basic geclogic information - they couldn’t
discern the appropriate land holdings to protect. Both sides,
industry and conservationists, ﬁ%evaileﬁ upon th&tgovernmﬁﬁt Lo
correct this fundamental lack of information. 1In.addition, the’
National Academy of Séiancas and the sSmithsonian Institution
recognized and called for an independent geological sﬁ:vey* The
result was that in 1872, Congress established the U.S. Geclegical
survey at the Interior Department. The Survey’s mission wvas to
examine and record the geological structure and mineral resources

and products in the national domain. I see the same need for
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xbinlagical information ag we approach the 21st century that John

Wesley Powell saw in geology over a century ago.

*

Two other events have reiterated to me sharply our need fof an
‘ihdap&ndent fount of biological information: litigation over the
Endangered Speciaslnat, which has created unneéessary ”tr&inw;ecks“'
such as the ‘forest ¢risis in the Pacific Northwest, and the
scatiered, ﬁiépérata nature cf‘rgﬁearah at the Department of the
interioxr, which results ‘in ad hoo sclence. Both of these
‘situations have shown me that independent, credible scientific
information is 2ssential to improve our capacity to pr~tiect and

manayge our natural resources.

In a wvorld marked by growing demands for natural resources and
increasing complexity and competitian} we have to have sound én& ;
comprehensive science to magf informed and timely decisions. The
purpose of the NBS iz to prﬁéiﬁ& a road'map to enable us to, get
ahaaé.af the endangered species listing process and constructively

A

solve environmental and economic conflicts.

The Endangered Species Act is an extraar&inary‘ piecg_ of.
lggiaiatian because it allows the Federal Government to preserve,
maintain, and foster the reco?ery of endangered spaaiés wherever
they occur, without regard to geography, locaticn, or land
ownership. Here isg a law of great reach and power, and yet we do

not have the scientific capability to get ahead of it. The



National Biological Survey will give us the tools to aveid many of
the conflicts of thes Endangered Species Act, and to know the health

and abundance of ocur living ressnrces.

Let me just add that the Endanqergd Speéia& Act is a good 1aw,'
but we’ve done less than a stellar job of enforceing it, and in
doing so¢, wva’ve let the courts take over. What we need is a
sysiematiﬁ bi&logiaal inventory of the entire. nation at an
appropriate scé&a and feasible level of detail. We need to
undertake such a biclogical %urvey coopératively with otﬁar Federal
agencies, states, local governments, and private and nonprofit
-organizaﬁi&n§, An example of this is the Gap Analysis Program,
" which maps the "gaps” in species protection. 1 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.

&,
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With stand alone, credible science at Interior, science which
. is out of the management and policy chain, we woR’t qﬁé stuck in
situations as we‘ve just seen in th2 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 sclence come first,
keep it separate from regulatory, mission and policy fun&t%ons, and
we’ll bhave the cornerstone for more respongible natural resources

public policy.



Further, there is a tremendous néed-in the Department of the
Interior to cut across jdrisdictional boundaries. When I assumed
the pcoition of Secretary six months ago, I knew that without an
independent.,, biclogical science capability, I woﬁlq spend too much
time untangling bureaucratic wars. Sometimes the Bureau of Land
Management scientists don’t talk to the Fish aﬁd,wildlife Service
scientists¢ This is in no way meant to criticize the fine work of
our biologisté'and scientists at the Department. Ra;her, Qhat has
happened is tha% mfopic, 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 £he
biological data upon which Intérior managers make decisions can be
'strengthened, intégrated and improved. We have ten bureaus at
Interior, most of which conduct some sort of biologicél research or
scientific¢ functions. I sqi the NBS as a great remedy to shape,
expand and redeploy our scie;tific assets to create the kinﬁ'of
capacity we need fo solve some of these problems. Simply, the

irreducible beginning point of responsible resource protection is

good science.

Two things I’d like to stress.here. One is the importance of
integrating and knitting the geographic information éystems we
already have in place. This inciudes data collected by states,
local governments, private and nohprofit organizations and other

Federal agencies. It is absolutely essential that the NBS work



cooperatively with the many entities that are molleatiné'biolagical
data, and that these systems are knit into a compréhénsive system.
‘Interiar has already initiated wany of these contacts. State
Heritage programs, the State fish and game agencies, and nUmerous
Federal ag&néi&g all have important contributions to make to f£ill

in the bioclogical picture.

We have &tEuEtured the NBS to make sure that we eperate’in a
cooperative, interactive way. One important element to the HBS is
the Science Council. The Science Council will advise the Director
of the HBS, providing a badly needed forum to allow for intérgctinn
among Pederal scientists, étate biclegists, and non governmental |
and private sector organizations, Through the Science Council, we
hope to improve the efficienc? and effectiveness with which  we
transfer information and collect biclogical data teo all sectors.
Another important point Qg\"ll be wox‘k:im; on in the %ZBE% is
standardizing protocols and data collection techniques. e

Chairman Vento and Chairman Studds, that is a;-idea of my view
of the need and purpose for the NBS. With regard to the structure
of the HBE, let me give you an overview of some points 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



Assistant Secretary for ?ish and Wildlife and Parks. The NBS needs
a Sclence Caancil'ag I described before, so that we work in tandem
with states and other Federal agencies. The birector of the HNBS
should also be advised by an internal Intgriorvnepartmant Policy:
Board. This will guarantee that bureau research needs continue to

be met,

| The fpncéiﬁps of the NBS will. include a éurvef as I have
described abave; I cousi&er\& survey to be a p;ocays that is never
done, but Is longitudinal and dynamic. The NBS includes other
important biological functions - including. research on a large,
ecosystem basls, 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 alsa include provisions to tran&f&r the
National Wetlands Inventary,&”Thig valuable collection of data run
by the Fish and Wildlife Service ﬁegan in 1974. Since then, the
ﬁ?z has pradused‘over 34,00 wetland mapé and disﬁ?i?uted over 1.6
million copies of them.‘ As part of the NBS’s inventory and .
monitoring program,  the National Wetlands Inventory is critical to
filling in the biological picture &f the country. Because Cvngraéﬁ
created the NWI under the Director of the Fish ané Wildlife

Service, 1711 need language allowing me to transfer it to the NBS.

Because the NBS is so critical to our having a solid picture



of our bieclogical r&saqrées, I‘have chosen to move swiftly to
transfer the, appropriate bkioclogical functions in eight Interior
bureaus into = new, free standing, non-regulatory bureau. fThe KBS
budget amendment, Qhéah President Clinton forwarded to Congress %n
April, includes provisiong to transfer the ?atuiént Research
Center, rwhich is located on a nati&nal wildlife refuge, to the
Hational Biclogical SQrvéy. Patuxent is a jewel in the crown of
the Departmen&lof the Interior. It functions as a multi-use
refuge, wiih aéiive research projects, hunting in some areas,
wigratory bird work, and a visitoré center under construction., I
nope to arrange for the uée of Qh&\Researeh Center by the NBS
through a memorandum of agreement, rather than amending the Refuge
Act, wérking with Congressman Hoyer and your Committees, I am sure
we ¢an work out a simple solution, so that the important biclogical
work at Patuxent can join the NBS family. but the Refuge remains in
the Fish and Wildlife Service. Aan administrative $éluti0n will be

- .

easier than a legislative one, and I look forward to working with

you all on that.

e s

There are ofher detalls ro the NBS 1egisla£im} that are
necegsaxy to make sure we fill the vacuum that currently exists for
broad scale bioclogical information and assessments of the nation’s
resources. I know my staff and I are pleased to work §ith you to

ensure that we create a first class organization.

Mr. Ventso and Mr. Studds, I again wish to thank you for your



leadership in the xgtioﬁal Biological Survey, and for inviting ne,

and our friends, to share our views and vision of the HNBS.
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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,
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, | appreciate the oppoertunity o discuss
with you the North American Free Trade Agreement. As you know | strongly believe
NAFTA is good for jobs, it is good for the environment, and it is good for the people of
the Uniled Slates.

i cannot em pbaszze-enough my sense that for both economic and environmental reasons
NAFTA is a singular opportunity. In fact, in our relations with Mexico, NAFTA may be
the opporiunity of our lifetimes. | would like to emphasize this opportunity by making

four points:

QOne, NAFTA is Green

Two, NAFTA means cooperation .

Three, NAFTA is an important precedent, and

Four, the indirect impacts on border refuges and wildiife trade from NAFTA are

manageabie.

There are powerful forces in the world today that affect our jobs and our environment
here in the United States, including: the rapid glebalization of our economy, the strains
that economic development air&ag{y puts on our ecosystems and life-supporting
resources, such as water and land; thé vastly increased economic compedition from our
trading partners; the incredible rapidity of technological advances; and the presence of
global envirommental threals, such as ozone loss and climate change.

It is of utmost importance to keep in mind that t?wsa changes “will continue to occur
whether NAFTA is approved or not. With NAFTA, we will have some control over both
the economic and environmental impact of these global changes. Without NAFTA, these
same forces of change will continue to exist, bul we will have less control. NAFTA,
because it is coming to a vote, for the first ime allows people a chance io protest these
changes. To protest is a natural human reaction. Unfortunately, in this case, it is a very
misguided reaction. NAFTA, as it increases our cooperation and dialogue with Mexico

- and Canada, is a step fowards a solution.

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

A few weeks ago, an anti-NAFTA group took out a full-page ad in the Washington Post
and New York Times, featuring a farge photo of a clearcut forest. The ad claimed that
NAFTA promoles unfrestricled 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 untrue. The NAFTA explicitly exempts
U.S. controls on the export of logs from NAFTA's rules governing National Treatment

! would iike to take fime to address NAFTA's effect on those laws and :reseums under
my stewardship. | truly appreciate this opportunily 1o respond 1o some of the nonsense
{ have been hearing about what effect NAFTA will have on the environment.

The first point | would like to make is that NAFTA is green. s ground-breaking
provisions, together with the Environmental side agrrement negotliated by the
Adminstration promote sustainable development and strengthen the advancement and
enforcemaent of environmental laws in all three signatory countries. The agreement -
discourages countrigs from refaxing environmental standards or enforcement to altract.
or relain investment, and for the first time in trade history it establishes dispute
settlement mechanisms that ensure that scientific and environmental viewpoints are

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 the Ozone Layer, and the Basel Convention on
Transboundary Movement of Hazardous Waste. This article is open to the addition of
other agreements, As many of you are aware, we have already gotten verbal agreement
from Canada and Mexico to add the Migramry Bird Treaties to this section of the

NAFTA,

The second point { want to make here today is that NAFTA means cooperation. Some
of you may not be aware that the Department of the Interior has a long-standing
cooperative relationship with Mexico on wildlife enforcement and protection. The UG-
"Mexico Migratory Bird Treaty of 1936, the Joint Committee on Wildlife and Plant
Conservation of 1974, the tripartite agreement on the Conservation-ef Wetlands of 1988,
and the US/Mexico/Canada CITES North American region training activities are exceliént
examples. The engagement with Mexico due to the development and negotiation of the
NAFTA package has been a boon o these activities and U.8.-~ Mexico relations in

general, |am convinced that the foundation provided by NAFTA and the Environmental

Side Agreement will be essential to continue this forward progress.

In addition, we have dozens of exitremely important bilaleral 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 Antelope,
the Sonoran Desert Torioise and Gould Turkey assessment projects, We have the
Regional Conference of US/Mexico border States on Parks and Waldlife, the Chihuahua-
Big Bend Ecological Studies, the Big Bend/Sicrra Del Carmen Sister Parks Resource
rmanagement and inventory program, the Coronado Trail Study, the Lower Rio Grande
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Community Heritage Project, the Sierra Maderan Vegetation Studies, an internship
program to bring Mexican students to National Park sites and offices, the San Pedro
River Waltershed Project, the BLM coordination of binational plans for the Pinacate-
Biosphere Reserve, and 15 years of caaperanon in the 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, | participated {a first for a Secrelary of the interior) in the U.S -Mexico
Binational Commission, where both countries made very important commitments to
increase coordination on border parks and refuges, increase Mexican participation on
-the North American Wetlands Conservation Act and to closely coordinate work on
CITES. And, in June | went to President Salinas’ dedication of the Pinacale Bio-
Reserve, where we discussed the possibility of cross-border planning of an International
Joint Bio-Sphere Reserve, which would incorporate Departmental lands nonth of the
border. These, initiatives and similar cooperative programs between other U.S. Agencies
and their counterparls in Mexico are in a very large part due 1o 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 atong the border, accounting for 28
percent of the borderiands between the United States and Mexico. The Fish and Wildlife
Service manages eight national wildlife refuges, totalling over 1.2 million acres, along the
border. FWS also has responsibilily to maintain and seek recovery of al least 460
endangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate species of plants and animals within

25 mites of the border. e

As the person responsible for the National Park Service and the Fish and Wildiife
“Service, | know | cannot protect these areas by myseilf. 1 am asking you here today fo
recognize that a significant part of the enviranment of the United Stetes is absolutely and
inextricably linked to the environment of Mexico {(a fact that is true well beyond the
immediate border area ftself). NAFTA recognizes this fact and will provide a basis for
positive economic and environmental cooperation between our courdtries. The
Environrmental Side Agreement will help instifutionalize, nurture, and leverage the
cooperative relationship we have already begun 1o build,

The Environmental Side Agreement has several extremely important features for my
Depariment. The Commission for Environmental Cooperation, created by the agreement,
has an explicit mandate to consider and develop recommendations on the “conservation
and protection of wild flora and fauna and their habitat and sneczaﬁv protected nafural.
areas, and_the protection of endangered and threalened species” In addition, the
agreement’s provision to examine the environmental implications of any particular
product throughout its fife cycle provides a mandate to discuss pracess and progduction
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" methods - including environmental impacts of resource extraction, management and.
harvesting -- and to develop solutions. This will provide an excellent institutional basis

for what | am sure wilt be a very fraitful multi-year eHort.

I am also particularly excited about the Side Agreement mandate to address the state
of the North American environment. | believe this will provide a unique opporiunity to
highlight erwvironmental and natural resource issues that are hemispheric or binational
in nature. In my view, a vote against NAFTA and the Envzronmental Side Agreement is

a vole against the U.S. environment.

The third point | want to get across today is that NAFTA is an imporiant precedent, a -
milestone in efforts to reconcile the refationship between trade and environment. if we
reject NAFTA we fHterally will have to start over at the beginning, It is no secret that
maost of cur trading pariners are watching the environmentai aspects of the NAFTA very .
tlosely. In fact, it is causing some of them considerable discomfort. :

i this country, the GATT tuna/dolphin case was the alarm that helped focus many
anvironmentalists on polential conflicts between international trading rules and a small
but important number of U.S. laws that use frade to protect the environment., Since that
time, the most far-sighted of the environmentalists have worked hard to green the
NAFTA. And having largely achieved their goal, these environmentalist are among the
most active supporters of the NAFTA package today.

Il be the first to admit that NAFTA does not fix every single polential conflict between
trade rules and environmental laws. It also doesn't cure warls or guarantee the
Redskins a winning season. The vehicle must be appropriate to the problem. NAFTA's
green provisions, combined with the'enyifcnmantal side agreement, make it the greenest
trade agreement ever negofiated, The NAFTA package is the single most serious effort
by any government up to this date to recognize and confront and begin to manage the

interactions of trade rules and the environment.

P o

A vote against NAFTA is a v:;te agamst all of the progress toward greening trade we
have made so far. The defeat of NAFTA will signal a defeat of the ground-breaking
approach that says that trade and the environment can indeed be reconciled. I NAFTA

is defeated, the result will be polarization and finger pointing.

. Finally, ‘zm four‘tb and last point | would like to make today is that the ii’?dif&ct impacts

to manage them. The 1395 budget for border-related activities will address four major
program areas: law enforcement, ecological services, fisheries, and refuges and wildiife.
This money will ensure that there are sufficient wildlife enforcement agents to handle
additional demands along the border, and provide support for special agents and for
specific activities under the Wild Bird Trade Act. There will 3180 be exira money directed
to the FWS ecological services office for listing, consultation. and species-recovery
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actions in Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and California. as well as money 1o maintain the
variety of aquatic habitats in the border region; through long-term monitoring, as well as
programs to maintain water flow in the face of 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. 1t can either confront these challenges directly, and
"support NAFTA as a cooperative foundation for North America to begin to address them,
or it can reject this foundation and hope for the best. ,

If NAFTA does not pass, those who vote 1o reject it can hope the Mexicans will stand
by the commitments and actions they have already taken to protect the environment and
open their markets: _They can hope President Salinas will confinue to commit scarce
Mexican resources to wildlife refuges, environmental inspection, and enforcement on his
side of the border. They can hope the huge array of cooperative environmental efforts
" between the United States and Mexico will continue to expand. You can hope the
barder will ¢lean itself up, or that new export markets mii 8 mpry appear of their own

accord.” But they betler not count on it

Now, for the first time, along with its pram%se of increased economic ties, NAFTA brings
with it a prorise of sirengthened cooperation and, finally, a definitive recognition of the
very real connections between the United States and Mexico, at the highest political
levels in both countries. With NAFTA, the border and our very real long-standing
physical and economic interdependence with Mexice can no longer be ignored, NAFTA
means an end to our shont-sighted ignorance of our neighbors and - a beginmng 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 EMNERGY AND NATURAL RESOQURCES

FEBRUARY 24, 1994

[ am pleased to be here today 1o discuss the funding needed by the Department of the
Interior for the preservation, roanagement, and use of the great natural and cultural

resources entrusted to the Department's care.

The total 1995 budget for Interior is $9.4 billion. This includes $1.9 billlon in-
permanent authority. The 1995 Interior budget request emphasizes three major
themes. 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 recommendations of the Vice President’s National Performance

Review,

In order to support key programs and reduce the deficit along the path set forth in the
discretionary spending caps, this E}z.zdgez reqzzcsz reflects the cholces and balancing |

have been called zzpcm to make, While the overall rorals for this budget for the entire

Department are down $81 million from 1994, we are proposing over $200 million in
increases for the President’s investments in key areas in the Department. In order to
fund these inhtiatives within an essegtially flar budges, 1 had to make difficult
eradeoffs. However, I believe our budger proposals are balanced and should be kept as

a cohesive unir,

ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT ™

Our investment increases focus primarily on ecosystem mazzagemmt and operations
for the land managing bureaus. Governmentwide, the President’s Budget focuses on
four priority ecosystems: the forests of the Pacific Northwest, in Washington, Oregon
and northern California; the South Florida ecosystem; Prince William Sound in
Alaska; and the Anacostia River, in D.C. The Department has a key role in the first
three of these ecosysystems. The Environmental Protection Agency and the Corps of
Engincers are primarily responsible for the Anacostia River ecosystem improvement
effort.

FOREST PLAN — We propose to spend a weal of $71.4 million in dhe Pacific
Nosthwest to implement the President’s Forest Plan. This is an increase of $44.9
million over 1994, OFf the toral, $30 million is for "jobs in the woods” to restore
watersheds and at the same rime creare jobs: $39.9 million is for other aspects of
Forest Plan 1mpiemcmanon including monitoring, research watershed assessments,
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and planning; and finally, $1.5 million will be used to enable Indian tribes in che
Pacific Northwest to put timber en the marker 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 of Indran Affairs. '

SOUTH 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
effort to develop and implement a comprehensive program. Funding is included in
our budget for the Fish and Wildlife Service, National Biological Survey, National.
Park Service, Geological Survey, and Bureau of Indian Affairs, Together they will do
ecogystem research and management, conduct water quality and quantity studies,
work to improve water delivery systems through the Corps of Engineers, and purchase
land with state and local partners.

PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND .- In Alaska, the Department will continue to work with
other Federal agencies and the State to restore the injured natural resources of Prince
William Sound. Using permanent appropriations provided from civil and criminal
settlements, we will continue our leadership role iny acquiring environmentally
sensicive habitat and the development of a comprehensive restoration, research, and
monitoring program in the spill zone.

LAND MANAGEMENT OPERATIONS

With over 440 million acres to mar;z?gc nationwide, day-to-day operations remain a
priority emphasis for us in 1995, with increases requested for the Bureau of Land
Management, Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Park Service. In addition to
the funding increases for the ecosystems initiatives, operations funding is increasing in
the Burcau of Land Management by $17 million, the Fish and Wildlife Service by $24
million, and the Nacdional Park Service by 361 million.

The National Parks remain a high Departmencal priority as indicated by proposed
increases of $32 million for the operation of individual park units, $18 million to pay
rangers at rates more commensurate with their growing responsibilities, and 36
million to convert long-term tempotary employees so they can obrain health and life
insurance benefits. The budger also assumes passage of legislation 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 ro implement the environmental activities contained in the North
American Free Trade Agreement which is an important part of the President’s ‘
mvesument program, with an increase of $139 million Governmentwide. The increase



. v

'y

of $10.9 million for Interior will fund border inspections and enforcement,
cooperative habitat conservation efforts, and allow more resources for border refuges

and fisheries programs. .

EQUITABLE RETURN OF PUBLIC RESOURCES

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

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

fa}i

Thc Deparument is also commited to working with the Congress 1o achieve
comprehensive reform of the 1872 Mining Law. S;}ﬁczﬁmiiy, we want ro climinate
patenting, charge a bard rock royalty, make permanend dhe mine claim maintenance
fees, and protect the environment. As a place holder pending Congressional action,
the budget reflects the revenue assum ptions of the Pfouse»pﬁsgad Rahall Bill which is
based on an cight percent royalty on the "net smelter return”. There is also a
significant increase in funds requested for Bureay of Land Management Mining Law
program operations, derived from ckim maintenance fees, to cover additional efforts
on the ground 'ind to implement new legislation.

Iam pleased ro have the opportunity to work with the Congress on park fees and

_ concessions fees. As you know, the Departmient has long been &fiticized for not being

vigorous in ensuring that concessioners return an équitable share of their profits to.the
government, | rt:spz:a this committee’s hard work toward the passage of a strong
concessions refe:}rm bill and I am committed 1o assisting Congress in the pursuit ofan’
option which will allow a portion of the concession franchise fees to be rerained by the
park to enhance and maintain the existing park infrastructure.

NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW

The 19)5 budget places an impornant emphasis on implementing the
recommendations of Vice President Gore's National Performance Review, The
Bureau of Reclamation has undergonc a major review of its mission with a new goal
toward becoming the Nation's preeminent water resources management agency. The
Bureau of Mines, Geological Survey, Minerals Management Service, and Office of
Surface Mining Reclamarion and Enforcement are also undergoing major program
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reviews. In'addition, all bureaus are looking at ways to streamline administrative

services 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 Department proposes to
reduce FTEs consistent with the first phase of the President’s long-term goal of
reducmg the Federal bureaucracy by 252,000. In 1995, this reduction is 1,377 FTEs,

INVESTMENTS IN SCIENCE
Recognizing that effective land managciﬁcm decisions must be based upon solid

scientific research, the Department’s budget includes signif' cant new investments to
provide a better understanding of resource management issues among public agencies

and private landowners.

The 1995 budger would increase funding for water quality research by $6.4 million.

[t proposes a National Spadial Dara Infrastructure to share information affecting.

resource management decisions. The 1995 budget also requests $176.8 million for
the National Biological Survey to provide biological research and information
necessary for effective natural resource management decisions. Endangered species
conservation and recovery initiatives directed by the Fish and Wildlife Service will
receive $81.4 million in 1995 which includes increased funding for pre-listing
conservation meastires and consultations with other government agencies.

WATER RECLAMATION

Another important investment included in the President’s Budget is water reclamation
and reuse projects near Los Angeles. Working with urban watersuppliers, the Bureau
of Reclamation will help to conserve and reuse water, improve the quality of ground
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 Warer 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 Wildlife Service. Much of the funds for acquisition will be directed towards
acquiring critical habitat and sensitive resources in selected areas such as deserrt tortoise
habitat and riparian habitat along the Virgin River, both in southwestern Utah.
Greater emphasis on exchanges increases the number of options available to land
managers during negotiations with land owners, and can help improve overall
manageability of land ownership.



B%}REAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

. The 1995 budget request reflects the Administration’s continuing commitment to

better fulfill its Federal Indian trust responsibility and support government-to-
government partnerships. Within the overall Governmenowide constraints, the
Bureau of Indian Affaics’ budger was developed with considerable emphasis given 1o
the prioritics established by tribes at the area and national Bureau-Tribal budger
meetings. Increases for the Bureau of Indian Affairs include $8.8 million for :zzba!
priorities on reservations. In addition, the budget will provide increased funding of-
$15.8 million for school operations and a total of $170 million for Indian land and

' water rights settlernents, which full y funds enacwd settlements,

MAJOR BUDGET REDUCTIONS

As [ said before, the major chailenges 1o the Department include staying within the
spending caps and reducing the Federal workforce, but at the same time managing
440 million acres of lands and meeting the increasing demands on our resources. . Let
me re-emphasize that we had w make hard choices in this budget. One of the major

“demands on the resources s visits to parks, refuges, and recreation sites on public

lands which are up 38 percent since 1985. It these trends conrinne, we will see
another five percent incrense in visitation mch year.

The hard choices inchude deferring construcrion fund fing for the Bureau of Land
Management, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, and Bureaw of Indian
Affairs from a total of aver $450 milfion to about 3300 million as propos::d in the
budger and a reduction of $93 million in Bureau of Reclamation water projects. In

- addition, we reduced funding for the Bureau of Mines by $19.9 million. We also

propose to reduce grants to states (o reclaim abandoned mined lnd by $10 million
and eliminare the Rural Abandoned Mine Program.

C(}&‘CLUSIQN

In summary, 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 natural resources, continued o seck an
equitable return on the public's resources, and will seek to implement the
recommendations of the National Performance Review 10 ensure that the Department
provides better service ac less cost.

Ewill be happy o answer any questions you may have.
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5. 1326, THE FEDERAL FORAGE FEF FORBULA ACT; AND B. 8%4, . THE
RANGELANDE RESTORATION ACYP,
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Hiatariﬂal Context

§r¢ Chairman, Members of the Commxtta&, befcre addresaxng
the specifics of my testimony, 1. .would like to express some
personal perspectives on the issu& of rangalanﬁ reform.

As most 0f you know, I was raised ipn a ranching famliy in
Northern Arizona. As a child, I spent many Sunday-afterncons out
on the range with my Graﬁdfath&r, then ‘in his eighties, listening:
to him worry about the condition of the cattle, pulling up loco
weed, and scanning the skies for the first sign of summey rains.
Like many ranchers I know, he was sparing with words, but he
would occasicnally reminisce about the old days. He arrived in
the empty expanses of Arizona in the early spring of 1886, filed
on a homaestead in Clark’s Valley and devoted his life to building
a great ranch, always reinvesting his money to improve the herd
and acguire land, living so simply that even as a widower in his
eighties, he lived alone in a tiny walk up apartment cluttered
with saddlaes and Navajo blankets. .

I learned on those Sunday afterncons how he had developed a
gravity system to bring water more than 20 miles from Cedar Ranch
to the SP pasture and bevond to the winter headquarters at
Spiderweb. His efforts to fgnce pastures and to develep water:
made it pousible to spread 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, and he always expressed his hope
that the €O Bar wovla stay in our famiiy for generations to came.
, Last vear I sold out my share of that ranch in Qrdar to.
become Secretary ¢f the Interior. But ay brothers and cousins
s£ill own and manage the €0 Bar, and they are working together to
protect and 1mpr0ve the land for the next generation of ranchers.

It is for all these reasone that I have expended an
extraordinary amount of time over the past year, geeking to find
common ground and new ways of bringing westerners together to
find a new eguilibrium in the form of a strong livestock
industry, flourishing within vigorous healthy landscape
ecosystems. I want to help preserve the range for futare
generations ef ranchers.

Unchanged Goals



I approach the topic-of grazzng, as do many af you, not 3ust
as an environmental or ecdonomic issue. This is an issue that has
desply touched my sense of family and community. Like so many
Westerners, life on. the range has helped shape me. And so I
address this topic, as do many of you, with the energy and )
consistency of one whe has worked on an issue for a very long

cine,

When this process of reforn began last wint&r, I .began wath
a set of clearly established goals. Through countless hours of
meetings and-debates, those goals remain the same today. That is
20 because these are not issue or policy positions, nor are they
tactical approaches =- they are fundamental goals r&flectlng a
deep commitment to improve and sustaln the great American range,

Gur fzrst,gaal from the gtart was to raise publlc
awareness of range issuss. By hringlng attention to. range
conditions, we hoped to begin discussions about improving the
health of the public range.

Second, we would focus recovery efforts on riparian zones,
which are key to the West’s water supply and to the wildlife that
helps make the West unigue, Riparian zones need special
attention: a 1980 EPA study noted that "extensive field
eobservations in the late 1980’s suggest riparian areas throughout
much ©0f the West were in the worst aaﬁdition in history."

: Third, we $0nght specific standards and gﬁl&&lznas for

rangeland management. While this is key for rescurce proteatz&n,
it also provides certainty for all parties involved: ranchers,
land managers and environmentalists. Virtually all lnterests
wanted to know what was expested of permittees.

Fourth we needed to clarify ownership of water rights on
BLM grazing allotments. BLM water policy differs from Forest
Service policy. We want to ensure we do not put future ’ :
parm;ttees at a financial disadvantage.

Fifth enforcement pracadura& for permit violations neeé@d
both clarlflcatlwn and streamlining, as a means of maklng them’
moyre fair and nore effective.‘

Sixth, a raasonabl& increase in grazing fees is required to
increase retarns to the federal gavernment and raflect the
statutcry randate.

The final goal was to achieve the other goals without -
causing significant harm to ranchers and ranching communities and
without 1951ng the vast open spaces that are the industry’s gift
to Western cities.

Qhaﬁging Tactics



As T said, -these goals have remained unchanged thrauqhout
the: discussions. Where there hag been substantial cbange,
however, is in the methods to achieve these goals.

Some of the methods have changed because of the dozens of
meetings I‘ve had all across the West., I met with vanchers,
environméntalists, local elected officials, leocal business owners
-and ordinary citizens. And in the more serious dlscugaisns i g
heard from participants who were interested not in staking out
obvious positions, but in finding reasgonable agreements with

their nalghbors»

The tactics also changa& because of the vigorous and healthy
debate that took place among HMembers of thie Committee and on the-
floor of the United States Senate last fall. Senators of various
ideclogical perspectives raised legitimate concerns. In many
cagses, I agra&& with the concerns you raised, and the proof of
that fact is the proposed rule: many of the chanqe& directly
address some of the concerns raised here.

Permit Tenure and Water Rights ﬂhaﬁges

Let me talk about some specific ways in which returning to
the original goals helped us write a rule that is far were
responsive to the needs of ranahers out Wast, but which will alse
help achieve true reform on the range. )

In meeting with Colorado ranchers and environmentalists,
under the wise guldance ¢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 -much harder to get bank financing; they
illustrated their point with specific examplas.
Envirenmentalists said this was not their intent, that their real
cencern was proper- enforcement of permit conditxans. The
ranchers response: "Then. let’s discuss enforcempent measures
rather than sidestepping that issue by arguing about permit
tenure.” ' We moved on te 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 the
August proposal had rangeland. water rights language that was s0
broad it threatened private water rights, interfered with state
water adjudications and even endangered drinking water supplies
across the R&tlﬂn« ’

What we did was return to a focus on our original geal. The
guiding principle behind ocur proposal for water rights was
simple: the 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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te it, without hav1ng to. pay the 1nf1ated rates that a prlvat&
owner of tha rights couzd charge.

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

No valid existing water rights would be affected.
No new federal reserved water rights would be created,

There will be no change from existing BLM poelicy on watar'
rights for uses other than public land grazing, such as .
manicipal industrial or irrigation uses.

The new ianguage is limited to water used for livestock
: waterlng on public lands only.

Under our prap&&al, any new rights to water on public lands
to 'be used for the purposes of livestock watering on such lands
will be acquired, perfected, maintained and administered in the
name of the United States under state law, providing that state’
law permits it. “The new language generally brings BIM's water .
regulations in conformance with t,8. Forest Service practice and
. with BLM policy prior to changes in the early 19807s.

New permonent water 1mprovement projects, such as stock
tanks, wells, pipelines and spring dava}ﬁgm&nts would be -
authorized and ca%pensateﬁ under cooperative range improvement
agreements,

Those two examples, I believe, briefly show how a focus on
our original goals enabled.us to resolve legitimate concerns that
weye raised by Senators and Sthers, 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 true reform, made changes in our proposal.

For the remainder of my testimony, I would like to focus on
three elements in the proposed rule. These 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 lssuexn

During the course of my eight week session with Colerado
ranchexrs 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 management. They could contributes to developing pelicies
and -proposals for implementation as well, because the best
discussions were those focusing on the details of land
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managenent. Thus, a seventh - ‘goal emerged: increasing local
participation in land use ﬁ&ei51on$ﬁ .

In regent yvears, the antaganzsm& betw&en ranchers anﬁ
environmental advocates have escalated sharply, increasingly
dividing the West against itself. And this trend bodes i1l for
all of us, for in the absehce of western consensus, the making of
Federal rangeland policy will 1nevitab1y drift outward to.other
raq1mns and other qreups.-

Therefore, I believa that one cf 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
interesteqd citizens to meet over coffee at the kitchen table and
out on the range to listen to each other, to develop mutual
confidence and search for consensus 1in solving public land
issues. These groups are as spontaneous as a pick-up basketball
game, and they are as diverse as the western landsecape in which
they are taking root. In eastern Oregon they call themselves the
Trout Creek Mountain working group, in Colorade, the Gunnison
Group and the Owl Mountain CRM, in Wyoeming the Sun Ranch CRM,
There is a similar gdoup at work in my hometown involving members
of my own family. 'These groups are the true successors to the
old Tayler Grazing Act committee of the 30’s, for they are
reinventing the old idea of local participation to fit the new
realities of 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
cutt on the land in this new West and to make fundamental changes,
casting off the closed shop ptac&lces of the past and wmoving to
embrace a more open diverse and public style of rangeland policy

formulation.

The beginning point for a new rangeland advisory structure
ie the District advisory Committee presently reguired 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 problems 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 welghted
toward commodity producers at the expense of broader public
participation. In all cases, there has not been any attempt to
involve Governors, interest groups and the public in identifying
and nominating outgtandzng men and women for the councils
memberships. .



Therefore the first objective of the new governance
provision in tha draft regulations will be to assure balanced
representation of all the diverse groups and interests that have
2. legitimate stake in the administration of public lands,. The
ragulatlong will set up three categories of representation as
follows: . :

Qna third of the membership of the Resource Advisory Council
will be representatives of COmmodity producing industries
within the district, including grazing, mining and timber.

One thiié of the membership will be rapresentatives of bona
fide environmentait conservation and. sportsmen’s groups.

one thlrd Qf the membership will b& selected from public
jand users, state angd local officials and members ©of the
public who are not primarily advocates for commodity users
or environmental groups. This category could include, for
exanple, a representative from the state game and fish
agency, a local slected official, and a range management
specialistc.,

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 oOf the state inveolved,

These Councils will be called Multiple 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 function set out in FLPMA to "furnish’
advice to the Secretary with respect to the land use planning,
classification, retention, mdnagement and disposal of public
lands within the area..." The Council will also be chargad to )
radvise the Secretary with respect t6 such rangeland issues as the
prepavation ¢f allotment management. plans and the allocation of
range impravament funds. . s

. The Ccunai}s will have the authority under our raéulation to -
petition directly to the Secretary if they believe their advice
is not being follmwaﬁ The Secretary must respond within 60
davys. : ’

The draft regulations also would allow Rangeland Resource
Teams, appeinted by Rescurce Advisory Councils, which would have
five members -~ two permittees, one environmental representative,
one member representing wildlife and recreation interests and one
at large community representative. These Teams may be created at
the BIM 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 work toward
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collaborative solutions and to provide informatiom and
recompendations to the Resource Advisory Councils. .

The Rangeland Resource Team is intended to bring local
interests together, in a consensus building mode, to develop
cooperative approaches to solvimg specific on-the~ground range
issues. The Rangeland Resource Teams will be eppowered to
provide recommendations t¢ the Multiple Resource Advisory
Councils for their consideration., The regulaﬁzons will also
authorize the Multiple Resource Advisory Councils to create, on
an ad hoc basis, Technical Review Teams to 1nvastiq&te and
devel&p proposed solutions to sp&cifzc ra$ource issues which may

arise in the local area.

Poes

In a second major area, we heard much criticism last fall.
Producers said the proposed grazing fee was tooc high., Many
conservationists and fiscal congervatives said it was too low,
Having listened to the debate, ocur new proposal represents
significant change.

in establishing the proposed fee, we determined that it
should approximate falr market value and comparable to fees paid
for lessing on private lands. 1t 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 communities. We also believe the fee should
recover a reagonable amount of the Government’s administrative
costs and be reasonably easy to administer.

We used the two major gtudies as sources for establishing a
base valug that reflects the costs of operating on Federal lands
as compared to private lands. (A base value then can be used to .
determine the fee.)

In 1968, the Western Livestock Grazing Survey-interviewed
more than 10,000 individuals to determine the nonfee costs of
operating Federal lands. This study has provided the base value
for the fee caleulation since PRIA became law in 1976, That
study determined that the value for grazing on federal lands
equalled $1.23 per animal unit month (AUM). Updating that figure
to 1991 would result in a value of $3.25 per AUM.

In 1@83, an appralsai of the value of grazing on BLM and-
Forest Service lands in 16 Western states involved data collected
on 100,000 leases. It divided the states into six different
regions. Updated to 1991, the region with the highest value
showed a value of $10.26 per AUM. The region with the lowest
value, updated to 1991, showed a value of $4.68.



) To deternine the base value for the fee, we simply took the-
Western Livestock Grazing Survey and the lowest of the six
regional values in the 1983 aurvay and split the difference.

Once we had established the base value, we had arlgznally
assumed that 1933 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 -fees. We therefore chose to use
1996 as the base year for the forage value index used in the
formula., By definition, the farage value index will be set at
1.0 in 1987. What does this mean in a practical sensg? If we
today set the forage value index at 1.0 for 19%7, the fees in
1997 will not reflect any changes in the cost of ranching between
1996 and 1957. If cosis go up {and some clainm they will}, public .
lands ranchers will get a better deal.

There are other significant fee issues that we considered.
The fees will be phased in over a period of three years. Fees,
currently set at $1.98 per AUM, would clzmb toe $2.75 in 1995,
$3.50 in 1996 and $3.96 in 199’?

.Despite the increases, these new rates would still continme
to be significantly lower than those charged by private land
owners in the West and by the overwhelming majority of Western
states for state-owned lands.

After full phase~in, the new fess would not have a
significant 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.. o

Nonetheless, .we have proposed two significant measures that
will provide insulation against rising fees.

First, our proposal includes a fee discount-of 30% for

ranchers who meet higher environmental standards.. Ranchers

meeting the higher environmental standards would have rates

of only $2.77 -~ . an increase of only 81 cents per AUM.

Second, despite the fact that economic analysis continues to
show the fese increases will not force ranchers out of
business, our propused rule contains language calling on the
Department to analyze the impact of increased fees after
¢ach year of the phase~in. If the fee does have a
significant negative meact it may be reevaluated.

It is our intention to have the incentive fee available by
1996--the second year of the phase-in. However if we have not
promulgated the eligibility criteria prior to the third year, the
third year phase-in will not occur. The fes will remain at
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$3.80. We haVQ already started the process of seekznq 1nput on
how bast to develop the lncanti?e fee criteria.

These two provisions -~ a mere 81 cent per AUM 1ncraase for
good stewards and a requirement that we reconsider if it is
determined that this proposal has a significant negative economic
impact -— are iImportant parts of our fee proposal. : '

. gtandards & Guidelines

' In the third'majcrxarea, our August proposal called for
national standards ~- one get for the whole country. Two things
led us ta change our apprcach and call for state standards,

?zr&t many ranchers pointed out that a vone-size fits all®
stra;qhtjac?et could not be realistically fitted to the
tremendous variety of zoils and c¢limatic conditions in all of tha.
western states, What .works in the high, well-watsred summer
pastures of the northern Rockies may have little application to
ephemeral spring grazing in the Sonoran Desert of southern
Arizona. Retation practices adeguate for eastern Oregon may be
destructive to ranges in southern Califarnia.

Second, members of the Colorado working group reminded us of

our original geal: providing certainty. - State standards, written
to meet national criteria and approved by the Secretary, would
surely provide certainty to all lavolved in the process,

Thus, bthe move to state'standaxds and guidelines.

OQur proposal would, for the first time ever, reqaire
ranchers bo meet stanéards arndd guxdelinea, written and
implenented at the state 1e3§1, when grazing 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 bgroming final, standazds and
guidelines must be approveﬁ ﬁy the Secretary.

We call for standards and guidelines because cf one.simple
fact: our ranqalanﬁs are in great nesed of improvement. In
particulay, riparian zones are threatened across the West.

According to a 1990 study by the Environmental Pratection
Agency, "extensive field observations in the late 198073 suggest
riparian areas throughout nmuch of the West were in the worst
condition in history.® Other studies show that between 70 and 30
percent of the natural riparian ecosystems in the emnt1quoas
United States have been lost becauss of human actlvity

i R%barian zones play an essential role in supply and
purifying water for human consumption throughout the Wegt. They
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also provide essential habitat for wildlife. For example, 82
percent of breeding birds in Colorade oceur in riparian zones, 75
percent of 411 wildlife species in southeastern Wyoming depend on
riparian areas, and 51 percent of all hird species in the
southwestern states are completely dependent on riparian areas.

Just as significant ig the fact that riparian areas are
among the most resilient ecosystems on public lands., If given a’
chance, they can come back to their full, heéalthy state.
Elevated standards, in riparian zones and elsewhere, give us a
chance at real success. They resmind us that success need not be
defiped simply in terms of staving off inevitable decline or in
holding back damaging trends. Success, in this endeavor, can be
defined in far more positive terms: we can restore the public
rangelandg to their greatest potential. It iz clear to me that,
in all the areas of public land management, there is no greater’
chance of true restoration, at as small a cost, as there is with
the management of our public ranqaland uplands and riparian

zones.

To address the problems in rangeland health, our preposal
would establish four national reguirements that state standards
and guidelines must meet,

{1} Grazing practices must maintain or achieve properly
functioning ecosystems.

(2} Orazing practices must maintain or achievs properly
functioning riparian systems. Special focus on riparian
zones brings attention to those areas which have suffered
the greatest damage -~ but which also have the greatest
potential for recovery,

.{3) Graéing practices must help maiﬁtain, restore ov
- enhance water guality. Water quality on allotments must
meet or exceed State water (quality standards.

H—

{4) Grazing practices must gnsure 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
113t1ng¢ This kind of focus can help us avoid the kind of
train wrecks that have helped make other public resource.
battles so contentious.

The standards represent th& fundanental legal mandaﬁas undexr
the Taylcr Grazing Act, the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act,’” the Endangered Sp901e$ Act. and the Clean Water Act. .

State standards must address seoil 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
fellowing.

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

Grazing practices must be desilgned to restore or enhance
water guality so that it meets or exceeds State water
‘gquality standards,

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

Plans must address situations in which continuous season~
long yrazing would be consistent with achieving properly
functioning conditions.

The selection criteria and design standards for the
development of springs, seeps and octher projects.affecting
water and associated resources must maintain or enhance the
ecological values of those sites,

In these arsas where grazirg may be authorized on ephenmeral
rangelands, 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 ﬁévelapeﬁ‘for the ?retaction of riparian-
wetiand ayreas. Th;&-xpaluda& the location, or the need for
location or removal, of stock management facilities that mpay
be outside of the riparian area iltself. These include such
facilities as corrals, holding facxiltzes, wells, p;pelznas
and fences, . Consideration must also be given to the
modification of livestock management pract&aeg, 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
age classes in the desired riparian-wetland and aquatic
plant communities. They must alse leave sufficient plant
litter to provide adeguate gediment filtering and
dissipation of stream energy for bank protection.

In those states where the BLM director is unable to produce,
within 18 months, standards and guidelines that are approved by
the Secretary, fallback standards and guidelines, published in
the proposed rule, will be used. BLM State Directors will have
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the option of revising these fallback standards and guidelines to
provide a better f£it in their State.

These standards and guidelines focus healthy range
ecosystems, which will bepefit 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 cattla industry.

Can&luaions

Bixty years ago, or even twenty years age, these concepts,
which will guide a new chapter of rangeland reform, might not
have worked. Back then the West depended almost exclusively on
commedity production. Flagstaff, where I grew up was a town where
life centerad around shift changes at the sawnills and spring
roundup and fall shipping., There weren‘t any environmental
advocates, at least as that term is commonly used today. In
those days, it was -perhaps inevitable that national sportsmen,.
conservation and environmental groups looked exclusively to
washington to advocate for their interests.

Today, however, the west is a differvent place., Flagstaff is
now a community where ranchers and loggers and miners mingle with
river guides and scientists whe work for hi~tech
ranufacturers. Similar changes are occurring all over the West,
¥ou no 10ng&r have to go to Washington or New York to find
skillful environmental advocates; you can flnd them right next
dooy .,

My wager, reflected in the draft regulations, is that in the
Hew West the stakeholders,.in all their diversity, can come
together and forge a new consensus for public land management.
For we are neighbors, we grew up and went to school together,
‘shared ocutdoor experiences that shaped our lives, and we all Xnow
that the West is a better place for havimg both a strong
livestock industry and a healthy environment. —-—

8. 1326 and 5. 896

Upon reviewing the provisions of $.1326 and S. 898, I noted a
number of similarities 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
Went,

However, the Department cannot support $. 1326, the "Federal
Forage Fee Act of 1993." The neasure is a constructive
alternative to the old and discredited Public Rangeland
Improvement Act formula but is far too complicated to he
practical, and, by triple counting the differences between

iz



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 in the 16 western states,
which would exclude Texas, while the Department’s proposed rule
would use the weighted average for the 17 western states. The
legislation is also congistent with the Department’s proposed
rule in restricting annual increases or decreases in the graziag
fee to not more than 25 percent of the fee in the prior vyear,

The Department cannot support &. 8%6, "Rangelands Restoration Act
of 1993." Although we see some positive features with the
subject kill, we have serious Ffundamental 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 chijectives. . ,

That concludes my prepared statement. I would ke happy to answer
any gquestions you may have. L

*«
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STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR BRUCE BABBITT
SENATE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS
. OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

JUNE 15, 1994

Mr, Chairman, and members of the Cammltte@ thank you for asking me
to-be here iaday

. I'am pleased to discuss an environmentat 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.

1 am here today in my capacity as one of the two Cabinet Secretaries
that 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 1 want to do differently with respect to that
‘Act from pow on. None of the items | am going to discuss today reguire
legistation. 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 of the tools at his
disposal to accomplish a mission. From January of 1993 to the present, T |
have focused much of my attention on the Endangered Species Act. 1 have
charged most of my staff at the Depan‘.mezz{ to do likewise, 1 have focused
on the ESA because 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 Jaw enforcement authorities. This Act is crucial to this nation’s future
because the underlying mission--preserving species by conserving habitat and
resources—is one which can ensure a more prosperous economy and higher
quality of life for all of our citizens for generations to come.

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

" has had more than 118,000 consultations 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 populatlons have actually been increased or. stabilized.

“The Endangered Specnes_ Act has been responmble for improving
populations of declining species throughout the United States and has been the

.focus of international conservation efforts. American alligators and the Palau
_Dove no longer 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
npproachmg full recovery and delisting. California condors and red wolves
have been returned to the wild and are improving dramatically.

But‘the problems of owls agd salmon and snails and rats 'ha,ve consumed
the lion’s share of headlines, if you’ll pardon the expression We knew when

. 'we inherited this Act that we needed to work on the tough issues--we didn’ t

dodge them.

et

In the past year, 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 the 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
process 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

11 amendments to existing plans. In 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 individuals

who share our commitment to conduct their economic activities 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 Resource Group, and
International Paper Company, make significant contributions toward the
recovery of the woodpecker and, will also benefit all of the species occurring
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 of negotiating
cooperative agreements with the Adm;mstranon

These companies now have a clear understanding of where and how to
proceed with their development activity while making certain their activities
are’in full compliance with the Endangered Species Act. They can better
forecast available supplics of harvestable timber, they can plan ahead, and
they can rest assured that they have made a significant contribution 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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project was to restore a 1,5-mile stretch of stream and nparlaﬁ habitat on a
ranch owned by Mr. Jon Krutar. Both Mr. Krutar, who is a third generation
catile rancher, and the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks |
were concerned about deteriorating water quality and declinirﬁg 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 bemg considered for listing as a threatened or
endangered species), westslope cutthroat trout, bald eagle, osprey, and
harlequin duck.

In 1992, the restoration project bﬁgan 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. Preveni 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 ESA. 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. Based 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 censervation planning
must be made more effective to ensure prompt protection and recovery.
of endangered and threatened species.
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3. Inerease 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 thiat cannot be aveoided, while ™

'pwwdmg effective pr{;ttzczm and recovery of endangered and {hmatened-
species. :

4. Red;zce”l)e!ay and Uncertainty -- The ESA must be carried out in an
efficient, fair and predictable manner to reduce delay and uncertainty for
Tribal, State and local ge*ﬁ:mments the przvatc seczi}r and mdmdﬁal

_ citizens. : -

5.. Ensure Sound Science -- Federal Bndangercd Species Act policy must
be based on 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 ptevicus principles and to the
conservation of species under the ESA in a fair, pred;c{able efﬁczeni

. and et"ff-ctwe manner.

Yesterday, the Departments of the Interior and Commerce announcéd a
package of reforms that wifl have an immediate and positive effect on how

“the ESA is implemented throughout the Nation. This package builds on 'thes'c;

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
Atmospheric Administration’s Assistant Administrator for | F;shenes which
will take effect immediately. These refems will:

A. Ensure That ESA I}eczsmns Are Based on Si}lmd Smenee.

'To ensure that Endaagercd Spectes Act policy is based on thfz best scientific

information available, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the
U.8. 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 écf;:isu::ms, and for

review and evaluation f}f 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 FWS/NMEFS policy directive tssued 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 commits NMFS and FWS to tnvolving representatives of affected
groups and providing 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 Cbncerning Any
Effects of Species Listings on Proposed or Ongoing Activities.

A joint FWS/NMFS 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 of.species listings on proposed or ongoing
activities.

D. Avoid Crisis Management Through Cooperative Approaches That'
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.



E. Increase I’art:c:patmn Of State Agezzz:zes In ESA Activities:

" A joint poltcy dxmctwe by the FWS and NMFS recognzzes that section 6 of
the ESA requires that the Deparﬁments cooperate 1o the maximum extent
practtcablc with the States in carrying out the program authorized by the Act.
It recognizes further that State fish and wildlife agenaes - .

"—;- pOSSEss primary authonty and respcms:bxi:ty for prcrt&:tion and |
management of fish, wildlife and plants and their habitats, nﬁiess
preempted by Fedaml authonty, 3

. - possess scientific data and expertise on the status and distribution of
species;-and :

"~ --  are esgential to achif:viﬁg the goals of the ESA because of their
authorities, expertise, and close working relationships with Iocal
gevemm&ms and Ia;zdewners

The policy directive, therefore, rcqzziz*es that State expertise and information:
be used in pre-listing, iisting, consultation, recovery, and conservation
planning. It further requires that the Services encourage the pamczpaim of
State agencies in the development and implementation of recovery plans.

- ‘

~ In addition to thxs immediate action, the Departments of the Inierzizr and
Commerce will convene an interagency working group to devel op a package
of additional administrative initiatives to improve the implementation ‘of the.
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 helfy and contributions
from non-federal interests like the States, county and local govcmmems
busmess interests, and private citizens.

The two ﬁepaftmems will also establish mdmdual workmg, 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
controlled prcpagmmﬁ of listed specze:s We will continue to search for -
additional ways 1o increase the participation of State and Jocal governments in

* Endangered Specws Az:brelated 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,

Mzr. 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 [ just outlined--and
building on the experience we have gained over the past year--we have
undertaken a policy initiative to implement the Endangered Species Actin a
more professional, cooperative, and less confrontational manner.

These six joint policy statements for the Fish and Wildlife Service and
the National Manne Fisheries Service are designed to increase flexibility 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.

1 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 Specus:s Act the be.st picce of
conservation legislation ever enacted.

Thank you for the opportuﬁi{y to be here today. I would be happy to

address any questions you may have.



TESTIMONY OF BRUCE BABBITT, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, BEFORE THE
HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE REGARDING THE REINTRODUCTION OF THE
GRAY WOLF INTO YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK AND CENTRAL IDAEG .

January 26, 1893

Thank you for the opportunity to address the House Resources
Committee for the first time since its resrganization umder the
leadership of:Chairman‘Yeungt -I appreciate your taking the tinme

today to focus on the Department's wolf reintroduction program.

I know that the Speaker has placed passage of the
ledislation necessary t§ carry out the Republican Contract With
America as your highest priority these £first 100 days of the
'lﬂéth Congress. The Preéident, in his address to you Tuesday
night, chéllenggd tﬁis Congréss to work with the Administration
to prepare fbe_american'peaple to face‘fpe demands of today's

ecanomy and to raise incom@k:today and in the future.

The Administration hopes to do this through.continuing its
efforts to work with thié'Cangfess to cut the deficit and enact
the Middle Class Bill of Rights. This program reaches ocut to the
families of America by helping with the cost of raising children,
providing tax deductions for the cost of college tﬁitian,
providing payments for reﬁraining, and providing incentives for
retirement savings through the use of new IRAs that can also be

usad for investments in homes, education, or medical care,



In my capacity és a member of the President's Cabinet, I
éome here today to say that we will work with'you to move forward
and to improve tﬁe lives of the American people. We must work
together to continue the progress we have made in combating the
deficit, reforming education, fighting crime, aﬁd.improving the

natural heritage of this country.

Today the Committee considers the Department of the
Ih;epior‘s program for the r&tnré of the gray wolf Lo Yellowstone
National Park and Central Idaho. We are now very close to
achieving a major conservation goal of putting one of the most
important predators in North America back on the road to

‘TRCOVEerY.

' I am pleased to tell the Céﬁgittea that all 15 wolves
planned for rézease in é@nﬁral Idaho are now on the ground and
another 14 wolves are 5afé$§‘in their temporary homes for'laier
release in Yellowstone National‘Park. Our aim is to speed the
recolonization of wolves s$o that they can be remtved from the
endangersd species list and federal protection by the year 2002,
If we follow this plan we can restore a powerful symbol of the
‘ west to its riéhtfui place, while recognizing the concerns of the

region’s residents.

This reintroduction program is the result of oné of the most

exhaustive public comment processes ever undertaken for a



wiléiife congservation plan. Attaéhed to my testimony is a
summary of the public comment .opportunities. Jus{ to give yda\ah
idea, during just the‘Banar procés& to develop the wolf
reintroduction plan and complete the Environm&ntél Impact -
Staf&menﬁ, the Department held 120 public hearing;, meetings and

open houses and reviewed some 170,000 public comments.

While there have been problems with the implementation of
the Eﬁdangered Speczes Act {(ESA} in some cases, this is one thart
has been done right. Our goal is in sight, and it would be
tragic, in my view, should the Committee requize %slto abandon
ouf plan at thig late date, and kill or abandon - the very aﬁzmals
whose survival might allow our grandchildren to experience wiid
wolves inﬁﬁeizawstone‘ Nor would killing or abandoning these

wolves resolve the issue.

Wolves that have 5eguﬁmrecoieﬁizing the northern portions of
the region on their own are fully protected under the ESA. 33 a
result of natural dispersal of wolves from Canad%y about 6 packs
{75 wolves} live in northwest Montana. Without reintroduction,
wavgs may slowly recoleniée southward, but it would have taken
decades before wolves would be expected to achieve recovery in
Central Idaho and Yellowstone and thus removal from féderal
protection. In the interim naturally digpersing wolves would be
fully protected under the ESA. With the experimental, non-

essential population rule the Federal government has altered the



form of protection fdr,these animals in a manner that wiil allow.
reestablishment while protecting the prap&xty'and lifestyles of

western ranchers.

It is important to remember that to do nothing is not free.
Az wolves that already live in northwestern Montana continue to
expand their populations and disperse, wolf &anégem&ﬁﬁ_will
become more difficult and expensive without the'r&iytkoduation
program, 8ecaﬁse delisting of the wolf will take much langar,‘
thé long~term ¢ost to the ranéhing aﬁmmunity‘aad to the Fedaral
government would be much higher. Further, the concerns addressed
in‘this‘reintroduction program would not e adaequately addressed
with natural dispersal, This is important because the current
plan was §d§usted in a number of ways to rgspend to State and

other pablic‘comments,

In fact, during the fg§iewlpracess Idaho stated its 9va:all
support for many of the provisions of the plan and specifically
noted that "we appreciate the Service's considerZtion of local
and 8tatelcancerns about wolves." The final reintroduction plans
expanded private citizens ability to control wolves and included
. a provision that reintroduced wolves will be removed if the final -
rules are not implemented as written. In addition, an copen
scientific reviéw of the program's success will be prepared

within 3 years.
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Survey after survey shows there is significant puhlié .
support for returning wol&es‘ta‘¥ellowstane. A 1892 study found
that 70% of visitors to Yellowstone supported wolf feintrodubtion
-~ with 82% of overnight wvisitors in favor. Nor is thig an east ‘
versus west issée. ‘Regional sufveys indicated that more
residents in Wyoming, Idahe, and Montana support wolf

reintroduction than oppose it,

What about.those who remain concexned about the pﬁtanhial'
impacts of returning wolves to the Yellowstone and Central Idaho
.ecé§ystems? To address their concerns, this innovative plan uses
the most flexible and creative tools available u%d&r the ESA.
These wolves have been reintroduced as a neaa&s&ﬁtiai,
experimental population {under section 10(j} of the Act}, thus

allowing comprehensive control of problem wolves.

Under this plan, not éﬁfy can federal ag&ﬁgigs x&l&c&ﬁei?r
kill problem wolves, but private ranchers will be able to kill
wolves they see preying on their livestock. Th&?“&&ﬁ also harass
wolves to keép'theﬁ away from livestock. All the released wolves
| will be radio-collared and carefully monitered. Once 10 breeding
pairs, about 100 wolves/areas, exisﬁ for 3 successive yeacs, the
woives can be delisted and managed solely by the States and
Tribes.

r

We expect only modest economic impact‘to result from the



reintroduction. We do expect some loss of livesgtock to wolf
predation and I cerxtainly zeéagnize 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 p%agraw ig aliaaéy 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 1i§éstock will be miniﬁal
because of the flexibility allowed in wolf control under the

experimental pépulatioanule.

No critical habitat will be designated, and there will be no
land use restrictions on public or private lands for wolf
protéction after 6 packs are established {(and only if n&c%gsary'

in active den sites prior to that time).

It is expected that hantinq of male ungulates wili not be
affectedz although hatvas%gxbf‘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. ASY losses in
hunting-associated revenue may well be more tha# 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 annualiy in Wyoming,

Montana, and Idaho. Even a slight increase in visitation due to



the wolf's presence in this ecosystem would generate millions of

dollars of additional economic activity.

What about the costs of this program? Currenf 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 (even at 1994 prices!) per American for the
opportunity fbf our grandcﬁiidren to hear the cry of the wolf

again.

~ On a voluntary basis, States can submit a plan to manage
wolves outside federal parks and wildlife refuges, bul are not
re@uired to assume this responsibility. Cost of State programs
should not be conéidered in a vacuum., As I alluded to earlier,
increased tourism will increase annual regional revenues by an
estimated $23 million. )

.y
In 1944 canservatibnist Alds Leopold called for the re~

ésﬁablisﬁment of wild wolwves. Today, 351 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
t?em* We know how fo exterminate wolves, we've proven that. Now
we have the chance to demonstrate that we can live alongside one
of North America's greatest'predataré in some of America‘’s most
stunning wilderness and make whole again the first and perhaps

most magnificent of our National Parks.

7



STATEMENT or BRUCE BABBI'IT
Lo e e “'SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR® |
BEFORE rma SENATE COMMI'I’I‘EE ON ENI-:RGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

FEBRUARY 16 1995

N I ani pleased o be here at todays heanng on the FY 1996 budget request for the.; L

| ":"-j,"f;Department of the Interlor o

LT

g No other place on earth have the people of a count'ry made a greater commxtment to

: the conservat:on of natural and cultural resources than m Amerlca The value thls

Natlon has p]aced on that commltment is reflected in the priority placed by both the",: o

- Presrdent and the Congress on Federal fundmg for the Department of the Interlor -

k the Natlons premxer conservatlon agency The FY 1996 budget of the Department" '

. reﬂects a contmuatlon of that pnonty by the Pre51dent

| o Total t'undmg for the Intertor Department for FY. 1996 in current and permanent

' -accounts w1ll be $9 77 bllllOI'l, a net decrease of $9.9 mxlhon from 1995 For funds
_sub]ect to annual approprlatlon by the Congress, the FY 1996 budget for the
'Department seeks a net dxscrettonary total of $7 56 bllllOn “This is a modest increase "

.-of $215 rmlllon, or 2 9 percent over FY ]995 but is only $40 n’ﬁ‘mon or oné half of"

. _ 'one percent more than the amount provxded for the Department in FY 1994 These o

o totals assume dlscretlonary savmgs of $32 m1111on from passage of park fee'-. .

"leglslatmn and a forthcommg budget amendment reducmg Bureau of Mmes:-'V '

- spendmg by $20 mxlhon

It i 1mp0rtant to put these numbers in perspectlve Most of our budget pays for‘ :
' _-people. In the: Departments land management and science agencxes, .about 80 o
' "p'erc_}ent of our fundmg is m_operatlonall-acc_ounts and pays for day-to-day, on-the- . .

Ty }
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" gmzmd work by park managers, refuge staffs, and wn:kmg scxenhsts. Zn the Bureazz
of Indxan &ffa:ra {32'.&}, 86 cents a}f every dﬁi’iar appropnated m the (‘}peratmn c::f

Im’ilan Programs accotmt gaes to reservaticms fat tnbal prmrity programs, tribal

o
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Between FY ‘1‘?94 and FY 1996 our cest af domg btzsmess as a reszzit of pay mcreases
and ather unc&ntw!lable changes waii ge up by 48 percent zAt Yellowswﬁe

Natzona§ E’ark,hfar exam?le, thzs zs eqmva!ent ii) lnsmg ﬁw z-zaianes for 23 fall-txme

-:' l': staff members‘ 'I’he mcdest increase we have propesed fﬁr FY 19% IS targeteii m

ma,zntammg cmr cere respoﬁszbzhhes in the face of. these mcreasmg CQSfS ’I"ogeih&r L

mth fhe red;rechou of resoumes fmm admlmsi‘muve overheafi tQ pmgmms that’ wa
are achxevmg through r.mr Natmnai ?erfarmance Revxew (N?R} eff{}rts the FY 1996

i‘mdget w1l§ pmvrde the Eevei of resmmm necessary w preserve cmr magmfzcent

x, ' Natzmxai I’arks, mamtam our fﬁi’zer tand manag&ment and science: pmgrzzms, and

‘ meet the mmmltment {}f the Federai Gavemment to Natwe Ameracans

3 - . W ; - N 3

. ¢ R T P e, .
<o Mational Parks: | | - . . Ca oo
L e HIN St R
i . Tow P PO -
. + M .o 4 13
L

i

VT e . \;_.‘_ ‘- ,‘.

’ff’%ze Nanonai ?&rks are 1mmmsely popaiaz: Iwath the &mer;can pnhiw VlSltatmm 20
parks and recreamm az‘eas' éé‘r_z_‘nnzzej:s to gmw‘ estzmated FY 29% park vzsztatacm wﬁ}
be 2?’6 mz{izon the eqzzivalent of mzei visit to a Nananal P’ark durmg the’ year b}r
_ every Amerz;:a:z‘ ’I‘he btidget responds to the extra demands of mf:reaged use. by ihe
E L"_: c:amper, br.rd»watcher, angler, and htmter SRR ‘ “

i : LI R

AN

the park aperahons acmunt ’i‘his irscwase wﬁi fimd an across- the-board mcrease fm‘
all park umts of 24 percent to ‘mieet the demandq of mcreased v1sxtazz€m am:l

Pl

govemment eéacatzfm, and other programs 5‘,: SRS Ry ;, A' __J’_‘;

'i'?w buagei.fer- tiéé'l\féti'ongéi i"ar}; Service {NPS) iafééagéﬁ *3'!‘1"558@'(:3'1‘1?335”‘ crease'in -

[



‘.

- 'ii;éi(iin\;&.ffai}s:i‘

e e T, - R P ’ . - I .
WIS - N . w T : o RN B AR
. e . T B z * »1 . H

pmfessxanal tmmmg ;;rograms A.d{:ixtional ms:mases aré pmpesed fcr seiected parks Fe

fac:mg pressmg neecis. ?he budgﬁf for NPS alse’ im:;udes - $15- milhon mcrease t0 :
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The emphasls piaced on* Indian affalrs is ﬁemonstrated by the fat:t that'\: Ll
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s request for the Geoi{:rgmai Sm&y is $586 4 tmiizozx, azx mcmase  of $15 miiimn above

amendment. Wxth respect to the Bureau of Mmes, it has canducws:i a fnrmai

Overall sczence fundmg i pr{}p&seci at the same ievei a.é‘?‘i’ 1993‘ ’I‘he FY ’1996_
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By streamlmmg am:i reézreczmg resgmrces, we have been abie to. fund our highest
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Partnerships: -

" The FY 1996 budget aisa pravzées mzppert for partnersths mth Statss zmd 10::&1

gnvemments zn order t::} make mam resﬁuzces d;rectiy avaziabie to them, About

515 bﬁizan of the {}e?arzmems budget wzil gt} ta States in grants and payments. .
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izave to be requesteci each year.ﬁ For that part that must be annually appmpnateé
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In i}ecember, Fezierai and State agenmes sagneé an’ agreement desxgned to pwtect the : L
‘ aq_uatzc emystem nf ﬁxe Bay/ De fa and prowde greater reimblhty for urbzm anci
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W& have azz 1mpartant task to undertake‘ 23 belleve we have St.lbmltted a geod' '

bm:iget that wﬂe‘.ts the need to streamhne and make Government ‘more effmzent
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STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR BRUCE BABBITT
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DRINKING WATER, FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE OF THE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS
ONS. 191

MARCH 7, 1995

Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me to appear before the new Subcommittee on Drinking
Water, Fisheries and Wildlife to discuss legislation which would impose a moratorium on listing and
consultation under the Endangered Species Act. Tlook forward to working with you and the other
members of the Subcommittee to conserve the nation’s fish and wildlife heritage,

The Endangered Species Act is one of the most innovative, wide-reaching, and important .
environmental law that has been passed in recent times, This hearing signals the start of a debate over
whether to authorize continued spending on threatened and endangered species. During this debate,
the members of this body of thé Congress will decide whether the commitment to threatened and
endangered species is worth keeping. This body of the Congress will play an integral role in deciding
the fate of the Endangered Species Act,

That 13 why the Department of the Interior looks forward to this debate and the opportunities
to work with this Subcommittee in reviewing those problems and how they might best be solved. To
this end, 1 am pleased to share with the Subcommittee this morning a 10-point package of -
improvements to the Endangered Species Act which the Department has just announced that
incorporates 1mporlant administrative policy changes we have already made under the existing Zaw

in the past two years and identifies additional areas that could be addressed through mguiawrg or

congressional action,

Mr. Chairman, it is bard to ignore ihe social and economic environment in which the Congress
will consider the Endangered Species Act. Our workforce is changing, demanding higher skills at the
very time our public education system is being challenged. We face pressing problems about health
care costs and other compeling economic needs, particotarly at the local level.. Our demand on our

: ' 1



natural resources is increasing just at the time when those resources are being stretched to the limit.

We need to be carefull that in our search for solutions to our problems that we do not settle
for short-term fixes, especially where they cause even more problems. It is also important that we
not scapegoat. The Endangered Species Act has been blamed for everything from homelessness to
trade deficits. It is important to properly assign culpability. The Endangered Speéies Act did not
cause the stresses that we have placed on some of our fragile ecosystems. It is only when those:
ecosystems begin to fail that we find loss of habitat and threats to the very survival of speczes The
need to manage our resources wisely has always been there - for the benefit of all human beings who
rely on the functions they provide. The Endangered Species Act is a warning light. When one
species in an @Qosysieya’s web of life starts to die out, all species may bein peril. That includes us,

© Mr. Chairman, we have strived to implement the Endangered Species Act in a manner to help
resolve or avoid conflicts between the needs of a species threatencd with extinction and the needs of
our society. Despite the negative publicity about a few cases, { believe the Endangered Species Act
works, 1believe the examples of problems and condlicts associated with endangered species are rare
given the munber of species i}zgi are aurrently isted as threatened or endangered in this country, We .
must find ways to resclve and provent these problems and we are doiég that.

In the Pacific Northwest, for example, we launched a number of initiatives to restore the
ecosystem, while minimizing the Act’s immoediate impact on people and their fivelihoods. The
Adminisiration has developed a Forest ?léq which will preserve the northern spotted owl ‘and support
the timber communities in the Pacific Northwest by providing a truly sustainable, long-term flow of
timber from Federal lands. That plan will help prevent other species from declining to the point
_ where they will need protection of the Act. — )

The Departments of the Interior and Commerce huve joined with other Federal agencies to
help prevent species from becoming threatened or endangered. For example, the Forest Service and
the Fish and Wildlife Service mcemiy entered into a cooperative agreement 10 protect a rare species
of salamander by stabifizing and prﬁwmmg its populations i ina national forest so lhat it did not have’
to be histed as ihreaimeei or endangered.

We have entered into three cooperative agreements with private timber companies to protect
the red-cockaded woodpecker in the southeastern United States. Because these cooperative .
agreements benefit both the woodpecker and the timber companies, four other companies are in the
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initial stages of negotiating similar agreements with the department involving three additional states.
The Fish and Wildlife Service is also working on skx habital conservation plans in five Southeastern
states involving both industrial and non-industrial f::;rest tands to provide additional protect:on to the
rcd%&ckaded woodpecker,

" The Eﬂé%ﬁg&:&d Species Act has been responsible for improving populations of declining
species throughout the United States and has been the focus of international conservation efforts,
Asmerican 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 species.
- The bald cagle, peregrine falcon, grizzly bear, eastern timber wolf, whooping crane, black-footed
ferret, Columbian ivwizit&iaiied deer, and greenback cutthroat trout have been recovered from the
brink of extinction and are approaching recovery, California condors, gray wolves, and red wolves
have been returned to the wild and are improving dramatically. Each of these Spécies is important
in its own right and critical to the survival of its own ecosystem, Collectwely their presence and thexr

div erszty enriches all our lives.

Despite these accompli shnjacnté, I am well aware of the controversy that surrounds this Act 'z
and of the honest desires of many to engage in a debate about whether the Act should be changed to
,address probléms that have arisen since it was last authorized. But ] believe our c{mizi:y needs {o
maintain its commitment to conserve imperiled species for the benefit of future generations as well
as our own. Although our couniry has made considerable progress with endangered species
conservation over the past twenty yeaig “our task is not cormplete. To ensure that threatened and
" endangered species are protected and z‘ccém;r@{i, the Endangered Species Act needs to remain the
strong, effective conservation tool that is has been since became the law of the land.

3. 191 is the wrong approach

. Mr. Chairman, I want to address myself 1o the subject of this moming’s hearing, 8. 191. This

 legislation would stop in their tracks the sting and the consultation processes under the Endangered

Species Act. Unlike most moratoriums, which have a finite termy, this legistation would bring the Act

to a screeching halt until some indefinite time in the future when the Act itself may be reavthorized.
7 - -

S. 191 is simply the wrong approach. It tries 1o apply a one-size-fits-all solution to compiex -

issyes. If Congress believes that the Act needs to be changed, then we should debate the problems

3



and the alternatives 1o solve those problems. We should not sbdicate our responsibilities by largely
repealing the Act or putting it on hold indefinitely. Even worse, putting the Act on hold creates
rather than solves problems. : )

S. 191 would suspénd all listings determinations until the Act is reauthorized. This means that
no species could be listexd, no matter how endangered it became and no matter how certain that the
species might become extinet. Species don’t stop declining when we stop listing. ' We would simply
be putting off a problem that will grow by our inaction. A moratorium cannot be placed on
endangerment,

In fixct, species could easily become extinet dwing this unknown period of time. Certainly the
condition of some, perhaps many, species will deteriorate, leaving us with the tikelihood of species
that might have been listed as threatened, for which a special rule could be-developed to limit impact
on landowners, Inst instead will have to be listed ag endangered, precluding such a favorable option.
This approach Gmitsfuture options and 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 t}ie’se who will be impacted by the ultimate listing decision. ’

S. 191 would also make it impossible for the Department to carry out its responsibilities under
the terms of two major settlement agrecments agreed to by the Bush Administration, These
agreements set judicially enforceable time frames for ﬁubiishing proposed rules to list certain high-
priority candidate species, . .

More importantly, the listing ban would exacerbate existing problems. We need only reflect
on those two setilement agreements to demonstrate this. Part of the reasan.we are under court order
to list abowt 100 species this year are the self-imposed listing slow-downs by the Department in 1581
and 1988, =

The bill would also ban indefinitely the designation of eritical habitat. Again, a ban will not
keep critical habitat from being degraded or destroyed, further impeyiling species. Furthenmore, if
the thinking behind the legislation is that we st slow down designations to more propetly consider
all factors, the Act already provides for the consideration of economic factors in designating critical
habitat, and we ate doing so..

We are also concemed about the risk that some landowners might take actions harmful to
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" species in anticipation of a listing that might follow. This xa{oiﬂd especially be true if the condition
of many species actually deteriorated, as I have suggested, merely because of the ban,

Perhaps even worse than the ban on listings under section 4 of the Act is the proposalin §.
191 prohibiting indefinitely the consultation process under section 7 of the Act. This proposal would
relieve Federal agencies of their respongibilities under the Act 1o conserve species, consult with -
wildlife agencies, and avoid jeopardizing the existence of listed species. This is particularly alarming
because it would not only expose all 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 of a
Targe number of listed species. Also, foderally suthorized, funded, or undertaken activities that would
incidentally take aalegéangemd or threatened species would come 1o a halt because consultation is
required to comply with section 9 of the Act. Therefore, the effect of a moratorium on section 7
activities would result in an indefinite delay in the issuance of Federal permits and licenses, the
construction of new Federal projects, and a myriad of other Federal activities that are important 0,
citizens throughont the country. ‘

Proposals as sweeping as 8. 191 seem to lead to unintended consequences. They tend to
sweep up situations never contemplated by their advocates and potentially harm the very people they
are designed to help. We must instead seck improvements to the Act with open, creative, and

innovative minds.
A better approach ‘x“\;;

If S 191 is the Wrong approach, you have the right to ask me what is the right approach.
First, T would emphasize again that we have akeady made dramafic improvements in the
implementation of the Act. We have committed to making the Act more effective and more efficient
without creating the controversy that has surrounded this important legislation since its inception.
In the process, we have identified previously unexplored opportunities already contained in the
Endangered Species Act and have used them to resolve issues 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 cooperation with private citizens. While doing
50, we have discovered that the Endangered Species Act provides a wide array of tools to resolve or
avoid the apparent conflict between the needs of species threatened with extinction and the needs of
our society, - We have also discovered that examnples of successful Federal and private cooperatioﬁ
to protect threatened and endangered species are far more abundant than most people probably would’

3
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associate with the Endangered Species Act.

But we agree that more needs to be done. We have developed ten principles to guide the
Adminisiration’s effort for reforming and implementing the Endangered Species Act. These policies
address some of the persistent criticisms associated with the way the Endangered Species Act is
implemented and will continue my commitment to avoid the conflicts that have surrounded the
Federal government's attempts to protect threatened and endangered species over the past several
vears. These policies will minimize the impact of the Act on private landowners, particularly small
" tandowners and provide them with more certainty on how they can comply with the Endangered
Species Act when a species is listed. These policies propose new partnerships with State, tribal, and
Iocal governments. These policies address concerns about the quality of the science that is used when
implementing the Endangered Species Act, Finally, these policies will improve the process of
recovering tlzeatened and endangered species and will enfist the participation of a broader array of
individuals to help develop thesevrei:evmy plans,

They are as follows:

1. Base Endangered Species Act decisions on sound and objective science,
2. Minimize social a:;é economic impacts,

3. Provide quick, responsive amvi*‘er's and certainty to fandowners.

4. Treat landowners fairly and with consideraiién.

5. Create incentives for landowners (o conserve species,

6. Make effective use of limited pubbe and private resources by focusing on groups of species .
dependent on the same habitat, '

1. Prevent specics from becoming endangered or threatened.
8, Promptly recover and de-list threatened and endangered species,

9. Promote efficiency and consistency.



10.  Provide state, irbal, and ocal gevemmenfs with opportunities to play a greater role in
carrying out the Endangered Species Act.

. Tl briefly summuarize our principles under several broad themes,
Minimize impacts on landowners

First, our principles identify administrative measores and legislative concepts to minimize
© impacts on landowners. We believe that the Act must be carried out in a manner that avoids
unnecessary social and economic impacté upon private property and minimizes those impacts that
cannot be avoided. One method is our policy directive that requires recovery planning to minimize
these impacts and will involve stakeholders in ;ieveia;)ing and implemienting recovery efforts to make
sure that goal is achieved. Another is to address the concern of many, especially small landowners,
segarding their uncertainty over the impact of listing on their activities, such as clearing vegetation
or selling a small homesite. Our policy directs, at the time of listing, the identification of all known
activities that are exempt from or that will not be affected by the Act’s pmhibitim;s against the take- -
of a listed species, These policies will sugment our “no surprises” ;};aiicy whereby tandowners who
develop an approved habitat conservation plan will not be subject to later demands for larger [and or
* financial commitment if the plan is adhered to -- even of the needs of a species covered by the plan
increases over lime. ) ’
‘ .. A

The Congress could extend these proposals and provide even greater certainty to landowners
who develop approved habitat conservation plans that protect non-listed as well as listed species. If .
they undertake actions under the plan which protect candidate species urhabitat, the landowners
would be able 1o engage in land use activities even if the candidate species or some other species
dependent on that habitat are subsequently listed. This would provide certainty for multi-species
planning and would greatly aid landowners concerned that their good deeds could be undermined by
a new listing, '

Furthermore, we believe that the Act-must be administered in a manner that assures fair and
considerate treatment for those whose land is affected by its programs. One way is to assure that -
federal agencies fully meet their responsibilities for conserving species in order to reduce impacis to
private lands. We believe that the section 7 moratorium in 8. 191 would fake us in the opposite’
direction,
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We also will propose regulations that will allow land use activities by small landowners and .
landowners whose activities have only a negligible adverse effect on the Bkelihood of the survival or
recrvery of a thieatened species. Specifically, we propose that activities on land occupied by a sisigle
household and being used solely for residential purposes, aciivi‘iies that affect five acres of land or
less, or activities having a negligible effect would be allowed. The Department would issue a special
rule to regulate activities if the cumulative adverse effect was significant. : '

The Congress could extend this flexibility to activities having negligible adverse effect on
" endangered species as well.

The Act currently provides opportunities for minimizing impacts on larger landowners as well, -
The Department has also published several special rules {called “4(d) mles™ after the section that
authorizes them), which allows development of private lands to proceed while protecting threatened
species. Thisis a tool which demonstrates flexibility in the Act. A recent example is our proposed
4{&) ride for the States of Washington and California which will generally exempt landowners with
less than 80 acyes of forest land from the Act’s prohibitions on incidental take of spotted owls.

Finally, with respect to all landowners, we are proposing the use of incentives to encourage
them to protect and cz:)zzsefyé species on their land. Many landowners are currently reluctant to
manage their lands in ways that benefit Bsted species because they are concemed that any subsequent
reduction in quality or quantity of ény improved habitat would be subject 1o the “take’ prohibitions
of the Act.  An excellent example of out-efforts in this regard is the proposed habitat conservation
plan for the Sandhills Area of North Carolind which we announced just last week. This unique
proposal would provide landowners who volunteer to improve the habitat for the endangered red-
cockaded woodpecker on their fand with an ironclad guarantee that they s will not be subject to the
Act’s prohibitions in the future if they succeed in attracting the bird to their land. | |

Enbance relationship with states, tribes and local gov:mme‘:zis
Me. Chairman, the Federal government cannot implement the Endangered Species Act alone,

In addition to private citizens, we will need the help and cooperation of the states, tribes, and local
governments, That is why our package identifies ways in which the Congress could establish a new

federal-state relationship to achieve the goal’s of the Act, We believe that buildi::g new parinerships

and strengthening existing ones with state, tribal, and local g(}mm{s is essential to achieving the
goals of the Endangered Species Act. While we have issued policy directives to enhance the
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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 jurisdiction over
management of a threatened or endangered species in their jurisdiction. Specifically, if a state
entered 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 responsibility for issuing permits under section 10 of the Act for areas within the
state inchuded 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 conservation planning processes. We recognize that states have
substantial expertise concemmg species within their Junsdlction and we have identified a process
which Congress could establish to give specnal consideration to this state experllse.

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 of S. 1 from the
Federal Advisory Committee Act for cooperative actions between those governments and federal
agencies in carrying out the Endangered Species Act through the .

\-1

Base Decisions on Sound and Objective Science

Much has been said about the quality of decisions made under theAct 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.

1 also hasten to add that the listing problem is overstated. Our review of actions on listing
petitions revealed that for 1990-1994, the Fish and’ Wlldhfe Service rejected 68 percent of the
petitions either at the 90-day or 12-month stage in the process. We believe that this demonstrates
the care with which we are examining petitions to list. Moreover, we are mcreasmgly looking for
other ways to provide the necessary protection for a declining ;species and their habitat to foreclose
the need for listing. A recent example of this is the Alexander Archipelago wolf, a species that occurs

9



almost exclusively in Alaska on Federal land. We were able to make a not-warranted finding based °
fargely on commitments by the Forest Service to provide for the conservation of the species in the
management of their lands.

Improve Recovery of ‘Species

Finally, our package addresses the goal of the Act 1o bring species back to the point at which
they will no longer require the Act’s protection. 'We propose that all stakeliolders be provided the
opportunity to parficipate in the development and implementation of the recovery plan. Additionaily,
recovery could be enhanced by Congress requiring that designations of critical habitat occur
concurrently with recovery plan approval, rather than at the time of listing. This would assure that
onfy one decision on measures needed for rccevcrjf, not two, would be required and that affected
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 incorporated into the recovery plan.

Conclusion

This is a brief summary of the major points in our 10-point plan. We are committed — and
have demonstrated our conmitment — to making the Endangered spegies Act work better for species
and for landowners. We stand ready and willing to work with the Committee to address problems
with the Act. Although a moratoriurtmay seem like a quick, easy fix, it is not a substitute for
addressing the real problems. Furthermmef we believe that it will actually worsen thoge problems.

M. Chairman, we have demonstrated with our 1{i~poim plan a willifigness to step to the plate -

and get to work. We look forward to assisting the Committee in its reauthorization efforts and again,
I thank you for the opportunity to be here this morming.

10



4

i
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stmm THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

March g, ‘;99\5‘

lam {ia}zgmeé to be here today to Eest;fv 'zbout an msue of great xmpomnce not “

Qniy 10 ihé‘f Ifztﬁrzor Department, but to the Congress ’mci American Erxdzam tribes

as we!l We ca]l it the Buredu of Indlan Affa:rs re-0rganization eff{}z’f but what

“we are mally talking about is the mt}dﬁmuman of the way this government f:arrzf:s

out its special legal responsibilities and delivers servzm% to American Indian Frlbes
ceﬁszszenz with the government to g{)vcmment rciazlonsh:p tint emsts between the:

Umzed States and zr;bal govemmems

“That the Bureau of Indian Affairs needs re-grganization is something about which

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

©and the Ijaparizzz{:zzz, have invested a hefly amount of time and effort over the past

N .ot 3 - * "\V‘ . *
twenty vears examuning the BIA ‘and its processes and structure. -Every report,
study, and fecommendation calls for a lessening in the role of the BIA in the day-

to-day. affairs of tribal governments, and the assamgﬁz{}ﬁ“ﬁ‘f greater éegz‘ees of

' deczsxommakmg az.zzha}r;ty over £he zmmg{:meaz of {{ib”ii TESOUTCES by the tribes.

Yet, we' {:znm}z and mzzst:nci fose sight of iizc fundamental fact that ‘the United

States has a unique obligation to American Indian and Native Alaska tribes. This

'. obligation, the federal Indian trust responsi'tﬁi[ity 15 fundamemai to the Federal-

Indian rclaiioﬁship, and, -as -such, .the United States has a speczzﬁ legally

enforceable duty tor ensure that its obl zgatms are carried out.


http:modernization.of
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‘ Past effﬂ:is to reduce the federal prssance in In::ilan Affmrs fazied because izizie or”
no azzentmn was given to the need 1o maintain the qpecza% ZruSL relatzcnsth In the
1950 s, saciz a reform effort resuized in termination pollcws wh;ch 50, devastated
mb'al communities that the Senate expressly condemned the termznatz{}n pohcy in
a spsczat concurrent’ resolution enacted on June 28, i9’?3 Termination was a
- social, pt}i:tzcai and ccenomw dlsasmr of such magnitude that even today the Zrzi‘ms
are wxry of BIA reorganization affmts and demand, rzghzfully so, the rlght t{}
participate in any reorganization plan to ensnr_e-prz}zﬁctaon and g}raservauc}n i}f their

special political and legal status.

This Federal-Indian relationship is firmly rooted in the law of this g;r‘ea_t nation.
The Constitution of the United States carves out the special relatignship befween.
the Federal gs:;vet'nmczz‘z and the tribes, and all szzi}s_eé;uf:nt Supreme Court doctrine
. affirms the speeial légal and pofitical status of Indian tribes. Acémd%zzgiy, any steps
we take io reform and modernize the. Bure'zf.; of Indian Affairs must include
mechanisms whz{:la enaéle the Depari’meni to fulfili its trust resg:z&z‘mb;ht:es a5 set

out in treaties, Eag:siaﬁon cxe{:z,zizva, orders, and legal opintons,

Having set out the framework for the task before us, | (wiT n’ow_zé the ‘Bureau,

and how we envision its reform. It gées without saying, that in addition: to
preserving, the abzhty to carry out the federal trust mspcns:bihty we must maintain
the {:apabxhty to carry out ccrfam core functions as requ;rﬁé by treaty and statute
We mus{ also recogmm that mbai reeds vary, and some tribes may be in a better
pf}sz{zcn 1o assume BIA operazzz}z}s than othefs and that appropriate izzzzeframes for

*

these irzb&s may vary.



As yoﬁ' i&zaw « we are now in the”iasszzfiti‘cai pbaée of 'tl"iis Administratiz}ﬁ'g
initiative 1o reinvent g(}vernmenz “The Departmfsm of the Interior has beena Ieader -
in this effort and the szz‘mu of {zzdxan Affmrs like other bureauﬁ An the

Daparim&nt has been directed to {iwelo;) a streamhning plan. Th:s eff&rt has been
directed ‘ay the gm&mg principles and reﬁzemmend‘atzens of the Iemt'
Tribal/BIA/DOI Task Force on Reorggnizazién of the BIA.

- -The Task Fnrcas infull partnership xgvbit‘h the Tribes, held 22 r'neézingg over the past
four .yefgs té‘ devaiép final {écgﬁmmendati@és for :remrgaz'zizxing: the . Bureau,
Although the Task Force began its work before the Reinvention Initiative, many
of 113 {'ﬁcommenéazzoﬁs were consistent with those deve Ig}ped m the National -

P’ﬁi{ fmmanw Rcvlew

The ’I"fisk Force completed its wdrk in August, 1994, and issued a final rep{}i;{_%n
January, 1995, There were a total of 44 recommendations made -by the Task "
Force. All'but pwo are in keeping with the objectives of the Natioral Performance
Review and will provide gﬁidaz@é in.refitting the BIA to meet the needs of the
" Tribes. - , |
| Sabéequent to this, the BIA- also davéigééﬁ optio'ﬁs.kfer.ﬁliﬁiiézzg ,the: man&azesbaf
the National Performance Review. As part of the development of £iz‘ese‘ c:pftioi:s,’
" both the Assistant Secretary and 1 z:e{*zsultee:i wiih-tribt;s Ehrg}zzghuut the tw‘eivre' -
. Bureau Areas during the month of January 1995. i}aring these meetings, the
| streambining proposais were explained and prevzded to the . Tribes for comment.
In Eecember and }anuary, | personally met with tribes in the Phi}fmzx Oklahoma
- and Sazzrz;mento Areas and ! heard first hand‘ the tribes’ commgms on the Bureau §

- streamlining proposals. In all of these meetings, tribal leaders expressed their



‘ Szzpport for the commumg existence of the Bureau of ¥ndzan Aff*zzrs Hoiafe'ver
they are at the same- time lnt{:rested m seamg the Bureaz; b&came an ozgammtmn
. that is more respenswe zo tribal needs and more capable {}f fulﬁ!lmg its special

’fzducxary mgg}{mslbllmes to the mbes

_ Afzer cmmmmg the a{zernatzwzs we strongiy beheve thai the altxmam m{:{;h'lmsms
for restructuring zmd strea mlmmg zhe Buréau can be found in ihe self-determination
“and self governance prz:mf:sses. “The opportunity 1o agceferagﬁ this eff'erz‘ Was
presented"by Ci}:}arass“in Pub. L. 1035413, the Taw making permanent the self
| governance project. The Burcau will utilize existing pr{}cess‘as to éxpazzii the scmpzz |
‘ of contracts and cemgy‘zcts to include-program chrszght activitiés curremty held at |
gither Area or Headqua{zers level, Using the Central Office tz‘zi}aE share fﬁ}fﬁ}ﬁ
developed and mandated ‘ by the Self-Governance law, tribal shares will be '
determined for both self-governance tribes and tribes ca;réét%y contracting undes
the authority of ?uf} L. 93-638 "I”'hesc: share would then be transferred to
individual tribal prx{)my aktacanon accounts at the Zrzbe-agenCy fevel: - As more
tribes assume the management o?programs and services to their members through
self g{}vernance compacts and self determznazm contracts, Bureau stafﬁzxg wifi be

reduced to a level that 'will allow the Bureau to meet only those functions that have

not been cazzzpacted or cz}z‘tzmcted to the Tr:be&

Under the self-determination and self-governance _§Qléci§s; [ believe that the
Bureau's mission is to 'supﬁori;zribai‘ gdvé:mzzze’ms. Tribal concerns are best
address‘éd az the tribal level. The Bureai, on the other hand should be focused on
'Cazr}fmg {}u{ zhas& functwns which are appropriate to fulfilling its legal

' resp{}ﬁS¥bllltli‘S to tribes as d&f‘ ned by {reaiy, statute, execuiwe order, or in case



law cansgmant with' ihe governm&nt-tc*govcmmenz relatmnshxp and guxded by the

x @)0110163 of self- detcrmznazx}n and, seif gavernance

f appz‘ﬁz{‘:zafe the concezzz of the {rzb{:s zhat the sax«mgs resu]tmg frez‘ﬁ reduclmns mo

‘ Burgau FTEs and admm:stratzvc streamimmg must be avazlable to' tribes S0 that. ‘

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

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

examination (o dctczmme whera futther -consolidations and’ Stfeam!mmg shwid__ ‘

occur o continue improvement of the Bnrez’;u s efficiency. -

In summary, | urge you to Suppor{ the restructuring efforts now underway. I also

urge you to support the tribes’ recommendation that all savings from this effort will ©

be redistributed 1o the tribes for reinvestment in Indian Country.

I pledge to you our commztmzznt zo work with this Committee, the Congress, and

~ Indian zrzbes 10 re{}rgamm the Eureazx ie::r be more responsive 1o the needs of tribal

communities.

This conciudes my prepared statement I w;ll be happy to respond to'any quesimn&

‘ii}at the Commiitee might have.
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TESTINMONY OF THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR
BRUCE BABBITT

 Before the ,
. Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigation
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
United States Senate

The Honorable Crai§ Thomas, Chairman

i - ) February 6, 1998

" . MR. CEAIRNMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTE:

I welcome the opportunity to be here today to talk about the rich
federal land legacy of each and evaiy American: our natianal
parks, our naticnal forests, our wildlife refuges, and our BIM
public lands. They extend from the mountains of Yosemite to the
Statue of Liberty, from the great plains of the West ‘to the

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

\ heart of America, ah& they are the envy of the world.

Aot

our country was founded by individuals seeking -freedom and
equality, and our natural heritage 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,‘rafpéea and public lands has

always transcended idamloéy or partisan politics. The President

-and the Congress, Democrats and Republicans, Westerners and

Easterners have united to create this heritage. It was a
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" Republican, Teddy Roosevelt, who wrote, "To waste, to destroy our
natural resources, to skin and exhaust the land instead of using -
ii 50 as to increase its usefulness, will result in undermining i
in the da§srof our children the very prosperity which we cught by
right to hand down to them aﬁplifieé and developed.®

The firgz_hational parks, refuges and forests were created in the
‘ninetaenth éentury by Americans of vision. The National Park
Service is still gquided by the principles of its 1916 organic
.act, which decreed that the park system was to be "dedicated go
conserving uninpaired ... natural and culturzal resources and
values ... for the enjoyment, eﬁaaaﬁian, and inspiration of thié

and future generations."

Similarly, the National Forests are still managed according to
Gifford Pinchot’s maxinm, "the greatest gdodvfor the greatest
number in the long ren." Concerned about the decline of American

wildlife species, Teddy Eoosevelt established the first Hational
wildlife Refuge in 1903. -

In the modern era, the retention and managenent of ﬁhesa lands is
guided by a desire to protect lands of national interest for
‘thair conservation, recreation, and taxpayer asseg values.,
Bipartisan support for conserving our natural heritage has
coptinued to prevail throughout thig century, as President

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



Twenty years ago, President Ford signed into law the Federal Land
volicy andlﬁanagement Act (FLPMA), a commitment to the American
people that our public lands would in general be retained by the
ém&rican’éaopla and managed in perpetulty for future
generations. FLPMA was an’ example of bipartisanship at its best~
~with sﬁbstantial suppert from both sides of the aisle, inciuding

from Western Members of (ongress.

I am concernad, HMr, Chairman, that thi% century-iong era of
‘bipartisan support for our national lands is suddenly in
jeopardy. ‘Today in Congress we see an axray of measures that .
seek to strip the American people of their rich heritage. Thare.
are proposals to cleose national parks, to sell public ski
resorts, to destroy the pristine environment of the Argtic

National Wildlife Rafugqq‘

Gther ma&sarés, indluding sham reform of min%gg law and
concesgions policy, would contimue to deny the taxpayeyr millions
of dollars in revenue., These proposals are not being advanced
because the American people want to divest their natural heritage
- indeed, legislation h#s stalled because ¢itizen$_havé

protested.

What we are seeiég 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 resuit in our national heritage being placed onvtha auction
block' for sale to the highest bidder, or even simply given away.
This Aﬁministratian‘ia committed to fighting for America‘s lands,
té ensure. that they remain for the benefit of all, and that they

do not become private playgrounds for the richest among us.

Last year, I told many audiences that I did not come to
washingtbn to clese our National Parks. Neither did I come to

washington to allow "No Trespassing” signs to be posted on our

public lands. This Administration will not stand by and watch

our heritage squandered for the sﬁnrt«tem benafit of a few
special intereatg. We intend to look out for the public
interest, not the special interests. e will fight to keep
public lands in_publiz hands, for all americans, prgsént and
future. o, ;

Let me turn now to the report of the General Accounting Office.
I guess that the simplast way ¢f summing up their findings is to
say that Americans own a great deal of land. Like most '
Americans, I's proud of fhatf .My friend and colleague, Jack Ward
Thoras, asked the guestion recently, "Can we affafd{tu ownr public
1ands?” He answered it, "Can we afford not ta? For uver a
hundred years, during good econemic times and bad, public landé

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

i
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have helped build a nation with inexpensive recreation, wood,

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

- health yieiding ¢lean air and water for generations.” I couldn’t

have said it better nyself.

The great American West, and the public lands it contains,  are &

beguest tmyas, a gift from our those vwho pracéded us. As Wallace

- Btegner wrote in 1992,

"The federal presence should ba recognized as what it at
least partly is: a reaction against our former profligacy and
wagtefginesa, an effort at adaptation and stewardship i; the
interest of the environment and the future...the land-managing
bureaus all have at least part of their purpose the preservation '
of the West iﬁ a.ralatiV¢1y naturai, healthy, and sustainable
condition... .~

¥i{The land bureaus} provide aﬂd protect the visible,‘
available, unfenced space that surrounds almost all western
cities and towns--surrounds them as water surrounds fish, and is

their llving element.® : -

Our public lands, the forests, parks, and rafuqéa are places of
commercial activity, places of recreation and places of

wilderness. As we travel through the West today we see an

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

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

world class hunting. 7This wealth of activity is repeated
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poll, no matter how the questions are asked, we hear the same

answers--Americans care about their natural resource heritage.

- The Amerlcan people have been steadfast in their commitment--it

iz the sp&nial interests that seek to overturn that consensus.

The resﬁonsihility of this generation, as of every generation, is’

o imprave‘eur natural heritage. We will not accompiish this

through m19§1n§ the parks. or dispuéing of refuges and public

lands.

Tha‘f&at that I am here today to defend America‘s public lands
does not mean that I believe every Scta mist be frozen in place.l
We can bring together thoughtful men and women to reconfigure the
federal land estate and work cut common sense solutions for the
future. Over time, land ownership patterns have developed in
some areas that make little sense. '

Let me tell you about my own experience in Arizona, where ve
brought everyone to the table--federal, state, -local and private
landholders««to improve . the land pattern. Pirst, we outlined our
goals. We agreed that the state should concentrate its
lapndholdings in more urban areas, while the BLM should focus on

holding rural land with $1gﬁi£1cant conservation valﬁes. we also

" agreed to reconfig&re scattered holdings that were difficult to

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

common goals. In dozens of transactions over several years the
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staéa was given about 7&8,660 acres of surface land, and 322,000
acres of subsurface; private interests received some 500,000

acres of surface and 288,000 acres of subsurface; and the federal
governmehﬁ ab&at 1.59 million acres of surface and about 610,000
acres of subsurface. Our trades were secured through bipartisan

agreements-~this is the approach needed to reconfigure public

' lands,

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

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

cooperatively. It was motivated not by ideology or special
intera&t, bhut by common sense. Let me tell you about just one of
our success stories, the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation

Area, which attracts visitors from all over the world. By

‘trading public land of high commercial vaiue in the Phoenix

métrapolit&n area for private land on the San Pedro River, BIM is
meeting public conservation needs while helping provide Jlocal
econemic benefits.

Let me give you another example of how legislation can help bring

about raconfiguration for the public good. 1In 1980, Congress

“approved the Burton-Santini Act, which gave the Bepaztmeht of the

Interior the authority to sell land in the Las Vegas Valley and
use the revenue to- purchase land in Lake Tahoe National Forest.
Under Burton-Santini, everyone has benefited. The federal

government has shared the receipts with Clark County, the City of
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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 aats'a high priority on working
out land exahaﬁgas‘thaﬁ result in coumon sense land management.,
These ekchénqes are rarely of equal acreage~~higher values are at
stake. The sﬁcaesa of our wutual efforts cannot be measured by ‘
simply bqunﬁing the net change in federally owned acres. To
assist 1¢§a1baaanomie developnent, the federal government may
exch%age small parcels of urban land for larger, rural holdings .
The old adage.abaat the three laws éf real estate-~¥location,

location, location® is absolutely true.

As you may know, I have-apent much §£ the past year me&tiné
Americans in their own ba&ky%rds and talking about the successes
born of cur‘nation’é environmental }awﬁ.\ And.so I was not
surprised to read in Money Magazine recently that when Americans
were asked whaé they'thaught'was important about where they
1ived, they replied that clean water and clean air were numbexs
one and two, HNot {at behind was prﬁximity té lakes, okaans,'and

public lands.

The American public believes in its public lands. "In fact,
acquisition of additional private lands into public ownership for

consexvation and recreatlion purpeses remains highly popular., For



avidencoa of this support we.aeed look no further than to the
highly successful Land and Water Conservation Fund. The basic
intent of LWCF is to devote revenue from one public resource, oil
& gas-l&aﬁing on the Quter-chtinantal Shelf, to the perpetusation
of ancother public xesaﬁrcﬁ, outdoor recr&aiicn lands at the

federal, state, and local levels.

As Ifm sure }au will'heér from the GAQ, these aequisitian$‘
haven’t come from the general budgets of our agencies, or at the
hehest of the executive branch. For example, approximately 94%
of the 3900 nillion spent siﬁca 1966 to acquire National wildlife '
Refuge lands has been specifically ﬁravi&ed by Congress through
line~-item ééprapxiations.

Each year, I receive a l{§t from Congress identifying and
raquestingilands that Representatives and SQnatarQ want tﬂé
PDepartment to aaqui%e$ I welcome thislliat,.gga§ﬁ$a 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 thelr environment. The‘largeat percentage of these
funds have been spent in the non-public land states, agpaéially,
east of the Mississippl and on the West coast, where the
population ls highest, and the amount of pre-existing public open

space is lowest.
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séppert for the public lands and the values they represent
continues to be reaffirmed time and again, from a century ago to

today. A few days ago, I happened to see an article in the

chgrage Daily News that caught my eye and perhaps best sunms up
what we’ve been talking about. Bob Barbee, a longtime Intarior
ﬁapartm@nt field managsr, whcm you may remambex from his days as
Superintendent at Yellaﬂstona, was writing about. the 1mpurtanaa
and natianal<valua of parks and the public lands as a "system of

places connecting us persoenally, and as a species, to nature and

‘our history.® He went on to say that this system is:

"tga envy of the world, copiea by nations rich and poor. 5
proposal to dismantle that system dishonors our predecessors
across the political 5pectr§n whq‘built it and vandalize; the
aamﬁon‘haritage we leave, our offspring. It’s a vote against
posterity, for those who stand to be most enriched, are toa young

too vote, or have yet to be born.”
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TESTIMONY OF BRUCE BABBITT, SECRETARY OF THZ%E INTERIOR, BEFORE
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES CONSERVATION; WILDLIFE AND
OCEANS, HOUSE COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES, REGARDING H.R. 511,
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT ACT, AND H.R, 512,
NEW NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE AUTHORIZATION ACT :

Marc.h 6, 1996

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this Stz?x:omm::tec to testify on
H.R. 511 and H.R. 512. Let me state at the outset, in a spirit of chss and candor, that I am

- strongly opposed to both of these bills and would be compelled to recommend that the President
" veto either one if enacted in its present form. Let me also say that [ spoke with Congressman
Dingell yesterday and promised him that in his absence 1 would explain my objections carefully,
in hopes that we may eventually be able 1o work out pur difference’ and produce legislation that
wonld strengthen and improve our wildhife refuge system.

The National Wildlife Refuge System is the world’s greaiest system of lands dedicated to the
conservation of fish and wildlife. 1tis a system founded mn {bithy a belwi”%?mi 11 a country as
bountiful and diverse as owrs, there ought to be special places that are set aside exclusively for
the conservation of this nation’s fish and waldhife resources. These sz;}ecxal places are National
Wildlife Refuges. Unbike other areas where wildlife is shunted aside by the relentless forces of
the bulidozer, chain saw and plow, 1he conservation of wild ue‘uuni s, Iarge and small, ngns
supreme i wildhife refuges. In wildlife refuges, the conservation needs of wildlife are
paramount. o
The central, overarching purpose of the National Wildlife Refuge System is, and should be, the
conservation of fish, wildlife and their habitat, 1T we do that job well, then there will be ample
opportunity for compatibie recreational uses which depend on dnerae.,azzé ahundant wildlife.
Wildlife conservation is our purpase. Compatible recreational uses arc benelits that flow from
this purpose. ! .

This dzstmctson is where HLR. 511 and [ part company. The bill scmmbies the crucial distinction
between “purpose” and “use” that has been at the heart of the re fuge philosophy ever since
Theodore Reosevelt created our first refuge at Pelicon Island. It does Si{} by mixing hunting and
fishing, wildlife nbservation and environmentai education as “purposes™, rather than “uses”, of
the refuge system. Section 4{a}{3) effectively elevates recreational uses to mandatory panity with
the traditional conservation purpose of the refuge systern. f

]

The bill, as { read it, would give the groups mentioned in section 4(a)(3) the right to sue gach
other for materially affecting their ability to use a refuge. In other words, under this bill, a bird
watcher could sue 2 duck hunter under section 6, cialmmg that the hllmter is “materially
interfering”” with his right which is protected as a “purpose”™ of the refuge uruder section 3.
Similurly, the duck henter conld sue to stop school children from pam::ipa!mg in environmental




education programs or bird waichers from observing migratory bmis on the refuge. The
combinations are ncarzy as numerous as the tlawyers iookmg for wimk

I am quite cortain that this result was not intended by mther the cimﬁers or the sponsors of tl'us
bitl. Nonetheless, it illustrates a fundamental defect of this bill - by aztemptm g to deprive
managers of sound discretion and to create a detailed system: of stalmt:}ry micro management, it
~ will bring lawyers and judges ever more deeply into the management of vur refuge systemn.

[ should also note section 6, which provides that “when managed i)lrz accordance with principles
of sound fish and wildlife management,” hunting, along with fishing, wildlife observation, and
environmental education, in a refuge is generaily a compatible use! When faken with the
definition of "management” In sectipn 3, this section could amount to 1 statutory presumption
that all wildlife refuges shall be open to hunting. <

Undoubtedly. some will cast H.R. 511 as a'litmus test of support fi:ir fishing and hunting. But fet
me say to you clearly, this debate is not about fishing or hunting on wildlifs refuges. It is about
two contrasting philosophics of how to manage wildlife refuges, and in that respect 1 must

refnain true e the tradibion of Theodore Roosevelt and the spérismtfn and women who have
helped to build this system. [f you were to suggest to me that birdwatching should be 3 statutory
purpose ef the National Wildlife Refuge System, | would say "no”. Wildlife photography? '
"N, Conservation Education? “No”,

Kot because | am opposed to any of these uses, To the contrary, | enthusiastically support them
all, including bunting and fishing. But I belicve that the statutory purpose of the refuge system
is, and must remain, singular: the canscwmion of fish, wildlife and their habitat. :

Incidently, this is not 4 new debate. ¥zz 1968, a Departmental aﬁv:sery commities on wildlife
management -- known as the "Leopold Comnitiee” afler iis chmrrn‘m Dr. A, Starker Leopold --
addressed this same issue. Their conclusion rings just as frue iez}ay

"We concur ... that recreation on the refuges should in all cases be secondary 1o the

primary purpose of management for wildlife enhancement, aifxd under no circumstances.

should general recreation be permitted to interfere with this prxmary dedication,” {
The advice of the Leopold Commitiee has been followed ever since with spectacular results. As
. aresult, wildlife dependent recreation, like hunting, birdwatching and fishing, flounishes in our

refuges today.” Among our 509 refuges, 283 allow hunting and 276 ailow fishing. More refuge

lands and waters are being opencd to these uses each year, In 1996, z‘im list of refuges open to
recreational fishing grew by 12 and new hunting programs were bcgtim on 9 refuges, and since |
became Scecretary of the Interior 24 new refuge honting programs have been injtrated.

Also in the past year, the Fish and Wildlife Service has begon new ref%zgc z}artncrshxps with
groups as diverse as the National Audubon Society, Safari Club Intemzzzzo:zaz and the North |
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American Nahre Pholo graphy Association. These agreements wzfl directly support management
" activities, increase volunteerism, and of course, promote ccmpaizb}c recreational use. The
Service has embarked on an ambitious “Friends Initiative™ in cooperation with the National
Wildlife Refuge Association. This effort will provide a framework for interested private citizens
to get involved and become an active participant in refuge rzzaaagelmfznt

President Clinton’s 1998 budget ;zmvxdes resovrees for the szc&; to develop comprehensive
management plans for alf of our refuges within the next 8 years. This effort will involve
unprecedented numbers of Americans in the management of our refoge fands.

Mr. Chamnan wa have worked hard to eliminate unnecessary 3mped1mf:ﬁts to allowing

compat ible wildlife-dependent recreation within z‘e&zges For ezample 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 System, they were ofien closed to public use for long pertods of time while
the Fish and Wildlife Service completed planning for the area, 'Foqowiizg up on Mollic Beattie’s
commitment to you two years ago, we have published a new policy requiring preacquisition
consideration of existing recreational uses. Through this pcﬂ}c}f, ihz* Fish and Wildlife Service
will make interim determinations of compatibility for ongoing recmazmnal uses prior (o an wrea
being acquired for the Refuge System. This will aveid the 1mmcdia¥c closure of refuge arcas
upon acquisition and will inform the public, prior to acquisition, as w which mldhfe—ziep&miem
recreational uses will be allowed to continue on newly acquired 2ands As in other areas, a “no
surprises” policy makes for good sense and good neighbors.

b

[ could talk about many other posi‘tive things happening within the Refuge System: new and
enhanced partnerships; a renewed commitment to strengthening the system’s biological
management; the continued eliminatiog of incompatible uses; and oh and on.

Mr. Chairman, these good things did not just happen. On March 25, 1996, President Clinton
signed Exceutive Order 12996 on “Management and General Public Use of the National Wildlife
" Refuge System”. This Executive Order, the first ong ever issued regar&%ng the management of
the Refuge System, establishes a clear and singular mission for the reﬁzge system: “to preserve a
national network of lands and waters for the conservation and managemem of the fish, wildlife,
and plant resonrces of the United States for the benefit of present and future generations.” To ¢
carTy out this mission and principles, the Executive Order requires mf; to implement ten

directives. i

One of these directives is particulatly relevant to today’s discussion, ‘In the area of public use,
the Executive Order identifies four specific classes of wildlife-dependent uses as “priority public
uses” for the refuge system; hunting; fishing; wildlife observation and photography; and
environmental education and interpretation. Where compatible and ziz the public interest, refuge
managers are to provide increased opportunities for these uses and enhance the attention they
receive in refuge management and planning. Let me comparce this conct,pﬁzai approach with the
approach taken in H.R. 511 , "
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The Executive Order maintains the crucial distinction between wikdlife conservation as refuge
purpose and e{}mpaub]c wildlife-dependent recreation as a pnanty pubiw use. N articulates a
singular and clear mission for the system — conservation. But zt recognizes that the use of our
refuge lands and waters, to the extent that such use can be aii{zwed shall be reserved first to those
recreational activities which depend and thrive on abundant papn!at:{ms of fish and wildiife. The
obligation of the refuge manager is thus made clear; wildlife canscwaixaﬁ is foremost. Where

“recreational activity is appropriate, let compatible wildli f&depmdent recreation, mcludmg

hunting and fishing, come first. My earlier comments illustrate I’zew this concept is working at
the ground level, and | am submitting with this testimony a repz;}rt summanzing progress over the
first year of the Executive Order’s implementation,

Finally, I want to address a question raised last year about pi‘ethzsly authonized mtittary
activilies occurming mfugc lands. f}unng the past four years, ws %z;zva worked closely with the
Department of Defense to address issiies of mutual concern basmf on the recogrition that we
must accomplish our collective goals of continued stewardship oti' our nation’s public lands, as
wel as a trained and ready military. This recognition was memorialized in section 3(f) of
Executive Order 12996 which dirceted the Secretary to “continue, consistent with existing laws
and fnteragency agrecments, authorized or permitted uses of the z*ie fuge system that are necessary
to factiiiate military preparedugss.” This statement, along with our expanded collaborative
stewardship partuership and other existing authorities, is sai lsfact?ry to both Departments and we ~
agree that no additional legislative action on this issue is necessary,

i
Mr. Chaisman, the Administration is preparing detailed commmig and recornmendations on H.R,
511. This legislative rcpart will be forwarded 10 yous suhcommliice: by the end of this month,

Mow let me turn momentarily to HLR..512, which would prohibit the use of Land and Water
Conservation Fund funds to establish n“\v refuges unless Corzgre:sé passes a specific law
authorizing that refoge. Currently, of course, Congress approves all acquisitions funded through
the Land and Water Conservation Fund through the annual appropristions process. Therefore,
this bill accomplishes nothing other than adding an additional Inyer of&ongressional approval
and slowing the process of acquiring new wildlife refuges, H.R. 512 will simply make the Land
and Water Conservation Fund more difficuit to use for the timely zfcqmsmon of much nceded
refoge lands. :

In summary, H.R. 511 would upset and weaken the long standing functioning of the National
Wildlife Refuge System. Similarly, HR. 512 makes changes which would impair establishment
of new refuges. It is difficult to see bow these bills will strengthen tihz: refuge system or make the
herculean task of refuge management easier for our managers and therefore, it is for these
reasons that the Administration strongly opposes these bills.

[ look forward to discussing these matters further with you, and to working with the Committee
to advance the cause of refuge conservation.




ATTACHMENT

A PROGRESS REPORT
ON IMPLEMENTATION OF

EXECUTIVE ORDER 12996 -




EXECUTIVE ORDER 12996 - A PROGRESS REPORT

Marsch 1, 1997

Exceutive Order 12996, on "Management and General Public Use of the National W:ldhfe Refuge
System,” was signed by President Clinton en March 235, 1996. This Ewcutwe Order defines the mission
of the Refuge System “to preserve a national network of londs and waters for the conservation and
management of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources of the United States for the beneftt of present and
future generations.” The Executive Order identifies four guiding };)l‘li‘lelpffi's amit cutlines several
directives to promote land stewardship and compatible, wildlife-dependent recreation on refuges, As
such, the Executive Order provides a firm and explicit foundation for effective action, enhanced
partnerships and expanded public involvement in support of the Refuge System. The following summary
reflects pregress over the first year of EO implementation.

* On May 17, nearly 60 people, representing 34 organizations, atiended 2 workshop in Vienna, Virginia,
to develop concensus on action Homs o implement the EO. There was ﬂverwbcimmg support at this
workshop to emburk on a collaborative approach {o enhance the ijmlog;cai iniegrity of the Refuge
System and promote compatible, wildlife dependent tses.

* The Service initisted a detoiled needs assessment to evaluate and make;r{:commcndations to strenthen
the Refuge Systern’s biological program. As of this writing, a draft report of this analysis is undergoing -
internal review.

* A survey of refuges conducted in September 1996 identified more than485 aew or enhanced
partnerships with ather agencies and non-goverrunental erganizations. &at;vzi tes covered by these
partmerships included habitat profection/management, environmental edﬁgazm hunting, fishing,
interpretation, photography and wildlife observation. Total projected vost of these projects was 3355
mitlion, with a Service-funded share of 2Bout $13.5 million. Coamimw&inm Service staff time for these
projects was anticipated to exceed 200 FIEs.

¥ Notionel memeranda of understanding were signed with the Natima%h\ndubm Society and Safari
Club International, The Audubon parinership involves a multt»ycar mltm::wif:admg up to the 100th
Amniversary of the Refuge System, that will promote public support and a\%rcncss Local Audubon
chapters will work with individual refuges to expand volunteerism and collaborate on proiccts to enhance
habitat, monitor bird populations and promote wildlife observation opponumtm The SCI partnecship -
agreement, sigaed in January 1997, will promote wetland and riparnon mstcmnm‘x, cducation, binlogical
research and related activities on refuges. SCI has nearly 150 locsd cha;&tczs that will werk with
individual refuges on these projects. At this wrting, a partnership agma:mmi is being developed Between |
the Service and the North American Nature Pholography Association fo pzomctc collgboration on both
national and refuge-specific prejects, such as publications, inferpretive exlibits, photographic
workshops, youth programs, photo contests and media outreach,

i
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* The Service embarked on an ambitious “Friends Initiative™ in cooperation with the National Wildlife

Refuge Association Guring 1996, to provide a framework for interested private citizens 1o work in
collaboration with their locsl vefuges. This Initiative was kicked off with & national training workshop
and will expand in 1997 with development of 2 mentoring program and a workbook for establishing new
Friends groups.,
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medtficd and printed for wider distribution and use beginning spring, 199‘?

|
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* Policy and procedures for preacyuisition consideration of refage uses, consistent with direction in
the Executive Order, were issued by the Director in May 1996. The intent of this new palicy is to inform
the public prior to acquisition which wildlife-dependent resreational sctivities will be stiowed to
contiue on newly acquired lands, .

* The second National Wildlife Refuge Week was celebrated in carly October 1996, with events held

on nearly 200 refuges nationwide. Several hundred thousand ;}eapie,iincluding many first time vigitors,
participated in a diverse array of activities during the week, enhancing their familiarity with the System
and its role in the conservation of fish and wildlife,

* The list of refuges open to recreational fishing grew in 1996 from: 2?2 to 283, Nine new hunting’
programs were initiated as well, bringing the total number of refuges}om 1o hunting fo 285, The Service

_also began a project to overhaul and sirmplify the regulation setting process for permitted public uses. A

proposed rulemaking to implement the improved process will be published in the Federal Register for
public comrment during summer, 1997,
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* In 1996, the Service provided siates with the opportusity fo eﬁ{abhsh a special youth vaterfowd
hunting day for the 1996-1997 scason. Forty states puarticipated in the speoial youth hunting day and
marmny refuges Higured promioently in the program,

* The Service implemented a comprehensive accomplishment reporting process for the Refuge
System during 1896, Accomplishment data will provide a foundation {or sound policy development and
ensuge that the System is responsive 10 iis diverse cons%itucncyn

* The Service hos embarked on an accelerated program of mmprehensive mmmgcmem planning on
refuges Systernwide. This imitiotive will emphasize opportunities for aemf:: public participation and
result in the developroent of well-defined obiectives for natural resource management and public use.”

* The Service has bogun to implement o Rc{uge Recreation i)emanstralmn Fee Program, based apon
direction in the Omuibus Conselidated Rescissions and Appmpmtmﬁs Act of 1996, Under this program,
participating refuges will received from 80%- 100% of the entrance and user fees collecied to improve
visitor programs and {acilities. Forty-two sites were identified for the Demenstration Prograrg and
additional sites are likely to come on board in 1997, i —

* To help refuges prowde quality services and facilities for public tecreahorz and sducation, 2 custemer
service evaiuation card was developed and pilot tested. Based on the rcsults of the test, the card was

* The Service imiplemented two !oag distance envirormental learning projects in 1996, in
coltaboration with insdustry partners. “Electronic field trips™ by satellite were hosted at Bosgue del
Apache and Merritt Istand refuges. l

* In 1966, the Service initiated the first phase of 2 multi-year swdy 1553 t:;lamizzc the economic impact of
refuges, A drafl report of the first phase, now in printing, examines the dxrect and indirect benefits of
refuge visitation on Jocal economies. Subsequent phases of this siudy w;t! explore the ECONDMIC IMPECts
of refuge expenditures and the cffects of refuge establishment on the v'zhze of adjawm fands..
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