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THE NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY ACT OF 
1993 

THURSDAY, JULY 15, 1993 

HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SuBCOMMITTEE ON ENVIRON­
MENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES, COMMITTEE ON MER­
CHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, JOINT WITH SuBCOM­
MITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FoRESTS AND PuBLIC 
LANDS, CoMMITTEE oN NATURAL REsouRcEs, 

Washington, DC. 
The joint subcommittees met, pursuant to call, at 10:06 a.m., in 

room 1334, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Gerry E. Studds 
[Chairman of the Subcommittee on Environment and Natural Re­
sources] and Hon. Bruce F. Vento [Chairman of the Subcommittee 
on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands], presiding. 

Present: Representatives Studds, Hochbrueckner, Pallone, Un­
soeld, Furse, Hamburg, Eshoo, Saxton, Young, Gilchrest, Taylor, 
Vento, DeFazio, LaRocco, Hansen, Smith, and Dickey. 

Staff Present: Subcommittee on Environment and Natural Re­
sources; Jeffrey Pike, Staff Director; Mary J. Fusco Kitsos, Chief 
Clerk, Administrator; Leigh Ann Clayton, Legislative Clerk; 
Thomas R. Kitsos, Senior Policy Analyst; Daniel M. Ashe, Senior 
Professional Staff; Gina DeFerrari, Professional Staff; Suzanne J. 
Waldron, Press Secretary; Lesli Gray, Research Assistant; Brita D. 
Otteson, Sea Grant Fellow; Harry F. Burroughs, Minority Staff Di­
rector; Cynthia M. Wilkinson, Minority Chief Counsel; Thomas 0. 
Melius, Minority Professional Staff; Laurel Bryant, Minority Pro­
fessional Staff; JayneAnne Rex, Minority Professional Staff; Rod 
Moore, Minority Professional Staff; Margherita Woods, Staff Assist­
ant. Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands: 
Amy Holley, Majority Professional Staff; Gwyn Fletcher, Staff As­
sistant; and Tonya Mitchem, Staff Assistant. 

STATEMENT OF THE HON. GERRY E. STUDDS, A U.S. REPRESENT­
ATIVE FROM MASSACHUSETTS, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMIT­
TEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mr. STUDDS. The Committees will come to order. 
This is technically a joint hearing of the Subcommittee on Envi­

ronment and Natural Resources and the Subcommittee on Nation­
al Parks, Forests, and Public Lands. And may I just observe that it 
may be the first such joint hearing on a matter that is clearly in 
the jurisdiction of both committees but has not yet technically been 
referred to both. It reflects the degree of cooperation between the 
committees involved. We are very, very pleased with that. 

(1) 
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We welcome with great pride one of the genuine stars of this ad­
ministration and Chairman Vento and I are going to try to encour­
age our colleagues to forego opening statements of any length be­
cause the Secretary does have a tight schedule. 

We are here to consider H.R. 1845, a bill to implement the initia­
tive of Secretary Babbitt to establish a National Biological Survey 
within his Department. It is an innovative and, I think, long over­
due and highly imaginative idea and that will constitute my open­
ing statement out of respect for the Secretary. 

[The statement of Mr. Studds follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HoN. GERRY E . STUDDS, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM MASSACHUSE'ITS, 
AND CHAIRMAN, SuBCOMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

For over 200 years, Americans have been clearing land for farms and timber, con­
structing huge cities, laying railroads, and building ribbons of highways all in the 
name of progress. We have become the most powerful nation in the world and devel­
oped the ability to transform our natural landscapes on a scale hitherto unknown. 
In the process, we have driven many species to extinction. Many more are on the 
brink. 

In 1973, we established a safety net for our biological resources-the Endangered 
Species Act. This law has worked well to prevent the extinction of many species, but 
the safety net is beginning to clog. As of June 1992, 1,245 species of plants and ani­
mals had been listed as endangered or threatened. The Federal Government is 
under court order to list another 450 species within 4 years. 

Some might say this points to the need to change the Endangered Species Act. 
They could be wrong. When children are nof receiving an adequate education, we 
don't lower our standards. When we see poverty growing, we don't redefine it away. 
When we face epidemics, we don't invest in cemeteries. The same is true with spe­
cies protection. We need to tackle this problem, not dodge it. Because if we don't, 
our rich biological resources will disappear before our eyes. We finally have a Presi­
dent and a Secretary of the Interior who realize this and bring constructive contri­
butions to the debate. One such contribution is Secretary Babbitt's proposal to reor­
ganize his department's biological research and survey activities into a new 
agency-the National Biological Survey. 

Today's hearing will focus on legislation to establish the Survey. This agency will 
be charged with assessing and inventorying the biological resources of the United 
States and developing information and methods necessary to protect and manage 
ecosystems. It will act as an early warning system, providing crucial information 
that the Secretary of the Interior needs to anticipate, avoid, and resolve conflicts in 
the implementation of the Endangered Species Act and other fisheries and wildlife 
conservation laws. 

I wholeheartedly support Secretary Babbitt's initiative, and I hope that today's 
hearing will provide the ground work we need to proceed pmmptly towa•·d enact­
ment of H.R. 1845. 

Mr. STUDDS. Chairman Vento. 

STATEMENT OF THE HON. BRUCE F. VENTO, A U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM MINNESOTA 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for your out­
standing cooperation and that of other Members. 

The biological survey, the National Biological Survey concept 
that has been advanced with the Secretary as its catalyst is an in­
triguing idea. Certainly such reorganization will and should result 
in savings efficiency and the delivery of more timely and accurate 
information to the bureaus that use and need such scientific infor­
mation. 

Today we need a significant amount of biological science. Tomor­
row we will need much more. And the biological sciences are 
changing from field labs to sophisticated repositories that must 
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properly interface with the field and indeed that is one of the con­
cerns. One of the primary concerns is that the scientific research 
program, Department-wide, is that it not further disassociate with 
research and what the primary purpose is on the ground. 

I have a number of questions and concerns, but broadly, I agree 
with this concept. It think it is where we are going. I think the 
time is ripe and we need to do it. I am ~oncerned about especially 
without the Department-! don't want to add problems, you don't 
solve problems by expanding them-but clearly we need to accu­
rately discuss and relate to the cooperative agreements between 
the many departments within the administration, including of 
course the Department of Agriculture, the Department of Com­
merce, the Department of Defense, the soon to be developed De­
partment of EPA and in and many others that need to properly 
interface so we get the proper benefit from this and not get held up 
with overly detailed descriptions of what has to be done. I think 
that we need to have an accurate or a sufficient amount of flexibil­
ity and we need not to get hung up on which software program 
gets selected. I hope not. 

So with that said, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to the Secre­
tary's testimony and that of the witnesses. I have read it all. I may 
have to depart today as we have the Interior appropriation bill on 
the Floor and I have been very involved with it. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. STunns. The gentleman from New Jersey. 

STATEMENT OF HON. H. JAMES SAXTON, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM NEW JERSEY, AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER, SUB­
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to welcome 
the Secretary here this morning for what I think is a very impor­
tant issue. The mission of the NBS, as has been proposed, is critical 
for the future of national resource management policies all across 
our country and it is time, in my view, that the resource manage­
ment people take a more long-term ecosystem approach to resource 
management. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may just submit my statement for the record 
at this point along with Mr. Fields and just mention one other item 
that is not in my statement. 

Two years ago, the Congress appropriated $400,000 which went to 
the National Academy of Sciences to do research on how we can 
better use research and science in approaching the issues that we 
all believe are important in terms of management of our natural 
resources. 

Just this week, I received a copy of the results of that, a publica­
tion which was published recently by the National Academy of Sci­
ences, National Academy Press, and is entitled "Research to Pro­
tect, Restore, and Manage the Environment." It is the result of the 
$400,000 which we appropriated to the Academy and was conducted 
under the leadership of Dr. Dale Corsin, the former president of 
Cornell University. 

They have come out with some very interesting conclusions 
which I commend to everybody's consideration and reading. And so 



4 

I will certainly see, Mr. Secretary, that you get a copy of t~is 
before you leave today. 

It speaks to the way that we might better organize the various 
departments in the administration and on the Federal level to 
better take into consideration research as we move forward with 
the National Biological Survey and other important scientific 
issues that relate to environmental management and protection. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The statement of Mr. Saxton follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HON. H. JAMES SAXTON, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM NEW JERSEY, 
AND RANKING MINORITY MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this joint hearing to examine the proposal 
for the National Biological Survey (NBS). 

The mission of the NBS, as proposed, is proactive and critical for the future of 
natural resource management policies in this country. It is time that resource man­
agement take a more long-term, ecosystem approach, and that our science look 
more comprehensively at the status and trends of natural systems and what causes 
declines in their health and abundance. 

For the same reasons that Secretary Babbitt has proposed the establishment of 
the NBS-the need to have science politically separated from the responsibilities of 
management and regulation-! initiated a proposal for a national institute for the 
environment. 

The NIE is conceived to have much the same purpose as the proposed NBS by 
complementing the science activities of Federal agencies and providing a longer­
term, problem-oriented focus. I believe the NIE would, at the very least, comple­
ment the NBS by providing funding for the necessary extramural research in order 
to ensure the competition and peer review so severely lacking in government sci­
ence. Perhaps the Secretary and I can speak more in depth on this subject at a later 
time. 

Although I support the mission of the NBS, I am a bit concerned about what ap­
pears to be a duplication of activities currently being performed by the States in 
cooperation with nonprofit organizations and the private sector-namely, natural 
heritage programs. I think we need to carefully deliberate what could unintentional­
ly bureaucratize and undermine the vast resources of private sector involvement 
with natural resource management. 

In addition, I am unclear as to how the NBS proposal relates to the already exist­
ing GAP analysis program, as well as its relationship to the cooperative research 
units and State research agendas. 

I look forward to hearing from the witnesses today on these concerns and other 
aspects of the NBS proposal. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The statement of Mr. Fields follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HoN. JACK FIELDS, A U .S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM TEXAS, AND 
RANKING MINORITY MEMBER, COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to present a statement today concern­
ing the proposed formation of the National Biological Survey in the Department of 
the Interior. The Department of the Interior presently has eight bureaus and, under 
this proposal, each bureau's research function would be separated from manage­
ment and consolidated into a new bureau. I am told that the Survey will improve 
the quality, productivity, and timeliness of research, reduce its cost, and better 
serve the public. However, I question what evidence exists to support or rebut this 
hypothesis. 

I understand that Secretary Babbitt has asked the National Academy of Science 
to review this reorganization and the creation of a new National Biological Survey, 
but their report is not scheduled to be available until later this year. 

Mr. Chairman, I have some concerns about the proposed National Biological 
Survey. The first involves the relationship the Survey will have with the 41 fish and 
wildlife research units which currently operate in cooperation with host universities 
and State fish and wildlife agencies. I'm uncertain what impact this change may 
have on these units. Second, it is unclear how the inventorying, monitoring, and in-
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formation transfer activities envisioned by the National Biological Survey will 
relate to the activities and programs currently_ being conducted by State fish and 
wildlife agencies. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, the bill you have introduced, H.R. 1845, is a good vehi­
cle to allow the Administration, State fish and wildlife agencies, and outside conser­
vation organizations to present their views and concerns and, hopefully, we will all 
become better educated through this process. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. STunns. The distinguished ranking member of the Subcom­
mittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands, Mr. Hansen. 

STATEMENT OF THE HON. JAMES V. HANSEN, A U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM UTAH 

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding 
this hearing today and I welcome Secretary Babbitt and other wit­
nesses. Although this same legislation is currently pending on the 
Floor right now as part of the Interior appropriations, I look for­
ward to exploring the National Biological Survey before this Com­
mittee where I believe it belongs. 

As you might expect, I have serious concerns about the new ini­
tiatives and what the National Biological Survey holds in store for 
this country's property owners in States and counties. 

I hope today's hearing helps to flush out some of the details 
which, in my mind, are very sketchy at this point. One of the 
stated purposes of the National Biological Survey is to inventory 
the Nation's biological resources. I want this Committee to remem­
ber at least 60 percent of the land in this country is owned by pri­
vate landowners. 

If the Secretary simply wants to inventory the biological re­
sources of Federal lands, I think, to a great extent, this has been 
done. However, if the Secretary is attempting to inventory the 
entire Nation's biological resources, that is a very different matter. 

I can guarantee you that, given the experience of my constitu­
ents with the desert tortoise, the Mexican spotted owl, and other 
wetlands, there is no way, save the law, that some biologist from 
the National Biological Survey will be allowed to snoop around 
their land. There are no guarantees for property owners that I can 
see, and that makes them very nervous and I look forward to hear­
ing some comment regarding that. 

I have other concerns as to the wisdom of removing research 
from management. I am not convinced that there is a need for in­
dependent biologists and I am skeptical that the Biological Survey 
will allow independent managers to solve site-specific problems. 

I guess I could list a few more but I look forward to hearing from 
the witnesses and maybe answering some of these questions as to 
me that is a red flag at this point. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. STunns. I thank the gentleman. Are there statements on this 

side? 
The gentlewoman from Washington. 
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STATEMENT OF THE HON. JOLENE UNSOELD, A U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM WASHINGTON 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Chairman, I would just welcome you, Mr. Sec­
retary and I yield the balance of my time to you. 

Mr. STUDDS. Any other opening statements of Members? If not, 
Mr. Secretary-the gentleman from North Carolina. 

STATEMENT OF THE HON. CHARLES H. TAYLOR, A U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM NORTH CAROLINA 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I know when 
Mr. Babbitt was chairman of the League of Conservation Voters, 
often the information that was put out in its surveys was falsified 
and not entirely representative of what members were doing. . 

I recognize the need in many cases, for environmental organiza­
tions to be false and extreme in order to raise funds to do the 
things necessary, but I hope now that we are in a government posi­
tion and that so much of the national interest depends upon the 
accuracy and candidness of the surveys that this biological survey 
will be sound and well thought out and represent the true facts of 
what is found in the area. We rely very much on the Secretary to 
do that. 

Mr. STunns. Are there any other opening accolades? I was about 
to say you are lucky, Mr. Secretary. Anyway, you are here. Wel­
come, in all our diverse ways of saying that. You are on. 

STATEMENT OF BRUCE BABBITT, SECRETARY OF INTERIOR 

Secretary BABBITT. Mr. Studds, Mr. Vento, the Committee mem­
bers. It is a pleasure to be back before you this morning. What I 
would like to do very briefly is make a few remarks relating to the 
text of the bill and share with you some thoughts that I have and 
some experiences I have had in the last couple of months since this 
concept was first advanced. 

I think there are many, many purposes for expanding and coordi­
nating our biological research in the Interior Department. It re­
lates to migratory birds, to the regulation of waterfowl hunting 
seasons, to fisheries, to habitat management, wildlife refuges, 
parks. 

And indeed this entire effort could be amply justified just simply 
by the management imperative of getting good science across juris­
dictional boundaries so that we are not running one operation 
within a national park to do an inventory or study which stops at 
the fence of the national park only to move then to a separate op­
eration in the Bureau of Land Management, possibly to be done in­
consistently, then looking across the fence at the BLM piece of the 
map to a national wildlife refuge where yet another set of people 
are working on a problem and then looking across that fence down 
into a river drainage of where the Bureau of Reclamation is run­
ning a separate biological assessment for whatever purpose. 

But beyond the simple management issues I think lies a very 
urgent issue, and that is the obligations imposed upon us by the 
Endangered Species Act. As I have said before, it is my impression 
that these train wrecks that are being created around the country 
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as a result of the Endangered Species Act make most dramatically 
the case for this biological survey. 

The train wrecks in my judgment are unnecessary. They have 
arisen because we have been passive, awaited until the 11th hour 
when the species is at the brink of extinction tumbling toward ob­
livion in which the management options on both Federal and pri­
vate land have been reduced to a lot of very unhappy alternatives, 
usually being administered not by the executive branch of govern­
ment but by Federal judges. 

Now, I suspect that you will recall what happened in the Pacific 
Northwest. I need not recapitulate that baleful story, but the plain 
fact is, for the past 10 years, Federal agencies have abrogated their 
responsibilities. And as the matter got worse and worse, acknowl­
edged worse, a Federal judge finally took preemptive control of the 
entire cascade range from Puget Sound to the Trinity River Valley 
in California. 

Starting in February, the administration attempted to get ahead 
of what was left of the possibilities up in the Pacific Northwest. 
And we did that with one of the more remarkable administrative 
experiments of recent times. In early February, I went out to Port­
land where we assembled in a room in a downtown building biolo­
gists, hydrologists, forestry experts from the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Bureau of Land Management, the United States Forest 
Service, the Environmental Protection Agency, the State of Wash­
ington, the State of the Oregon, and the State of California. 

We assembled them in a room and made them check their 
badges at the door, and in that room on one wall, we had a map of 
the cascade system from Puget Sound to the Trinity River across 
Washington, Oregon, and California. And we stood in front of all of 
those agency scientists and said we have a unique mission driven 
by Federal law and that is where we are all together going to have 
to put together a plan that crosses all these jurisdictional lines. 
And that plan was announced by the President several weeks ago. 

You can quarrel, as many do and appropriately so, about the spe­
cific bottom line results of that plan. There is one thing that comes 
out of that, that I think is a harbinger for the future, and that is 
that Federal law clearly requires that from now on, we operate 
across ecosystems, that we get the very best science possible, and 
that we do it at the earliest possible moment while there is still 
some flexibility, while we can still make every effort to avoid inter­
fering with private property rights and, correspondingly, that we 
can, to the maximum extent possible, confine restrictions to Feder­
al lands. 

We found in the course of doing this in the Pacific Northwest 
that the private landowners were not resistant. They were extraor­
dinarily cooperative because they realized that their freedom to op­
erate, whether it is the Weyerhauser Timber Company, the Plum 
Creek Timber Company, any of the others right down to the owner 
of five acres of land, that their best bet for a workable solution lay 
in cooperating and in strong comprehensive science. 

Now, there are lots of other examples and there are better ones. 
Mr. Fields I think is aware of an extraordinary example in the 
State of Texas which has, I think, played out to if not an entirely 
satisfactory conclusion, to some, quite an extraordinary effort 
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which culminated in the passage of legislation by the Texas legisla­
ture which effectively moves the solution of that particular endan­
gered species problem back to the State level. 

We have had an extraordinary success in the southeast United 
St~tes on private lands, principally owned by the Georgia Pacific 
Timber Corporation and which is the result of an early inventory 
process. They came to the Fish and Wildlife Service and said we 
think we can make this law work with a cooperative agreement 
which is now in operation on the timber lands-some 6 million 
acres owned by Georgia Pacific in the southeast. 

There are many other examples. What the examples stand for in 
this context is simply that the chances of a good, reasonable out­
come are vastly enhanced by how early and how comprehensively 
we can inventory the contents of a biological system and form an 
inventory analysis and control, if you will. 

I have been asked, are there any comparisons or analogs to what 
it is we are attempting to do within the Department of the Interior 
by asking you to authorize the creation of the National Biological 
Survey. 

The answer, of course, is yes. There is an interesting historical 
echo behind this bill and it is simply the creation slightly over a 
hundred years ago within the Department of the Interior of the 
United States Geological Survey. That effort was put together in 
this Congress in 1879 as a result of a collaboration among the 
Smithsonian Institution the National Academy of Sciences and the 
Interior Department. 

And remarkably enough, it was a very similar collaboration that 
led to this concept with the Smithsonian as the National Museum, 
the repository of specimens and taxonomic information, with the 
National Academy of Science convening a committee to look at the 
kinds of wishes that Congressman Saxton referred to earlier. 

A few specific comments about the contents of the bill. 
The Department certainly supports the concept that the Director 

of the National Biological Survey should be nominated by the 
President subject to confirmation. We support the concept of the 
advisory boards that are set forth in the bill and the amendment. 

I think it is important that this issue be collaborative and broad. 
It is not our intention to spread a vast network of original research 
across the landscape. It is rather our intention to build a collabora­
tive network of geographic information systems and what is known 
as Gap Analysis relying principally on State game and fish and 
land management agencies, and articulating and coordinating 
those efforts so that, across the landscape, they make sense. 

We have had some great results in a number of States: South 
Carolina, Oregon, Idaho, for those of you who want to see the spe­
cific application of that. 

Lastly, there is some specific language I think we need discussion 
in two areas. One is the national wetlands inventory. We need spe­
cific authorization to transfer that into the National Biological 
Survey. The second one is the Patuxent National Wildlife Refuge. 

After much discussion, it is the Department's advice that the Pa­
tuxent should be left out of the bill because we believe that the 
wildlife refuge itself can appropriately remain in the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and that some of the research functions at Patux-
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ent can be within the existing law contracted back to the National 
Biological Survey. 

Chairman, Committee members, I would be happy to answer any 
questions. 

Mr. STunns. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 
Other than rearranging the organization charts within your 

agency to better carry out what you need to do, to what extent is it 
just a question of arranging more rational and sensible procedures 
to carry out what we are currently doing, and to what extent do we 
have a lot of catch up to do? 

What is the current state, broadly speaking, of our knowledge? 
Are we way behind or do we simply need to do what we are doing a 
little bit more efficiently? 

Secretary BABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I think some of both. I would 
start with what I think at least is now obvious to me. There is an 
extraordinary depth of biological talent in the Department of the 
Interior. It is the Department of Rachel Carson and literally thou­
sands of extraordinarily dedicated and competent field and re­
search biologists at every level. 

The work is too fragmented. We do have a research division in 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, and that certainly is the basis of 
this, but the efforts are scattered. They lack coordination and the 
price we are paying is the area where we are most behind, and 
that is the systematic field biology that will allow us to get in front 
of these problems. 

Now, the Fish and Wildlife Service has in fact pioneered this 
process in cooperation with a lot of the private sector groups, nota­
bly the Nature Conservancy and a number of State game and fish 
agencies, this concept called Gap Analysis, which is at the very 
core of rational administration of the laws of this country. 

Now, what Gap Analysis is about is a process which is now just 
coming up in many, many areas of geology, hydrology, topography 
of inventorying the landscape and putting that information into 
digital form into computer data bases which are referred to as geo­
graphical information systems and then using this analytic tech­
nique called Gap Analysis to give us a long advanced look at where 
the problems are coming so you can get out there and remediate 
and mitigate and find, if you will, methods of adjusting before the 
crisis arises. 

In that area, we are way behind. The methodology is understood, 
but the coordination and the systematics of getting this informa­
tion up and working through the States to make sure that we have 
common definition of standards, what is known as meta-data stand­
ards, interchangeability of information is lagging way behind. 

[The statement of Mr. Babbit t can be found at the end of the 
hearing.] 

Mr. STunns. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Chairman Vento, I don't know if your Committee uses the bar­

baric light system. 
Mr. VENTO. I understand it and we will respond. Sometimes we 

have them, but we don't always pay attention to them. 
Mr. STunns. We are highly disciplined here. Mr. Vento. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you. 
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Mr. Secretary, I think one-there are a couple of things underly­
ing this concern. One, as you noticed in my opening statement, I 
said and I feel we need more science. 

Do you generally agree with that? 
Secretary BABBITT. Yes. 
Mr. VENTO. That is one of the problems, as you have got in order 

to establish this, everyone says we are going to save money. If you 
save money, that translates into pulling some of the research offi­
cer scientific capacity out of some of other bureaus. 

For my part, I think, obviously, I am pleased Fish and Wildlife 
Service has been able to maintain and justify, fully justify the type 
of scientific research folks they have. I think the Park Service, 
frankly, needs a lot more than BLM does. 

One of the concerns here, as we get into land management, 
aren't we finding that we can't simply rely on the sort of common 
sense on the ground type of management without the type of in­
depth, just by the fact of NEP A and other requirements that are 
expected of the land management decisions; isn't that correct? 

Secretary BABBITT. Mr. Chairman, it is absolutely correct. I 
mean, the bottom line is, we need to do more efficiently with the 
resources we have. We certainly need more resources and the 
budget of the Department, which is I believe on the Floor of the 
House currently, has a fairly substantial dollar increase for the Na­
tional Biological Survey. We have sort of scaled back in other areas 
and said this is a priority and we do need to transfer resources to 
science. 

Now, I would also note that I have with me today, immediately 
behind me to the left, Mr. Gene Hester who will rescue me if you 
have lots of specifics. He is the former research director of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. He is the former director of a co-op research 
unit working with State governments. He is the current research 
director of the National Park Service and the Acting Director of 
the National Biological Survey. 

Mr. VENTO. The reason I am raising these questions, I think I 
know the answers to them. I just want to-I mean, we are involved 
here to some extent, whether you like it or not, in turf fights. Ev­
eryone wonders if they will have their folks . I would like to expand 
the issue, talk about the Forest Service and other agencies that 
were essentially doing a similar type of work, but it all of a sudden 
gets into a bigger argument that builds up so much opposition, we 
can't get it done. So I think we-obviously, the intent here is to do 
cooperative agreements. 

Mr. Secretary, one of the concerns that becomes apparent is the 
relationship with the field workers and those that might not be in 
the field and might be sequestered away in a laboratory someplace, 
as I pointed out again in my opening statement. 

Isn't it possible to overcome that by rotation and maintaining a 
greater degree of continuity between those who are in the field and 
those that might be sequestered in these repositories and laborato­
ries. 

Secretary BABBITT. Sure. We are not leaving the country. We are 
not leaving the government or the Interior Department and indeed 
we are staying within the gambit of Mr. Frampton's responsibility 
as Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife Parks. 
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My advice to all of the field people, and I spent a lot of time with 
them out there, is you are going to get better science, you are going 
to get more responsive science. You are not going to get less. You 
are going to get more. 

Now, there has been a little bit of anxiety. I had a wonderful 
letter from a young biologist out in the East Mojave a couple of 
weeks ago saying I am under the current reorganization plan going 
to be-l am going to keep my assignment to the Bureau of Land 
Management and I want to work for the National Biological 
Survey and I have a feeling that I will miss this train and never 
have a chance. 

Well, I had done a little consultation with that employee and 
said, look, we encourage transfers, we are not locking you out. 

Mr. VENTO. I think, Mr. Secretary, if I can interpose, I think the 
idea of a career path issue here in terms of what happens within 
these ought to be dealt with. Administratively, we obviously give a 
little direction to that, to what happens in terms of development. 

I might say, too, that the National Forest Service has created a 
number of-developed a number of institutes. I am very familiar 
with those like the Tropical Forestry Institute, Puerto Rico, which 
incidentally has the most extensive library on tropical forestry in 
the western hemisphere, has worked very well having these insti­
tutes and they need these specialized services and their experimen­
tation role, and I think they have done well but they could prob­
ably do better by a little more reorganization. 

I am very interested in the type of cooperative agreements that 
are going to develop collaborative agreements between the various 
agencies. And as a matter of fact, they have become preeminent in 
this area with the establishment of this National Biological Survey. 

And I think we have to look at what successful models work. I 
don't think, as I said, that the argument ought to break down to 
which software program we adopt. I think you ought to adopt none. 
and let the private sector and others play in those. You have to 
work with universities. There are a lot of things we have to bring 
in and integrate into there to make it work. 

The committees in Congress are very familiar with this because, 
in searching and working for solutions or answers to the Pacific 
Northwest area, Chairman de la Garza, Chairman Jones, Chairman 
Studds and Chairman Miller went out and had to actually employ 
or set up survey teams in order to get, for instance, the gang of 
four information back so we could have the sort of scenario we 
worked on last year. 

I am very pleased we haven't had to use that this year because, 
with the study that has come forth, you have been able to establish 
that yourself. But it is apparent to me that on an ad hoc basis, that 
works. It would work on-it could work and could work much 
better on a basis where there is greater continuum. And that is 
what the National Biological Survey will offer, is that type of con­
tinuum so we don't have this sort of a start and stop type of sched­
ule in terms of information on a crisis basis. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. STunns. Thank you. I am going to recognize the two Ranking 

Members and then alternate among the parties in order of approxi­
mate order of appearance this morning. 
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The gentleman from New Jersey. 
Mr. SAXTON. Thank you. 
Mr. Secretary, I just want to say at the outset that I think you 

are on the right track. I support in concept the approach that you 
use in terms of the NBS and in terms of the recognition that sci­
ence has a more important role to play in developing good manage­
ment, environmental management than we as a society have been 
willing to give to science. In fact, I have spent the last several 
years promoting the concept that you are here to talk about this 
morning. 

I would like to say, however, that it seems to me that while your 
approach is needed, and I support what you are trying to do, that it 
is a relatively narrow framework within which you propose to do 
the NBS. You are proposing to consolidate some functions of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park Service, and the 
Bureau of Land Management in order to accomplish a very specific 
goal. 

I would suggest that as much as we need to accomplish this goal, 
the goals that are broad and go throughout the area of better man­
agement of the environment cry out for similar reorganizations 
throughout our Federal structure and throughout private effort 
areas as well. 

We now know that there are at least 20 Federal agencies that 
carry out some kind of environmental/scientific research from the 
Department of Agriculture to the National Science Foundation to 
the Department of Energy to the Department of Interior. 

And we can move right on through NASA and NOAA and many 
other agencies, all of whom are doing what you suggest, when you 
talk about moving from the river valley to the mountain top to 
whatever other agencies are also trying to accomplish the specific 
goal you talk about. 

And so, as much as this needs to be done, I wonder if we oughtn't 
to just step back and look at the entire area of environmental man­
agement, environment protection, environmental restoration. Look 
at how we might better reorganize our Federal resources across the 
board in order to carry out many specific objectives such as the one 
that you propose. 

Secretary BABBITT. Mr. Saxton, I think that is an extraordinarily 
interesting suggestion and question. I would have these thoughts. I 
think in the past in the executive branch, this discussion has been 
characterized by sort of stealthy attempts to sort of raid other 
agencies. 

The notable historical example of that has been the historic cru­
sade by virtually every Secretary of the Interior to get the Forest 
Service. It has been going on for 60 years around this town. I came 
to town with a rather different view and that is that that is largely 
unproductive and never works. 

And I think the answer lies, as I think maybe your question sug­
gests, in asking rather than endlessly moving charts, how do you 
get people to work together and sort of coordinate their efforts. 
And I have just two thoughts on that. 

Up in the Northwest, we have had an extraordinarily good rela­
tionship with the United States Forest Service. We set up a 
common geographic information system. We raise to the lines on 
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the map and produced the result which has in this context common 
forestry and management standards for both my agency and the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Now, the question then becomes, how do you attempt to get this 
level of resource allocation and coordination across government. 
There is an organization called the Federal Geographic Data Com­
mittee which, notwithstanding that title, has real possibilities and 
it is operating under an OMB circular, and it is an attempt to see 
if we can articulate and coordinate the gathering of information 
across the executive branch and develop common standards and 
sort of manage this effort. 

It has got some history. I think it has got an awful lot more po­
tential and I think it would be a subject of real interest to both of 
the committees represented here as something that should be ex­
plored. 

Mr. SAXTON. Well, I thank you and I just think it is of vital im­
portance that we recognize that the way we currently organize pro­
grams is not the best way. I would suggest that each of the depart­
ments that are engaged in some type of environmental research 
and development of science do so as a result of a desire to accom­
plish good things. 

But as we move, and we have got a new project in New Jersey 
which I won't go into, but it certainly has worldwide marine biol­
ogy and management implications, and those types of things should 
be readily available to people all over the country and all over the 
world. And I think if we spend some time and effort trying to reor­
ganize the way we do business, it will certainly be far ahead. 

I thank you and commend you on your efforts here this morning. 
Mr. STunns. The gentleman from Utah. 
Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I may say that it does bother me a wee bit that 

this is on the Floor in the appropriations bill. I refer to comments 
of Chairman George Miller of the House Natural Resources Com­
mittee when he appeared before the Appropriation Committee on 
May 1st, 1993. 

He said, Mr. Chairman, the administration has requested funds 
to establish the National Biological Survey. I support the request 
and hope that your committee will make the funds available. How­
ever, I believe that the NBS can carry out its functions only if it is 
authorized to do so. Therefore, I request that the appropriation be 
made subject to the authorization. 

I know that it is reserved that points of order are protected, but 
that of course wouldn't take out an amendment that someone may 
run over to the Floor and do any minute now. 

With that said, Mr. Secretary, I am very concerned about the 
rights of private property owners. As you are well aware, property 
owners have been devastated by the Endangered Species Act and 
the Wetlands Act. 

What protections do you have in mind to ensure that private 
property rights will not be compromised by creating a National Bi­
ological Survey? 

Secretary BABBITT. Mr. Congressman, I believe that this survey is 
a powerful tool in concept and in execution, precisely to protect pri­
vate property rights. One reason that private property rights are 
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getting tangled up in the Endangered Species Act is because noth­
ing happens as the problem arises. 

The Federal agencies have traditionally lain back passively, 
made no attempt proactively to see if, number one, the issue can be 
managed on the Federal land base, therefore, not intruding on pri­
vate property. 

Number two, to have an answered look at whether the land and 
water conservation fund could be used to purchase critical lands 
from willing sellers before a crisis arises. 

Number three, to work with State and local officials to see if, 
through the use of their governmental powers, there is a way to 
enhance the relative rights of private property owners. So the short 
answer is, I think the concept itself ought to enhance the position 
of private property owners. 

Mr. HANSEN. I appreciate that answer. I especially like the part 
about the government buying the critical lands that some private 
property owner may have. I can think of very few things that 
would cause more problems in the west than people who feel they 
have private property for four or five generations and all of a 
sudden told by a government agency what they can or can't do 
with their private property. It kind of flies in the face of what some 
of us believe in. 

Are you proposing that researchers from the National Biological 
Survey be allowed to inventory and do research on privately owned 
property? 

Secretary BABBITT. Sir, it is my understanding that a private 
property owner in this country has the power to exclude third par­
ties from private land. I don't challenge that. In the absence of a 
court order or a law enabling someone with notice and under legal 
authority to enter land, the answer is, my instructions to the Na­
tional Biological Survey will be: You are expected to obey the law. 

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you very much. Thank you Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. Chairman, thank you. 
Mr. STUDDS. Thank you. 
The gentlewoman from Washington. 
Mrs. UNSOELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to ask the Secretary about another gap because I 

think this-what you are proposing here definitely can lead to 
better decisionmaking, but someone has to be able to keep the big 
picture in mind also, as well as what the individual scientific areas 
are exploring. 

And for us who end up being the decisionmakers sometimes 
without any background that prepares us for the types of decisions 
we are making and that we often do not know how that science is 
developing, and so we don't know enough to ask the right ques­
tions. 

So I guess the gap I see that you all need to help us fill is, as this 
is implemented, that there be sufficient communication so that we 
don't go wandering off in some direction that adds to the type of 
problem that we had in the Pacific Northwest. And as I tried to 
stumble through what kind of policy we ought to be developing 
when the owl situation first developed, it was a newspaper article 
that brought to my attention originally that fish spawning habitat 
was improved with the natural debris that occurred in streams. 
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And it occurred to me that what we have been doing with forest­
ry practices was totally wrong: where we had allowed anything to 
be falling into the stream, run the bulldozers back and forth and 
then clean it out after the logging had been completed and you had 
a nice sterile stream. Stream biologists who were working on this 
area and forest biologists (and they knew at some point they 
needed to come together) but they didn't feel they had progressed 
far enough in their own line of expertise to begin working together. 

So somebody has got to keep the big picture in mind and I think 
right now, you've "got it," but how can you see this being carried 
the next step so that that big picture gets shared with us as it is 
developing. 

Secretary BABBITT. Well, just a couple of thoughts. I think and 
emphasize that the success of this effort is going to depend on our 
ability at the Federal level to be interactive and coordinated with 
the Department of Agriculture, EPA, and the National Marine 
Fishery Service so that there is a sense of consistency and coordi­
nation. 

Equally and perhaps more importantly that we work with State 
game and fish agencies. Now, in some States, game and fish has a 
different name, but I think you all know that there is a natural 
resource agency that does management of game, fish, and land. We 
cannot do a reasonable job of serving the public without a careful, 
careful coordinated program with them. 

Now, historically we have managed to do that pretty well with 
game management. Game management, because if you look at 
hunting and fishing regulations in most places, they are firmly in 
the hands of the States and there is an intense and long history 
with fish and wildlife in the Federal agencies. We have got to repli­
cate that in this area. 

The one example I would take from your question is the presence 
of the University of Washington in the person of Gerry Franklin. 
He is the leading advocate of what is known as new forestry and 
we came to him in this process relatively late. The Congress discov­
ered him I think long before the executive branch did. His print is 
now all over this plan, and I think-! guess the answer is, we need 
to be out talking to the Congress, to State agencies, to State univer­
sities, because we don't possess all the answers. Maybe we have got 
some questions. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. STunns. The gentleman from Arkansas? 
Mr. DICKEY. Good morning Mr. Secretary. In your mind, what is 

an ecosystem, how will one be defined, and how will you differenti­
ate one from another? 

Secretary BABBITT. Mr. Congressman, to some degree, an ecosys­
tem is in the eye of the beholder. 

Mr. DICKEY. Is that your answer? Would you like to elaborate? 
Secretary BABBITT. I think-I would be willing to elaborate, sir. I 

can put it in specific context. The timber problem and the salmon 
problem in the Pacific Northwest drives you to an ecosystem which 
essentially runs from the crest of the cascades to the Pacific Ocean 
from approximately Puget Sound down to the beginning of the 
Sierra, Nevada in California. It is characterize by a lot of the com­
monalities. Stream drainage is certainly a big one. 
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Climate. The weather from the Pacific creates a lot of precipita­
tion until it hits the tops of the cascades and then you are off into 
the desert. So that is an ecosystem. River basins are a pretty good 
starting point. 

In the case of the Edwards Aquifer in Texas, we were looking at 
an ecosystem defined by groundwater recharge in the limestone 
hill country of west Texas. In other cases, the dominant thing will 
be the vegetation communities. Some would say that the Colorado 
Plateau is an ecosystem. Others would vigorously dissent. 

I think the essential thing you are looking for is common natural 
and geographic features that generate a particular set of resources 
or a particular set of problems or opportunities. 

Mr. DICKEY. Let me ask you this one last question, if I may: If we 
have property rights that we are trying to protect and an ecosys­
tem is established, will you go according to property lines or how 
will the geographical boundaries be determined? 

Secretary BABBITT. For purposes of managing water resources or 
biological issues relating to the Endangered Species Act or what­
ever, I think the better approach is to define the geographic ecosys­
tem. 

Now, when I talk about another ecosystem raising jurisdictional 
lines, I am talking about those Federal blocks on the map, because 
when it comes to private property, there is a long and important 
constitutional tradition in this country that we are bound to re­
spect and which I certainly not only respect, but believe deeply in. 

Mr. DICKEY. Thank you. 
Mr. STUDDS. The gentleman from Oregon Mr. DeFazio. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Hamburg was here before I was. 
Mr. STuoos. Such unbelievable distinction. The gentleman from 

California. 
Mr. HAMBURG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
It is good to see you here, Mr. Secretary, and I really appreciate 

the focus that you are placing on the Pacific Northwest. And I 
don't think there is anywhere in the country where we have faced 
this issue of, as you call it so well, train wrecks more than in our 
area of the country. 

And one of the real controversies seems to be whether those 
train wrecks are caused by government and government regulation 
and the government stepping in and saying there is a problem here 
where that may or may not be perceived by the locals, and whether 
those train wrecks are indeed caused by ecosystem breakdown. 

And I have seen that both in the timber industry and in the fish­
ing industry where there are still a substantial number of people 
who feel that there really is no great problem with depletion. We 
see that with respect to the salmon industry on the north coast. 
Chairman Studds came out and helped me with a hearing recently 
in Fort Bragg, an area that I know you realize there is not just a 
Fort Bragg in North Carolina, but there is one in California as 
well, and one of the pleas we heard there from the salmon fisher­
man was just let us fish, there are fish out there. 

So we need to clear up this issue of whether the train wreck is 
the fault of the government, State or Federal, or whether it is 
really ecosystem breakdown and that is where I see this biological 
survey being invaluable. 
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I would just like to ask you to project 10 years or so into the 
future and look back at where we are today and we have had this 
biological system in place, and could you just reflect on what you 
think the pitfalls were that made this not work as you today envi­
sion it? 

I mean, just reflect for me, if you could, on where you think 
this-why you think this might not work. Is it the on account of 
private property issues that were raised by Mr. Hansen. Is it the 
possibilities of the Endangered Species Act being amended in ways 
that would not fit in well with this kind of an approach? What do 
you think the problems might be? 

Secretary BABBITI. Well, if I were looking ahead 10 or 20 years, I 
think the large issue that we all grapple with in our different ways 
is how we find a suitable equilibrium in the way we use land, 
water, and natural resources that maintains the resource in sus­
tainable fashion, that maintains an agreed-upon or generally ac­
ceptable level of biological diversity and accommodates the rights 
and economic expectations of private landowners. 

All of these issues in some way are colored by this basic issue of 
land use planning, which is, and I believe always will be, principal­
ly a State and local function. And if you accept that, then you see I 
think the importance of having this working relationship with Fed­
eral, State, and local. 

Now, obviously, on the Federal land base, the relationships are 
less complex. There are going to be some important upcoming ex·· 
amples of the way this plays out. I think the Coastal Sage System 
in Southern California is something that anyone who is interested 
in the answer to this question should have a look at, that the way 
we manage estuaries and stream systems are other examples 
coming up. We have seen that most recently in the Everglades. 

What would I hope 10 years from now? I would hope that the En­
dangered Species Act has been virtually forgotten, not abolished, 
forgotten. And what I mean by that is that there has been-that 
there is so little controversy, that it is just sitting there routinely 
being worked upon and that we have reached a sort of biological 
balance, if you will, and a consensus about the management of the 
landscapes so that there aren't any species endangered anymore. 

We have recovered ones, there aren't any more in trouble, but 
we are moving along in kind of a new consensus now. With that 
answer, I think you can see what my style is in dealing with these 
problems. 

Mr. HAMBURG. Mr. Secretary, I think you have already done 
some very significant work in enhancing the trust and faith that 
people have that the Federal Government can take an important 
role in coordinating all the various laws, achieving some interagen­
cy works that will avoid some of these train wrecks in the future, 
but it is a huge job. 

I often say that we not only have a resource deficit, we also have 
a tremendous trust deficit. And I think Mr. Hansen's question 
comes from that lack of trust of the private property owner, that 
the Federal Government really is going to do a responsible job in 
making decisions about endangered species and about all the other 
ways that the entities of government interact with private property 
ownership. 
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So I guess my time is up. I just want to wish you continued suc­
cess and I hope you will take a look at the L.A. Times yesterday, if 
you haven't, with respect to the coastal sage issue. These problems 
are controversial and you know we are not going to get around 
that entirely but if we can create a little more trust, we will have 
gone a long way toward realizing something closer to your vision. 

Thank you. 
Mr. STUDDS. The gentleman from North Carolina. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Secretary, I hope we share a common goal in 

the area of conservation and concern about the environment. I be­
lieve myself to be seriously concerned in that area. I have three 
small children and I think anyone with small children would have 
to be concerned about the future of our country's environment. 

But the thing that distinguishes America and our founding fa­
thers in the Constitution is protection of private property. I think 
anyone who takes a candid look at things would have to say that 
private property has been trampled by Government to a large 
extent in the name of the environment. 

Now, back down where I come from, people recognize that the 
depth of dumb cannot be fathomed in Washington. That is why 
they don't have a lot of confidence in programs that come out of 
this body, because we do things like closing down dry land and call­
ing it wetlands and other things that I won't go into. 

People are concerned for a variety of reasons and I would like to 
sincerely ask that you make a special effort that you will not con­
tinue along in the same direction and that you will give people as­
surance that you will change that direction. 

I am not worried about Georgia Pacific. If you start running over 
them, they will be on you like a chicken on a June bug. It is thE­
hundred-acre farmer, the small individual that can't come up with 
the resources and the lobbying power of a Georgia Pacific, that con­
cerns me. 

In your past profession you gave me a lot of concern with your 
letter to your Members-most of whom have been included in this 
administration-when you stated, and I am quoting, "we must 
identify our enemies and drive them into oblivion." 

Now, that is hardly the kind of reconciliation that our folks were 
looking for because they may feel that they are one of your en­
emies and they don't want to be on the end of oblivion driving. 

Look at the National Natural Landmarks Program that the Inte­
rior Department carried out. In an audit in 1991, the Inspector 
General found that property owners rights were violated; some 
2,800 landowners had been infringed upon including trespass. Now, 
some of the same people that were involved in that Natural Land­
marks Program are part of the National Biological Survey. 

Perhaps you have brought them to the altar and have gotten 
conversions and new thoughts from them; I hope so. I would like to 
see your Department perhaps establish an ombudsman or someone 
to act in that position-heavens, don't create another position­
whom small owners could contact and who could list complaints 
about the property abuses in this area. 

I would also like to ask you about your request that the Freedom 
of Information Act provisions be waived regarding the National Bi-
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ological Survey. Could you tell me what you were thinking and the 
need for that? 

Secretary BABBITI. Yes, Mr. Taylor. The problem is there have 
been some examples where-fortunately not too many, but they 
have been quite devastating where the Fish and Wildlife Service 
will do a survey of an endangered species and the habitat prior to 
figuring out the appropriate action. 

An FOIA request is made and the species or its habitat suddenly 
disappears. And it is just designed to see if we can find a reasona­
ble balance to prevent that from happening. 

Mr. TAYLOR. In other words, you don't trust the people that you 
are working with out in the community not to destroy the wildlife 
that you are surveying? 

Secretary BABBITI. Well, it has happened on some occasions. It is 
unfortunate, but it has. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Chairman Studds, Chairman Vento, here is where 
we are in this country. The people out in the country have been so 
abused by governmental agencies that they don't trust them any­
more, and our Secretary of the Interior says that the people will 
abuse the process and that he doesn't trust them. 

We live in a free country with a Constitution distinguishing us 
from the old Soviet Union by the protection of private property 
rights. We are going to be in a hard place to carry on a National 
Biological Survey, or other policies of this country in this area. 

Mr. VENTO. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TAYLOR. Let me finish my statement and then I would be 

glad to. Secretary Babbitt, you answered Congressman Hansen a 
moment ago stating that you hoped to obtain the areas sought by 
the Federal Government by using Land and Water Conservation 
funds to purchase from willing sellers, and that you hoped to use 
local Governments to apply the zonings or taking them. If none of 
that works, then what is the next thing we do if we find in this 
survey there is a need to take private property? 

Secretary BABBITT. Well, the bottom line, I suppose you could 
conjure up a historical case where there are no alternatives. Well, 
at that point, the private property owner stands on his or her pri­
vate property rights, that is the law of the land. 

Mr. TAYLOR. And you would envision that the only taking of that 
right could be through appropriate condemnation or through a 
willing sale? 

Secretary BABBITT. Right. 
Mr. TAYLOR. What about the current Department policy that if 

they find an endangered species, that there is approximately 60 
areas of land or thereabouts set aside around it or zoned or in 
effect taken? Would that policy continue under this survey, do you 
think? 

Secretary BABBITT. Well, the National Biological Survey is a sci­
entific organization. It doesn't make any of these kinds of decisions 
and I think, indeed, one of the arguments for this survey is that 
science really ought to be separated by a step or two from the regu­
lators and, in a sense, that is to take care of some of your concerns 
that I have heard frequently expressed, that science somehow isn't 
sufficiently objective. The National Biological Survey won't be 
making these kinds of regulatory decisions. 
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Mr. TAYLOR. I understand that-­
Mr. STunns. If the gentleman--
Mr. TAYLOR. I will. The public concern is that this is a prelude. 

Folks are very much interested and would be more cooperative if 
they knew what you would be doing with the survey. 

Mr. STunns. It would be nice of the gentleman to yield. I am just 
pointing out the color of the light. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes. 
Mr. STunns. I thank the gentleman. 
Will the gentleman from Oregon accept recognition now? Thank 

you. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. I wanted to be certain we were in the appropriate 

order of things here. 
I certainly support the objectives and the intent of what we are 

about. I think that representing a district that is pretty much at 
the epicenter of the current train wreck, you know, I recognize if 
we get ahead of these problems, things don't need to get so bad. 

But I guess there is one concern I have about this. How is it that 
we are going to translate the information gathered into action? 
Take, for example, the transfer of the wetlands inventory. Sitting 
on Public Works and Natural Resources, I have followed the wet­
lands issue with great interest, and as far as I know, we are still in 
the morass of not exactly knowing what the Federal rules are, 
what wetlands are, and what ones we are going to protect, et 
cetera. 

So I am curious what the transfer of the jurisdiction of the wet­
lands inventory might do to begin to cross those jurisdictional lines 
between the Corps of Engineers, Fish and Wildlife, the various 
other Federal agencies involved and the concerns and relations 
with private property and the State agencies? 

Secretary BABBITT. Mr. DeFazio, the honest answer to your ques­
tion, whether it helps or disillusions, I don't know, is that the 
transfer of the National Wetlands Inventory will do very little, 
probably nothing to affect one way or the other your underlying 
concerns about the administration of the 404 wetlands program. 

And the reason for that simply is that this really is a scientific 
effort, and it is deliberately designed to draw some separation. 
And, therefore, we don't get to what are admittedly the difficult 
and hard questions and that is regulatory policy. Now in the case 
of wetlands, thankfully, that burden does not rest upon my juris­
dictional shoulders. You may go to the Environmental Protection 
Agency and the Corps of Engineers. 

In the case of the Endangered Species Act it manifestly is my re­
sponsibility to define a regulatory policy and you have heard me. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. But if we were going to inventory wetlands, then 
we have to know what it is so at some point, the Federal Govern­
ment has to determine what a wetland is, define actively so we can 
have an inventory. Otherwise, we have sor t of an inventory which 
looks like the maps Columbus used which has that "terra incogni­
to" out here, which may or may not be wetlands depending on 
which definition we are currently using. 

It seems to me there has to be some sort of enterprise between 
the biological scientific assessment and the practicality of the laws 
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and what the Federal Government is doing. Not to belabor the 
point. 

Secretary BABBITT. My employees, when it comes to this issue, 
are merely scribes who read something called a manual. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. But which manual are we using these days, do we 
know? 

Secretary BABBITT. That manual is in the hands of other agen­
cies. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. So the other agencies, your people will go to the 
mount, and upon the mount, they will be handed the scriven docu­
ment and they will then descend from the mount and assess how 
we apply those scriptures to the real world. And then from there, 
we will somehow achieve a result. 

Secretary BABBITT. That is correct. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. It is totally clear to me. And I will take that mes­

sage back to the Public Works Committee and we will work with 
that. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. STunns. The gentleman from Maryland. 
Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DeFazio, I think we are working on the 1987 manual now. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. There was an 1989. 
Mr. GILCHREST. We are now presently on the 1987 manual, and 

there is presently an ongoing study and I assume in a good year or 
so, the National Academy of Sciences is studying those other previ­
ous manuals to determine once and for all, perhaps a fundamental 
understanding for delineating nontitled wetlands for Section 404. 

I think then we can grow as a legislative body to develop some 
type of legislation to meet that, but I just wanted to throw that 
out. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentleman would yield for just a moment. I 
appreciate it. It sounds like we are about to establish what the tab­
lets may be composed of, and I am really pleased to hear that we 
will know within a year, so that is great. The prophet will arrive in 
a year. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Or less. I also want to take a second to compli­
ment the gentleman from North Carolina on his reference upon 
the genius of the founding fathers, and I would agree with him a 
hundred percent. 

I would also say that in 1776, the shad were so populous in 
Chesapeake Bay that many people said you could walk from the 
Eastern Shore to the Western Shore on the shad. And they are 
almost extinct now--overpopulation and not properly managing, I 
suppose, the resources and the land and the water. The other thing 
in 1776, clams filtered out the Chesapeake Bay in four days. Now, 
99 percent of the clams are gone. 

So I think what we need to do is to have some vision for our chil­
dren's future and understand what we can do as people to ade­
quately manage the resources so that all of us can be free and inde­
pendent and not be overburdened by redundant legislation but reg­
ulations and legislations are based on sound science. 

Mr. Secretary, I just wanted to throw a few questions at you be­
cause my time will probably be gone if I just ask one at a time, and 
then you give me an answer. 
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The first one is a broad question, and I know that anytime you 
pass a law in this body, it transcends the present body, the present 
administration and moves on down the road. And very often per­
sonalities happen to interpret certain regulations differently. So I 
am just wondering, Mr. Secretary, what is in your mind, is the pur­
pose like Mrs. Unsoeld talked about "the big picture". 

So what in your mind is the big picture or the goal for the Na­
tional Biological Survey Act and how might this particular act in 
your mind evolve? Mr. Hamburg made reference to something like 
this. How might this particular act in your mind or how should 
this particular act impact development or overdevelopment or un­
bridled development throughout the various towns and counties 
and communities in this country. 

How might this particular act impact managed growth for towns 
and communities? 

As Mr. DeFazio mentioned something about a wetlands and a 
wetlands inventory and what might happen with this wetlands in­
ventory. I think if your average planning commission, if your aver­
age town or county had a wetlands inventory on a computer so he 
could see what the inventory was he thinks this would really help 
him understand the concept of an ecosystem or watershed manage­
ment to leave open space in his community. 

I have a few more. I am going to stop with just the last one. 
Mr. VENTO. [Presiding] Let me interrupt. Congressman Studds is 

going to come back. Some of the members have not be recognized. I 
will go to Mr. Abercrombie if you go vote. Members that have not 
asked questions would go over now and vote, we probably could ac­
commodate them when they come back. 

Mr. Secretary, in response to Mr. Gilchrest's question, please pro­
ceed. 

Mr. GILCHREST. The last one, there was a concept that used to be 
kicked around here a couple of years ago called no net loss of wet­
lands. Is that a concept that is still alive? Is it a viable thing to 
even say. 

Is it possible to have no net loss of wetlands, and with a biologi­
cal survey, how would that concept of no net loss of wetlands, if it 
is possible, fit in? 

Secretary BABBITT. OK. With respect to your first question, I 
think I would phrase it, what are the chances of this National Bio­
logical Survey turning into a devouring regulatory monster after 
my enlightened reign is over somewhere down the road. 

The answer I think is none. This National Biological Survey will 
be just about as controversial as the U.S. Geological Survey has 
been in the last 100 years which is not at all, because what we are 
looking at is information. And I think in this society, whatever our 
differences about regulatory policy, we all concur that facts and 
good science are the absolute essential to having a meaningful 
policy debate about how we regulate. 

With respect to local governments, I think the strongest constitu­
ency for this approach is going to be State and local governments 
because, ultimately, the work that we do within the Department­
and that is done through the Federal Geographic Data Coordinat­
ing Committee-is going to progressively become available to State 
and local governments as a result of their efforts, as a result of 
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data bases that are built in a coordinated fashion at all levels 
which enable a local planning and zoning committee to simply and 
quickly get all of the land use special data that they need in a 
format that is agreed upon. 

And that, I think, is going to make decisionmaking a lot easier in 
this country, whether you want to locate an airport or build sewer 
lines or do open space planning, all that kind of thing. So we have 
begun discussions with State and local governments on this, and I 
think it will intensify our efforts in that direction. 

No net loss of wetlands, I think, is a manageable-it is conceptu­
ally correct. Now, I say conceptually correct because this is some­
thing that really depends upon the execution. Obviously we have to 
have some selective development that does impact some wetlands, 
and the question then becomes, what is the mitigation that offsets 
that? 

That has been controversial, but we have learned a lot. We 
haven't learned enough. We have had some successes and some 
failures and I won't pontificate any further, because I just told you 
that I was an innocent bystander in the wetlands debate. I am not 
entirely innocent, but I am to some degree a bystander. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Abercrombie. 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Welcome, Mr. Secretary. Thank you for being 

here. 
I will submit a detailed memo to you on what I am about to ask 

and I will just do this very briefly. I think the last time we had an 
occasion to actually meet was at the IMAX presentation at the Air 
and Space Museum on Hawaii and endangered species. I think that 
was a very impressive demonstration. 

My question has-by the way, I support you entirely, completely, 
before I ask you my question, right. I want you to know that you 
have my full support and vote on this. 

But that is the good news and I think there is some better news 
here. Within your current U.S. Wildlife Service jurisdiction, the 
Pacific Islands office covers 2,300 islands in eight political jurisdic­
tions. It stretches 5,000 miles from east to west and encompasses 
3,000 miles from north to south. Greater than the continental 
United States, obviously. 

And I think you know from the IMAX presentation, as well as 
your own research and knowledge, that the native resources in the 
Pacific Islands are unique and distinct and that, right now, we 
have been traditionally included in the western region. Some of the 
problems you are having, and opportunity, as you put them, I 
agree with that, in the Pacific Northwest, we are kind of lost in all 
of that and it is a gigantic logistical enterprise that we are talking 
about. 

All I would ask of you is that you consider a separate regional 
office for the Pacific, and I will be happy to submit everything that 
I think bolsters and justifies that within the context of your re­
marks, which I hope you will let me summarize as follows or that 
you will agree is a good summary of your statement. I saw three 
things: Coordination, systemization, and interchangeability. That is 
how I would do that if I had to extract three concepts from your 
testimony, and all within a common foundation of a definition of 
standards. 
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And if I took a phrase from your statement, I would say it would 
be "let science come first." So that is my proposal. I guess it is 
more an observation than a question to you at this point, but I 
hope that you would consider a Pacific regional office in the con­
text and under the jurisdiction of a Bureau for the Pacific, for the 
reasons that I have outlined. 

Secretary BABBITI'. Mr. Abercrombie, I think the Fish and Wild­
life Service is really an extraordinary operation. I think it is the 
most-the least appreciated, most underrated body in this town 
with the obvious exception of the United States Congress. 

And I agree with the thrust of your remarks, which is that we 
have not really appreciated the Pacific issues, starting with 
Hawaii, because what we have is really an extraordinary product 
of geological and historic evolution and a remarkably distinct and 
productive and different ecological system now under it there, not 
only from development, but from the brown tree snake attempting 
to get in from Guam, and a whole variety of exotic sort of intruder 
species. And I take your remarks to be an invitation to up the level 
of our attention and effort. 

Now, I can't-
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. May I interject just a moment? This would be 

modest in terms of expenditures. It would be expansive, yes, in 
terms of distance and logistics, but the expenditures, I think, would 
be modest and I think the cooperation you would get across these 
eight political jurisdictions would be virtually instantaneous and 
most welcome. People would be very enthusiastic. 

This is-believe me, my comments have nothing to do with the 
efforts of the western region which have been heroic. It is strictly a 
question of stretching the resources so thinly that the extraordinar­
ily competent people have just been stretched too far. 

Secretary BABBITT. Thank you. 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Secretary, I will give you a choice. If you are in 

a hurry and if you can move fast, you may be able to get out of 
here before anybody returns from voting. 

If, on the other hand, you would like to rhapsodize about some 
philosophy or sing a verse of Home on the Range or have an in­
spired articulation, it is your choice. No, it is not. 

Secretary BABBITT. I didn't leave the room. 
Mr. STunns. You almost made it. The gentlewoman from Califor­

nia. 
Ms. EsHoo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. They say timing is every­

thing. 
It is wonderful to see you here again, Mr. Secretary, and we talk 

about surveys, biological surveys, and biological diversity. I did my 
own surveys as Members were speaking this morning. We have 
quite an inventory here and we certainly have biological diversity, 
so I just wanted to get that into the record. I couldn't help but 
notice that. 

Mr. Secretary, first of all, I want to commend you for your bold 
thinking. I think if there is anything that people in this country 
are looking for are not those people that are the hedge trimmers, 
so to speak, but people that are going to step up and really reshape 
things. 
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And this is a bold plan, it is a necessary plan. We see where the 
mistakes of the past are haunting us and I salute and commend 
you for bringing the thinking that you do to this area where it is so 
needed. 

I understand the questions I was going to ask this morning were 
asked before I arrived, and since the bill is up today, I would just 
like to ask you about the funding. I understand that it is a $164 
million appropriation for fiscal year 1994. Are there savings that 
are going to be accrued, since what I have read, there is a combina­
tion of staffs that are going to come together to accomplish this 
worthy undertaking and if there are savings, over what period of 
time? What is the money for? 

Secretary BABBI'IT. It is a difficult calculation, because 80 percent 
of the figure in the appropriation bill in its current form is a con­
tinuation of existing levels of appropriation simply brought togeth­
er. 

Now, I think that the efficiency and the synergy from that com­
bination of resources will be considerable. I am not certain that I 
can lay out a dollar figure to you. 

Now, in addition to that we have requested, approximately $38 
million additional, and that reflects restraints in other parts of my 
budget, and the purpose of that increase is to make certain that we 
have the resources to cover-not only cover existing commitments, 
but to begin moving toward this comprehensive survey concept. 

Ms. EsHoo. OK. I am sure you are going to be reporting back 
here on the progress and how the money is used and the joining of 
these staffs and the cooperation. I hope what will be built into it as 
well, is that we aren't reinventing everything, but rather make use 
of what our States and local jurisdictions have already put togeth­
er. Because I think that if we start from scratch on everything, 
that this $164 million appropriation is going to be birdseed, most 
frankly. 

So I look forward to your coming back and telling us more about 
it and I salute you. You are a great source of pride to all of us and 
a bright star in this new administration. 

Thank you. 
Secretary BABBI'IT. Thank you. 
Mr. Srunns. Now, undoubtedly for some balance, the gentleman 

from Oregon. 
Ms. EsHOO. More biological diversity. 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. Bright Star. Good day, Mr. Secretary. 
Secretary BABBI'IT. Mr. Smith, good morning. 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. Secretary, you have heard expressed here and in 

Arizona and in the west high suspicion of government which tends 
to overburden particularly the west with governance, simply be­
cause most of our States have a very large composite of Federal 
lands, so much so that private landownership is fiercely protected 
and I know you understand that exactly. 

The Constitution protects the taking of private property by way 
of the Fifth Amendment and yet the courts have held consistently 
interpreting that amendment that its taking only is acceptable to 
the court if it is roughly more than 60 percent of the product. 

A person has to go to Federal court and sue under the Constitu­
tion. The government must accept the suit or it is not even heard, 
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but most of them are accepted. The problem is that the costs are 
normally around $250,000 to bring suit. That means that if the 
person who has a small amount of land that may be imperiled by 
the Endangered Species Act or the biological survey registration 
has really nothing which raises again the suspicion of people for 
their government. 

My question is simply, would you support a legislative act which 
would allow anyone who was injured economically by an act of gov­
ernment which took away a portion of his production, be it timber 
or be it agriculture or whatever, so that a person who was injured 
by the Federal Government could reasonably-as we do with high­
ways in the west and other kinds of condemnations-could reason­
ably have some return on his land taken for a public purpose? 

Secretary BABBITT. Mr. Smith, I am not sure that I am prepared 
to sign off your legislation. 

Mr. SMITH. Don't do that right yet, Mr. Secretary, please. 
Secretary BABBITT. Let me illustrate what I think the difficulty is 

and then suggest what my answer would be. 
I conducted one of these grazing hearings last week out in Arizo­

na, and they are interesting to say the least. And a number of par­
ticipants got up and said, we would like the United States to com­
pensate for the economic loss that results from permit reductions 
in the number of livestock that are being grazed on public land 
under a permit which has been held in our family for 100 years. 
The response to that, it seems to me, is that is not a legally com­
pensable change. 

Mr. SMITH. I agree with you totally. 
Secretary BABBITT. OK. You are probably going to drive me now 

to private land. 
Mr. SMITH. Yes. 
Secretary BABBITT. Your landowner in your district in Oregon 

has 500 acres of timber. 
Mr. SMITH. 100 acres. 
Secretary BABBITT. Good. Inhabited by, among other possibilities, 

an owl. 
Mr. SMITH. One pair of owls. 
Secretary BABBITT. One pair of owls, excellent. 
Mr. SMITH. That is a double superlative, whatever. 
Secretary BABBITT. But it seems to me that rather than legisla­

tion, what you have the right to demand is a response from me 
which says we are going to figure out a reasonable course of action 
for that landowner. We are not going to freeze his ability to 
produce. We will issue a 4(d) rule which provides some alternatives 
and, ultimately, if that owl insists on staying there in perpetuity, 
we will be driven to buying the land, trading the land, or doing 
something. 

Now, I am not making an offer to your constituents to buy every 
owl site of this year, but I am willing to say we have got to have a 
course of action which says we have not deprived you in perpetuity 
of your use of land. 

Mr. SMITH. One follow-up question, Mr. Chairman, and I see my 
time is about up. 

I thank you for that response. I must say, however, that that is 
not occurring today, that indeed there are private lands being re-
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stricted as we talk about the act of the endangered species, the 
spotted owl, and there will be more with the marble murrelet and 
salmon, so I appreciate your comment. I will be visiting with you 
about that. If your program doesn't work, I am sure you will sub­
scribe to mine. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Secretary BABBITI. I have enjoyed our dialog down in Oregon and 

I am ready and willing to come back for more of it. 
Mr. SMITH. Thank you. 
Mr. Srunns. The gentleman from New York. 
Mr. HocHBRUECKNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, 

on pages 5 and 6 of your testimony, you make several recommenda­
tions of things that should be in the Biological Survey Act. One is 
for a director appointed by the President and to be confirmed by 
the Senate. As you know, it is in there and also for an ongoing 
survey and my reading of the language also shows that that is in 
there. But you also request the transfer of the national wetlands 
inventory so that you can use that as a base for the survey, and we 
can certainly work to put that in. 

Are there any other recommendations that you would like to see 
in H.R. 1845 to improve it from your point of view? 

Secretary BABBITI. Mr. Hochbrueckner, I think that the other 
questions that have come up today and indirectly through staff dis­
cussions are the disposition of the Patuxent issue and the creation, 
the statutory creation of the two advisory boards. I think those are 
the only issues. 

What we did send in the recommendation about this confidential­
ity of data issue which was raised earlier in the discussion, that is 
not in the bill. I think it would be useful for you to have a look at 
it. It may be something that should be deferred until the Endan­
gered Species Act reauthorization. It would be helpful for us from 
our perspective to have it in this bill. 

Mr. HocHBRUECKNER. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. STunns. The gentleman from Delaware. 
Mr. CASTLE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secre­

tary, I hope you were a more conscientious student than I was. I 
am reminded of the times when I hadn't been to class or studied 
and was called upon to say something. I haven't had a chance to 
read your testimony or hear the questions. 

Secretary BABBITI. Honorable Mr. Castle, I don't believe a word 
of that. 

Mr. CASTLE. I will answer some questions anyhow, just like I 
tried to do in class when I didn't know anything. My view of all 
this is that you have perhaps, with the possible exception of solving 
the problems of health care, the most unsolvable problems of all. 
The Endangered Species Act. 

Endangered species, in general, is just tremendously difficult. 
You buy up all kinds of land that sort of disappears. When you buy 
all of the land, you spend all of your money on one particular 
breed of something or a plant or whatever it may be with the wet­
lands issue all the way from development and farmers who want to 
use the wetlands and those who want to protect everything that 
has ever had water on it whatsoever. 

72-989 0 - 93 - 2 
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The whole issue of private property comes into this and, from 
your experience, because of your vast experience in running a 
State and then working in government, it seems to me that maybe 
we don't have the solutions and some of the surveys and manuals 
and your Department, in all fairness, has never been known for its 
great flexibility in the past. And we in Congress, certainly just be­
cause of the nature of 435 people in the House and under the 
Senate, perhaps lack flexibility in this area. 

And it occurs to me that you may end up with solutions which 
are different than anything that we have today, and I would hope 
that you would not feel fettered by what is before us now and 
would be willing to either come to us or on your own try to strike 
out in ways that can make a difference because the goals are the 
same, the people want to protect endangered species. 

I don't know anyone in Congress who is going out and campaign­
ing about getting rid of endangered species or whatever it may be. 
I think you want to be as good and fair on wetlands property, and 
we want to protect private property owners, but not at the sacrifice 
at whatever natural environment we may need also to protect. 

I am not too sure, it is just so-such a haze now in terms of how 
we approach this that I worry about it, that I would hope that you 
would have the initiative to perhaps be able to look at goals and 
ways of getting there and cutting through all of that. 

This may or may not invite comment from you, but I would just 
encourage you to, as a Member that has never sponsored anything, 
that I have to protect here in this Congress, I would just encourage 
you to take those initiatives and to inspire others in your Depart­
ment and those in the agencies that are going to testify after you 
and deal with the environment to also get involved and do that. 

Secretary BABBI'IT. Congressman, I appreciate that. It seems to 
me, my sense of this debate about the Endangered Species Act, and 
to a large degree wetlands as well, has been characterized by a sort 
of abstract kind of theological Talmudic, if you will, debate about 
what can be read into the abstract languages of these acts and sort 
of a "well, what if?" And an endless sort of doomsday scenarios on 
both sides. 

And there are lots of issues, it seems to me, that aren't suscepti­
ble to this kind of abstraction. If we are going to bargain and try to 
find the solution and adjust for resource and land use disputes, 
these situations are uniquely susceptible to getting your hands 
dirty. We need to get everybody together and knock heads and say, 
look, we can't find a perfect advanced abstract answer, but we have 
to get on the ground and be as reasonable and proactive as we can. 

And if that is the essence of your suggestion, I subscribe to it 
wholeheartedly. Thank you. 

Mr. CASTLE. Thank you. 
Mr. STunns. I didn't know that governors communicated at that 

level of abstraction. I will attend the next conference. 
Mr. Secretary, you have been a trouper. We appreciate it. We 

hope to move this legislation as rapidly as our Byzantine ways will 
allow and get you on your way. 

Secretary BABBI'IT. Mr. Chairman, Committee members, thank 
you. 
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Mr. STUDDS. Thank you. As rapidly as politely possible, the 
second panel can wend its way forward, all of you. 

If we can rearrange ourselves with dispatch, I would appreciate 
it. 

I want to welcome the panel, express my thanks for your pa­
tience and confess to you that we are under more than the usual 
time constraints at the moment because of additional demands for 
use of this room and the likelihood of our being interrupted once 
again by a vote on the Floor. 

We are going to treat you as a panel and take you in the order in 
which you appear on the witness list, and ask you to confine your 
oral testimony to no more than five minutes, lest it is humanly and 
ethically possible. Your written statements will appear in their en­
tirety in the record. 

We apologize for the pressures of time. 
First Mr. John Sawhill, President of the Nature Conservancy. 
Mr. Sawhill, welcome back. 

STATEMENT OF JOHN C. SAWHILL, PRESIDENT, THE NATURE 
CONSERVANCY 

Mr. SAWHILL. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I am delight­
ed to have this opportunity, and I particularly appreciate the fact 
that you have scheduled these hearings. 

I would like to say at the outset that the Nature Conservancy 
strongly supports the creation of the National Biological Survey. 
This country has been too long without a national agency to inven­
tory and monitor species. 

Now, the Nature Conservancy faced the same issue that we are 
talking about today 20 years ago. We are a large international con­
servation organization and we had to develop a scientific methodol­
ogy in order to establish our priorities for land acquisition and pro­
tection. 

And so we created a unique public-private partnership, the Natu­
ral Heritage Network, and this has grown in scope and sophistica­
tion over the last 20 years. And as I think you said in a previous 
hearing, it represents the only "National Biological Survey" that 
we have today. And so my testimony is based on our experience 
over 20 years in trying to do what we are talking about this morn­
ing. 

Now, the proposed National Biological Survey has two functions, 
a research function and an inventorying and monitoring function. 
And I am going to confine my remarks to the inventorying and 
monitoring function. In my testimony, I talk a little bit about the 
need for a National Biological Survey for this inventory function, 
but I think Secretary Babbitt has expressed that so well that there 
is little that I can add to what he said. 

Instead, I would like to make a few suggestions that I think 
could serve as criteria for what a National Biological Survey 
should look like. 

First, it seems to me that it should draw on existing data and 
inventories. Congressman Vento and Saxton and others in their 
discussions this morning have talked about the need to reach out 
and make sure that we are not reinventing the wheel, and that we 



30 

should build on existing data bases and work within existing Feder­
al structure. In addition, they said that the survey, as it is created, 
should be compatible with other systems. I would certainly strongly 
support that. 

Second, it seems to me that we need an inventory that enables us 
to be proactive land managers-to do as Secretary Babbitt has sug­
gested and anticipate problems rather than to react to problems. 

Third, we need data that is timely, and that we need an adequate 
quality-control function to make sure that the data we are getting 
has credibility and really does reflect the true state of affairs on 
the ground. 

Fourth, it seems to me that the inventory should be capable of 
mapping biodiversity at a scale sufficient so that we can use it for 
land-use decisions. Congressman Gilchrest talked about the Nation­
al Biological Survey and its use in local land-use decisions, and I 
can tell you that the Nature Conservancy's experience is that State 
and local governments and private corporations turn to the Natu­
ral Heritage Network frequently. As a matter of fact, last year, we 
had 200,000 requests for information. Many of these came from 
State and local governments and private corporations in connection 
with land-use decisions. 

The final criterion I would suggest is that we ought to have data 
that can be looked at on a national basis so that the Interior De­
partment and other government agencies can give the Congress 
and the American people an assessment of what is happening to 
biodiversity on a national scale, as well as a regional and a local 
scale. 

I also want to stress that I think the Natural Heritage Network 
of the Nature Conservancy can serve as an important building 
block for the National Biological Survey. Now, admittedly, it 
doesn't contain all the information that we need for the NBS, but 
it contains a lot of this information. Today it is housed in State 
governments, for the most part, so that we can build on an existing 
system using existing resources and not have to reinvent the 
wheeL 

And in my testimony, I point out that the Heritage Network also 
satisfies the other criteria that I have just outlined. 

And finally, I would like to make three other recommendations. 
First, a national-level heritage center should be established within 
NBS. In other words, we ought to have a heritage center . right in 
the NBS to draw on this wealth of information already existing in 
State governments. 

Second, there ought to be some kind of grants-in-aid program to 
support the State heritage program so they can all be brought up 
to the quality level needed for the Federal NBS. And finally, there 
should be some kind of cost sharing arrangement established for a 
joint Conservancy-NBS technical assistance program so that we 
can continue to develop new generations of software to support the 
NBS. 

I see the yellow light is on, so I will close by just stating again 
our strong support and our appreciation for your interest in hold­
ing these hearings. 

Mr. STUDDS. Thank you very much, sir, and we apologize for the 
light. 
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[The statement of Mr. Sawhill can be found at the end of the 
hearing.] . 

Mr. STunns. Mr. Mark Shaffer of the Wilderness Society. 
Mr. Shaffer. 

STATEMENT OF MARK L. SHAFFER, VICE PRESIDENT FOR RE­
SOURCE PLANNING AND ECONOMICS, THE WILDERNESS SOCIE­
TY 
Mr. SHAFFER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the 

opportunity to be here. I would like to point out that our written 
testimony and my oral comments this morning represent not only 
The Wilderness Society but several other environmental groups in­
cluding the Natural Resources Defense Council, Sierra Club, Envi­
ronmental Defense Fund, and Greenpeace. 

First of all, we would like to congratulate Secretary Babbitt for 
his leadership and vision in bringing forth the concept of the Na­
tional Biological Survey, an institution long overdue. We would 
also like to commend you, Chairman Studds, for bringing forth this 
legislation to authorize the survey and to try to make it a reality 
by October 1. 

We have submitted a written statement. I am not going to at­
tempt to go through it in great detail. I will highlight a few points 
in the interest of time. 

One is that I used to work for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and actually spent about three years in the research division. 
Therefore, I have been very interested in how the plan for the 
survey has unfolded and have many informal conversations with 
various people around town. 

I know there are a lot of concerns when you create a new institu­
tion principally out of existing parts of other institutions. It is 
never a completely clean fit. It is always a little bit of an awkward 
ugly duckling to begin with, but our point is that we think that fol­
lows function and we think that Mr. Babbitt has the right idea and 
the right concept. 

We think if Congress gives this new institution a solid mandate 
and a clear mission, that the form of the survey will quickly evolve 
into a very efficient operation. To this end, we have provided some 
comments in our testimony to help clarify the mission in ways we 
think might be useful for incorporation into H.R. 1845. 

Our other major concerns and points are that we think some of 
the concerns that you have heard, or will hear, about the dangers 
of taking research out of various separate management agencies 
can be addressed through some of the structures that have been 
proposed for the survey, including the internal policy board. 

We also recognize, as a member of the Committee mentioned ear­
lier, potential difficulties in coordination across Federal agencies 
and between levels of government. We think that is a legitimate 
concern and we think that the proposed science council or science 
board that is being talked about for this survey can address and 
solve that problem. 

We think these two features of the survey are so important, in 
fact, that we would suggest that H.R. 1845 be amended to specify 
what the composition of these bodies will be and exactly what role 
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they will play. I think both of them can make the survey a much 
better institution. 

We would also like to applaud Mr. Vento's good efforts over the 
past few years in trying to strengthen the role of science in the N a­
tiona} Park Service. We have shared many of his concerns and we 
have supported many of his initiatives. And we, too, want to make 
sure that the science needs of the National Park Service are met. 

Frankly, it is our view that if we define well the policy board and 
its role in coordinating within the Department of the Interior, 
making sure that the research needs of the various bureaus are ad­
dressed, we can alleviate any concerns and assure that the parks 
receive the scientific research and facts that they need. 

Finally, although we did not include this point in our written 
statement-an oversight I apologize for-we also believe that a Na­
tional Biological Survey without a national wetlands inventory just 
doesn't quite make sense so we would be very supportive of amend­
ing H.R. 1845 to transfer the national wetlands inventory. 

The environmental community wants to see this effort succeed. 
We think it is the right initiative to take and we would be happy to 
work with the committees and with the administration in any way 
that we can to see that it does succeed. 

Thank you. 
Mr. STUDDS. Thank you very much, sir. 
[The statement of Mr. Shaffer can be found at the end of the 

hearing.] 
Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Max Peterson of the International Association 

of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. 
Mr. Peterson. 

STATEMENT OF R. MAX PETERSON, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI­
DENT, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
AGENCIES 

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You have my state­
ment, so I will brief it for you. Let me first say that the Interna­
tional Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, as you remember, 
represents the 50 State Fish and Wildlife agencies who have the 
major responsibility in this country for Fish and Wildlife and 
strong cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

So we have had long-standing interest and cooperation in re­
search that is conducted by the Fish and Wildlife Service and in­
ventorying and monitoring. Let me first associate myself with Mr. 
Sawhill's remarks on how this process might best unfold, by, at 
least, looking first at the inventories that already exist. 

There have been a couple of mentions of the Manual of Federal 
Geographic Data products. I would like to give you a couple of 
copies of this manual if you don't have it readily available. There 
are some 16 agencies that collect inventory information. The De­
partment of Interior is a relatively minor collector of inventory 
data at the present time. 

I believe the number one agency collecting inventory information 
is NASA because of the space satellites. A major problem in inven­
tories is-as has been mentioned here today is lack of definitions. 
Agreed-on definitions are essential before you can inventory. 
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For example, it is pretty difficult to inventory "wetlands" if 
there is a fundamental difference of opinion on what is a "wet­
land". It is very difficult to inventory "old growth" forests if there 
is a fundamental scientific difference of opinion as to what "old 
growth" is. What needs to be decided early on, whether there is an 
NBS created or not, is to arrive at common definitions that will be 
used by private, State, and Federal people who are engaged in in­
ventory activities. I believe that it might be a good idea to think 
about spending some time doing that rather than establishing a 
new bureau and give it operational responsibility for inventorying 
and monitoring. You could probably make the case today that 
there is maybe too much inventorying and monitoring. 

For example, NASA has lots of films in storage that they can't 
afford to develop that contain all kinds of information. The infor­
mation may not be to the quality standards that are needed to 
manage land or make other kinds of decisions. There are some sig­
nificant gaps we believe and in my testimony, I mention some of 
those gaps. 

We would agree with Secretary Babbitt that we know precious 
little about the species that are not threatened or endangered or 
hunted or fished. The 80 to 90 percent of the species that fall in 
that so-called nongame category, such as the common song birds 
that fly around here all the time and the frogs, butterflies, and 
other species that are out there. We don't really have a good inven­
tory of those species that migrate. They are exceptionally difficult 
to inventory. We don't even know how to go about some of the in­
ventorying and monitoring of those species. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has given important leadership in 
breeding birds surveys to try to start getting a handle on birds. 
This was done within the existing fish and wildlife organization. 

Let me lay out a couple of dilemmas that I think this Committee 
is faced with. On the one hand, we are told that this proposed orga­
nization will be fundamentally the current research organizations. 
Eighty-five percent of the people that would make up this new or­
ganization are existing Fish and Wildlife research people, and the 
balance are research people scattered between the National Park 
Service and several other agencies. We are also told that they will 
merely change uniforms and add a new logo. But we are also told 
that this new organization is going to do all these new great survey 
and monitoring things. 

Now, which is really true? Is it really going to be a major new 
effort in some areas with lots of additional resources while re­
search people continue to do important fish and wildlife research? 
Or are we going to see a great diversion of fish and wildlife re­
search people into new program areas? 

You can make the claim that the NBS will increase efficiency 
but I would submit that we don't know if that is true or not. Creat­
ing a new agency, in itself, costs money to create a new bureaucra­
cy to run it. It costs a lot of money to run a new bureau and it 
costs people to do it. 

So, Mr. Chairman, as far as our organization is concerned, we 
are still in the stage of saying we believe in the goals that the Sec­
retary outlined of getting ahead of the curve in terms of knowing 
more earlier about species. We also believe there is a need to both 



34 

coordinate the Federal Government, State, and local inventorying 
and monitoring. 

The question is, is creating a new agency the way to do it? Histo­
ry is replete in the last 30 years with examples of every time a new 
problem came up in this town, we created a new agency. We are 
now going back and disestablishing some agencies. The question is, 
is this new agency going to contribute to a solution to the problem 
or just be another costly proposition where the same resources 
could have been used better if they were simply given to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service research people to do the job. That is our basic 
question. 

Mr. STUDDS. Thank you very much, sir. 
[The statement of Mr. Peterson can be found at the end of the 

hearing.] 
Mr. STunns. Next, Mr. Rollin Sparrowe of the Wildlife Manage­

ment Institute. 
Mr. Sparrowe. 

STATEMENT OF ROLLIN D. SPARROWE, PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 

Mr. SPARROWE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We at the Institute 
support the concept of a biological survey of the United States, es­
pecially an expansion of monitoring, evaluation and research on 
the biological resources. Our concern is mainly how to develop the 
biological survey, not whether to do that. 

I have to preface some of my comments by pointing out that I 
had more than 20 years with the Fish and Wildlife Service and 
very recently supervised a number of the programs that are to be 
affected. I also point out that I am currently serving on a National 
Research Council Committee reviewing the formation of the Na­
tional Biological Surveys, and I am not here representing them but 
representing my own experience with the agency. 

The main purpose of my comment is to make certain that some 
attention is given to the unanswered questions about effects on the 
agencies involved in these transfers. We have been interested in 
the future of the Bureau of Land Management and the Park Serv­
ice and their scientific capabilities and particularly the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

It appears that decisions are being made within the Department 
and by the Congress, perhaps, without adequate analysis to the po­
tential impacts on programs that these committees and authorizing 
committees have paid an awful lot of detailed attention to in build­
ing in the past and many of us have supported the building of 
those programs. 

Overall, a major program change and major change in the com­
plexion of a very important agency, the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
particularly appears to be occurring by appropriation rather than 
by detailed analysis and planning. 

We know that most staff and dollars, for instance, will come 
from the Fish and Wildlife Service. Assurances are made, as Max 
Peterson pointed out, that many things will not change, at least 
immediately, but since we began this dialog months ago, we have 
no new information on exactly what is going to happen, just con-
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tinuing speculation. And clearly this move would remove some of 
the best and brightest and most active people trained in contempo­
rary science from the Fish and Wildlife Service and, to a lesser 
extent, from the other agencies. 

The question is: What does that do to them? You take away the 
best, you take away specialists involved directly in management, 
you take away all of the mathematicians who are providing sup­
port for design of studies in management and research, and you 
have a powerful impact that needs to be looked at. 

We helped establish the original cooperative research units. The 
Secretary has made welcome overtures that he intends to consult 
with all of the cooperators. We think that consultation needs to get 
on if there is to be meaningful change. And if units are to be a 
major part of this biological survey as it develops, we need to have 
a specific dialog about how that might come about and how it 
would affect the programs as they exist. 

H.R. 1845 is mainly a basic statement, a welcome statement to 
engender discussion of a biological survey. It has only generic state­
ments in it, such as we have heard about the National Biological 
Survey from Interior, and provides few details about how the 
survey should work. 

Perhaps we are all operating under the same lack of hard infor­
mation. Clearly the Fish and Wildlife Service, for example, is tar­
geted to take the largest hit in the loss of capabilities. With their 
multiple responsibilities for treaties well beyond the Endangered 
Species Act, which is the only specific statute mentioned in the bill, 
it would seem appropriate to take a look at how they are going to 
carry out all of these responsibilities for treaties that relate to fish­
eries, Great Lakes, migratory birds, and the Endangered Species 
Act. 

We would advocate some sort of leadership role for the Fish and 
Wildlife Service because of the strong role they will have to play in 
carrying out much of the intent of the regulation and management 
under the Endangered Species Act and other targets of this bill. 

So whatever bodies are set up to oversee the biological survey, 
we recommend that the Fish and Wildlife Service be given consid­
eration for some kind of prominent leadership role. We would hate 
to see them lose all of their research capability and become one of 
18 members of a big coordinating committee. 

Conspicuously missing is reference to how other Federal agencies 
will coordinate State and private entities and, as I mentioned, leg­
islative mandates other than the Endangered Species Act. 

The management of national forests and a bunch of other diffi­
cult things need to be grappled with if a true look at the biological 
resources of this country are to come about. Once again, we think 
that prior to action on budgets and to legislation such as this, there 
ought to be a close, in-depth analysis based on information from In­
terior about exactly how many of these programs and institutions 
are going to be changed. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. STUDDS. Thank you, sir. 
[The statement of Mr. Sparrowe can be found at the end of the 

hearing.] 
Mr. STunns. Next, Mr. Bill Horn of the Wildlife Legislative Fund. 
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Mr. Horn. 

STATEMENT OF BILL HORN, DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL AFFAIRS, 
WILDLIFE LEGISLATIVE FUND OF AMERICA 

Mr. HORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On behalf of the Wildlife 
Legislative Fund of America (WLF A), we appreciate the opportuni­
ty to appear today. WLF A opposes H.R. 1845 and the creation of 
the National Biological Survey. And we strongly suggest that as 
the Committee considers this measure, the focus should be on what 
should be supported and what should be opposed. 

We strongly support and urge the Congress and the Committee 
to strongly support taking actions and measures to improve the sci­
entific bases that underlay wildlife and land management deci­
sions. But we oppose this proposed new bureaucratic structure as 
we are persuaded it will adversely impact the ability to enhance 
good science underlying critical land and wildlife management 
issues. 

There has got to be a separation here between the concept of 
better science and this particular proposed bureaucratic structure. 
We are convinced that the compelling case for this bureaucratic 
structure remains to be made. Very simply, the creation of NBS is 
reinventing a wheel that was found to be broken earlier this centu­
ry. 

A similar agency existed at the turn of the century, the Division 
of Biological Survey in the United States Department of Agricul­
ture which was created in that era to examine "the geographic dis­
tribution of animals and plants," within the United States. 

This arrangement was found to be wanting and eventually 
evolved into today's U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service which inte­
grates research and management functions, an arrangement 
deemed superior over 50 years ago and clearly superior to the pro­
posed NBS. 

The objective of focusing research resources on biological issues 
can be readily achieved within the Department's existing organiza­
tion without creating the management problems and additional 
costs associated with creating a new bureaucracy. 

Specifically, WLF A is persuaded that separating research from 
management may result in a host of problems. Let me just detail a 
couple of them. From some personal experience, I am strongly per­
suaded that management will become less effective. Rather than 
being able to direct research efforts toward specific management 
problems, managers will find themselves ensnared in a new bu­
reaucracy where a request for a research must go to separate enti­
ties at the National Biological Survey. 

The NBS researcher may or may not respond favorably, depend­
ing on the directives he or she is receiving from supervisors. The 
concept of establishing "client service personnel" within NBS does 
little to solve this fundamental management flaw. It simply adds 
another level of personnel to complicate the interface between re­
search and management and also many impose more cost on the 
taxpayer. 

Dividing research from management is also likely to expose U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service hunting and fishing programs to renewed 
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legal attacks by animal rights zealots. Previous assaults against mi­
gratory bird hunting and hunting on public lands at the Federal 
level have focused on the scientific data available that support 
hunting and related management programs. The Fish and Wildlife 
Service has had to demonstrate that its research arm provides suf­
ficient information to the managers to support continuation of 
these traditional programs. 

And fortunately, at least from our organization's perspective, 
this has been done to the satisfaction of Federal courts, and blunt­
ed anti-hunting lawsuits. Without adequate data, hunting pro­
grams would have been and will be enjoined by U.S. courts. The 
stated purpose behind NBS is to charge off after endangered spe­
cies matters and items such as biological diversity. 

The Department's NBS rhetoric and H .R. 1845 are both notice­
ably short on expressions of concern or understanding regarding 
traditional fish and wildlife programs such as migratory waterfowl 
or interjurisdictional fisheries. 

NBS resource allocation that redirects funds and personnel and 
gives short shrift to research involving these traditional programs 
will simply invite the animal rights radicals to mount new legal 
challenges to hunting and fishing activities in the provision by 
NBS of inadequate information to FWS on such issues will eventu­
ally lead to the loss of these hunting and fishing opportunities on 
public lands. 

If the solution-one that has been bandied about-is to give the 
FWS director some measure of direct control over allocation of 
NBS resources, we ask a simple question: Why are we creating a 
new bureau in the first place? 

Mr. Chairman, we are of the opinion that research and manage­
ment are irrevocably linked and that WLFA is opposed to reinvent­
ing a previously broken wheel and dividing critical research func­
tions from management. Until a more compelling case is made for 
this separation, we urge the Committee and Congress to oppose the 
creation of NBS and not enact H.R.1845. 

Thank you. 
Mr. HocHBRUECKNER. [Presiding] Thank you, Mr. Horn. 
[The statement of Mr. Horn can be found at the end of the hear­

ing.] 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. At this point, Mr. Jim Little, Chairman of 

the Endangered Species and Wildlife Subcommittee with the Na­
tional Cattlemen's Association from Idaho. 

Mr. Little. 

STATEMENT OF JIM LITTLE, CHAIRMAN, ENDANGERED SPECIES 
AND WILDLIFE SUBCOMMITTEE. NATIONAL CATTLEMEN'S AS­
SOCIATION 

Mr. LITTLE. Thank you, Congressman. Cattlemen are vitally in­
terested in H.R. 1845, as we graze cattle on pastures and range­
lands which occupy over half the surface of this country. 

The National Cattlemen's Association (NCA) certainly appreci­
ates the need for more solid, timely, objective science as recognized 
by this legislation. More and more natural resource issues which 
acutely impact the viability of our ranches depend on government 
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decisions made on the basis of allegedly scientific information. I 
have had direct experience with this as I have a forest grazing al­
lotment which has two listed species. 

However, NCA has several questions about this specific legisla­
tion and the lengthier proposals for the National Biological Survey 
now circulated by the Department of the Interior. We think it 
would be highly premature and inappropriate to pass H.R. 1845 in 
its present form. I will now briefly review the areas of our greatest 
concern. 

An overriding mission of this legislation is a national inventory 
of the populations, abundance, health, status, and trends of all this 
Nation's biological resources. Although frequently described as a 
biological counterpart to the U.S. Geological Survey, the proposed 
biological survey has a different mission and an unavoidable differ­
ent function than the U.S. Geological Survey. Theirs (U.S.G.S.s) is 
a noncontroversial mission of physical measurement. To inventory 
and monitor the health, status, and trends of resources and to iden­
tify critical national resources are to make qualitative judgments 
about which there is neither scientific nor political consensus. 

The Endangered Species Act defines in law many key terms and 
procedure. Legislation which authorizes the government to assess 
the condition, quality, and national value of resources. H.R. 1845 
should also define key terms and the standards by which they 
should be applied. 

The Department of Interior's current proposal states that the 
proposed NBS will be an independent, objective, scientific bureau 
without advocating positions on management issues or carrying 
regulatory authority. On the other hand, the same proposal states 
that the NBS will serve managers and policymakers' need for sci­
entific information on biological resources. 

Notwithstanding this contradiction, current statutes like the En­
dangered Species Act plainly preclude any distance between au­
thoritative government science and management regulatory deci­
sions. 

Almost all government actions dictated by the Endangered Spe­
cies Act are to be made on science and science alone. The accessi­
bility of more comprehensive science as envisioned by this NBS 
could very likely accelerate regulatory enforcement of the Endan­
gered Species Act. Identification of so-called critical national re­
sources would more than likely expedite increased government 
land acquisition as proposed methodologies like gap analysis imply. 

The social forces advocating more land acquisition, more regula­
tory enforcement of the ESA through elaborate planning require­
ment would be unavoidably promoted by the NBS as it is now pro­
posed. This could · increase, not decrease, the number of train 
wrecks about government's control of productive natural resources. 

It would be impossible to accurately inventory and monitor bio­
logical populations, distributions, and to assess condition without 
field studies. H.R. 1845 does not specify by what methods the inven­
tory would be conducted. 

Although satellite imagery and aerial photography are now used 
for similar functions, those methods yield fairly nebulous, general 
information. Any practically useful information and certainly any 
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information used to make a judgment decision would necessitate 
on-the-ground work. 

At least six out of 10 acres in this country are private property. 
The NBS's basic mission would involve trespass on a vast scale. 
Further, landowners must have a right to access any of this infor­
mation about their deeded lands, just as they have access to IRS 
records and other government data. Above all else, we insist the 
freedom of information right not be waived. 

The Department of the Interior proposals for the NBS imply that 
preserving, restoring, and in all manner studying biological diversi­
ty is national policy. Although there have been bills in the House 
to make this explicit, they have not been passed. NCA believes it is 
important for Congress to consider this basic policy issue before 
creating an entirely new agency whose mission assumes the affir­
mation of this policy. 

NCA wholeheartedly supports the need for more timely, objec­
tive, scientific information relevant to national resource use and 
national resource protection. However, we believe the information 
needs to be genuinely empirical, field tested, peer reviewed, ad­
dressed to practical issues and challengeable by affected parties. 

Thank you. 
Mr. STUDDS. Thank you very much. 
[The statement of Mr. Little can be found at the end of the hear­

ing.] 
Mr. STUDDS. I want to thank all six of you and I reiterate my 

apology for the pressing nature of the time constraints we are 
under. It is impossible for me to ask the questions I wanted to ask 
because of obligations to be elsewhere an hour ago. And I profound­
ly apologize. I appreciate it. 

We have your written testimony and we look forward to working 
with you as we hopefully proceed very quickly. 

Mr. STUDDS. The Subcommittee stands adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 12:16 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned, and 

the following was submitted for the record: 
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STATBIIBN'l' OP SBCRBTARY OP TBB IIITBRIOR BRUCB BABBITT 
BBPORB TBB HOUSB XBRCHAIIT MARIHB AND PISHBRIBS SUBCOKMITTBB OR 

B!IVIROIIDIBBT AND NATURAL RBSOURCIS AND TBB HOUSB NATURAL USOURCBS 
SUBCOMMITTBB OR RATIONAL PARKS, PORBSTS AND PUBLIC LARDS 
OR H.R. 1845 1 TBB RATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVBY ACT OP 1993 

July 15, 1993 

Mr. Vento and Mr. Studds, I'm delighted to be here today to 

testify on the National ~iological survey and on H.R. 1845, the NBS 

authorizing bill that Chairman Studds has introduced. 

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

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

may be aware that the NBS is an historical echo of the u.s. 

Geological Survey. In the late 1870's, the extractive industries 

had no baseline data on which to depend for drilling and mining on 

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

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

discern the appropriate land holdings to protect. Both sides, 

industry and conservationists, prevailed upon the government to 

correct this fundamental lack of information. In addition,! the 
i 

National Academy of Sciences and the Smithsonian Institution 

recognized and called for an independent geological survey. The 

result was that in 1879, ·Congress established the u.s. Geological 

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

examine and record the geological structure and mineral resources 

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

Wesley Powell saw in geology over a century ago. 

Two other events have reiterated to me sharply our need for an 

independent fount of biological information: litigation over the 

Endangered Species Act, which has created unnecessary "trainwrecks" 

such as the forest crisis in the Pacific Northwest, and the 

scattered, disparate nature of research at the Department of the 

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

situations have shown me that independent, credible scientific 

information is essential to improve our capacity to protect and 

manage our natural resources. 

In a world marked by growing demands for natural resources and 

increasing complexity and competition, we have to have sound and 

comprehensive science to make informed and timely decisions. The 

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

ahead of the endangered species listing process and constructively 

solve environmental and economic conflicts. 

The Endangered Species Act is an extraordinary piece of 

legislation because it allows the Federal Government to preserve, 

maintain, and foster the recovery of endangered species wherever 

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

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

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

National Biological Survey will give us the tools to avoid aany of 
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the conflicts of the Endangered Species Act, and to know the health 

and abundance of our living resources. 

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

but we've done less than a stellar job of enforcing it, and in 

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

systematic biological inventory of the entire nation at an 

appropriate scale and feasible level of detail. we need to 

undertake such a biological survey cooperatively with other Federal 

agencies, states, local governments, and private and nonprofit 

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

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

National Biological Survey to address this enormous data void so we 

can correct the course of our compliance with the Endangered 

Species Act. 

With stand alone, credible science at Interior, science which 

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

situations as we've just seen in the Pacific Northwest. There's an 

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

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

keep it separate from regulatory, mission and policy functions, and 

we'll have the cornerstone for more responsible natural resources 

public policy. 

Further, there is a tremendous need in the Department of the 

Interior to cut across jurisdictional boundaries. When I assumed 
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the position of Secretary six months ago, I knew that without an 

independent, biological science capability, I would spend too much 

time untangling bureaucratic wars. Sometimes the Bureau of Land 

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

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

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

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

we can't see the big biological picture. 

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

biological data upon which Interior managers make decisions can be 

strengthened, integrated and improved. We have ten bureaus at 

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

scientific functions. I see the NBS as a great remedy to shape, 

expand and redeploy our scientific assets to create the kind of 

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

irreducible beginning point of responsible resource protection is 

good science. 

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

integrating and knitting the geographic information systems we 

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

local governments, private and nonprofit organizations and other 

Federal agencies. It is absolutely essential that the NBS work 

cooperatively with the many entities that are collecting biological 

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

Interior has already initiated many of these contacts. state 
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Heritage programs, the State fish and game agencies, and numerous 

Federal agencies all have important contributions to make to fill 

in the biological picture. 

We have structured the NBS to make sure that we operate in a 

cooperative, interactive way. One important element to the NBS is 

the Science Council. The Science Council will advise the Director 

of the NBS, providing a badly needed forum to allow for interaction 

among Federal scientists, state biologists, and non governmental 

and private sector organizations. Through the Science Council, we 

hope to improve the efficiency and effectiveness with which we 

transfer information and collect biological data to all sectors. 

Another important point we'll be working on in the NBS is 

standardizing protocols and data collection techniques. 

Chairman Vento and Chairman studds, that is an idea of my view 

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

of the NBS, let me give you an overview of some 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 

orqanizationally alongside the FWS and the Park Service, under the 

Assistant secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks. The NBS needs 

a Science council as I described before, so that we work in tandem 

w~th states and other Federal aqencies. The Director of the NBS 

should also be advised by an internal Interior Departaent Policy 
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Board. This will guarantee that bureau research needs continue to 

be met. 

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

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

done, but is longitudinal and dynamic. The NBS includes other 

important biological functions - including research on a large, 

ecosystem basis, inventory and monitoring programs like the Gap 

Analysis, information transfer and technical assistance to Interior 

bureaus, other Federal agencies, states and other institutions. 

H.R. 1845 should also include provisions to transfer the 

National Wetlands Inventory. This valuable collection of data run 

by the Fish and Wildlife Service began in 1974. Since then, the 

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

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

monitoring program, the National Wetlands Inventory is critical to 

filling in the biological picture of the country. Because Congress 

created the NWI under the Director of the Fish and Wildlife 

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

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

of our biological resources, I have chosen to move swiftly to 

transfer the appropriate biological functions in eight Interior 

bureaus into a new, free standing, non-regulatory bureau. The NBS 

budget amendment, which President Clinton forwarded to congress in 

April, includes provisions to transfer the Patuxent Research 
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Center, which is located on a national wildlife refuge, to the 

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

the Department of the Interior. It functions as a multi-use 

refuge, with active research projects, hunting in some areas, 

migratory bird work, and a visitors center under construction. I 

hope to arrange for the use of the Research Center by the NBS 

through a memorandum of agreement, rather than amending the Refuge 

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

we can work out a simple solution, so that the important biological 

work at Patuxent can join the NBS family, but the Refuge remains in 

the Fish and Wildlife Service. An administrative solution will be 

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

you all on that. 

There are other details to the NBS legislation that are 

necessary to make sure we fill the vacuum that currently exists for 

broad scale biological information and assessments of the nation's 

resources. I know my staff and I are pleased to work with you to 

ensure that we create a first class organization. 

Mr. Vento and Mr. studds, I again wish to thank you for your 

leadership in the National Biological survey, and for inviting me, 

and our friends, to share our views and vision of the NBS. 
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OPENING STATEMENT 
CONGRESSMAN BRUCE F. VENTO 

HEARING ON H.R. 1845 
NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY ACT OF 1993 

JUNE 15, 1993 

I AM PLEASED THAT CHAIRMAN STUDDS HAS AGREED TO THIS JOINT 

HEARING OF OUR TWO SUBCOMMITTEES ON H.R. 1845. THE CREATION OF A 

NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY AS AN INDEPENDENT BUREAU TO PROVIDE 

THE SCIENTIFIC BASIS FOR INTERIOR DEPARTMENT DECISIONS REQUIRING 

BIOLOGICAL KNOWLEDGE INVOLVES A MAJOR REORGANIZATION OF EXISTING 

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT BUREAU PERSONNEL AND BUDGETS. I SUPPORT THE 

SECRETARY'S FOCUS ON GOOD SCIENCE AND HIS DESIRE TO DEVELOP A 

COMPREHENSIVE AND COORDINATED PROGRAM TO PROVIDE THE MOST 

OBJECTIVE AND UP-TO-DATE INFORMATION AND GUIDANCE, AND I BELIEVE 

THE CREATION OF A NEW ORGANIZATION WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT SHOULD 

BE DONE ONLY AFTER CAREFUL CONSIDERATION AND WITH APPROPRIATE 

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORIZATION. 

CERTAINLY SUCH REORGANIZATION WILL AND SHOULD RESULT IN 

SAVINGS, EFFICIENCY AND A THE DELIVERY OF MORE TIMELY AND 

ACCURATE INFORMATION TO THE BUREAUS THAT USE AND NEED SUCH 

SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION. TODAY WE NEED A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF 

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE. TOMORROW WE WILL NEED MUCH MORE, AND THE 

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES ARE CHANGING FROM FIELD LABS TO SOPHISTICATED 

REPOSITORIES THAT MUST PROPERLY INTERFACE WITH THE FIELD. 

THE SECRETARY HAS PROPOSED THAT THE DEPARTMENT COMBINE 

SIGNIFICANT PORTIONS OF THE SCIENTIFIC ACTIVITIES OF EIGHT 

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR BUREAUS INTO ONE, AND THE INTERIOR 

APPROPRIATIONS BILL WHICH THE HOUSE IS CONSIDERING TODAY PROVIDES 

FUNDING FOR THIS NEW PROGRAM. HOWEVER, AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION 
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HAS NOT YET BEEN APPROVED BY CONGRESS, AND THE SPECIFICS OF THIS 

PLAN HAVE YET TO BE DETERMINED. OUR HEARING TODAY WILL FOCUS ON 

THE PROVISIONS NEEDED TO ASSURE THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN INTEGRATED 

AND MORE PRODUCTIVE SCIENCE AND RESEARCH EFFORT WHICH PROVIDES 

CLEARER FOCUS AND GREATER OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE DEPARTMENT'S 

OVERALL SCIENTIFIC PROGRAM YET REMAINS RESPONSIVE TO THE RESEARCH 

NEEDS OF THE INDIVIDUAL BUREAUS. 

AS THE CHAIRMAN OF YOUR SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, 

FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE, I AM 

PARTICULARLY INTERESTED IN THE EFFECT THIS NEW INITIATIVE WILL 

HAVE ON EXISTING RESEARCH MANDATES FOR THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

AND THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT. THE NEED FOR AN IMPROVED 

SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH PROGRAM IN THE NATIONAL PARKS HAS BEEN WELL 

DOCUMENTED IN THE LAST SEVERAL YEARS, MOST RECENTLY IN A NATIONAL 

ACADEMY OF SCIENCES REPORT RELEASED IN AUGUST OF 1992 WHICH 

DECRIED THE LACK OF A DISTINCT SCIENCE PROGRAM IN THE NATIONAL 

PARK SERVICE AND CALLED FOR "IMMEDIATE AND AGGRESSIVE ATTENTION" 

TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN APPROPRIATE PROGRAM . 

SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH IS INEXTRICABLY RELATED TO RESOURCE 

MANAGEMENT. THE LACK OF A COMPREHENSIVE AND EFFECTIVE SCIENTIFIC 

RESEARCH PROGRAM, PARTICULARLY IN THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, HAS 

SOMETIMES RESULTED IN INADEQUATE OR HARMFUL MANAGEMENT OF 

IRREPLACEABLE RESOURCES. ONE OF MY PRIMARY CONCERNS ABOUT THE 

CONSOLIDATION OF A SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH PROGRAM DEPARTMENT-WIDE IS 

THAT IT WILL FURTHER DISASSOCIATE THE RESEARCH FROM ITS 

APPLICATION TO RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ON THE GROUND. CREATING 

ANOTHER FILTER COULD FURTHER ISOLATE PARK MANAGERS FROM THE 
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INFORMATION THEY NEED TO EFFECTIVELY MANAGE AND PROTECT OUR PARK 

RESOURCES. 

I DO NOT BELIEVE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL 

SURVEY NEGATES THE NEED FOR AN IMPROVED RESEARCH PROGRAM IN THE 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, AND I INTEND TO PURSUE, IN COOPERATION 

WITH THE DEPARTMENT, SEPARATE LEGISLATION PROVIDING A SPECIFIC 

SCIENCE AND RESEARCH MANDATE FOR THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE WHICH 

HAS BEEN UNDER CONSIDERATION FOR THE PAST FEW YEARS. 

IMPORTANTLY, THE GOAL AND STRUCTURE OF A NEW IMPROVED, 

COORDINATED COMPREHENSIVE SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH PROGRAM IN THE 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR HAS NEVER BEEN MORE CRITICAL THAN IT 

IS TODAY. THE THREATS TO OUR RESOURCES HAVE BECOME INCREASINGLY 

SEVERE AND THEIR MANAGEMENT HAS BECOME INCREASINGLY COMPLICATED. 

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND MOST LAND MANAGERS EXPEND TOO 

LITTLE ON APPROPRIATE SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH. OBJECTIVE, THOROUGH 

RESEARCH IS NEEDED TO IDENTIFY THE RESOURCES, TO UNDERSTAND THEIR 

DYNAMICS AND TO ASSESS THE EFFECTS OF SPECIFIC THREATS SO THAT 

APPROPRIATE MANAGEMENT DECISIONS CAN BE MADE AND IMPLEMENTED. 

THIS WILL NOT HAPPEN WITHOUT SUBSTANCE AND FORM DIRECTED BY THE 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR HAS A CLEAR AND THE LIKELY 

LEAD ROLE WITH THE NATI ONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY, BUT THIS EFFORT 

WILL NECESSITATE STRIKING EFFECTIVE COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS WITH 

OTHER DEPARTMENTS SUCH AS THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE WITH ITS 

NATIONAL FOREST SERVICE, THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE--HOME OF 

NOAA, COASTAL AND MARINE SANCTUARIES, THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROTECTION AGENCY, THE NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION, THE 



SMITHSONIAN AND THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, WHICH IS RESPONSIBLE 

FOR MANAGING EXTENSIVE LANDS, INCLUDING PUBLIC LANDS WITHDRAWN 

FOR MILITARY PURPOSES, AS WELL AS AREAS MANAGED BY THE ARMY CORPS 

OF ENGINEERS. 

I LOOK FORWARD TO HEARING THE TESTIMONY TODAY AND TO WORKING 

WITH ALL PARTIES TO ENACT LEGISLATION PROVIDING FOR THE MOST 

EFFICIENT AND EFFECTIVE SCIENCE PROGRAM POSSIBLE. 
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International Headquarters 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN C. SAWHILL 
PRFSIDENT AND CIDEF EXECUI'IVE OFFICER 

TilE NATURE CONSERVANCY 

T.El 70J 841 -5300 
FAX 70J8ii -J28J 

BEFORE TilE SUBCOMMI'ITEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
OF TilE COMMI'ITEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

AND TilE SUBCOMMI'ITEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS, AND PVBUC LANDS 
OF TilE COMMI'ITEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

JULY 15, 1993 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, my name is John Sawhill, and I am President and 
Chief Executive Officer of The Nature Conservancy. 

The Nature Conservancy is an international non-profit, land conservation oraanization 
dedicated to the preservation of biological diversity. Our membership includes more than 707,000 
individuals and some 800 Corporate Associates. 

I very much appreciate the opportunity to participate in your review of H.R. 1845 and the 
National Biological Survey (NBS). I would like to thank Congressmen Studds and Vento for their 
leadership in moving forward with legislation on this important matter. The Conservancy would like 
to state at the outset its strong support for the creation of the NBS. Our country has Ion& been 
lacking a national agency to inventory and monitor its biological resources for effective species 
protection and sound land management decisions. 

Before discussiQg the NBS in more detail, I would like to take just a minute to elaborate on 
the Conservancy's mission. Since its founding over forty years ago, The Nature Conservancy has 
focused on the preservation of biological diversity. Early on, the Conservancy recognized that to 
carry out this mission effectively and to make sound land protection and manaaement decisions we 
needed detailed, credible, and easily accessible information on the condition, location, trends, and 
processes of biological and ecological diversity. At that time no single such source existed. 

As many of you are aware, to meet its own needs and to provide a broader public service, the 
Conservancy twenty years ago developed a unique private-public partnership - the Natural Heritage 
Network. This partnership with state and federal governments has grown in scope, sophistication, 
and geographic coverage and now constitutes perhaps the country's most frequent! y consulted source 
of detailed biodiversity information for application to natural resource planning and land use 
management decisions. 

Having mentioned The Nature Conservancy's lona experience with &atherin& and manaaing 
detailed biodiversity information, I will now discuss the issues that The Nature Conservancy believes 
the Committee should address as it evaluates authorizin&legislation for the NBS. 



52 

The Administration's FY 1994 Bud&et Justification to Conaresa for the NBS statea that one of 
the reasons for creatiJI& the NBS as 1 free-staDdin& bureau within the Departmem of the Interior is to 
fill "the vacuum that currently exists for broad scale biological information and weumems of the 
Nation's natural resources. • To this end the budget justification explains that the NBS's duties are to 
"I) perform research in support of biolo&ical resource 11W13&ement; 2) inventory, monitor, and report 
on the status and trends in the Nation's biotic resources; and 3) develop the ability and resources to 
transfer the information gained in research and monitoring to resource IIWI3ietS and to others 
concerned with the care, use, and conservation of the Nation's natural resources. ·• 

RFSEARCH AND INFORMATION TRANSFER 

I recognize that much of the attention on the NBS bas focused on restrucrurin& research 
within the Department of Interior. My testimony today will focus on a different subject. Because an 
effective inventory and monitoring capability does not currently exist at the national level, and 
because the Conservancy's main area of expertise is on the inventory side, I will address the issues 
surrounding the potential inventory function of the NBS. 

With regard to research, let me say that the Conservancy is very supportive of coordinating 
all of Interior's biological research capabilities. While we fully support the NBS and the idea of 1 

coordinated biological science capability to serve all the bureaus within Interior, we recognize that 
this will be difficult and that it must be done in such a way as to help resource 11W13&ers acquire the 
scientific tools necessary for sound 11W13&ement decisions. This is particularly true with rqard to 
information needs at the field level of land 11W13&ement agencies. 

OO'ENTQRY AND MONITORING FlJNCTIONS 

The national biological inventory component of the NBS is an area in which the Conservancy 
has considerable experience and expertise. Specifically, I will fo<:us on four issues: 1) the need for a 
national biological inventory within the NBS; 2) the necessary compooenll of thia inveatory; 3) a 
suuested pllllform upon which to build the inventory; and 4) auuested recx>mmendm'lll for 
inclusion in authorizin& legislation. 

A. Need for a Nat!OJIIII!olo!lq!lnycntory. 

The Conservancy believes very atroqly that 1 sound national invearory of biological 
resources il the only pnctical way to provide science-based infonnmn to DltUtl! ~ 11111111ers 
and decision-makers. We applllld Secretary Babbitt's foresipt in )lUliUina thil JOII. 

Successful coDSerVIlion of biolo&ical diversity, laod IIWIIIemeDt pnctkel, and llllltainlble 
developllllllt plumiJia can be achieved only if adequate inventories of what allll 011 die landscape, 
and access to tbla infonnmon are available. Ascertainina the relative rarity of 1 specie~ or DltUtl! 
collllllllllity 011 a 1t1te, llltional, and J1ob11 basil il critical in clet«miDDq • lppiOPriate --a-t 
or protective ltnleiJ. 

1 Upjlo4 'i'dr Pmertpmt pt !1!e I!Wgr Bydnt Jlllljfjgtjme. P.Y. liM; ""imP' ljggtjsol S!my (W.....,_, D.C.), p.l. 

2 
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The needs to set priorities at a national level lhroujh better undentandin& of the atatua and 
trends of bioloJical diversity, and to iocorporate this information into the pl&llllin& and 
impleme.ntation process have never been greater. Recent experience with controversial endan&ered 
species listinp suuests a need to recognize dec:l ining resources and modify DWI3iement rqimes 
while options still exist for the resources and human populations that ·depend on these resources. I 
have attached as Appendix A to my testimony a chart which illustrates the discrepancies that currently 
exist between federally listed species and those found to be imperiled or vulnerable by The Nature 
Conservancy and the Heritage Network. Significantly, there are a large number of aquatic species 
which Heritage has found to be imperiled but which have not been listed as endangered or threatened. 

As Secretary Babbitt stated recently, "'the National Biological Survey will produce the map 
we need to avoid the economic and environmental 'traio wrecks' we see scattered across the country. 
The NBS will provide the scientific knowledge America needs to balance the compatible goals of 
ecosystem protection and economic progress. ' "2 

B. Necessary Comoonents or a National Bjologiq!Jnyeotoa. 

As a general comment, let me start by saying that establishing a National Biological Inventory 
(Inventory) is no simple undertaking - I state that with some authority and experience. In reviewing 
how the inventory portion of the NBS should function and be structured, I would like to begin with 
several key assumptions. 

The Inventory must be a central focus of the NBS. A~equate resources and attention must be 
given to the Inventory to allow it to carry out the difficult tasks that it will be expected to fulfill. 
Although much attention will undoubtedly be placed on the reorganization of existin& research 
capabilities, we must take care to avoid overlooking or minimizin& the financial needs associated with 
development of the Inventory. 

1. Using Existing Data and Inventories. 

Formation of the NBS provides an excellent opportunity for the Department of 
Interior to build upon and coordinate the existing biological and ecological inventory efforts of many 
government agencies, academic institutions, natural history museums, and private oreanizations. The 
Inventory should use as its foundation proven, existing systems, with its resources focused on filling 
in data rather than trying to reinvent the wheel. 

2. Compatibility with Other Systems. 

Care must be taken to ensure that the Inventory is inclusive rather than exclusive 
when it comes to compatibility with other programs. This is true not only with re&ard to the 
Inventory's ability to accept information from other sources, but also its ability to transmit 
information to other systems and users. Moreover, coordination with other federal agencies (such as 
the Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Forest Service, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, and the Department of Defense) is particularly important. Many of these aeencies are 

1 United S!llef Departmeptof Interior Budm lustificatjogs. P.Y 1994, p.!. 
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developing their own biodiversity inventory initiatives, require inventory information to aca>mplish 
their missions and objectives, or possess inventory data which could accentuate the NBS inventory. 

3. Planning Needs. 

The Inventory must also be able to provide information that enables us to be 
proactive- rather than reactive- land managers. We have heard Secretary Babbitt speak repeatedly 
of the need to avoid the train wrecks of the future. The Inventory must be able to give the federal 
government and others the information that will tell us where the hot spots and problem areas will be 
in the future - particularly as they relate to implementation of federal regulations and laws such as 
the Endangered Species Act and the National Environmental Policy Act. 

Although I have stressed the great need to have biological information readily 
available to the federal agencies to aid in land management and acquisition decisions, I must add that 
access to this information is also essential to land-use and plannin& activities of state and loc31 
governmental entities, private conservation organizations, academia, private landowners, and 
businesses. The Inventory should be accessible to meet these needs because many decisions affecting 
biological diversity - including land-use planning efforts, environmental reviews, the selection, design 
and management of reserves, and endangered species management - are made by entities outside of 
the federal government. 

4. Timeliness and Quality Control. 

A fundamental component of the Inventory must be its capability to compile, 
organize, and make available in a timely fashion basic scientific data, be&inning with the distribution, 
abundance, health, status and trends of species and ecological communities. This core information 
would allow a wide variety of users to perform their own analyses, and draw their own conclusions. 

Equally important are the quality controls and assurances that should be built into the 
Inventory to ensure that data generated by the Inventory are accurate and scientifically sound. In 
addition, financial resources must be allocated to provide for constant updating of the Inventory to 
ensure accurate, reliable information. 

5. Biodiversity Mapping. 

The Inventory should be capable of mapping biodiversity at a scale sufficiently 
detailed to be useful in land use decisions. Mappin& should be precise and address as many levels of 
biolo&ical diversity as possible, includin& populations, species, natural communities, and ecosystems. 
As important, the Inventory should be able to set priorities and &ive information re&ardin& the number 
and location of the most imperiled species and ecolo&ical communities in the nation - especially those 
species which are Wlder&oin& rapid chan&e and dislocation. Mappin& should iDclude plants and 
invertebrates, not just vertebrate species. The Inventory needs to include both spec:iea and ecolo&ical 
community levels. To meet ecosystem and habitat conservation &oals necessary to avoid e:ndan&ered 
species conflict, ecological classification work and inventory deserve particular attention. 

4 
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6. National Data on Biodiversity. 

Finally, the Inventory should be capable of assimilatine national data on_ biodiversity, 
The Nature Conservancy is pleased to see that one articulated goal of the NBS is to have an inventory 
that can produce information on the status and health of biodiversity in this country. In particular, 
the NBS is charged with producine a biennial status and trends report to assess the health of 
ecosystems and biological resources. 

C. Heritage Network as a Platform. 

I believe the Conservancy's experience and insi&ht in developing the Natural Heritaee 
Network will be useful to the Committees as they formulate authorizing legislation for the NBS. I am 
very pleased to note that the Administration's budget justification for the NBS mentions at several 
points the need to integrate the Natural Heritage Network as an existing biodiversity information 
network. 

I would like to highlight several reasons why the Conservancy believes the Heritage Network 
can and should serve as one of the platforms upon which the Inventory can build. In my testimony I 
have set forth the six key ingredients that the Conservancy believes must be incorporated into the 
Inventory to allow it to fulftll its mission. The Natural Heritage Network can provide portions of all 
six of these key components. 

The Natural Heritage Network is a biological survey that currently operates in fifty U.S. 
states, the Navajo Nation, four provinces in Canada, and thirteen countries in Latin America and the 
Caribbean. The Network collects, continually updates, analyzes, and disseminates information 
concerning the distribution, abundance, health, and status of species and natural communities. The 
data is computerized and oreanized to facilitate both conservation and development decisions. The 
Network has developed the most consistent and complete natural community classification across the 
nation. Although The Nature Conservancy acts as the principle network oreanizer (providine support 
to network participants, conducting research, and developing new techniques to better manage 
information), the majority of the network participants are pan of state government. 

Coordination and partnership between the NBS and the Natural Heritage Network makes 
sense not only because a collaborative relationship already exists with the National Park Service, U.S. 
Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Environmental Protection Aeency, Department of Defense, and National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, but also because it would allow the NBS to tap into extensive existing data from all 
fifty states. Using the state and regional data collected and managed by the state Heritage Network, 
the Inventory could then synthesize and analyze this data for national trends and plannine purposes. 
This same data could continue to be applied to management concerns at the local level as well. The 
Heritage Network is uniquely positioned to provide the data necessary for both national and local 
environmental planning decisions. In addition, the Heritage Network is compatible with and already 
serves as an important source and foundation for other federal systems currently in place, such as Gap 
Analysis . Moreover, the Heritage Network provides extensive information to the Fish and Wildlife 
Service Endangered Species Program for listing, delisting, and recovery activities. 

5 
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To give you a sense of the number and type of entities currently utilizing the information 
contained within the Natural Heritage Network, I have attached as Appendix B to my statement a 
profile of data use. As you can see, the state Natural Heritage Data Centers responded to more than 
200,000 information requests this year. The users ranged from researchers, conservation groups, 
state agencies, engineers, consultants, universities, and the federal agencies. In fact, the federal 
agencies accounted for more than one-third of the information requests made to the state Natural 
Heritage Network. To further illustrate the types of uses being made of the Natural Heritage 
Network, Appendix B also includes several case examples of how private and public groups 
(including the National Park Service) have used Network information to guide decisions concerning 
conservation and development. 

With regard to identification of critical natural areas and setting priorities for protection, the 
National Research Council acknowledged in its recent report, Senin& Prjorjtjes for Land 
Conservation, that "the most successful acquisition criteria focus on specific purposes and well­
understood policy goals, such as TNC criteria, which are based primarily on the goal of protecting 
biological diversity."' The Heritage Network focuses on identifying biological diversity and is 
organized to produce protection priorities based on the analysis of centralized scientific data. 

In order to demonstrate Heritage's ability to produce information on biodiversity on a national 
level, I will make available to the Committees copies of a document entitled "Perspectives on Species 
Imperilment: A Report from the Natural Heritage Data Center Network. • This report was generated 
at the request of the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee and was previously submitted 
to them on April I, 1993. It provides information from all fifty state Data Centers in the Heritage 
Network and the Navajo Nation about the status of federally listed plant, vertebrate, and invertebrate 
species on federal lands. Appendix C to my statement is a chart from this report which illustrates 
that the information on species occurrence gathered and monitored by the Heritage Network is 
extremely comprehensive; it includes even G4 and GS species (apparently secure and demonstrably 
secure species) rather than just those formally listed under the Endangered Species Act. 

D. Becommendatjons. 

As the Committees review authorizing legislation for the NBS, TNC believes that in order for 
the Survey to best serve the nation's biological inventory needs, collaboration with the Natural 
Heritage Network should proceed in three key areas. First, a national-level Heritage center should be 
established within NBS to integrate and analyze relevant state-level information and identify other 
efforts needed to fill gaps in coverage. This center would provide species and ecosystem status and 
trend information at the national level and would rank species and ecosystems nationally. 

Second, an NBS grants-in-aid program should be established in order to bring all State 
Heritage programs up to existing and future national standards. This will remove inconsistencies in 
data availability which currently exist among the states due to lack of resources available to programs. 

Last, a cost-sharing arrangement should be established for joint TNC/NBS technical assistance 
to the Heritage Network and for the development of the next generation of Heritage technology. This 

' Natiolllll Academy of Science, Research Council, Setting Priorities for Land Conseryatjon (Wasbini!<>n, D.C. 
Natiolllll Academy Press, 1993), p.S. 
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partnership would increase the Conservancy's ability to assist Heritage in the technical, research, and 
development areas in order to meet the new demands of NBS. This would not only provide NBS 
with an immediate platform on which to base its biodiversity status and trend work, but would also 
allow evolving technologies to be better harnessed for use by the Heritage Network and NBS. 

Let me close by reaffirming The Nature Conservancy's strong support for the National 
Biological Survey and particularly the national inventory of biological resources component. We 
believe the Inventory should be a central focus of the NBS and that the Natural Heritage Network can 
and should serve as a foundation upon which to build the NBS inventory. 

Again, I appreciate the Committees' focusing on this important issue. Thank you for the 
opportunity to share The Nature Conservancy's views, and I would be pleased to answer any 
!questions you may have. 

7 
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Network or State Natural Heritage Data Centers 

Proftles of Data Use 

Governmental Agencies: 
National Park Service, Yellowstone 
Michigan Division of Land and Water 

Corporations: 
Georgia Power 
ARKI.A 

Citizen Groups: 
Lower Poultney River Committee, Vf 

Research -- Institutions and Individuals: 
Electric Power Research Institute 
Amateur Lepidoperist 

Collaborative Projects: 
Merck, Sharpe & Dobme/ INBio 
Panama Canal Commission/ ANCON/ University of Panama 

72-989 0 - 93 - 3 

Appendix B 
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lbe state Natural Heritaae Data Centen respollded to more tbu 200,000 illformatioa 
requests dais year. 1be uen - resean:ben, enpoeen. coDJervatioa poaps. state 
aaellda, uDivenities, coualtaats, aDd federal apacia - vary u muda u die usa -
aatural resource illventoria. lud development sitiDp, eDViroamental Impact 
uaeaments, traasportatioa routiDa. -ter development projects, aDd raerw .eleetioa 
aDd desip. A recent survey of several Heritaae Data Centen disc:loled die followilla 
patteliiS of CODSUltatioD: 

• 349(, federal aaellcies 
• 389(, state aDd local aJeDC:ies 
• 149(, private CODSUitants and enpaeen 
• 149(, uDivenities, museums, researchers, individuals aDd coaservation 

poups 

lbe followinJ paaes bi&bliJbt ease examples of bow public aDd private poups ue 
network information to pide decision: coDC:erninJ conservation and development. 1n a 
situation wbere two interests are often at odds, the Institute's inventory system belps to 
illform aDd validate deeisioas involvinJ rare and threatened species aDd appropriate land 
maaaaement. 
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Federal Aaenc:y: 
National Park Service 

Situation: There are three operating Heritage Programs in the western region (WY,ID, 
Ml) that track rare species and communities, land ownership and management 
plans. But, there is no combined program specific to the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem (GYE) --including Yellowstone National Parle, Grand Teton National 
Parle, and seven adjacent National Forests. 

Problem: The GYE is threatened by intensifying recreational use and resource 
development. There is a growing need for more unified management of the 
ecosystem to permit animals to Jive without being disturbed by mineral 
exploration and extraction, recreation, home development, and other activities. 

Objective: To establish a Yellowstone Conservation Data Center in cooperation with 
the National Park Service. This CDC will merge biodiversity information fr9m 
the WY, ID, MT Heritage Programs and help federal agencies coordinate 
management activities. It will also access data on rare plants and animals from 
the manual files of the park and incorporate them for the first time into 
computer files. 

Network Assistance: The three regional Heritage Programs will provide a copy of their 
computer files and transfer all of their plant and animal records for occurrences 
within the GYE. The Yellowstone program will record Park Service information 
on plants, animals, federal ownership, and management plans on computer. 

Results/Outcome: 
• Combining information from the state heritage data bases and identify gaps. 
• Confirming the global, state and regional status of special plant and animal lists. 
• Generating a list of rare plants and animals in the GYE. 
• Linking the Heritage data bases directly to a compatible Geograpic Information 

System in Yellowstone Park. 
• Developing a cohesive set of computer, map and manual files. 
• Responding to information requests from cooperating federal agencies. 
• Evaluating the effect of planned developments and management activities on 

lands under federal authority. 
• Coordinating regular information exchanges with the state heritage programs. 

In the future: 
• Complete plant community classifications and rank them according to global and 

regional rarity. 
• Identify potential threats to plant communities in the GYE. 
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State Agency: 
Michigan Division of Land and Water 

Situation: A local developer designed a condominium project along the shoreline of 
Lake Michigan believed to support the Michigan monkey Dower, a Federal and 
State endangered species lcoown globally on only 13 sites in northeru Michigan. 
to order to receive the permit to begin development, the MDNR requested a 
biological survey for the Michigan monkey Dower and other potentially listed 
shorelioe species. 

Problem: During the biological survey, the scientists discovered two monkey Dower 
colonies in the proposed development area, and one state listed plant species 
(Lake Huron taosy) along the beach. 

Objective: To build a condominium complex in a sensitive shoreline area that supports 
Federal and State listed plant species; and to coordinate development activities in 
a way that provides a sustainable environment for the sensitive plant populations. 

Network Assistance: The Michigan DNR reviews all wetland permits in their CIWPIS 
(Coastal and Inland Waters Permit Information System) data base of natural 
feature locations for potential natural features (plants, animals, communities) 
that may be adversely affected by proposed projects. When natural features are 
Oagged within or near a project area, the State Endangered Species Coordinator 
often consults the Michigan Heritage Program for a more detailed examination 
of their data base. Coordinators may require a field survey to determine the 
status and precise location of listed species, or they may find sufficient Heritage 
information •• records of endangered and threatened species and their 
distribution ·• to make project recommendations or alternative development 
plans. 

Results/Outcomes: 
• Heritage biologists conducted a plant survey and generated species distnbution 

maps to indicate where the monlcey Dower existed within the condominium 
develapment site. 

• Developer avoided legal coutlicts with the State and Federal governments. 
• · Developer modified site plans and established a naturalist area within the 

condominium project to educate visitors about protecting rare plants and their 
habitats. 

• Developer will fence in the monlcey Oower colonies and build a viewing board 
walk around the plant community to minimize foot traffic in the wetland areas. 

• Developer cooperated with the State and Federal agencies to conserve the plant 
species while still developing the condominium project. 

• Improved community support of business and environmental compallbility. 
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Corporation: 
Georgia Power 

Situation: Until 1986, there was little recorded information on the rare, unique or 
threatened plant and animal species, and natural community types in Georgia. 
Now, Georgia Power consults the Heritage data base before developing 
transmission lines, re-routing power lines, or beginning construction projects. 

Problem: A power line or construction project in danger of disturbing rare or 
threatened plants, animals or communities or their habitat. 

Objective: To develop transmission lines and routing projects in the Southeast without 
interfering with rare or sensitive species. 

Network Assistance: The Georgia Natural Heritage Program identifies the known 
locations of sensitive plant and animal species in the proposed project area. 
Scientists supply Georgia Power with a list of these species, their vulnerability, 
state and federal rank, and habitat requirements. Heritage staff also suggest 
potential habitat where a ground survey may be useful to indicate additional 
species occurrences. 

Results/Outcomes: 
• Protects plant and animal populations susceptible to disturbance. 
• Avoids costly delays (in some cases 1 year). 
• Facilitates permit reviews. · 
• Assists with corporate strategic planning; this saves hundreds of thousands of 

dollars in re-routes or special construction practices well into the project. 
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Corporation: 
Natural Gas and Transmission Company- ARKIA 

Situation: lbe company planned to build a major interstate pipeline &om Oklahoma to 
Arkansas. 

Problem: ARKL\ was concerned, however, that there may be some sensitive species 
along the designated route, which would interfere with the permit process. 

Objective: To obtain the necessary permits from United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service to build a 225 mile natural gas pipeline. 

Network Assistance: lbe Oklahoma Natural Heritage Inventory provided inforination 
at two stages of the pipeline development •• the planning stage and the 
mitigation stage. Staff scientists generated reports on threatened and endangered 
species and ecological communities along the proposed corridor, and identified 
large tracks of forest land. lbe scientists also suggested appropriate sites for a 
mitigation project and inventoried an area called Cucumber Creek (ea. 2,000 
acres) as a potential Nature Conservancy Preserve. 

Results/Outcome: 
• Determined threatened and endangered species along the proposed site. 
• U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service recommended alternate routes around !mown 

populations of threatened and endangered species, and large forest tracks (to 
prevent habitat &agmentation). · 

• Shortened the environmental review process. 
• Identified the site for a mitigation project • Cucumber Creek Preserve, ca. 2,000 

acres. 
• Inventoried the mitigation site. 
• Purchased Cucumber Creek and established a stewardship endowment for lbe 

Nature Conservancy Oklahoma Field Office. 
• Prevented a conflkt with the National Forest, ie. destruction or Joss of 

endangered species on USFS land. 
• Improved community support of business and environmental compatibility. 
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Citizen Group: 
Lower Poultney River Citizens Committee, VT 

Situation: The Lower Poultney River in Vermont and New York is a biologicaUy 
diverse system that supports an array of rare mussel and fish species and natural 
communities found in Vermont and New England. 

Problem: The river system is subject to stresses created by an artificial water level 
control at a hydroelectric facility located nearby. River sedimentation from 
careless land use practices and organic and chemical pollution may harm the 
aquatic species. 

Objective: To protect and enhance the ecological values of the Lower Poultney River. 

Network Assistance: The Nongame &. Natural Heritage Program of Vermont Fish and 
Wildlife Department provided records, reports, and testimony regarding the 
outstanding biological resources associated with the river system. With science 
expertise and support, the Lower Poultney River Citizens Committee issued a 
petition before the Vermont Water Resources Board to designate the Lower 
Poultney River an "Outstanding Resource Water. • 

Results/Outcomes: 
• Designated the Lower Poultney River an "Outstanding Resource Water" due to 

its outstanding ecological value. including diverse fish and mussel populations. 
• Increased the buffer z:one surrounding the river. 
• Prompted The Nature Conservancy in Vermont and New York to protect the 

river corridor. · 
• Helped 1be Nature Conservancy obtain funding for the Bald Mountain 

Preserve. 
• Increased state and local awareness and funding for better .management of the 

Poultlley River. 
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Research Institution: 
Electric Power Research Institute 

Situation: Climate change such as global warming may threaten many plant species 
with extinction. however, the extent of its possible effects is still uobowo. 

Problem: Species that c:annot adapt locally to increased temperatures and other climatic 
changes may become extinct unless they disperse and establish latitudinally or 
altitudinally. 

Objective: To estimate the possible effects of climate change on North American plant 
species to help make better informed conservation and land management 
decisions. 

Network Assistance: The Science Division is providing extensive research and drafting a 
detailed report on the potential effects of climate change on native North 
Ame.-ic:an vascular plant species - for example rare plants versus abundant 
plants, based on federal status and global rank. The project staff developed 
additional data bases to maintain a constant set of information on species 
biology, rant. and distribution. Project botanists are studying species 
wlnerability in states and provinces using these traits to quantify results: 
geographic range and rarity, special habitat requirements (especially wetlands), 
and dispersal and colonizing ability. 

Re~lts/Outcomes: 
• Analyzed species wlnerability by state and province; results sugest that many 

areas of North Americ:a may have signific:ant numbers of wlnerable species. 
• Determine ~source conservation priorities for utility companies'land holdings 

and rights of way. 
• Address plant wlnerability to climate change as a factor in establishing 

conservation priorities and informed land management options. 
• Develop long range plans to consider ecological information when expanding 

facilities and .siting plants, substations, and transmission lines. 
• Improve understanding of possible consequences of climate change on native 

North Americ:an plant species. 
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Research: 
Amateur Lepidopterist 

Problem: Incomplete state records and/or published material on Rhode Island butterfly 
populations. 

Objective: To produce a technical book for an academic audience •• text, maps and 
photography •• documenting the butterflies of Rhode Island. Text and a 
distribution map will be devoted to each species. The book may be available by 
Spring 1994. 

Network Assistance: The Rhode Island Heritage Program provided site information to 
help locate rare and common butterfly species. Based on extensive field work, 
they supplied a state map with records of all known butterfly populations. 

Results/Outcomes: 
• Obtained financial support from the Non-Game Program, Division of Fish and 

Wildlife, to publish the technical book. 
• Prompted a several year relationship with an independent researcher who 

contributed his field work on rare butterfly species to tbe Heritage data base. 
• Enabled the Rhode Island Heritage Program lo more accurately determine the 

status of rare butterflies. 
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Collaborative Project: 
Merck Sharpe & Dohme and INBio 

Challenp: To increase the number of plants that Merck screens for effective 
biomedical ingredients. 

Objective: To discover potentially useful chemicals that may be reproduced synthetically 
for pharmaceutical purposes. Additionally, to reinvest money back into science 
and conservation to support sustainable development 

Network Assistance: The Costa Rican Conservation Data Center (operates withiu 
INBio, a partner organization) provides Merck with records of the status and 
locations of plant species in Costa Rica. CDC scientists and other INBio staff 
will identify, collect, and process various plant extracts and send them to Merck 
laboratories to determine their medicinal value. Ill return, Merck plans to train 
INDio's scientists (including the CDC) in biochemisuy techniques specific to 
plant screening, train locals in plant classification and ultimately increase Costa 
Rica's self-sufficiency and opportunities. 

Results/Outcomes: 
• Guarantee Merck's ac:c:ess to an enormous variety of plants. 
• Train INBio/CDC scientists in biochemisuy techniques specific to plant 

screening. 
• Continue to train Costa Ricans in a plant classification program. 
• Exchange technical expertise between Merck and INBio, enhancing the capacity 

of both. 
• Identify active plant substances with potential medical values. 
• Share the profits with INBio through a royalty agreement 
• Reinvest money baclr. into science and conservation. 
• Exchange ac:c:ess to screen Costa Rica's biologic:al resources for an opportunity to 

invest Merck's financial resources in conservation. 
• Promote sustainable use of natural resources by training locals, and safeguarding 

forest resources. 
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 
July 15, 1993 

TESTIMONY OF MARK L SHAFFER, VICE-PRESIDENT FOR 
RESOURCE PLANNING AND ECONOMICS, 'J1{E WILDERNESS SOCIE1Y, 

ON BEHALF OF NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, SIERRA CLUB, 
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND AND GREENPEACE, 

BEFORE 'J1{E HOUSE SUBCOMMITI'EES ON ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES, AND PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS 

ON H.R. 1845, 
A BILL TO ESTABLISH 'J1{E NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY IN 'J1{E 

DEPARTMENT OF 'J1{E INTERIOR. 

Good morning Chairman Studds, Chairman Vento, and members of the committees. 
appreciate the opportunity to testify before you today on the need to establish the 
National Biological Survey within the Department of the Interior. In proposing the 
National Biological Survey (NBS), Secretary Babbitt has taken a bold step toward 
expanding and improving the information base for natural resource policy making. 
Congress has already begun to make the Secretary's vision a reality by recommending 
$163.6 million in funding for the survey (including $22.2 million in new funds) and by 
conducting this hearing on Chairman Studds' bill, H.R. 1845. 

The National Biological Survey will significantly strengthen the Department of the 
Interior's biological science program and improve its ability to handle the important 
challenge of conserving our Nation's biological heritage. We look forward to working 
with the committees and the Administration to achieve Secretary Babbitt's goal of having 
the NBS up and running by the start of the new fiscal year. In the remainder of this 
testimony we address the need for the survey and make recommendations strengthening 
H.R. 1845 to ensure the NBS can accomplish its ambitious goals. 

Need for Coordination· An Ecolo&ica! Perspective 

We support the creation of the NBS because good science is at the heart of good natural 
resource management and protection, particularly for biological resources. Through the 
National Biological Survey, the Administration is proposing to address a major obstacle 
to understanding and managing ecological systems: jurisdictional and organizational 
boundaries. The National Biological Survey will combine the research activities now 
being performed by eight separate Bureaus within the Department of the Interior. lltis 
consolidation will allow the NBS to build on the existing capabilities within the 

900 SEVENTEENTH STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 2ooo6-2596 

( 202) 833-2300 
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Department, reduce overlap and duplication of research, and make way for research 
oriented around ecological •• rather than political •• boundaries. 

Purposes of the National Biolo~:jcal Survc:y 

If the NBS is to improve and expand the research capability of the Department of the 
Interior in an efficient manner, it must have a clear mission and be focused on specific 
tasks. Both the Administration's budget proposal for NBS and H.R. 1845 identify 
purposes for the survey.' In essence, they describe three tasks: to describe the current 
state of our biological resources, to develop the ability to predict future trends in those 
resources, and to provide information to resource managers to improve decision-making 
and anticipate and avoid future conflicts. We agree that these should be the three 
priorities of the Survey. In a March, 1993 letter to Secretary Babbitt, The Wilderness 
Society, Environmental Defense Fund, Sierra Club, National Audubon Society, and 
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund identified three goals for the NBS: 

To gather infonnation on the distribution and abundance of the subspecies, species, 
and natural communities that comprise biological diversity. That is, to better describe 
the current status of our biological resources. 

The NBS should provide information to better describe the current status of our 
biological resources. 

To develop the theoretical and empirical capability to predict species' abundance, 
distributions, and responses to environmental change, including the impacts of human 
activities. 

The NBS should help us anticipate changes in ecosystems and avoid "train wrecks" that 
result when species or their habitats reach critically low levels. 

'The Department of the Interior bas identified the foUowing purposes for the NBS: 

1. To provide information on the abundance, distribution, and health of biological resources through a 
coordinated inventory for plants, animals and ecosystems; 

2. To further the understanding of the functioning of biological systems, their relationships with other 
resources and their responses to human and environmental stress through a research program 
organized around species, population, and ecosystem research; and, 

3. To communicate the results of inventory, research, and technology and methods development, 
through a state-of-the art technology development and transfer element. (USDA, Budget 
Justific:alioas, F.Y. 1994, National Biological Survey) 

H.R. 1845 establishes three purposes for the NBS: 

1. To ensure the comprehensive assessment of the biological resources of the United States; 
2. To ensure the provision of information to be used in protecting and managing ecosystems, including 

their plant, fiSh, and wildlife components; and 
3. To ensure that the Seaetary may anticipate and avoid or resolve conflicts arising in the 

implementation of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 and other fisheries and wildlife conservation 
laws. 

2 
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To facilitate the use of sound biological information in natural resource decision 
making. 

The NBS should get high-quality, timely information into the hands of land managers 
and decision makers to provide an appropriate scientific basis for decisions. 

While H.R. 1845 identifies similar purposes for the NBS,. we recommend that they be 
clarified and strengthened in the following ways: 

1. by specifying thar the comprehensive assessment of biological resources of the 
United States will address the distribution and abundance of the subspecies, species, 
natural communities, and ecosystems that comprise biological diversity; 

2. by directing the Survey to develop the theoretical and empirical capability to predict 
species' and community level abundance, distribution, and response to environmental 
change, including the impacts of human activities; and, 

3. by making information transfer an explicit purpose of the survey to facilitate the use 
of sound biological information in natural resource decision making. 

Applyjn~ the Knowled~e · Meetin~ the Needs of Resource Managers 

The ultimate measure of the National Biological Smvey's success will be the extent to 
which improved scientific information informs natural resource decision making. The 
proposed National Biological Survey is being designed to be responsive to the 
information and management needs of the Depanment of the Interior's bureaus and to 
provide incentives for resource managers to rely on scientific data and conclusions in 
on-the-ground decisions. Among the measures Interior has proposed to make NBS 
responsive to resource managers needs are the following: 

Improved information management and transfer, including establishment of a 
technical suppon center; 
Development of memoranda of understanding between the NBS and each Interior 
Depanment bureau to identify and meet the research needs; 
Creation of a quick response research program ($700,000) to allow NBS scientists 
to respond within the same fiscal year to emerging research and technical 
assistance needs of the bureaus; 
Continued co-location of N a tiona! Biological Survey scientists in resource 
managers facilities to foster communication and coordination between the Survey 
and the bureaus; and, 
Establishment of an internal policy board, composed of representatives of all 
Depanmental resource management bureaus, to advise the NBS on national 
research priorities and needs and to make recommendations for the NBS's annual 
budget. 

Currently, H.R. 1845 addresses only one aspect of the structure of the NBS, the role and 
responsibility of the Survey's Director. We recommend that the bill be amended to 

3 
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define the function and composition of the policy board to ensure that the primary users 
of NBS information -- the Department of the Interior bureaus themselves -- are 
permanently and adequately involved is setting research priorities for the Department. 

MeetiDI~ the Park Challen~e 

Meeting the research needs of the National Park Service (NPS) will pose a particular 
challenge for the NBS. Important strides have been made over the last few years, with 
the determined leadership of Chairman Vento, to strengthen the Park Service's scientific 
capabilities in response to the Vail Agenda and the National Research Council's report, 
"Science in the Parks," which noted that the NPS is not designed to address multi-park or 
regional issues. We are persuaded the NBS can meet these challenges. The 
Administration has proposed, and the Interior Appropriations Committee has largely 
agreed to, a substantial increase in funding for research specifically related to long-term 
NPS management issues. However, this initiative must remain a priority in the future if 
it is to improve the long-term integrity of our national parks. It may be useful, therefore, 
to amend H.R. 1845 to include the priority research needs of the national parks and 
ecosystems of which they are a part. 

Beyond the Boundaries: CoordjnatiDI~ Inventocy and Research 

The coordination of ecological research should not be limited by the jurisdictional 
boundaries of the Department of the Interior. Through the National Biological Survey, 
the Administration proposes to establish a science board of state, federal, and academic 
science interests to advise the NBS on national trends and biological research needs. 
Creation of the NBS and its science board are first steps toward much needed 
coordination of research across all federal agencies working on ecosystem questions, such 
as the U.S. Forest Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and the Environmental 
Protection Agency. Again, we recommend that H.R. 1845 be amended to define the 
function and composition of the science council to ensure broad representation and 
participation of other agencies and entities in the council. 

Loo!cin& Ahead / 

In the long run, the National Biological Survey will improve the quality of research 
within the Department of the Interior. The National Biological Survey will meet the 
need long identified by conservationists, scientists, and resource managers for better 
baseline information and long-term predictive capability. As Secretary Babbitt has said, 
the NBS will help us avoid the "train wrecks" that result from failing to understand the 
workings of ecosystems and their component parts. We look forward to working with 
you, Mr. Cllairmen, the Committees, and the Administration to make the National 
Biologi<:al Survey an effective addition to the capabilities of the Department of the 
Interior. 

4 
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TBBTIKOHY Or TaB IBTBRHlTIOHAL ABBOCIATIOK or riBB AKD 
WILOLirB AODCIBB OK B.a. 1U51 A BILL TO 88TABLI8B 

TaB BATIOHAL BIOLOGICAL BOllVBY 

.. BBBBTBD BIIPORII Tal BOUBI or RIPRB81BTATIVB8 
COKKITTIB OW XBRCRAHT, BARIHII AND riSBIIRI88, 

BUBCOKKiftBB OK lllfVIROHIIIIIII'l' AND WATOllAL RB80URCB8 AKD 
TBB BOUBB COHIIITTIIB OK BATOllAL RB80URCI8, 

BUBCOHIIIftlll OW BATIOBAL PARU, roR88T8 AKD PUBLIC LARDS 

Presented by 
a. X&a Paterson, EXecutive Vice President 

Iaternationel Association Of rish Alld Wildlife Agaaoias 

July 15, 1U3 

Mr. Chairman, wa appreciate the opportunity to appear before 
you today to discuss H.R. 1845, the National Biological survey Act 
of 1993, an issue of great concern to the International Association 
of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. 

As you are aware, the International Association of Fish and 
Wildlife Agencies was founded in 1902 and is a quasi-governaenta~ 
organization of public agencies charged with the protection an4 
aanageaent of Korth America's fish and wildlife resources. The 
Association's governmental members include the fish and wildlife 
agencies of the states, provinces, and feder~l governments of the 
u.s., canada and Mexico. All fifty states are members. The 
Association has bean a key organization in promoting sound resource 
aanagement and strengthening federal, state and private cooperation 
in protecting and managing fish and wildlife and their habitats in 
the public interest. As such, we should stress that state-federal 
cooperation is not a luxurY, but an imperative in fish and wildlife 
resource manaqeaant. 

It is for these reasons that the subject matter of this 
hearinq is of qreat interest to us. state fish and wildlife 
aqencies, in cooperation with the Fish and Wildlife Service, have 
a lonq history of aanaging the nation's fish and wildlife 
resources. We worked with the Service years aqo when it was known 
as the Bioloqical Survey. state fish and wildlife aqencies have a 
lonq track record of collecting data on game species, threatened 
and endangered apaciea, and many more vulnerable species, as well 
as soma of the co .. on backyard birds. As the nation's human 
population and its usa of land has expanded, state and federal fish 
and wildlife aqencies have expanded their efforts to collect data 
on the wildlife species threatened or endangered by these changes. 

The Aasociation first testified on the formation of the 
National Bioloqical survey on April 29, 1993 before the National 
Research council co .. ittee on formation of the National Bioloqical 
·Survey (NBS). At that tiae, the Association had not yet adopted a 
position on the proposed NBS. This was largely due to the fact 
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that the Association has a standing practice of carefully examining 
proposed changes or expansion in programs or organizations which 
affect state fish and wildlife management before making judgment at 
that time. Very little information had been set forth to enable us 
to make an informed decision on the merits of the NBS. 

In spite of numerous briefings, position papers, even budget 
amendments, the Association still has not been given what we 
believe to be adequate information on the proposed NBS to develop 
an informed position. We continue to question whether the 
Administration has fully assessed the impacts or anticipated the 
gravity and ramifications of the proposal. We are not able to make 
a completely reasoned assessment of the proposal. 

We recognize, Mr. Chairman, the Secretary of Interior's 
authority to propose reorganization of the Department of Interior's 
programs to suit the Administration's needs and desires. However, 
when any reorganization is proposed that has the potential to 
considerately impact our agencies, we must express our discomfort. 
Research is an ongoing and dynamic process and simply changing 
uniforms and logos does not improve the quality and quantity o~ 
research. ~ 

We have seriously questioned how the agency would accomplish 
the stated goals: to perform research in support of biological 
resource management, inventory, monitor and report on the status 
and trends in the Nation's biological resources, and to develop the 
ability and resources to transfer the information gained in 
research. 

We are troubled that the transfer of the research functions 
from the u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) may seriously 
impact management capabilities. Research, for better or worse, is 
married to healthy fish and wildlife management and close 
client/research is most important . Breaking up such a relationship 
ought not be done without a clear understanding of the implications 
and true costs. It is noteworthy that the very formation of the 
USFWS was done to insure close ties between research and 
management--between client and researcher. 

For example, the USFWS, through its migratory bird office, 
began the Breeding Bird survey (BBS) in 1965. Their role was to 
put together researcher and field managers. This effort has worked 
well for the avian resource because it is an integrated effort. It 
also represents a close tie between managers and researchers. 

We need such efforts coordinated and synthesized on a national 
level for amphibians, especially with the declines in frogs and 
salamanders, reptiles, invertebrates such as butterflies, and 
plants. 

we also have qrava concerns that once the researchers are 
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released from the more mundane day-to-day research that serve as 
the backbone of manaqement, whether the new aqency will over time, 
become a haven for "sky blue yonder" research, and be tempted to 
delve into areas that, while no doubt interestinq and important, 
would have little relevance for the "on-the-qround" fish and 
wildlife resource manaqer. 

Further, we are concerned that in the rush to do somethinq 
•new•, that less disruptive and lower cost alternatives may not 
have been qiven the kind of scrutiny that they deserve. 

A reasonable and desirable qoal of an NBS should be the 
coordinated and concerted effort to understand our nation's basic 
elements; its animals and plants, and how their habitats relate to 
human use of the lands. A qreat deal of bioloqical information is 
already beinq collected by many state and federal aqencies as well 
as non-profit conservation orqanizations. Before another qroup is 
charqed with a comprehensive assessment of bioloqical resources, 
there needs to be a hard look taken at information already 
available, and then tarqet specific hiqh priority information 
needs. Further, sharinq data, and makinq it available to al~ 
interested parties, is necessary. We need to know when and wh~ 
populations and habitats are declininq, and what we can do about 
these chanqes. We aqree that we need more information, and need it 
collected in a coordinated, systematic and standardized way. 

The Association has some specific suqqestions. Attached to my 
written testimony, I have included a letter from Mr. Steve Wilson, 
President of the International Association and Director, Fish and 
Game, Arkansas, to the Secretary of the Interior and a copy of my 
testimony before the National Academy of Sciences for further 
examination by members the Subcommittee, includinq: 

1) explain more fully how the system of state cooperative 
units will work with the states; in the new system and what chanqes 
make their transfer mora desirable; 

2) leave specific Fish and Wildlife service research units 
doing applied research and technical assistance with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service; 

3) leave oparatinq inventory and monitorinq proqraas with the 
Service, pending development of an overall framework for bioloqical 
inventory, monitorinq and information transfer; 

4) concentrate on developinq a framework for protocols and 
standardization of bioloqical data in cooperation with other state 
and federal agencies and non-governmental organizations, while 
determining the moat appropriate role for the NBS; 

5) establish a specific council composed of state and federal 
agenci.. to realistically examine the beat options for 
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accomplishing the goals set out by the Secretary; 

6) determine what are reasonable priorities for the NBS in the 
monitoring and inventorying of the nation's biota. It should be 
noted here that various state, non-profit conservation 
organizations and universities collect numerous data that should 
contribute to any national inventory. Coordination of these 
efforts is needed; 

7) research needs to concentrate on developing a better 
understanding of animal and plant population dynamics and how they 
are affected by human populations. 

If the NBS legislation is enacted, we believe that it would be 
of vital importance for all involved if a more specific Charter or 
enabling documentation was forthcoming. What has been provided so 
far by the Department of Interior or in the legislation is 
insufficient for the outlined tasks ahead. We strongly urge the 
Subcommittee to wait for the National Academy of Science report on 
the NBS due out later this fall before making any substantive 
decisions~ , 

( 

We believe that H.R. 1845, the legislation being considered: 
needs considerable work to eliminate vague references to what NBS 
will do and better reflect what, in reality, could be done. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, in the spirit of an improved 
research system, we recognize the value that the NBS could have as 
an important player in coordinating the inventory and monitoring of 
the nation's biological resources. Although the Department of 
Interior has begun efforts to inform the states about what the NBS 
will be, there still exists a great gulf between where we believe 
the NBS should be and where it presently is ... a •train wrack" in 
the making. Cooperation is or utmost importance and in order for 
NBS to work effectively, we need a cautious, prudent and carefully 
considered approach. Expediency in this matter should not be the 
goal but rather the goal must be keeping the trains on the track 
and running on tiae. We appreciate having the opportunity to speak 
to the Subcomaittee and would be pleased to answer any questions 
that you or other aembers may have. 
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• Federal Geographic Data Committee Overview • 

On October 19, 1990, the Executive Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget (OMB) revised 
CiJcular A-16, "Coordination of Surveying. Mapping. and Related Spatial Data Activities." The goals of the 
Grcular are to develop a national digital geographic information resource, to reduce duplication, to reduce the 
expense of developing geographic data, and to increase the benefits of using available data and ensuring 
coordination of Federal agency geographic data activities. A major objective of A-16 is the development of a 
national spatial data infrastructure with the involvement of Federal, State, and local governments, and the 
private sector. This national information resource, linked by criteria and standatds, will enable sharing 
and efficient transfer of spatial data between producers and users. 

Circular A-16 established the Federal Geographic Data Conunittee (FGDO to promote the coordinated 
development, use, sharing. and dissemination of geographic data. The conunittee oversees and provides 
policy guidance for agency efforts to coordinate geographic data activities. Federal agendes were assigned 
the responsibilities of leading coordination activities for categories of data (Figure 1). Agency responsibili­
ties include providing govemmentwide leadership in developing data standatds, assisting information 
and data exchange, and coordinating data collection. 

The FGDC has organized subcoaunlttees to manage activities related to data categories, and working groups to 
address crosscutting Issues common to all data categories. Subconunittees establish protocols and implement 
standards for data content, quality, and transfer; encourage the exchange of Information and the tra9sfer 
of data; and organize the collection of geographic data to reduce duplication of effort. Working gro~ 
have been established for Standards, Technology, and Liaison with the non· Federal spatial data COI!\IIIU­

nity. 

The FGDC is currently compoi!fd of representatives from 14 departments and independent agendes, including: 

Department of Agriculture Department of Transportation 
Department of Commerce Environmental Protection Agency 
Department of Defense Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Department of Energy Library of Congress 
Department of Housing and Urban Development National An:hivesand Records Administration 
Department of the Interior National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Department of State Tennessee Valley Authority 

The Departments of Education, Health and Human ServiCes, Justice, and ~bor; the General Services 
Administration; the National Capital PlannlngCoiNIUS5ton; and the Smithsonian Institution also partici­
pate on FGOC subcommittees and working groups. 

The FGDC sponsors and partldpates In oonferences and othtr forums concerning Issues Important to the 
development of the national spatial data lnfrastruct\Jn. Th~ conunittee also publishes the Federal Geo­
graphic Data Newsletter, SwNrary of GIS Use in the F~tral Government, annual reports, and other 
publications of Interest to the spatial data community . 

For more Information about the FGOC, Its activities, the ,\.1a"W41· or to be added to the newsletter mailing 
list, please contact 

Federal Ceograplllc Data ConuruttH Secretariat 
US. Geological Survey 
590 National Center 
Reston, VA 22092 
USA 
(703) 648-4533 
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• Preface • 

The Man1UJ/ qf Fderal ClOf'I'Phic Data Products describes Federal geographic data products 
that are national in scope and commonly distributed to the public. Geographic data products 
include maps, digital data, aerial photography and multispectral imagery, earth science, and 
other geographically-referenced data sets. Federal agencies were encouraged to list only those 
geographic data products that are supported by an office to which the public could make in­
quiries and place orders. Federal agendes also were encouraged to list only those geographic data 
that would be availabll! by January 1993. 

Data products are described In a stalldardized format and grouped by producing agency. A 
cross-reference matrix is provided to help readers find products by data type. 

The products listed in the ManiUII include only those that currently are distributed by the 
agencies. Readers interested in historical Federal geographic data products should contact the 
Reference Services Staff of the National Archives and Recotds Administration at (202) 501-
5579. The Map and Geography Division of the Library of Congress abo has an extemive col­
lection of current and historical geographic data products from Federal and non-Federal 
sources. The Division can be ruched at (202) 107-MAPS. 

While much effort was made to tiiS1W that the ManiUII is comprehensive, inevitably there 
will be products that were overlooked. In addition, rapidly changing geographic data tech· 
nologies, especially digital technologies, are resulting in new products and new forms of ex­
isting products. Readers should contact the offices listed in the ManiUII to inquire about the 
availability of new produeb and references to other Federal geographic data. The FGDC in· 
tends to revise the Manual approximately every 2 yean. 

Reeders are invited to provide corrections and to suggest other Federal products or informa­
tion for Inclusion in futwe editions of the ManiUII. Readers abo are encouraged to comment 
on tht UHfuiness of the Mlmul, and to suggest improved methods of presentiDg the informa­
tion. PI-tee the~ Raponse Fonn" on page A-1. 
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Wildlife Management Institute 
Dedicated to Wildlife Since 1911 

Suite 725, 110114th Street, N.W. 
Washington , D.C. 20005 

202/371-1808 

Statement of Rollin D. Sparrowe 
on 

H.R. !84S, to Establish the Biological Survey 
in the Department of the Interior 

Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
Subcommittee on Envirorunent and Natural Resources 

and the 
Committee on Natural Resources, 

Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public lands 
July IS, !993 

I am Rollin D. Spanowe, President of the Wildlife Management Institute, an 82-year-old 

organization dedicated to advancing professional wildlife management in North America. We work 

extensively to support and strengthen federal and state agency biology programs, and have a deep interest 

in the proposal by the Secretary of Interior for formation of a National Biological Survey (NBS), as well 

as the Biological Survey proposed in this bill. 

Until two and one-half years ago, I had pursued a 22-year career with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service, personally supervising many of the programs potentially to be affected by proposed changes in 

the Department. Consequently, I have personal knowledge of successes and failures in generating and 

using data for management decisions. 

Currently I am serving on a National Research Council (NRC) Committee on the Formation of 

the National Biological Survey. This Committee is respondina to a request from the Secretary of the 

Interior to study the issue. Let me clearly state that I do not speak for this Committee, nor are my 

reflections on this bill and the potential impacts on specific federal agencies and programs derived from 

my Committee work. Rather, they come from my personal experience working in the Department of 

Interior. The charge to the NRC Committee does not include the main issue I wish to address, however, 

some of the issues I discuss may be addressed by the report. 
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We, at the Wildlife Management Institute, support the concept of a Biological Survey for the 

United States, cspccially an expansion of monitoring, evaluation and research on the biological resources 

of our country. Our main concern is not whether to develop a Biolopcal Survey, but lww to develop one 

and maintain important existing prognuns. It seems that many proponents are willing to accept a 

Biological Survey at any ccst; we are not. 

Six months have passed since public discussions fiJSt were held on Interior's proposed National 

Biological Survey. Progress has been made in establishing a dialogue between the Department of Interior 

and many constituency groups, but few details are available about exactly what will happen with extant 

persamel and programs. A recent Fact Sheet (dated JW\C 8, 1993) and previous 1994 budget documents 

and amendments for the Department provide only sweeping generalizations as to how Slaff mid doUars are 

to be redeployed to fonn the NBS. Of ccnc:em is that only broad statements are provided about achieving 

nalionali'CSOUR:e management pis, inleptina but sepamina ICicnce and policy, assuring information 

uansfer to users, a new focus on ccosystcm research, and bclter information to implement the Endan&ered 

Spcc:ies Act (ESA). 

My main purpose here is to make cettain that some attention is pvcn to the unanswered questions 

about affects on the aacncies involved in thesc llmSfets. It appears that decisions ue beiDa Jlllde within 

the Deputment of lnlerior, IIIII by the eaa,-. withtu IICiequlte lllal,- of the poleiiiW impaciS on 

propams that aulhorizina aad ~-.miaecabave followed and-wniaddORly in the piSt. 

Mmy of these JIIOIIIIIIS hive been inld8led llld supponed in concert wl1h the 5lalcl llld ccnservation 

cxpniZIItjons. 1ft IUIJy -. eodtia Cllllslde lnlerior depend on tJx.e JII'OIIUII. on a dilly t.sis. 

OveDI1, -jar J110P11D ..... appcm to be CIOCUIIilla by aPIJIOIIIiallcla willllllll -=b _.,., IIIII 

--...,. wilbout ., dMied ...,. made avallallle OUIIide the o.p.tmcDL 

1ft lbe June I, i993 Pact Sheet 6aaa DOl on the NBS, - -. for -,lc, thlt: 

NBS,.._ to~ el-...liaa cipt DOibul.- to fanll a new-> 

2 
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most of the staff and dollars for NBS will come from the Fish and Wildlife Service; 

the Service, for example, will lose 26 percent of its scientific personnel; 

all of the research functions of the Service, including monitoring and similar activities of a 

national scope, will be transferred; and 

scientific support for management will be maintained ·by leaving the majority of scientists 

within DOl in their current agency. 

Assurances are made that the Secretary intends Llu!t managers will not lose any of the support from 

research. We are told that existing programs and services will all be maintained, that NBS will be 

nonpolitical and not make recommendations to managers, end that administrative costs will remain low. 

Some of these assurances don't seem to add up logically. 

Some discussion may be useful about the roles of the types of personnel that apparently would 

be moved from the Fish and Wildlife Service. The 25± percent of scientists who would be moved are 

those most active in research, current scientific thinking, peer contact within the rest of the scientific 

community, and actively supportive of management programs. 1bc other scientists referred to often have 

administrative duties and many other daily tBsks that are not science. NBS proposes to extract the best 

and brightest of those actively engaged in scientific investigation. Further, the Service would lase 100 

percent of its veterinary scientists. These experts primarily are engaged in diagnostic work for 

management, such as migratory bird disease outbreaks, or provide support for kcepine animals for research 

and captive breeding. 1bc Service also would lase 81 percent of its mathematicians and statisticians to 

NBS. 'This would remove the core of management and technical assistance in study design and analysis 

of data for bo4h n::search and management 

Again, beyond general assurances that scientists' interactioos with managers will be maintained, 

~ is no information about how this will be accomplished. One might ask, if coordination currently 

is so poor that change is needed, how will those functions and interactions be maintained to support 
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management when individuals are in different agencies? 

Mr. Chainnan, I am attaching specific comments for the record on endangered species, migratory 

bird management, and other SelVice functions that illustrate the close, interwoven relationship of research 

and management in the agency. They illustrate the tremendous impact such change would have on the 

Se!Vice and its primary source of credibility •• its scientific expertise. This is a major change in the 

capability and strength of this important agency and must be approached with great care. 

My ~xperience within the Fish and Wildlife SelVice and the Department of Interior tells me that 

supelVision of a situation in which some employees in the same office work for one agency, and others 

for NBS will be a management nightmare. Priorities, personnel evaluations, workloads and other matters 

simply do not work efficiently or effectively in government withou! some recognizable chain of conunand. 

Leaving staff in place as proposed appears to be a devise to wtdetstate evenrual administrative costs of 

forming the NBS. A statement is made that, to the extent practical, NBS will buy administrative selVices 

from Interior bureaus. Earlier accounts had suggested that, at least initially, other 001 agencies may bear 

the administrative costs. These are important considerations for the evolution and future costs of existing 

and NBS programs. 

The Wildlife Management Institute helped establish the original Cooperative Wildlife Research 

Units, was and is the sole private cooperator, and led the fight in the 1980s to save both the wildlife and 

fishely units when they were out of administration budgets for three years. The contributions of 

Cooperative Units in research, training, and ~!Vice to each of the cooperating entities have been 

invaluable to the management of fish and wildlife resources in America. The National Park Se!Vice has 

used similar units effectively, and BLM also has begwt to do so. The Secretary has made important 

stalements indicating that more thought will be given to the future of the Units and that changes will be 

negotiated directly with all of the cooperators. This is a positive move. So far, work on what that future 

might be is occurring ooly within Interior. It is time to bring these negotiations out of the cla;et and 
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involve the cooperators if something positive is to result. Tiris Institute certainly would be ready to assist 

in consideration of the future of the Cooperative Units. 

Mr. Olairman, for the record I am attaching questions raised by The Wildlife Society in an early 

letter to the Secretary about the effects on agencies of the proposed transfers. These questions entertain 

many of the concerns that remain about effects on agencies within Interior, and they remain largely 

unanswered. 

We have been working with various conservation groups to enhance the scientific capabilities of 

the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). BLM has had so few scientists that any loss is a major concern. 

The lands that BLM manages are vast and greatly in need of better data and better management. The 

public is loudly demanding such change. BLM needs more scientific strength with or without an NBS. 

H.R. 1845 is a basic statement that a Biological Survey should be established in the Department 

of Interior. It reflects generic statements of need for data to be used in protecting and managing 

ecosystems. However, it provides few details about how such a survey would really work both within 

Interior and between agencies. Probably because we all are operating under the same lack of hard 

infonnation, H.R. 1845 does not deal specifically with many of the issues that have been raised about the 

NBS proposal. It provides a beginning framework from which to discuss the real need for a Biological 

Survey and how it might proceed. 

Clearly, the Fish and Wildlife Service is targeted to take the biggest hit in loss of scientific and 

technical staff and budget. Of aU the resource agencies, the Service has the largest mandate for protection 

and management of biological resources through its many legislative authorities, including the ESA. Since 

it will retain the largest measures of responsibility for resource management actions, we feel the Service 

should have a special role. We recommend a leadership role for the Service, through enabling legislation, 

on any body set up to set priorities for monitoring or research. In that way, the Service's priorities in 

implementing the ESA, Migratory Bird Treaty Act or other authorities under its mandates would receive 
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proper attention. We and others are ~luctant to see the Service role be submei'Jed within large group 

decision making when it ought to be whe~ a lot of the action is. 

Conspicuously missing from H.R. !845 is any ~fe~nce to how a Biological Survey in Interior 

will ~late to other federal agencies, state or private entities in the comp~hensive assessment of the 

biological resoun:es of the United States. Also, the lai'Jet for resolving cooflicts in resoun:e management 

must be broadened to include legislative mandates other than ESA. 'This should include meeting needs 

for management of national forests, private lands, militaJy lands and other blocks of natural resources. 

Unless huge new funding is available, Interior is by far not the only needed component of a Biological 

Swvey. 

We at the Institute believe that prior to action on 1994 budgets, or other legislation, the~ should 

be an in-depth analysis of impacts of proposed changes on the affected agencies. 'This should be provided 

by Interior. Too much appears driven by the federal budget process and an October I implementation 

deadline. Still needed are specific answers and much critical thinking about structure, function and 

interaction between research and management. 
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ATI'ACIIMI:NT 1 

The proposed removal of Repoa 8 from FWS 'I'IOIIld remove muy ladi:Yiduals lllld pi'IJII'IUIIS that 
carry out (1) operational, day-to-day muqemeat functions that are (2) part of the heart of the 
qeacy's statutory responsibilities. 

Example A: Endanaerec! Species Pro!!ram, Its (a) species ll.Uac, (b) recovery pi'IJII'IUIIS for 
iadi:Yidual species, ud (c) primary tecbaical support for muy Section 7, critical habitat, jeopardy 
oplaioas, lllld other fuactioas. 

1. The Eadllllaered Species J>rocram, ud Ia fact the Eodupred Species Act itself p-ew 
directly from work Ia the 1960s lllld 70's at Patuzeat Wildlife Research Center on whoopla& crue, 
bald eqle, DDT, Everciades Kite, Puerto Ricu Parrot, Calironaia Condor, black footed ferret, ud 
other species. 

2. The DDT research on egsbell tbiania& Ia perqriaci falcon aad other birds, lllld sublethal 
ud lethal etl'ects of DDT lllld its related compounds formed the basis for mucb of the Service's 
scientific credibillty ud was of such quallty lllld llllldmark slplllcance that it bad a widespread 
impact on the perception of our IIDCiety's need to deal with pesticides carefully for wildHle, 
ecosystems, and human health. 

3. Active recovery, a manapmeat function, Is now beiq carried out by direct involvement of 
researchers and their laboratories on red wolves, whoopiq cranes, black·footed ferrets, Puerto 
Rieaa Parrots, Hawaiian birds, timber wolf, Aleutian Canada coose. Colorado squawftsb, razorback 
sucker, ud many other species. 

4. AcUve recovery Is belnc carried out directly Ia coaJuaetioa with state wildlife qeacies, other 
federalqeacles iadudiq Cuadalllld MeDco, C1111adiaa Provioces, aad a variety of NGO's. They 
work with an array of academic and other colfea&ues and the Cooperative Research Units tbroup 
Recovery Teams to carry out this m1111qemeat function. I! ecosystem m1111qement is to proceed, 
these people will do it - Interior e1111 only lead. 

S. Status surveys, coasultatioas on eritleal habitat, and jeopardy opinions done by m1111qemeat 
bioloclsts Ia Service Repoaal Otrlces lllld Field Stations rely directly on FWS research biotocists, 
at the vartous Research Centers, Cooperative Unit students 1111d stall', recovery team participants 
1111d other dally contacts for their ~eientiftc credibillty. They are done Ia direct consultation with 
atrected states 1111d federal aaencies. The states have the le&al respoallibWty for on-tbe-cround 
manaaemeat or most or the species, whether plant or animaL 

Conclusion: Removal of Recion 8 from the Fish 1111d Wildllfe Service, for Endaaaered Species 
functions which are a primary concerD, would make these interactions more ditricult 1111d add a new 
1111d separate apacy to coordiaatioli of m1111qemeat functions. It 'I'IOIIld remove from the Service 
stall' carryiac out slplllcaat, statutory manaaement functions Ia responsibilities under the 
Eadanaered Species Act, not Just research. 
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Eumple B: M!cntoa Bird MBQBBIIW!I for more thaa 650 speda of mlcntor7 birds. Oaly ±60 
are bunted IIDd reJ.te to SUI'ftJI and reaulato17 processes apperen!JJ to be left with FWS. A 
subs!an!lal part or !be federal mandate for preventative ac:tion to foratall the problema that occur 
after ESA llsdq (auc:b as the patcakber In Cllllforala) Is operatioaally conducted by !be miud 
..-reb and manqement functions propoaed to be mOftd out of FWS. 

1. Scientists at Patuxent Wildlife Research Center worked with mJcralo17 bird manqera to 
develop IUI'ftY and anatytlcal methods !bat formed tbe foundation or !be COIIIpleX p.- by wbkh 
bunted apedelare reaulated by !be Seab with Canada and Me:dco. Tiley a1ao developed the 
Breedlna Bird SUaey, wllkh Is tbe best North American data base on IOIIIblrd populations. n­
-re transferred to FWS'a manqement as the operational foundation for (a) manaatn& bunted 
species IIDd (2) expandlna manqement or soqblrds. 

2. Durin& !be 198Gt, FWS'a manqen stnaaJecl to keep soqblrd work from beiDa dbcontlnued 
under Reapn admialstration mandates. With !be direet help of several CDIIII'H*»nal oommlttees, 
funds - added to: (a) upp-ade and expand -ablrd suaey methodoloc1, and (b) put 
manqemen! bloJocls!s In !be FWS Rqions to coordinate with !be ftS! array of state and federal 
qeney blotop.ls and loeal NGO'a to build a stroqer national manqement focus on aoqblrds. 

3. Ia 1"1 Par!Den In npt wu started by the National Flab and Wildlife Foundation, 
brin&lnl toaether !be prim..,. federal land manqement qendes, the states, and about 80 NGO's 
to coordinate nationaUy and lnternationatly oa soqblrd bloJoc1 aad manapmenL The Fish and 
Wlldllte Seab bas a lead role because of Its sldUs In reearcb aad manqement, and Its lepl 
mandates under !be Mi&ratol7 Bird Treaty Act, !.Ddaneered Species Act, and tbe 1980 Fish and 
Wlldllte Coordination Aet. 

4. Tbb is !be strona bealnnln1 of a network of cooperators, espedally State Fish and Wildlife 
A&e~ taldna aetioa that Is the Jaraett pre-llatinc. preventative effort ever mounted alaee the 
Endan&ered Speda Act wu paaed. It Is beiDa developed partly baaed oa !be •JDOCieJs• of !be 
pi'OIJ'IIIDS for bunted species. It lnwms 10 many locations and entitles, !bat ao alnp qency, or 
nea !be whole federal pera.ment caa lf!fiJT1 It out alone. The qendes, like the Flsb and Wlldllte 
Seab and DOl, aua oaly lead, develop techniques and some ot the sdenee, and coordinate the 
effort. 

5. The Seab has never heea able to Invest ~eparately In manaeen with the same akllls as the 
..-rchen tawlftd. At Patwreat, Nortben Prairie, Alaska, l'n!la•a•, and Madlsoa l"t!!eeU'Ch 
centers, !dentists are developlq !be tecbalques and test1111 and analyxlaa the data pnmded by the 
fteld efforts or maaaeen. If !bey and parts or the Milrato17 Bird Manqemeat Oftlce are remOftd 
from !be Sealee. the Seab wiJJ !ole mud! or Its direct capability to lead tbe pre-llstiaa work on 
behalf clsoapirds. · 

Coac:hulloa: llemcmal of ltqloa 8 and some reafonal aad other maaaeemeat 1J1o1oais!s wiJJ atall 
Seab development or prneatatm -&bird manaeement PI'OIJ'IIID5. It transfers the capabWty or 
!be Seab to a .,.rate anr apney at a time when tbe Seab baa ftaally bepn to tab ita 
upected role Ia -ablrd manaeemeaL It would transfer biolotllsts and dollars spedftcally added 
by the Conar- with exteaslft oon~ervatloa oommual!ysupporL 
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EumpJe C: Copgmlpgh apd llsJa pel wi!dUfe. Bued on tbe l!lfOI ud 70s work on DDT at 
Patuseot, aad tbe 70s ud 80s work at Columbia on a vast array of contaminaoh ID aquatic systelllll, 
tbe Ser*e lias trllllsferred lo IDIIIIIIplllellt both moolloriDiud productive support for rquialory 
adlou. Research DOW I'UIIS operadoaal chemistry for maoqement aod provides tbe sdentiftc 
c:redibillty for maoapmeut aod enforcement actions. 

ElWDple D: Aplmal Welfm Co!pplyc:e for Service aod tbe state wildUfe qeucles. Tbe Service 
coordinates llaudards aod procedures without wblcb all animal hudliq would be subject lo 
cballeqe. 

Eumple E: Aai!ICU!ture at Service Research Ceuten supports tbe production of both recreatioaal 
aocl commercial llsh used by tbe states. 

Eumple F: Batcbery cbemka) mdstratkms throop FDA are done by tbe LaCrosse Center to 
allow batcbery trout, salmon aod other ftsb lobe railed by public hatcheries uatiouaUy. 

ElWDple G: Great Lakes stock UleSSmeut for mauqln1 tbe ftsberies of tbe Great Lakes is done 
tbroup tbe ADD Arbor Center. NeaotJatioos witb IDdiaD tribes reprdiq utilization of Great Lakes 
lbberies are conducted throop the laboratory. 

ElWDple B: Mlmtory bird d!seue WOrk Is done by the W'Jidllfe Health Laboratory (in Madison, 
Wllcousiu) for national wi!dlfe refups. Removal of those scientists lo NBS will directly separate 
a m....,.meut function from application lo uatioaal wildUfe retups aod state maoqement areas. 
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My name is William P. Horn, Director of National Affairs for 
the Wildlife Legislative Fund of America (WLFA). We appreciate the 
opportunity to appear before these two subcommittees and present 
our views on the proposed National Biological Survey (NBS). 

The WLFA opposes the creation of the National Biological 
survey (NBS) as authorized in H.R. 1845, the NBS Act of 1993. 

WLFA is an association of sportsmen's conservation organi­
zations established to protect scientific wildlife management as 
well as the heritage of American sportsmen to hunt, fish, and trap. 
Through its associated organizations, WLFA represents an aggregate 
membership of more than 1.5 million sportsmen-conservationists. 

The creation of NBS is reinventing a "wheel" that was found to 
be broken earlier this century. In previous Congressional 
testimony Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt told of the 
development of a similar agency over one hundred years ago. The 
Division of Biological survey in the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) was created to examine "the geographic 
distribution of animals and plants."1 This eventually evolved into 
today's United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) which 
integrates research and management functions: an arrangement 
deemed superior over 50 years ago and clearly superior the proposed 
NBS. NBS is stepping back in time and making a misdirected attempt 
to fix what isn't broken. In fact, this approach of dividing 
research and management capabilities -- an approach WLFA believes 
to be wrong -- was attempted again in the "mid-1960's when an 
Office of Ecology was created to consolidate biological skills from 
all Interior agencies into a new agency that would operate 
independent of the rest of the Department (of the Interior). This 
idea failed because it 'ignored the deep connection of research to 
operational programs •.•. 2 

WLFA is persuaded that separating research from management 
will result in a host of problems. Management will become less 
effective. Rather than directing research efforts toward specific 
management problems, managers will become ensnared in a bureaucracy 
where requests for research must go to a separate entity -- NBS. 
The NBS researcher may or may not respond favorably depending on 
the directives he or she is receiving from supervisors. The 
concept of establishing "client service• personnel within NBS does 
little to solve this fundamental flaw and simply adds another level 
of personnel to complicate the interface between research and 
management. It also imposes more costs on the taxpayer. 

1 Quoting Dr. Clinton Hart Merriam, Chief of the Division of 
Economic Ornithology and Mamaology (a precursor to the Division of 
Biological Survey) in the united States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA), in "Conservation: If it Ain't Broke .•• "an article by 
George Reiger the June 1993 issue of Field and stream. 

Ibid. 
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There will a diainution of important accountability. We are 
greatly concerned that there will be a tendency for senior policy 
makers to hide behind a facade of "science." When a controversial 
action is taken, we tear that policy makers will say the 
"scientists told us to do it." Science is a critical eleaent, 
especially in wildlife management matters, but policy concerns grow 
each year. This is especially true given the growth of the radical 
animal rights movement. As long as there was a virtual policy 
consensus that supported activities such as hunting, fishing, and 
trappinq, science was properly the deteraininq factor in wildlife 
policy. Now, however, that traditional consensus is under attack 
and there are those who -- as a matter of policy -- would eliainate 
such traditional activities as well as all uses of aniaals. We do 
not want animal riqhts ~ decisions masqueradinq as ~ and 
we do not want such policy aakers hidinq behind. a facade of 
"science." Policy aakers aust be fully accountable to our 
citizens. 

It is also a fallacy to think that "science" issues can be 
discretely separated from policy matters. In many cases, there is 
a substantial element of art in current bioloqical controversies. 
For example, taxonomy can make or break endanqered species 
liatinqa. Subspeciation has often been the critical factor in a 
listing decision and taxonomic determinations often turn on whether 
the scientists involved are "lumpers" or "splitters." The latter 
rarely see a subspecies they don't like while the former tend to 
discount subspeciation. Science is policy in these cases and the 
outcome depends on which camp of scientists is chosen to make the 
decision. In such instances, the ultimate decisionaakers -- ths 
non-scientists -- should remain accountable for their decisions. 
TUrninq effective decisionmaking over to a designated set of 
ostensibly apolitical scientists strikes us as anti-democratic. 

Dividing research from management is also likely to expose 
u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service huntinq and fishing proqraiiS to 
renewed legal attacks by animal rights zealots. Previous assaults 
against miqratory bird hunting and huntinq on public lands have 
focused on the scientific data that support hunting proqrau. FWS 
has had to deaonstrate that ita re•earch ara provide• sufficient 
information to the aanaqers to support continuation of traditional 
huntinq proqrams. This has been done to the satisfaction of the 
courts and blunted anti-huntinq lawsuits by the animal rightists. 
Without adequate data, huntinq proqrllllls would have been -- and will 
be -- enjoined by u.s. courts. 

The stated purpose behind NBS is to charge off after 
endanqered species matters and items such as bioloqical diversity. 
The Department's NBS rhetoric -- and H.R. 1845 -- is noticeably 
short on expressions of concern or understandinq reqardinq 
traditional fish and wildlife manaqeaent proqraas such as miqratory 
waterfowl or interjuriadictional fisheries. NBS leadership that 
qives short shrift to research involvinq these traditional proqrama 
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will simply invite the animal riqhts radicals to mount new leqal 
challenqes to huntinq and fishinq activities. 

The provision by NBS of inadequate scientific information to 
FWS on such issues, will mean the eventual loss of duck huntinq. 
If a solution is to qive the FWS Director some measure of direct 
control over allocation of NBS resources, why create a new bureau 
in the first place? 

Research and manaqement are irrevocably linked. WLFA is 
opposed to reinventinq a previously broken wheel and dividinq 
critical research functions from manaqement. until a more 
compellinq case is made for this presently unwarranted separation, 
WLFA is opposed to the creation of NBS and H.R. 1845. While the 
interface between research and manaqement can always be improved, 
creatinq a costly new bureaucracy is a step backward in time. 

TESTMI*Y .MU 
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Good morning. My name is Jim Little and I am a cattleman from Emmett. Idaho. 
am also Chairman of the Endangered Species and Wildlife subcommittee of the National 
Cattlemen's Association and represent their views here today. Cattlemen are vitally 
interested in H.R.I X45 . The Biological Survey Act of 1993. as we graze cattle on pastures 
and rangeland.~ which occupy over half the surface of this country. 

NCA certainly appreciates the need for more solid, timely, objective science as 
recognized by this legislation. More and more natural resource issues which acutely impact 
the viability of our ranches depend on government decisions made on the basis of allegedly 
scientific information. I have had direct experience with this a~ I have a forest grazing 
allotment which has two listed species. 

However. NCA has several questions about this specific legislation and the 
lengthier propo.~als for the National Biological Survey now circulated by the Department of 
Interior. We think it would be highly premature and inappropriate to pass H.R.I X45 in its 
present form . I will now brietly review the areas of our greatest concern. 

THE RISK OF DEPLETING CURRENTLY NEEDED RESEARCH IN USFWS 

Current research in the USFWS serves many practical. problem solving needs that · 
are locally beneficial. There is already a substantial backlog of request~ for this problem 
solving research. As proposed, the TBS would remove $130 million of the current $17K 
million in USFWS research money. This would gut current USFWS research. Although 
more recent TBS proposals imply that USFWS scientists moved over to a national 
biological survey agency could continue their present research. the very different mission of 
this new agency makes this doubtful. NCA believes we need more. not less. of this highly 
pmctical. cost effective. field tested and applied research akin to the Soil Conservation 
Service's (SCS) tmditional mission in assisting land users. 

NEED FOR SPECIFICATION OF KEY TERMS 

An overriding mis.~ion of this legislation is a natiunal inventory of the populations. 
abundance. health. status. and trends of all this nations' biological resoun:es. Although 
frequently de.scribed a.~ a binlogil.:al counterpart to the USGS. the propnsed Biological 
Survey ha.~ a different mission and unavoidable different function than the USGS' non­
contmversial mis.~ion of physical mea.'lllrement. To inventory and monitor "the health, 
status. and trends" of resoun:es and to identify "critical national resoun:es" are to make 
qualitative judement~ about which there is neither scientitic nor political cunsen.'llls. 

The Endangered Species Act (ESAl detines in law many key term.~ and pn~:edures. 
Legi.~lation which authorize.~ the government to a."-~S.'> the condition. quality. and national 
value of resoun:es. H.R. IX45 should also detine key terms and the standards by which they 
would be applied. 
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AUTHORITATIVE GOVERNMENT SCIENCE UNAVOIDABLY TIED TO POLICY. 
REGULATION. AND MANAGEMENT 

DOl current proposals state that the proposed NBS will be an "independent. 
objective scientific bureau" without advocating positions on management issues or carrying 
regulatory authority. On the other hand. the same proposal states that the NBS will serve 
managers and policy makers need for scientific information on biological resources. 
Notwithstanding this contradiction. current statutes like the ESA plainly preclude any 
distance between authoritative government science and management. regulatory decisions. 
Almost all government actions dictated by the ESA are to be made on science and science 
alone. The accessibility of more comprehensive science as envisioned by this NBS could 
very likely accelerate regulatory enforcement of the ESA. Identification of so-called 
"critical national resources" would more than likely expedite increased government land 
acquisition as proposed methodologies like Gap Analysis imply. The social forces 
advocating more land acquisition. more regulatory enforcement of the ESA through 
elaborate planning requirement would be unavoidably promoted by the NBS as it is now 
proposed. This could increase not decrease. the number of "train wrecks" about 
government's control of productive natural resource use. 

BROAD INTRUSION ON BASIC PROPERTY RIGHTS 

It would be impossible to accurately inventory and monitor biological populations, 
distributions and to assess condition without field studies. H.R. l !\45 does not specify by 
what methods the inventory would be conducted. Although satellite imagery and aerial 
photography are now used fur similar functions. those methods yield fairly nebulous. 
general information. Any practically useful information and certainly any information used 
to make a judgment decision would necessitate on the ground work. At least o nut of 10 
acres in this country are private property. The NBS's basic mission would involve trespa.~s 
on a vast scale. Further. landowners have a right to any of this information about their 
deeded lands just as they have access to IRS records and other government data. 

DUPLICATES OTHER RESOURCE INVENTORIES 

Several other federal agencies have well established responsibilities and programs to 
inventory natural resources. The U.S. Forest Service does this on forested land.~ . The SCS 
does this on private agricultural lands. BLM is also in the process of gathering this data. 
The USGS geugraphical infmmation includes extensive data on natural resources. And 
EPA and NASA have programs to map resources. The current NBS proposal as well as 
this legislation omit any reference to a need for coordinating these agencies' work. The 
NBS very comprehensive mission and elaborate function question its proposed seat in the 
USFWS and also whether it could actually be created and maintained at the relatively 
modest figures beyond current DOl budget. 
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PREMATURE LEGISLATION 

The DOl proposals for the NBS imply that preserving. restoring. and in all manner 
studying biological diversity is national policy. Although there have been bills in this House 
to make this explicit they have not been passed. NCA believes it is imponant for congress 
to consider this ba<;ic policy issue before creating an entire new agency whose mission 
assumes the affirmation of this policy. We also believe H.R. l K45 should not be moved 
until congress concludes debate and reauthorizes the ESA. Because of the heated 
controversy over the current law and because this NBS is .<;o closely related to decisions 
about enforcement of the law. resource users and owners are cautious about more 
authoritative government science. 

NCA wholeheanedly suppom the need for more timely, objective scientific 
information relevant to natural resource use and natural resource protection. However. we 
believe the information needs to genuinely empiricaL field tested. peer reviewed. 
addressed to practical issues. and challengeable by affected parties. 
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103D CONGRESS H R 1845 1ST SESSION • • 
To establish the Biological Survey in the Department of the Interior. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

APRIL 22, 1993 

Mr. STUDDS introduced the following bill; which was refen-ed to the 
Commitiee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 

A BILL 
To establish the Biological Survey in the Department of 

the Interior. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "Biological Survey Act 

5 of 1993". 

6 SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF BIOLOGICAL SURVEY. 

7 (a) IN GENERAL.-There is established in the De-

8 partment of the Interior an office which shall be known 

9 as the Biological Survey. The purpose of the Survey is 

10 to ensure-
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2 

1 (1) the comprehensive assessment of the bio-

2 logical resources of the United States; 

3 (2) the provision of information to be used in 

4 protecting and managing ecosystems, including their 

5 plant, fish, and wildlife components; and 

6 (3) that the Secretary may anticipate and avoid 

7 or resolve conflicts arising in the implementation of 

8 the Endangered Species Act of 1973 and other fish-

9 eries and wildlife conservation laws. 

10 (b) DIRECTOR.-

11 (1) IN GENERAL.-The head of the Survey is 

12 the Director of the Biological Survey, who shall-

13 (A) be appointed by the President, by and 

14 with the advice and consent of the Senate, from 

15 among individuals having expertise in the bio-

16 logical sciences; and 

17 (B) be compensated at the rate provided 

18 for level V of the Executive Schedule. 

19 (2) FUNCTIONS.-The Director, under the su-

20 pervision of the Assistant Secretary, shall perform 

21 the following functions: 

22 (A) Assess and study biological resources, 

23 including plants, fish, wildlife, and ecosystems 

24 and their components. 

•HR 1846 m 
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1 (B) Develop, test, and monitor methods of 

2 ecosystem management in order to improve the 

3 capability of the Secretary to conserve biological 

4 resources and diversity. 

5 (C) Collect and analyze data and informa-

6 tion to determine and inventory the distribu-

7 tion, abundance, health, status, and trends of 

8 biological resources and ecosystems. 

9 (D) Develop methods for the consistent 

10 and systematic collection and analysis of data 

11 on ecosystems and their components. 

12 (E) Disseminate information to resource 

13 managers, scientists, and the public. 

14 (F) Provide technical assistance in support 

15 of legislative, regulatory, and resource manage-

16 ment decisions. 

17 (G) Perform international activities related 

18 to the management of biological resources. 

19 (c) DEFINITIONS.-ln this section, the term-

20 (1) "Assistant Secretary'' means the Assistant 

21 Secretary for Fish and Wildlife of the Department 

22 of the Interior established under section 3 of the 

23 Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 742b); 

24 (2) "Director" means the Director of the Bio-

25 logical Survey appointed under subsection (b); 

•HR 1841 m 
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1 (3) "Secretary" means the Secretary of the 

2 Interior; and 

3 ( 4) "Survey" means the Biological Survey es-

4 tablished under subsection (a). 

5 SEC. 3. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

6 Section 5316 of title 5, United States Code, is 

7 amended by inserting after the item relating to the Direc-

8 tor, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Department 

9 of the Interior, the following: 

10 "Director of the Biological Survey, Department 

11 of the Interior.". 

0 

•HR 18411 m 
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BALANCED RESOURCE SOLUTIONS 
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Allan K. Fitzsimmons, PhD 

prepared for the 
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held by 

The Natural Resources Committee, 

Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Land 

and 

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 

Subcommittee on Environment and Natural Resources, 

United States House of Representatives 

July 15, 1993 

3192 Rivanna Court, Wood>ridge. VA. 22192 
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MR. CHAIRMEN IT IS A PRIVILEGE TO PROVIDE THE REQUESTED STATEMENT 

ON H.R. 1845- THE BIOLOGICAL SURVEY ACT OF 1993 --AS THE 

SUBCOMMITTEES CONSIDER THIS LEGISLATION AND THE DEPARTMENT OF THE 

INTERIOR'S INITIATIVE TO ESTABLISH A NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY. 

AM DR. ALLAN K. FITZSIMMONS, PRESIDENT OF BALANCED RESOURCE 

. SOLUTIONS, A CONSULTING FIRM IN WOODBRIDGE, VA. I HAVE A PHD IN 

GEOGRAPHY FROM UCLA AND HAVE HELD POSITIONSlN GOVERNMENT AND 

ACADEMIA, INCLUDING CHAIRING THE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES PROGRAM 

AT GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY. A BIOGRAPHY IS APPENDED TO MY 

STATEMENT. 

CREATION OF A NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY (NBS) RAISES TROUBLING 

ISSUES ON SEVERAL FRONTS. MY TESTIMONY, HOWEVER, WILL ONLY 

ADDRESS THE FUNDAMENTAL MISCONCEPTIONS FOUND IN H.R. 1845 AND THE 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR'S (001) NBS INITIATIVE REGARDING THE 

ECOSYSTEM CONCEPT. IT QUESTIONS THE APPROPRIATENESS OF USING THE 

CONCEPT AS THE FOUNDATION FOR FEDERAL INTERVENTION INTO LAND USE 

DECISIONS THROUGHOUT THE NATION UNDER THE BANNER OF ECOSYSTEM 

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT. 

ECOS'fSTEMS ON THE L.AN[)SCAPE 

THERE IS NO DEFINITIVE PATTERN OF ECOSYSTEMS ON THE LANDSCAPE 

AWAITING DISCOVERY BY SCIENTISTS. TOO OFTEN WE SEEM TO FORGET THIS 

ELEMENTARY GEOGRAPHIC TRUTH ABOUT ECOSYSTEMS AS EVIDENCED BY THE 

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR'S CLAIM THAT "THE NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL 

SURVEY WILL PROVIDE THE MAP WE NEED TO AVOID THE ECONOMIC AND 
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ENVIRONMENTAL TRAIN WRECKS WE SEE SCATIERED ACROSS THE COUNTRY." 

THE ECOSYSTEM CONCEPT AROSE FROM EFFORTS BY ECOLOGICAL SCHOLARS 

TO FIND MORE EFFECTIVE WAYS TO THINK ABOUT THE WORLD AROUND US. 

A.G. TANSLEY, A BRITISH BOTANIST, IS GENERALLY CREDITED WITH FIRST 

· USING THE TERM "ECOSYSTEM" OVER FIFTY YEARS AGO. BIOLOGIST, ELDON 

ENGER, IN CONCEPTS IN BIOLOGY, DEFINED AN ECOSYSTEM AS: 

AN INTERACTING COLLECTION OF ORGANISMS AND THE ABIOTIC 

[NON-LIVING) FACTORS THAT AFFECT THEM. 

G. TYLER MILLER, REFERRED TO ECOSYSTEMS AS: 

A SELF-SUSTAINING AND SELF-REGULATING COMMUNITY OF 

ORGANISMS INTERACTING WITH ONE ANOTHER AND WITH THEIR 

ENVIRONMENT CLIVING IN THE ENVIRONMENT, 3RD. ED.). 

THE KEY TO THE CONCEPT ARE THE INTERACTIONS BETWEEN LIVING THINGS 

AND NON-LIVING THINGS ON SOME PART OF THE LANDSCAPE. ESTIMATES OF 

THE SPATIAL SCOPE OF A SMALL SUBSET OF THESE INTERACTIONS GIVES 

RISE TO THE LOCATION, SIZE, AND SHAPE OF A PATCH OF GROUND THAT IS 

LABELED THIS OR THAT ECOSYSTEM. 

ON THE LANDSCAPE, AN ECOSYSTEM, LIKE BEAUTY, EXISTS IN THE EYE OF 

THE BEHOLDER. ITS GEOGRAPHIC REPRESENTATION IS DETERMINED BY 

THOSE INTERACTIONS THAT A RESEARCHER CHOOSES TO EXAMINE IN 

CONJUNCTION WITH THE PROJECT OF THE MOMENT AND NOT BY SOME 

BAUNCED RESOURCESOLtmONS 2 
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NATURAL LAW. FOR A STUDENT OF FOOD WEBS, INTERACTIONS IN A POND 

MAY MAKE AN EXCELLENT SUBJECT FOR STUDY SO THE POND BECOMES AN 

ECOSYSTEM. TO LEARN ABOUT YELLOWSTONE'S GRIZZLIES, A SCIENTIST MAY 

SEEK TO CONSIDER THE THINGS THEY INTERACT WITH, THUS THE BEARS' 

RANGE BECOMES AN ECOSYSTEM. 

IN PRACTICE ECOSYSTEMS ARE DELIMITED USING BUT A TINY FRACTION OF 

THE TOTAL NUMBER OF INTERACTIONS THAT OCCUR IN AN AREA. 

COMPROMISES ARE REQUIRED OWING TO THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF STUDYING 

ALL THE INTERACTIONS ENCOMPASSED BY THE ECOSYSTEM CONCEPT. 

IMAGINE TRYING TO FIRST IDENTIFY ALL THE LIVING THINGS IN AN AREA 

(INCLUDING THOSE VISIBLE ONLY THROUGH A MICROSCOPE); ESTIMATE THEIR 

POPULATIONS; AND THEN IDENTIFY AND MEASURE THEIR INTERACTIONS 

WITH ONE ANOTHER AND WITH ALL THE PHYSICAL COMPONENTS OF THEIR 

ENVIRONMENT. IT IS NOT SURPRISING THAT THE PRACTICAL NEEDS OF 

RESEARCH MEANS THAT ECOSYSTEMS SELECTED FOR STUDY (AND THE MAPS 

REPRESENTING THEM) REFLECT VERY LITTLE OF THE OVERALL ECOLOGICAL 

ACTIVITY OF AN AREA. 

SINCE THERE ARE A LIMITLESS NUMBER OF INTERACTIONS THAT MAY BE 

SELECTED FOR STUDY, THERE ARE A LIMITLESS NUMBER OF ECOSYSTEMS 

THAT MAY BY DEFINED FOR THE NATION OR ANY OF ITS REGIONS-- EACH OF 

WHICH MAY BE PERFECTLY VALID FOR THE PROJECT IT SUPPORTS. AS A 

CONSEQUENCE, A GIVEN PIECE OF GROUND COULD APPEAR ON MANY 

DIFFERENT ECOSYSTEM MAPS AND BE DISSECTED BY ALL MANNER OF 

ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARIES. 

IIALANCEO RESOURCE SOLtmONS 
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ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARIES 

ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARIES APPEARING ON MAPS ARE ALWAYS ARTIFICIAL 

AND FREQUENTLY IMPRECISE. THEY ARE APPROXIMATIONS BECAUSE OF THE 

DIFFICULTIES IN SPATIALLY BOUNDING THE INTERACTIONS AT THE HEART 

·OF THE ECOSYSTEM CONCEPT. EVEN ECOSYSTEMS THAT SEEM TO HAVE 

EASILY IDENTIFIABLE BOUNDARIES, LIKE LAKES, ONLY CAPTURE A FRACTION 

OF RELEVANT INTERACTIONS·· WITNESS THE MOVEMENT OF BIRDS, 

INSECTS, AMPHIBIANS, AND OTHER LIFE FORMS BACK AND FORTH ACROSS 

THE LAKE SHORE. 

IMPRECISION IN DELIMITING ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARIES ARISES IN MULTIPLE 

WAYS. A MAP OF THE RANGE OF YELLOWSTONE'S GRIZZLIES, FOR EXAMPLE, 

IS COMPOSED OF DATA FROM DIFFERENT SOURCES OF DIFFERING QUALITY. 

AGGREGATING SUCH DATA INTO A SINGLE BOUNDARY PERFORCE REQUIRES 

SPATIAL GIVE-AND-TAKE AND PLAIN GUESSWORK, ALL OF WHICH IS 

MASKED ON THE FINAL MAP. APPROXIMATIONS AND GEOGRAPHIC 

COMPROMISES INCREASE AS THE NUMBER OF SPECIES OR OTHER VARIABLES 

ARE INCLUDED IN THE DETERMINATION OF ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARIES. 

CONSIDER A RESEARCHER DESIRING TO DEPICT A PINE"'-'UNIPER FOREST AS 

AN ECOSYSTEM. WOULD THE ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARY BE DRAWN TO INCLUDE 

AREAS WHERE THE RATIO PINES TO JUNIPERS WAS AT LEAST, SAY, 1:1? 

HOW ABOUT 1:5? HOW ABOUT 1:100? HOW ABOUT DRAWING THE BOUNDARY 

WHERE THERE ARE JUNIPERS BUT 5 MILES PAST THE LAST KNOWN PINE JUST 

TO BE SURE AU. PINES WERE INCLUDED? ON THE OTHER HAND MAYBE THE 

RESEARCHER WOULD USE SOME RATIO OF JUNIPERS TO PINES. THE 

RESULTING MAPS WOULD EACH PRESENT A DIFFERENT PICTURE OF A PINE· 

4 
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JUNIPER ECOSYSTEM. 

THE BOTTOMLINE IS THAT THE ECOSYSTEM CONCEPT UNAVOIDABLY YIELDS 

ECOSYSTEM MAPS THAT ARE SUBJECTIVE, IMPRECISE, AND REFLECT ONLY A 

FRACTION OF THE ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION FOR THE AREA THEY DEPICT. 

THE CONCEPT DOES NOT AND CANNOT RESULT IN THE GENERATION OF A 

"BEST' PATTERN OF ECOSYSTEMS FOR THE COUNTRY OR ANY PORTION OF 

THEREOF. THE CREATION OF A NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY WILL DO 

NOTHING TO AL TEA THESE FUNDAMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS OF 

ECOSYSTEMS AND THEIR GEOGRAPHIC REPRESENTATION. 

ECOSYSTEMS AS A BASIS FOR FEDERAL LAND USE POLICIES 

THE ECOSYSTEM CONCEPT WAS NOT INTENDED TO FORM THE BASIS FOR 

PROTECTING AND MANAGING LAND AS ANTICIPATED BY H.R. 1845 AND AS IS 

CLEARLY THE THRUST OF THE NBS INITIATIVE PRESENTLY BEING ADVANCED 

BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR (DOl). OUR PAST EFFORTS TO MAP 

ECOSYSTEMS FOR THE PURPOSE OF IMPLEMENTING FEDERAL PROTECTION 

AND MANAGEMENT POLICIES HAVE BEEN HIGHLY CONTROVERSIAL THE 

DELINEATION OF WETLANDS, FOR EXAMPLE, IS NOTHING MORE THAN TRYING 

TO DETERMINE THE BOUNDARIES BElWEEN ONLY TWO CATEGORIES OF LAND, 

WETLAND ECOSYSTEMS AND EVERYTHING ELSE. NONETHELESS, WE CANNOT 

AGREE ON THE COMPARATIVELY SIMPLE IDEA WHERE A WETLAND STOPS. 

THE NBS INITIATIVE IS FAR MORE COMPLEX THAN LOCATING WETLANDS. IT 

REQUIRES THE IDENTIFICATION AND MAPPING OF SCORES OF DIFFERENT 

KINDS OF ECOSYSTEMS ACROSS THE NATION. ONE WELL RECOGNIZED 

BALANCED RESOURCE SOLUTIONS 
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NATIONWIDE GENERAL ECOSYSTEM CLASSIFICATION SCHEME INCLUDES 

NEARLY 60 ECOSYSTEM TYPES. AT A MINIMUM, THE NBS INITIATIVE WOULD 

LEAD TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF TENS OF THOUSANDS OF MILES OF 

ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARIES THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY SO THAT THE 

PROBLEMS MANIFEST WITH WETLAND DELINEATION WILL BE MUL TIPLED 

· MANY TIMES OVER BY H.R. 1845 AND THE PROPOSED DOl NBS PROGRAM. 

GIVEN WHAT WE KNOW ABOUT THE CHARACTERISTICS OF ECOSYSTEMS ON 

THE LANDSCAPE IS IT IMPORTANT TO UNDERSTAND WHAT IT IS ABOUT THEM 

THAT H.R. 1845 AND THE DOl NBS INITIATIVE SEEK TO PROTECT AND 

MANAGE. DO THEY WISH TO PREVENT CHANGE IN THE INTERACTIONS THAT 

ARE USED TO DEFINE ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARIES? IF SO, WHY? DO THEY 

DESIRE TO PREVENT OR LIMIT CHANGE IN ALL INTERACTIONS WITHIN AN 

ECOSYSTEM? DO THEY WANT TO ADDRESS ONLY HUMAN INDUCED CHANGE IN 

INTERACTIONS? DO THEY WISH TO RESTORE PAST ECOLOGICAL 

CONDITIONS? IN ESSENCE, WHAT DO THE SPONSORS OF THIS LEGISLATION 

AND THE NBS INITIATIVE HAVE IN MIND WHEN THEY SEEK TO INVOLVE THE 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION? 

WITH ALL OF THESE DIFFICULTIES AND OUTSTANDING ISSUES, IT IS FAIR TO 

QUESTION THE BASIC NOTION THAT ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION AND 

MANAGEMENT OFFER A DESIRABLE BASIS FOR FEDERAL INVOLVEMENT IN 

LAND USE DECISIONS NATIONWIDE. ECOSYSTEMS ARE NOT CONFINED TO 

FEDERAL LANDS OR PLACES OF NOTABLE ECOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE. 

CONSEQUENTLY, ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION POLICIES COULD EXPOSE LAND 

OWNERS AND USERS EVERYWHERE TO RESTRICTIONS AKIN TO THOSE 

PRESENTLY IMPOSED UPON WETLAND OWNERS. 

BALANCFD RESOURCE SOUJOONS 6 
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CQNa.uSION 

H.R. 1845 AND THE DOl NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY INITIATIVE REFLECT 

BASIC MISUNDERSTANDINGS OF THE ECOSYSTEM CONCEPT, ESPECIALLY AS 

IT IS APPLIED TO LANDSCAPE. AS A RESULT, SEVERAL QUESTIONS SUGGEST 

THEMSELVES: 

1. GIVEN THAT FACTS THAT: 1) ON THE GROUND, ECOSYSTEMS REPRESENT 

AN ARBITRARILY SELECTED PORTION OF THE LANDSCAPE; AND 2) THE 

ECOSYSTEM CONCEPT CANNOT YIELD A DEFINITIVE PATTERN OF 

ECOSYSTEMS, HOW CAN A FEDERAL POLICY FOR THE GENERAL PROTECTION 

AND MANAGEMENT OF ECOSYSTEMS BE JUSTIFIED? 

2. WITH NUMEROUS DIFFERENT AND EQUALLY LEGITIMATE ECOSYSTEM 

PATIERNS AND MAPS POSSIBLE FOR THE NATION AND ITS REGIONS, HOW 

CAN ONE BE SINGLED OUT FOR USE AS THE BASIS OF FEDERAL ECOSYSTEM 

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT POLICIES? 

3. HOW CAN GOVERNMENT POLICIES BE APPLIED ON THE BASIS OF 

ECOSYSTEM BOUNDARIES WHOSE LOCATIONS CAN VARY BY MANY MILES? 

4. SINCE A GIVEN TRACT OF LAND CAN APPEAR IN NUMEROUS DIFFERENT 

ECOSYSTEMS, EACH DEVISED FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE, WOULD A SUCH A 

TRACT BE SUBJECT TO OVERLAPPING FEDERAL RESTRICTIONS? 

5. WHAT ARE ECOSYSTEMS BEING PROTECTED FROM? WHAT ARE THEY 

BEING PROTECTED FOR? 

BALANCED RESOURCE SOLtmONS 7 
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Allan K. Fitzsimmons, PhD 

3192 Rivanna Court,_Woodbridge, VA. 22192 
(703) 491-5615 fax (703) 670-9585 

Dr. Fitzsimmons is the founder of Balanced Resource Solutions, a consulting firm 
specializing in the analysis of federal environment and natural resource policies 

. effecting land use. 

He has nine years of senior level policy staff experience advising cabinet and 
subcabinet officials in the Departments of Energy (DOE) and Interior (DOl) and 
for nine years was a university professor. He has authored numerous 
publications and papers on environment, natural resource, and energy issues. 

At DOE he was Special Assistant to the Deputy Under Secretary for Policy, 
Planning, and Analysis, and to the Assistant Secretary for Domestic and 
International Policy. He represented the Secretary on the White House 
Interagency Wetlands Task Force and was chief architect of the market-based 
approach to wetlands regulation adopted by President Bush. He was part of the 
senior group that led preparation of the President's National Energy Strategy 
with particular responsibilities for land use issues impacting energy production. 

As Special Assistant to the Deputy Director of the National Park Service (NPS) 
and to the Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife, and Parks at DOl, he played a 
key role in devising balanced policies for the management of the national park 
system. He directed the effort to overhaul NPS' manual guiding all management 
policies. He was instrumental in development of legislative proposals, including 
the creation a Tall Grass Prairie National Park in Oklahoma, and represented the 
Secretary on the Florida governor's task force whose report resulted a major 
expansion of Everglades National Park. 

Prior to his public service, he was Associate Professor of Geography, and Chair, 
Environmental Studies Program, at George Washington University (GWU) for 
five years. At GWU and elsewhere he taught graduate and undergraduate courses 
on environment, resource management, energy, and the geography of the U.S. 

During the 1960s he was a scientific programmer analyst with Hughes Aircraft 
Corporation and TRW Systems Inc. 

Raised and educated in Los Angeles, he earned a PhD in geography from UCLA, 
an MAin geography from California State University Northridge, and a BA in 
mathematics from the same school. 



730 11th Street N.W 
Seconcl Floor 
WaShington. D.C 20::01 
(202) 347-2850 
Fa>< (202) 347<:072 

-_ ......_ 
"""""' ~d~l+tfc:lv 
~$1fyelio:O'I$CU 
~.IGC0045 -­"""'"""­o.,, ---"'­""""" .,_.., 
rrncctPI.IIwVOfiO; l 4853 -""""""' ::hoef~S! 

"""""""'­-.;ewv::J!< SIOJet~ 
~· M· J22j: 

~e" 
:i.f'8CIOO:tlf'e....-.....ot>VT' 
"'ew v~ lloiMco• GOioen 
S.c::n.W\().:55 

.... ,.,. ... •• F 
MenAI~tO"' ,,,_,.,.. 
~(T.,j~ly Su:)es 
S.Vq>~ 

""""" ........ 
"'"""' ~eb lO"'Oa.XJSoolog:col 

-""""""' Ag<O.JI'VeCar'O':lO .... ,,.,..,., 
"".'"" ~ Corohno S1t11e Mu$e..m 
ci~OI Sco81"'CeS 

~~ 
/loetxosko SlcleM.-,m 

""""""""' A.sPS'C""'i><OC':' 
~~= ·~ 

""""~ """""""""' !I!JocOS ,A&.M~l>:Y 

"'""""""" 

113 

WRflTEN STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD 

BY THE ASSOCIATION OF SYSTEMATICS COu.ECTIONS 

ON HR 1845 

A BILL TO ESTABUSH THE BIOLOGICAL SURVEY 

IN THE DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 
AND THE 

NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBUC LANDS SUBCOMMITTEE 

JULY 15, 1993 
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The Association r:A Systematics Collections, representing the nation's biodiversity research 

lnstllutlons the! house collections r:A biological specimens, Is pleased to support the establishment r:A a 

National Biological Survey. We commend Congressman Studds and the Merchant Marine Committee 

and Congressman Vento and the House Natural Resources Committee for holding lhasa hearings. ASC 

has long recognized the need for a comprehensive National Biological Survey. We called for Its 

establishment In our 1986 book Foundations for a National Biolooical Syrvev, and In testimony before 

this commlltee In 1991 where we drew an analogy between the US Geological Survey and the kind r:A 

scientific support needed for a national biodiversity lnst~ute. 

The United States already has many research perlormers and dients for a national biological 

survey In addition to the Department of Interior, USDA, NOAA, and other federal agencies that hold 

mandates for management of land and aquatic resources. We urge that the new National Biological 

Survey be broadly construed so that It may support the acquisition and use of biological Information for 

management and for more effective use of biological resources. To take advantage of our full array of 

national talent, the NBS sh<Ud have mechanisms to Include research perlormers from universities, 

research Institutes such as natUral history museums and marine biological laboratories, state biological 

surveys, and state conservation units. In addition to extramural funding programs, there might be 

encouragement of joint projects belween, for example, federal land managers, taxonomic researchers In 

universities or freestanding research Institutions. and conservation professionals such as staff at state 

Heritage Programs. 

Central In any national biological survey are repositories for biological voucher collections. 

There are already instltutlons In place to perlorm this task for the biological survey, Including the 

Smithsonian's National Museum r:A Natural History, major natural history museums, culture collections, 

botanical gardens, and many university and state museums. But they do more than the accession of 

.._ specimens collected for various SliNey ectlvlties. These Institutions are centers for Identification of 
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biological materials. for new research on unknown species, and for research on the relationships among 

biological organisms and their value to humankind. They provide the basic databases on systematics 

and biogeography that are fed Into land and aquatic management databases. 

The historical element of collections-based databases Is crttical - for example, It allows us to 

know the changes that have occurred In the range of species, so that we can know If a species has 

always had a llmtted distribution or If it is truly endangered. Museum databases are also critical for the 

updating ol taxonomic Information, as new species are discovered and old ones are re-assessed. It was 

museum scientists who discovered that the snaH darter was found In more than one locality, and who 

discovered that an endangered species in New York was being confused with an introduced species 

from Europe that did not need protection. 

Legislation for a National Biological Survey should provide authorization for funding to link the 

databases AND research activities at our network of systematics collections with the state Heritage 

Programs, state biological surveys, and the federal agencies Involved In the National Biological Survey. 

Specific research projects for management and use of biological resources will be one result; another 

will be the most efficient development of highly useful, historically-based, national biological Information 

network. 

IN SUMMARY, ASC recommends: 

• a broadly-based national biological survey that takes advantage of existing institutions and research 

performers and managers; 

• authorization for funding to support the entire flow of biodiversity Information management, starting 

with taxonomic and biogeographic Information that can be regularly updated using the resources of 

natural history collections; 
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• 8IICOUI1lQ8I1IR cllnter-egency cooperallon (81 fadenll and state 1811815) to link the prOOidlon cl 

blodlverslly wllh Its use, e.g. In medicine and agr~Wture. In this way, national biological survey 

lnformallon wll support the U.S. biotechnology Industry and the needs c1 all our c111zens. 

ASC and our member ~ woUd be pleased to provide any addlllonallnformallcn on how 

ndlple lllate, federal and private not..for..prollt 1nst1tta1ons can practically pal1lclpate In the very exciting 

,_ National Blologlclll Survey now and In years to come. 

• Appended to Ifill......_.. II a lilt cl ASC member~ II cl wf1lctl- .-y IIIOIQid In 

blologlc:.r fUVfl'/ IICIIvllll, Including pruvlllon cl ~lformlllallto fldlllllegencles and .... Hllllllgl 

P"9lftll. 
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ASC MEMBERS 

Institutions 

Academy of Natural Sciences of Philadelphia 
Agriculture Canada, Biosystematics Research Center 
American Museum of Natural History 
American Type Culture Collection 
Beltsville Agricultural Research Center 
Bernice P. Bishop Museum 
Botanical Research Institute of Texas 
Buffalo Museum of Science 
California Academy of Sciences 
Canadian Museum of Nature 
Carnegie Museum of Natural History 
Cincinnati Museum of Natural History 
Cornell University 
Cranbrook Institute of Science 
Dallas Museum of Natural History 
Delaware Museum of Natural History 
Denver Museum of Natural History 
Department of Natural Resources, Florida 
Duke University 
Field Museum of Natural History 
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
Florida Museum of Natural History 
Fort Hays State University 
Gulf Coast Research Laboratory 
Harvard University 
Hunt Institute for Botanical Documentation 
Illinois Natural History Survey 
Illinois State Museum 
Institute de Geologia Museo de Paleontologia 
Louisiana State University - Baton Rouge 
McGill University 
Miami University 
Michigan State University 
Milwaukee Public Museum 
Missouri Botanical Garden 
Moore Laboratory of Zoology - Occidental College 
National Museum of Natural History 
Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County 
New York Botanical Garden 
New York State Museum 
North Carolina State Museum of Natural History 
North Carolina State University 
Ohio State University 
Paleontological Research Institute 
Pennsylvania State University 
Purdue University 
Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Garden 
Royal British Columbia Museum 
Royal Ontario Museum 



118 

San Diego Natural History Museum 
Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History 
Texas A&M University 
u. s. Fish & Wildlife Service 
University of Alaska 
University of California - Berkeley 
University of California - Davis 
University of California - San Diego 
Univeristy of Colorado 
University of Georgia 
University of Illinois 
University of Iowa 
University of Kansas 
University of Louisville 
University of Michigan 
University of Minnesota 
university of Nebraska 
University of Oklahoma 
University of Puget Sound 
University of Texas - Austin 
University of Texas - El Paso 
University of Utah 
University of Washington 
University of Wisconsin - Madison 
Virginia Institute of Marine Science 
Virginia Museum of Natural History 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State University 
Washington State University 
Yale University 

Societies: 

American Bryological and Lichenological Society 
American Malacological Union 
American Ornithologists' Union 
American Society of Ichthyologists and Herpetologists 
American Society of Mammalogists 
American Society for Microbiology 
American Society of Parasitologists 
American Society of Plant Taxonomists 
Association of California Herbaria 
Association of Southeastern Biologists 
Biological Society of Washington 
Coleopterists Society 
Crustacean Society 
Entomological Society of America 
Herpetologists' League 
Mycological Society of America 
Phycological Society of America 
Society of Nematologists 
Society for the Study of Amphibians and Reptiles 
Society of Systematic Biologists 
United States Federation for Culture Collections 
Xerces Society 
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Testimony of 
Defenders of Wildlife 

on the National Biological Survey 

submitted to 
The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 

Subcommittee on Environment and Natural Resources 

and 
The Committee on Natural Resources 

Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands 

Thursday July 15, 1993 
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Testimony of Defenders of Wildlife 
on the National Biological Survey 

before The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
Subcommittee on Environment and Natural Resources 

and before T11e Committee on Natural Resources 
Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands 

11nmday July 15, 1993 

Chairmen and committee members, I am Sara Vickerman, Director of State 
Conservation Programs for Defenders of Wildlife. I appreciate the opportunity to 
submit testimony covering the National Biological Survey and its possible involvement 
with the Gap Analysis Program or GAP. 

Congressmat! Studds. Defenders of Wildlife appreciates your introduction of H.R. 
1845 to create a National Biological Survey. Chairmen and committee members, we arc 
supportive of the a National Biological Survey suggest that its primary purpose should be 
to monitor the location and sta tus of the nations's biological resources to help ensure 
the.ir long-tenn conservation . We understand that the proposed legislation is ve ry 
general by design . giving the Administration the latitude it needs to establish and 
operate t.he agency in accordance with Secretary Babbitt's ideas. 

We offer the following ~Gmmcn t s on the proposed N~ ti onai Biologica l Survey .for 
consideration by the Committee. althou~h we recognize: that this level of spc<:ificity m;;y 
not be addressed in the bill . Simiia; C• ' llll lic nts were su brn itied to Dr. Peter Raven, 
Chairman of the Nation:J! Rescil och Coum:il al the National Academy of Science:'. 

Concerni ng the ov(:r~ll stn:cl '. lrt• an ~J prioriti<·s, the ;--.!BS ur eds clearly defined 
long and short -krm goal£. In the short run, the goal should be to compile enough 
<:l(isti ng infmm<~tion to make hf tter resource alloca tion decisions before too ma ny 
nptions are eliminated. In the long run , NBS ~hould build a system capable of monitor­
ing ecological changes and prlwidin~~ informmion thilt enable s milna gers to prevent crisi~ 
n1anagem~ nt . 

A hierarch ica l appmach, s!Mtiug ill the landscape leve l then moving down to 
me re detailed inventory of plants and animals on specific sites may be the most cost and 
time effective. It _will take yea rs to build a nd cata log a comprehensive and systematic 
collection of specimens. Whi le this may be a useful exe rcise, there is a limit to the 
amount of money that can be spent on th e de tai ls, give n the urgency associated with our 
rapid resource depletion. 

One of the most important initia l !unctions of the proposed NBS should be to 
facilitate the rapid completion of the Gap Analysis Project (GAP), If the President's 
budgei is approved by Congress, this landscape-level inventory will be expanded into a 
tota l of 46 states in FY 199,!, with a targe t national completion date of 1998. 
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flu a member of the National GAP Working Group, and an enthusiastic advocate 
of the program generally, we recognize some of the major strengths of this program. It 
uses existing data from ·a variety of sources, compiling it across agency boundaries in a 
consistent format. It is conducted at an appropriate scale to provide a context in which 
land management decisions at a finer scale can be made. If funded as now requested, it 
will be completed quickly enough to ensure that the inventoried resources will not be 
gone by the time the work is finished. 

The Working Group has identified three major phases of the GAP project: The 
first is research -- building the data layers for vegetation, species, land ownership, etc. 
Using these layers, the analysis can be conducted to identify habitat types that are 
currently unprotected or under-represented in existing conservation areas. The second 
phase is data transfer. This occurs at two levels. One is the opportunistic response to 
inquiries from agencies, conservation groups, academics, etc. The other is the systematic 
development of plans and conservation strategies based on the analysis of the GAP data. 
The third and final phase is application or implementing the conservation requirements 
on the ground. This includes land acquisition, land trades, changes in management 
practices, etc. 

In most states, the Cooperative Research Uojts, operated by_ the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, build the data layers, working .in cooperation with other agencies and interested 
organizations. The universities in which the Coop Units are located then have a 
tremendous data base upon which to base endless additional inquiries that form the 
basis for scientific studies. 

However, the second and third phases of the project ·- data transfer and applica­
tion-- are by no means automatic. In fact, despite several years of discussion by the 
GAP Working Group, no agency has stepped forward to define the means by which this 
critical information on the location of the nation's biodiversity will be used. The long­
term maintenance and updating of the data bases have not been decided. Potential 
users of the data have difficulty gaining access to it -- either because they lack knowledge 
about its existence, cannot afford to pay for it, or lack the hardware, software, and 
technical expertise to use it. Interpretation of the information is no simple task, given 
that there are no widely accepted standards for reserve design, ecosystem management, 
etc. 

We provid~ this e~a~ple to illustrate a common problem with research facilities. 
They often become isolated and fail to provide the necessary information to guide sound 
management decisions, because either the research topics are too esoteric relative to real 
management issues, or the results are communicated poorly or slowly (if at all) to users. 

Defenders is not a research institution. Our role in research traditionally has · 
been to support public funding for research important to our conservation priorities, and 
where appropriate, share with our constituents and policy makers what we consider to be 
the important policy implications of scientific research. Many conservation organizations 
perforni 'this,{IJnction. We, and similar organizations, could do a much better job if we 
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had better access to research data generated by government agencies and by academic 
institutions. 

From this perspective, we offer a few specific suggestions concerning the structure 
of the NBS: 

1. The development of research priorities is not strictly a scientific question. 
These decisions should be jointly made by a panel of managers, scientists, and 
outside interests. 

2. The proposed reorganization offers an important opportunity to develop 
standard methods, terminology, reports, hardware and software, etc., to save 
money and provide better information upon which to make land and wildlife 
management decisions. 

3. Special attention must be given to the data transfer function of the NBS. We 
recommend creating an "extension office," for Jack of a better term, whose 
function is to keep track of biological research and monitoring projects and 
present the information to users (the public, policymakers, press, etc.) in a user­
friendly manner. This office should be staffed with people who are expert 
communicators (not necessarily scientists) who have the projler equipment to 
publish high-quality materials like brief reports, fact sheets, slides, drawings, etc. 

This office should not limit itself to the distribution of publications. It should have 
the capability to answer questions asked by other agencies, local governments, etc. 
For example, a state fish and wildlife agency might want to find out where the 
highest concentration of sensitive species are located in order to develop plans to 
keep them from becoming endangered. 

4. Besides the extension function, a system is needed to facilitate the application 
of new information to management situations. Perhaps pilot projects in adaptive 
management could be initiated and monitored over a period of time as more 
knowledge is gained about how to restore damaged systems, reintroduce extirpat­
ed species, and extract resources more benignly. 

5. We understand tllat discussions are taking place between The Nature Cons­
ervancy and the proposed NBS staff. We strongly urge the committee to recom­
mend a structure in which information from the state Heritage programs is 
incorporated into the national system. As far as we know, the Heritage programs 
have the best data on site specific occurrence of rare species and sensitive 
habitats. 

6. State resource agencies devote considerable attention to inventorying, monitor­
ing, and researching certain plant and animal species. The NBS would provide a 
valu~ble service to everyone concerned if it were to keep a centralized data base 
ili whk.h the information generated by the states was stored. Such a system could 
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help avoid duplication of effort and facilitate regionwide or national analysis of 
trends. H funds were available for grants to states to do some of the biological 
surveys, they should be awarded only to researchers who submit proposals for 
high-priority projects, follow consistent standards, and agree to assist the NBS 
"Extension Office" in the publication of information for the public. 

7. Another possibility would be to develop research management training courses 
to assist managers in keeping up with contemporary scientific thinking. Effective 
implementation of ecosystem management strategies will require managers to 
learn some new, interdisciplinary techniques. 

8. NBS should define appropriate boundaries for landscape level planning. The 
most useful outcome would be a nested hierarchy identifying ecoregions, subre­
gions, watersheds, or "biogeocultural regions." The purpose would be to avoid 
overlapping, and perhaps, conflicting planning exercises. Drawing these bound­
aries would also provide a rationale for allocating funds to multi-agency, eco­
system management projects on a geographic basis. 

9. Finally, we raise the concern that in order to accomplish many of its most 
important goals, the NBS should ultimately incorporate some research functions 
frooi EPA and the Forest Service. As major natural resourCe agencies, both 
should be working closely with the Interior agencies in the development and 
application of standardized techniques for inventory, monitoring, and research on 
ecosystems. 

Again thank you for introducing this bill Chairman Studds. Chairmen and 
committee members this concludes my testimony. 

72-989 0 - 93 - 5 
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On behalf of the National Wildlife Federation (NWF), the 

Nation's largest conservation education organization, thank you 

for this opportunity to present testimony on H.R 1845, "A Bill to 

Establish the National Biological Survey." NWF supports H.R. 1845 

as a means to authorize the creation of the National Biological 

Survey (NBS), and thanks Chairman Studds for taking the initiative 

to move Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt's important proposal one 

step closer to fruition. 

NWF strongly supports the proposed National Biological 

Survey, For more than 50 years, NWF has been a leader in the 

conservation of wildlife and its habitats. Sound scientifically­

based management of our Nation's natural resources has always been 

the touchstone of NWF's conservation efforts. Such management is 

impossible without accurate and objective information about what 

is out there and what is at risk. In simplest terms, this should 

be the mission of the National Biological Survey. 

More specifically, NWF supports the following purposes for 

the NBS detailed in H. R. 1845: 

(1) To ensure the comprehensive assessment of the biological 

resources of the United States; 

(2) To ensure the provision of information to be used in 

protecting and managing ecosystems, including their plant, fish, 

and wildlife components; and 

(3) To ensure that the Secretary may anticipate and avoid or 
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resolve conflicts arising in the implementation of the Endangered 

Species Act of 1973 and other fisheries and wildlife conservation 

laws. 

NWF would like to underscore in particular the need to 

approach the tasks of the NBS using an ecosystem approach. Our 

recent experiences in the Pacific Northwest have powerfully 

demonstrated that simply focusing on the status of a particular 

threatened species, like the northern spotted owl, only partially 

addresses the more serious problems of an unraveling ecosystem, in 

this case the region's highly-fragmented old-growth forests on 

which literally hundreds of species depend. Thus, it is important 

to not simply focus on the gathering of endless amounts of data 

about the occurrence and life cycles of every · conceivable taxa. 

Instead, the National Biological Survey should: (l)identify and 

delineate, on a regional basis and, where feasible, at the 

landscape level, the ecosystems of the United States; (2) describe 

the ecological relationships which operate within each ecosystem, 

identifying to the maximum extent feasible the species, habitats, 

and functions of ecosystems and correlating the functions of 

ecosystems within the United States with the functions of other 

continental, hemispheric, and global ecosystems; and (3) identify 

the current and projected threats to the continued integrity of 

the Nation's ecosystems, and the relative risk of deterioration 

for each ecosystem. 

Timely communication of this information by the NBS to the 
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other bureaus of the Department of the Interior will allow for the 

necessary planning to prevent conflicts between habitat 

conservation for imperiled species and other land-use practices to 

the maximum extent possible. The NBS will also serve to minimize 

management incongruencies that occur across agency boundaries by 

providing all land managers in the Department of the Interior the 

same base of biological information on which to make land 

management decisions. 

In conclusion, NWF strongly supports the establishment of the 

National Biological Survey as a much-needed and long overdue 

effort to provide accurate and objective information about the 

Nation's biological resources so that future natural resource 

management decisions may be based on sound science . NWF 

appreciates the opportunity to offer support for this proposed 

agency, and looks forward to its establishment in the beginning of 

the new fiscal year. 
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H.R. 1845: The National Biological Survey Act of 1993 

July 21, 1993 

The National Association of State Foresters represents the Directors of the 
State forestry agencies of the fifty States and three U.S. Territories (Guam, 
Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands). In that capacity, our members are 
responsible for providing management and protection services to the vast 
majority of the Nation's forest resources. The members of NASF have some 

specific concerns regarding the proposed creation of the National 

--~ Biological Survey within the Department of Interior. 
n-.A.Duproe --

,,_,.,.,_ 
Olin D. Whilo, Jr. _,_ 

..... _ 
.WaftNS&IIIII 

...... H. c.-. St., Nil 
w~. o.c. 

20001 
202Mr2 .... 15 

The bill before you today, H.R. 1845, would give the Secretary of Interior 

broad authority to create a National Biological Survey. The goals of the 
NBS, as espoused by this legislation and by Interior Secretary Bruce 
Babbitt, are laudable; an effort which would improve the quality of 
research on and inventories of the nation's biological resources would be a 
good step forward. However, as the details of the NBS begin to emerge, the 
picture is less clear cut, and the principles being used to justify the creation 
of this new Interior research agency are more open to controversy. A 

primary concern of the NASF is the separation of researchers from the 
managers who depend upon them for accurate and timely information. 
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Before moving on to that concern, we wish to highlight some of NASFs efforts in the 

area of inventorying and monitoring. 

The members of NASF have worked extensively with the USDA Forest Service on two 
key inventory and monitoring efforts; the Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) program 
and the Forest Health Monitoring (FHM) programs. These programs are absolutely vital 

to the nation's forest managers, including managers of state, private and federal forest 

lands. 

FIA provides vital information about the extent of forests, stocking, and growth rates. 

This is critically important information to those who must manage forests for multiple 
benefits, including foresters and wildlife managers. The FHM program is making 
strides towards tracking forest pathogens and diseases. These include such long-term 

problems such as Gypsy moths and southern pine beetles, and emerging forest health 

problems such as dogwood anthracnose and hemlock woolly adelgid. 

Those put in charge of the new NBS should make every effort to work with and support 
these programs. The legislation currently under consideration does not provide ade­

quate direction for them to do so, although report language adopted by the House 

Appropriations Committee does direct the Department of Interior to report on how the 
new NBS will work with these and other survey and monitoring efforts. 

We believe that if a new NBS is created, it should be required not simply to analyze it's 

own relationship with these other federal and federal-state research efforts, but it must 

involve these agencies and other research institutions as full partners in the develop­

ment and long-term direction of the proposed new agency. The current legislation could 

ensure stronger consideration of these ongoing efforts, and seek out areas of mutual co­

operation and weed out areas of potential (and unnecessary) duplication. The 

Department of Interior's budget proposal presents many opportunities to ensure ade­

quate consideration of the needs of research and management partners. 

Two final concerns. First, it has come to our attention that our colleagues in the State 
fish and wildlife agencies have expressed alann at the proposal to create the NBS. They 

quite rightly point out that information on the new research agency, while more de­

tailed than at first, is still quite sketchy. The potential effect of moving existing research 

units into a new bureau has not been adequately weighed, and no one is sure what it 

2 
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will mean operationally, even if the Department has said it wants to make the organiza­
tional change "transparent." We share the concerns of our colleagues in the State fish 
and wildlife agencies on this point, particularly as the proposed changes would effect 
the Departments' various Cooperative Research Units. 

Lastly, and very importantly, were are question the idea of "improving" research by 
severing it from the land and resource managers who must ultimately interpret and 
apply the results. The Department lists this as one of the benefits of the new NBS, 
although it does not say why an "independent" research wing will necessarily provide 

substantial benefits to the resource managers on the ground. As others have rightly 
pointed out, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was created through a merger of the 
Department of Interior research and inventorying capabilities. 

The committees should ask themselves whether they can expect the results promised by 
undoing a merger which has served the country well for over a half century. 

In closing, the committee is to be commended for considering authorizing legislation for 
this proposed new agency. It should take the opportunity to ensure that doing so will 
actually result in tangible benefits for the management not just of the nation's fish and 
wildlife resources, but all it's natural resources. If the Congress decides to move forward 
with the idea, they should seek to ensure that the creation of the new agency does not 

disrupt ongoing relationships to the point were the benefits are outweighed by long­
term operational difficulties. Lastly, the Congress should ensure that this one effort to 
eliminate duplication of federal efforts does not inadvertently create competition among 
other related federal agency efforts, and that all such efforts function together harmo­
niously. Thank you. 

3 
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SUbcommittee on Environment and Natural Resources 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries co .. ittee 
545 Ford House Office Building 
Washington, o.c. 20515 

The Honorable Bruce F. Vento 
Chairman 

FIELD MUSEUM 
QF NATI!R OJ HJ5WRX 

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

Subco .. ittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands 
Natural Resources co .. ittee 
A812 O'Neill House Office Building 
Washington, o.c. 20515 

Dear Chairmen studds and Vento: 

This letter is being subllitted for the written record of the joint 
hearing held by the Environment and Natural Resources SUbcommittee 
and the National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands Subcommittee on 
July 15, 1993 concerning the National Biological Survey (NBS). As 
the presidents of the three largest, free-standing, natural history 
auseuas, we appreciate this opportunity to provide additional 
infor.ation to the Subco .. ittees on this iaportant proposal. We 
want to take this opportunity to describe the roles of natural 
history auseuas and systematic biology in the NBS. 

Although ninety percent of the globe's biological species remain 
unidentified, over a aillion have been discovered over the past two 
centuries by syste .. tic biologists, .. ny conducting research within 
our nation's natural history auseuas. Unlike many other types of 
institutions, natural history auseuas have worked to maintain 
natural science research programs. These programs include soae of 
the world's larqest biological collections and natural history 
libraries. Also within the real• of natural history auseuas are 
~ctive programs of field exploration, surveys and inventories, and 
eyst.-tic research on the earth's biological diversity. 

Throuqh syst.-tics, our scientists work to (1) qenerate the 
primary database tor documenting biological diversity, (2) 
understand the orqanization of life and the underlying reasons tor 
its complexity, and (J) dOCUIIent the distribution of species in the 
earth's varied habitats and ecosyste .. in order to understand their 
historical develop .. nt throuqh space and tlae. In carrying out 

ROOSEVELT ROAD AT LAKE SHORE DRIVE • CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60605-2496 • TELEPHONE 922-9410, AREA CODE 312 
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this research, our institutions strive to establish common 
guidelines and priorities. This type of work fosters the 
development of new methods of data analysis and provide new 
information for systematic and evolutionary biology theory, making 
biological surveying more comprehensive. 

These large, carefully maintained scientific collections serve as 
the basis for systematic research. The vast collections within the 
nation's natural history museums act as a permanent reference 
source for comparisons with newly discovered species or newly 
surveyed and studied habits. Furthermore, they provide the 
empirical framework for understanding the history of life. 
Collections provide the essential underpinnings for accurate 
assessments of environmental quality and change. The museums' vast 
biological collecti.on of specimens act as an "encyclopedia", 
referencing much of the known biological world. 

Aside from our strong research activities, natural history museums 
actively disseminate information both among the formal scientific 
community and the general public. In this capacity we hold 
symposia, publish articles, create exhibits and sponsor lectures. 
Additionally, our museums train graduate and postdoctoral students 
in systematics and other fields of natural science, contributing to 
the continual training of the future scientific workforce. 

In the Secretary's memorandum to the Cabinet announcing the NBS 
(March 17, 1993), he states its mission-- "to gather, analyze and 
disseminate the biological information necessary for the wise 
stewardship of our Nation's natural resources, and to foster 
understanding of biological systems and the benefits they provide 
to society." Natural history museums are well-situated to meet the 
basic components of this mission. Already in place are methods 
used to "gather, analyze and disseminate" information regarding the 
nation's biological composition. Furthermore, a primary task of 
museums is to educate the public. 

For all of the reasons cited above, the nation's natural history 
museums should play a fundamental, extramural role in the proposed 
NBS. The involvement of natural history museums and other 
scientific institutions within a peer-reviewed, extramural program 
will strengthen the program offered by Secretary Babbitt. In 
particular, the objective of reducing duplication of efforts within 
the Department can be assisted by incorporating the work of natural 
history museums and universities. The desire of the Department to 
establish a leadership role and enhance its credibility is 
furthered by an extramural grants progrllll based upon the integrity 
of peer-reviewed research. Finally, Interior etates that it hopes 
to provide "land and reeource managers more timely, objective 
scientific information essential for decision-making within the 
Department." By supporting an extramural grants program, the 
survey will more likely be an objective exllllination of the 
scientific facts, valuable to, but removed from, other roles housed 

2 
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within Interior. 

Natural history museu.s offer a stable scientific base for the NBS. 
OUr institutions share the Subcommittees' commitment to a 
successful program. If we can be of assistance or provide further 
inforaation to the Subco .. ittees, please feel free to contact us. 
We thank you for the opportunity to co .. ent on the record. 

Sincerely, 

~~~/~- · ) (/~ 
Willard L. Boyd Craig c. Black George D. Lanqdon,Jr. 
President President President 
Field Museum of Natural History Museum American Museum of 
Natural History of L. A. County of Natural History 

3 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY 

1 April 1993 

5410 Grosvenor Lane • Bethesda, MD 20814·2197 
Tel: (301l897-9no • Fax: (301) 530·2471 

The Honorable Bruce Babbitt 
Secretary of the Interior 
Washington, DC 20240 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

Leaders of The Wildlife Society listened with interest to your address to the North 
American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference. It was a great pleasure to hear 
you strongly express your commitment to improved natural resource conservation. 

The Wildlife Society is the organization of wildlife professionals dedicated to excellence 
in wildlife stewardship through science and education. Our 8,600 members are employed 
in the public and private sectors and engaged in wildlife research, management, 
education, administration and law enforcement. We are pleased to respond to your 
request for comments on the proposed National Biological Survey. 

We strongly support improved research quality and productivity, increased cost 
effectiveness and research capability, expanded commitment to technology transfer and 
support, a proactive approach to ecosystem management, improved interagency 
coordination, and cooperative relationships. Change is desirable and necessary to 
ensure that biological research within the Department of the Interior is timely and 
focused on resource management needs. 

However, we have some questions about the National Biological Survey that we believe 
merit your attention before you implement the program. These questions address 
integration across the federal government, separation of research and management, 
research and inventory, specific aspects pertinent to the Fish and Wildlife Service and 
the cooperative research unit program, state agencies, and funding. 

We raise these questions to .help strengthen research in the Department, make the 
National Biological Survey successful, and ensure that existing statutory programs and 
imponant cooperative partnerships are enhanced. We would be pleased to meet with 
you to discuss these questions in detail. 

stz::- t?(. ~ 
Thomas M. Franklin 
Wildlife Policy Director 

Enclosure 
cc: H. Salwasser 

H. Hodgdon 
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QUESTIONS REGARDING THE PROPOSAL 
TO ESTABUSH A NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY 

INTEGRATION ACROSS mE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND mE SEPARATION 
OF RESEARCH AND MANAGEMENT 

1. The proposal should explicitly state its limitation. The proposed horizontal 
integration should be matched with an analogous vertical integration of all layers of 
management and research, from local to national scales. Under a generous 
interpretation, this structure could be inferred from the statements: " ... enable land 
and resource managers at Federal, state, and local levels to develop comprehensive 
ecosystem management strategies ... " and "more effective partnerships with state ... and 
local entities." However, this proposal does .llQ1 address the issue of integrating 
conservation research across the Federal government. For example, the USEP A and 
USDA Forest Service have major research efforts regarding conservation of natural 
resources that will not be affected by the proposal. Thus, Federal effects in 
conservation research will remain fragmented. How will this possible fragmentation 
be addressed? 

2. Because this is not a comprehensive effort, the fourth objective cannot be fully 
realized. In fact, by having a focal point for conservation biology in DOl, there may 
be more opportunity for conflicts with USEPA (e.g., GAP versus EMAP). How will 
the NBS program to • ... assess the overall status and trends .. .in ecosystems .. ." relate 
to USEPA's EMAP program? On the surface, it can be argued that DOl is 
establishing a new agency with a mission that duplicates ongoing research and 
monitoring efforts within the Federal Government. 

3. There appears to be significant overlap in what the proposed NBS would do, and the 
proposed National Institute for the EnviroMlent. How would the two relate? 

4. A major problem under the proposal is that research and survey activities will be 
even more separated from management than they are currently. Shouldn't research 
and management be integrated at all levels? 

5. The NBS should add an objective that commits the DOl to vigorously pursue 
Adaptive Resource Management (ARM) where it is applicable. We should be doing 
management in a structured way so that we gain reliable knowledge as we manage. 
Wouldn't this approach necessitate that managers and researchers work closely 
together? 

6. Moving all of the laboratories into the NBS seems to include many facilities whose 
mission does not match those stated for the survey. Why should these be moved? 
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RESEARCH VS INVENTORY 

1. Although we recognize that biological research in DOl does not include such fields 
as human medicine and veterinary science, others will not. Thus, biological research 
needs to be clearly defined. Would a more appropriate term be conservation 
research as a more accurate description of the proposal's focus? 

2. Note that the section Questions on the National Bjo!ogjcal Suryey states that " ... the 
determination whether a particular tract of land includes a population of an 
endangered species is not research .. ." While this is not research, the proposal states 
that the NBS will do endangered species inventories. Is there a contradiction here 
or does the NBS plan to do only some types of inventories for nationally endangered 
species? 

3. How much of current research funded by the Congress to do specific kinds of work 
will be redirected into ecosystem or survey and monitoring work? 

4. As written, it appears that all inventory and monitoring of natural resources will be 
in the NBS. However, the major (perhaps even the majority) of resource inventories 
in Interior agencies are not done by researchers. For example, in BLM all fish and 
wildlife inventories are done by management biologists at the local level. Even 
within the FWS, major inventory and monitoring work occurs in the operational parts 
of the agency (i.e., Coastal Projects of Ecological Services, inventories and monitoring 
on NWRs). What makes an inventory activity worthy of inclusion in the new agency? 
Even if the inventory remains out of NBS, how will these data be accessed in the 
assessments of overall ecosystems? 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

1. Please analyze, point by point, how FWS is going to do its job. What exactly will be 
the costs to FWS and what exactly will be taken out of the agency? · 

2. Will there be future added costs in personnel and resource dollars to rebuild 
scientific capabilities within FWS to enable it to do its job? 

3. How will the FWS be able to fulfill its statutory responsibilities for the Endangered 
Species Act, Migratory Bird Management Act, various fishery management statutes, 
and others without a very significant part of its scientific expertise? 

4. What role will a Director of the new NBS play in regulatory decisions by FWS, such 
as listings of threatened and endangered species, hunting regulations, management 
actions to enhance species recovery, or various permitting activities? 
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5. Apparently, more than half the funds and personnel for the NBS will come from the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. Isn't that highly costly to an agency that has a lot of daily 
responsibilities that are based on science? 

6. How will FWS discharge its responsibilities for migratory bird management under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act if migratory bird functions (including staff) are split 
between two agencies? 

7. Has a detailed analysis been done on the effects of the proposed transfer of staff and 
dollars on maintaining traditional seiVices for aquaculture, drug registration, fish 
disease management, fish and wildlife disease diagnosis and forensics support, 
migratory bird management, endangered species status, testing and recovery, 
contaminants monitoring and effects, and other tasks normally done by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

8. Will the work done at wildlife and fishery research centers be reprogrammed? 

COOPERATIVE RESEARCH UNITS 

1. Are all current cooperative agreements voided (and will new ones have to be 
renegotiated)? 

2. This proposal is for an "internal reorganization." Coop units are joint programs 
supported by the states, universities, and other cooperators. Have these cooperators 
had input into the program and have they agreed to the changes? 

3. What specific changes in program and direction are planned for coop units? 

4. Units should expect to add extension staff, and perhaps BLM and NPS staff. At a 
couple of Units that would exceed 30 staff! Funher, a strong thrust through Units 
would be GAP analysis, monitoring, and suiVeys. Such would not qualify for 
graduate thesis or dissertation materials. Are Units being presented as transforming 
into "state offices," yet with no changes in programs occurring? 

STATE AGENCIES 

1. Under the heading entitled Budget, it implies that endangered species inventories 
will be done by the NBS. FWS personnel do few on-the-ground inventories of 
endangered species. In most states FWS contracts with the state management 
authorities to do these inventories. HistoricaUy, endangered species work, including 
inventories, has been grossly underfunded. Will NBS increase funding for these 
inventories, or will the a&ency do the work in-house? Either way, what 
administrative mechanisms (i.e., contract specialists, species specialists) will be used 
to work with the states? 
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2. Are researchers restricted to working only within the state where they are stationed? 
This has ramifications for agencies other than the USFWS. 

3. Will each state have a director? How will funds be allocated? 

4. Public remarks indicate that the proposed NBS would focus on nongame programs. 
The state agencies have statutory responsibilities for most nongame, and all of the 
habitats except those on federal lands. How will the state wildlife conservation 
agencies participate in these programs? 

FUNDING OF NBS 

1. How will funding priorities be set given the different missions of individual agencies? 
The majority of employees from the NBS will come from the USFWS. Do Parks or 
BLM issues take a lower priority? How will this be prevented? 

2. Working on a reimbursable basis with agencies (e.g., USGS) commonly makes it too 
expensive for local land managers to afford services. How will this be prevented? 
If, in the case of the USGS, a local client does not fit into the work plan of the 
servicing agency, it is often difficult to have work implemented (even if you can 
afford it). How will this be prevented? 

3. 001 currently Jacks some of the expertise to accomplish the work activities outlined. 
For example, . will botanists, systems ecologists, physiological ecologists, and 
taxonomists be hired? If so, where will the funds come from? 

4. What will be the cost to each agency? 

5. Creation of a new agency would appear to add considerable costs for administration. 
Will these resources be reprogrammed from within, or will new funds be needed? 

6. The proposal for the NBS suggests that research will be improved in quality and 
productivity at lesser cost. However, this proposal would add significant 
administrative costs for a new agency, and you have stated that all services will be 
maintained to current clients - which implies continuation, not redirection of 
resources. How can all of this be accomplished? 
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International Aaaoclatlon 
of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 

Hd of tho-•-- c.p~~o~-. N.W., Suite M4 • W-ington, D.C. 20001 
To-- (202) 12 .. 7180 • FAX (202) 124-7111 

Honorable Bruce Babbitt 
Secretary 

May 6, 1993 

u.s. Departaent of the Interior · 
1849 c: Street, NW 
waahinqton DC ZDZ40 

Dear Kr. Secretary: 

I want to expraaa appreciation on behalf of the 
International Aeaociation of riah and Wildlife Aqenciea 
for the opportunity to -•t vith you and to diacuaa at 
•o- lanqth the propoaecl National Bioloqical Survey. Aa 
you knov, the qroup that -t vith you -- Barb Doiq (NY), · 
Boyd Cibbona (CA), Bob 1111 .. (WV), llaX Petaraon (IAFW.N' 
ataff) , and Rollie Sparrove (Wildlife Manaqeaentf 
Inatitute) -- vera d .. iqnatecl by - follovinq your 
invitation at our Executive c: ... ittee -tinq to further 
diacuaa the propoaecl foraation of the National Bioloqical 
survey. 

We appreciatecl tha opportunity for a candieS exchange 
of vieva and for your villinqnaaa to apand a considerable 
a-unt of your acarce ti- in -tinq vitb ua. == We particularly appreciate your llaltinq it clear that 

,.,__ you do not plan to tranafer r .. poneibility for 
""*"'·•••7011 auiniatration or IIAJI&q ... nt activiti .. aucb •• nonq ... 
exocu11.. apeci .. ·, ~ apeciea, or tbe requlatory aapecta of 
CommonH un.n waterfowl ~t, to the n- Bioloqical Survey. We 
CttaOmwt alao very aucb appreciate your aupport for the neecl for -l.- reliable and adequate funclinq for a nonq._ .proqraa. 
~=- -Tbia AaiiOCiation, the Wildlife llanaq-t Inatitute, and 

. · IIIIJllf otber QZ9&nbationa, aupportecl tbe pa .. aqe of the 
~ Fiala and Wildlife C:onaarvation Act of 1910 (Monq._ Act) , 
w __ CMa.....,. .. -11 .. a-tor Ritchell'a Partner• in Wildlife Act of 
o.-OAIO:I•._ laat year. We are optiaiatic that with your aupport, tha 
•n.s.~ apecial initiative ve launchecl tbr .. yeara eqo to obtain 
:::;"~ fun4inq for ncmfJ._ apeciee vill be •-fill. -..... 
Jim ...... 
T-00.. 
OonA. ­
Ftll"'ldd:Wt.t<Y 

-~..-- .NV w....,....._ 
Sara, . .... 
JonyJ. ­
-Cily.YO 

Aa- di-...d vith you, ve are aerioualy conc:ernecl 
and bave queat1- abollt aaveral a..,acta of tbe lfational 
Biological 111rvwr vbich involve• tranafer of r ... arch, 
inventory and -itorinq function• fr• Hveral Interior 
aqenc1 .. , the apparant concept of OM aqency with 
centraliaecl reaponaibility tor inventoryinq and 
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Honorable Bruce Babbitt 
Kay 6, 1993 
Paqe :z 

monitorinq of biological data, and the potential i~act or 
transterrinq the state wildlife cooperative units to a new bureau. 
We are also frankly frustrated and concerned about the speed with 
which the proposal is aovinq. That and the secrecy surroundinq the 
details which are reflected in the budqet ... ndaent, coupled with 
the apparent aarkup schedule on the Hill for the 1994 
appropriations, seaas to effectively preclude any real opportunity 
tor either constructive input or an ability to influence the ehape 
ot the National Biological Survsy. We have a nuabar of specific 
suqqestions which we request be considered by you and your starr as 
tinal decisions are aade concerninq the National Biological survey. 
These suqqestions include the followinq: 

1) 

:Z) 

3) 

4) 

Delay irreversible decisions such as the establishaent or 
the eco-reqions and transfer of the state cooperative 
wildlife units until further evaluation of options can be 
considered. If, as we understand thara is no expectation 
of iaaadiataly chanqinq the aission of the state 
cooperative wildlife units, leavinq thoaa units alone 
pendinq further analysis should not be a problea an~ 
should not adversely affect other plans. ! 

Leave specific Fish and Wildlife service research units 
which are priaarily doinq applied research, technical 
assistance to the Fish and Wildlife Service, etc., with 
the Fisb and Wildlife Service. This would include units 
such as the Southeastern Cooperative lflldlite "Disease 
Study in Athena, Georqia, tha laboratories at La crosse 
in Madison, aa well as Patuxent River and Laatown, Wast 
Virginia. 

Leave operatinq inventory and aonitorinq prOI)X' ... such as 
the national -tlands inventory, qap analysis, and other 
such onqoinq inventory activitiu with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service pandinq develo~t of an overall 
fra-ork for biological inventory, aonitorinq and 
inforaatlon transfer. 

concentrate specific resources on developinq a fraaawork 
for protocols and standardization of biological data in 
cooperation with other state and federal aqencies and 
non-qovernaantal orqanizations. Attar a careful review 
of exiatinq inventoryinq and aonitorinq, 4eteraine the 
aoat appropriate role for the 81oloqical survey and the 
inventoryinq and aonitorinq that would be aost 
appropriate. 
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5) htabliab a apecific cOIUlcil co.poaed of atate and 
federal aqenciea to realiatically exaaine the beat 
option8 tor acca.pliabinq the qoela that you have 
outlined includinq both reaearcb an<l bioloqical 
info~tion. 

Aa we .. ntioned in our .. etinq, the State fiah and wildlife 
aqenciea are lonq-atandinq pertnera with the Depertaant. Wbataver 
evolvea with the HBS iaaue, ve want thia partnerabip to continue. 

bc:c:: / ·Mr. Herb Dots 
Mr. Boyd Gibbons 

. Mr. Bob Kilu 

. Mr. !Ia: Pete non 
Dr. Rollin Sparrow• 
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STATEMENT BEFORE TilE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES (NAS) 
· NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL COMMm'EE 

ON FORMATION OF THE NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY 
By R. Max Peterson, Executive Vice President 

International Association of Fish and Wildlife AaenciC3 
April 29, 1993 

Mr. Chairman and memben of the Committee. I am Max Peterson the Executive Vice 
President of the International Association of Fish and Wildlife A&encies. 1 appreciate the 
opponunity to present a brief statement today conc:emin& the proposed fomwion of a National 
Biological Survey. 

As you may know the International Association of Fish and Wildlife AaenciC3 was 
founded in 1902 and is a quasi-aovemmental oraanization of public qencies char&ed with the 
protection and manqem~t of North America's fish and wildlife resources. Tbe Association 's 
aovemmental memben include the fish and wildlife agencies of the states, provinces and federal 
aovemments of the U.S., Canada and Mexico. All fifty state are memben. Tbe Association 
has been a key orpnization in promotin& sound resource manaaement and stral&thenin& federal, 
state and private cooperation in protectin& and manqin& fish and wildlife and their habitats i~ 
the public interest. ~ 

First, IcC me emphasize to the Committee that the International Auociation has not 
adopted a position on the National Bioloaical Survey either as to whether there should be a NBS 
or what functions it should perfonn. We find ourselves in that situation for two reasons. First, 
the Association has a lonJ standinJj)IICtice of carefully examined _proposed clw!&es in .PJO.Irams 
and oraaniZations before takinJ a position to support, oppose or request chanaes; and secondly, 
very little information has been available as to the specifics of a proposed National Biological 
Survey. Unfonunately, most of the material that has been available consists primarily of 
statements about how &rea& the idea is without any real information u to what is proposed. 

As many of you know the idea of a National Biological Survey is not new. In fact, the 
Conaress created the Bureau of BioloJical Survey within the Department of Apiculcwe in 188S 
where it remained unli11939 when it was transferred to the Department of Interior alon& with 
the Bureau of Fisheries from the Department of Commerce. In 1940 the Bureau of Biolo&ical 
Survey and the Bureau of Fisheries were consolidated to become the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. Since 1940 there have been sporadic attempts to establish a Biological or Ecoloaical 
Survey as a put of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

I recite that bit of history to make the point that a Bureau of Biological Survey actual! y 
~xisted in the United Swa for more than half a century. For what was considered &ood and 
sufficient reasons at the time it was consolidated with other aaivities to creal& tbe U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 
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As we understand the proposed National Biolo&ical Survey from the brief information 
that we have seen the proposal is to transfer all of the research component of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service plus substantial research responsibilities from the National Park Service and the 
Bureau of Land Mana&ement and lesser amounts of research from several other acenties within 
the U.S. Department of Interior to form a National Biological Survey. 

Ideally the formation of such an orcaniution would be preceded by a reasonably ri&orous 
examination of problems that exist which require a chance in orcanization to remedy. Followin& 
this a series of options would be developed in toopention with other directly involved 
orpnizations, and ad! would be subjected to analysis includin& a period of public review and 
comment. For reasons that are unclear to us that proc:edure was not followed in this case and 
we now are faald with a proposal which is far enou&h developed that a specific budcet 
amendment in substantial detail has been completed and presented to the Concress earlier this 
week. At the same time this Committee has been commissioned presumably to provide some 
useful advice on the proposed Biolocical Survey. It is certainly unclear as to what role, if any, 
the report of this Committee will play unless you merely rubber stamp the decisions that have 
al.ready been made. Fnnldy, we have some concern which l have already expressed to the staff 
of the National Research Council as to whether the time available to the Committee, the 
composition of the Committee or the Committee charge will really allow it to play a useful roll( 
in helpinJ determine the appropriate future role and responsibility of the proposed National 
Bioloaical Survey. • 

Let me also express concern over the very ambitious time schedule to form the new entity 
and for your report. Althou&h there may well be a need for such an orpnizalion, movin& 
rapidly ahead at the expense of thouchtful defiberation -by this Committee and appropriate 
involvement by affected patties and public comment is likely to cause more problems than it 
solves. It c:ertainly is the antithesis of thouchtful public scrutiny of proposed public acency 
actions which are embodied in laws such as the Administrative Procedures Act and the National 
Enviroamenlal Policy Act. Altbouah members of the Association have had an opportunity to 
meet with Secretary Blbbitt and members of his staff and we have more information at this point 
than the public at lalp we have not been able to delcrmine the specifics of the proposed 
National Bioloaical Survey nor to make informed jud&mcnts about the pioposal. 

Let me lalow tum to 1011111 specific concerns and questions that we believe it is imponant 
for this Committee to lddresa: 

1. The 1111C1er1ininJ hypothesis for the creation of the National BioiOJical Survey is 
that by lepUitina re.arch from manacement and consolidalin& it into a .epuate 
acency that the quality, productivity, timeliness and cost of research will be 
reduced and that the public will be better served. What evidence exists to either 
support or refute that hypothesis? Are there some actual examples of research 
beinJ removed from operating agenc1es and placed in sepuase orpnizations that 
resulted in subSWIIially improved performance of the qencies bein& served. If 
so, what are those examples? The ~e' erse 's aJ so worthy of examination. We are 
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aware 11111 in the medical field and in electronics there has been 1 ltrOn& tendency 
to brina most research back in closer contact with manaaement and production 
to both improve raearch and shorten the application phase? How does this 
Committee plan to approach that question which is c:enual both to the creation of 
the National Bioloaical Survey, it's mission and how it mi&ht function. 

2. In 19921 National Academy Committee issued a i'eport entitled "Science and the 
National Parks", which specifically recommended certain ~or actions related 
to raearch in support of National Park Service activities. That report 
recommends a sepantc raearch line item in the National Part Service budget, 
expansion of the science proaram and elevation and reillvi&oralion of the position 
of chief scientists to lead and auicle a major science proaram for the National 
Part Service. Presumably that Committee, which included at least one member 
of this Committee, recoanizecl the importance of a stron& science proaram to an 
operatinaaaency. What is likely to be the short and ion& term affect of removing 
major research functions from operating aaencies. 

3. In a report issues last year entitled, • A Stratqic Plan for lmprovina the Natu"' 
Research Pqram of the National Park Service", paae two included a very useflll 
diapam showin& the relationship between research and raoun:c manaaement is 
a put of a total Natural Resoun:e Pfo&ram. If 11111 clia&ram is rdative, which at 
least I think it is how would 11111 diaaram be used with 1 new National Biological 
Survey? 

4. Currently, there are seventy-two cooperative research units, forty of which are 
cooperative wildlife research units operated in cooperation with host universities 
and state fish and wildlife aaencies more than half of the support from these is 
provided by the state of host universities. These units not only eonduc:t raearch 
but provide bldt-up technical assistance to operatina propams of the Fisb and 
Wildlife Service and the state u well u provide both exteasicla and instructional 
support. At IIIia point it is not at all clear whether tbe level and type of support 
1hese units provide will be continued under the National BioJoaical Survey or 
whedler the .. and the Fisb and Wildlife Service will haw to create new units 
to perform die ftmctions now being done by the coop units. There has been no 
real consultation to date on these vital questions. 

5. Mucll of the attention of the National Bioloaical Survey proposal has been 
concentrlled oa its research activities. There also .,...,. to be a major effon 
envisioned ill inventoryin& and monitoring u .well u informalioa transfer for 
bio&op:al informatioll coverin& both animals and plaDIS. As maay members of 
this CommiU. mow this infonnation is currently beilli obclined, stored and 
made available mosdy by state, local and non-aovemmental orpni.zations. It is 
not at all clar how the activities envisioned by the Nalionl1 BioJoaical Survey 
will mesh wiih those on-going acu'ltles . In other words, is the National 
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Biolo&ical Survey really envisioned as a data collection orpnizalion or is it 
somehow in the business of helping develop standardized data collection retrieval 
and s&oraae capabilities'? Also, within the Federal Government Cin:ular A-16 
issued October 19, 1990 by the Executive Office of the President, sets forth 
principals and procedures for coordination of surveying, mappin& and related 
spatial activities for the Federal Government. A quick readin& of the National 
Biolocical Survey description indicates that a &reat amount of spatially related 
information is envisioned to be collected, stored, retrieved and made available to 
other a&enc:ies and to the public:. It is not at all clear as to the extent such 
activities will duplicate those already underway at state, local and federal levels 
and if not, how they will be inte&rated and coordinated. 

6. Within the United States the primary responsibility for fish and wildlife rests with 
the state with only limited responsibility of the Federal Government primarily 
related to threatened, endan&ered or micratory species, trust responsibilities and 
some federal lands where the state federal covernment exercises normally limited 
jurisdiction. Because of this data collection for fish and wildlife is primarily a 
state and local activity with some non-covemmental orcanizations providin~ 
active support. It is not at all clear how the inventoryin&, monitoring, anj;l 
information transfer activities envisioned by the National Biolocical Survey will 
relate to those activities. • 

7. Removin& the Research component from several operating a&encies obviously will 
project the ability of that a&ency to &et its job done. Those of us who are 

- conc:erned about fish and wildlife in ceneral have questions as to how the research 
and information previously available will be provided under the new scheme. 

On Monday of this week, we received a list of key questions that this Committee will 
address. Obviously, in the time available since then it has not been possible to develop in-depth 
answen. Given that reality we have tried to address a few of the questions. 

OlJES]JQN: How can existin& information about the biOla of the U.S. be orpnized so 
as to be useful fpr a wide ma,y of OOJ"!!Q¥1 jnc!udin& manmmcnt scientific study r:ducation 
and cgnscryaljog? How can the censusin& of the biota be advanc:ed, by taxonomic: croups and 
re&ionally, so till& the information and its usefulness are continually improved? 

ANSWER· '1blt question illustrateS, better than most, the fact till& information serves 
a variety of u.n and uses which makes it practically impossible to provide an answer unless 
it is related to the real word or manacement decisions that are bein& considered now or lilcely 
to be considered in the fuun. For example, certain broad scale int'ormaticla may be adequate 
for d.- who are c:oacemed about macro chances in such thinp u hlbilll typea or the overall 
popnlatjm of mipaiGry waterfowl of a certain species. There are very differeat information 
requilementl for IOIMOIIC who is lryin& to envision what happens on a puticular piece of land 
if certain chances are made in the existin& situation . 
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The seeond put of the question requires the assembly of a IJal dell of information as 
well as teehnical knowledce which usually is not available from one penon or even one 
discipline. For that reason for many years we have recocnized an interdisciplinary approach to 
decision makin& as an important principle. It seems to us that one of the tint tasks would be 
simply to catalo& and understand the type and scope of bioloaical information that's already 
bein& calculated and then consider existin& or future mechanisms for sharin& such information 
and for makin& it readily available to those who need it. For example, it's technically feasible 
at the current time to collec:t, store and retrieve numerous layers of information that is 
ceocraphic:ally related so that information on soils, terrain, ceolocy. vqelation, hydroloay. 
meteorolocy, eu:. for a particular area could be acc:essed by a computer for use by a state, 
county, federalqency or a private orpni.zation who needs such information. It's not clear from 
the deacription of the NaDona1 BiolOJical Survey whether it's intention of workin& on 
methodoloey to share information and to classify information so that it's more usable or whether 
its intention to actually co out and do specific inventoryinc and monitorin&. 

OUFSIJQN: What national needs, in lceepin& with the overall mission of the Department 
of the Interior, will the NBS fill? 

AN$WEB: This is probably the most fundamental question that should be answeref 
within the context of what is bein& done by other agencies, by the states, by NGO's, eu:. Thert 
is a recopized need for such thin&s as a National Wetlands Inventory whic:b is currently bo&led 
clown by arauments over what constitutes a wetland there are abo clelr needs to better 
understand the interactioft between plants, animals, human populations and natural events such 
as, carthquaJra, tornados, fires and climatic variations. There is a vut amount of work aoin& 
llll "repnlinJ1hae "'SIIbjlr:ts by -wlivasities, 1Jy NGO's, "by states, -bJ 1edmi&09amuent, etc. 
At this point it is not clelr to us just what the role of the NBS is in such efforts. 

OUESJlQN: What functions (in research, analysis, information, etc.) will be necessary 
in the future to fulfill the idaltified mission of the NBS~ 

AN$WEB: Fnnldy, we ba~ not seen a description of the million of the NBS which 
would be ldequare 10 even beaiD ID IIISWel' that question. Also, the imrnedialely precedin& 
quati.oa needs 10 be aaswered. Oae lppUGit funcuon would be a beaer undentandin& of the 
dynamic inlaW:Iioas indudiD& papulllion dynamics of plant and lnimll inter-relationsbips and 
how they are lfreclled by bUIUD popuWions and usc . This mi&ht include tryin& ID determine 
whether a decliDe ill speciea or a poup of species can be deteCted euly eaouab ID taD specific 
action 10 ~ lheir becclmilll dlreallened or cndanccred. The teadeacy ID coacencrate on 
species only a"- they become dlreallened and endancered is obviously a questianlble approach 
both in terms of the liJIIelibood of success and cconom1c impact. 
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Southeastern Association of Fish and Wildlife Resources Agencies 

R ! S 0 L U T I 0 M 

WHEREAS, the U. S. Department of the Interior and the state fish 
and wildlife agencies are priaarily reeponeible for the manaqement 
of the !ish and wildlife resources of the nation: and 

WHEREAS, the state fish and wildlife agencies have worked closely 
with Congress and the Department of the Interior to develop 
cooperative proqraas that have resulted in unparalleled fish and 
wildlife populations; and 

WHEREAS, the Oe~artaent of Interior has proposed a major 
reorganization wh.1.ch would establish a new bureau, entitled the 
National Biolo;ical Survey; and 

WHEaEAS, the establishment of the National Bioloqical Survey would 
result in a siqni!icant transfer of fundinq and personnel from 
established and successful fish and wildlife proqraasr and 

WHEREAS, the Department of the Interior proposes to establish the 
National Bioloqieal Survey throuqh the aaendaent of its proposed 
1993-94 budqet; and 

WHEREAS, this process will not allow for a thorough review of ~he 
necessity for, and the probable iapaets of, this ujor 
reorqanization on the fish and wildlife proqraaa of the Department 
ot the Interior and the state fish and wildlife aqencies. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the southeastern Association 
of Fish and Wildlife Agencies opposes the use of the budget process 
by the Department of the Interior. to establish the sweepinq chanqes 
envisioned by the National Bioloqical Survey and urges that such a 
major change in the nation'• !ish and wildlife pro;raaa only be 
done by specific legislation which would assure a coaplete review 
ot the proposal br conqress including adequate public b-ring, 
underatand1n9 and nput. 
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